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Main conclusions 

Main conclusions 

Income poverty gap and persistent income poverty 

This report is the first in a series of periodic publications 
on income poverty and social exclusion in the European 
Union. It includes information on income poverty, social 
exclusion and the interrelationship between the two 
phenomena. Its focus is on the incidence of social ex
clusion and poverty in the European Union, in particular 
on the identification of poverty risk groups. Moreover, in
formation is included on the dynamics of income pover
ty and the issue of cumulative disadvantages. The report 
uses the most recent data available from the European 
Community Household Panel (ECHP).The main conclu
sions are summarised below. 

Level and inequality of income 

Cross-national differences between the Member States 
in levels of income show a geographical particularity: 
prosperity is below the European Union average in the 
peripheral Member States (Ireland, Italy, Spain, Greece 
and Portugal). Income level is generally related to in
come inequality: the lower the prosperity the more in
equality in income distribution. However, there is one ex
ception: the United Kingdom had both, above average 
prosperity and income inequality. Income inequality was 
highest in Portugal and lowest in Denmark. Of the four 
largest Member States, the United Kingdom and Italy 
had the highest levels of inequality, while France and 
Germany had lower levels. 

The incidence of income poverty 

In 1996, 17 percent of all European Union citizens lived 
in a household, which had an equivalised income of less 
than 60 percent of the national median. These were 61.1 
million persons living in 24.8 million households across 
13 Member States. The income poverty rate ¡n the Mem
ber States ranged from 12 percent in Denmark, Luxem
bourg and the Netherlands to 21 and 22 percent in 
Greece and Portugal, respectively. 

Children run an above average risk of being poor. In 
1996, the poverty rate for children was 21 percent com
pared to 14 percent for persons in the age group 25-64. 
Women had a somewhat higher risk of being poor in 
comparison to men. The largest differences between the 
sexes were found for young adults and the elderly. In 
1996, a women aged 65 or older showed a poverty rate 
of 20 percent compared to 16 percent for men. 

The socio-economic distribution of poverty risks 

The income poverty risk of a person in the European 
Union was highly correlated with the socio-economic 
background of the household he or she was a member 
of. In 1996, persons living in a working household had a 
poverty rate of 13 percent. This compared to 19 percent 

for persons from a retired household and one out of two 
(51 and 53 percent, respectively) for persons from any 
other non-working household (unemployed or non-re
tired inactive). With regard to type of household, persons 
living in either a single-parent household or a couple 
with three or more children ran an above average pover
ty risk. In 1996, 32 percent of all persons living in a sin
gle-parent household in the European Union were in
come poor. For couples with three or more children, this 
was 25 percent. Finally, the poverty rate for persons 
from a low-educated household was 26 percent, com
pared to 14 percent for persons from a middle-educated 
household and 7 percent for persons from a high-edu
cated household. 

Income poverty gap and persistent income poverty 

In 1996, the equivalised income of the income poor in 
the European Union was on average 31 percent below 
their country-specific poverty line. For the elderly and 
persons from retired households, the gap between 
equivalised income and the poverty line was somewhat 
smaller: 26-27 percent. On the other hand, income poor 
singles below 65, poor persons from non-retired inactive 
households and poor persons f rom high-educated 
households showed an average poverty gap of around 
35 percent. Across the Member States, the poverty gap 
ranged from below 25 percent in Ireland and Luxem
bourg to over 35 percent in Italy. 

In 1996, 7 percent of all persons in the European Union 
had been living in a low-income household for at least 
three consecutive years. This was about 40 percent of 
all persons that were living in a low-income household in 
that year. Across the Member States, the persistent 
poverty rate ranged from around 3 percent in Denmark 
and the Netherlands to 12 percent in Portugal. 

Children, the elderly, persons from non-working house
holds, persons from single-parent or large households 
as well as low-educated households run an above aver
age persistent poverty risk. In 1996, 9 percent of all chil
dren had been living in a low-income household for at 
least three consecutive years. For the elderly and per
sons living in a retired household this was 8 percent. 
About one out of every five persons from an unemployed 
or non-retired inactive household had an income below 
the poverty line for at least three consecutive years. For 
persons from a single-parent household ora couple with 
three or more dependent children the persistent poverty 
rates were 13 and 11 percent, respectively. Finally, for 
persons from a low-educated household, the persistent 
poverty rate was 12 percent against 5 percent for per
sons from a middle-educated household and 3 percent 
for persons from a high-educated household. 

Non-monetary poverty 

Across the European Union, substantial numbers of 
people appeared to live in an unfavourable situation with 
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respect to financial problems, basic needs, consumer 

durables, housing conditions, health, social contacts 

and satisfaction: 

• About 7 percent of the European Union population in 

1996, which corresponded to some 25 million per

sons, could not afford having meat, fish or the like ev

ery second day. 

• 8 percent or 28 million were behind with payments of 

utility bills, mortgage or rent. 

• 13 percent or about 46 million could not afford new 

clothes. 

• 2 percent or 7 million did not have a bath or shower in 

the accommodation. 

■ 3 percent or some 11 million were without a tele

phone. 

• 6 percent were rarely meeting friends or relatives not 

living with them. 

• Almost one third (31 percent) could not afford a 

week's annual holiday away from home. 

For many persons who were disadvantaged with re

spect to an aspect of their life this was not an isolated in

cident. They were often faced with more problems and 

disadvantages. Considering some basic needs, it ap

peared that 12 percent of all persons in the European 

Union were not able to meet at least two of the following 

needs: having meat, chicken or fish every second day, 

buying new clothes or having a week's annual holiday 

away from home. A similar picture could be seen in the 

area of housing, where 5 percent of the European Union 

citizens reported cumulative problems, such as the lack 

of a bath or shower in the dwelling, shortage of space or 

damp walls, floors or foundations. Another examination, 

which focused simultaneously on eight nonmonetary 

indicators in three broad areas of people's life  financial 

situation, basic needs and housing conditions  also 

showed that disadvantages cumulated sharply across 

different fields. One in every six persons in the European 

Union (17 percent) faced multiple disadvantages ex

tending to two or even all three areas. 

The abovementioned examination of eight indicators 

showed that the proportion of people experiencing non

monetary aspects of poverty varied considerably across 

Member States, and appeared to be related to the coun

try's income poverty rate. On the one hand, in the 

Netherlands, Denmark and Luxembourg, countries with 

the lowest income poverty rates in the EU, the propor

tion of persons with a problem or disadvantage with re

spect to the examined nonmonetary indicators was 

also the lowest. About a third or even less than a third of 

the countries' population experienced a problem in at 

least one of the above mentioned three areas, which 

was far below the European Union average. In these 

countries, the proportion of people with problems in 

more than one of the areas was also the lowest in the 

Union. In Germany, Belgium, Austria and France, coun

tries with poverty rates below or equal to the European 

Union average, the proportion of persons with disad

vantages in one or more domains was also below or 

equal to the average. 

On the other hand, Portugal, Greece and Spain, having 

income poverty rates above the average, had the high

est proportion of people with disadvantages compared 

to other countries in the Union. In Italy, the United King

dom and Ireland, countries with poverty rates slightly 

above the European Union average, the proportion of 

persons experiencing a disadvantage in at least one of 

the domains was also somewhat higher than the Union's 

average. 

Nonmonetary poverty and socioeconomic 

background 

The likelihood of being disadvantaged with respect to a 

nonmonetary aspect of life appeared to be related to the 

socioeconomic background of a person's household. In 

1996, persons in a working household usually had a below 

average risk of being in a disadvantaged situation. In con

trast, the risk for people in unemployed and nonretired in

active households was substantially higher, often even 

twice as high as the European Union average. With regard 

to household type, single parents and their children sys

tematically scored higher on nonmonetary indicators of 

poverty than other households, with the only exception be

ing the indicators on housing conditions. Persons from nu

clear families with three or more dependent children expe

rienced relatively often a disadvantage with respect to the 

basic needs, housing conditions and consumer durables 

under study. On the other hand, couples without children 

were less frequently faced with nonmonetary aspects of 

poverty. Also, couples with one or two dependent children 

were rarely disadvantaged with regard to the selected in

dicators. As to age groups, children were found to be more 

vulnerable with respect to the selected basic needs and fi

nancial difficulties, while the elderly were more disadvan

taged in the area of health and social contacts. 

Low income and nonmonetary poverty 

In the European Union, persons in a lowincome house

hold appeared to be much more frequently disadvan

taged in nonmonetary terms than the rest of the popu

lation. The proportion of incomepoor persons who are 

disadvantaged with regard to any of the selected indica

tors on basic needs, consumer durables or household fi

nance was at least twice the European Union average 

and about three times that of the more affluent part of 

the population. With very few exceptions, a similar dif

ference was found for the age groups and household 

types under study, and for the Member States, whatev

er the nonmonetary dimension of life. 

In spite of having higher rates of disadvantages than the 

rest of the population, the income poor in the European 

Union still counted for less than half of the total number of 

persons experiencing a problem or disadvantage. In ab
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solute terms, many more people above the low-income 
threshold were confronted with disadvantages, regardless 
of what kind. In 1996, about 124 million people were not 
able to satisfy at least one of the needs such as having 
meat, chicken or fish every second day, buying new 
clothes and having a week's annual holiday away from 
home. 43 million persons could not meet two or all three of 
these needs. More than two thirds of the former group (85 
million persons) and more than half of the latter group (26 
million persons) were not poor in terms of income. A si
multaneous examination of eight non-monetary poverty 
indicators showed that 60 million persons in the European 
Union experienced multiple disadvantages, of which 38 
million were non-poor. Also, at country level, the absolute 
number of the non-poor who were disadvantaged in cer
tain aspects of life was systematically higherthan the num
ber of the income poor experiencing the same sort of prob
lems. 

The incidence of disadvantages among the poor varied 
considerably across the Member States. Still, a common 
pattern could be identified. In Portugal and Greece, the 
proportion of low-income persons being disadvantaged 
with respect to the selected aspects of life was very 
high. The figures were often two to three times the aver
age for the poor in the European Union. Relatively many 
low-income people in the United Kingdom experienced 
disadvantages with respect to the basic needs under 
study, in Ireland they experienced disadvantages with 
respect to the financial problems considered, and in 
Spain, in relation to some of the observed housing con
ditions. In contrast, low-income persons in Germany, 
Denmark and the Netherlands had a much lower risk of 
being disadvantaged with respect to most of the non
monetary dimensions under study. The below average 
figures regarding disadvantages for the income poor 
were also often found in Luxembourg, Belgium and Aus
tria. In Ireland, the poor were at relatively low risk of be
ing disadvantaged concerning housing conditions, 
health and social contacts. They also rarely claimed to 
be dissatisfied with their work or main activity. 

In the European Union, persons in a low-income posi
tion for at least three consecutive years were more often 
exposed to disadvantages than those who were poor in 
income terms for a shorter period of time. This holds for 
all examined non-monetary indicators of poverty except 
social contacts, where no difference between the poor 
and persistent poor was found. The difference between 
persistent income poor and those being in income 
poverty in 1996 is not substantial; the major difference is 
between the income poor as a group and the non-poor. 

Non-monetary poverty, labour market exclusion 
and income poverty 

The proportion of persons experiencing non-monetary 
aspects of poverty was particularly high among the un
employed and people in non-retired inactive house

holds. For most of the aspects, the figures for these two 
groups were at least twice the European Union average 
and several times higherthan those for persons in work
ing or retired households. The only exception was the in
dicator on infrequent social contacts, according to which 
the proportion of disadvantaged persons in unemployed 
households did not exceed the European Union aver
age. Persons from unemployed poor households, i.e., 
from households excluded from the labour market with 
an income below the poverty line, appeared to be par
ticularly vulnerable concerning (multiple) disadvan
tages. A large part of the group experienced one of the 
disadvantages under study. By far the largest proportion 
of disadvantaged persons was to be found in jobless 
households in persistent poverty. Almost four in every 
ten (38 percent) persons in the group had to cope with 
lack of space, more than four in every ten (43 percent) 
were not able to buy new cloths and the same percent
age reported to be late with payments of their utility and 
housing bills. About half of them (51 percent) were dis
satisfied with their main activity and almost nine in ten of 
these persons (87 percent) could not afford a week's 
holiday away from home. For the large majority of the 
population being disadvantaged with respect to a di
mension of life was not an isolated incident. According 
to the simultaneous analysis of eight non-monetary 
poverty indicators about six in every ten persons in the 
group (61 percent) were faced with multiple disadvan
tages. 
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Introduction 

1. Introduction 

Since the beginning of the 1980s Eurostat has been car

rying out work on poverty statistics. In this field the man

date conferred by the European Council on Eurostat 

was to produce 'regular, reliable and comparable statis

tics on poverty'. The Treaty of Amsterdam has broad

ened the scope for Community action in this field by in

tegrating the social chapter into the Treaty in which the 

provision concerning 'social exclusion' has been 

strengthened (see articles 136 and 137). 

In January 1998, a meeting of the socalled High Level 

Think Tank on Poverty Statistics took place in Stock

holm. This Think Tank agreed on terms of reference for 

the future work on poverty statistics by Eurostat. There

upon, a Task Force on Social Exclusion and Poverty 

statistics was created which elaborated these terms of 

reference in three meetings during spring 1998. Eight 

Member States (Austria, Finland, France, Italy, United 

Kingdom, the Netherlands, Portugal and Sweden) par

ticipated in this work. The Task Force made recommen

dations on income methodology, income poverty, social 

exclusion and reporting on poverty. These recommen

dations were adopted by the Working Group on Statis

tics on Income, Social Exclusion and Poverty in Oetober 

1998 and subsequently approved by the Statistical Pro

gramme Committee in November 1998. 

The research project underlying this report was com

missioned by Eurostat to Statistics Netherlands to carry 

out these recommendations and to form a firm basis for 

the regular production and dissemination of statistics on 

poverty and social exclusion in the future. The main ob

jective of the project was to formulate recommendations 

on best practices to compile and disseminate statistics 

on social exclusion and poverty. The team at Statistics 

Netherlands consisted of Jos Schiepers (project lead

er), Henk Jan Dirven, Wout de Wreede, Clemens Sier

mann, Branislav Mikulic and GerLinden. The Eurostat 

coordinator was Lene Mejer. 

The present publication follows the statistical framework 

presented by the Eurostat Task Force on Social Exclu

sion and Poverty statistics which worked during spring 

1998. The Task Force agreed on an approach with three 

main discriminating elements: (1) low income, (2) labour 

market situation and (3) social indicators. Social exclu

sion should then be analysed as the link between low in

come, activity status and indicators that relate to means, 

perceptions and satisfaction with respect to standard of 

living and quality of life. Using data from Wave 1 (1994) 

and Wave 2 (1995) of the ECHP these dimensions have 

been analysed in detail, including extensive quality as

sessment of the ECHP data for all the Member States 

included. Based on these analyses a proposal was 

made on tables to be included in this publication on 

poverty and social exclusion in the European Union 

(covering the first three waves of the ECHP).The reports 

underlying this publication are available upon request 

from Eurostat. 

This publication is aimed at the general public, including 

politicians, policymaking officials, journalists and scien

tists. It gives a comprehensible picture of income pover

ty and social exclusion in the European Union. While 

definitions and methods were to be clearly described, 

theoretical discussions and technical details had to be 

kept to a minimum. Moreover, although detailed figures 

were to be included as appendices, the main outcomes 

had to be displayed graphically. Methodological informa

tion and detailed tables have therefore been presented 

separately from the substantive results in chapter 4 and 

chapter 5 of this report, respectively. 

Chapter 2 of this publication deals with income poverty. It 

gives a detailed description of the income poverty status of 

the population of the Member States as well as of the Eu

ropean Union as a whole. Income poverty status is anal

ysed and stratified according to demographic variables 

and labour market status. Special attention is given to the 

poverty status of working and nonworking households. 

Additional information is presented on the distribution of 

household income in the Member States; poverty figures 

based on a European Union poverty line, poverty gaps 

and the poverty status of children and women. 

Chapter 3 of the publication is on social exclusion. It is 

based on the selection of nonmonetary indicators of 

poverty made earlier in the project. These indicators 

cover various aspects of people's living conditions. It 

analyses social exclusion as the relationship between 

income poverty, labour market status and nonmonetary 

indicators for the various Member States as well as for 

the European Union as a whole. This enables to com

pare the poor in nonworking households with the poor 

in working households and the nonpoor, respectively. 

The data used for this report are based on data from 

Waves 1 (1994) to 3 (1996) of the ECHP'. Although most 

of the tables give crosssectional information for 1996. a 

number of longitudinal tables have been presented as 

well. The selection of topics has been restricted to the in

dicators included in the ECHP. The inclusion of indica

tors from other sources was beyond the scope of the 

project. Moreover, some population groups, e.g., illegal 

immigrants, homeless and the institutionalised popula

tion, are not included in the ECHP. Although problems of 

social exclusion and poverty may be especially relevant 

to these groups, they could not be considered in the cur

rent project. 

(') An ¡ηdepth revision of the waves 1 to 3 of Portuguese original data 

is currently being carried out by the National Statistical Office. The 

revised data will be introduced in the new EU data set with waves 1 

to 4 microdata which is to be launched at the beginning of 2001. 
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Income poverty 

2. Income poverty 
This chapter presents detailed information on income 
poverty (or low income) in the European Union. It pre
sents figures on the incidence of income poverty, the so
cio-economic distribution of poverty risks, poverty gaps 
and the persistence of income poverty. Moreover, spe
cific attention is paid to income poverty among children 
and among women. 

Throughout this report, income poverty has been de
fined as an income below 60 percent of median equiv
alised income per person in each Member State. This 
has been adopted at European Union level as a working 
definition of the 1984 European Council Decision that 
reads as follows: 'The poor shall be taken to mean per
sons, families and groups of persons where resources 
(material, cultural and social) are so limited as to ex
clude them from a minimum acceptable way of life in the 
Member States in which they live." 

Figures based on this working definition of income 
poverty are therefore related to the income distributions 
of the Member States. To understand cross-national dif

ferences in poverty incidence, it is thus necessary to 
know the distribution of income in the Member States. 
Therefore, this chapter starts with a description of the 
distribution of income (Section 2.1). This is followed by 
sections on income poverty incidence (2.2), socio-eco
nomic background of income poverty (2.3), poverty 
gaps (2.4) and the persistence of income poverty (2.5). 

2.1 The distribution of income 

Prosperity lowest on the European Union periphery 
Very often the level of prosperity in a country is represent
ed by mean or average income. However, a disadvantage 
of the mean is that its outcome can be heavily influenced 
by extreme values. Therefore preference is given here to 
median income. When all incomes are sorted in ascend
ing order, the median is the value where 50 percent of the 
incomes lie above and 50 percent of the incomes lie below 
this value. To enable a direct comparison between Mem
ber States, all values are expressed in Purchasing Power 
Standards (PPS). Moreover, the amounts have been 
equivalised in order to take account of differences in 
household size and composition (see also chapter 4 on 
Methods and concepts). 

Figure 2.1 

Levels of equivalised household income of persons 
in order of median income, 1996 

30 T-

25 

20 

15 

10 

43 
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19th 5%-group 
{highest value) 

1st 5%-group 
(highest value) 

- Median 

1st 

" Highest value in the 1st- and 19th- 5% group. 
Source: ECHP, 1996 (Finland and Sweden excluded). 
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Income poverty 

In 1996, median income in the European Union amounted 

to 10,700 PPS. Compared to the overall median, two 

groups of Member States can be distinguished, while Lux

embourg should be considered as a special case (figure 

2.1). One group of countries, consisting of Denmark, Aus

tria, Germany, Belgium
2
, France, the Netherlands and the 

United Kingdom, was above the European Union level. 

Median income ranged from 11,300 PPS in the United 

Kingdom to 13,100 PPS in Denmark.The second group of 

Member States was clearly below the European Union 

level. This group of countries consisted of Ireland, Italy, 

Spain, Greece and Portugal. In this group the differences 

were larger. Median income ranged from 6,300 PPS in 

Portugal to 8,900 PPS in Ireland. 

Neither the mean nor the median give an indication of the 

range of incomes within Member States. Figure 2.1 repre

sents the income range of 90 percent of the population in 

each country. The extreme upper and lower 5 percent of 

the population are cut off because their incomes have low 

reliability. It appears that, on average, the 5 percent poor

est of each Member State had an income below 3,900 

PPS, which is just over one third of the European Union 

median. The richest 5 percent had an income above 

25,000 PPS, which is almœt two and a half times the Eu

ropean Union median.The income range above the medi

an is thus much higher than that below the median. The 

difference between the richest and the poorest 5 percent 

of the population was large in Luxembourg and, to a much 

lesser extent, in the United Kingdom as well. The income 

range was smallest in Greece and Portugal. 

The differences between high and low incomes within the 

group of prosperous Member States cannot be neglected. 

The income range of Denmark fell completely within those 

of all the other prosperous countries. Of all prosperous 

Member States, the income range of the United Kingdom 

had both the lowest and the highest boundaries. 

UK income distribution closest to European Union 

distribution 

The distribution of income in the United Kingdom most 

closely resembled the overall European Union income dis

tribution (figure 2.2). This is, however, exceptional among 

the more prosperous Member States. Generally, the in

come distributions of the prosperous countries are more to 

the right of the European Union distribution. These coun

tries have fewer low incomes and more high incomes. 

Luxembourg is an extreme case in this respect. However, 

compared to the other more prosperous Member States, 

the United Kingdom had more low incomes. 

The income distributions of the less prosperous Member 

States are more to the left of the overall European Union 

distribution. These countries have more low incomes 

and fewer high incomes. Ireland is noteworthy, however. 

Compared to the other less prosperous Member States, 

it had more high incomes. 

The vertical lines in figure 2.2 show the position of the 

poverty lines for each Member State and the weighted av

erage of the European Union (the poverty line is defined 

as the point in the income distribution which equals 60 per

cent of the equivalised median income per person). 

Figure 2.2 

Equivalised household income distribution of persons, 1996 
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(*) Belgian data are still provisional. They are currently being revised 
(November 2000) due to inconsistencies found in the codification of 
some income components. The precise impact of these revisions on 
the results presented in this report cannot be assessed until the final 
data have become available. 
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Mean income of richest 20 percent five times that 
of poorest 20 percent 
The distribution of incomes among the population may be 
more or less unequal. Income inequality is somewhere be
tween total equality, i.e., everybody has the same amount 
of income, and total inequality, i.e. one person has the to
tal amount of income. A popular way of presenting in
equality is calculating shares of total income per equal per
centage group of the total population. This is done in table 
2.1 for five 20%-income groups. 

On average, the poorest 20 percent of the population re
ceived 8 percent of total income. On the other hand, the 

richest 20 percent of the population received 39 percent of 
total income. Mean income of the top 20 percent was thus 
five times that of the bottom 20 percent. Looking at the in
come shares of the bottom and top fifth of the population 
of each individual Member State, it appears that the in
come share of the bottom 20 percent ranged from 6 per
cent in Portugal to 10 percent in Denmark. Considering the 
share of the top 20 percent, the same Member States 
were at the extremes. In Portugal, the income share of the 
richest 20 percent was 43 percent, while it was 33 percent 
in Denmark. The ratio of mean income at the top to that at 
the bottom varied from 7.0 in Portugal to 3.3 in Denmark. 

Table 2.1 

Income shares of 20 percent groups of persons, 
1996 (equivalised household income) 

2 0 % groups 
1st (lowest)-
2nd 
3rde 
4th 
5th (highest) 

Total 

Ratio 5th/1st 
incomegroup 

Β 

% 

8-
14 
18 
23 
36 

100 

4.4 

DK 

10 
15 
19 
23 
33 

100 

3.3 

D 

8 
14 
18 
23 
36 

100 

4.5 

EL 

7 
12 
17 
23 
40 

100 

6.1 

E 

7 
13 
17 
23 
41 

100 

5.7 

F 

9 
14 
18 
23 
37 

100 

4.4 

IRL 

8 
" 12 
16 
23 
41 

100 

5.3 

I 

7 
13 
17 
23 
40 

100 

5.8 

L 

9 
14 
17 
23 
37 

100 

4.0 

NL 

8 
13 
17 
22 
39 

100 

4.6 

A 

9 
14 
18 
23 
36 

100 

3.8 

Ρ 

6 
12 
16 
23 
43 

100 

7.0 

UK 

7 
12 
17 
23 
41 

100 

5.5 

EU13 

8 
13 
17 
23 
39 

100 

5.0 

Source: ECHP. 1996 (Finland and Sweden excluded). 

Inequality highest in Portugal and lowest in 
Denmark 
A common measure to express the degree of inequality 
in the income distribution is the Gini co-efficient. In this 
measure each income is compared to all other incomes 
in a country. Half of the average difference between all 
incomes is then compared to mean income. For exam
ple, in 1996, the (weighted) average of the Gini co-effi
cients of the Member States was 0.29. Since mean in
come in the European Union amounted to 12,300 PPS, 
this implies that the average difference between all in
comes was 7,100 PPS (i.e., 2 * 0.29 * 12,300).The Gini 

co-efficient ranges from 0 to I.The higher its value, the 
more unequal the distribution of income. 

Income inequality was highest in Portugal and lowest in 
Denmark (figure 2.3). Of the four Member States with 
the largest population size, the United Kingdom and 
Italy had the highest levels of inequality. France and Ger
many had lower levels. For the United Kingdom, this im
plies that income differentials were large in absolute 
terms as well. The average difference in income be
tween any two British citizens amounted to 9,200 PPS 
(i.e., 2*0.34*13,600). 
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Figure 2.3 

Inequality (Gin¡-coefficients) in equivalised household income of persons, 1996 
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Source: ECHP. 1996 (Finland and Sweden excluded). 

Inequality lower in more prosperous Member States 

Income inequality tends to be lower if median income is 

higher (figure 2.4). Generally, it holds that the more pros

perous Member States have Gini coefficients at or be

low the average. On the other hand, it can be observed 

that the less prosperous Member States have Gini co

efficients above the average. There is one exception to 

the overall tendency of income inequality to go down 

with increasing levels of income: the United Kingdom 

has both above average prosperity and inequality. 

Figure 2.4 

Income level and income inequality 
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The following subsections deal with income poverty. 
Here, income poverty is defined with reference to the 
median level of income in each Member State. Thus de
fined, poverty rates are usually higher if the distribution 
of income is more unequal. Income poverty rates can 
therefore be expected to be higher in the less prosper
ous Member States. 

2.2 Income poverty incidence 

In the European Union, the income poverty rate is based 
on Member State specific poverty lines.The poverty line 
is set equal to 60 percent of median national equivalised 
household income. In 1996, these national poverty lines 
ranged between 3,800 PPS In Portugal to 11,400 PPS 
in Luxembourg. 

Figure 2.5 

Income poverty lines of persons in PPS, 1996 
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One out of six European Union citizens in income 
poverty 
In 1996, 17 percent of all European Union citizens lived 
in a household with an income below the national pover
ty line. These were 61.1 million persons living in 24.8 
million households across 13 Member States. All of 

Source: ECHP. 1996 (Finland and Sweden excluded). 

these households had an equivalised household income 
less than 60 percent of the national median income. 
Across the 13 Member States, the income poverty rate 
ranged from 12 percent in Denmark. Luxembourg and 
the Netherlands to 21 and 22 percent in Greece and 
Portugal, respectively. 

Figure 2.6 

Income poverty rate of persons, 1996 
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Source: ECHP, 1996 (Finland and Sweden excluded). 
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Box 2.1 A European Union poverty line 

The European Council Decision referred to in the in
troduction of this chapter implies that income poverty 
is Member State specific. In line with this view, the Eu
ropean Union (EU13) income poverty rate as report
ed in figure 2.6 is equal to the average income pover
ty rate of the 13 Member States weighted by their 
population size. 

However, the on-going European integration starts to 
blur the differences between individual Member 
States. It could be argued that the European Union is 
becoming more and more one society. In this light a 
uniform poverty line may be considered which is de

fined as 60 percent of median equivalised household 
income of the European Union as a whole. In 1996, 
such a uniform European Union poverty line amount
ed to 6,000 PPS. The European Union poverty rate 
would then also be equal to 17 percent. The poverty 
rates in the 13 Member States would range from one 
in every twenty in Denmark and Austria to almost one 
in every two in Portugal. 

Such a European Union poverty line does not take 
into account the institutional differences between 
countries in terms of provision of public services to 
households. Establishing a better theoretically defen
sible European Union poverty line should take into ac
count such differences. 

Figure 2.7 

Income poverty rate of persons on the basis of a European Union poverty line, 1996 

( ) EU refers to the income distribution of the European Union as a whole. 
Source: ECHP, 1996 (Finland and Sweden excluded). 

2.3 Socio-economic background of income 
poverty 

2.3.1 Age and sex 

Not everybody in the European Union runs the same 
risk of living in a low-income household. Children, single 
parents, unemployed and elderly persons run an in
come poverty risk above the average. What most of 
these individuals have in common is that they are ex
cluded from the labour market, at least momentarily. Of 
course, not every child or each unemployed person is 
equally threatened by poverty. The poverty risk of an in
dividual is determined by his or her household situation. 
For instance, a child that lives in a working household is 
far less likely to be threatened by income poverty than a 
child living in an unemployed, retired or other inactive 
household. Moreover, not all poverty risk groups have a 
similar risk in all 13 Member States. In particular, the 

poverty risk of children and the elderly was very much 
country specific. 

Above average poverty risks for children, young 
adults and elderly persons 
In 1996, one out of every five children in the European 
Union under the age of 18 lived in a low-income house
hold (see also box 2.2 on children in low-income house
holds). Young adults (aged 18 to 24) were the only ones 
facing a higher poverty rate. However, this result should 
be treated with caution as student income is often un-
derreported3. Children are not equally threatened by in
come poverty in all Member States. In the great majori-

ln the age group 18-24 years there are a large number of persons 
who are in full-time education. Such persons would In some Member 
States live mainly or partly from student loans and/or income in kind 
transferred from parents/family. Loans and income in kind are not 
part of the Income concept used in this study and thus the poverty 
rate for persons in full-time education may be overestimated. 
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ty of countries children run a poverty risk above that of 
adults. However, there were some exceptions. In Den
mark, children under the age of 18 were far less likely to 
be found in a low-income household than adult Danish 
citizens. Their poverty risk was less than half the pover
ty risk of adults on average. In Greece, children below 
the age of 18 had a poverty risk below that of adults as 
well. At the other extreme, children in Luxembourg, Ire
land and the United Kingdom were about one and a half 
times as likely to live in a low-income household as 
adults. 

In addition to children and young persons, an above av
erage proportion of the elderly in the European Union -
in particular persons aged 65 or older - lived in a low-in
come household. The poverty risk for the elderly differs 

considerably between the Member States. Compared to 
the national average, persons aged 65 or older in the 
Netherlands, Italy, Spain and Luxembourg were up to 25 
percent less likely to live in a low-income household. On 
the other hand elderly Greeks, Portuguese and particu
larly Danes were much more likely to be part of a low-in
come household. 

It should be noted that the results for the elderly are very 
much determined by the choice of the poverty line. If in
stead of the 60 percent of median income, the poverty 
line would be set equal to 50 percent of median income, 
then the elderly would no longer be above average in
come poor. This implies that many elderly had an equiv
alised household income that was between 50 percent 
and 60 percent of the median. 

Table 2.2 

Poverty risk index of persons by individual characteristics, 1996 

Sex of individual 
Male 
Female 

Age of individual 
<18 
18-24 
25-34 
35-44 
45-54 
55-64 
>=65 

Β DK 

Index 100 = 

94 
106 

118 
108 
68 
88 
82 
100 
124 

95 
109 

41 
258 
83 
51 
53 
105 
212 

D EL E F IRL 

;ountry specific average poverty rate 

93 
107 

124 
148 
101 
82 
84 
76 
99 

99 
103 

92 
117 
68 
73 
88 
107 
158 

_ 
99 
100 

128 
117 
84 
92 
95 
95 
80 

95 
106 

119 
170 
77 
78 
72 
97 
104 

94 
105 

133 
74 
65 
101 
90 
92 
85 

I 

95 
104 

122 
139 
100 
88 
93 
85 
79 

L 

97 
103 

144 
112 
80 
71 
80 
114 
83 

NL 

95 
106 

127 
227 
95 
78 
68 
67 
71 

A 

88 
113 

123 
100 
79 
79 
85 
80 
136 

Ρ 

93 
108 

106 
71 
58 
89 
81 
112 
169 

UK 

91 
111 

132 
121 
80 
70 
64 
66 
139 

EU13 

94 
106 

122 
138 
87 
81 
80 
84 
107 

EU13 

% 

16 
18 

21 
24 
15 
14 
14 
15 
18 

Source: ECHP 1996 (Finland and Sweden excluded). 

Elderly women at risk of being income poor 
In all Member States, women run a slightly higher pover
ty risk than men. In 1996,18 percent of all women in the 
European Union lived in a low-income household com
pared to 16 percent of all men. However, the difference 
in Income poverty rates between the sexes depends on 

age. In 1996, the gender differences in income poverty 
were largest within the age groups of 18-24 years old 
and of 65 years or older'. Of all women in the age group 
of 65 years or older, one in every five (20 percent) lived 
in a low-income household against just below one in ev
ery six (16 percent) of all elderly men. 

0 The equivalisation of income between members of a household 
means a smoothing effect in age groups where the population pre
dominantly lives in couples, because each person within a household 
is allocated the same equivalised income. This probably also under
estimates the effect of gender because intra-household differences 
in the distribution of income is neglected. 
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Figure 2.8 

Income poverty rate in the European Union by sex and age, 1996 
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Source: ECHP, 1996 (Finland and Sweden excluded). 

5564 >=65 

2.3.2 Labour market situation, household 

type and education level 

The socioeconomic background of the household 

largely determines the poverty risk of an individual. In 

this respect, the labour market situation of the house

hold, the household type, and the education level of the 

household are the important determining factors. 

Half of all persons from a nonretired nonworking 

household in income poverty 

Being a member of a working household greatly reduces 

the risk of being poor. If at least one person in the house

hold has work, the likelihood of all household members to 

live in income poverty was one in seven. For a member of 

a retired household, this was about one in five, while for a 

person living in any other nonworking household (unem

ployed or inactive) this was one in two. The latter was three 

times the average European Union poverty risk. 

'm 
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Table 2.3 

Poverty risk index of persons by household characteristics, 1996 

Labour market situation 
Working 

Unemployed 
Retired 

Other inactive 

Type of household 

Single <65 

Single >=65 
Couple no child <65 

Couple no child >=65 

Single parent 

Couple + 1 dependent child 
Couple + 2 dependent children 
Couple + 3 or more dep. children 

Couple + dep. & non dep. children 
Other 

Education level 
High 

Middle 
Low 

Β DK 

Index 100 = 

62 

357 
114 

323 

97 

165 
66 

125 
149 

56 
90 

118 
95 
77 

-
47 

95 
162 

66 
171 

239 
433 

215 
279 

63 
202 

57 

39 
24 

41 
74 

214 

49 
117 

227 

D EL E F IRL I 

country specific average poverty rate 

83 
291 

101 
458 

127 

129 

61 

72 
227 

61 
94 

143 

93 
121 

64 
107 

129 

82 

156 
162 

140 

115 

176 
77 

175 
116 

46 
74 

88 

91 
116 

28 

58 
158 

84 
257 

90 
141 

90 

60 
70 

113 
118 
74 

100 

190 
104 
87 

29 
67 

129 

73 
362 

116 
345 

160 

152 
64 

87 

180 

53 
56 

140 
100 

122 

26 
75 

178 

54 
321 

85 

336 

158 
149 
54 

54 
164 

53 
69 

145 

80 
101 

14 

78 
140 

90 
294 

70 

261 

95 

133 
42 

49 

113 
74 

90 

189 
117 
97 

32 

56 
131 

L 

83 
274 

125 
450 

98 

115 
88 

113 
154 

82 
97 

182 

66 
100 

46 
85 

133 

NL 

81 

376 
81 

272 

206 

73 

43 

76 
243 

76 
74 

137 

99 
71 

42 
96 

202 

A 

83 
314 

132 

365 

163 

219 

63 
111 

146 

78 
81 

229 
57 

89 

76 
87 

162 

Ρ 

82 
147 

195 
271 

175 
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Source: ECHP. 1996 (Finland and Sweden excluded). 

One out of three persons in a single-parent 
household in income poverty 
When poverty risks are looked at by type of household, 
persons living in a single-parent household appeared to 
have the highest income poverty rate in the European 
Union. In 1996, almost one out of three (32 percent) of 
all persons living in a single-parent household were be
low the income poverty line. For single persons aged 65 
or older and for persons from a family consisting of a 
couple with 3 or more dependent children the poverty 
rate was one in four (25 percent). Couples below 65 
without children and couples with one dependent child 
ran by far the lowest poverty risk. Persons living in either 
of these two household types had a probability of one in 
ten of being in a low-income household. 

Between the Member States, country-specific variations 
could be identified. For instance, the answer to the ques
tion whether elderly singles and couples faced higher 
poverty risks was very much country specific. In a large 
majority of Member States, elderly singles had a signifi
cantly higher poverty risk than elderly couples. Howev
er, in Spain and to a much lesser extent also in the 
Netherlands, this was the other way round. Similarly, the 
poverty risk of persons living in a single-parent house
hold ranged between around half the national average in 

Denmark to more than two times the country average 
poverty risk in Germany, the Netherlands and the Unit
ed Kingdom. 

One in every four persons in a low-educated 
household in income poverty 
In the European Union, the likelihood of a member of a 
high-educated household (either head or partner com
pleted higher education) living in income poverty was 
one in fourteen (7 percent) in 1996. For persons living in 
a middle-educated household (neither head nor partner 
finished higher education and at least one finished mid
dle level education) this was one in seven (14 percent), 
and for persons from a low-educated household this 
was one in four (26 percent). 

The pattern that persons from a high-educated house
hold have a lower poverty risk than persons from a mid
dle-educated household, who in their turn have a lower 
poverty risk than persons from a low-educated house
hold, is found in all 13 Member States. However, the dif
ferences in poverty risks between the various levels of 
education show great variety per country. For instance, 
compared to persons in a high-educated household, a 
person from a low-educated household has a poverty 
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risk that is between double in Germany to forty-fold in 
Portugal. 

2.3.3 The combined impact of education level and 
labour market situation of the household 

The tendency that persons from a low-educated house
hold have a high risk of being income poor may simply 
be due to the fact that low-educated households are 
more often without work. Similarly, persons from a high-
educated household may have a low risk of being poor 
because their household is involved in paid employ
ment. To put it differently, it may be that level of educa

tion appears not to be related to income poverty if dif
ferences in labour market situation of households with 
different levels of education are taken into account. 

It appeared that, irrespective of the household's labour 
market situation, persons from a high-educated house
hold had a lower poverty risk than persons from a mid
dle-educated household. The latter, in their turn, consis
tently run a lower poverty risk than persons from a 
low-educated household. This implies that the differ
ences in poverty risks between educational levels of the 
household cannot be explained completely by differ
ences in labour market situation. 

Figure 2.9 

Poverty risk index of persons in the European Union by labour market situation and education 
level of household, 1996 
(100 = working household specific average poverty risk) 
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Source: ECHP, 1996 (Finland and Sweden excluded). 

Retired Inactive (not retired) 

However, the strength of the relationship between income 
poverty and education level greatly depends on the labour 
market situation of the household. - Education matters 
most for working and retired households. In both cases, 
persons from a high-educated household had a poverty 
risk that was roughly half of that of persons from a middle-
educated household and roughly a quarter of the risk of 
persons from a low-educated household. 

Education has less impact on income poverty in the 
case of unemployed households. - The poverty risk of 

persons from a middle- or low-educated household ap
peared to be almost equal. Again, persons from a high-
educated household faced only half the risk of a person 
from a middle-educated household. Finally, in the case 
of non-retired inactive households, the ratio between the 
poverty risks of the three levels of education was rela
tively small. The poverty risk of persons from a high-ed
ucated non-retired inactive household was roughly two-
thirds of the risk of persons from a low-educated 
non-retired Inactive household. 
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Box 2.2 (1) Children in low-income 
households 

In 1996, 21 percent of all children in the European 
Union lived in a low-income household. These were 
16.9 million children below the age of 18 living In 7.9 
million low-income households across 13 Member 

States. Almost one in every four (23 percent) of these 
children lived in a single-parent household. This 
means that almost half of all children in a single-par
ent household lived in poverty. Compared to other 
children, children in a single-parent household were 
twice as likely to live in a low-income household. 

Figure 2.10 

Share of dependent children1 in the European Union by household type, 1996 
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Besides children in a single-parent household, those 
living in a household consisting of a couple with 3 or 
more dependent children also run a poverty risk 
above the European Union average. Of all children in 
such a household one out of four (26 percent) lived in 

(') Dependent children below 18 years old 
Source: ECHP, 1996 (Finland and Sweden excluded). 

a low-income household. For children in a household 
with a couple and one dependent child and for chil
dren in a household with a couple and two dependent 
children the income poverty rate was 10 and 14 per
cent, respectively. 

Figure 2.11 

Income poverty rate of dependent children' in the European Union by household type, 1996 
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Source: ECHP, 1996 (Finland and Sweden excluded). 
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Box 2.2 (2) Chi ldren in low-income 
households 

In 1996, the majority of all poor children (69 percent) 
lived in a working household. Compared to 90 percent 
of all children living in such households, this indicates 
that children In a working household have a compara

tively low risk of being poor. Almost one third (31 per
cent) of all poor children lived in a non-working house
hold. Among all 80.0 million children below the age of 
18 in the European Union, this was 10 percent. The 
risk of being poor was particularly high among chil
dren in an unemployed or non-retired inactive house
hold. 

Figure 2.12 

Share of dependent children1 in the European Union by the labour market situation of the 
household, 1996 
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Source: ECHP. 1996 (Finland and Sweden excluded). 

Box 2.3 W o m e n in poverty (1 ) 

On average, women run a slightly higher poverty risk 
than men. However, if single women are compared to 
single men, the difference is much larger. In 1996, the 
poverty risk for single women aged below 65 was 29 
percent higher than for single men (respectively 25 and 
19 percent). The difference was even larger among 

Table 2.4 

working singles (i.e., 55 percent higher, respectively 16 
and 10 percent). However, the latter result depends on 
the level of education. High-educated single female 
workers had the same poverty rate as men with the 
same education level. On the other hand, middle- or low-
educated single female workers were more than 50 per
cent more likely to be in a low-income household than 
men with those characteristics. 

Poverty rates of women and men by household type in the European Union, 1996 f% 
total 
male 

total 
female 

working 
male 

working 
female 

Type of household 
single below age 65 
single age 65 or more 

Working single person below age 65 
education level of the household 
high 
middle 
low 

19 
20 
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7 
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12 

25 
27 
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21 

10 16 
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Box 2.3 Women in poverty (2) 

Although on average women were more at risk of 

poverty than men in all Member States, this was not 

the case for all age groups. For instance, Greek and 

Spanish women 

slightly less likely 

Total 
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than men in this age group Similarly, elderly w o m e n 

(aged 65 or older) in Spain and the Netherlands run 

a lower poverty risk than men in this age group. Of 

course, it should also be noted that in this age group 
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Source: ECHP, 1996 (Finland and Sweden excluded). 

2.4 Poverty gaps 

In 1996, 61.1 million persons in the European Union had 

an income below their country specific poverty line. Hav

ing an income below the poverty line identified one as 

being income poor, but did not show how severe this 

poverty was. The poverty gap is defined as the extra in

come necessary to bring the equivalised household in

come of a person under the poverty line level with the in

come at the poverty line. Measuring this gap between 

¡ncome and poverty line provides an insight into the 

severity of income poverty. The results presented in this 

subsection should be treated with some caution, how

ever, as the income information for those at the very bot

tom of the income distribution, i.e., those with the largest 

gaps, is of potentially low reliability. 

The European mean poverty gap is equal to 2,000 

PPS 

In 1996, persons living in a lowincome household in the 

European Union had an average equivalised household 

income that was 31 percent below the country specific 

poverty line. With an average poverty line of 6,400 PPS 

in the European Union this amounts to a mean poverty 

gap of roughly 2,000 PPS. 

Across the 13 Member States the gap between equiv

alised household income and the poverty line ranged 

from less than 25 percent in Ireland and Luxembourg to 

over 35 percent of the income at the poverty line in Italy. 

In absolute terms, the mean poverty gap ranged from 

some 1,300 PPS in Ireland to over 2,500 PPS in Ger

many and Luxembourg. 
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Figure 2.13 

Relative poverty gap of persons, 1996 
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Source: ECHP, 1996 (Finland and Sweden excluded). 

Across age groups, the poverty gap appeared to be at 

the same level with the exception of the elderly. For per

sons aged 65 or older the gap between equivalised 

household income and the poverty line was 27 percent 

on average. The elderly have a lower poverty gap due to 

the fact that most receive at least a state pension. Be

tween the sexes there were no significant differences in 

the level of the poverty gap. 

In line with the previous findings, elderly singles and el

derly couples without children have a considerably 

smaller poverty gap than singles and couples below 65, 

respectively. In 1996. nonelderly singles had the largest 

poverty gaps in the European Union. Their equivalised 

household income lay roughly 35 percent below the 

county specific poverty line. With the average poverty 

line in the European Union equal to 6.400 PPS this 

amounts to an average poverty gap of 2,300 PPS. 

Figure 2.14 

Relative poverty gap of persons in the European Union by individual characteristics, 1996 
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Source: ECHP, 1996 (Finland and Sweden excluded). 
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Of the persons living in a lowincome household in the 

European Union, those living in a working or unem

ployed household had a mean poverty gap just below, 

respectively just above the EU average. In line with the 

previous results, the gap between the income and the 

poverty line was somewhat smaller for persons living in 

a retired household. In 1996 the average gap between 

equivalised household income and the poverty line was 

about 26 percent. Persons living in a nonretired inactive 

household had by far the greatest financial gap to 

bridge. On average, their equivalised income was 36 

percent below the poverty line. 

% 40 

Figure 2.15 

Relative poverty gap of persons in the European Union by type of household, 1996 
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Source: ECHP, 1996 (Finland and Sweden excluded). 

Persons from higheducated lowincome households in 

the European Union had a poverty gap of 35 percent on 

average. Persons from a middleeducated household 

had a gap between equivalised household income and 

the poverty line of 30 percent. For persons living in a 

loweducated lowincome household the gap between 

income and the poverty line was the lowest with 29 per

cent. 
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Box 2.4 What would it cost to bring the 
household out of poverty? 

The poverty gap is defined in terms of equivalised in
come. This enables a comparison between individu
als living in households of different size and composi
tion. However, it does not answer the question: what 
would it cost to bring the household out of poverty giv
en the present poverty line? Only in the special case 
of a single person household does the poverty gap 
answer this question directly. In this case the poverty 
gap is exactly equal to the extra income needed by 
the household to leave income poverty. 

Normally this is not the case due to fact that the 
poverty gap is based on the equivalised household in

come. In standardising income, households are made 
comparable by dividing the household income by its 
equivalent size. The income poverty gap is equal to 
the difference between the poverty line and equiv
alised household income. Hence, multiplying the 
poverty gap by the household equivalent size gives 
the extra income the household (not the person) 
needs to receive to bridge the gap to the poverty line. 

In 1996, a low-income household in the European 
Union needed on average an extra income of around 
3,300 PPS In real money value. With 24.8 million low-
income households in the European Union (Finland 
and Sweden excluded) this means that it would have 
cost about 80.7 billion PPS to bring all out of poverty. 

2.5 The persistence of income poverty 

Not everybody who was living in a low-income house
hold in 1996 had also been a member of a low-income 
household in the previous two years. In what respect do 
persons who were income poor for at least three con
secutive years differ from the income poor at large? 

One in every fourteen persons in the European 
Union is persistently poor 
In 1996, 7 percent of the persons in the European Union 
had lived in a low-income household for at least the last 
three consecutive years.5 This was about 40 percent of all 
persons living in a low-income household in 1996. Across 
the 12 Member States for which data are available, the 
persistent poverty rate ranged from some 3 percent in 
Denmark and the Netherlands to 12 percent in Portugal. 

Figure 2.16 

Relative poverty gap of persons in the European Union by labour market situation and education 
level of the household, 1996 
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Source: ECHP, 1996 (Finland and Sweden excluded). 

0 The persistent poverty rate is defined as the percentage of the 
(weighted) sample population in the 1996-wave of the ECHP that 
was income poor in three consecutive years, i.e., 1994. 1995 and 
1996. It does not take into account the inflow of new panel members, 
however. A fraction of these - who were poor in 1996 but for whom 
no information on poverty status is available for 1994 and 1995 - may 
have been persistently poor. However, panel inflow is partly due to 
immigration and birth. Allowing for that and assuming the persistent 
poverty rate of the remaining panel inflow (i.e., panel refreshment) to 
be equal to that of the original panel members, it can be shown that 
the persistent poverty rate is underestimated by less than 1 percent
age point which does not affect the main conclusions. 
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Youngest and oldest age groups most often 
persistently poor 
In the European Union children, young adults and elderly 
persons had above average persistent income poverty 
risks. Compared to persons in the productive age group 
25-64, they were 50 percent more likely to live in a low-In

come household for at least three consecutive years. How
ever, the result for young adults should be treated with 
caution due to underreporting of student income. With re
gard to sex, the persistent poverty rate of the sexes mirrors 
the overall income poverty rate: women have a slightly 
higher persistent poverty rate than men. 

Figure 2.17 
Poor and persistent poor, 1996 (rates) 
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(') Persons who were also in income poverty in 1995 and 1994. 

Source: ECHP 1996 (Finland and Sweden excluded). 

Without doubt, being a member of a working house

hold greatly reduces the poverty risk as well as the 

persistent poverty risk. If at least one person in the 

household has work then the likelihood of all house

hold members living for at least three consecutive 

years in income poverty was one in twenty (5 percent). 

For a member of a retired household this was one in 

twelve (8 percent), while for a person living in any oth

er nonworking household (unemployed or inactive) 

this was about one in five (23 percent and 21 percent, 

respectively). 

Compared to younger persons, the economic situation 

of persons aged 65 or older is relatively stable in time re

gardless if it is good or bad. Therefore it is not surpris

ing that single elderly people and. to a lesser extent, 

also elderly couples without children have an above av

erage persistent poverty rate. In 1996, persons living in 

a singleparent household had a persistent income 

poverty rate, of 13 percent, which is almost twice the av

erage persistent poverty risk. With a persistent poverty 

rate of 11 percent for persons from large families (cou

ples with 3 or more dependent children) this was about 

50 percent more than the average. 
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Figure 2.18 

Persistent poverty risk index of persons in the European Union by age and sex, 1996 
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(') Persons who were also in income poverty in 1995 and 1994. 

Source: ECHP, 1996 (Austria, Finland and Sweden excluded). 

In the European Union, the likelihood that a member of a 

higheducated household would persistently live in income 

poverty was almost one in forty (2.6 percent). For persons 

living in a middleeducated household this was one in 

twenty (5 percent), while for persons from a loweducated 

household this was just above one in nine (12 percent). 

Thus, persistent income poverty rates, like income pover

ty rates for one year, differ according to educational level. 

Table 2.6 

Persistent
1
 poverty risk index of persons by household characteristics, 1996 
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(') Persons who were also in ¡ncome poverty in 1995 and 1994. 

Source: ECHP, 1996 (Austria, Finland and Sweden excluded). 
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3. Social exclusion 
In this chapter, a statistical analysis of social exclusion 
in the European Union is presented in accordance with 
the framework developed by the Eurostat Task Force on 
Social Exclusion and Poverty statistics. The Task Force 
did not try to arrive at a precise statistical definition of 
social exclusion, considering the difficulties in coming to 
a generally accepted theoretical definition. There was, 
however, general agreement that social exclusion is 
very likely to have the worst consequences for those 
who are hampered in their possibilities for improving 
their social situation, i.e., the people with a low income 
and a bad labour market position. Consequently, it was 
recommended to analyse social exclusion as the prob
lem field determined by the link between low income po
sition, bad labour market position and disadvantages 
concerning non-monetary aspects of life. The idea of the 
Task Force was not to count the socially excluded but 
rather to describe the process of social exclusion by 
monitoring the life situation and living conditions of the 
income poor who have an unfavourable labour market 
position and by comparing them with the living condi
tions of the non-poor. This chapter is a concrete opera
tional elaboration of this Task Force idea. 

In this chapter, 15 non-monetary indicators6 are investi
gated. Each of them reflects an unfavourable position or 
a disadvantage with respect to an aspect of life. Two in
dicators describe certain financial difficulties of a per
son's household, three indicators reflect difficulties in 
meeting some of the basic needs, three indicators are 
on lack of widely accepted consumer durables, and 
three ind icators give in format ion on several un

favourable housing conditions. Two indicators are used 
in order to identify people with (serious) health prob
lems, while one indicator is on infrequent social contacts 
and relational (self)exclusion. Finally, there is one indi
cator, which reflects people's dissatisfaction with their 
main activity. The 15 non-monetary indicators cover ob
jective indicators of resources and living conditions 
(e.g., absence of some amenities in the dwelling) as well 
as subjective ones (e.g., those on people's opinions on 
their financial situation or health status). 

In this chapter, the non-monetary indicators are first 
analysed separately in relation to income poverty, 
labour market status and some other background char
acteristics. Then groups of indicators are analysed in or
der to see how problems and disadvantages cumulate 
within and across various fields of people's life, and to 
identify groups under an increased risk of multiple (cu
mulated) disadvantages. 

3.1 Financial difficulties in the household 

More than one quarter of Greeks in arrears with 
payments 
Based on people's own perception of their financial situ
ation, households that have great difficulties in making 
ends meet were identified. In 1996, 7 percent of all 353 
million citizens of the 13 EU Member States treated here 
were a member of a household that reported these diffi
culties. Across the Member States, the percentage of 
persons that had great difficulties in making ends meet 
ranged from less than 4 percent in Germany and Lux
embourg to over 20 percent in Greece. 

Table 3.1 

Share of persons whose households have financial problems, 1996 

Β DK EL IRL I NL UK EU13 

Great difficulties in 
making ends meet 
In arrears with (re)payments' 
during the past 12 months 

% 

5 4 

8 4 

2 22 17 6 12 6 

3 28 6 11 13 7 

3 4 6 17 6 7 

3 2 3 4 13 8 

(') Utility bills (electricity, water, gas) and/or housing costs (mortgage payments or rent for accommodation). 
Source: ECHP, 1996 (Finland and Sweden excluded). 

(') For more on the selection of the indicators, see Chapter 4 on Meth
ods and concepts. 
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In comparison with the more affluent part of the popula

tion, persons with an income below the lowincome 

threshold reported much more often great difficulties in 

making ends meet. At the EU level, almost one out of ev

ery five lowincome persons was faced with these diffi

culties. For the nonpoor this was one in twenty. Despite 

having these problems much more frequently, the in

come poor still counted for less than one half of all per

sons experiencing these financial problems. 

At country level, the income poor experienced difficulties 

in making ends meet systematically more often than the 

rest of the population. In a number of the countries, the 

percentage for the former group was several times higher 

than that for the latter. In the Member States where the ra

tio was particularly unfavourable for the income poor 

Germany, the Netherlands, Luxembourg and the United 

Kingdom  they even outnumbered the nonpoor who ex

perienced the same financial difficulties in the household. 

Figure 3.1 

Share of persons whose households have great difficulties in making ends meet, 1996 

% 50 

EL E F 

□ Among nonpoor 

IRL I 

Π Among poor 

L NL A Ρ 

■ Among persistent poor' 

EU13 

(') Persons who were also in income poverty in 1995 and 1994 (Austria excluded). 

Source: ECHP. 19941996 (Finland and Sweden excluded). 

In 1996, one out of every twelve EU citizens (about 28 

million people) lived in a household that was behind 

schedule with (re)payments of utility bills and/or housing 

costs. The percentage of persons with these kind of fi

nancial problems varied across the countries, ranging 

from some 3 percent in Germany, Austria, Luxembourg 

and the Netherlands to 28 percent in Greece. 

Persons living in lowincome households were far 

more often in arrears with (re)payments than the rest 

of the population (18 percent versus 6 percent). This 

pattern was found in all 13 Member States with the 

gap being particularly wide in Ireland and the United 

Kingdom. The majority of persons that scored on this 

nonmonetary indicator were, however, those with an 

income above the poverty line. Only in the Nether

lands, Luxembourg and Spain, was the absolute num

ber of poor persons having problems with (re)paying 

their utility bills and/or housing costs higher than that 

of the nonpoor. 
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% 50 

Figure 3.2 

Share of persons whose households are in arrears with (re)payments
2
, 1996 

DK EL E F IRL I L NL A Ρ 

□ Among nonpoor □ Among poor ■ Among persistent poor' 

EU13 

(') Persons who were also in income poverty in 1995 and 1994 (Austria excluded). 

(
!
) Utility bills (electricity, water, gas) and/or housing costs (mortgage payments or rent for accommodation). 

Source: ECHP, 19941996 (Finland and Sweden excluded). 

Comparing figures 3.1 and 3.2, it is noticeable that, 

whereas a high percentage of poor and persistent 

poor persons in Spain and Portugal report problems 

in making ends meet, a much lower proportion of the 

same populations in the same countries report being 

in arrears with payments. For the United Kingdom and 

Belgium, the opposite seems to be the case. Where

as fewer poor persons report great difficulties in mak

ing ends meet, more seem to be in arrears with pay

ments. 

The incidence of financial problems appeared to be age 

related. In 1996 at least one out of every eleven children 

and young adults was a member of a household that had 

great difficulties in making ends meet. An even higher pro

portion of children and young adults was living in a house

hold that was in arrears with the (re)payment of utility bills 

and/or housing costs. With age the likelihood of facing one 

of these financial problems decreased sharply. In the age 

group 65 or older, about 5 percent had great difficulties in 

making ends meet and 3 percent were behind with 

(re)payments of utility bills and/or housing costs. 
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Figure 3.3 
Share of persons in the European Union whose households have financial problems by age, 1996 

O Great difficulties 
in making ends 

In arrears with 
(re)payments' 
during the past 
12 months 

EU13 <18 18-24 25-34 35-44 45-54 55-64 >=65 

(') Utility bills (electricity, water, gas) and/or housing costs (mortgage payments or rent for accommodation). 
Source: ECHP, 1996 (Finland and Sweden excluded). 

Those exluded from the labour market most often 
in serious financial difficulties 
The likelihood of having financial problems such as those 
of making ends meet or paying scheduled utility or hous
ing costs varied considerably with the labour market status 
of the household. In 1996, the probability of facing these fi
nancial problems was three to four times the European 
Union average for persons from unemployed households. 
For people from non-retired inactive households, this risk 
was more than twice the average. In contrast, persons 
from retired and working households had below average 
rates. As to household types, single parents and their chil
dren appeared to be the most vulnerable to these financial 
problems. In contrast, couples without children rarely re
ported being in financial troubles. 

Although there was a link between the occurrence of 
financial problems in the household and the analysed 

background characteristics, a key-determining factor 
was income. Low-income people much more often 
faced difficulties in making ends meet or in (re)paying 
scheduled bills than the rest of the population. This is 
a consistent pattern, which was found for all house
hold types and age groups under study as well as for 
all Member States. Persons who were in income 
poverty for at least three consecutive years (1994. 
1995 and 1996) were even more often faced with fi
nancial problems than the poor at large. By far the 
highest proportion of persons with these problems 
was found in the group of persistently poor persons in 
an unemployed household: 42 percent experienced 
great difficulties in making ends meet and 43 percent 
were late with the payment of housing costs or utility 
bills. The figures were respectively six and five times 
the corresponding EU averages. 
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Table 3.2 

Share of persons in the European Union whose households have financial problems by household characteristics, 1996 

Total 

Labour market situation of the household Working 

Unemployed 

Retired 

Other inactive 

Type of household 

Single <65 

Single >=65 

Couple no children <65 

Couple no children >=65 

Single parent 

Couple + 1 dependent child 

Couple + 2 dependent children 

Couple + 3 or more dep. children 

Couple + dep. & nondep. children 

Other 

Total 

% 

7 

6 

29 

5 

20 

10 

5 

3 

4 

16 

5 

6 . 

9 

7 

11 

Great difficulties in making ends meet 

Nonpoor 

5 

4 

23 

3 

15 

7 

4 

2 

2 

10 

4 

4 

6 

5 

8 

Poor 

Total 

18 

16 

35 

11 

25 

20 

9 

12 

11 

27 

17 

21 

18 

19 

22 

of which 

persistent 

poor' 

21 

18 

42 

16 

27 

23 

11 

15 

16 

32 

20 

20 

23 

21 

24 

In arrears 

Total 

8 

7 

27 

3 

20 

9 

3 

4 

3 

18 

7 

7 

15 

7 

9 

with (re)payments
2
 during the 

Nonpoor 

6 

6 

19 

2 

15 

8 

2 

4 

2 

12 

5 

6 

9 

5 

7 

Poor 

Total 

18 

17 

36 

6 

24 

14 

5 

9 

6 

29 

20 

19 

30 

16 

19 

past 12 months 

of which 

persistent 

poor' 

21 

19 

43 

9 

29 

14 

7 

10 

8 

37 

25 

17 

31 

21 

29 

(') Persons who were also in ¡ncome poverty in 1995 and 1994 (Austria excluded). 

(') Utility bills (electricity, water, gas) and/or housing costs (mortgage payments or rent for accommodation). 

Source: ECHP, 19941996 (Finland and Sweden excluded). 
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3.2 Unaffordability of some basic needs 

Many Greeks without meat every other day 
In the European Union, 6 percent of the population, 
which corresponded to some 21 million citizens in 1996, 

lived in a household that could not afford meat, fish or 
chicken every second day. With more than four in ten 
people claiming that they were unable to meet this di
etary standard, the Greeks were in a special position. In 
all other Member States, less than 10 percent of the cit
izens experienced this kind of problem. 

Table 3.3 

Share of persons whose households can not afford selected items, 1996 

Meat, chicken or fish every second day 
New clothes 
A week's holiday away from home 

Β 

% 
3 
8 

22 

DK 

1 
4 

14 

D 

4 
13 
13 

EL 

44 
27 
53 

E 

2 
10 
51 

F 

5 
9 

33 

IRL 

3 
8 

42 

I 

6 
15 
40 

L 

4 
5 

16 

NL 

2 
12 
13 

A 

5 
9 

22 

Ρ 

6 
42 
61 

UK 

7 
13 
35 

EU13 

6 
13 
31 

Source: ECHP, 1996 (Finland and Sweden excluded). 

In 1996, one out of about every eight persons in the EU, or 
some 46 million persons, was a member of a household 
that could not buy new clothes due to lack of income. The 
rate was particularly high in Portugal where four out of ev
ery ten persons had this problem. In contrast, only one out 
of twenty-five Danes was in this position. 

About a third of the European Union inhabitants lived in 
a household that could not afford a week's annual holi
day away from home. This applied to more than half of 
the Portuguese, Greeks and Spaniards. Also Irish peo
ple scored high on this indicator. In contrast, a relatively 
small fraction of Germans, Dutch and Danes were un
able to pay for a week's holiday once per year. 

Problems in meeting basic needs multiply sharply 
among low-income people 
A simultaneous examination of all the three indicators in 
the field of basic needs showed that more than one third 
(35 percent) of the European Union population lived in a 

household that was unable to satisfy at least one need 
such as having meat, fish or chicken every second day, 
buying new clothes or having a week's holiday away 
from home. In 1996, this corresponded to some 124 mil
lion persons. For many of them, it was not an isolated 
occurrence. About a third (43 million) could not meet at 
least two of these needs. 

The proportion of persons living in households that were 
unable to meet at least one of the needs varied consid
erably across the Member States. The lowest proportion 
was found in Denmark (15 percent), the Netherlands 
and Luxembourg (both 17 percent), and the highest in 
Portugal and Greece (66 and 64 percent respectively). 
In the latter two countries, more than a third of the total 
population (and about two thirds of all those having a 
problem in satisfying a need) was unable to meet two or 
even all three needs. In all remaining countries, the inci
dence of cumulated problems in meeting the selected 
needs was below 15 percent. 
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Figure 3.4 

Share of persons whose households can not afford a certain number of selected items
1
, 1996 

% 70 

60 

50 

40 

30 

20 

10 

0 
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n 

DK EL E F IRL I L NL 

■ One item π More than one item 

UK EU13 

(') Out of a total of three selected items: eat meat/chicken/fish every second day, buy new clothes, have a week s holiday away from home. 

Source: ECHP. 1996 (Finland and Sweden excluded). 

Persons living in a lowincome household were much 

more often faced with cumulated problems in satisfying 

their dietary, clothing and holiday needs than the rest of 

the Union population. In 1996, 29 percent of the income 

poor in the European Union lived in a household that 

could not meet at least two of the three needs under 

study. For the more affluent part of the population in the 

European Union, this proportion was considerably low

er (9 percent). In absolute terms, however, multiple 

problems in meeting the needs occurred more frequent

ly among the nonpoor than among the poor. From a to

tal of 43 million EU citizens who were unable to satisfy 

two or all three of the needs, more than half (some 26 

million) had an income above the poverty line. 

Given the fact that the number of persons who could not 

afford at least one of the needs varied considerably 

across the Member States, it should come as no sur

prise that similar differences were found with respect to 

the number of people having problems in meeting more 

than one of the needs under consideration. In Greece 

and Portugal more than two thirds of all lowincome per

sons were unable to meet at least two of the needs. For 

the more affluent part of the countries' population, it was 

about one third. In Denmark, the country with the lowest 

overall proportion of people experiencing cumulated dis

advantages with respect to the three basic needs, the 

corresponding figures were 8 percent for the income 

poor and 3 percent for the nonpoor. 
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Figure 3.5 

Share of persons whose households can not afford at least two of the selected items', 1996 

% 100 
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π Among nonpoor 
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Q Among poor 

NL 

Among persistent poor' 

UK EU13 

( I Persons who were also in ¡ncome poverty in 1995 and 1994 (Austria excluded). 

("') O j t of a total of three selected items: eat meat/chicken/fish every second day, buy new clothes, have a week 's holiday away from home. 

Source: ECHP, 19941996 (Finland and Sweden excluded). 

Elderly people, children and young adults were more like

ly to have cumulative problems in satisfying their dietary, 

clothing or holiday needs than other age groups. As to 

household types, single parents and their children might 

be seen as particularly vulnerable In this respect. Large 

families and singles were also under a relatively high risk 

of multiple disadvantages regarding these three needs. 

Forali age groups and household types, the risk increased 

sharply with ¡ncome poverty. Among the income poor, 

those being in persistent poverty were even more often 

faced with the cumulated disadvantages. Persistently poor 

persons in the category other households' were in the 

worst position since 58 percent of the persons in the group 

were unable to meet more than one of the needs under 

study, in contrast, for poor singles below the age of 65 and 

poor young(er) couples without children, the duration of 

poverty did not have an impact on their vulnerability re

garding the satisfaction of their basic needs. 
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Table 3.4 

Share of persons in the European Union whose households can not afford more than one of the 
selected items2 by individual and household characteristics, 1996 

Total Non-poor 
Total 

Poor 

of which persistent poor' 

Total 

Age of individual 
<18 
18-24 
25-34 
35-44 
45-54 
55-64 
>=65 

Type of household 
Single <65 
Single >=65 
Couple no children <65 
Couple no children >=65 
Single parent 
Couple + 1 dependent child 
Couple + 2 dependent children 
Couple + 3 or more dep. children 
Couple + dep. & non-dep. children 
Other 

% 
12 

14 
13 
11 
10 
10 
12 
14 

15 
19 
6 

11 
26 
8 
9 

17 
11 
17 

29 

9 
10 
8 
7 
7 
9 
11 

10 
16 
4 
8 
19 
6 
6 
10 
8 
12 

33 
25 
27 
30 
27 
28 
26 

30 
27 
20 
23 
41 
24 
25 
37 
23 
37 

34 

37 
30 
32 
34 
32 
34 
34 

31 
31 
23 
32 
47 
30 
25 
39 
28 
58 

(') Persons who were also in income poverty in 1995 and 1994 (Austria excluded) 
(') Out of a total of three selected items: eat meat/chickerVfish every second day, buy new clothes, have a week's holiday away from home. 

Source: ECHP. 1994-1996 (Finland and Sweden excluded). 

The likelihood of having cumulative difficulties in satisfying 
dietary, clothing and holiday needs varied considerably 
with the labour market position of the household, too. The 
risk of persons living either in an unemployed household 
(34 percent) or in a non-retired inactive household (36 per
cent) was about three times that for working households (9 
percent). For all these groups, the risk increased sharply 
with Income poverty causing a relatively wide gap be

tween the figures for the poor and the non-poor. The prob
lems in satisfying more of the needs were quite frequently 
reported by poor persons living in an unemployed or inac
tive household (42 and 43 percent respectively). The oc
currence of multiple problems was even higher among the 
persistently poor in an unemployed or in a non-retired in
active household. About one half of the groups' population 
was unable to meet several needs. 
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Figure 3.6 

Share of persons in the European Union whose households can not afford at least two of the 

selected items' by labour market situation of the household, 1996 

% 60 

Working Unemployed Retired 

□ Among nonpoor □ Among poor ■ Among persistent poor' 

Other inactive 

(') Persons who were also in ¡ncome poverty in 1995 and 1994 (Austria excluded). 

(') Out of a total of three selected items: eat meat/chicken/fish every second day, buy new clothes, have a week 's holiday away trom home. 

Source: ECHP. 19941996 (Finland and Sweden excluded). 

3.3 Unaffordability of consumer durables 

One in every seven Portuguese without access to a 

telephone 

In 1996, almost all persons in the European Union had ac

cess to a colour TV or telephone, or could afford them if 

they wanted to. Only a small fraction of the population (1 

percent and 3 percent respectively) had no access to 

these consumer durables due to a lack of financial re

sources in the household. In absolute terms, this concerns 

about 4 million and 11 million persons with more than half 

of them being below the income poverty threshold. 

Portugal had the largest rate in the Union with respect to 

not owning a colour TV and the rate of lowincome Por

tuguese was three times the country average. In other 

words, almost one in every five incomepoor persons in 

Portugal did not have access to a colour TV even if they 

wanted to. The rate for the nonpoor in Portugal was 

much lower than that for the poor (3 percent). A sizeable 

gap existed in Greece as well. In other countries, the dif

ference between the income poor and nonpoor was 

small or even negligible. 

Portugal also had the highest proportion of people that 

could not afford a telephone, followed by Ireland. Spain 

and Greece, where the share was above the European 

Union average as well. In these countries, a lack of ac

cess to a telephone was particularly often reported by 

incomepoor persons, the rate for the group was three 

times that for the nonpoor. The ratio was even larger in 

Belgium, but there the rate for both groups, the poor and 

nonpoor, was not very large and did not exceed the cor

responding EU averages. 
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Table 3.5 

Share of persons whose households can not afford a telephone
2
 or a colour TV, 1996 

A telephone: 

Total 

Nonpoor 

Poor 

o.w. persistent poor' 

A colour TV.: 

Total 

Nonpoor 

Poor 

o.w. persistent poor' 

Β 

% 

2 

1 

8 

10 

0 

0 

2 

1 

DK 

1 

0 

3 

3 

1 

0 

3 

5 

D 

1 

1 

3 

3 

0 

0 

1 

1 

EL 

4 

2 

11 

13 

3 

1 

9 

15 

E 

7 

5 

18 

23 

1 

0 

2 

3 

F 

1 

0 

5 

5 

1 

1 

3 

4 

IRL 

11 

8 

23 

31 

1 

0 

1 

2 

I 

3 

2 

6 

8 

1 

1 

2 

2 

L 

0 

0 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

NL 

0 

0 

2 

3 

0 

0 

1 

3 

A 

2 

1 

5 

1 

0 

1 

Ρ 

15 

11 

32 

38 

6 

3 

18 

22 

UK 

1 

0 

2 

2 

EU13 

3 

2 

8 

11 

1 

0 

3 

4 

(') Persons who were also in income poverty in 1995 and 1994 (United Kingdom and Austria excluded). 

(
!
) No data available for United Kingdom. 

Source:ECHP, 19941996 (Finland and Sweden excluded). 

As for a car, 8 percent of the EU population, which cor

responded to about 28 million people, did not have ac

cess to a car because of lack of financial resources in 

the household. The proportion varied from 3 percent in 

Italy and Luxembourg, to more than 20 percent in Por

tugal. In all Member States, lowincome people were 

lacking a car at least twice as often as the more affluent 

part of the population. Only in Greece was the ratio 

somewhat below two. In Belgium, Spain, France. Ireland 

and Portugal, persons in persistent ¡ncome poverty ex

perienced the problem more frequently than the poor as 

a whole. 

Figure 3.7 

Share of persons whose households can not afford a car
2
 due to the lack 

of financial resources in the household, 1996 

% 50 

:Bo : DK ',EL :■:££'■ F IRL I L . NL A Ρ UK EU13 

Q Among nonpoor D Among poor Among persistent poor' 

(') Persons who were also in income poverty in 1995 and 1994 (Germany and Austria excluded). 

(
!
) Data not available for Germany 

Source: ECHP, 19941996 (Finland and Sweden excluded). 
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Many job seekers without a telephone or car 
The largest proportion of people without a car due to 
a lack of financial resources was found in non-retired 
inactive households or in unemployed households. 
One in every four persons from these households did 
not have access to this durable. For the unemployed, 
the lack of a car might be a limiting factor in their geo
graphical mobility, which in turn may substantially low
er their chances of finding a job. An additional un
favourable factor in their job search activities was the 
lack of a telephone, which was reported by 10 percent. 
Persons in income poverty experienced the problems 
much more often than the rest of the population. How
ever, those from unemployed households in persistent 

poverty were most often faced with these two prob
lems: 36 percent did not have a car and 18 percent 
were without a telephone. 

A very large percentage of people without access to a 
car were found among single-parent families and single 
persons below the age of 65, particularly if they were in 
(persistent) income poverty. People from other house
hold types, where relatively low rates were found, were 
also vulnerable in this respect if their income was below 
the poverty threshold for one or more years. The only ex
ception from this was elderly singles, where the propor
tion that could not afford a car did not depend much on 
income poverty or persistence of poverty. 

Table 3.6 

Share of persons in the European Union whose households can not afford a car2 by individual 
and household characteristics, 1996 

Total 

Age of individual 
<18 
18-24 
25-34 
35-44 
45-54 
55-64 
>=65 

Labour market situation of the household 
Working 
Unemployed 

Retired 
Other inactive 

Type of household 
Single <65 
Single >=65 
Couple no children <65 
Couple no children >=65 
Single parent 
Couple + 1 dependent child 
Couple + 2 dependent children 
Couple + 3 or more dep. children 
Couple + dep. & non-dep. children 
Other 

Total 

% 
8 

9 
10 
8 
6 
6 
8 
9 

6 
25 

8 
27 

17 
9 
4 
7 

23 
4 
5 
8 
5 

11 

A 

Non-poor 

6 

5 
7 
6 
4 
4 
6 
7 

4 
19 
7 

22 

14 
9 
3 
6 

17 
3 
3 
4 
4 
8 

;ar 

Total 

19 

23 
21 
20 
17 
16 
17 
14 

14 
31 
14 
33 

30 
10 
13 
14 
36 
14 
17 
19 
11 
25 

Poor 

of which persistent poor' 

21 

26 
21 
25 
19 
19 
20 
16 

16 
36 
17 
38 

30 
11 
16 
18 
38 
21 
23 
22 
14 
26 

(') Persons who were also in income poverty in 1995 and 1994 (Germany and Austria excluded). 
C) Data not available for Germany. 
Source: ECHP, 1994-1996 (Finland and Sweden excluded). 
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3.4 Disadvantageous housing conditions 

One out of every ten Portuguese without a bath or 
shower 
In 1996, the vast majority of 353 million EU-13 citizens 
was living in a sufficiently large dwelling (81 percent) 
and in a dwelling equipped with basic amenities such as 
a bath or shower (98 percent). Living in a damp-free ac
commodation was also a characteristic common to a 
very large part (88 percent) of the EU population. How
ever, these general patterns cover quite big differences 

between the Member States. For example, one in every 
ten persons in Portugal was still without a bath or show
er, while in the UK practically nobody was lacking the 
amenity. One in three Portuguese was living in an ac
commodation with damp walls, floors or foundations, 
which was almost three times the EU average. In con
trast, only one out of twenty Italians experienced the 
problem. In Portugal, Spain and Greece, more than a 
quarter of all persons lived in a house that lacked space, 
while In Luxembourg and the Netherlands only one out 
of ten persons experienced this problem. 

Table 3.7 

Share of persons whose households have specific problems with the accomodation, 1996 

Lack of a bath or shower 
Shortage of space 
Damp walls, floors, foundation, etc. 

Β 

% 

3 
17 
12 

DK 

2 
19 
7 

D 

1 
13 
7 

EL 

2 
29 
16 

E 

1 
27 
20 

F 

2 
14 
15 

IRL 

2 
17 
9 

I 

1 
19 
5 

L 

1 
9 
8 

NL 

1 
11 
10 

A 

2 
18 
9 

Ρ 

10 
32 
34 

UK 

0 
23 
13 

EU13 

2 
19 
12 

Source: ECHP. 1996 (Finland and Sweden excluded). 

A simultaneous examination of the three above-men
tioned indicators showed that more than a quarter (27 
percent or 96 million) of the EU population in 1996 was 
experiencing a housing problem such as lack of a bath 
or shower, shortage of space, or damp walls, floors or 

foundations. The lowest proportion of persons experi
encing at least one of the housing problems was found 
in Luxembourg. Germany and the Netherlands (less 
than 20 percent), and the highest in Greece, Spain and 
Portugal (38. 39 and 49 percent respectively). 

Figure 3.8 

Share of persons whose households have one or more problems with the accommodation1,1996 

% 60 

E ' 'F '; IRL ; : i .. L NL 

One problem Π More than one problem 

(') Out of a total of three selected problems: lack of a bath/shower, shortage of space, damp walls/floors/foundations. 
Source: ECHP, 1996 (Finland and Sweden excluded). 
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For 5 percent of the EU population having a housing 

problem was not an isolated occurrence, since two or 

even all three housing conditions were unfavourable for 

them. The proportion of those who claimed multiple 

problems with the accommodation was particularly high 

in Portugal (22 percent) and above average for Greece 

and Spain (both 8 percent) as well. 

Multiple housing problems for lowincome persons 

10 percent of lowincome persons experienced cumula

tive problems in their housing conditions, which was 

more than double that for the more affluent EU popula

tion (4 percent). However, the majority of people with 

more than one housing problem were not poor. The ab

solute number of the nonpoor having these problems 

was about twice as large as that of the income poor. 

At the national level, lowincome persons systematically 

run a higher risk of cumulated housing problems than 

the nonpoor. As to persons in persistent poverty, their 

risk of having more of the housing problems was higher 

than that of the total number of poor, with some excep

tions to the rule at country level (Belgium, Denmark and 

Germany). 

Figure 3.9 

Share of persons whose households have more than one problem with the accommodation
2
,1996 
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O Persons who were also in income poverty in 1995 and 1994 (Austria excluded). 
Ó Out of a total of three selected problems: lack of a bath/shower, shortage of space, damp walls/floors/foundations. 
Source: ECHP. 1994-1996 (Finland and Sweden excluded). 

The proportion of persons with cumulative housing 
problems varied considerably by labour market situa
tion of the household. People living in unemployed 
households were particularly vulnerable regarding 
these problems. In this group, the proportion of per
sons with more than one housing problem was double 
that for people in working households and more than 
three times that for persons in retired households. 
People from non-retired inactive households also had 
a higher risk of cumulative housing problems. For all 

the above-mentioned groups, the likelihood of having 
multiple housing problems increased with income 
poverty and with persistent poverty. As to household 
types, persons from 'other households' were under the 
highest risk of multiple housing problems, irrespective 
of their income position. Next to this group, also per
sons from single parent families and large nuclear 
families (couples with 3 or more dependent children) 
experienced an above average percentage of cumula
tive housing problems. 
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Table 3.8 

Share of persons in the European Union whose households have more than one problem with the 
accommodation2 by individual and household characteristics, 1996 

Total 

Labour market situation of the household 
Working 
Unemployed 

Retired 
Other inactive 

Type of household 
Single <65 
Single >=65 
Couple no children <65 
Couple no children >=65 
Single parent 
Couple + 1 dependent child 
Couple + 2 dependent children 
Couple + 3 or more dep. children 
Couple + dep. & non-dep" children 
Other 

Total 

% 
5 

5 
10 
3 
8 

4 
3 
3 
2 
6 
5 
5 
8 
4 

10 

Non-poor 

4 

4 
7 
2 
5 

3 
2 
2 
1 
5 
4 
4 
6 
4 
8 

Total 

10 

10 
13 
5 

11 

7 
6 
7 
5 

11 
10 
13 
12 
7 

17 

Poor 

of which persistent poor' 

11 

11 
18 
8 

12 

8 
8 
6 
8 

14 
12 
13 
16 
8 

22 

(') Persons who were also in income poverty in 1995 and 1994 (Austria excluded). 
(') Out of a total of three selected problems: lack of a bath/shower, shortage of space, damp walls/fioors/foundations. 

Source: ECHP. 1994-1996 (Finland and Sweden excluded). 

3.5 Problems with health 

Income poor Irishmen have fewer problems with 
health 
In 1996, one in every ten EU citizens aged 16 and 
over, some 29 million persons, perceived their own 
health to be 'bad' or even 'very bad'7. The proportion 
varied considerably across the Member States being 
the lowest in Ireland (4 percent) and, by far the high
est in Portugal (23 percent). For most of the remain
ing EU countries the proportion was below 10 per
cent. 

At EU level, the percentage of people claiming their health 
to be (very) bad was significantly higher for the income 
poor than for the non-poor (13 percent and 9 percent re
spectively). The gap, though often not very wide, could be 
seen in all Member States. The only exception was Ireland 
where practically no difference was found between the 
poor and non-poor in the percentage of persons reporting 
(very) bad health. As to persons in persistent poverty, the 
overall proportion of those who reported (very) bad health 
was slightly higher than that of the total number of poor 
people (15 percent vs. 13 percent). At the country level this 
difference was often negligible or non-existent. 

(') Other possible answers on the survey question about general health 
status were: fair', 'good' and Very good'. 
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Figure 3.10 

Share of persons over 16 with bad or very bad health, 1996 
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(') Persons who were also in income poverty in 1995 and 1994 (Austria excluded). 

Source: ECHP, 19941996 (Finland and Sweden excluded). 

Throughout the European Union, 7 percent of the popu

lation over 16 reported being severely
8
 hampered in 

their daily activities by a chronic, physical or mental 

health problem, illness or disability. This corresponded 

to some 20 million persons. The lowest percentage was 

found in Ireland (4 percent) and the highest in Portugal 

(11 percent), with the rate in most of the countries rang

ing between 6 and 8 percent. As to income groups, EU 

citizens with poor financial resources claimed somewhat 

more often that they were limited in their daily activities 

by a health problem than the more affluent part of the 

EU population (10 percent versus 7 percent). The differ

ence was found for a number of Member States as well, 

with the gap being particularly wide in Portugal, where 

19 percent of all persons below the poverty line and 8 

percent of the nonpoor reported serious health limita

tions. In contrast, in Ireland, Italy, Austria and the 

Netherlands no (big) differences were found between 

the two income groups in the proportion of people hav

ing severe problems in their daily activities due to lasting 

health problems. As to the persistently poor in the Euro

pean Union, their position in this respect was as un

favourable as that of the total number of poor. However, 

this pattern was not always found at the country level. 

(*) The answering categories on the survey question whether a person 

was hampered in his/her daily activity by a long standing health prob

lem were the following: 'Yes, severely ', 'Yes, to some extent' and 'No'. 
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Figure 3.11 

Share of persons over 16 who are severely hampered in 

their daily activities because of chronic conditions
2
, 1996 

% 25 

EL E F IRL 

π Among nonpoor o Among poor 

EU13 

Among persistent poor' 

(') Persons who were also in income poverty in 1995 and 1994 (Austria excluded). 

{') Respondents are asked ¡rthey are 'severely or to some extent hampered in their daily activities by any chronic physical or mental health problem, ill

ness or disability
9
' 

Source:ECHP, 19941996 (Finland and Sweden excluded). 

Elderly incomepoor people have the highest risk 

of health problems 

As shown above, neither a strong nor a consistent relation 

could be identified between income poverty status and 

health. The determining factor was instead age. The old

er the people, the higher the proportion of those reporting 

health problems. In 1996, only a negligible fraction (1 per

cent) of the EU citizens aged between 16 and 24 years 

claimed to be hampered in their daily activities by a long 

lasting physical or mental health problem, illness or dis

ability. For the age groups 2534 and 3544 the proportion 

was slightly higher (2 percent and 3 percent respectively). 

Older age groups were much more often faced with these 

difficulties: 11 percent of persons aged 5564 and 18 per

cent of persons aged 65 and over had a health problem 

that seriously hindered their main everyday activities. As 

to people with poor financial resources, they claimed 

somewhat more frequently obstacles in their daily activi

ties due to chronic health problems than the betteroff 

people, regardless of their age group. 
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Figure 3.12 

Share of persons over 16 in the European Union who are severely hampered in their daily 
activities because of chronic conditions by age, 1996 
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EU13 16-17 18-24 25-34 35-44 45-54 55-64 >=65 

(') Persons who were also in income poverty in 1995 and 1994 (Austria excluded). 
Source: ECHP, 1994-1996 (Finland and Sweden excluded). 

As regards to household type, no large difference in fre
quency of the reported health problems existed, provid
ed there were no big differences in the age composition 
of the households (see table A. 3.5.2 in the statistical an
nex). In households with elderly people (singles or cou
ples over 65, inactive and retired households) the pro
portion of those who claimed being hampered in their 
daily activities by a long-lasting physical or mental 
health problem, illness or disability was far above the av
erage. On the other hand, in households with relatively 
young people (couples with dependent children, single 
parents with dependent children) the proportion of per
sons with the above-mentioned problem was relatively 
low. 

3.6 Infrequent contacts with friends and 
relatives 

Seventeen million of the EU population meet 
friends and relatives less than once a month 
A low frequency of meeting friends and relatives at 
home or elsewhere is chosen as an Indicator of social 

contacts of the individual and of possible relational 
(self)exclusion in this field. EU-wide, 6 percent of all per
sons aged 16 and over, about 17 million people, report
ed infrequent (if any) contacts with friends and relatives 
not living with them. The EU average, however, masks 
large differences between countries. In Portugal, Lux
embourg, France and Belgium, about one in every ten 
persons were meeting friends or relatives less than 
once a month, if ever. In contrast, the figures for Ireland, 
Greece and Spain did not exceed 2 percent. 

Throughout the EU, the low frequency of meeting 
friends and relatives not being part of the household 
was more often reported by low-income people than by 
the remaining, better-off part of the population (8 per
cent versus 5 percent). This pattern could be seen in 
some of the Member States, as well. However, in many 
of them, the difference was minimal or even non-existent 
(the United Kingdom, the Netherlands, Greece, Spain, 
Ireland and Belgium). As to the European Union popu
lation in persistent income poverty, the difference in the 
relational (self)exclusion rate between them and the 
poor as a whole did practically not exist. 
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Figure 3.13 

Share of persons over 16 who meet people
2
 at home or elsewhere less 

often than once a month or never, 1996 
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EU13 

(') Persons who were also in income poverty in 1995 and 1994 (Italy and Austria excluded). 

(') Friends and relatives not living with the person (no data available for Italy). 

Source: ECHP. 19941996 (Finland and Sweden excluded). 

Relational (self)exclusion increases with age and 

lowincome position 

Although there was a relationship between infrequent so

cial contacts and income, a more important determining 

factor for this kind of relational (self)exclusion appeared to 

be age. The proportion of persons with rare contacts or 

without contacts with friends and relatives increased 

sharply with age. The highest figures were reported by re

tired and by elderly people, in particular if they were living 

on their own. On the other hand, couples with dependent 

children, singles below the age of 65 and couples below 

the age of 65 without children reported much less fre

quently an absence of contacts or infrequent contacts with 

friends and relatives. Next to age. the labour market posi

tion of the household also appeared to be related to a low 

frequency of the person's social contacts. People from in

active households (retired and other inactive households) 

run a higher risk of relational (self) exclusion than persons 

from working households, regardless of which income 

group they belonged to. 
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Figure 3.14 

Share of persons over 16 in the European Union who meet people
2
 at home or elsewhere less 

often than once a month or never by age, 1996 
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■ Among persistent poor' 

4554 55-64 >=65 

(') Persons who were also in ¡ncome poverty in 1995 and 1994 (Italy and Austria excluded). 

(') Friends and relatives not living with the person (no data available for Italy). 

Source: ECHP, 19941996 (Finland and Sweden excluded). 

The fairly high rate of relational (self)exclusion among 

elderly people might be partly explained by the already 

mentioned age related health problems. Certain dis

eases and disabilities, which can greatly increase isola

tion, for example arthritis, deafness and blindness, are 

more common among elderly people. Other explana

tions for their relatively high relational (self)exclusion 

rate may be found in specific living arrangements (e.g., 

they often live alone  without a partner or children), in 

their exclusion from a job and from jobrelated social 

contacts or simply in a specific wayoflife. Some of 

these explanations also hold for the relatively higher in

cidence of the relational (self) exclusion of people from 

inactive households. 
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Table 3.9 
Share of persons over 16 in the European Union who meet people2 at home or elsewhere less 

often than once a month or never by individual and household characteristics, 1996 

Total 

Labour market situation of the household 
Working 
Unemployed 

Retired 
Other inactive 

Type of household 
Single <65 
Single >=65 
Couple no children <65 
Couple no children >=65 
Single parent 
Couple + 1 dependent child 
Couple + 2 dependent children 
Couple + 3 or more dep. children 
Couple + dep. & non-dep. Children 
Other 

Total 

% 
6 

5 
6 
9 
8 

5 
10 
4 
8 
7 
4 
4 
5 
5 
7 

Non-poor 

5 

4 
5 
8 
8 

5 
10 
4 
8 
7 
4 
4 
4 
5 
6 

Total 

8 

6 
7 

11 
9 

6 
11 
8 
9 
9 
8 
5 
5 
6 
9 

Poor 

of which persistent poor' 

8 

6 
9 

11 
7 

7 
12 
6 
9 
9 
9 
7 
5 
5 

15 

(') Persons who were also in income poverty in 1995 and 1994 (Italy and Austria excluded). 
C) Friends and relatives not living with the person (Italy excluded). 

Source: ECHP, 1994-1996 (Finland and Sweden excluded). 

3.7 Dissatisfaction with main activity 

One quarter of Italians dissatisfied with their work 
or main activity 
A (very) high degree of dissatisfaction9 with work or main 
activity was reported by 14 percent of the European 
Union population aged 16 or above which corresponded 
to some 40 million people. The overall rate covers large 
differences between the Member States. In Italy, one in 
every four persons claimed dissatisfaction with work or 
main activity, in Greece and Spain, it was about one in 
every five. In contrast, only one in every twenty Danes 
and even less Dutch and Austrians reported that they 
were dissatisfied with what they do. 

EU-wide, low-income people reported dissatisfaction 
with their main activity about twice as often as people 
above the low-income threshold (respectively 23 per
cent and 12 percent). This gap was found in almost all 
Member States and was particularly wide in Italy. Only in 
Denmark, the country where the overall percentage of 
the dissatisfaction reported was very low; this gap did 
not exist. As to the EU population in persistent poverty, 
their overall dissatisfaction rate was only slightly higher 
than that for all the poor together (25 percent versus 23 
percent), although the opposite picture could be seen in 
some of the Member States (e.g. Germany but also Lux
embourg, the Netherlands, Portugal and the United 
Kingdom). 

(*) Measured by tais lowest answering categories on the scale of 1 to 6, 
with position ' 1 ' meaning the person is not satisfied at all with the 
work or main activity and '6' meaning that the person is fully satisfied 
with the work or main activity. 
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Figure 3.15 

Share of persons over 16 who are (fully) dissatisfied with their work or main activity, 1996 
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(') Persons who were also in income poverty in 1995 and 1994 (Austria excluded). 

Source: ECHP. 19941996 (Finland and Sweden excluded). 

Almost half the people from jobless households 

dissatisfied with what they do 

The proportion of persons being (very) dissatisfied with 

their work or main activity varied considerably more by 

labour market position than by income position. The per

centage of people from working households and retired 

households who claimed to be dissatisfied were below 

the EU average (13 and 11 percent respectively). On the 

contrary, almost half (46 percent) of the people from un

employed households reported dissatisfaction with their 

main activity. Members of unemployed households who 

were also poor or persistently poor reported the highest 

percentage of dissatisfaction: 50 and 51 percent re

spectively. 

Figure 3.16 

Share of persons over 16 in the European Union who are (fully) dissatisfied with their work or 

main activity by labour market-situation of the household, 1996 

π Among non
poor 

■a Among poor 

■ Among 
persistent 
poor' 

EU13 Retired Working Inactive (not 

retired) 

Unemployed 

(') Persons who were also in income poverty in 1995 and 1994 (Austria excluded). 

Souvre.'ECHP, 19941996 (Finland and Sweden excluded). 
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As to household types, an above average proportion 
(one in five) of single parents and persons from 'oth
er households' reported dissatisfaction with their 
main activity. The proportion increased substantially 
with income poverty (almost one in three), and even 
further if poverty was of a more permanent character. 

The pattern was found for people in households with 
children, as well. In contrast, the proportion of elder
ly single people and elderly couples being dissatis
fied with their main activity did not vary substantially 
with poverty status or with the duration of income 
poverty. 

Table 3.10 

Share of persons over 16 in the European Union who are (fully) dissatisfied with their work or 
main activity by type of household, 1996 

Total Non-poor 
Poor 

Total of which persistent poor' 

Total 
Type of household 

Single <65 
Single >=65 
Couple no children <65 
Couple no children >=65 
Single parent 
Couple + 1 dependent child 
Couple + 2 dependent children 
Couple + 3 or more dep. Children 
Couple + dep. & non-dep. children 
Other 

% 
14 

15 
10 
12 
10 
20 
12 
11 
14 
16 
20 

12 

12 
10 
11 
10 
17 
10 
10 
10 
14 
17 

23 

22 
13 
19 
13 
30 
28 
23 
25 
28 
31 

25 

23 
12 
16 
14 
31 
33 
24 
26 
30 
36 

(') Persons who were also in income poverty in 1995 and 1994 (Austria excluded). 
Source: ECHP. 1994-1996 (Finland and Sweden excluded). 

3.8 Cumulation of disadvantages across 
different areas of life 

Sixty million EU citizens confronted with multiple 
disadvantages in several domains 
Finally, a simultaneous examination of 8 non-mone
tary indicators of poverty'0 showed that problems and 
disadvantages cumulate not only within particular do
mains of a person's life (e.g., housing or basic needs), 

but also across them. About one half (49 percent) of 
all EU citizens, which corresponded to some 173 mil
lion people, experienced a problem in at least one of 
the three broad areas: in the financial sphere, in the 
sphere of basic needs or as regards to housing condi
tions. About a third of them (60 million) was confront
ed with problems in two or even all three domains un
der study. In total, 17 percent of the EU citizens 
experienced such problems. 

('") Here, eight non-monetarv poverty indicators are analysed for which 
information Is available forali f13ì countries considered and for all 
population categories. The indicators refer to three broad domains 
of peoples life: 1. financial situation (person had at least one of the 
two problems: the household was in arrears with payments of utility 
bills, or in arrears with housing costs such as mortgage or rent), 2. 
basic needs (person's household could not afford one or more of 
three following items: eating meat, chicken or fish every second day; 
buying new clothes; and/or having a week's annual holiday away 
from home), and 3. housing conditions (person had one or more of 
the following problems with the accommodation: lack of a bath or 
shower; shortage of space; and damp walls, floors or foundations). 
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Figure 3.17 

Share of persons by the number of domains' in which their household is disadvantaged, 1996 
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■ One domain Π Two domains Π Three domains 

UK EU13 

(') Out of total three domains: 1. financial problems (arrears with repayments), 2. problems in satisfying basic necessities (eating meat/chicken/fish 

and/or buying new clothes and/or having a week's holiday away from home) and 3. problems with the accommodation (lack of a bath/shower 

and/or shortage of space and/or problem with damp walls/floors). 

Source: ECHP, 1996 (Finland and Sweden excluded). 

The proportion of people experiencing a nonmone

tary aspect of poverty varied considerably across 

Member States and appeared to be related to the 

country's income poverty rate. On the one hand, in the 

Netherlands, Denmark and Luxembourg, countries 

with the lowest income poverty rates (12 percent), the 

proportion of persons with a problem or disadvantage 

was also the lowest (see figure 3.18). About a third or 

even less than a third of the countries' populations ex

perienced a problem in at least one of the domains, 

which was far below the European Union average. In 

these countries, the proportion of persons with prob

lems in more than one domain was also the lowest in 

the Union. In Germany, Belgium, Austria and France, 

countries with poverty rates below or equal to the Eu

ropean Union average, the proportion of persons with 

disadvantages in one or more domains was also be

low or equal to the EU average. 

On the other hand, Portugal, Greece and Spain, with in

come poverty rates above the EU average, had the high

est proportion of persons with a disadvantage in one or 

more domains, compared with other countries in the 

Union. In particular, the proportion of those facing disad

vantages in more domains was very high in these three 

countries. In Italy, the United Kingdom and Ireland, coun

tries with poverty rates slightly above the European Union 

average, the proportion of persons experiencing a disad

vantage in at least one of the domains was also somewhat 

higherthan the Union's average. In the latter two countries, 

the proportion of persons with disadvantages in more than 

one domain was also above the EU average. 
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Figure 3.18 

Correlation between income poverty rate and (multiple) disadvantage rate1, 1996 

(') Proportion of persons with a disadvantage in at least one of three domains: 1. Financial situation (person had at least one of the two problems: in 
arrears with repayments of utility bills or in arrears with housing costs such as mortgage or rent), 2. Basic needs (person could not afford at least 

one of three following item: eating meat, chicken or fish every second day; buying new clothes and having a week 's annual holiday away from 
home), and 3. Housing conditions (person had at least one of the following problems with the accommodation: lack of a bath or shower; lack of a 

place to sit outsite and problem with damp walls, floors or foundations). 
Source:ECHP, 1996 (Finland and Sweden excluded). 

More than one third of low-income people face 
disadvantages in several domains 
People below the low-income threshold face cumulated 
problems almost three times as often as the rest of the 
population. In 1996, the EU figure for the former was 35, 
and for the latter 13 percent. In absolute terms this 
means that some 22 million low-income people experi
enced a disadvantage in more than one domain. The 
corresponding figure for the more affluent part of the EU 
population was 38 million persons, which faced prob
lems or disadvantages in two or in all three domains un
der consideration. 

Also at the country level did the income poor run a much 
higher risk of multiple disadvantages than the non-poor. 
A large gap in this respect was found for ail Member 
States except for Germany and Denmark. People facing 
persistent income poverty were even more often ex
posed to multiple problems and disadvantages than the 
total poor population in most of the Member States. 
However, this difference was not found in Denmark. 
Germany and Luxembourg. 
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Figure 3.19 

Share of persons with disadvantages in more than one domain
2
, 1996 
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(') Persons who were also in income poverty in 1995 and 1994 (Austria excluded). 

(') Out of total three domains: 1. financial problems (arrears with repayments), 2. problems in satisfying basic necessities (eating meat/chicken/fish 

and/or buying new clothes and/or having a week's holiday away from home) and 3. problems with the accommodation (lack of a bath/shower 

and/or shortage of space and/or problem with damp walls/floors). 

Source: ECHP, 19941996 (Finland and Sweden excluded). 

Children run the highest risk of having disadvantages, 

which cumulated over more domains in life (23 percent). 

Young adults aged 1824 and people aged 2535 were 

also confronted with cumulated difficulties and disad

vantages in an above average percentage (20 and 18 

percent respectively). With ¡ncome poverty and persis

tent poverty, the vulnerability of these and all other age 

groups increased considerably. The frequency with 

which cumulated disadvantages occur among income 

poor people was at least double that for the remaining, 

more affluent part of the population. People facing per

sistent poverty were three times as likely to have prob

lems in more than one domain than the nonpoor, re

gardless of their age group. 
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Figure 3.20 

Share of persons in the European Union with disadvantages in 

more than one domain
2
 by age, 1996 
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(') Persons who were also in income poverty in 1995 and 1994 (Austria excluded). 

(') Out of total three domains: 1. financial problems (arrears with repayments), 2. problems in satisfying basic necessities (eating meat/chicken/fish 

and/or buying new clothes and/or having a week's holiday away from home) and 3. problems with the accommodation (lack of a bath/shower 

and/or shortage of space and/or problem with damp walls/floors). 

Source: ECHP, 19941996 (Finland and Sweden excluded). 

Certain household types were more often exposed to 

multiple disadvantages than others. About a third (32 

percent) of all single parents and their children were 

in an unfavourable position, which was the highest 

rate for any household type. Also a very high per

centage of people from nuclear families with 3 or 

more dependent children and from 'other households' 

faced multiple disadvantages (29 and 27 percent re

spectively). On the other hand, couples without chil

dren run the lowest risk of disadvantages in more 

than one domain. 

With income poverty the risk of multiple disadvantages 

increased for all household types. The most vulnerable 

households in this respect were, however, poor nuclear 

families with 3 or more dependent children (55 percent), 

followed by poor singleparent families (48 percent) and 

poor 'other households' (44 percent). When the lowin

come position persisted the vulnerability increased fur

ther, particularly for the group 'other households'. The 

only exception was couples with two dependent chil

dren, where the persistent poor had a lower risk of cu

mulated disadvantages than the total poor population. 
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Figure 3.21 

Share of persons in the European Union with disadvantages in more than one domain2 

by type of household, 1996 
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EU13 Couple no Coupleino ; Single Couple+ 2 Single Couple + Couple + Single Other Couple+ 3 
children children >=65 dependent <65 dep.S dependent parent household or more 

<65 >=65 children none dep. child types dep. 
children children 

0 Persons who were also in income poverty in 1995 and 1994 (Austria excluded). 
(') Out of total three domains: 1. financial problems (arrears with repayments), 2. problems in satisfying basic necessities (eating meat/chicken/fish 

and/or buying new clothes and/or having a week's holiday away from home) and 3. problems with the accommodation (lack of a bath/shower 
and/or shortage of space and/or problem with damp walls/floors). 

Source: ECHP. 1994-1996 (Finland and Sweden excluded). 

Jobless in persistent poverty face multiple 
disadvantages most often 
The labour market position of the household is an im
portant determining factor of the risk of multiple disad
vantages across several domains of life. The proportion 
oí persons from unemployed and non-retired inactive 
households experiencing multiple disadvantages was 
very high (46 and 37 percent respectively), several 
tinnes higher than for working or retired households (16 
and 12 percent respectively). 

Persons whose households were both poor and unem
ployed were in a particularly unfavourable position with 
respect to cumulated disadvantages. Over half of them 

(55 percent) experienced multiple problems in two or 
even in all three domains under consideration. The pro
portion was by far the highest for those belonging to un
employed families whose income had been below the 
poverty threshold for a number of consecutive years. Al
most two thirds (61 percent) of these people had multi
ple disadvantages in different domains of life.This group 
was in the most unfavourable position. Persons were 
disadvantaged with respect to a number of non-mone
tary dimensions of their life and their financial resources 
were poor. Moreover, they were excluded from the 
labour market, which means that their chances of im
proving their living conditions would also be more diffi
cult. 
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Figure 3.22 

Share of persons in the European Union with disadvantages in more than one domain
2
 by the 

labour market situation of the household, 1996 
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(') Persons who were also in ¡ncome poverty in 1995 and 1994 (Austria excluded). 

(
!
) Out of total three domains: 1. financial problems (arrears with repayments), 2. problems in satisfying basic necessities (eating meat/chicken/fish 

and/or buying new clothes and/or having a week's holiday away from home) and 3. problems with the accommodation (lack of a bath/shower 

and/or shortage of space and/or problem with damp walls/floors). 

Source: ECHP. 19941996 (Finland and Sweden excluded). 

Other figures also confirmed that exclusion from the 

labour market greatly determined the situation, which is 

characterised by multiple disadvantages in different ar

eas of people's life. Persons from jobless households 

run a very high risk of multiple disadvantages even 

when they were not poor in monetary terms (37 per

cent). The risk was by far the highest compared with that 

of other nonpoor groups with a more favourable labour 

market position. Moreover, this nonpoor group was 

even under a higher risk of multiple disadvantages than 

those whose households were poor in monetaryterms 

but not excluded from the labour market (35 percent). 
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4. Methods and concepts 

4.1 Data source 

The European Community Household Panel (ECHP) is 

a survey based on a standardised questionnaire, that in

volves annual interviewing of a representative panel of 

households and individuals in each European Union 

Member State, covering a wide range of topics such as 

income (including social transfers), health, education, 

housing, demographic and employment characteristics 

and so on. The longitudinal structure of the ECHP 

makes it possible to follow up and interview the same 

households and individuals over several consecutive 

years. The first wave of the ECHP was conducted in 

1994 in the twelve Member States of the European 

Union at that time. The survey was based on a sample 

of some 60,500 households (about 170,000 individu

als). Since then, Austria (in 1995) and Finland (in 1996) 

have joined the project. Sweden does not take part and 

Finnish data were not ready at the time of writing this re

port. 

Throughout this report, all individuals in the (weighted) 

sample population of the 1996 wave of the ECHP are 

taken as the unit of analysis. Although most results refer 

to 1996 only, some longitudinal analyses have been car

ried out on the persistence of ¡ncome poverty in the 

19941996 period. These were based on individuals for 

whom information was available in all three (i.e., 1994, 

1995 and 1996) waves of the ECHP. Consequently, no 

longitudinal information was presented for Austria. 

All results in this report are based on at least 50 sample 

observations. Still, since the results in this report are 

based on survey data collected by taking samples of ob

servations from the various populations of the Member 

States, the reader should realise that fair margins 

should be taken into account in drawing conclusions 

from the figures. This applies not only when considering 

differences, but also when considering apparent equali

ty between countries. These margins are likely to be 

wider than in the case of simple random sampling due 

to design effects and clustering of individuals within 

households. Formulas for deriving confidence intervals, 

which take into account the complexity of the sampling 

design, are being developed within the framework of the 

Eurostat Working Group on the ECHP. 

Some results published in this report are slightly differ

ent from other results published by Eurostat in the area 

due to using different concepts and definitions. 

4.2 Sample sizes and response rates 

This section deals with sample sizes in the ECHP as 

well as achieved crosssectional and longitudinal re

sponse rates for the first three waves. The information 

presented in this section is taken from the methodologi

cal manual describing the ECHP". 

Table 4.1 

Cross-sectional response rates 

wave 1 

wave 2 

wave 3 

wave 1 

wave 2 

wave 3 

Β 

84 

87 

85 

96 

96 

96 

DK 

62 

83 

77 

98 

97 

92 

D 

48 

91 

95 

EL E F IRL I L NL 

Crosssectional household interview response rates (%) 

90 67 79 56 91 41 88 

89 87 90 82 91 94 89 

87 84  82 91 96 92 

Personal interview response rates within interviewed household (%) 

97 

97 

96 

96 97 99 95 99 97 94 

100 97 99 94 99 98 92 

100 97 99 95 100 98 92 

A 


68 

87 


98 

98 

Ρ 

89 

90 



100 

100 

99 

UK 

72 

84 

86 

96 

98 

98 

EU (12) 

72 

88 

88 

97 

98 

97 

Sou/ce: ECHP 1994,1995 and 1996 

(") See forthcoming methodological manual on the ECHP as well as the 

ECHP Data Quality Report (doc. Eurostat/E0/99/DSS/1/3/EN). 

63 m 
eurostat 



Methods and concepts 

Table 4.1 shows the cross sectional response rates at 
household and individual level. The household interview 
cross-sectional or wave response rates have been de
fined in ECHP methodology as: 

Wave response rate: Of the households which were 
passed on to wave W (from W-1) or newly created or 
added during W, excluding those found ineligible or non
existent.... 
...what proportion were successfully interviewed? 

These rates have been computed in the following way: 
The numerator of the rate is the number of households 
successfully enumerated in any wave.The denominator, 
which is the number of households, which should have 
been enumerated, is more complex to compute. We first 
identify the current status of all persons from enumerat
ed households in previous waves. A majority of those 
persons are still in-scope at the current wave, while 
some are known to have become out-of-scope (died, 
moved outside EU, institutionalised, etc.). However, fora 
proportion, the current status is not known - they or their 
households are simply 'lost'to the survey - and some as
sumption or imputation has to be made for that. An 
added difficulty arises from the fact that the number of 
households they represent is also not known. The first 
part of table 4.1 has been constructed on the assump
tion that all persons with unknown current status in fact 
remain in-scope of the survey. It is also assumed that if 
more than one person is lost from a particular house
hold, they ali move into a single new household. As table 
4.1 has been constructedon the assumption that all per
sons with unknown current status in fact remain in-

scope of the survey, the response rates shown are a lit
tle underestimated. 

The second part of table 4.1 shows cross-sectional re
sponse rates for the personal interview within inter
viewed households. These rates are simply the ratio of 
the number of personal interviews completed, to the 
number of individuals eligible for the interview, and are 
readily computed since all the required information is 
known for interviewed households. Non-response of 
personal interviews within interviewed households is not 
large at around 3%. 

On the whole, the response rates are comparable to 
those normally achieved in similar complex surveys 
such as household budget surveys. They are much high
er in Southern countries than in countries of the North. 
The range is from 90% in Greece, Portugal and Italy to 
50% or below in Germany, Luxembourg and Nether
lands (new entrants). 

In the case of the Netherlands, a ten-year old national 
panel was, with substantial modifications, used to gen
erate the bulk of ECHP variables; its initial response rate 
was 49%. In the case of Belgium, the ECHP was based 
on two existing national panels, with initial response 
rates around 50%. 

The reports provided by national data collection units to 
Eurostat contain information on the structure of the non-
response (e.g. in terms of outright refusals). For Ger
many and Luxembourg, where response rates were rel
atively low, outright refusals accounted for 9 1 % and 
70% of total non-response cases, respectively. 

Table 4.2 

Evolution of sample sizes in the ECHP 

Β DK EL IRL I NL A1 UK EU12 

Number of households interviewed 
number wave 1 3.490 3.482 4.968 5.523 7.206 7.344 4.048 7.115 1.011 5.187 
ratio (%) W27W1 96 93 94 95 91 92 89 100 95 99 

W3/W2 95 92 98 94 96 98 89 100 97 101 97 

Number of personal interviews completed 
number wave 1 6.710 5.903 9.490 12.492 17.893 14.333 9.904 17.729 2.046 9.407 
ratio (%) W2/W1 96 93 95 98 91 93 86 100 96 97 

W3/W2 95 91 97 95 96 98 88 100 97 101 98 

4.881 
101 
99 

1.621 
102 
99 

5.779 60.034 
79 93 
83 96 

10.517 128.045 
80 94 
83 96 

Source: ECHP 1994, 1995 and 1996. Definition achieved sample ratio: 
Ratio of the number of completed households/persons in the current wave (W) to the number of completed households/persons In the preced
ing wave (W-1 ). 

O The Austrian ECHP was started in 1995. Number of interviewed households were 3382 and number of personal interviews completed 7441. 
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Table 4.2 illustrates the evolution of the sample sizes 
in waves 1 to 3. It shows the number of households 
and persons successfully interviewed in each Member 
State in the first wave. The variation across Member 
States in the evolution of the sample sizes consists 
mainly in the above-average ratios for the Netherlands 
and Portugal, and, the well below-average figures for 
the UK. The ECHP in the Netherlands is part of a long 

running national panel and hence over time the sam
ple size remains more or less stable. In Portugal, the 
reason is probably the good efforts made in following 
up on the persons in the panel. More restrictive follow-
up procedures than recommended were adopted in 
the UK, involving dropping of households in which all 
the required personal interviews could not be ob
tained. 

Table 4.3 

Longitudinal personal interview attrition after wave 1 

[1] Wave 1 to wave 2 
[2] Wave 2 to wave 3 
[3] Wave 1 to waves 2 and 3 

Β 

87 
88 
80 

DK 

85 
84 
74 

D 

90 
93 
86 

EL 

88 
92 
81 

E 

83 
88 
75 

F 

88 
93 
82 

IRE 

78 
80 
65 

I 

94 
95 
90 

L 

91 
93 
86 

NL 

85 
86 
79 

A 

. 
88 

-

Ρ 

95 
94 
90 

UK 

78 
83 
65 

[1] Sample persons eligible for personal interview in wavel, who remain eligible in wave 2. and are interviewed in both waves. 
[2] Same between waves 2 and 3. 

[3] Sample persons eligible for personal interview in wavel, who remain eligible in waves 2 & 3. and are interviewed in all three waves. 

Finally, table 4.3 shows the level of attrition in the longi
tudinal personal interview sample. It takes into account 
the combined loss at the household and personaPinter-
view stages (the ECHP follows the individual and not the 
household overtime). Overall, more than 75% of all per
sons participating in the ECHP have been interviewed in 
all three waves of the survey. 

4.3 Definitions 

4.3.1 Socio-economic background variables 

Education level of the household: 
The education level of the household is defined as the 
highest level of general education successfully complet
ed by either the head of househokd.or his or her partner 
(if any). A distinction is made between three levels of ed
ucation: 
• Low : less than second stage of secondary education 

(ISCED 0-2) 
• Middle: second stage of secondary level education 

(ISCED 3) 
• High: recognised third level education (ISCED 5-7) 

Type of the household: 
During the ECHP interview, the relationship of each per
son to the reference person of the household is estab
lished. Based on this relationship and on age, persons are 
classified into ten household types. Single persons fall into 
two classes depending on age: single people under and 
over 65. Couples without children are similarly divided into 
two groups based on the age of the oldest person in the 
couple: couples without children under 65 and couples 
without children over 65. Children under 18 are considered 
dependent. Depending on the number of children, couples 

with only dependent children are classified as: couples 
with one dependent child, couples with two dependent 
children and couples with three or more dependent chil
dren. Couples with both dependent and non-dependent 
children are treated separately. One-parent households 
with at least one dependent child are classified as single-
parent households. All households outside the above-
mentioned groups are labelled other households. 

Labour market situation of the household: 
The labour market situation ol the household takes into 
account the activity status of all household members 
over 16. Using ILO definitions, individuals are grouped 
into working, unemployed or inactive. The latter are sub
divided into retired and other inactive individuals using 
people's self-defined activity status. The labour market 
situation of the household is then defined as: 

• Working, if a household has at least one member who 
is working. 

• Unemployed, if a household has no working members 
and at least one member is unemployed. 

• Retired, if a household has no working or unemployed 
members and at least one member is retired. 

• Other inactive, if a household has no working, unem
ployed or retired members. 

Self-defined activity status 
During ECHP interviews, all persons aged 16 or more are 
asked to state for each month of the previous year their 
main activity. From this 'calendar of activities' the most fre
quent activity of a person is defined (priority is given to ac
tivity over inactivity and to work over non-work). Contrary 
to the 'ILO main activity' definition, the most frequent ac
tivity is 'self-defined' and not constructed. 
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4.3.2 Income and income poverty 

Income 

Total household income is taken to be all the net monetary 

income received by the household and its members at the 

time of the interview (1996) during the survey reference 

year (1995). This includes ¡ncome from work (employment 

and selfemployment); private income (from investments, 

property and private transfers to the household), pensions 

and other social transfers directly received. For some in

come components, the data may be of poor quality. These 

include selfemployment income, property income and pri

vate transfers. Moreover, no account has been taken of in

direct social transfers (such as the reimbursement of med

ical expenses), receipts in kind and imputed rent for 

owneroccupied accommodation. As the weight of these 

income components may be different in the different coun

tries, full comparability of income statistics is hampered. 

Figures on the level and distribution of income from the 

ECHP should therefore be treated with some caution.This 

holds especially for young adults, since student income is 

likely to be underestimated. 

Equivalised income: 

In order to take into account differences in household size 

and composition in the comparison of income levels, the 

amounts given here are per "equivalent adult". The 

household's total income is divided by its 'equivalent size', 

using the modified OECD equivalence scale. This scale 

gives a weight of 1.0 to the first adult, 0.5 to the second 

and each subsequent person aged 14 and over and 0.3 

to each child aged under 14 in the household. It should be 

noted that equivalised income is defined on the house

hold level, so that each person (adult or child) in the same 

household has the same equivalised income. 

Purchasing power parities (PPPÌ: 

Incomes cannot be made directly comparable by using 

currency exchange rates, as the difference in purchas

ing power of a particular monetary unit in the different 

countries will not be taken into account by it. The "con

version rates that take both rates of exchange and dif

ferences in purchasing power into account are called 

Purchasing power parities (PPP). They convert every 

national monetary unit into a common reference unit, 

the "purchasing power standard" (PPS), of which every 

unit can buy the same amount of goods and services 

across the countries in a specific year. However, in the 

ECHP, the measurement of income relates to the pre

ceding year, so the conversion rates between PPS and 

the national currencies used in 1996 are 1995 PPPs. 

These rates are Β (42.13), DK (9.740), D (2.148), 

EL (236.5), E (134.9), F (7.274), IRL (0.7032), I (1.696), 

L (40.79), NL (2.250), A (15.19), Ρ (142.7), UK (0.7305). 

Income poverty 

The income poverty line (or lowincome threshold) is 

based on the individual distribution of equivalised in

come. For each Member State, it is set at 60 percent of 

its median equivalised income. The median income is a 

robust measure as it is not affected by extreme values of 

the income distribution and less affected by sampling 

fluctuations. The 60% cutoff point is chosen as a main 

reference point, while more points were used in the 

analyses to check the robustness of the results. It should 

be noted that the income poverty lines thus defined do 

not necessarily coincide with income or poverty thresh

olds used by the Member States themselves. 

Persistent income poverty: 

Income poverty is considered to be persistent if a per

son lives in income poverty for at least three consecutive 

years. 

Poverty gaps: 

The absolute poverty gap is defined as the difference be

tween the income poverty line and household income av

eraged across all poor individuals. Unless stated other

wise, it is expressed in terms of equivalised income. The 

relative poverty gap is the difference between the income 

poverty line and household income as a percentage of the 

poverty line and averaged across all poor individuals. 

4.3.3 Nonmonetary indicators of poverty 

During the ECHP interviews, a number of questions 

were asked concerning the life situation and living con

ditions of people. Some questions addressed the house

hold head/reference person only. This concerns infor

mation on the household as a whole, such as the 

financial situation, basic needs, housing conditions and 

the possession of durables. During the analysis, this 

household information was attributed to all persons in 

the household. Other questions are posed to all adults in 

the household, i.e.. all persons over 16. Those include 

questions on health, social contacts and satisfaction 

with life in general. The nonmonetary indicators of 

poverty used in this report are based on the following 

questions and answering categories from the 1996 

household and personal questionnaires of the ECHP 

(question numbers/codes are presented in bold): 

Financial situation of the household 

Q023: 'A household may have different sources of in

come and more than one household member may con

tribute to it. Thinking of your household's total monthly 

income, is your household able to make ends meet...: 

— (1) with great difficulty, (2) with difficulty, (3) with some 

difficulty, (4) fairly easily, (5) easily or (6) very easily?' 

From the answering category '1 ' (' with great difficulties') 

on the question, the indicator'proportion of people living 

in households which have great difficulties in making 

ends meet' is derived. 

Q025: 'Has your household been In arrears at any time 

during the past 12 months, that is, unable to pay as 

scheduled any of the following: 

— Rent for accommodation? (1) Yes (2) No/Not appli

cable 
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— Mortgage payments? (1 ) Yes (2) No/Not applicable 
— Utility bills, such as for electricity, water, gas? (1 ) Yes 

(2) No/Not applicable.' 

From the answering category ' 1 ' on these three 
(sub)questions, only one indicator is derived: 'proportion 
of people living in households in arrears with (repay
ment of housing and/or utility bills'. 

Basic needs 

Q024: There are some things many people cannot afford 
even if they would like them. Can I just check whether your 
household can afford these, if you want them? 
— Paying for a week's annual holiday away from home 

(1)Yes(2)No 
— Buying new, rather than second-hand clothes (1) Yes 

(2) No 
— Eating meat, chicken or fish every second day, if you 

wanted to (1) Yes (2) No.' 

From the answering category '2' on these three 
(sub)questions, the following three indicators are de
rived: 'proportion of people living in households which 
cannot afford a week's annual holiday away from home', 
'proportion of people living in households which cannot 
afford buying new cloths' and 'proportion of people living 
in households which cannot afford having meat, chicken 
or fish every second day'. 

Housing 

Q006: 'Does the dwelling have the following amenities? 
— A bath or shower (1) Yes (2) No.' 

From the answering category '2' on the question, the in
dicator 'proportion of people living in the accommoda
tion without bath or shower' is derived. 

Q007: 'Do you have any of the following problems with 
your accommodation? 
— Damp walls, floors, foundations, etc. (1 ) Yes (2) No 
— Shortage of space (1) Yes (2) No.' 

From the answering category ' 1 ' on these two 
(sub)questions, the following two indicators are derived: 
'proportion of people living in the accommodation with 
damp walls, floors, foundation etc.' and 'proportion of 
people having a shortage of space'. 

Durables 

Q019: 'For each of the items below, please indicate 
whether or not your household possesses it. It does not 
matter whether the item is owned, rented or otherwise 
provided for your use. If you do not have an item, please 
indicate whether you (a) would like to have it but cannot 
afford it, or (b) do not have it for other reasons, e.g. you 
don't want or need it. 
— Do you have a car or van available for private use (1 ) 

Yes (2) No; 

If answer is No: (a) Would like but cannot afford it (b) 
Don't want/Don't have for other reasons 

— Do you have a telephone (1) Yes (2) No; 
If answer is No: (a) Would like but cannot afford it (b) 
Don't want/Don't have for other reasons 

— Do you have a colour TV (1) Yes (2) No; 
If answer is No: (a) Would like but cannot afford it (b) 
Don't want/Don't have for other reasons.' 

From a combination of the answering category '2' and 
answering category 'a' on each of these three 
(sub)questions, the following three indicators are de
rived: 'proportion of people not having access to a car 
due to lack of financial resources', 'proportion of people 
not having access to a telephone due to lack of financial 
resources' and 'proportion of people not having access 
to a colour TV due to lack of financial resources'. 

Health 

Q157' How is your health in general? 
(1) Very good (2) Good (3) Fair (4) Bad (5) Very bad.' 

From the answering categories '4' and '5' on the above 
question, the following indicator is derived: 'proportion of 
persons with bad or very bad health'. 

Q158: Are you hampered in your daily activities by a 
physical or mental health problem, illness or disability? 
(1 ) Yes, severely (2) Yes, to some extent (3) No.' 

From the answering category ' 1 ' on the above question, 
the following indicator is derived: 'proportion of persons 
being severely hampered in their daily activities by long-
lasting health problems'. 

Social contacts 

Q116: 'We would like to ask how often do you meet peo
ple, whether here at your home or elsewhere. How often 
do you meet friends or relatives who are not living with 
you? (1) On most days (2) Once or twice a week (3) Once_ 
or twice a month (4) Less than once a month (5) Never 

From the answering categories '4' and '5' on the above 
question, the following indicator is derived: 'proportion of 
persons meeting friends or relatives less than once a 
month or never'. 

Satisfaction with life situation 

Q195: 'How satisfied are you with your work or main ac
tivity. Using the scale 1 to 6 again please indicate your 
degree of satisfaction in each case (degrees of satisfac
tion 1-6 with position '1 ' meaning that you are not satis
fied at all and '6' that you are fully satisfied.) 

From the answering categories '1 ' and '2' on the above 
question, the following indicator is derived: 'proportion of 
persons being (completely) dissatisfied with their work 
or main activity'. 
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4.4 The selectivity of income poverty 
statistics 

Income poverty statistics may be affected by (selective) 
panel attrition. Across the twelve Member States that 
participated in the first two waves of the ECHP, the av
erage attrition rate was 11 percent. Attrition rates ranged 
from 5 percent of the net sample population in Portugal 
to 25 percent in the United Kingdom. The latter was 
mainly due to the fact that households with one or more 
uncompleted personal interviews were not followed up. 
Ireland (16 percent), Spain (13 percent) and Denmark 
(12 percent) also had attrition rates above the average 
(see also section 4.2). 

In a number of Member States, panel attrition appeared to 
be related to income poverty status. The relationship was 
particularly strong in Germany, Denmark, Belgium, France 
and the United Kingdom. There, the attrition rate of the 
poor was one and a half times to twice as high as the at
trition rate of the non-poor. On the other hand, the poor 
were somewhat less likely to leave the panel in Greece. 
Negligible differences in attrition between the poor and the 
non-poor were found in Spain, Ireland, Italy and Portugal. 

Due to (selective) panel attrition, income poverty esti
mates from the ECHP may be biased. This holds espe
cially where attrition is both high and selective. Since the 

poverty status of attritors is not known, cross-sectional 
and longitudinal estimates of poverty should be treated 
with some caution. This holds especially for the United 
Kingdom. However, assuming attritors to have the same 
likelihood of staying either poor or non-poor as non-at-
tritors, it can be shown that the influence of attrition and 
refreshment on income poverty estimates is limited in 
the short-run (and hence in this report). 

4.5 The robustness of income poverty 
statistics 

4.5.1 Overall income poverty rates 

The robustness of cross-sectional as well as longitudinal 
poverty statistics from the ECHP was investigated by com
paring the results from the recommended cut-off point of 
60 percent of median income with the 50 percent and 70 
percent cut-off points. Table 4.1 presents the poverty rates 
using these three cut-off points. To enable comparisons 
with previous work, it also gives results based on mean in
come and the original OECD equivalence scale. Obvious
ly, the higher the income poverty line, the more persons 
are considered poor. Moreover, using 50 percent, 60 per
cent or 70 percent of the median as cut-off points pro
duces somewhat different rankings of Member States. 
This is most obvious in the Irish case. 

Table 4.4 

Poverty rates of persons in the EU Member States by different income poverty thresholds, 1996 

Β DK EL IRL NL UK EU13 

Modified OECD equivalence scale 

Median 
50 per cent 
60 per cent 
70 per cent 

Mean 
40 per cent 
50 per cent 
60 per cent 

11 
17 
25 

6 
14 
21 

7 
12 
19 

4 
8 
14 

Original O E C D equivalence scale 
Median 
50 per cent 
60 per cent 
70 per cent 

Mean 
40 per cent 
50 per cent 
60 per cent 

11 
17 
24 

7 
14 
22 

6 
10 
17 

4 
7 
13 

11 -
16 
23 

8 
13 
21 

11 
17 
24 

9 
14 
20 

14 
21 
28 

12 
19 
28 

14 
21 
28 

13 
20 
28 

12 
18 
25 

11 
18 
27 

12 
18 
25 

11 
18 
27 

9 
16 
25 

6 
13 
22 

9 
16 
25 

7 
14 
23 

8 
18 
28 

8 
19 
32 

9 
18 
26 

9 
20 
30 

13 
19 
26 

11 
18 
26 

13 
19 
27 

12 
18 
27 

6 
12 
21 

4 
11 
21 

7 
14 
22 

5 
13 
22 

7 
12 
21 

7 
12 
21 

7 
12 
20 

7 
13 
23 

7 
13 
21 

5 
10 
18 

7 
13 
22 

5 
10 
20 

15 
22 
30 

14 
23 
33 

13 
20 
29 

13 
23 
33 

12 
19 
28 

11 
20 
30 

12 
18 
27 

11 
20 
30 

11 
17 
25 

9 
16 
24 

11 
17 
25 

10 
16 
25 

Source: ECHP, 1996 (Finland and Sweden excluded). 
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The observed lack of robustness may be accounted for 
by sampling errors. At 60 percent of the median, the in
come poverty rates of a number of Member States are 
estimated to be rather close. This implies that the confi
dence intervals of these estimates overlap to a high de
gree. Consequently, various Member States could have 
been at a different ranking even at 60 percent of the me
dian. With the exception of Ireland, it can be shown that 
the possible rankings at 60 percent of the median are 
rather close to those at 50 percent and 70 percent of the 
median, respectively. 

In publishing cross-sectional and longitudinal income 
poverty rates, rankings of Member States should there
fore be avoided. Alternatively, clusters of Member States 
with similar income poverty rates may be distinguished. 
If one Member State is to be compared to another, sam
pling errors should be taken into account. 

4.5.2 Poverty rates by socio-economic 
background variables 

Generally, the relationship between income poverty 
and socio-economic background variables appeared 
to depend on the level of the income poverty line. The 
following variables were considered: age, household 
size, type of household, main activity status and main 
source of income. For each socio-economic back
ground variable, the relative position of at least one 
variable category - i.e., its income poverty rate com
pared to the overall poverty rate - changes if the cut
off point is changed. 

The lack of robustness is most apparent for pension
ers and the self-employed. Compared to the 60 per
cent median cut-off point, the poverty status of pen
sioners appears much better at the 50 percent cut-off 
point. This is because many elderly have an income 
between 50 and 60 percent of the median. The oppo
site is observed for the self-employed. Their position 
appears much worse at the 50 percent median cut-off. 
This is due to the fact that many self-employed are 
among those having an income below that cut-off 
point. While the 60 percent income poverty cut-off 
point can be used as the main reference point, this 
lack of robustness for these two population subgroups 
should be taken into account. It should be explicitly 
noted that the results for these groups are different if 
the income poverty line were at 50 percent of the me
dian. For other population groups, the relative posi
tions are rather robust. These groups consistently 
have poverty rates below (or above) the average, irre
spective of the level of the poverty line. This holds es
pecially for persons in large households, single-parent 
households and households living on unemployment 
or social benefits. These are found to have a high risk 
of being poor at both the 50, 60 and 70 percent cut-off 
points in most Member States. 

4.6 The external validity of income poverty 
statistics 

In 1998 the Eurostat Task Force on 'Statistics on 
Poverty and Social Exclusion' made recommenda
tions for the definition and measurement of income, 
income poverty and social exclusion. These recom
mendations were approved by the 31st SPC on 26-27 
November 1998. 

With respect to the measurement of social exclusion 
and poverty the Task Force recommended the ECHP 
as the most appropriate source for statistics at the Eu
ropean level. However, it was recognised that this 
source should be supplemented by other national 
sources such as administrative registers or specific 
surveys. In particular the demand for results on a low
er regional level, developments with respect to the fu
ture of the ECHP and the Eurostat harmonisation pro
gram of a set of core variables, makes it necessary to 
start considering the possibilities of exploiting other 
data sources. 

Because of the above-mentioned reasons. Eurostat 
and Statistics Netherlands carried out a limited and 
preliminary exercise in order to get a better insight into 
the differences between national and Eurostat income 
poverty estimates. In June 1999 a questionnaire on 
national measurement of income poverty was sent out 
to the National Statistical Institutes of the EU Member 
States. In the questionnaire the Member States were 
asked to provide their national definition of poverty, 
low-income or social minimum. Those countries with a 
national poverty line, low-income line or social mini
mum-line were asked to provide further meta-informa-
tion on the measurement of income (income compo
nents), applied equivalence scale, and the best 
national source of ¡ncome data. Next to this meta-in-
formation, the countries were asked to provide nation
al poverty estimates based on their best national 
source. 

The idea behind this exercise was that differences be
tween Eurostat income poverty estimates (based on the 
ECHP) and national income poverty estimates (based 
on best national source) could be caused by: 
— differences in the income poverty definition (differ

ences in the poverty threshold, differences in equiv
alence scale, differences in the underlying definition 
of income); 

— differences in the population covered; 
— errors in measurement (assumable in both sources). 

The initial differences between national estimates 
(based on best national source) and Eurostat estimates 
(based on ECHP) can be corrected for both definition 
and population differences. This is done by applying na
tional income poverty definitions to the ECHP and by 
making the population, which is covered by the ECHP, 
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comparable with the population, which is covered by the 
best national source. The remaining difference then 
gives an indication of the quality of ECHP poverty esti
mates in comparison with national poverty estimates. In 
other words, this external validation of the ECHP income 

poverty figures can be seen as a preliminary quality as
sessment of the ECHP data. 

For three countries (France, the Netherlands and United 
Kingdom) the following results were obtained: 

Table 4.5 
Income poverty rate according to best national source and ECHP1, 1995 

Member State 
Poverty line 
Source 

Total 

Household size 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6+ 

Age of head of household 
(or main breadwinner) 

16-24 
25-34 
35-44 
45-54 
55-64 
65 + 

F F 
50% of median 

INSEE 

9 

13 
7 
6 
7 
9 

24 

21 
9 
8 
8 
8 

10 

ECHP 

9 

13 
9 
6 
5 
8 

25 

26 
7 
7 
8 

11 
11 

NL 
I 

CBS 

16 

27 
11 
13 
9 

11 
18 

34 
16 
14 
10 
14 
22 

NL 
ow ¡ncome 

ECHP 

15 

29 
10 
12 
9 

12 
13 

41 
14 
12 
9 

11 
22 

UK 
50% of 

FRS 

18 

22 
15 
16 
15 
25 
50 

27 
17 
16 
12 
14 
24 

UK 
mean 

ECHP 

19 

21 
17 
14 
18 
23 
46 

30 
19 
16 
12 
13 
25 

(') Poverty line and population made in accordance with the best national source. 

For France, the Netherlands and the United Kingdom, 
the discrepancies between the 'corrected' ECHP results 
and those from the best national sources appear to be 
rather small. The overall ¡ncome poverty rate based on 
ECHP was almost equal to the national estimates. 
Moreover, the structure of poverty risks classified by 
household size and age of the head of the household 
shows only minor discrepancies. 

The conclusion from this exercise would be that, in the 
three countries which could be investigated, the quality 
of the ECHP data used is fairly good. However, it must 
be stressed that this conclusion is preliminary, because 
the corrections made for differences in definitions and 
populations were fairly rough. 

4.7 Quality assessment of non-monetary 
indicators of poverty 

The selection of the non-monetary indicators of pover
ty was done in several steps. In the first step, a fairly 
broad list of variables available from the ECHP was 
selected. For this stage of the selection a couple of 

hundreds of non-monetary variables existing in the 
ECHP User DataBase were inspected. The next step 
involved looking at the whole variety of social indica
tors used in different statistical publications published 
by Eurostat and Statistical Institutes of the EU Mem
ber States. Then it was determined which of the ECHP 
variables came close(st) to these social indicators. In 
total, 37 ECHP variables with 44 variable categories 
were selected as candidate indicators of poverty and 
social exclusion12. The selected non-monetary vari
ables were both objective (e.g., on means, living con
ditions, etc.) and subjective indicators (e.g., on peo
ple's perceptions, opinion or satisfaction) covering 
specific aspects of people's life in the following areas: 
basic needs and consumption (11 variables), housing 
(8), education (1), labour market (3), health (4), social 
contacts and participation (3), financial position (3) 
and life satisfaction (4 variables). 

(") More information on the selection procedure as well as on the se
lected candidate-variables is available via a report made by Statis
tics Netherlands for Eurostat. 
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The ECHP variables, which were selected as indicators, 
were tested on several criteria. To be chosen as a non
monetary indicator of poverty and/or social exclusion, 
each of the selected candidate indicators should meet 
the following four requirements: 
Firstly, it should reflect a negative aspect of a life pattern 
common to a majority or large part of the population in 
the European Union and (most of) the Member States. 
The negative aspect of a pattern should mean that the 
person is in a disadvantageous position regarding a giv
en aspect of life or even excluded from a given dimen
sion of life, which is widely accepted in the society in 
which she/he lives. 
Secondly, the indicator should allow international com
parisons, which means that it should have the same in
formation value in the various countries. 
Thirdly, the indicator should allow comparisons over 
time, i.e.; it should measure changes in a given aspect 
of deprivation and social exclusion over the years. 
Fourthly, a consistent, relatively stable and explainable 
link needed to exist between a particular non-monetary 
indicator and income poverty. 

In order to find out if the ECHP-based candidate indica
tors met the above-mentioned four criteria, a common, 
multi-stage procedure for a detailed quality assessment 
of the ECHP data on the indicators was defined. The 
procedure was applied to the ECHP data available at 
that moment (i.e., data from the first two waves of the 
ECHP: 1994 and 1995) and to every single candidate in
dicator. The procedure consisted of the following 9 steps, 
each of them referring to one or more of the criteria: 
1. Identification of the size (proportion) of the EU and 

the Member States population that scored on the 
candidate indicator (criterion I). 

2. Checks on the consistency of the operational defini
tion of the variable across the European Union (cri
terion II) and overtime (criterion III). 

3. Checks on the consistency in population coverage of 
the variable across Member States (criterion II) and 
overtime (criterion III). 

4. Checks on the relative and absolute number of miss
ing cases (and selectivity of item non-response) per 
variable, per country (criterion II) and per survey year 
(criterion III). 

5. Checks on the magnitude of inter-country differences 
in the proportion of persons that scored on the indi
cator including identification of outliers (criterion II). 

6. Checks on the inter-wave consistency in the pro
portions of persons who scored on the indicator 
(criterion III). 

7. Checks on differences between ECHP figures on the 
indicator and figures from other sources (criteria II 
and III). 

8. Checks on cell-size limitations in order to find out 
whether the number of sample cases allows reliable 
estimates for the total country population (criteria II 
and III). 

9. Consistency checks of the link between the non
monetary variable and ¡ncome poverty (criterion IV). 

Steps 2, 3 and 4 in the quality assessment were made 
by using meta-information available from the 1994/1995 
ECHP User DataBase (e.g., information on differences 
and changes in the wording of questions in the ECHP 
questionnaire, in the routing of the questions, etc). The 
rest of the checks were based on information from fre
quency tables produced for each indicator and by using 
data from the first two waves of the ECHP. After apply
ing all 9 steps of the quality check procedure, it was 
found that 36 of the 44 candidate indicators from the 
ECHP could be used as non-monetary indicators of 
poverty in the European Union. In other words, the data 
on these 36 indicators proved to be comparable both in
ternationally and over time. However, for some countries 
the ECHP data on some indicators were of a different or 
insufficient quality (e.g., due to a large number of miss
ing cases, selectivity of non-response, differences or 
changes in the definition of the variable, differences in 
population coverage, differences in the wording of the 
questions, changes in the questionnaire, measurement 
and data processing errors, or some other reasons)". 
Therefore, they did not allow full comparison for all 
Member States which took part in the first two waves of 
the ECHP (12 and 13 Member States, respectively). In 
most of such cases, comparisons were possible for 9, 
10 or 11 countries. Since it was the intention to produce 
a report on all Member States, indicators for which data 
on some countries were not fully comparable were not 
taken into consideration. Excluding these, the total num
ber of indicators found to be suitable for international 
comparisons was 25. 

In proposing non-monetary indicators to be used in the 
report on poverty and social exclusion in the European 
Union, some indicators were omitted from the list of 25. 
Several indicators measuring the same phenomenon 
(i.e., indicators that were derived from the same ques
tion in the ECHP questionnaire but from a different an
swering category or a different combination of answer
ing categories) were not taken into account. Also, the 
number of indicators on consumption and housing con
ditions was somewhat reduced due to the 'surplus' of 
approved indicators. Finally, a set of 20 non-monetary 
indicators from the 1995 wave of the ECHP was consid
ered suitable. Although unevenly, each of the eight do-

(") Although the ECHP ¡s a highly harmonised and centrally managed 
(Eurostat) survey, differences may appear between the countries in 
the information collected. The differences might be due to the in
evitable problems of translation of the centrally designed questions 
(differences in meaning of the questions), due to the cultural differ
ences between countries (for instance differences in the inclination 
to give positive/negative answers to survey questions, in particular 
to those of a subjective nature such as those on health status, fi
nancial difficulties or satisfaction with different ufe situations) or due 
to some other reasons. 
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mains of peoples' life measured in the ECHP (basic 
needs and consumption, housing, education, labour 
market position, health, social contacts and participa
tion, financial position, and life satisfaction) is covered 
by indicators from the set. 

Data from the third (1996) ECHP wave became avail
able, at the moment when the above described selection 
and quality assessment procedure was almost complet
ed. Consequently, it was expected that the report on 
poverty and social exclusion would be based on the 
most recent data. Before deciding to use the 1996 data 
in the report it was, however, necessary to assess the 
quality of the data on the candidate indicators. Due to 
the tight time schedule, the quality checks were done 
only on the limited set of 20 indicators referred to above. 
After applying the already mentioned multi-stage quality 
assessment procedure, it was found that the 1996 
ECHP-data on some indicators were not of sufficiently 
high quality. These indicators are not used in this report. 
Thereby, the number of suitable indicators has been re
duced by 5. The remaining 15 indicators fully satisfy the 
four criteria. These are the following non-monetary indi
cators of poverty: 
Financial difficulties: 

1. Proportion of persons living in households that have 
great difficulties in making ends meet; 

2. Proportion of persons living in households that are 
in arrears with (re)payment of housing and/or utility 
bills; 

Basic necessities: 
3. Proportion of persons living in households which 

cannot afford meat, fish or chicken every second 
day; 

4. Proportion of persons living in households which 
cannot afford to buy new clothes; 

5. Proportion of persons living in households which 
cannot afford a week's holiday away from home; 

Housing conditions: 
6. Proportion of persons living in the accommodation 

without a bath or shower; 
7. Proportion of persons living in the dwelling with 

damp walls, floors, foundations, etc.; 
8. Proportion of persons living in households which 

have a shortage of space; 
Durables: 

9. Proportion of persons not having access to a car 
due to a lack of financial resources in the house
hold; 

10. Proportion of persons not having access to a tele
phone due to a lack of financial resources in the 
household; 

11. Proportion of persons not having access to a colour 
TV due to a lack of financial resources in the house
hold; 

Health: 
12. Proportion of persons (over 16) reporting bad or 

very bad health; 

13. Proportion of persons (over 16) being severely 
hampered in their daily activity by long-lasting 
health problems; 

Social contact: 
14. Proportion of persons (over 16) who meet their 

friends or relatives less often than once a month (or 
never); 

Dissatisfaction: 
15. Proportion of persons (over 16) being dissatisfied 

with their work or main activity. 

It should be emphasised that there is no claim that the 
final set of 15 indicators gives an exhaustive picture of 
social exclusion. Nor are they claimed to be represen
tative indicators of the main dimensions of people's 
living conditions (e.g., basic needs, housing condi
tions, health, social contacts, satisfaction, etc.). The 
selection process was rather to make a quality as
sessment of the information available in the ECHP 
and to select those indicators that proved to be most 
comparable for the Member States according to the 
criteria mentioned above. The aim was not to draw 
general conclusions on (the main dimensions of) peo
ple's living conditions going beyond the level of spe
cific indicators. 

This work should be seen as a first step towards de
scribing social exclusion. Future work may involve the 
improvement of indicators that were excluded during the 
selection process. Moreover, other indicators may be in
troduced into the ECHP in order to analyse dimensions, 
which have not yet been covered at all, or only to a lim
ited degree. Whatever set of indicators, one of the main 
challenges of further research is to go beyond the level 
of specific indicators. Indicators may be combined theo
retically or empirically in order to draw more general and 
comprehensive conclusions on people's living condi
tions and disadvantages in this respect (e.g., by con
structing deprivation indexes). Although promising ef
forts have been made to accomplish such a task, there 
is no consensus yet on the choice of indicators and the 
way these should be combined. 
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5. Detailed tables 

Example 

Table A.0.1 

Table A.0.2 

Table A.0.3 

Table A. 1.1 

Table A. 1.2 

Table A. 1.3 

Table A.2.1.1 (fig 2.1) refers to figure 2.1 in chapter 2 

Sample size and characteristics (unweighted) 

Total sample population by individual and household characteristics, 1996 

Sample population over 16 by individual and household characteristics, 1996 

Total sample number of households by selected characteristics, 1996 

General population characteristics 

Share of persons by individual and household characteristics, 1996 

Share of persons over 16 by individual and household characteristics, 1996 

Share of households by selected characteristics, 1996 

Table A.2 

Table A.2 

Table A.2 

Table A.2 

Table A.2 

Table A.2 

Table A.2 

Table A.2 

Table A.2 

Table A.2 

Table A.2 

Table A.2 

Table A.2 

1.1 (fig 2.1) 

1.2 

1-3 (fig 2.2) 

1.4 

1.5 

1.6 (fig 2.3) 

.2.1 (fig 2.5) 

2.2 (fig 2.6) 

2.3 (fig 2.7) 

3.1 (fig 2.8) 

3.2 (table 2.3) 

.3.3 (table 2.3) 

3.4 (fig 2.9) 

Table A.2.3.5 (fig 2.10, 2.11) 

Table A.2.3.6 (fig 2.12) 

Table A.2.3.7 

Table A.2.3.8 

Table A.2.3.9 

Table A.2.4.1 (fig 2.13) 

Table A.2.4.2 (fig 2.14) 

TableA.2.4.3(fig2.15) 

Table A.2.4.4 (fig 2.16) 

Table A.2.5.1 (fig 2.17) 

TableA.2.5.2(fig2.18) 

Income poverty 

Levels of equivalised household income of persons in PPS, 1996 

Levels of equivalised household income of persons in national currency, 1996 

Equivalised household income distribution of persons, 1996 

Cumulative (ascending) equivalised household income distribution of persons. 1996 

Cumulative (descending) equivalised household income distribution of persons, 1996 

Inequality (Gini co-efficients) in equivalised household income of persons. 1996 

Income poverty lines of persons in PPS, 1996 

Persons and households with low income, 1996 

Shares of persons with low income on the basis of a European Union poverty line. 1996 

Income poverty rate of persons in the European Union by individual characteristics. 1996 

Poverty risk index of persons in the European Union by individual characteristics. 1996 

Poverty risk index of persons in the European Union by household characteristics. 1996 

Poverty risk index of persons in the European Union by activity status and educational 
attainment level, 1996 

Income poverty of dependent children in the European Union by type of household. 1996 

Income poverty of dependent children in the European Union by labour market situation 
of the household, 1996 

Income poverty of dependent children, 1996 

Relative poverty risk of women in the European Union by age, 1996 

Poverty rates of women and men in the European Union by household type, 1996 

Mean income poverty gap of persons and households, 1996 

Poverty gap index of persons by individual characteristics, 1996 

Relative poverty gap of persons by household characteristics, 1996 

Poverty gap index of persons in the European Union by household characteristics, 1996 

Income poverty rate of persons, 1996 

Persistent poverty risk index of persons by individual characteristics, 1996 

73 ma 
eurostat 



Detailed tables 

Table A 3.1.1 
(table 3.1, fig 3.1, 3.2) 
Table A 3.1.2 
(table 3.2, fig 3.3) 

Table A 3.2.1 
(table 3.3, fig 3.4) 
Table A 3.2.2 

Table A 3.2.3 (fig 3.5) 

Table A 3.2.4 
(table 3.4, fig 3.6) 

Table A 3.3.1 
(table 3.5, fig 3.7) 
Table A 3.3.2 (table 3.6) 

Table A 3.3.3 

Table A 3.3.4 

Table A 3.4.1 (table 3.7) 

Table A 3.4.2 

Table A 3.4.3 (fig 3.8) 

Table A 3.4.4 
(table 3.8, fig 3.9) 

Table A 3.5.1 
(fig 3.10, 3.11) 
Table A 3.5.2 (fig 3.12) 

Table A 3.6.1 (fig 3.13) 

Table A 3.6.2 
(table 3.9, fig 3.14) 

Table A 3.7.1 (fig 3.15) 

Table A 3.7.2 
(table 3.10, fig 3.16) 

Table A 3.8.1 
(fig 3.17, 3.19) 
Table A 3.8.2 
(fig 3.20, 3.21,3.22) 

Social exclusion 

Share of persons whose households have financial problems, 1996 

Share of persons in the European Union whose households have financial problems by 
individual and household characteristics, 1996 

Share of persons whose households can not afford selected items, 1996 

Share of persons in the European Union whose households can not afford selected 
items by individual and household characteristics, 1996 

Share of persons by number of selected items their household can not afford, 1996 

Share of persons in the European Union whose households can not afford more than 
one of the selected items by individual and household characteristics, 1996 

Share of persons whose households can not afford selected consumer durables, 1996 

Share of persons in the European Union whose households can not afford selected con
sumer durables by individual and household characteristics, 1996 

Share of persons by number of consumer durables missing due to lack of income, 1996 

Share of persons in the European Union whose households can not afford more than one 
of the selected_consumer durables by individual and household characteristics, 1996 

Share of persons whose households have specific problems with the accommodation, 
1996 

Share of persons in the European Union whose households have specific problems with 
the accommodation by individual and household characteristics, 1996 

Share of persons by number of problems with the household accommodation. 1996 

Share of persons in the European Union whose households have more than one prob
lem with the accommodation by individual and household characteristics, 1996 

Share of persons over 16 with health problems, 1996 

Share of persons over 16 in the European Union with health problems by individual and 
household characteristics, 1996 

Share of persons over 16, who meet people at home or elsewhere less than once a 
month or never, 1996 

Share of persons over 16 in the European Union who meet people at home or elsewhere 
less than once a month or never by individual and household characteristics, 1996 

Share of persons over 16 who are (fully) dissatisfied with their work or main activity, 1996 

Share of persons over 16 in the European Union who are (fully) dissatisfied with their 
work or main activity by individual and household characteristics, 1996 

Share of persons by number of domains with disadvantages, 1996 

Share of persons in the European Union with disadvantages in more than one domain 
by individual and household characteristics, 1996 
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Table A.0.1 
Total sample population by individual and household characteristics, 1996 (unweighted) 

Ol 

2 i S 
II s 
V 

Total (missings included) 
Sex of individual 
Male 
Female 

Age of individual 
<18 
18-24 
25-34 
35-44 
45-54 
55-64 
>=65 

Household type 
Single <65 
Single >=65 
Couple no child <65 
Couple no child >=65 
Single parent 
Couple + 1 dep. child 
Couple + 2 dep. children 
Couple + 3 or more dep. children 
Couple + dep. & non-dep. children 
Other 

Education level' household 
High 
Middle 
Low 

Labour market position household 
Working 
Unemployed 
Retired 
Inactive 

Poverty status 
Non-poor 
Poor 
of which persistent poor2 

Β DK 

absolute numbers 
9288 

4548 
4740 

2348 
695 
1363 
1537 
1175 
794 
1291 

410 
405 
929 
695 
593 
846 
1432 
918 
1753 
442 

3365 
2457 
2160 

6331 
282 
1373 
407 

8009 
1192 
417 

8787 

4370 
4416 

1792 
899 
1487 
1301 
1217 
815 
1152 

599 
372 
1055 
551 
378 
697 
1149 
558 
786 
133 

2909 
2664 
1296 

5498 
189 
1014 
219 

7777 
997 
169 

D 

12241 

6042 
6199 

2730 
866 
1857 
1947 
1505 
1676 
.1654 

700 
428 
1813 
1033 
680 
1210 
1918 
892 

2340 
478 

3776 
5730 
1966 

9124 
231 
1918 
283 

10293 
1890 
784 

EL 

14624 

7152 
7472 

3209 
1295 
2008 
1900 
1831 
1773 
2394 

357 
554 
893 
1243 
697 
1053 
2516 
629 

3701 
2964 

3115 
3537 
7933 

11658 
452 
2038 
475 

11211 
3273 
1526 

E 

20498 

10062 
10436 

4367 
2210 
3213 
2784 
2303 
2176 
3118 

335 
598 
1125 
1230 
1330 
1399 
2882 
822 
6560 
3639 

3788 
2722 
13088 

15014 
1566 
2298 
891 

16195 
3795 
1673 

F 

17210 

8435 
8771 

4356 
1634 
2469 
2526 
2255 
1633 
2162 

1025 
730 
2100 
1394 
1272 
1628 
2669 
1686 
3793 
841 

4351 
6795 
5434 

13009 
617 
2658 
526 

14218 
2905 
1154 

IRL 

11179 

5637 
5542 

3429 
1361 
1487 
1365 
1292 
1004 
1162 

254 
271 
560 
488 
792 
507 
1228 
1858 
3818 
1387 

1978 
Ί229 
4690 

9018 
473 
851 
837 

9426 
1736 
591 

I 

23188 

11486 
11702 

4578 
2386 
3919 
3233 
3193 
2737 
2868 

518 
637 
1307 
1190 
1336 
2173 
2801 
951 

8369 
2327 

2029 
6887 
11300 

17588 
1016 
2513 
503 

18791 
4115 
1881 

{') 

L 

2616 

1308 
1308 

705 
184 
423 
429 
338 
251 
271 

145 
72 
292 
150 
140 
250 
442 
300 
534 
275 

567 
885 
1154 

2139 
31 
393 
52 

2278 
331 
128 

Persons who 

NL 

13530 

6717 
6811 

3426 
1045 
2172 
2394 
1791 
1122 
1515 

888 
504 
2163 
1035 
559 
947 

2680 
1527 
2266 
107 

3375 
7483 
1974 

10432 
255 
1584 
1001 

11644 
1503 
346 

A 

9219 

4486 
4733 

2254 
786 
1384 
1298 
1106 
1105 
1205 

418 
311 
936 
626 
571 
678 
1296 
642 

2042 
1559 

838 
6214 
2065 

7544 
125 
1245 
274 

7848 
1344 

Ρ 

14910 

7269 
7641 

3322 
1559 
1885 
1894 
1812 
1744 
2511 

264 
561 
953 
1193 
945 
1274 
1649 
740 
4231 
2992 

774 
1089 

12779 

12549 
114 
1804 
360 

10630 
4178 
2486 

UK 

9664 

4668 
4996 

2561 
592 
1417 
1453 
1227 
930 
1392 

513 
536 
1286 
830 
916 
801 
1674 
972 
1307 
626 

2999 
3411 
3017 

7058 
339 
1389 
704 

7850 
1791 
670 

EU13 

166954 

82180 
84767 

39077 
15512 
25084 
24061 
21045 
17760 
22695 

6426 
5979 
15412 
11658 
10209 
13463 
24336 
12495 
41500 
17770 

33864 
54103 
68856 

126962 
5690 

21078 
6532 

136170 
29050 
11825 

( ) Highest education level of head and/or partner 
were also in income poverty in 1995 and 1994 (Austria excluded). 

Source.'ECHP. 1996 (Finland and Sweden excluded). 



sis: 

Table A.0.2 

Sample population over 16 by individual and household characteristics, 1996 (unweighted) 

Β DK EL IRL NL 

(') Highest education level of head and/or partner 

(
!
) Persons who were also in income poverty in 1995 and 1994 (Austria excluded). 

Source: ECHP, 1996 (Finland and Sweden excluded). 

UK EU13 

vl 
CO 

Total (missings included) 

Sex of individual 

Male 

Female 

Age of individual 

<18 

18-24 

25-34 

35-44 

45-54 

55-64 

>=65 

Household type 

Single <65 

Single >=65 

Couple no child <65 

Couple no child 

Single parent 

Couple + 1 dep. 

Couple + 2 dep. 

>=65 

child 

children 

Couple + 3 or more dep. children 

Couple + dep. & 

Other 

non-dep. children 

Education level' household 

High 

Middle 

Low 

Labour market position household 

Working 

Unemployed 

Retired 

Inactive 

Poverty status 

Non-poor 

Poor 

of which persistent poor
2 

7306 

3509 

3797 

371 

695 

1363 

1537 

1175 

794 

1291 

410 

405 

929 

695 

442 

586 

749 

377 

1604 

381 

2437 

1915 

1860 

4674 

200 

1363 

314 

6302 

923 

336 

7312 

3600 

3712 

318 

899 

1487 

1301 

1217 

815 

1152 

599 

372 

1055 

551 

247 

492 

616 

236 

715 

117 

2217 

2156 

1168 

4248 

146 

1007 

191 

6369 

933 

163 

9920 

4876 

5044 

415 

866 

1857 

1947 

1505 

1676 

1654 

696 

428 

1813 

1033 

495 

859 

1022 

371 

2172 

413 

3003 

4623 

1656 

7081 

171 

1906 

187 

8424 

1445 

600 

12088 

5819 

6269 

673 

1295 

2008 

1900 

1831 

1773 

2394 

356 

554 

892 

1241 

619 

740 

1369 

288 

3505 

2510 

2296 

2739 

7016 

9237 

393 

2012 

445 

9206 

2773 

1370 

17108 

8304 

8804 

980 

2210 

3213 

2784 

2303 

2176 

3118 

334 

596 

1125 

1230 

1214 

968 

1571 

370 

6079 

3122 

2913 

2109 

11312 

12094 

1286 

2269 

829 

13693 

2998 

1313 

13586 

6547 

7037 

736 

1634 

2469 

2526 

2255 

1633 

2162 

1020 

729 

2098 

1394 

931 

1149 

1413 

713 

3393 

687 

3251 

5136 

4654 

9724 

446 

2630 

460 

11293 

2219 

872 

8401 

4251 

4150 

651 

1361 

1487 

1365 

1292 

1004 

1162 

251 

271 

560 

486 

638 

356 

657 

746 

3294 

1126 

1417 

3009 

3740 

6637 

310 

840 

614 

7182 

1202 

361 

19543 

9603 

9940 

934 

2386 

3919 

3233 

3193 

2737 

2868 

518 

637 

1307 

1190 

1207 

1521 

1525 

421 

7880 

2011 

1549 

5436 

9909 

14372 

907 

2477 

469 

15921 

3378 

1551 

2006 

982 

1024 

95 

184 

423 

429 

338 

251 

271 

143 

72 

292 

150 

100 

173 

236 

124 

490 

210 

424 

670 

902 

1553 

24 

389 

39 

1768 

232 

97 

10628 

5223 

5405 

526 

1045 

2172 

2394 

1791 

1122 

1515 

887 

504 

2161 

1034 

402 

661 

1434 

640 

2112 

94 

2491 

5864 

1706 

7801 

196 

1580 

855 

9182 

1132 

252 

7354 

3529 

3825 

392 

786 

1384 

1298 

1106 

1105 

1205 

418 

311 

936 

626 

438 

472 

696 

274 

1860 

1230 

618 

4862 

1793 

5764 

96 

1226 

240 

6353 

980 

12286 

5900 

6386 

698 

1559 

1885 

1894 

1812 

1744 

2511 

263 

558 

953 

1193 

815 

898 

907 

311 

3862 

2430 

604 

812 

10644 

10034 

90 

1774 

312 

8894 

3298 

1988 

7489 

3572 

3917 

386 

592 

1417 

1453 

1227 

930 

1392 

510 

536 

1286 

830 

574 

575 

899 

409 

1200 

505 

2284 

2542 

2467 

5276 

246 

1379 

444 

6191 

1277 

467 

135027 

65715 

69310 

7175 

15512 

25084 

24061 

21045 

17760 

22695 

6405 

5973 

15407 

11653 

8122 

9450 

13094 

5280 

38166 

14836 

25504 

41873 

58827 

98495 

4511 

20852 

5399 

110778 

22790 

9370 

O 
CD 

OS
CD 

Q. 
■* 

01 
Ç£ 
CD 
CO 



Table A.0.3 

Total sample number of households by selected characteristics, 1996 (unweighted) 

Ĵ 
-"J 

ί 
(A 
S 

|| 
- ^ 
^ 

Total ( missings included) 
Sex of the household reference person 
Male 
Female 

Age of the household reference person 
16-24 
25-34 
35-44 
45-54 
55-64 
>=65 

Household type 
Single <65 
Single >=65 
Couple no child <65 
Couple no child >=65 
Single parent 
Couple + 1 dep. child 
Couple + 2 dep. children 
Couple + 3 or more dep. children 
Couple + dep. & non-dep. children 
Other 

Education level' household 
High 
Middle 
Low 

Labour market position household 
Working 
Unemployed 
Retired 
Inactive 

Poverty status 
Non-poor 
Poor 
of which persistent poor' 

Β DK 

absolute numbers 
3189 

2352 
837 

47 
493 
789 
597 
433 
788 

395 
394 
460 
343 
223 
281 
357 
172 
448 
111 

1124 
911 
973 

2038 
98 
869 
169 

2675 
477 
182 

2879 

1650 
1229 

180 
564 
557 
554 
380 
585 

550 
358 
501 
275 
151 
227 
285 
106 
209 
35 

1059 
1087 
707 

1989 
81 
697 
107 

2417 
457 
124 

D 

4573 

3072 
1501 

' 117 
' 783 
981 
811 
921 
960 

670 
401 
900 
511 
277 
401 
476 
167 
623 
124 

1358 
2274 
899 

3202 
106 
1138 
115 

3814 
732 
291 

EL 

4904 

3712 
1192 

153 
616 
940 
991 
881 
1242 

329 
493 
439 
615 
280 
349 
628 
122 
983 
660 

972 
1108 
2796 

3330 
142 
1091 
340 

3676 
1172 
613 

E 

6268 

4815 
1453 

184 
1200 
1429 
1183 
911 
1281 

321 
551 
556 
610 
493 
464 
720 
158 
1583 
796 

1157 
832 
4181 

4115 
438 
1135 
521 

5044 
1076 
470 

F 

6599 

5049 
1550 

311 
1130 
1374 
1270 
946 
1445 

966 
699 
1032 
692 
488 
540 
667 
316 
957 
217 

1548 
2377 
2340 

4289 
214 
1607 
353 

5429 
1134 
424 

IRL 

3173 

2445 
728 

81 
422 
652 
665 
557 
760 

229 
246 
270 
236 
273 
165 
304 
336 
788 
322 

548 
1109 
1433 

2283 
125 
436 
329 

2659 
505 
168 

I 

7119 

5452 
1667 

57 
869 
1376 
1512 
1415 
1750 

494 
601 
651 
592 
501 
723 
700 
184 

2129 
536 

645 
2187 
3715 

5127 
307 
1349 
332 

5794 
1219 
529 

L 

932 

711 
221 

20 
192 
228 
196 
139 
152 

136 
68 
145 
75 
53 
83 
110 
58 
137 
62 

195 
314 
415 

671 
12 

220 
28 

819 
108 
47 

(2) Persons who 

NL 

5175 

4099 
1076 

207 
959 
1263 
1012 
653 
1033 

832 
488 
1054 
515 
208 
313 
668 
291 
592 
33 

1206 
2801 
992 

3535 
117 
977 
493 

4435 
618 
137 

A 

3288 

1792 
1496 

139 
560 
700 
592 
587 
675 

418 
311 
467 
313 
232 
226 
324 
122 
516 
313 

292 
2151 
817 

2281 
52 
739 
205 

2760 
514 

Ρ 

4841 

3330 
1511 

103 
516 
854 
902 
944 
1449 

225 
505 
471 
592 
343 
423 
412 
132 

1073 
653 

245 
343 

4189 

3589 
35 

1020 
194 

3305 
1492 
947 

UK 

3775 

2519 
1256 

103 
636 
801 
673 
557 
945 

483 
513 
632 
414 
330 
263 
418 
182 
350 
175 

1094 
1267 
1388 

2413 
127 
915 
315 

3020 
744 
290 

EU13 

56715 

40998 
15717 

1702 
8940 
11944 
10958 
9324 
13065 

6048 
5628 
7578 
5783 
3852 
4458 
6069 
2346 
10388 
4037 

11443 
18761 
24845 

38862 
1854 
12193 
3501 

45847 
10248 
4222 

(1) Highest education level ol head and/or partner 
were also in income poverty η 1995 and 1994 (Auslria excluded). 

Source: ECHP, 1996 (Finland and Sweden excluded). 



Detailed tables 

Table A.1.1 

Share of persons by individual and household characteristics, 1996 

Β DK EL IRL NL UK EU13 

Total population = 100% 

χ 1 million 

10.1 5.3 81.0 10.2 38.9 57.2 3.6 56.9 0.4 15.3 7.9 9.9 57.7 354.5 

Sex of individual 
Male 
Female 

Age of individual 
<18 
18-24 
25-34 
35-44 
45-54 
55-64 
>=65 

Household type 
Single <65 
Single >=65 
Couple no child <65 
Couple no child >=65 
Single parent 
Couple + 1 dep. child 
Couple + 2 dep. children 
Couple + 3 or more dep. children 
Couple + dep. & non-dep. children 
Other 

Education level' household 
High 
Middle 
Low 

Labour market position household 
Working 
Unemployed 
Retired 
Inactive 

48 
52 

24 
7 

15 
15 
12 
12 
15 

6 
5 

10 
9 
8 

10 
15 
10 
23 

4 

38 
31 
31 

70 
4 

20 
6 

50 
50 

23 
9 

16 
15 
14 
9 

14 

11 
6 

16 
10 
5 

12 
17 
8 

13 
2 

42 
38 
20 

75 
3 

19 
3 

48 
52 

20 
7 

16 
15 
12 
14 
17 

8 
7 

15 
10 
6 

11 
14 
7 

19 
4 

31 
50 
20 

74 
2 

22 
3 

49 
51 

22 
9 

15 
14 
12 
12 
16 

3 
3 
6 

10 
5 
9 

18 
4 

25 
15 

25 
26 
49 

77 
3 

16 
4 

49 
51 

22 
10 
16 
14 
11 
11 
15 

1 
3 
4 
7 
6 
8 

16 
4 

34 
17 

20 
14 
65 

75 
8 

13 
5 

48 
52 

25 
8 

14 
15 
14 
9 

14 

7 
5 

11 
9 
7 

11 
15 
9 

21 
4 

27 
40 
33 

76 
3 

18 
3 

49 
51 

32 
9 

14 
13 
12 
8 

11 

4 
3 
5 
5 
9 
6 

13 
16 
29 
10 

17 
38 
44 

76 
5 
9 

11 

48 
52 

20 
9 

15 
15 
13 
12 
16 

3 
4 
6 
8 
7 

10 
13 
4 

34 
10 

10 
34 
56 

76 
5 

16 
3 

49 
51 

23 
7 

16 
16 
13 
11 
14 

7 
4 

10 
7 
5 
9 

15 
9 

23 
11 

21 
33 
45 

77 
1 

19 
2 

50 
50 

24 
7 

17 
17 
14 
10 
12 

9 
5 

18 
8 
5 
7 

19 
11 
18 

1 

25 
59 
16 

76 
2 

13 
9 

48 
52 

24 
7 

17 
14 
12 
11 
14 

5 
5 

10 
7 
6 

10 
16 
5 

19 
16 

10 
68 
22 

81 
1 

14 
3 

48 
52 

24 
10 
14 
14 
12 
11 
15 

1 
3 
5 
7 
6 

10 
14 
5 

29 
18 

8 
9 

83 

85 
1 

12 
2 

48 
52 

26 
6 

16 
14 
13 
10 
15 

6 
6 

13 
9 

11 
10 
16 
9 

14 
5 

31 
36 
33 

72 
4 

16 
9 

48 
52 

23 
8 

15 
15 
13 
11 
15 

6 
5 

11 
9 
7 

10 
15 
7 

23 
8 

24 
38 
38 

75 
4 

17 
5 

0 Highest education level of head and/or partner 

Source: ECHP. 1996 (Finland and Sweden excluded). 

ma 
eurostat 

78 



Detailed tables 

TableA.1.2 

Share of persons over 16 by individual and household characteristics, 1996 

Total population = 100% 

Sex of individual 
Male 
Female 

Age of individual 
<18 
18-24 
25-34 
35-44 
45-54 
55-64 
>=65 

Household type 
Single <65 
Single >=65 
Couple no child <65 
Couple no child >=65 
Single parent 
Couple + 1 dep. child * 
Couple + 2 dep. children 
Couple + 3 or more dep. children 
Couple + dep. & non-dep. children 
Other 

Education level' household 
High 
Middle 
Low 

Labour market position household 
Working 
Unemployed 
Retired 
Inactive 

Β 

χ 1 m 

8.2 

DK 

Ilion 

4.3 

Percentage 

48 
52 

2 
9 

21 
19 
15 
16 
18 

9 
7 

13 
12 
6 
9 

ίο 
5 

25 
4 

36 
30 
33 

66 
3 

25 
5 

50 
50 

2 
10 
21 
19 
18 
13 
17 

14 
8 

20 
12 
4 

10 
11 
4 

15 
2 

39 
39 
22 

71 
3 

23 
3 

D 

67.7 

46 
54 

2 
8 

19 
17 
15 
17 
21 

10 
9 

18 
12 
5 
9 
9 
3 

21 
4 

30 
49 
21 

69 
2 

27 
2 

EL 

8.4 

51 
49 

4 
12 
19 
18 
15 
15 
18 

4 
4 
8 

12 
6 

a 
13 
2 

28 
16 

22 
25 
53 

73 
3 

19 
4 

E 

3.2 

48 
52 

4 
12 
20 
18 
15 
14 
17 

2 
3 
5 
8 
6 
7 

10 
2 

38 
18 

18 
13 
69 

72 
7 

15 
5 

F 

45.9 

47 
53 

4 
10 
18 
20 
18 
12 
18 

9 
7 

14 
11 
6 
9 

10 
5 

24 
4 

25 
39 
36 

70 
4 

23 
4 

IRL 

2.6 

49 
51 

5 
13 
19 
20 
16 
11 
15 

5 
5 
7 
6 
9 
6 

10 
9 

33 
10 

17 
37 
47 

74 
4 

11 
10 

I 

47.7 

46 
54 

4 
11 
18 
16 
14 
16 
21 

4 
6 
7 

11 
7 
8 
7 
2 

38 
11 

8 
30 
61 

68 
5 

23 
4 

L 

0.3 

48 
52 

3 
9 

21 
21 
16 
14 
17 

9 
5 

12 
9 
5 
8 

10 
4 

26 
11 

21 
33 
47 

72 
1 

24 
2 

NL 

12.2 

47 
53 

3 
8 

21 
21 
19 
14 
16 

12 
7 

23 
11 
4 
6 

13 
6 

19 
1 

24 
59 
17 

72 
2 

17 
9 

A 

6.4 

48 
52 

4 
9 

23 
18 
15 
13 
18 

7 
7 

13 
9 
6 
9 

11 
2 

22 
16 

9 
67 
24 

77 
1 

18 
4 

Ρ 

8.0 

47 
53 

4 
12 
19 
18 
15 
14 
17 

2 
4 
6 
9 
7 
9 

10 
2 

33 
18 

7 
g 

84 

81 
1 

15 
3 

UK 

45.6 

48 
52 

3 
9 

21 
19 
16 
13 
19 

8 
8 

17 
12 
8 
9 

11 
5 

17 
6 

30 
35 
35 

69 
3 

21 
7 

EU13 

289.0 

47 
53 

3 
10 
19 
18 
16 
15 
19 

7 
7 

13 
11 
6 
8 

10 
3 

26 
8 

23 
36 
40 

70 
4 

22 
4 

O Highest education level of head and/or partner 

Source: ECHP, 1996 (Finland and Sweden excluded). 

79 ma 
eurostat 



Detailed tables 

TableA.1.3 

Share of households by selected characteristics, 1996 

Total population = 100% 

Β DK 

χ 1 million 

4.1 2.4 

Percentage 

Sex of the household reference person 
Male 
Female 

72 
28 

Age of the household reference person 
16-24 
25-34 
35-44 
45-54 
55-64 
>=65 

Household type 
Single <65 
Single >=65 
Couple no child <65 
Couple no child >=65 
Single parent 
Couple + 1 dep. child 
Couple + 2 dep. children 
Couple + 3 or more dep. children 
Couple + dep. & non-dep. children 
Other 

Education level' household 
High 
Middle 
Low 

Labour market position household 
Working 
Unemployed 
Retired 
Inactive 

1 
16 
22 
17 
18 
26 

16 
13 
13 
12 
7 
8 
9 
4 

15 
3 

34 
30 
36 

58 
3 

32 
7 

57 
43 

7 
20 
18 
19 
14 
23 

23 
14 
17 
11 
5 
9 
9 
3 
8 
1 

35 
37 
27 

63 
3 

30 
5 

D 

3.7 

63 
37 

3 
18 
18 
16 
18 
28 

19 
16 
17 
11 
5 
8 
8 
3 

12 
2 

27 
49 
24 

62 
2 

32 
3 

EL 

3.8 

76 
24 

4 
13 
20 
19 
18 
26 

8 
10 
9 

14 
6 
8 

13 
2 

19 
10 

22 
25 
53 

64 
3 

25 
8 

E 

12.2 

78 
22 

2 
19 
23 
19 
14 
22 

4 
9 
7 

10 
7 
9 

13 
3 

26 
12 

19 
14 
67 

64 
7 

20 
9 

F 

23.5 

74 
26 

4 
17 
21 
20 
14 
24 

18 
13 
14 
11 
7 
9 
9 
4" 

13 
3 

25 
37 
38 

63 
3 

27 
6 

IRL 

1.2 

72 
28 

2 
16 
22 
20 
16 
24 

11 
11 
8 
7 

10 
6 

10 
9 

20 
8 

17 
35 
48 

66 
4 

15 
15 

I 

21.3 

73 
27 

1 
11 
20 
19 
19 
30 

9 
12 
8 

11 
7 

10 
9 
2 

25 
7 

9 
32 
59 

64 
4 

25 
7 

L 

0.2 

75 
25 

2 
20 
23 
19 
16 
21 

18 
10 
13 
9 
5 
8 

10 
4 

16 
7 

21 
33 
47 

67 
2 

29 
3 

NL 

6.6 

76 
24 

4 
19 
22 
19 
14 
21 

20 
11 
21 

9 
4 
6 

11 
5 

11 
1 

23 
56 
21 

66 
2 

21 
11 

A 

3.2 

51 
49 

4 
20 
21 
17 
15 
23 

14 
13 
14 
9 
7 
9 

11 
2 

13 
9 

9 
65 
26 

68 
2 

24 
7 

Ρ 

3.3 

64 
36 

2 
14 
20 
19 
18 
27 

4 
9 
7 

11 
8 

10 
11 
3 

23 
13 

7 
9 

84 

74 
1 

22 
4 

UK 

24.0 

65 
35 

4 
19 
20 
17 
15 
26 

14 
15 
16 
11 
10 
8 

10 
4 

10 
4 

28 
34 
38 

61 
3 

26 
10 

EU13 

142.1 

69 
31 

3 
17 
20 
18 
16 
26 

14 
13 
13 
11 
7 
8 

10 
3 

15 
5 

23 
37 
40 

63 
3 

27 
7 

(') Highest education level of head and/or partner 

Source: ECHP, 1996 (Finland and Sweden excluded). 

Table A.2.1.1 (fig 2.1) 

Levels of equivalised household income of persons in PPS, 1996 

Low * 
Median 
Mean 
H igh* 

Β DK 

χ 1000 PPS 

5.1 
12.6 
13.8 
26.4 

5.9 
13.1 
13.9 
24.1 

D 

4.3 
12.8 
14.0 
27.2 

EL 

2.0 
7.2 
8.3 

18.6 

E 

2.4 
7.6 
9.1 

20.1 

F 

5.0 
11.9 
13.5 
26.7 

IRL 

3.8 
8.9 

10.9 
23.0 

I 

2.5 
8.6 

10.1 
20.1 

L 

8.9 
19.0 
21.9 
42.8 

NL 

4.8 
11.5 
13.5 
26.8 

A 

5.9 
12.9 
14.3 
27.0 

Ρ 

1.8 
6.3 
7.8 

18.7 

UK 

4.4 

11.3 
13.6 
29.4 

EU13 

3.9 
10.7 
12.3 
25.0 

* Highest value in the 1st- and 19th- 5% group. 
Source: ECHP, 1996 (Finland and Sweden excluded). 
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Table A.2.1.2 

Levels of equivalised household income of persons in national currency, 1996 

Mean 
L o w * 
Median 
H i g h * 
Poverty line 
PPP value 

Β 

National 

580.7 
213.8 
531.0 

1110.3 
318.6 

42.13 

DK 

currency 

135.7 
57.6 

128.0 
234.8 

76.8 
9.74 

D 

<1000 

30.1 
9.3 

27.5 
58.5 
16.5 
2.15 

EL 

1980.1 
465.0 

1700.1 
4395.3 
1020.1 
236.5 

E 

1225.3 
322.2 

1022.8 
2710.5 

613.7 
134.9 

F 

97.8 
36.0 
86.8 

193.9 
52.1 

7.27 

IRL 

7.6 
2.7 
6.2 

16.1 
3.7 
0.7 

I 

17114.1 
4200.0 

14640.0 
34061.1 

8784.0 
1696.0 

L 

893.2 
364.0 
773.2 

1747.3 
463.9 

40.79 

NL 

30.4 
10.7 
25.8 
60.3 
15.5 
2.25 

A 

217.7 
90.0 

195.8 
409.6 
117.5 

15.19 

Ρ 

1110.1 
256.0 
904.3 

2669.1 
542.6 
142.7 

UK 

10.0 
3.2 
8.3 

21.4 
5.0 
0.73 

• Highest value in the 1st- and 19th- 5% group. 
Source: ECHP, 1996 (Finland and Sweden excluded). 

Table A.2.1.3 (fig.2.2) 

Equivalised household income distribution of persons, 1996 

Income classes 
(x 1000 PPS) 

0-2.5 
2.5-5.0 
5.0-7.5 
7.5-10.0 
10.0-12.5 
12.5-15.0 
15.0-17.5 
17.5-20.0 
20.0-22.5 
22.5-25.0 
25.0-30.0 
30.0-35.0 
35.0-40.0 
40.0-50.0 
>= 50.0 

Total 

Β 

% 

2 
3 

12 
15 
17 
17 
12 
7 
5 
4 
3 
1 
1 
1 
1 

100 

DK 

1 
3 
7 

13 
21 
21 
14 
9 
4 
3 
2 
1 
1 
0 
0 

100 

D 

2 
4 
9 

14 
19 
16 
11 
8 
5 
3 
4 
2 
1 
1 
0 

100 

EL 

8 
20 
25 
19 
12 
7 
3 
2 
1 
1 
1 
0 
0 
0 
0 

100 

E 

5 
17 
27 
19 
12 
8 
4 
3 
2 
1 
1 
1 
0 
0 
0 

100 

F 

1 
4 

13 
19 
17 
15 
10 
7 
5 
3 
3 
1 
1 
1 
1 

100 

IRL 

3 
11 
26 
17 
12 
11 
6 
5 
3 
2 
2 
1 
1 
0 
0 

100 

I 

5 
13 
22 
20 
14 
11 
6 
3 
2 
1 
1 
1 
0 
0 
0 

100 

L 

0 
1 
2 
4 

10 
12 
15 
11 
10 
6 

11 
7 
5 
5 
2 

100 

NL 

3 
3 

11 
22 
19 
12 
10 
7 
4 
3 
3 
1 
1 
0 
1 

100 

A 

1 
2 

09 
16 
19 
16 
12 
9 
6 
3 
3 
1 
1 
1 
0 

100 

Ρ 

9 
27 
26 
16 
9 
5 
3 
2 
1 
1 
1 
0 
0 
0 
0 

100 

UK 

1 
6 

17 
17 
14 
11 
10 
6 
5 
3 
4 
2 
1 
1 
1 

100 

EU13 

3 
8 

16 
18 
16 
13 
9 
6 
4 
2 

3 
1 
1 
1 
0 

100 

Source: ECHP. 1996 (Finland and Sweden excluded). 
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TableA.2.1.4 

Cumulative (a) equivalised household income distribution of persons, 1996 

Income classes 
(x 1000 PPS) 

0-2.5 
2.5-5.0 
5.0-7.5 
7.5-10.0 
10.0-12.5 
12.5-15.0 
15.0-17.5 
17.5-20.0 
20.0-22.5 
22.5-25.0 
25.0-30.0 
30.0-35.0 
35.0-40.0 
40.0-50.0 
>= 50.0 

Β DK D 

% (in ascending order) 

2 
5 
17 
32 
49 
66 
78 
85 
90 
94 
97 
98 
99 
99 
100 

1 
3 
11 
24 
45 
66 
80 
89 
93 
96 
98 
99 
99 
100 
100 

2 
6 
15 
29 
48 
65 
76 
84 
90 
93 
97 
98 
99 
100 
100 

EL 

8 
28 
53 
72 
84 
91 
94 
96 
98 
98 
99 
100 
100 
100 
100 

E 

5 
23 
49 
68 
80 
88 
92 
95 
97 
98 
99 
99 
100 
100 
100 

F 

1 
5 
18 
37 
54 
69 
79 
86 
90 
93 
97 
98 
99 
99 
100 

IRL 

3 
13 
40 
57 
69 
80 
86 
91 
94 
96 
98 
99 
99 
100 
100 

I 

5 
18 
40 
60 
74 
86 
92 
95 
97 
98 
99 
99 
100 
100 
100 

L 

0 
1 
3 
7 
18 
29 
44 
54 
64 
70 
81 
88 
93 
98 
100 

NL 

3 
6 
16 
39 
57 
70 
80 
86 
91 
93 
97 
98 
99 
99 
100 

A 

1 
3 
12 
28 
47 
63 
75 
84 
90 
93 
97 
98 
99 
100 
100 

Ρ 

9 
36 
62 
77 
86 
91 
94 
96 
97 
98 
99 
100 
100 
100 
100 

UK 

1 
8 
24 
42 
56 
67 
77 
83 
88 
92 
96 
97 
98 
99 
100 

EU13 

3 
11 
27 
45 
61 
73 
82 
88 
92 
95 
97 
98 
99 
100 
100 

Source: ECHP, 1996 (Finland and Sweden excluded). 

TableA.2.1.5 

Cumulative (d) equivalised household income distribution of persons, 1996 

Income classes 
(x 100 PPS) 

0-2.5 
2.5-5.0 
5.0-7.5 
7.5-10.0 
10.0-12.5 
12.5-15.0 
15.0-17.5 
17.5-20.0 
20.0-22.5 
22.5-25.0 
25.0-30.0 
30.0-35.0 
35.0-40.0 
40.0-50.0 
>= 50.0 

Β DK D 

% (in descending order) 

100 
98 
95 
83 
68 
51 
34 
22 
15 
10 
6 
3 
2 
1 
1 

100 
99 
97 
89 
76 
55 
34 
20 
11 
7 
4 
2 
1 
1 
0 

100 
98 
94 
85 
71 
52 
35 
24 
16 
10 
7 
3 
2 
1 
0 

EL 

100 
92 
72 
47 
28 
16 
9 
6 
4 
2 
2 
1 
0 
0 
0 

E 

100 
95 
77 
51 
32 
20 
12 
8 
5 
3 
2 
1 
1 
0 
0 

F 

100 
99 
95 
82 
63 
46 
31 
21 
14 
10 
7 
3 
2 
1 
1 

IRL 

100 
97 
87 
60 
43 
31 
20 
14 
9 
6 
4 
2 
1 
1 
0 

I 

100 
95 
82 
60 
40 
26 
14 
8 
5 
3 
2 
1 
1 
0 
0 

L 

100 
100 
99 
97 
93 
82 
71 
56 
46 
36 
30 
19 
12 
7 
2 

NL 

100 
97 
94 
84 
61 
43 
30 
20 
14 
9 
7 
3 
2 
1 
1 

A 

100 
99 
97 
88 
72 
53 
37 
25 
16 
10 
07 
03 
2 
1 
0 

Ρ 

100 
91 
64 
38 
23 
14 
9 
6 
4 
3 
2 
1 
0 
0 
0 

UK 

100 
99 
92 
76 
58 
44 
33 
23 
17 
12 
8 
4 
3 
2 
1 

EU13 

100 
97 
89 
73 
55 
39 
27 
18 
12 
8 
5 
3 
2 
1 
0 

Source: ECHP, 1996 (Finland and Sweden excluded). 
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Table A.2.1.6 (fig. 2.3) 

Inequality (Gini co-efficients) in equivalised household income of persons, 1996 

Β 

0.28 

DK 

0.23 

D 

0.28 

EL 

0.34 

E 

0.33 

F 

0.29 

IRL 

0.33 

I 

0.33 

L 

0.28 

NL 

0.30 

A 

0.26 

Ρ 

0.37 

UK 

0.34 

EU13 

0.29 

Source: ECHP, 1996 (Finland and Sweden excluded). 

Table A.2.2.1 (fig 2.5) 

Income poverty lines of persons in PPS, 1996 

Β DK EL IRL NL UK EU13 

χ 1000 PPS 

Poverty-line 7.6 7.9 7.7 4.3 4.5 7.2 5.3 5.2 11.4 6.9 7.7 3.8 6.8 6.4 

Source: ECHP, 1996 (Finland and Sweden excluded). 

Table A.2.2.2 (fig 2.6) 

Persons and households with low income, 1996 

Β DK D EL E F IRL I L NL Α Ρ UK EU13 

χ 1000.000 

Persons 
Total 10.1 5.2 80.8 10.2 38.8 57.0 3.6 56.4 0.4 15.2 7.9 9.8 57.5 353.0 
Low income 1.7 0.6 13.1 2.1 7.1 9.1 0.6 10.5 0.0 1.8 1.0 2.1 11.1 61.1 

% 
Poverty rate 17 12 16 21 18 16 18 19 12 12 13 22 19 17 

χ 1000.000 

Households 
Total 4.1 2.4 36.2 3.8 12.1 23.1 1.1 20.4 0.2 6.5 3.1 3.3 24.5 140.7 
Low income 0.7 0.4 6.0 0.9 2.1 3.9 0.2 3.5 0,0 0.8 0.4 0.8 5.1 24.8 

Source: ECHP. 1996 (Finland and Sweden excluded). 

Table A.2.2.3 (fig 2.7) 

Shares of persons with low income on the basis of a European Union poverty line, 1996 

Β DK EL IRL I NL UK EU14 

χ 1000.000 

10.1 5.2 80.8 10.2 38.8 57.0 3.6 56.4 0.4 15.2 7.9 9.8 57.5 353.0 

0.9 0.3 7.8 4.0 12.8 5.3 0.9 14.3 0.0 1.2 0.4 4.6 8.0 60.3 

Total 
Low income 

Income 
poverty rate 

% 

10 39 33 26 25 47 14 17 

Source: ECHP, 1996 (Finland and Sweden excluded). 
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Table A.2.3.1 (fig 2.8) 

Income poverty rate of persons in the European Union by individual characteristics, 1996 

<18 18-24 25-34 35-44 45-54 55-64 >=65 

21 
21 

22 
26 

14 
16 

13 
15 

13 
14 

14 
15 

16 
20 

Male 
Female 

100 = age specific men average poverty risk 

Relative poverty risk of women 102 116 120 121 109 109 123 

Source: ECHP, 1996 (Finland and Sweden excluded). 

Table A.2.3.2 (Table 2.3) 

Poverty risk index of persons in the European Union by individual characteristics, 1996 

Povertyline 

Sex of individual 
Male 
Female 

Age of individual 
<18 
18-24 
25-34 
35-44 
45-54 
55-64 
>=65 

50% of the median 60% of the median 

(100=poverty-line specific average poverty risk) 

94 
107 

126 
145 
92 
81 
83 
82 
93 

" 

94 
106 

122 
138 
87 
81 
80 
84 

107 

70% of the median 

94 
106 

121 
128 
85 
82 
79 
87 

114 

Source: ECHP. 1996 (Finland and Sweden excluded). 
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Table A.2.3.3 (table 2.3) 

Poverty risk index of persons in the European Union by household characteristics, 1996 

Povertyline 

Labour market situation of the household 
Working 
Unemployed 
Retired 
Other inactive 

Type of household 
Single <65 
Single >=65 
Couple no child <65 
Couple no child >=65 
Single parent 
Couple + 1 dependent child 
Couple + 2 dependent children 
Couple + 3 or more dep. children 
Couple + dep. & non dep. Children 
Other 

Education level' 
High 
Middle 
Low 

50% of the median 60% of the median 

(100 = poverty-line specific average poverty risk) 

77 
354 

92 
325 

134 
136 
54 
70 

199 
58 
83 

143 
98 

108 

44 
81 

146 

77 
296 
109 
306 

126 
146 
53 
94 

184 
60 
81 

144 
97 

106 

41 
82 

150 

70% of the median 

79 
256 
118 
256 

117 
155 
53 

103 
163 
60 
83 

151 
96 

106 

41 
87 

147 

(') Highest education level of head and/or partner 

Source: ECHR 1996 (Finland and Sweden excluded). 

Table A.2.3.4 (fig 2.9) 

Poverty risk index of persons in the European Union by activity status 
and educational attainment level, 1996 

Working Unemployed Retired Inactive 

Total 

Education level 1 ) 
Low 
Middle 
High 

Education level' 
Total 

Low 
Middle 
High 

160 
88 
44 

100 = labour m 

100 
160 
88 
44 

100 = working household specific average poverty risk 

100 387 

410 
381 
222 

142 

184 
101 
62 

100 = labour market situation of the household specific poverty risk 

100 
106 
98 
57 

100 
129 
71 
43 

399 

400 
377 
310 

100 
101 
95 
78 

(') Highest education level of head and/or partner. 
Source: ECHP, 1996 (Finland and Sweden excluded). 
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Table A.2.3.5 (fig 2.10, 2.11) 

Income poverty of dependent children
1
 in the European Union by household type, 1996 

Total Low income Poverty rate 

Total 100 100 21 

Single <65 0 0 

Couple no child <65 0 0 

Single parent 10 23 46 

Couple +1 dependent child 15 7 10 

Couple + 2 dependent children 34 22 14 

Couple + 3 or more dep. children 19 24 26 

Couple + dep. & non dep. children 15 16 22 

Other 6 7 25 

(') Dependent is below 18 years old. 

Source: ECHP, 1996 (Finland and Sweden excluded). 

Table A.2.3.6 (fig 2.12) 

Income poverty of dependent children
1
 in the European Union by labour market situation of the 

household, 1996 

Total Low income Poverty rate 

Total 100 100 21 

Working 90 69 16 

Unemployed 4 13 65 

Retired 1 2 38 

Inactive 5 16 68 

(') Dependent is below 18 years old. 

Source: ECHP. 1996 (Finland and Sweden excluded). 

Table A.2.3.7 

Income poverty of dependent children', 1996 

Β DK D EL E F IRL I L NL Α Ρ UK EU13 

χ 1,000,000 

Dependent children 

Total 2.5 1.2 15.9 2.3 8.5 14.2 1.2 11.3 0.1 3.6 1.8 2.4 15.1 80.0 

Low income 0.5 0.1 3.2 0.4 2.0 2.7 0.3 2.6 0.0 0.6 0.3 0.5 3.8 16.9 

% 

Poverty rate 20 5 20 19 24 19 24 23 18 15 15 23 25 21 

100 = country specific poverty rate of persons aged 18 or above 

Income poverty risk 125 35 131 89 139 126 157 129 167 138 132 108 149 131 

χ 1,000,000 

Households with at least one child 

Total 1.3 0.7 9.1 1.3 4.4 7.5 0.5 6.7 0.1 1.8 1.0 1.2 7.7 43.1 

Low ¡ncome 0.2 0.0 1.6 0.2 0.9 1.1 0.1 1.3 0.0 0.3 0.1 0.2 1.7 7.9 

(') Dependent is below 18 years old. 

Source; ECHP, 1996 (Finland and Sweden excluded). 
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Table A.2.3.8 

Relative poverty risk of women in the European Union by age, 1996 

<18 18-24 25-34 35-44 45-54 55-64 >=65 Total 

Relative poverty risk 

(100 = age specific average poverty risk of men) 

102 116 120 121 109 109 123 113 

Source: ECHP, 1996 (Finland and Sweden excluded). 

Table A.2.3.9 

Poverty rates of women and men in the European Union by household type, 1996 

Total 
Type of household 
single below age 65 
single age 65 or more 
couple no children, below age 65 
couple no children, age 65 or more 
single parent 
couple + 1 dependent children 
couple + 2 dependent children 
couple + 3 or more dependent children 
couple + dependent and non-dependent children 
other 

male 

16 

19 
20 

9 
16 
30 
10 
14 
25 
16 
18 

female 

18 

25 
27 

9 
16 
33 
11 
14 
25 
17 
19 

working 

male 

10 

-
7 

-
20 

9 
12 
19 
14 
15 

working 

female 

16 

-
7 

-
22 

9 
12 
18 
15 
16 

Source: ECHP. 1996 (Finland and Sweden excluded). 

Table A.2.4.1 (fig. 2.13) 

Mean income poverty gap of persons and households, 1996 

Β DK D EL E F IRL I L NL Α Ρ UK EU13 

χ 1000 PPS 
Povertyline 7.6 7.9 7.7 4.3 4.5 7.2 5.3 5.2 11.4 6.9 7.7 3.8 6.8 6.4 
Income poverty gap 2.2 2.1 2.6 1.5 1.5 1.9 1.3 1.9 2.6 2.4 2.1 1.3 1.8 2.0 

% 
Relative income poverty gap 29 27 34 35 32 26 24 36 23 34 27 34 26 31 

χ 1000 PPS 
Mean extra income per household 3.7 2.7 3.9 2.7 3.0 3.0 2.4 3.5 4.8 3.7 3.2 2.2 2.7 3.3 

χ 1 mrd PPS 
Total extra income 2.6 1.0 23.4 2.2 6.1 11.9 0.5 12.8 0.1 3.0 1.4 1.8 13.5 80.7 

Source: ECHP. 1996 (Finland and Sweden excluded). 
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Table A.2.4.2 (fig 2.14) 

Poverty gap index of persons by individual characteristics, 1996 

Sex of individual 
Male 
Female 

Age of individual 
<18 
18-24 
25-34 
35-44 
45-54 
55-64 
>=65 

Β 

(100 = 

102 
99 

94 
109 
108 
106 
99 
107 
93 

DK D EL E F 

Country specific average poverty gap) 

101 
98 

83 
124 
124 
85 
113 
116 
72 

99 
101 

109 
89 
99 
110 
91 
95 
95 

99 
101 

98 
112 
85 
94 
98 
100 
106 

100 
99 

110 
112 
103 
108 
114 
88 
51 

97 
103 

95 
124 
92 
90 
95 
103 
104 

IRL 

102 
98 

100 
129 
88 
104 
111 
83 
87 

I 

100 
99 

105 
96 
111 
100 
106 
95 
80 

L 

93 
107 

95 
182 
77 
104 
115 
91 
81 

NL 

101 
99 

93 
105 
99 
106 
108 
120 
83 

A 

107 
94 

094 
134 
112 
100 
120 
107 
74 

Ρ 

98 
101 

111 
111 
103 
112 
116 
101 
71 

UK 

98 
102 

100 
115 
102 
89 
118 
111 
87 

EU13 

99 
101 

103 
105 
101 
101 
103 
100 
88 

EU13 

% 

30 
31 

31 
32 
31 
31 
31 
31 
27 

Source: ECHP, 1996 (Finland and Sweden excluded). 

Table A.2.4.3 (fig 2.15) 

Relative poverty gap of persons by household characteristics, 1996 

( 

Total 

Labour market situation 
of the household 
Working 
Unemployed 
Retired 
Inactive 

Type of household 
Single <65 
Single >=65 
Couple no child <65 
Couple no child >=65 
Single parent 
Couple + 1 dependent child 
Couple + 2 dependent children 
Couple + 3 or more dep. children 
Couple + dep. & non dep. children 
Other 

Education level' 
of the household 
High 
Middle 
Low 

Β 

100 = 

100 

105 
77 
91 
117 

126 
99 
125 
89 
72 
92 
124 
83 
106 
76 

106 
114 
82 

DK D EL E F 

country specific poverty gap ) 

100 

115 
124 
91 
158 

133 
81 
102 
73 
90 
83 
46 
81 
115 
194 

116 
115 
97 

100 

99 
89 
91 
128 

90 
108 
96 
83 
104 
89 
123 
117 
94 
69 

102 
96 
99 

100 

95 
100 
105 
130 

143 
129 
96 
101 
106 
92 
91 
83 
91 
104 

74 
99 
102 

100 

108 
113 
42 
87 

121 
109 
86 
26 
101 
101 
112 
108 
110 
96 

127 
112 
97 

100 

87 
119 
112 
123 

137 
98 
107 
98 
113 
97 
87 
92 
77 
120 

118 
94 
95 

IRL 

100 

106 
66 
79 
111 

62 
65 
85 
96 
93 
101 
101 
96 
117 
123 

153 
106 
77 

I 

100 

98 
122 
74 
115 

118 
60 
141 
80 
104 
129 
105 
95 
97 
101 

141 
90 
101 

L 

100 

88 
261 
93 
152 

179 
88 
126 
73 
169 
42 
47 
110 
123 
74 

117 
108 
87 

NL 

100 

102 
89 
91 
112 

108 
111 
105 
71 
72 
127 
124 
83 
103 
113 

135 
98 
94 

A 

100 

108 
82 
84 
97 

139 
67 
122 
82 
92 
94 
106 
66 
154 
90 

95 
109 
88 

Ρ 

100 

108 
88 
67 
134 

124 
86 
121 
60 
101 
100 
121 
111 
103 
105 

122 
104 
100 

UK 

100 

99 
103 
85 
112 

117 
103 
108 
72 
106 
128 
85 
95 
92 
120 

112 
98 
94 

EU13 EU13 

100 

99 
103 
86 
118 

114 
97 
108 
78 
102 
105 
106 
100 
96 
98 

116 
98 
97 

% 
31 

30 
31 
26 
36 

35 
30 
33 
24 
31 
32 
32 
31 
29 
30 

35 
30 
29 

(') Highest education level of head and/or partner. 
Source: ECHP, 1996 (Finland and Sweden excluded). 
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Detailed tables 

Table A.2.4.4 (fig 2.16) 

Poverty gap index of persons in the European Union by household characteristics, 1996 

Povert gap index 

Labour market situation 

Working Unemployed Retired 

(100 = European Union average poverty gap) 

99 103 86 

Inactive 

118 

Education level' 

High 

116 

Middle 

98 

Low 

97 

(') Highest education level of head and/or partner. 
Source: ECHP, 1996 (Finland and Sweden excluded). 

Table A.2.5.1 (fig 2.17) 

Income poverty rate of persons, 1996 

Β DK EL IRL L 

12 
5 

NL 

12 
3 

Ρ 

22 
12 

UK 

19 
8 

EU12 

17 
7 

% 
Poor 
Persistent poor' 

17 12 16 21 
7 3 7 10 

16 
6 

18 19 

(') Persons who were also in income poverty in 1995 and1994. 
Source ECHP, 1994-1996 (Austria. Finland and Sweden excluded). 

Table A.2.5.2 (fig 2.18) 

Persistent' poverty risk index of persons by individual characteristics, 1996 

Sex of individual 
Male 
Female 

Age of individual 
<18 
18-24 
25-34 
35-44 
45-54 
55-64 
>=65 

Β DK D EL E 

(100=country specific average poverty 

94 
109 

110 
108 
56 
78 
83 
90 

166 

93 
117 

37 
159 
69 
31 
62 
61 

337 

94 
106 

123 
164 
92 
87 

100 
64 
96 

96 
110 

66 
84 
50 
51 
81 

127 
236 

95 
104 

131 
.110 

64 
88 
95 

100 
101 

F 

risk) 

97 
104 

122 
140 
65 
83 
72 

125 
104 

IRL 

92 
106 

152 
47 
62 

132 
66 
69 
58 

I 

94 
105 

127 
144 
92 
96 
92 
89 
67 

L 

88 
113 

132 
36 
79 
55 
85 

121 
149 

NL 

9C 
109 

134 
259 
106 
86 
48 
68 
34 

Ρ 

90 
111 

99 
53 
50 
93 
64 

112 
211 

UK 

90 
113 

148 
74 
75 
74 
58 
51 

148 

EU12 

94 
107 

126 
126 
77 
84 
81 
85 

114 

EU12 

0 

7 
8 

9 
9 
6 
6 
6 
6 
8 

(') Persons who were also in income poverty in 1995 and1994. 
Source: ECHP, 1994-1996 (Austria. Finland and Sweden excluded). 
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Detailed tables 

Table A 3.1.1 (table 3.1, fig 3.1,3.2) 

Share of persons whose households have financial problems, 1996 

Great difficulties in 
making ends meet 

Total 
Non-poor 
Poor 

of which persistent poor' 

Β 

% 

5 
3 

12 
15 

DK 

4 
4 

10 
8 

D 

2 
1 
8 
7 

EL 

22 
16 
43 
48 

E 

17 
13 
36 
42 

F 

6 
4 

18 
24 

IRL 

12 
8 

29 
38 

I 

6 
4 

15 
19 

L 

3 
2 

14 
13 

NL 

4 
2 

14 
16 

A 

6 
5 

15 

Ρ 

17 
13 
31 
31 

UK 

6 
4 

17 
18 

EU13 

7 
5 

18 
21 

In arrears with (re)payments2 

during the past 12 months 

Total 
Non-poor 
Poor 

of which persistent poor' 

8 
6 

18 
20 

4 
4 
6 
2 

3 
2 
6 
7 

28 
25 
39 
44 

6 
4 

15 
18 

11 
8 

24 
29 

13 
10 
30 
40 

7 
5 

17 
22 

3 
2 

13 
15 

2 
1 

10 
15 

3 
2 
6 

4 
3 
7 
5 

13 
9 

29 
33 

8 
6 

18 
21 

(') Persons who were also in income poverty in 1995 and 1994 (Austria excluded). 
0 Utility bills (electricity, water, gas) and/or housing costs (mortgage payments or rent for accommodation). 
Source: ECHP, 1994-1996 (Finland and Sweden excluded). 
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Detailed tables 

Table A 3.1.2 (table 3.2, fig 3.3) 

Share of persons in the European Union whose households have financial problems by individual 
and household characteristics, 1996 

Great difficulties in making ends meet 

Total Non-poor Poor 

Total of which 
persistent 

poor' 

In arrears with (repayments2 

during the past 12 months 

Total Non-poor Poor 

Total of which 
persistent 

poor' 

Total 18 21 18 21 

Age of individual 
<18 
18-24 
25-34 
35-44 
45-54 
55-64 
>=65 

Labour market situation of the household 
Working 
Unemployed 

Retired 
Other inactive 

Type of household 
Single <65 
Single >=65 
Couple no children 
Couple no children 
Single parent 

-

<65 
>=65 

Couple + 1 dependent child 
Couple + 2 dependent children 
Couple + 3 or more dep. children 
Couple + dep. & non-dep. children 
Other 

9 
9 
7 
7 
7 
6 
5 

6 
29 

5 
20 

10 
5 
3 
4 

16 
5 
6 
9 
7 

11 

6 
6 
5 
5 
5 
4 
3 

- 4 
23 

3 
15 

7 
4 
2 
2 

10 
4 
4 
6 
5 
8 

21 
19 
18 
20 
20 
18 
11 

16 
35 
11 
25 

20 
9 

12 
11 
27 
17 
21 
18 
19 
22 

24 
22 
20 
25 
21 
22 
15 

18 
42 
16 
27 

23 
11 
15 
16 
32 
20 
20 
23 
21 
24 

12 
10 
9 
8 
7 
5 
3 

7 
27 

3 
20 

9 
3 
4 
3 

18 
7 
7 

15 
7 
9 

8 
7 
7 
6 
5 
4 
2 

6 
19 
2 

15 

8 
2 
4 
2 

12 
5 
6 
g 

5 
7 

26 
19 
20 
20 
17 
10 
6 

17 
36 

6 
24 

14 
5 
9 
6 

29 
20 
19 
30 
16 
19 

30 
23 
23 
25 
20 
13 
9 

19 
43 

9 
29 

14 
7 

10 
8 

37 
25 
17 
31 
21 
29 

(') Persons who were also in ¡ncome poverty in 1995 and 1994 (Austria excluded). 
(2) Utility bills (electricity, water, gas) and/or housing costs (mortgage payments or rent for accommodation). 

Source: ECHP, 1994-1996 (Finland and Sweden excluded). 
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Detailed tables 

Table A 3.2.1 (table 3.3, fig 3.4) 

Share of persons whose households can not afford selected items, 1996 

Eat meat/chicken/fish every second day 

Total 
Non-poor 
Poor 

of which persistent poor' 

New clothes 

Total 
Non-poor 
Poor 

of which persistent poor' 

A week's holiday away from home 

Total 
Non-poor 
Poor 

of which persistent poor' 

Β 

% 

3 
2 
6 
6 

8 
6 

19 
26 

22 
17 
47 
52 

DK 

1 
1 
4 
6 

4 
4 
8 
5 

14 
13 
24 
29 

D 

4 
3 
9 
8 

13 
10 
27 
26 

13 
10 
29 
29 

EL 

44 
38 
68 
77 

27 
20 
51 
62 

53 
45 
85 
93 

E 

2 
1 
5 
8 

10 
8 

19 
25 

51 
44 
80 
88 

F 

5 
3 

14 
20 

9 
6 

21 
27 

33 
27 
67 
76 

IRL 

3 
2 
9 

14 

8 
5 

22 
30 

42 
36 
68 
81 

I 

6 
4 

13 
15 

15 
12 
28 
32 

40 
33 
70 
78 

L 

4 
3 
8 
8 

5 
4 

16 
7 

16 
12 
44 
32 

NL 

2 
1 
7 
8 

12 
9 

34 
34 

13 
10 
38 
47 

A 

5 
4 

12 

9 
7 

19 

22 
18 
49 

Ρ 

6 
3 

15 
16 

42 
35 
69 
74 

61 
55 
86 
93 

UK 

7 
4 

19 
23 

13 
8 

31 
33 

35 
28 
64 
70 

EU13 

6 
4 

14 
17 

13 
10 
28 
32 

31 
26 
59 
67 

(') Persons who were also in income poverty in 1995 and 1994 (Austria excluded). 
Source: ECHP, 1994-1996 (Finland and Sweden excluded). 
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Table A 3.2.2 
Share of persons in the European Union whose households can not afford selected items by individual and household characteristics, 1996 

Eat meat/chicken/fish every second day New clothes A week's holiday away from home 

Total Non-poor Poor Total Non-poor Poor Total Non-poor Poor 

Total of which 
persistent 

poor' 

Total of which 

persistent 

poor' 

Total 

% 
Total 14 17 13 10 28 32 31 25 59 

of which 

persistent 

poor' 

67 

CO 
CO 

c I I ΐ 

Age of individual 
<18 
18-24 
25-34 
35-44 
45-54 
55-64 
>=65 

Labour market situation of the household 
Working 
Unemployed 

Retired 
Other inactive 

Type of household 
Single <65 
Single >=65 
Couple no children <65 
Couple no children >=65 
Single parent 
Couple + 1 dependent child 
Couple + 2 dependent children 
Couple + 3 or more dep. children 
Couple + dep. & non-dep. children 
Other 

7 
6 
5 
5 
5 
6 
6 

4 
17 
6 

19 

8 
8 
3 
5 

13 
4 
4 
7 
5 
7 

4 
4 
3 
3 
4 
4 
5 

3 
11 
5 

14 

6 
7 
2 
4 
9 
3 
3 
4 
4 
5 

16 
12 
14 
14 
12 
15 
12 

11 
22 
13 
23 

17 
13 
10 
10 
22 
13 
12 
17 
10 
19 

19 
15 
16 
16 
15 
19 
17 

12 
27 
18 
28 

15 
16 
11 
16 
28 
12 
15 
16 
12 
30 

15 
13 
12 
11 
11 
12 
14 

10 
32 
14 
34 

15 
20 

7 
12 
25 
10 
10 
18 
11 
16 

10 
10 
9 
9 
8 

10 
12 

8 
24 
12 
28 

11 
17 
6 
9 

18 
8 
8 

12 
9 

12 

32 
23 
27 
30 
26 
27 
26 

24 
39 
26 
39 

29 
28 
20 
23 
40 
25 
25 
35 
21 
34 

35 
29 
31 
33 
30 
31 
33 

27 
43 
32 
47 

32 
32 
22 
30 
45 
31 
23 
37 
26 
52 

(') Persons who were 

35 
36 
29 
27 
27 
30 
33 

27 
72 
32 
64 

27 
39 
16 
28 
53 
24 
26 
39 
34 
42 

also in income 

27 
30 
25 
22 
23 
25 
29 

23 
62 
27 
59 

22 
33 
13 
23 
43 
20 
21 
29 
29 
37 

66 
56 
54 
61 
57 
58 
55 

54 
82 
55 
70 

47 
56 
41 
52 
74 
51 
55 
71 
60 
67 

73 
66 
59 
69 
63 
67 
63 

62 
87 
63 
75 

47 
62 
45 
60 
82 
63 
55 
73 
70 
81 

poverty in 1995 and 1994 (Austria excluded). 
Source: ECHP, 1994-1996 (Finland and Sweden excluded). 
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Detailed tables 

Table A 3.2.3 (fig 3.5) 

Share of persons by number of selected items
2
 their household can not afford, 1996 

Β 

% 

Total 100 

None 

One item 

More than one item 

Non-poor 

None 

One item 

More than one item 

Poor 

None 

One item 

More than one item 

o.w. persistent poor' 

None 

One item 

More than one item 

76 

17 

7 

100 

81 

14 

5 

100 

50 

30 

20 

100 

45 

29 

27 

DK 

100 

85 

12 

4 

100 

86 

11 

3 

100 

73 

19 

8 

100 

69 

23 

8 

D 

100 

81 

11 

8 

100 

85 

10 

6 

100 

62 

18 

21 

100 

63 

16 

21 

EL 

100 

36 

22 

41 

100 

43 

23 

34 

100 

10 

19 

72 

100 

5 

13 

82 

E 

100 

49 

42 

10 

100 

55 

38 

7 

100 

20 

60 

20 

100 

12 

62 

26 

F 

100 

65 

26 

9 

100 

72 

22 

6 

100 

31 

45 

24 

100 

22 

47 

31 

IRL 

100 

57 

34 

9 

100 

64 

31 

5 

100 

28 

48 

24 

100 

14 

54 

33 

I 

100 

58 

27 

14 

100 

65 

24 

11 

100 

29 

42 

29 

100 

22 

43 

35 

L 

100 

83 

12 

5 

100 

87 

9 

4 

100 

54 

30 

16 

100 

68 

22 

10 

NL 

100 

83 

8 

8 

100 

87 

7 

6 

100 

55 

17 

28 

100 

49 

22 

29 

A 

100 

75 

17 

8 

100 

79 

14 

7 

100 

47 

33 

20 

100 

Ρ 

100 

34 

28 

38 

100 

40 

29 

30 

100 

12 

21 

67 

100 

5 

22 

72 

UK 

100 

63 

23 

14 

100 

70 

21 

9 

100 

34 

30 

36 

100 

26 

36 

38 

EU13 

100 

65 

22 

12 

100 

71 

20 

9 

100 

37 

34 

29 

100 

30 

36 

34 

(') Persons who were also in ¡ncome poverty in 1995 and 1994 (Austria excluded). 

{') Out of a total of three selected items: eat meat/chicken/fish every second day. buy new clothes, have a week s holiday away from home. 

Source: ECHP. 19941996 (Finland and Sweden excluded). 
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Detailed tables 

Table A 3.2.4 (table 3.4, fig 3.6) 

Share of persons in the European Union whose households can not afford more than one of the 
selected items2 by individual and household characteristics, 1996 

Total Non-poor 
Total 

Poor 

of which persistent poor' 

Total 

Age of individual 
<18 
18-24 
25-34 
35-44 
45-54 
55-64 
>=65 

Labour market situation of the household 
Working 
Unemployed 

Retired 
Other inactive 

Type of household 
Single <65 
Single >=65 
Couple no children <65 
Couple no children >=65 
Single parent 
Couple + 1 dependent child 
Couple + 2 dependent children 
Couple + 3 or more dep. children 
Couple + dep. & non-dep. children 
Other 

% 
12 

14 
13 
11 
10 
10 
12 
14 

9 
34 
13 
36 

15 
" 19 

6 
11 
26 

8 
9 

17 
11 
17 

29 

9 
10 
8 
7 
7 
9 

11 

7 
26 
10 
29 

10 
16 
4 
8 

19 
6 
6 

10 
8 

12 

33 
25 
27 
30 
27 
28 
26 

24 
42 
26 
43 

30 
27 
20 
23 
41 
24 
25 
37 
23 
37 

34 

37 
30 
32 
34 
32 
34 
34 

28 
48 
33 
49 

31 
31 
23 
32 
47 
30 
25 
39 
28 
58 

(') Persons who were also in income poverty m 1995 and 1994 (Austria excluded) 
) Out of a total of three selected items: eat meat/chicken/fish every second day, buy new clothes, have a week s holiday away from home 

Source ECHP. 1994-1996 (Finland and Sweden excluded). 
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Detailed tables 

Table A 3.3.1 (table 3.5, fig 3.7) 

Share of persons whose households can not afford selected consumer durables
2
, 1996 

Β DK EL IRL NL UK EU13 

A telephone: 

Total 

Nonpoor 

Poor 

of which persistent poor' 

A colourT.V.: 

Total 

Nonpoor 

Poor 

of which persistent poor' 

A car: 

Total 

Nonpoor 

Poor 

of which persistent poor' 

2 

1 

8 

10 

0 

0 

2 

1 

6 

4 

18 

23 

1 

0 

3 

3 

1 

0 

3 

5 

12 

10 

22 

11 

1 

1 

3 

3 

0 

0 

1 

1 

4 

2 

11 

13 

3 

1 

9 

15 

20 

17 

31 

30 

7 

5 

18 

23 

1 

0 

2 

3 

11 

8 

22 

26 

1 

0 

5 

5 

1 

1 

3 

4 

5 

3 

18 

23 

11 

8 

23 

31 

1 

0 

1 

2 

16 

12 

31 

38 

3 

2 

6 

8 

1 

1 

2 

2 

3 

2 

5 

5 

0 

0 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

3 

1 

13 

10 

0 

0 

2 

3 

0 

0 

1 

3 

5 

3 

19 

17 

2 

1 

5 

1 

0 

1 

5 

4 

11 

15 

11 

32 

38 

6 

3 

18 

22 

22 

18 

38 

42 

1 

0 

2 

2 

10 

6 

24 

26 

3 

2 

8 

11 

1 

0 

3 

4 

8 

6 

19 

21 

O Persons who were also in ¡ncome poverty in 1995 and 1994 (Austria excluded). 

0 No data available for the United Kingdom on telephones. No data available for Germany on cars. 

Source: ECHP, 19941996 (Finland and Sweden excluded). 
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Table A 3.3.2 (table 3.6) 

Share of persons in the European Union whose households can not afford selected consumer durables
2
 by individual and household 

characteristics, 1996 

Total 

A telephone 

Nonpoor Poor 

Total of which 

persistent 

poor' 

Total 

A colour TV. 

Nonpoor 

ι Total 

Poor 

of which 

persistent 

poor' 

A car 

Total Nonpoor Poor 

Total of which 

persistent 

poor' 

/o 

CO 

Total 

Age of individual 

<18 

1824 

2534 

3544 

4554 

5564 

>=65 

Labour market situation of the household 

Working 

Unemployed 

Retired 

Other inactive 

Type of household 

Single <65 

Single >=65 

Couple no children <65 

Couple no children >=65 

Single parent 

Couple + 1 dependent child 

Couple + 2 dependent children 

Couple + 3 or more dep. children 

Couple + dep. & nondep. children 

Other 

4 

4 

4 

3 

2 

2 

3 

2 

10 

2 

9 

4 

4 

2 

2 

5 

3 

3 

5 

2 

3 

11 

8 

9 

9 

6 

6 

7 

7 

15 

5 

13 

10 

8 

6 

5 

9 

7 

11 

14 

6 

8 

11 

14 

8 

11 

12 

8 

7 

9 

10 

18 

8 

15 

10 

10 

4 

9 

11 

9 

15 

19 

9 

9 

10 

8 

6 

6 

8 

9 

6 

25 

8 

27 

17 

9 

4 

7 

23 

4 

5 

8 

5 

11 

5 

7 

6 

4 

4 

6 

7 

4 

19 

7 

22 

14 

9 

3 

6 

17 

3 

3 

4 

4 

8 

19 

23 

21 

20 

17 

16 

17 

14 

14 

31 

14 

33 

30 

10 

13 

14 

36 

14 

17 

19 

11 

25 

21 

26 

21 

25 

19 

19 

20 

16 

16 

36 

17 

38 

30 

11 

16 

18 

38 

21 

23 

22 

14 

26 

i 
(') Persons who were also in ¡ncome poverty in 1995 and 1994 (Austria excluded). 

(') No data available lor the United Kingdom on telephones. No data available lor Germany on cars. 

Source: ECHP, 19941996 (Finland and Sweden excluded). 
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Detailed tables 

Table A 3.3.3 

Share of persons by number of consumer durables
2
 missing due to lack of income, 1996 

Total 

None 

One durable 

More than one durable 

Non-poor 

None 

One durable 

More than one durable 

Poor 

None 

One durable 

More than one durable 

o.w. persistent poor' 

None 

One durable 

More than one durable 

Β 

% 

100 

92 

' 7 

1 

too 

95 

5 

1 

100 

78 

16 

S 

100 

72 

23 

5 

DK D 

100 

87 

12 

1 

100 

89 

11 

0 

100 

75 

22 

3 

100 

85 

11 

4 

EL 

100 

77 

20 

3 

100 

81 

17 

2 

100 

59 

31 

9 

100 

56 

32 

12 

E 

100 

84 

13 

3 

100 

88 

10 

2 

100 

66 

27 

7 

100 

61 

28 

12 

F 

100 

94 

5 

1 

100 

97 

3 

0 

100 

79 

17 

4 

100 

73 

24 

3 

IRL 

100 

79 

16 

6 

100 

83 

13 

4 

100 

60 

26 

15 

100 

52 

25 

23 

I 

100 

94 

5 

1 

100 

96 

4 

0 

100 

89 

9 

2 

100 

88 

9 

3 

L 

100 

97 

3 

0 

100 

98 

2 

0 

100 

86 

14 

0 

100 

90 

10 

0 

NL 

100 

95 

5 

0 

100 

97 

3 

0 

100 

79 

20 

1 

100 

77 

23 

0 

A 

100 

93 

6 

1 

100 

95 

5 

0 

100 

83 

16 

1 

Ρ UK EU13 

100 

69 

21 

10 

100 

75 

19 

6 

100 

47 

26 

27 

100 

39 

28 

33 

100 

90 

8 

2 

100 

93 

6 

1 

100 

76 

18 

6 

100 

71 

21 

8 

0 Persons who were also ¡rr income poverty in 1995 and 1994 (Austria excluded). 

("") Out of a total of three selected durables: a telephone, colour T.V and car (excluding Germany and United Kingdom) 

Source: ECHP. 19941396 (Finland and Sweden excluded). 
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Detailed tables 

Table A 3.3.4 

Share of persons in the European Union whose households can not afford more than one of the 
selected consumer durables2 by individual and household characteristics, 1996 

Poor 
Total Non-poor 

Total of which persistent poor' 

Total 

Age of individual 
<18 
18-24 
25-34 
35-44 
45-54 
55-64 
>=65 

Labour market situation of the household 
Working 
Unemployed 

Retired 
Other inactive 

Type of household 
Single <65 
Single >=65 
Couple no children <65 
Couple no children >=65 
Single parent 
Couple + 1 dependent child 
Couple + 2 dependent children 
Couple + 3 or more dep. children 
Couple + dep. & non-dep. children 
Other 

1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

1 
4 
1 
3 

2 
1 
0 
1 
2 
1 
1 
1 
1 
2 

7 
6 
6 
5 
5 
5 
5 

5 
9 
4 

10 

11 
5 
4 
4 

10 
4 
6 
9 
3 
7 

9 
7 
9 
8 
7 
7 
9 

7 
12 
6 

15 

14 
8 
3 
7 

13 
7 

10 
13 
5 
9 

(') Persons who were also in income poverty in 1995 and 1994 (Austria excluded). 
) Out of a total of three selected durables: a telephone, colour T.V and car (excluding Germany and United Kingdom). 

Source: ECHP. 1994-1996 (Finland and Sweden excluded). 
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Detailed tables 

Table A 3.4.1 (table 3.7) 

Share of persons whose households have specific problems with the accommodation, 1996 

Lack of a bath or shower 

Total 

Nonpoor 

Poor 

of which persistent poor' 

Shortage of space 

Total 

Nonpoor 

Poor 

of which persistent poor' 

Damp in walls, floors, foundation, etc. 

Total 

Nonpoor 

Poor 

of which persistent poor' 

Β 

% 

3 

2 

7 

10 

17 

15 

25 

26 

12 

11 

16 

16 

DK 

2 

1 

5 

4 

19 

19 

19 

15 

7 

6 

9 

8 

D 

1 

1 

4 

2 

13 

12 

17 

13 

7 

7 

7 

6 

EL 

2 

1 

8 

13 

29 

28 

33 

31 

16 

13 

26 

26 

E 

1 

1 

2 

3 

27 

26 

32 

33 

20 

18 

28 

31 

F 

2 

1 

7 

8 

14 

13 

19 

21 

15 

12 

27 

30 

IRL 

2 

2 

3 

4 

17 

15 

23 

24 

9 

7 

18 

27 

I 

1 

1 

2 

3 

19 

17 

31 

36 

5 

4 

9 

11 

L 

1 

1 

1 

2 

9 

8 

16 

15 

8 

7 

11 

10 

NL 

1 

1 

1 

2 

11 

9 

19 

22 

10 

8 

21 

34 

A 

2 

1 

6 

18 

18 

21 

9 

8 

13 

Ρ 

10 

6 

25 

30 

32 

32 

33 

33 

34 

30 

47 

50 

UK 

0 

0 

0 

0 

23 

22 

27 

29 

13 

11 

23 

23 

EU13 

2 

1 

4 

5 

19 

17 

25 

26 

12 

10 

19 

20 

0 Persons who were also in ¡ncome poverty in 1995 and 1994 (Austria excluded). 

Source: ECHP, 19941996 (Finland and Sweden excluded). 
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Table A 3.4.2 

Share of persons in the European Union whose households have specific problems with the accommodation by individual and household 
characteristics, 1996 

Lack of a balh or shower 

Total Non-poor Poor 

Total of which 
persistent 

poor' 

Shortage of space 

Total Non-poor Poor 

Total of which 
persistent 

poor' 

Damp walls, floors, foundation, etc. 

Total Non-poor Poor 

Total of which 
persistent 

poor' 

% 
Total 

Age of individual 
<18 
18-24 
25-34 
35-44 
45-54 
55-64 
>=65 

Labour market situation of the household 
Working 
Unemployed 

Retired 
Other inactive 

Type of household 
Single <65 
Single >=65 
Couple no children <65 
Couple no children >=65 
Single parent 
Couple + 1 dependent child 
Couple + 2 dependent children 
Couple + 3 or more dep. children 
Couple + dep. & non-dep. children 
Other 

3 
3 
3 
2 
3 
5 
9 

3 
2 
8 
5 

7 
11 
2 
6 
3 
2 
2 
3 
2 
6 

3 
1 
3 
4 
3 
6 

11 

3 
2 

12 
5 

7 
15 
4 
9 
3 
2 
2 
5 
2 
9 

19 

26 
21 
24 
22 
15 
10 
8 

21 
29 
7 
22 

16 
6 
11 
6 
22 
21 
25 
31 
18 
25 

17 

24 
19 
23 
21 
13 
9 
8 

20 
23 
7 
16 

15 
6 
11 
6 
19 
20 
24 
28 
17 
23 

25 

32 
28 
31 
27 
23 
15 
10 

28 
34 
8 
26 

19 
7 
16 
9 
29 
26 
29 
39 
26 
33 

26 

34 
28 
32 
29 
26 
16 
13 

28 
38 
10 
32 

24 
10 
10 
9 
36 
28 
29 
35 
27 
35 

12 

14 
13 
13 
11 
10 
10 
10 

11 
20 
9 
20 

11 
10 
9 
9 
16 
11 
11 
16 
11 
19 

10 

12 
11 
12 
10 
9 
9 
9 

10 
18 
8 
17 

10 
8 
8 
7 
14 
10 
9 
13 
10 
17 

19 

22 
19 
20 
17 
17 
16 
15 

18 
22 
14 
23 

15 
14 
13 
16 
21 
16 
23 
25 
16 
26 

20 

24 
17 
21 
22 
16 
20 
18 

19 
28 
16 
24 

17 
17 
16 
20 
23 
19 
20 
28 
16 
29 

fe 

I Persons who were also in income poverty in 1995 and 1994 (Austria excluded). 
Source: ECHP, 1994-1996 (Finland and Sweden excluded). 
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Detailed tables 

Table A 3.4.3 (fig 3.8) 

Share of persons by number of problems with the household accommodation
2
, 1996 

Total 

None 

One problem 

More than one 

Non-poor 

None 

One problem 

More than one 

Poor 

None 

One problem 

More than one 

problem 

problem 

problem 

of which persistent poor' 

None 

One problem 

More than one problem 

Β 

% 

100 

74 

21 

5 

100 

76 

20 

4 

100 

63 

28 

10 

100 

60 

31 

9 

DK 

100 

76 

21 

3 

100 

76 

22 

2 

100 

74 

19 

7 

100 

79 

15 

7 

D 

100 

81 

16 

2 

100 

82 

15 

2 

100 

76 

20 

4 

100 

81 

16 

2 

EL 

100 

62 

30 

8 

100 

65 

29 

6 

100 

50 

34 

15 

100 

48 

34 

17 

E 

100 

61 

31 

8 

100 

62 

30 

7 

100 

53 

34 

13 

100 

50 

35 

15 

F 

100 

74 

21 

5 

100 

77 

19 

4 

100 

59 

31 

11 

100 

54 

34 

13 

IRL 

100 

77 

18 

4 

100 

79 

18 

3 

100 

67 

21 

11 

100 

64 

19 

18 

I 

100 

78 

19 

3 

100 

80 

18 

2 

100 

66 

27 

8 

100 

61 

30 

10 

L 

100 

84 

14 

2 

100 

85 

12 

2 

100 

75 

23 

2 

100 

80 

16 

4 

NL 

100 

81 

17 

2 

100 

83 

16 

1 

100 

67 

26 

8 

100 

56 

30 

14 

A 

100 

75 

20 

4 

100 

76 

20 

4 

100 

69 

24 

7 

Ρ 

100 

51 

27 

22 

100 

54 

27 

19 

100 

39 

27 

34 

100 

36 

27 

37 

UK 

100 

69 

26 

5 

100 

71 

25 

4 

100 

60 

30 

10 

100 

59 

29 

11 

EU13 

100 

73 

22 

5 

100 

76 

21 

4 

100 

63 

27 

10 

100 

61 

28 

11 

(') Persons who were also in income poverty in 1995 and 1994 (Austria excluded). 

Õ Out of a total of three selected problems: lack of a bath/shower, shortage of space, damp walls/floors/foundations. 

Source: ECHP. 19941996 (Finland and Sweden excluded). 
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Detailed tables 

Table A 3.4.4 (table 3.8, fig 3.9) 

Share of persons in the European Union whose households have more than one problem with the 
accommodation2 by individual and household characteristics, 1996 

Total Non-poor 
Total 

Poor 

of which persistent poor' 

Total 10 11 

Age of individual 
<18 
18-24 
25-34 
35-44 
45-54 
55-64 
>=65 

Labour market situation of the household 
Working 
Unemployed 

Retired 
Other inactive 

Type of household 
Single <65 ' 
Single >=65 
Couple no children <65 
Couple no children >=65 
Single parent 
Couple + 1 dependent child 
Couple + 2 dependent children 
Couple + 3 or more dep. children 
Couple + dep. & non-dep. children 
Other 

6 
6 
6 
5 
4 
3 
3 

5 
10 
3 
8 

4 
3 
3 
2 
6 
5 
5 
8 
4 

10 

5 
5 
5 
4 
3 
2 
2 

4 
7 
2 
5 

3 
2 
2 
1 
5 
4 
4 
6 
4 
8 

12 
10 
12 
9 
8 
8 
7 

10 
13 
5 

11 

7 
6 
7 
5 

11 
10 
13 
12 
7 

17 

14 
8 

14 
12 

9 
9 
9 

11 
18 
8 

12 

8 
8 
6 
8 

14 
12 
13 
16 
8 

22 

(') Persons who were also in ¡ncome poverty in 1995 and 1994 (Austria excluded). 
(2) Out of a total of three selected problems: lack of a bath/shower, shortage of space, damp walls/floors/foundations. 

Source: ECHP, 1994-1996 (Finland and Sweden excluded). 
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Detailed tables 

Table A 3.5.1 (fig 3.10,3.11) 

Share of persons over 16 with health
2
 problems, 1996 

Β DK EL IRL NL UK EU13 

% 

Health is bad or very bad 

Total 

Nonpoor 

Poor 

of which persistent poor' 

Severely hampered in their daily activities 

because of chronic conditions
2 

Total 7 

Nonpoor 7 

Poor 11 

of which persistent poor' 14 

6 

5 

10 

13 

7 

7 

10 

11 

8 

8 

10 

11 

8 

7 

15 

20 

12 

11 

14 

16 

8 

8 

11 

13 

4 

3 

4 

2 

14 

13 

15 

15 

7 

6 

16 

13 

5 

4 

6 

7 

8 

7 

14 

23 

18 

40 

44 

8 

6 

13 

11 

10 

9 

13 

15 

8 

7 

12 

12 

8 

7 

10 

11 

6 

5 

10 

13 

6 

5 

7 

9 

10 

10 

12 

12 

4 

4 

4 

3 

5 

5 

6 

6 

6 

5 

12 

14 

8 

8 

8 

6 

6 

6 

6 

11 

8 

19 

23 

8 

7 

12 

10 

7 

7 

10 

10 

(') Persons who were also in ¡ncome poverty ¡n 1995 and 1994 (Austria excluded). 

(') Respondents are asked if they are 'severely or to some extent hampered in their daily activities by any chronic physical or mental health problem, ill 

ness or disability?' 

Source: ECHP, 19941996 (Finland and Sweden excluded). 
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Detailed tables 

Table A 3.5.2 (fig 3.12) 

Share of persons over 16 in the European Union with health2 problems by individual and 
household characteristics, 1996 

Health is bad or very bad Severely hampered in their daily 

activities because of chronic conditions2 

Total Non-poor Poor Total Non-poor Poor 

Total of which 
persistent 

poor' 

Total of which 
persistent 

poor' 

Total 

% 

10 13 15 10 10 

Age of individual 
16-17 
18-24 
25-34 
35-44 
45-54 
55-64 
>=65 

Labour market situation of the household 
Working 
Unemployed 

Retired 
Other inactive 

Type of household 
Single <65 
Single >=65 
Couple no children 
Couple no children 

-

<65 
>=65 

Single parent 
Couple + 1 dependent child 
Couple + 2 dependent children 
Couple + 3 or more dep. children 
Couple + dep. & non-dep. children 
Other 

2 
2 
3 
4 
8 

14 
23 

5 
13 
21 
23 

9 
23 

8 
20 

9 
3 
3 
4 
6 

14 

1 
1 
2 
4 
7 

13 
22 

5 
-13 
21 
26 

8 
23 

7 
19 
9 
3 
2 
3 
6 

14 

2 
3 
4 
8 

15 
23 
26 

7 
13 
24 
20 

14 
24 
13 
24 

9 
6 
7 
6 
9 

16 

2 
3 
4 
8 

14 
26 
28 

8 
13 
26 
20 

15 
24 
16 
29 
13 
6 
8 
5 
9 

18 

1 
1 
2 
3 
6 

11 
18 

4 
7 

18 
17 

8 
19 
7 

16 
6 
3 
2 
3 
4 
9 

1 
1 
2 
3 
6 

10 
17 

3 
8 

17 
19 

7 
19 
6 

15 
6 
2 
2 
2 
4 
9 

2 
2 
3 
5 
9 

15 
20 

4 
7 

21 
15 

11 
20 

9 
20 

6 
5 
4 
4 
6 
9 

2 
2 
3 
4 
9 

17 
22 

4 
6 

22 
14 

11 
22 
11 
21 

6 
9 
4 
4 
6 

10 

(') Persons who were also in income poverty in 1995 and 1994 (Austria excluded) 
{') Respondents are asked if they are 'severely or to some extent hampered in their daily activities by any chronic physical or mental health problem, ill

ness or disability?' 
Source: ECHP, 1994-1996 (Finland and Sweden excluded). 

Table A 3.6.1 (fig 3.13) 

Share of persons over 16 who meet people2 at home or elsewhere less often than once a month or 
never, 1996 

DK EL IRL NL UK EU13 

Total 10 10 

Non-poor 
Poor 

of which persistent poor' 

9 
9 

10 

3 
7 
7 

5 
8 
8 

2 
3 
3 

2 
3 
2 

9 
13 
14 

0 
1 
1 

9 
14 
19 

3 
4 
7 

7 
12 

10 
13 
16 

4 
6 
5 

5 
8 
8 

(') Persons who were also in income poverty in 1995 and 1994 (Italy and Austria excluded). 
0 Friends and relatives not living with the person (no data available for Italy). 

Source: ECHP, 1994-1996 (Finland and Sweden excluded). 
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Detailed tables 

Table A 3.6.2 (table 3.9, fig 3.14) 

Share of persons over 16 in the European Union who meet people2 at home or elsewhere less 
often than once a month or never by individual and household characteristics, 1996 

Poor 
Total Non-poor 

Total of which persistent poor' 

Total 

Age of individual 
16-17 
18-24 
25-34 
35-44 
45-54 
55-64 
>=65 

Labour market situation of the household 
Working 
Unemployed 

Retired 
Other inactive 

Type of household 
Single <65 
Single >=65 
Couple no children <65 
Couple no children >=65 
Single parent 
Couple + 1 dependent child 
Couple + 2 dependent children 
Couple + 3 or more dep. children 
Couple + dep. & non-dep. Children 
Other 

1 
2 
3 
5 
6 
7 
9 

5 
6 
9 
8 

5 
10 
4 
8 
7 
4 
4 
5 
5 
7 

2 
2 
3 
5 
6 
7 
9 

4 
5 
8 
8 

5 
10 
4 
8 
7 
4 
4 
4 
5 
6 

1 
3 
5 
7 

11 
10 
10 

6 
7 

11 
9 

6 
11 
8 
9 
9 
8 
5 
5 
6 
9 

1 
4 
5 
8 

10 
11 
10 

6 
9 

11 
7 

7 
12 
6 
9 
9 
9 
7 
5 
5 

15 

(') Persons who were also in income poverty in 1995 and 1994 (Italy and Austria excluded). 
0 Friends and relatives not living with the person (no data available for Italy). 
Source: ECHP. 1994-1996 (Finland and Sweden excluded). 

Table A 3.7.1 (fig 3.15) 

Share of persons over 16 who are (fully) dissatisfied with their work or main activity, 1996 

DK EL IRL NL UK EU13 

Total 10 10 22 19 11 24 16 

(') Persons who were also in ¡ncome poverty in 1995 and 1994 (Austria excluded). 
Source: ECHP, 1994-1996 (Finland and Sweden excluded). 

13 14 

Non-poor 
Poor 

of which persistent poor' 

9 
18 
21 

5 
5 
7 

9 
15 
11 

18 
34 
36 

17 
28 
30 

10 
17 
20 

8 
17 
17 

19 
44 
47 

4 
9 
9 

3 
5 
5 

3 
7 

14 
25 
23 

12 
16 
15 

12 
23 
25 
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Detailed tables 

Table A 3.7.2 (table 3.10, fig 3.16) 

Share of persons over 16 in the European Union who are (fully) dissatisfied with their work or 
main activity by individual and household characteristics, 1996 

Total 

Age of individual 
16-17 
18-24 
25-34 
35-44 
45-54 
55-64 
>=65 

Labour market situation of the household 
Working 
Unemployed 

Retired 
Other inactive 

Type of household 
Single <65 
Single >=65 
Couple no children <65 
Couple no children >=65 
Single parent 
Couple + 1 dependent child 
Couple + 2 dependent children 
Couple + 3 or more dep. children 
Couple + dep. & non-dep. children 
Other 

Total 

% 
14 

11 
19 
16 
14 
14 
13 
11 

13 
46 
11 
22 

15 
" 10 

12 
10 
20 
12 
11 
14 
16 
20 

Non-poor 

12 

8 
18 
14 
11 
12 
12 
10 

11 
43 
10 
19 

12 
10 
11 
10 
17 
10 
10 
10 
14 
17 

Total 

23 

20 
24 
28 
27 
28 
24 
14 

22 
50 
14 
25 

22 
13 
19 
13 
30 
28 
23 
25 
28 
31 

Poor 

of which persistent poor' 

25 

19 
27 
28 
29 
32 
27 
15 

25 
51 
14 
23 

23 
12 
16 
14 
31 
33 
24 
26 
30 
36 

(') Persons who were also in income poverty in 1995 and 1994 (Austria excluded) 
Source: ECHP. 1994-1996 (Finland and Sweden excluded). 
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Detailed tables 

Table A 3.8.1 (fig 3.17,3.19) 

Share of persons by number of domains2 with disadvantages, 1996 

Total 
None 
One domain 
Two domains 
Three domains 

Non-poor 
None 
One domain 
Two domains 
Three domains 

Poor 
None 
One domain 
Two domains 
Three domains 

of which Persistent poor' 
None 
One domain 
Two domains 
Three domains 

Β 

% 

100 
59 
28 
10 
3 

100 
63 
27 
8 
2 

100 
37 
33 
20 
10 
100 
31 
33 
26 
10 

DK 

100 
65 
28 
6 
1 

100 
66 
27 
6 
1 

100 
54 
34 
11 
1 

100 
58 
31 
10 
2 

D 

100 
67 
26 
6 
1 

100 
71 
24 
5 
0 

100 
49 
36 
12 
3 

100 
53 
36 
9 
2 

EL 

100 
26 
33 
28 
14 
100 
31 
33 
24 
11 
100 
6 
32 
40 
23 
100 
3 
30 
42 
26 

E 

100 
34 
39 
24 
3 

100 
38 
39 
21 
2 

100 
13 
40 
38 
9 

100 
7 

40 
42 
11 

F 

100 
49 
34 
13 
4 

100 
55 
33 
10 
3 

100 
18 
40 
31 
11 
100 
11 
40 
33 
15 

IRL 

100 
49 
30 
15 
6 

100 
54 
29 
12 
4 

100 
23 
33 
29 
15 
100 
12 
30 
41 
17 

I 

100 
49 
34 
14 
3 

100 
55 
32 
11 
1 

100 
23 
41 
27 
9 

100 
16 
41 
30 
13 

L 

100 
72 
21 
6 
1 

100 
77 
18 
4 
1 

100 
40 
37 
21 
2 

100 
55 
24 
22 
0 

NL 

100 
69 
24 
6 
1 

100 
73 
23 
4 
0 

100 
40 
36 
19 
5 

100 
29 
39 
23 
8 

A 

100 
59 
31 
9 
1 

100 
62 
29 
8 
1 

100 
35 
44 
19 
3 

Ρ 

100 
23 
37 
37 
3 

100 
27 
39 
32 
2 

100 
9 
31 
55 
5 

100 
4 
31 
63 
2 

UK 

100 
47 
32 
15 
7 

100 
52 
31 
12 
4 

100 
23 
33 
27 
17 
100 
18 
34 
31 
18 

EU13 

100 
51 
32 
14 
3 

100 
56 
30 
11 
2 

100 
27 
37 
26 
9 

100 
22 
37 
30 
11 

(') Persons who were also in income poverty in 1995 and 1994 (Austria excluded). 
0 Out of total three domains: 1. financial problems (arrears with repayments). 2. problems in satisfying basic necessities (eating meat/chicken/fish 

and/or buying new clothes and/or having a week 's holiday away from home) and 3. problems with the accommodation (lack ol a bath/shower and/or 
shortage of space and/or problem with damp walls/floors). 

Source: ECHP. 1994-1996 (Finland and Sweden excluded). 

ma 
eurostat 

108 



Detailed tables 

Table A 3.8.2 (fig 3.20, 3.21, 3.22) 

Share of persons in the European Union with disadvantages in more than one domain2 by 
individual and household characteristics, 1996 

Total Non-poor 
Poor 

Total of which persistent poor' 

Total 

Age of individual 
<18 
18-24 
25-34 
35-44 
45-54 
55-64 
>=65 

Labour market situation of the household 
Working 
Unemployed 

Retired 
Other inactive 

Type of household 
Single <65 
Single >=65 
Couple no children <65 
Couple no children >=65 
Single parent 
Couple + 1 dependent child 
Couple + 2 dependent children 
Couple + 3 or more dep. children 
Couple + dep. & non-dep. children 
Other 

% 
17 

23 
20 
18 
16 
14 
13 
13 

16 
46 
12 
37 

15 
13 
7 

10 
32 
14 
16 
29 
17 
27 

13 36 

16 
16 
15 
13 
11 
11 
10 

13 
37 

9 
30 

12 
10 
6 
8 

25 
11 
12 
20 
14 
23 

45 
34 
38 
38 
33 
28 
24 

35 
55 
23 
44 

28 
23 
21 
22 
48 
35 
37 
55 
33 
44 

41 

49 
40 
41 
45 
39 
35 
30 

39 
61 
29 
50 

34 
30 
23 
27 
53 
45 
34 
58 
39 
57 

(') Persons who were also in income poverty in 1995 and 1994 (Austria excluded). 

(') Out of total three domains: 1. financial problems (arrears with repayments), 2. problems in satisfying basic necessities (eating meat/chicken/fish 
and/or buying new clothes and/or having a week's holiday away from home) and 3. problems with the accommodation (lack of a bath/shower 

and/or shortage of space and/or problem with damp walls/floors). 
Source: ECHP, 1994-1996 (Finland and Sweden excluded). 
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