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ABSTRACT

This paper has two purposes: to review the literature on poverty among young people, and to
present descriptive statistics on the extent of youth poverty across Europe. We find that although
there is a well-developed literature on poverty among households in general, and on specific
subgroups such as children and older people, very little research has focused on poverty among
young adults. Using the European Community Household Panel (ECHP) we find that the extent of
youth poverty varies greatly across the European Union, being higher in Southern European
countries, as well as in the ‘liberal’ regimes of the UK and Ireland. This result is not unexpected,
since these are countries where underlying rates of poverty among the general population are
high. However, there are also large variations in the extent of youth poverty within countries,
between what we might term “younger youth” (aged 16-19) and “older youth” aged (25-29). In the
UK, poverty rates among “younger youth” are much higher than among “older youth”, suggesting
that poverty among young people is closely associated with child poverty. However, in the
Scandinavian countries, poverty peaks dramatically in the early twenties, indicating that in these

countries, poverty is associated with leaving home.



1) INTRODUCTION

This paper is concerned with poverty among youth: that is, poverty among those who
are no longer children, but who belong to an age group many of whose members have
not yet completed all the processes of transition to adulthood. We take an international
perspective, comparing 13 of the 15 states who were members of the EU before its

enlargement in 2003".

Because the transition to adulthood takes place at different ages in different countries,
the chronological age which we identify with the state of “youth” varies from country to
country, and thus, defining the groups of people we consider as “young” forms a non-

trivial part of the work of this paper.

Why look a youth? Seebohm Rowntree (1901) in his study of poverty in York,
observed that the incidence of poverty varied over the life cycle. Vulnerable stages were
childhood; the “family” years, when parents would have many mouths to feed but little
contribution to the family income from children; and old age. Less vulnerable stages
were “youth”, where a young person would be economically productive, but without
dependents; and the “empty nest” phase, when parents would still be economically
active, but their children would either be contributing to the family income, or have left

home.

However, there are reasons to believe that youth may no longer be such an
economically untroubled stage of the life-cycle as it once was. With increasing levels of
participation in higher education, young people are spending longer dependent on the
state or their families for financial support, and without earned incomes of their own.
Additionally, changes to youth labour markets over recent decades mean that when
young people do enter the labour market, they may spend considerable periods without
a job (Russell and O’ Connell 2001), or in low-waged or insecure employment. Y oung
people are also vulnerable in other areas, being more likely than those in other age

groups to experience problems with housing (Rugg 1999), drug abuse (Boys, Marsden

! Sweden and Luxembourg have been omitted from the analysis for considerationsrelated to available
data.



and Strang 2001), and mental health (Shucksmith and Spratt 2002). As becomes clear in
Section 3, agreat deal of research exists about the multiple dimensions of vulnerability
facing young people. However, much less has been written about how the often
precarious situation of young people maps on to their economic situation, and the

degree of poverty experienced by young adults.

This lack of research on poverty among young people is particularly striking when
viewed against the rather large body of research on poverty among other age groups at
high risk — particularly children, among whom poverty, and the later effects of poverty,
have been comprehensively documented (Bradbury and Jantti 1999, Cantillon and Van
den Bosch 2002, and many others). Across Europe, families with children are found to
be at a substantially higher risk of poverty than other family types, though the relative

risk varies widely between countries.

The factors associated with child poverty are substantially the same in all countries.
Children nearly always live with one or both of their parents, and most children are too
young to be economically active. Thus, holding adult income in the household constant,
families with children have the same resources distributed among a greater number of
people, and are therefore more likely to be poor. Additionally, adult income in families
with children tends to vary with the number and ages of children. The more children a
mother has, the lessin general are her incentives to go out to work; mothers of younger
children do less paid work than mothers of older children or women who are not

mothers.

The factors associated with poverty among young adults are more complicated. First,
young people’s incomes are more variable than those of children — both between
countries, and within countries. Y oung people may be in education; they may have ajob
(low-waged or better-paid); they may be unemployed; they may be caring for children;
or they may be out of the labour market for other reasons. The proportions of young
people in each of these situations vary between countries, and the incomes associated

with each situation vary between countries and also within each country.



Second, young people’s living arrangements vary more than those of children — and
again, this variation is observed both within and between countries. Many young people
live with their family of origin; others have left home and live alone, or with a partner,
or with friends. Some have children of their own, with or without a partner. For young
people with low or no earnings, living with their parents may protect them against
poverty — although conversely, the extra burden their presence places on household
finances may throw the whole household into poverty. Young people whose own
earnings are relatively high may not be poor if they live apart from their families of
origin, and if they do live at home, they may act as a resource for their families of
origin, increasing household equivalent income to a level higher than it would otherwise
have been (Canto-Sanchez and Mercader-Prats 1999).

This paper attempts to shed light on how this complicated nexus of living arrangements,

economic status and income impacts on poverty for young people across Europe.

Most of the analysis in this paper is carried out at the single-country level, presenting
statistics separately for each country. However, for the purposes of discussion and
synthesis, it can be useful to think in terms of clusters of countries. One of the most
commonly used groupings is the typology of welfare states proposed by Esping-
Andersen (1990), which identifies the following groups:

(1) The ‘social-democratic’ regime type, with high levels of state support
and an emphasis on the individual rather than the family, typified by the
Scandinavian countries (here, Denmark and Finland and also the
Netherlands®).

(2) The ‘liberal’ regime type (modest welfare state provisions with an
emphasis on means-testing, typified by the US, with the UK and
Ireland, here considered, moving in this direction).

() The ‘conservative’ regime type (with an emphasis on insurance-based
benefits providing support for the family rather than the individual,

2 The Netherlands occupies a slightly ambiguous position in this classification, displaying features of both
the Social-democratic group (Esping-Andersen 1990) and the Conservative group (Esping-Andersen
1999). For the purposes of this paper, we allocate the Netherlands to the Social-democratic group, sincein



typified by a group of countries including France, Germany, Austria,
and Belgium)

Ferrara (1999) proposes the addition of a fourth category for the Southern European

countries which were excluded in Esping-Andersen’ s original typology:

(4) The ‘residual’ regime type (minimal welfare benefits typified by the
Southern European countries of Portugal, Spain and Greece. ltaly,
allocated to the ‘conservative’ group by Esping-Andersen, also has
many features of its welfare system in common with other countries in
this group).

As well as providing a convenient and theoretically-motivated means of simplifying the
interpretation of our analysis, this type of welfare-regime analysis also prompts us to
consider the links between the welfare state and youth poverty: to what extent can youth

poverty be relieved by welfare state benefits, or sate intervention in the labour market?

The paper is structured as follows. Section 2 discusses definitions of “youth”, and
assesses the definition most appropriate for this analysis. Section 3 is devoted to
poverty, investigating which definitions of poverty are the most appropriate for our
current purposes, and also reviewing the literature on cross-national poverty analysis,.
In section 4, the literature relating to poverty among young people is discussed. Section
5 introduces data from the European Community Household Panel (ECHP), which is
used for analysis in later sections of the paper. Section 6 presents a descriptive overview
of the situation of young people’'s living arrangements and activity status. Section 7
moves the focus specifically to poverty, and presents analysis of young people's
vulnerability to poverty, relative to their counterparts in other countries, and also
relative to other age groups in their own countries. We also assess the relative risk of

poverty on young people by family status and employment status. Section 7 concludes.

For clarity and legibility, the majority of findings in the paper are presented graphically.
Should the reader require the exact numbers on which graphs are based, these are given

in the Appendix for all graphs except 7.1-7.6 and 7.12.

terms of family formation transitions and the availability of welfare benefits, it has morein common with
this group.



2) WHAT ISYOUTH?

One reason why youth poverty is such a difficult issue is because there is no unigue or
clear-cut definition of “youth”. The “young” constitute a group of individuals located
somewhere between childhood and adulthood, but the notion of “youth” does not lend
itself to definition as a lifecycle period in the same way as other groups such as
“children” or the “elderly” might be defined.

The United Nations defines youth as composed of individuals aged between 15 and 24
years of age®. The European Union follows this definition, both in its programmes
targeted a young people and in its White Paper on Youth (European Commission
2001). The UK’s Economic and Social Research Council’s Youth, Citizenship and
Social Change programme used a working definition of youth as 15-25 (Catan, 2004),
and the Joseph Rowntree Foundation’s Young People programme looked at those aged
16-25 (Jones, 2002). National bodies often define the lower age band as the statutory
minimum school leaving age in their country — so, for example, the British Office for
National Statistics usually defines “young adults’ as aged between 16 and 24 years of
age (Office for National Statistics 2004).

Although a definition of youth as starting around the mid-teens and ending around the
mid-twenties is common, there is a degree of arbitrariness to this type of definition, and
increasingly, social scientists are moving away from definitions based on upper and
lower age limits, and moving towards conceptualising youth as a process of transition —
or rather, multiple transitions — to adulthood. These transitions include, but are not
limited to, completing one’'s education; finding a job; leaving the parental home;
forming a marital or cohabiting union; and having one's own children (see, for example,
Schizzerotto and Lucchini 2004).

Traditionally, these transitions took place during the late teens or early twenties for most
individuals, and they took place close together: so, for example, a young man would

typically leave school, get ajob, find a partner, find his own home, and become a father,

% The United Nations General Assembly defined ‘youth’ as those persons falling between the ages of 15
and 24 yearsinclusive. This definition was made for Internationa Y outh Y ear, held around the world in
1985. All United Nations statistics on youth are based on this definition, asillustrated by the annual



during the space of only a few years. However, in recent decades, the transition to
adulthood has become more protracted, with many of the traditional markers of
adulthood occurring later, sometimes not until the early thirties or beyond. Schizzerotto
and Lucchini’s (2004) analysis of birth cohorts over a 60-year period show that
throughout Europe, the age of leaving school has increased as educational standards
have improved — for all groups, but most dramatically for Southern European women,
who towards the end of the 20" century were spending around six years longer in
education than at the beginning of the 20" century. As a result of this, and also as a
result of increasing spells of unemployment among young people, the entry to first
employment now occurs later — in France and Italy over six years later at the end of the
century than at the beginning. Leaving home is also occurring increasingly late (see
Corijn and Klijzing 2001 for dataon this and other demographic transitions, covering 10
European countries). An extreme example of late home-leaving is Italy, where the
median age for leaving home is almost 30 for men: by age 24, only a small fraction of
men have left home. Likewise, in many countries, late fertility is increasingly the norm:
in the Netherlands, the mean age for a first birth among women is 29 and only a
minority of women (or men) have become parents by their early twenties (lacovou,
2002).

Clearly, a definition of “youth” which ends at the mid-twenties fails to include large
numbers of people who have completed many (or, indeed, any) of the transitions to
adulthood. Because of this, studies which conceptualise youth as a process of transition
often include individuals in their analyses who are rather older than those considered as
“young” by the conventional definitions. One of the very few existing studies devoted
specifically to youth poverty also adopts a higher upper age limit: in this case, 29 years
(Canto-Sanchés & Mercader-Pratz, 1999).

In this paper, we follow the approach of adopting a wide age range for youth, from 16 to
29*, breaking this down into three subgroups; 16-19, 20-24, and 25-29.

yearbooks of statistics published by the United Nations system on demography, education, employment
and health.

* The full range of ECHP data is available only for individuals aged 17 and over, though data on
household structure is available for 16-year-olds.



3) POVERTY

Measuring poverty

An individual may be defined as poor if the income of the household in which he or she
lives falls below a certain minimum required level. In the developed world®, poverty is
normally measured by comparing a household' s net income, adjusted for the number of
people in the household, to a given poverty threshold, most frequently taken as 50 or 60
percent of median household income in that country. In less developed countries, an
absolute measure is normally used (see Ravallion & Bidani, 1994), typically constructed
on the basis of the expenditure needed to purchase enough food to provide a dietary
intake of 2100 calories per day.

The advantage of using a relative measure of poverty isthat it indicates an individua’s
position in the income distribution relative to others within his or her own country.
Moreover, and important in our setting, is that it makes comparisons between countries,
even countries with different per capita incomes, relatively easy (see for instance Layte
and Whelan 2002)°.

However, there are drawbacks to this method. Bradshaw (2001) argues that relative
measures of poverty based on a proportion of median income have little basis in
science, and that these measures are really indicators of inequality rather than poverty.
At the very least, work using median-based poverty measures should be supplemented
by work using alternative measures, based for example on subjective notions of income

sufficiency, or material deprivation.

An additional problem with measures of poverty based on relative income is that having
made the decision to use them, it is not clear what constitutes an appropriate poverty

threshold. Often a threshold of 60 per cent of the median is chosen, but many papers

® The United States is an exception among Western countries: since the 1960s, the US Government has
defined poverty in absolute terms, in terms of an "absol ute poverty lin€" which isthe threshold bel ow
which families or individual s are considered to be lacking the resources to meet the basic needs for
healthy living; having insufficient income to provide the food, shelter and clothing needed to preserve
health. The construction of this poverty threshold is complex and not described here.

® Some authors, for example Berthoud (2004) and Immervoll, Sutherland and de Vos (2000) use a poverty
line based on an EU-wide measure of median income: however, the usual practiceis to use country-
specific median income.



also use aternative poverty thresholds of 40, 50 and 70 percent of median net household
income (see Whelan et a 2003). In this paper, for consistency with the Eurostat
definition, we use 60 per cent of median income as a main poverty indicator, but we

also explore how our findings change when lower poverty thresholds are set.
Equivalence scales

When assessing economic wellbeing, any measure of household income must be
adjusted to reflect the needs of the people living within the household. Larger
households need more income than smaller households to atain the same standard of
living; adults have different needs than children. Additionally, there are economies of
scale, meaning (for example) that two adults can live together more cheaply than they
could live separately. Adjustment for household composition is conventionally done by
calculating an equivalence scale, which is a number reflecting the needs of the

household, and dividing total household income by this equivalence scale.

TABLE 1 EQUIVALENCE SCALES

McClements
OECD Modified Coupleas pgsno%:?;\s

OECD base base
Head 1 1 0.61 1
Partner/Spouse 0.7 0.5 0.39 0.64
Other second adult 0.7 0.5 0.46 0.75
Third adult 0.7 0.5 0.42 0.69
Subsequent adults 0.7 0.5 0.36 0.59
Each child aged 0-1 0.5 0.3 0.09 0.15
Each child aged 2-4 0.5 0.3 0.18 0.30
Each child aged 5-7 0.5 0.3 0.21 0.34
Each child aged 8-10 0.5 0.3 0.23 0.38
Each child aged 11-12 0.5 0.3 0.25 0.41
Each child aged 13 0.5 0.3 0.27 0.44
Each child aged 14-15 0.7 0.5 0.27 0.44
Each child aged 16-18 0.7 0.5 0.36 0.59

Three commonly-used equivalence scales are shown in Table 1. the OECD scale, the
modified OECD scale, and the McClements (1977) scale (which in the table is shown



firstly with a childless couple as the unit for comparison, and next with a single adult as
the reference unit). Traditionally the McClements scale has been used to calibrate
poverty in Britain, although this will be replaced by the modified OECD scale, which is

generally used in international comparative work, and hence is the scale we use in this

paper.

Two points should be raised in relation to equivalence scales. First, the use of
equivalence scales assumes that household members share their income equally, which
is not necessarily the case in practice. In fact, there is ample evidence to suggest that the
hypothesis of “income pooling” among married couples may be rejected (Browning et
al 1994; Lundberg et a 1997), and that bargaining models (e.g. McElroy and Horney
1981) may more accurately reflect human behaviour. However, for the kind of analysis
we are attempting in this paper, the assumption of income pooling may be the best we

can make.

Secondly, poverty dstatistics are sensitive to the choice of equivalence scale: for
example, scales which weight children more heavily will generate higher estimates of
poverty among families with children (Aassve et a 2004). However, it has also been
shown that in comparative studies, the actual poverty ranking of countries tends to be

unaffected by the choice of equivalence scale (e.g. de Vos and Zaidi, 2003).

Temporal issuesin poverty

Analysing poverty rates across countries gives an indication of where poverty rates are
highest, but gives no information about the duration of poverty spells experienced by
individuals or households, or the factors which influence moves into and out of poverty.
The introduction of the European Household Panel Survey (ECHP) in 1994, together
with other national panels, such as the BHPS, GSOEP, and PSID, has led to several
comparative studies of poverty dynamics - though so far, none focusing on young

people.

Analysis of these data sources (Layte and Whelan 2001, Fouarge and Layte 2003 and
others) shows that in general, most poverty spells are short; recurrent poverty is
frequent, and few individuals are poor for long periods. However, exit rates from
poverty decline with the time spent in poverty, and across Europe there is a“hard core”

of cumulatively disadvantaged households who suffer long-term poverty and



disadvantage. In general countries with high poverty rates also have higher poverty

persistence.

Fouarge and Layte (2003), classifying households as “never poor”, “transiently poor”,
“recurrently poor”, and “persistently poor”, show that singles, couples with children,
and especially single mothers, are more likely than childless couples to experience
persistent poverty. Moreover, poverty is positively associated with the number of
children, with union dissolution, with low education, and with poor labour market

performance.

Layte and Whelan (2002) consider movements in and out of poverty. Decomposing
household income by sources, they analyse the factorstriggering entry to and exits from
poverty. In all casesthey find the loss of labour earnings to be the most important factor
driving transitions into poverty. In contrast, social assistance and loss of income from a
spouse have a less important role on poverty, though there are important differences

between welfare regimes.

The analysis in this paper is almost all cross-sectional, and the limitations of this type of
cross-sectional analysis should be borne in mind. However, we hope that it will serve as

auseful basis for dynamic analysis of poverty transitions among young people.
Policy/welfare regime differences.

Though the literature demonstrates strong regularities in terms of poverty risk and
trigger events, it also shows that there are significant variations between countries.
Across much of the literature (Fouarge and Layte 2003; Layte and Whelan 2002 and
others), authors show that variations in poverty rates are broadly compatible with a
welfare-regime typology such as that described in the introduction to this paper. In
general it is found that the social democratic states have much lower poverty rates
compared to other European countries. Moreover, important trigger events are much
less pronounced in these states. For instance, the poverty gap between single mothers
and couples with children is considerably smaller in Denmark than in the UK. Poverty
persistence for these risk groups is also lower in Denmark than in other European
countries, which may be explained by the extensive welfare provision for the

unemployed and families with children.

10



In this paper, the majority of the analysis is done on single countries, and reported in a
country-by-country form. However, it is presented in a way which facilitates

interpretation on a welfare-regime basis.

4) POVERTY AMONG YOUTH: THE LITERATURE

Child Poverty

We have aready remarked that in contrast to the lack of research on youth poverty,
there exists an extensive and well-developed literature on child poverty. This is not the
place to attempt even a partial review of this literature, but we will touch on afew of the
results, since many results which apply to child poverty are also relevant to youth
poverty. One reason for this isthat many young people still living at home are similar to
children in many dimensions, perhaps differing only in terms of a year or two in age
(Beaujot and Liu 2002; Cantillon and Van den Bosch 2003). Additionally, somewhat
older groups of young people are likely to have young children themselves, and

therefore child poverty impacts on their households, as parents.

Findings based on the Luxembourg Income Study (LIS) demonstrate that Nordic and
Northern European countries have low rates of child poverty, whereas Southern
European and English-speaking countries tend to have high rates (Garfinkel et al. 2004).
Children are generally more likely to be poor if living with alone mother, but variations
in rates of lone motherhood are not an important reason for the variations in child

poverty across countries.

Income transfers and other welfare state services are clearly important for the living
standards of poor children, and these have been the focus of much previous research on
child (and adult) poverty. Bradbury & Jantti (1999) examine the historical, political and
economic developments that have led to the different structures of welfare state
ingtitutions, and characterise countries as ‘welfare leaders’, which tend to have low
poverty rates, and ‘welfare laggards which have much higher child poverty rates. In
this context, the English-speaking countries stand out: even though they are usually
categorised as ‘welfare laggards because of their low aggregate levels of social
expenditures, the tight targeting of this expenditure means that in most cases (with the

exception of the US) they actually provide quite substantial income transfers to their

11



most needy children. The living standards of these children, however, remain relatively
low because of low labour market incomes. The higher living standards of the most
disadvantaged children in the ‘welfare leaders' (particularly the Nordic countries) is due
to the higher market incomes in these families. Because of their well-known rigidities
continental European labour markets do a better job in providing resources to the most
disadvantaged children. The reasons for this are likely to be found in both employment
and wage rates (for both mothers and fathers), as well as in other factors such as

household composition and self-employment patterns.

Vulnerability among youth

Although there are few studies dealing specifically with poverty among young people,
there are a large number of studies dealing with aspects of vulnerability among young
people, showing clearly that young people are more vulnerable than older adults to a
range of problems. Young people are more likely than older adults to be unemployed.
Hammer (2003) reports that across Europe in 2000, young people were more than twice
as likely as older adults to be unemployed, with youth unemployment standing at 16%,
against 7% for adults; young people were also disproportionately likely to be long-term
unemployed, with 40% of unemployed youth falling into this category. Young adults
are at a higher-than-average risk of unemployment (Russell and O’ Connell 2001), or
insecure employment, or low-waged employment; they are also relatively likely to
experience problems with housing (Rugg 1999), drug abuse (Boys, Marsden and Strang
2001), and mental health (Shucksmith and Spratt 2002). Palmer, North, Carr and
Kenway (2003) examine young people’ s well-being on a variety of indicators, and point
out that well-being in the young adult years is an important determinant of well-being
later in life A great deal of research exists about the multiple dimensions of
vulnerability facing young people. However, much less has been written about how the
often precarious situation of young people maps on to their economic situation, and the

degree of poverty experienced by young adults.

Poverty among youth

The relatively few studies focusing on poverty among young people are based mainly
on two data sources. the cross-sectional Luxembourg Income Study (L1S) and the

longitudinal European Community Household Panel (ECHP).

12



lacovou and Berthoud (2001), using data from the BHPS, find that across Europe, the
risk of poverty falls with age over the age range 17-30, and until the end of the twenties,
it is higher for young people who have left the parental home. Throughout the age
range, the risk of poverty is a few percentage points higher for women than for men.
They find that various factors - being in employment, having a working partner, and
living in one's family of origin - protect against poverty, and that the risk of poverty is
highest for those people for whom none of these protective factors is present. They find
young people in the Social democratic group of countries to be least likely to have no
protective factors present, and most likely to be poor given the absence of protective

factors.

Kangas and Palme (2000) use LIS data to study variations in poverty rates over the life
cycle in eight OECD countries. They find high rates of poverty among those aged 24
and under, when these are considered as an age group, and also when childless young

people under 24 are considered as a life-cycle stage.

Smeeding and Ross Phillips (2002) use LIS data from seven countries (France,
Germany, Italy, Sweden, the UK, the US and the Netherlands) to analyse the economic
sufficiency of young people’s earnings, and the incidence of poverty on young people.
They find that in all countries, only a minority of young people of either sex in their late
teens and early twenties are able to support themselves with their earnings alone —
though wages for this age group in Britain are rather higher than elsewhere. Even when
social transfers are taken into account, a significant proportion of young people remain
unable to support themselves — and much less, a family — before their mid- to-late
twenties. Although income sufficiency increases markedly through the early twenties,
poverty rates decline much more slowly over this age group, indicating that young
people with low earnings are protected from poverty to a degree because of living with

their families of origin.

Fahmy (2002), using a 1999 sample of British people aged, finds that on a range of five
poverty measures, those aged 16-24 are more likely to be poor than those aged 25-34
years. For example, using a measure of poverty based on 60% of median income and
the OECD equivalence scale, 33% of those in the 16-24 age group were poor, compared
with only 16% of those aged 25-34 years.

13



The European commission report on poverty (Eurostat 2002) is based on ECHP data,
and focuses on measures of household living standards broken down by age. It emerges
clearly that across Europe, the incomes of young people below age 24 are below
national averages. In all countries except Luxembourg, the incomes of those aged 18-24
are lower than average incomes. for Europe as a whole, youth incomes are only 91% of
average incomes. Across Europe, the only groups poorer than young people are children
and older people over age 65: this holds true for a majority of countries, including the
UK. These lower incomes tranglate into a higher poverty risk, with young people at a
disproportionate risk of poverty across Europe. Using an alternative approach which
assesses the risk of poverty as a function of an individua’s position in the income
distribution, young people appear at even greater risk of poverty relative to other
groups:. this relative risk is particularly high in Scandinavian countries. Looking at
measures of deprivation rather than income poverty, the age profile of those at risk is
unchanged, with young people at higher risk of deprivation than older groups. However,
the differentials in risks are less marked when non-monetary indicators are considered,
which may be related to the fact that many young people continue to rely on support

from parents through transfers-in-kind.
Risk factors for poverty

Human capital and labour market factors such as low educational levels, unemployment
and low pay are risk factors for poverty among young people. Canto-Sanchez and
Mercader-Prats (1999) study entry-level jobs held by new school leavers (aged 16 to 29)
one year after leaving education in different selected European countries, and find that
the labour market varies markedly between countries. In Spain, more than 80 per cent of
school leavers hold a temporary job, the majority because they could not find a
permanent job. The key role of education has also been highlighted by Pavis, Platt and
Hubbard (2000), who point out that ssmply getting a job is not enough to avoid social
exclusion: even if they find a job, those with low educational levels may remain trapped

in poorly paid low quality employment.

Living arrangements are also important. As well as the protective effect of living in the
family of origin referred to by Berthoud and lacovou (2001), the family structure of

young people who have left home plays a crucial role. The risk of poverty is elevated
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for households in which the head is female, young, a single parent or has not finished
upper secondary schooling, as well as for households in which no adult is employed for
a significant part of the year (OECD 2001). In fact, the risk of poverty for single-adult
families with children is about double the average risk for the entire population in
Germany, the Netherlands, and the United Kingdom, as well as in the United States.
Mejer (2000), using the ECHP, confirms that a relatively high proportion of the low-
income population are young people, and finds that single parents, who are often young

adults, have some of the highest poverty rates, especially in the UK.

Smeeding et a (1999) and Berthoud and Robson (2003) confirm that in most Anglo-
Saxon nations, single parenthood is a strong risk factor for youth poverty. In both the
US and the UK, former teen mothers are markedly more likely than women who first
gave birth in their twenties not to be in work and to be in the bottom fifth of the income
distribution. Teenage motherhood is much less common in continental Europe, but it is
still the case that former teen mothers fare much less well on average in later life — for
example they are twice as likely to be in the bottom fifth of the income distribution. The
figures display considerable variation from country to country, but teen mothers are
nearly always found to be at some disadvantage on a range of measures. These
associations may in part reflect a causal relationship, but the degree of causality is not
clear, since teenagers who become mothers are considerably different from other
teenagers. The extent of the causality running from low income, teen motherhood or
some other dimension of child well-being to future outcomes clearly matters a great
deal for the design of policy. Micklewright (2004) asks whether greater income
transfers to families in poverty will have much effect on children’s outcomes, or
whether they will just increase current living standards of the poor — a reasonable goal

initself, but a different goal.

5) DATA: THE ECHP

Data come from the European Community Household Panel (ECHP), a set of
comparable large-scale longitudinal studies set up and funded by the European Union.
The first wave of the ECHP was collected in 1994 for the original countries in the
survey: Germany, Denmark, the Netherlands, Belgium, Luxembourg, France, the UK,

Ireland, Italy, Greece, Spain and Portuga. Three countries were late joiners to the
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project: Austria joined in 1995, Finland in 1996 and Sweden in 1997. All countries
except Luxembourg and Sweden are included in the analysis; Luxembourg is omitted
because of an extremely small sample, Sweden because the data do not form a panel”.
Eight waves of the ECHP were collected in total, with the last wave collected in 2001.

TABLE 2: SAMPLE SIZES (ALL WAVES)

Age 16-19 Age 20-24 Age 25-29
UK 5,153 7,389 7,675
Ireland 6,119 6,883 5,170
Austria 3,248 3,998 3,989
Belgium 3,146 3,663 3,821
France 7,053 9,050 9,246
Germany 6,659 8,106 10,148
Denmark 2,391 3,174 3,667
Finland 4,026 4,147 3,136
Netherlands 5,400 5,528 6,769
Greece 6,370 7,709 7,531
Italy 8,538 12,833 13,720
Portugal 7,194 9,509 8,121
Spain 8,835 12,534 12,098

In the ECHP, each individual is asked about his or her income from earnings; private
and state pensions and benefits; and other sources, such as rental and investment
income, and private transfers. Additionally, information is gathered about any other
income (nearly always a rather small proportion) accruing to the household rather than
individuals within the household, and the assumption is made that this income should be
attributed equally to each individual living in the household.

However, all this information is collected retrospectively, and covers the calendar year
prior to the survey interview. Thus, for example, Wave 1 interviews in 1994 contain
information about individuals' income in 1993, Wave 2 interviews in 1995 contain
information about individuals' income in 1994, and so on. This presents a problem
when computing household equivalent income, for the following reason. Adding

together the incomes of all individuals present in a household in Wave 2 (for example)

" For the purposes of cross-sectional analysis thisis not a problem — but because household income is
measured retrospectively, it makesit impossible to analyse the links between living arrangements and
incomes.
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gives the sum of all the 1994 incomes for those present in the household in 1995 — but
because household composition changes year-on-year, this total may include some
individuals who were not living in the household in 1994, and may omit some
individuals who were present in that year. For population groups for whom household
structure is relatively stable, the problems arising from this inaccuracy may not be
serious. However, for young people, for whom household structure is likely to be fluid,
and highly dependent upon the sufficiency of current incomes, the problems are

potentially serious.

We take the following approach, suggested by Heuberger (2003). To compute
household equivalent income in year t, we use income data pertaining to year t collected
at year t + 1, summing thisover all the individuals present in the household at year t and
using an equivalence scale based on the numbers and ages of individuals present at year
t. The reader should note that this procedure was not possible using Finnish data, and

thus for Finland, all data relatesto incomes for year t — 1.

6) YOUNG PEOPLE’'SLIVES: DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS

Before analysing poverty among youth, it is useful to take an overview of factors which
are related to the incidence of poverty. One such factor is living arrangements, which
affect the incidence of poverty for two principal reasons. First, via the numerator of the
household equivalent income calculation: young people living alone will have only their
own incomes contributing to the numerator, whereas those living with other adults will
have the incomes of the other adults contributing. Second, via the equivalence scale,
which serves as the denominator of the household equivalent income calculation: this
denominator will be 1 for young people living alone, and greater than 1 for those living
with other people — whether adults or children. Because additional household members
feature in both the numerator and denominator of the calculation, it is not clear a priori
what effect they will have on poverty rates. However, we may expect that in general,
additional adults in employment will increase household equivalent income, whereas
additional adults without employment, and children, will decrease it. The age at leaving

home, and living arrangements on leaving home are highly diverse in Europe (see
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Aassve et al. 2004 and lacovou 2002 for detailed accounts of this), and as we shall show

later, these variations are closely linked to poverty rates.

Figure 6.1 shows the proportion of young people who have left the parental home, for
three different age groups:. the “younger young” aged 16-19; those aged 20-24; and the
“older young” aged 25-29. The numbers on which this graph is based are given in the
Appendix.

Figure 6.1 Percentage of young people who have left home, by age group and
country
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¢ Inevery country, the proportion of young people who have left home rises with

age group.

¢ Inthe youngest age group, the highest proportion of young people who have left
home is to be found in the UK, where it stands at nearly 12%, compared with
7% in the Scandinavian countries and 3% or lower in the Southern European

countries.

¢ For the 20-24 and the 25-29 age groups, the highest proportion of young people

who have left home is found in the social democratic countries, and the lowest in
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the Southern European countries. For example, among those aged 25-29, in the
social democratic countries over 90% have left home, while the corresponding

proportion in the Southern countries is well under half this level.

Behaviour falls quite neatly into welfare regime clusters on this indicator, with
the exception of the “liberal” cluster, where the UK occupies an intermediate
position between the social democratic and conservative clusters, while Ireland

shares all the features of the Southern European countries.

Of course, whether or not ayoung person has left the parental home is only one of many

aspects of hisor her living arrangements. Table 6.2 summarises the living arrangements

of young adults aged 20-24 (corresponding tables for those in the other two age groups

are to be found in the Appendix). In this table, living arrangements are categorised as

follows:

. “Living with a parent figure’, including natural parents, step-parents,
grandparents, parents-in-law, or parents of a partner. This category corresponds
closely to, but is not identical to, the “living at home” category in the previous
graph. We prefer this classification for our later poverty analysis, because co-
residence with any of these parent figures may provide similar protection against

poverty as living with one’s own parents.
. “Couple, no children”

. “Couple, with children”

. “Single, living alone’

. “Lone parent”

. “Other”. Categories 2-5 exclude those living with any adults other than a spouse
or partner (for example, siblings, cousins or flatmates). Anyone who livesin a
household not including a parent figure, but including one or more adults other

than a spouse or partner, is placed in this “other” category.
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Table 6.2: Living arrangements of young men and women aged 20-24

With Couple, no  Couple, Single, Lone Other
Men parent children with living parent

figure children alone
Finland 55.8 145 3.6 255 0.0 0.6
Denmark 57.6 14.4 29 235 0.0 17
Netherlands 63.9 10.5 11 23.2 0.0 12
UK 67.4 8.7 6.3 10.1 0.0 75
Ireland 92.6 12 11 2.8 0.0 23
France 78.2 7.7 22 10.3 0.0 17
Germany 83.2 5.7 19 8.4 0.0 0.8
Austria 81.7 49 45 7.7 0.0 12
Belgium 90.1 4.7 15 32 0.0 0.6
Portuga 934 24 25 0.4 0.0 14
Spain 96.7 1.0 11 0.6 0.0 0.6
[taly 9.4 0.6 0.7 16 0.0 0.8
Greece 90.1 1.0 11 6.5 0.0 14

With Couple, no  Couple, Single, Lone Other
Women parent children with living parent

figure children alone
Finland 32.8 24.9 8.4 31.6 21 0.3
Denmark 35.3 27.4 8.6 24.9 12 2.6
Netherlands 44.3 271.7 4.7 22.2 0.1 11
UK 48.7 175 10.9 11.0 5.0 7.0
Ireland 82.8 25 5.0 35 3.0 3.3
France 62.5 16.8 6.9 113 0.9 17
Germany 64.6 125 6.6 13.6 2.0 0.8
Austria 64.9 112 7.9 114 14 31
Belgium 79.2 10.6 6.9 16 14 0.4
Portuga 86.8 4.6 5.7 1.0 0.2 17
Spain 91.8 35 2.6 11 0.1 1.0
[taly 90.8 39 3.7 12 0.0 0.5
Greece 77.9 4.2 9.6 5.2 0.1 31

One thing which is immediately apparent is that there are large gender differences in

living arrangements.

¢+ Far fewer young women than young men live with parents. This effect is large:
in most countries, the gap between men and women is of the order of 10

percentage points.
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¢ Young women are correspondingly more likely than young men to live as part of
a couple: particularly as part of a childless couple in the social democratic

countries, and part of a couple with children in the Southern countries.

¢ The proportions living alone do not vary so markedly between men and women,

although women are somewhat more likely than mento live alone.

¢ Lone parenthood in this age group is virtually the exclusive confine of women:
rates of lone parenthood are highest in the UK at 5%, and lowest in the Southern

countries (well under 1%).

Comparing living arrangements between countries, we observe that:

¢ As observed before, living with parents is most common in the Southern

countries, and least common in the social democratic countries

¢ Living aone, or living with a partner in a childless union, is far more common in
the social democratic countries than anywhere else — and far less common in the

southern countries.

¢ The proportions of men and women living with both a partner and children do
not vary much between countries — with the exception of the UK, where the

proportion of women becoming mothers early is higher than elsewhere.

¢ The country with much the highest proportion of young men and women in the
“other” category is the UK, with over 7% of both sexes living in such
arrangements. The proportion in the other age groups in this category is lower,
but is still much more common in the UK (and to a lesser extent Ireland) than

anywhere else in Europe.

Figure 6.3 explores the phenomenon of non-standard living arrangements further,
plotting the numbers of young people living with siblings or unrelated adults, both as a

proportion of all young people, and as a proportion of those who have left home.
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Figure 6.3 Percentage of young peoplein non-standard living arrangements, by
country and age group. Upper pand shows percentages of all young people, lower
panel shows percentages of those who have left home.
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The upper panel of Figure 6.3 confirms that non-standard living arrangements are
relatively uncommon everywhere except the UK and Ireland, and that in most countries
they are most common in the 20-24 age group. The lower panel (note the difference in
vertical scales) shows that as a proportion of those who have left home, the picture
changes, with the proportion living in non-standard arrangements being highest not in
the UK, but in the Southern countries and Ireland (where this group accounts for over

25% of those who have left home), and to alesser extent the corporatist countries.

Why are these living arrangements so much more common in certain places, and at
certain stages of the life-cycle, than others? One reason may be the available housing

stock: if accommodation of a suitable size and price for young people is not available,
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the decision to share housing may be based on economic necessity. This is further
supported by the fact that as an alternative to living at home, this living arrangement is
so much more common in the youngest age group. The degree to which these non-
standard living arrangements protect young people against poverty would be a fruitful

line for further research.

Activity status

Another factor which affects poverty rates is young people’s activity status — what they
are doing with their time, and whether it brings in an income. In the ECHP, respondents

are asked to state their main activity, which we group into four categories:

¢ Being in unpaid education or training

¢ Beingin paid work or self-employment, or on a paid apprenticeship (15 or more

hours per week)
¢ Unemployed and seeking work (ILO definition)

¢ Other — including working or studying less than 15 hours per week, doing
military service, looking after children, and working unpaid in the family

business.

The proportions of men and women in each activity status are shown in Table 6.4
below. There are variations by age and sex, which are largely as expected. The
proportion in education or training falls with increasing age, in all countries. Thereis no
marked pattern of gender differences. as a rule, men’s and women'’s participation rates
are similar in each countries, though in many countries they are slightly higher for

women.

The proportion in employment rises with increasing age, and for each age group it is
higher for men than for women. This gender difference is particularly marked for the
oldest age group, in which family formation has led many women into the “other”

category.
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Unemployment rates tend to rise in each country between the 16-19 and the 20-24 age
groups, reflecting the higher availability for work of the 20-24 group. After this,

unemployment rates remain fairly constant between the 20-24 and 25-29 age groups.

The “other” category is by definition rather heterogeneous. In the youngest age group,
men in severa countries (including Finland, Austria, Spain and Greece) by virtue of
military or community service requirements. In the middle age group there is no clear
pattern of gender differences. In the oldest age group, women are much more likely than
men (and much more likely than younger women) to be in this category, aimost entirely

due to their higher level of domestic commitments.

Moving on to cross-country differences, we observe that the UK has a particularly high
proportion of men and women aged 16-19 in the “other” category, and particularly low
rates of educational participation. It is known that over the period studied, post-
compulsory educational participation was lower in the UK than in most other European
countries; however, it islikely that some young people whose main activity is education

(perhaps for less than 15 hours per week) have been allocated to the “other” category.

Of particular interest in the study of young people’s economic sufficiency are
employment and unemployment rates. These vary widely between countries. For
example, 55% of Austrian men in the youngest group are defined as employed (though
this will include many on paid apprenticeship schemes), compared to only 6% in
Belgium (where participation in education is nearly universal up to age 18). More
tellingly, unemployment rates range from under 2% in the Netherlands to over 16% in
Italy.

For the 20-24 age group, differences in employment rates have evened out somewhat,
but differences in unemployment rates remain enormous. for men, they range from
under 6% in Denmark, the Netherlands and Austria, to with 24% in Italy. Aswe will see
in the next section, many of these cross-national differences appear to have a direct

relationship to differences in youth poverty rates.
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Table 6.4: Activity status among young people, by sex, country and age.

Age Men Women
group: Student Emp-  Unem-  Other Student Emp-  Unem- Other
loyed ployed loyed  ployed

16-19 Finland 76.7 10.7 3.8 8.8 86.7 7.9 34 20
Denmark 62.2 322 3.8 18 734 20.8 24 35
Netherlands 78.8 18.4 16 12 85.2 12.7 15 0.6
UK 29.3 47.0 8.0 15.8 28.5 42.2 5.4 239
Ireland 57.9 30.3 9.8 20 68.1 19.9 8.6 34
France 76.9 13.3 6.2 3.7 87.3 5.3 4.8 2.6
Germany 85.5 85 20 4.0 88.3 6.4 17 3.7
Austria 34.0 55.2 29 7.9 55.9 384 44 12
Belgium 91.1 5.9 2.3 0.7 94.6 3.2 17 0.5
Portugal 49.8 38.5 45 7.3 62.6 244 5.7 7.3
Spain 64.7 14.4 11.9 9.0 78.8 6.5 10.8 3.9
Italy 66.8 13.1 15.6 4.6 73.2 7.6 13.9 5.3
Greece 64.3 10.8 5.9 19.1 71.9 5.4 13.8 8.9

20-24 Finland 35.9 40.8 13.0 10.3 49.7 31.8 8.6 9.9
Denmark 254 64.5 5.9 4.2 32.8 52.3 7.8 7.2
Netherlands 46.8 46.5 4.6 2.2 41.3 47.2 6.4 5.2
UK 12.1 71.1 111 5.7 11.2 64.7 5.8 18.4
Ireland 222 60.3 13.7 3.8 221 54.5 10.4 13.1
France 37.1 37.7 13.2 12.1 2.7 31.8 16.2 9.3
Germany 35.5 43.2 7.8 135 37.6 46.8 7.6 8.1
Austria 20.7 68.6 45 6.2 25.0 63.7 4.2 7.1
Belgium 54.0 37.3 8.0 0.8 534 30.5 12.9 3.3
Portugal 24.2 59.8 7.9 8.1 34.8 49.5 8.4 7.4
Spain 384 384 16.2 7.1 46.2 259 20.6 7.4
Italy 311 36.4 24.2 8.4 38.8 254 24.2 11.7
Greece 25.6 36.4 15.4 22.6 27.8 29.8 23.8 18.7

25-29 Finland 11.7 73.6 13.1 15 13.6 54.8 13.2 185
Denmark 13.3 78.0 8.2 0.5 18.0 62.3 14.6 5.2
Netherlands 9.8 83.5 5.1 16 6.1 69.4 9.5 15.1
UK 20 85.5 7.8 4.8 20 67.1 2.8 28.1
Ireland 4.6 739 16.6 4.9 31 61.2 5.9 29.9
France 5.0 77.1 11.2 6.8 5.1 62.7 15.9 16.4
Germany 15.3 74.2 7.8 2.6 9.6 66.0 7.9 16.5
Austria 10.7 83.6 3.8 20 7.1 73.6 3.3 16.0
Belgium 8.0 81.1 8.7 2.2 4.9 734 12.6 9.1
Portugal 5.0 84.2 5.4 5.4 7.2 722 6.8 13.8
Spain 9.3 67.5 16.8 6.4 12.0 44.6 21.2 222
Italy 12.9 62.6 19.3 5.2 134 46.1 17.2 233
Greece 3.7 71.3 12.2 12.8 2.3 46.2 16.4 35.1
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7) PATTERNS OF POVERTY AMONG YOUTH IN
EUROPE

Age-poverty profiles

We now present poverty data derived from the ECHP. Figures 7.1 to 7.3 show
smoothed poverty rates, by age, for the age range 0-70, in each country (in each
country, poverty rates rise after age 70). For clarity, three graphs are presented, showing
the UK plotted together with 1) Ireland and the Social Democratic countries, 2) the
Conservative countries, and 3) the Southern countries. On each graph, the poverty rate
for the UK is shown by the bold black line. Numbers relating to these graphs,
summarised by age group, may be found in the Appendix.

“Poor” people here are defined as those living in households whose equivalised income
is less than 60 per cent of median net equivalised household income in their own

country, using the modified OECD equivalence scale.

Figure 7.1: Poverty ratesin the UK, Ireland and the Social Democratic countries

A0% rreeem e —o— Finland —o— Denmark
---&-- Netherlands UK
—o— |reland

30% -

20% -

10% -

% poor (income under 60% median)

0% T T T T T T r'l

26



Figure 7.2: Poverty ratesin the UK and the Conservative countries
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As is clear from these figures, the UK has some of the highest child poverty rates in
Europe, rivalled only by Italy, Spain and Ireland. High levels of child poverty in the UK
are not a new finding (Micklewright 2004, Bradbury and Jantti 2001, and many others).
However, child poverty has been at the centre of UK government anti-poverty measures
since 1997, and recent evidence indicates that child poverty in the UK has indeed
declined in recent years (Brewer et al. 2005). We will later examine how the incidence

of child poverty has changed over the period in question.

After childhood, UK poverty rates show a steady decline with age, until around age 53,
when they start rising again. Thus, in the UK, poverty rates among young people are
lower than those among children, but higher than those of any other age group, until
well into retirement age. We also observe that the “younger young” are at substantially

higher risk of poverty than the “older young”.

This U-shaped pattern of poverty observed in the UK is very different from the three-
peaked pattern noted by Rowntree (1901), with the absence of a middle “childbearing”
peak perhaps due to afar greater diversity in the ages at which people become parents.

In fact, the only country where this three-peaked patternis at al in evidence is Ireland.

The age-poverty profiles of other groups of countries all show distinct patterns. The
social democratic group of countries have much the lowest poverty rates in Europe (in
Finland and Denmark, poverty rates are well under 10% over most of the age range
considered) and in contrast to the UK, child poverty rates are very low. However, in all
social democratic countries, poverty rates peak dramatically in the early twenties, rising
to amost 20% in Denmark, and almost 30% in Finland. These are some of the highest
youth poverty rates in Europe, and are particularly striking in the context of low overall

poverty rates in these countries.

The most likely explanation for these high rates of youth poverty may be found in
Figure 6.1, which shows that young people in social democratic countries leave home at
an extremely early age, and are therefore unlikely to have high enough earnings at the
time of home-leaving to protect them against poverty. How much of a problem are high

rates of youth poverty in these countries? If (@) they are generated by large numbers of
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young people having brief spells in poverty around the time of home-leaving, which end
quickly on finding employment, and (b) they are spells of moderate rather than extreme
poverty, then they may present less of a problem than appears at first sight. We return to
these questions later in the paper. We also investigate whether these high poverty rates
are an artefact of living arrangements, since young people in social democratic countries

are much more likely to live alone on leaving home.

The Conservative countries (Figure 7.2) exhibit much flatter poverty-age profiles — at
least up till retirement age. In these countries, child poverty rates are dightly higher than
those for prime-aged people, but much lower than child poverty rates in the UK. Youth
poverty rates are also lower than in the UK, with the exception of France, which
exhibits a pattern akin to the social democratic pattern, though much less marked.
Austria and Germany are interesting in that they show absolutely no elevated level of
poverty among youth. What is special about these countries? One explanation may be
their low levels of youth unemployment, as depicted in Table 6.4. This, in combination
with the fact that young people in these countries tend leave the parental home at a

higher age than in the Social Democratic states, may generate low youth poverty rates.

Figure 7.3 compares poverty rates in the UK with those in Southern European countries.
In these countries, poverty rates are generally high, particularly in Spain and Italy for
the younger group, and in Portugal and Greece for older people. In all Southern
European countries, child poverty rates are higher than in the other groups of countries,
except the UK and Ireland. Y outh poverty rates in Spain and Greece are very similar to
those in the UK, while those in Portuga are lower, and those in Italy are very high.
Again, Table 6.4 provides an indication of the reasons behind these differences. Levels
of youth unemployment are low in Portugal, intermediate in Spain and Greece, and very
high in Italy. It is noticeable that in the southern European countries, there is no peak in
poverty rates either in the early twenties, or at any age which might be associated with
leaving home. Rather, in all these countries, poverty rates reach a peak towards the mid-
teens (possibly associated with older teenagers increased contribution to the

equivalence scale), and fall throughout the twenties.
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The next three graphs (Figures 7.4 to 7.6) are smilar to the previous set, but they use a
poverty threshold of 40% of median net equivalised household income, rather than the
60% used in the previous graphs. We include these graphs to deal with the arguement
that a threshold of 60% of median income may not represent particularly serious
poverty in an affluent country. By contrast, 40% of median income represents arguably
serious poverty in any country. To facilitate comparisons, the graphs are drawn with the

same axes as the previous set, even though the incidence of poverty is lower.

There are many similarities between the two sets of graphs — most countries display
similarly shaped age-poverty profiles under the two thresholds, and the rankings also

remain similar. However, there are some differences. Results are summarised overleaf.

Figure 7.4. Poverty ratesin the UK and the social democratic countries (40%
median)
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Figure 7.5: Poverty ratesin the UK and the Conservative countries (40% median)
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Figure 7.6. Poverty ratesin the UK and the Southern European countries (40%
median)
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¢ Theonly countries where the shape of the poverty profile is very different under
the two thresholds are the UK and Ireland. In the UK, a social-democratic-type
peak emerges around age 20, indicating that on this measure of more severe
poverty, young people in the UK are more likely than those in any other age

group to be poor.

¢ In Ireland, although poverty rates using the 60% threshold were among the
highest in Europe, there are very low levels of poverty under the 40% threshold.

¢ The peak in poverty rates among young adults is still present in the social-

democratic countries, ranging from 8% in Denmark to over 12% in Finland.

¢ Poverty rates in the conservative countries are even flatter under the lower than
the higher threshold, particularly for older people. There is still a peak in the

early twenties for France, but less pronounced.

¢ Southern countries still have the highest poverty rates in general, and for al
countries the fall in poverty rates throughout the twenties is still visible (except

for Portugal, where the fall occurs earlier).

Poverty and leaving home

We now consider how poverty rates are linked with residential status. Figure 7.7 shows
poverty rates by whether a young person is still living in the parental home, for three
age groups. 16-19, 20-24, and 25-29.

The grey lines indicate poverty rates among those young people who have left home,
and the black lines indicate poverty rates among those remaining in the parental home.
For each country, the left-hand column indicates poverty rates among those aged 16-19,
the middle column indicates poverty rates among those aged 20-24, and the right-hand

column indicates poverty rates among those aged 25-29.
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Figure 7.7: Poverty rates, by whether young people live with their parents (3 barsare given for each country, showing respectively
the age groups 16-19, 20-24, 25-29).
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From this graph, we observe that:

¢ Of those remaining in the parental home, the proportion who are poor decreases
with increasing age, in every single country. This accords with intuition: those in
older age groups are more likely to have a job, and higher wages within jobs,

and thus household incomes are likely to be higher.

¢ Of those who have left home, poverty rates also decline as age group increases,
in al countries but one. In most countries, this decline is much more dramatic

than the decline for those living with parents.

¢ Innearly all cases, young people are far more likely to be poor if they have left
home, than if they live a home. This effect is strongest for the youngest group,
and least so for the oldest group.

¢ The difference in poverty rates between those living a home and those who
have left home (ie, the difference in height between the black bars and the grey
bars) varies between countries. It is highest in the Scandinavian countries (where
poverty rates among the general population are low, and where poverty rates
among young people who have left home are extremely high). The differential is
lowest in the Southern European countries, where poverty rates among the
general population are high, and where poverty rates among young people who
have left home are rather low. Italy forms a partial exception to this, with very
high poverty rates among the young who have left home in the youngest group —
but even in the case of Italy, the differentials in poverty rates are not as high as

they are in the Scandinavian countries.

The reader will have observed that those countries where there are large differences in
poverty rates between young people living with their parents and those living away
from home, are precisely those countries where young people are more likely to move
away from home early. For young people aged 20-24, Figure 7.8 shows a scatterplot of
differences in poverty rates between those at home and those who have left home,
against the proportion of those still living at home. A strong relationship between the

two variables is apparent, and the correlation coefficient is 0.89 between the two



variables measured at a country level. This suggests that in those countries where early
home-leaving is the norm, this early home-leaving is at best only partially explained by
differences in economic sufficiency among young people, and other factors, such as

social and cultural norms, must also play a part.

Figure 7.8: Differencesin poverty rates between those who have and have not |eft
home, by the proportion of young people who have left home (those aged 20-24)
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Sngle-person households

Those countries where home-leaving is the earliest are also those countries where young
people are the most likely to live in single-person households (lacovou 2002a). Poverty
rates in this paper are adjusted for household size using equivalence scales, but the
choice of equivalence scales is in some sense arbitrary, and it may be that the
differences in poverty rates between countries are driven by differences in household

composition. For example, it may be that the very high poverty rates observed among
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young people in the social democratic countries in the early twenties are simply an

artefact of the fact that they are much more likely to live alone.

Table 7.9 shows poverty rates broken down by household type, for 20-24 year olds who
do not have children (across Europe, only 7% of young people in this age group have
children, and poverty rates among young people with children is dealt with in the next

section).

In all countries, young people living alone are most likely to be poor — in most cases, by
quite a large margin. In Finland and Denmark, those living as part of a couple are more
likely to be poor than those living with parents, but in many other countries the
difference is insignificant — and in the Southern countries plus Ireland, those living as
part of a couple are actually less likely to be poor than those living with parents. Thus,
in most countries, these figures suggest that for young people it is not living with

parents per se which is protective against poverty, but rather not living alone.

Returning to the question of high youth poverty rates in the social democratic countries,
the differentials between those living alone and others suggest that youth poverty in
these countries is to a degree attributable to the high proportions living alone. However,
this cannot be the whole story. Among those living alone, poverty rates are far higher in
the social democratic countries than elsewhere — only in the UK and France are they of
asimilar magnitude. Thus, the very high poverty rates observed in the social democratic
countries are not simply a compositional effect driven by young people’s living
arrangements, but rather they relate both to high proportions of young people living

alone, and high poverty rates among those who do live alone.
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Figure 7.9: Poverty rates of 20-24-year-olds, by household composition
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Children

The previous discussion focused on young people without children. We now turn our
attention to young people who have children of their own, comparing them to their
childless counterparts. Figure 7.10 presents poverty rates for two groups of young
people: those aged 20-24 (among whom only 7% live with children), and those aged 25-

29 (among whom 27% live with children).

¢ Innearly every country, couples with children are at higher risk of poverty than
couples without children. The exceptions are Finland and Denmark (for the

younger age group), where the opposite is true.

¢ The country with the most noticeably increased risk of poverty for couples with
children is Ireland, where for the younger age group, the risk of poverty is
almost twenty times higher for couples with children than for couples without.
Therisk isaso much increased in the UK, Belgium and Italy.

¢ Innearly every country, lone parents are at a higher risk of poverty than single
adults. The exceptions are the social democratic group of countries plus

Austria, where lone parents are at lower risk of poverty than single adults.

¢ Lone parents appear worst off relative to single adults in the Southern countries
(where there are very few lone parents), and also in Germany and (for the older

age group) the UK and France.

¢ Inall countries — even the Scandinavian countries, which have the most highly
developed anti-poverty programmes for lone parents — lone parent families

with children are at higher risk of poverty than couples with children.
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Figure 7.10: Poverty rates, by presence of children
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Poverty rates by activity status

Aswell as living arrangements, a young person’s risk of poverty is liable to be affected
by his or her activity status. Students, the unemployed, and those looking after homes
and families or otherwise economically inactive, will be without earned incomes of their
own, and thus will be at higher risk of poverty than those in work. And, of course, as
Table 6.4 show, all these groups are highly represented among the young: students
mainly in the youngest age group, the unemployed mainly in the middle age group, and

other economically inactive predominantly among women in the oldest age group.

Figure 7.11: Poverty rates by activity status
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Figure 7.11 shows that the risk of poverty varies greatly by activity status. Not
unexpectedly, young people with jobs are in general the least likely to be poor. For the
older two age groups, this is true for al countries, with the effect particularly marked in
the oldest age group, for whom poverty levels among those in work are under 10% in all
countries, and well under 10% in most. However, for the youngest age group, poverty
levels for those in work are considerably higher. Only in Denmark are they under 10%,
and in Finland, Belgium, Spain and Greece they are over 20%. In several countries,
poverty rates are actually higher among those in work than among students. This partly
reflects the higher propensity of students to remain in the parental home compared to
those with a job, but it also raises questions about the sufficiency of young people’'s

wages.

It is worth devoting particular attention to the social democratic countries, since as we
have previously remarked, they have particularly high rates of youth poverty, and as
Figure 7.10 shows, they demonstrate a rather different distribution of youth poverty
from the other countries. In particular, the higher level of student poverty among the
two older groups stands out in the social democratic countries. How far is this
responsible for high overall rates of poverty in these countries? In Denmark, the rate of
poverty among those in work, the unemployed and the economically inactive are
generally lower (and in some cases much lower) than cross-country averages — and thus,
the Danish peak in youth poverty rates may largely be attributed to the high level of
poverty among students. In the Netherlands, poverty rates among the other occupational
groups are higher than cross-country averages, but they are far from being the highest in
the sample. In the Netherlands, therefore, student poverty is not solely responsible for
high youth poverty rates, and some contribution is also made by relatively high poverty
rates among other groups. In Finland, poverty rates are low among the economically
inactive, but tend to be high among the unemployed and those with jobs. Since the
numbers economically inactive are small relative to the other groups, it appears that the
main driver behind youth poverty is student poverty, but that poverty among those with

jobs and the unemployed also contribute.
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Changes in poverty rates over time

So far, al the analysis in this paper has used a pooled sample over all the waves of data
available for each country. For those countries which were present from the start of the
ECHP survey, this includes seven years from 1994-2000. For countries joining the
survey late, there are one (Austria) or two (Finland) years missing from the beginning.
For al countries, pooling the data in this way may mask changes in poverty rates over
time. In particular, for the UK, the incoming 1997 government made a priority of
reducing poverty, particularly for families with children, and there is a good case for

examining whether any changes are visible between the years pre- and post-1997.

Figure 7.12: Changesover timein UK poverty rates
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In order to examine the extent of changes over time, we select two years from the
beginning of the time period studied — 1994 and 1995 — and two years from the end —
1999 and 2000. Figure 7.12 shows how age/poverty profiles differ between these two
sets of years. It appears that in the UK, poverty rates for families with young children
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under five did indeed fall substantially, while poverty rates for families with older
children also fell, but much more modestly. However, there also appears to have been a

fall of around five percentage pointsin the poverty rates of young adults.

This exercise for the UK may be repeated for other countries. Figure 7.13 shows
changes in poverty rates between 1994-5 and 1999-2000 in all countries, for two groups
of children and the three groups of young people defined earlier in this paper. In this
comparative context, two things become clear. First, reductions in poverty rates among
children and young people form a general trend across most (though not all) the
countries in this sample. Second, although poverty rates in the UK have fallen over the
period studied, the fall has not been dramatic in comparison to the fall in other countries
— particularly in comparison to its fellow member of the liberal welfare regime group,
Ireland.

This should not be taken as evidence that the poverty reduction measures introduced by
the UK government are ineffective, since it may simply mean that over the period
considered they had not had ample time to work. Although the ECHP survey was
terminated after the year 2001 (and thus, because of the way we construct the household
poverty measure, no years of data are available for analysis after 2000) it is in theory
possible to use later waves of the the British Household Panel Survey (BHPS) from
which the UK’s ECHP data are derived, to examine trends in UK poverty rates post-
2000.
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Figure 7.13: Changesin poverty rates between 1994-5 and 1999-2000
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Although there is not space in this paper for a more detailed analysis of the changes in
poverty rates, one fact deserves attention, namely that the most marked reduction in
poverty rates across Europe is seen in the 20-24 age group. The first explanation which
comes to mind is that youth labour markets may have changed over this period, and in
fact this appears to be the case. Figure 7.14 plots changes in unemployment rates in the
20-24 age group across Europe, and finds that they have fallen everywhere over the

period in question.

Figure 7.14: Changesin unemployment ratesfor the 20-24 age group
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8) CONCLUSIONS

In many ways, thisis a paper of questions. We began with a question in the title: “Y outh
Poverty in Europe: what do we know?’ to which a short answer might be “much more
than before, but still not nearly enough”. We have presented many new findings in the
paper, but each time we have answered one question, several more questions have

emerged.

We have measured the extent of youth poverty across 13 countries, by age group, by
family structure and by employment status, and compared levels of youth poverty to
levels of poverty among other age groups. We have shown that young people in many
European countries are at higher-than-average risk of poverty, and that in some
countries, young people are more likely than almost any other group to be poor. We
have found significant variations by country, and we have also identified situations

which put young people at particular risk of poverty.
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The findings in this paper are too diverse to attempt to summarise fully here. A few key

findings are:

¢ Young people’s living arrangements and activity status varies widely between
countries, with these variations being reflected in the risk of poverty experienced

by young people in each country.

¢ Living in one's family of origin, or living as a couple but without children, tend
to protect young people against poverty, whereas living alone, or as a lone

parent, tend to increase the risk.

¢ Not having a job, whether one is a student, unemployed, or out of the labour
force, increases the risk of poverty, while having a job tends to protect young

people against poverty

¢ Leaving aside those over 70, who in most countries suffer high rates of poverty,
we find that in Finland, Denmark and the Netherlands, young people are at a
higher risk of poverty than any other age group, with youth poverty rates among
the highest in Europe. In the UK, young people are less susceptible to poverty
than children, but more susceptible than any other age group. In France,
Germany, Austria and Belgium, poverty rates vary less with age, but in France
particularly, young people suffer disproportionately from poverty. In Greece,
Spain and Portugal, youth poverty rates are high in relation to most other
countries, but not particularly high compared to other age groups in their own
countries. In Italy, youth poverty rates are very high in comparison to other

countries, and also in comparison to other age groups in Italy.

¢ Inamost all countries, the risk of poverty declines with age over the twenties,
and is lower in the thirties than in the twenties. This is partly driven by changes
in occupational status among young people (who are less likely to be studying or
unemployed at later ages), but also by a reduced risk of poverty within groups:

for example, those with a job are less likely to be poor in their late twenties than
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in their teens or early twenties. However, this is offset by the fact that more

young people have left home at later ages, and more of them have had children.

¢ Between the years 1994-5 and 1999-2000, youth poverty rates in nearly all
countries fell. This is at least partly attributable to a drop in youth

unemployment rates over this period.

Given that the existing literature on youth poverty is so scant, perhaps one of the main
contributions of this paper has been to demonstrate that youth poverty is a major
problem in many parts of Europe, and thus to identify this area of investigation as one
wide open for further research. The list of potential questions for further research is
enormous, but some of the most important questions generated by our research are as

follows:

¢ This paper has touched only marginally on gender differences in poverty rates.
This is potentially an extremely important issue and one that deserves prompt

attention.

¢ We have found that the risk of poverty is associated with employment status, but
we have not examined the impact of insecure or other non-standard employment
on youth poverty. Nor have we looked at wage distributions and the impact on

low wages.

¢ lacovou and Berthoud (2001) provide evidence that the very highest risk of
poverty arises at particular intersections of family and labour market situations.
We have not explored these interactions in this paper, but thisis clearly afruitful

avenue for further research.

¢ This paper has dealt only with cross-sectional statistics of a descriptive nature.
Clearly thisis only afirst step, and says little about the processes behind youth
poverty. As apanel data set, the ECHP lends itself to analysis of the longitudinal
aspects of youth poverty.
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¢+ One simple exercise which we have suggested, particularly in relation to youth
poverty in the social democratic countries, is to examine the length of spellsin
poverty. If high youth poverty rates at a national level are caused by a majority
of young people experiencing a year or two in poverty, with a high probability
of exit thereafter, this denotes a far less serious problem than a smaller
“underclass’ subject to persistent poverty, and a low probability of exiting

poverty.

¢ Additionally, it would be useful to look a the events which trigger entries to
and/or exits from poverty, rather than the situations with which poverty is
associated in a cross-sectional context: losing or gaining a job, finding or

splitting from a partner, childbirth, and so on.

¢ In this paper, we have focused on measures of relative poverty based on
percentages of national median household equivalent income. Although these
measures are widely used, they are subject to a number of criticisms outlined in
section 3 of the paper, and there is a case for repeating the analysis using
alternative measures of poverty. In the ECHP, subjective measures of economic

sufficiency, and measures of material deprivation, are available.

¢ There is some evidence that the high rates of poverty experienced by young
people living alone are the function of equivalence scales. This could be
addressed by looking at alternative measures of poverty, such as subjective

measures, or by experimenting with alternative equivalence scales.

Some of these issues we intend to research ourselves. But we hope other investigators
will join us— we have raised enough questions here to keep several teams of researchers

busy for years.
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Appendix

Table 6.1 (relating to Figure 6.1):
Proportion of young people who have left the parental home, by age group and
country

Age 16-19 Age 20-24 Age 25-29

Finland 7.1 57.7 89.8
Denmark 6.9 59.1 94.3
Netherlands 4.2 534 90.3
UK 11.9 445 79.1
Ireland 1.2 139 49.9
France 53 30.2 73.8
Germany 29 28.9 68.5
Austria 3.2 28.2 61.7
Belgium 0.9 17.3 67.4
Portugal 2.8 12.2 40.0
Spain 1.0 6.8 34.0
Italy 12 7.2 322
Greece 3.2 19.0 42.8
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Table 6.2A (relating to Table 6.2 in thetext, with the addition of two extra age
groups): Living arrangements, by country, age and sex.

Men, aged With Couple, no Couple, Single, Lone Other
16-19 parents children with living parent
children alone
Finland 97.3 0.7 0.0 14 0.0 0.6
Denmark 96.8 0.8 0.0 20 0.0 0.4
Netherlands 98.1 0.2 0.1 15 0.0 0.3
UK 94.1 0.5 0.3 3.6 0.0 15
Ireland 99.6 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.3
France 98.2 0.1 0.0 14 0.0 0.3
Germany 99.0 0.1 0.0 0.7 0.0 0.2
Austria 98.5 0.0 0.0 0.5 0.0 11
Belgium 99.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1
Portugal 99.5 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.4
Spain 99.7 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.2
Italy 99.3 0.0 0.0 0.3 0.0 0.5
Greece 99.0 0.1 0.0 0.5 0.0 0.4
Women, With Couple, no Couple, Single, Lone Other
aged 16-19  parents children with living parent
children alone

Finland 92.2 25 0.4 4.7 0.0 0.2
Denmark 93.2 3.8 0.5 18 0.1 0.7
Netherlands 97.3 0.9 0.0 17 0.0 0.1
UK 89.4 2.2 13 45 0.7 19
Ireland 98.9 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.8
France 95.3 12 0.3 18 0.1 14
Germany 97.8 0.7 0.3 0.8 0.2 0.3
Austria 95.9 0.7 0.9 14 0.2 0.9
Belgium 99.3 0.4 0.1 0.2 0.0 0.0
Portugal 97.8 0.7 0.9 0.1 0.0 0.5
Spain 98.9 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.0 0.6
Italy 99.3 0.3 0.1 0.2 0.0 0.2
Greece 97.9 0.4 0.4 0.6 0.0 0.7
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Table 6.2A - continued (relating to Table 6.2 in the text, with the addition of two
extra age groups): Living arrangements, by country, age and sex.

Men, aged With Couple, no Couple, Single, Lone Other
20-24 parents children with living parent
children alone
Finland 55.8 145 3.6 255 0.0 0.6
Denmark 57.6 14.4 29 235 0.0 17
Netherlands 63.9 10.5 11 23.2 0.0 12
UK 67.4 8.7 6.3 10.1 0.0 75
Iredland 92.6 12 11 2.8 0.0 2.3
France 78.2 7.7 22 10.3 0.0 17
Germany 83.2 5.7 19 8.4 0.0 0.8
Austria 81.7 49 4.5 7.7 0.0 12
Belgium 90.1 4.7 15 32 0.0 0.6
Portuga 934 24 25 0.4 0.0 14
Spain 96.7 1.0 11 0.6 0.0 0.6
[taly 9.4 0.6 0.7 16 0.0 0.8
Greece 90.1 1.0 11 6.5 0.0 14
Women, With Couple, no Couple, Single, Lone Other
aged 20-24  parents children with living parent
children alone

Finland 32.8 24.9 8.4 31.6 21 0.3
Denmark 35.3 27.4 8.6 24.9 12 2.6
Netherlands 44.3 27.7 4.7 22.2 0.1 11
UK 48.7 175 10.9 11.0 5.0 7.0
Ireland 82.8 25 5.0 35 3.0 3.3
France 62.5 16.8 6.9 11.3 0.9 17
Germany 64.6 125 6.6 13.6 2.0 0.8
Austria 64.9 112 7.9 114 14 31
Belgium 79.2 10.6 6.9 16 14 0.4
Portuga 86.8 4.6 5.7 1.0 0.2 17
Spain 91.8 35 2.6 11 0.1 1.0
[taly 90.8 39 3.7 12 0.0 0.5
Greece 77.9 4.2 9.6 5.2 0.1 31




Table 6.2A - continued (relating to Table 6.2 in the text, with the addition of two
extra age groups): Living arrangements, by country, age and sex.

Men, aged With Couple, no Couple, Single, Lone Other
25-29 parents children with living parent
children alone
Finland 145 275 27.0 29.7 0.1 13
Denmark 10.0 36.4 25.3 26.0 0.4 2.0
Netherlands 21.3 40.7 12.7 24.0 0.0 14
UK 31.3 26.9 23.1 12.0 0.1 6.5
Iredland 60.1 7.9 19.3 8.3 0.0 4.4
France 33.6 24.0 25.7 155 0.1 12
Germany 439 175 16.3 20.9 0.1 14
Austria 53.7 113 18.0 14.4 0.1 25
Belgium 49.7 22.3 18.6 9.1 0.0 0.3
Portuga 72.0 8.8 16.4 17 0.0 11
Spain 76.1 111 85 3.0 0.0 14
[taly 78.7 8.2 7.6 4.0 0.0 15
Greece 75.0 7.6 114 4.7 0.0 14
Women, With Couple, no Couple, Single, Lone Other
aged 25-29  parents children with living parent
children alone

Finland 49 26.2 39.6 22.1 6.3 1.0
Denmark 5.0 37.0 39.5 125 4.4 17
Netherlands 4.7 51.3 23.8 17.3 23 0.5
UK 15.3 29.1 324 8.0 10.6 4.7
Ireland 46.3 115 28.1 41 5.2 4.8
France 194 22.7 41.8 121 2.7 13
Germany 235 22.7 30.2 18.8 3.7 1.0
Austria 33.1 155 33.6 12.3 4.4 12
Belgium 24.2 27.3 375 8.0 25 0.5
Portuga 56.0 8.7 30.6 2.0 15 12
Spain 61.3 14.4 18.7 29 0.3 2.3
[taly 59.0 13.6 22.3 3.7 0.5 0.9
Greece 45.0 11.0 37.8 4.4 0.5 15
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Table 6.3 (relating to Figure 6.3):
Per centages of young people in non-standard living arrangements

As apercentage As apercentage
of al young people of those who have left home

Age Age Age Age Age Age

16-19 20-24 25-29 16-19 20-24 25-29

Finland 0.42 0.39 1.07 5.99 0.68 1.19

Denmark 0.48 214 1.87 7.35 3.69 1.99

Netherlands 0.21 111 0.78 5.87 2.09 0.86

UK 2.07 7.68 5.70 18.80 17.86 7.27

Ireland 0.49 2.83 4.60 59.94 21.92 9.36

France 0.93 171 1.36 20.69 5.81 1.85

Germany 0.32 0.80 0.98 14.03 2.85 145

Austria 0.98 2.19 1.69 34.88 8.51 3.01

Belgium 0.19 0.41 0.57 27.30 2.47 0.85

Portuga 0.56 141 1.08 30.48 14.24 3.03

Spain 0.28 0.78 191 39.85 13.28 5.96

Italy 0.31 0.67 1.28 38.45 10.45 4.17

Greece 0.60 2.28 1.48 29.43 14.02 3.75

Table 7.1 (relating to Figures 7.1-7.3)
Poverty rates (60% median) by country and age group

0-15 1619 2024 2529 30-39 4049 50-59  60-69 70+
Finland 6.2 125 29.4 12.8 5.3 8.6 8.1 10.9 19.8
Denmark 4.6 85 20.7 8.9 3.8 34 4.8 14.0 36.4
Netherl’s 134 17.7 27.2 12.1 8.0 7.4 6.8 6.4 5.3
UK 26.7 224 19.9 14.6 141 10.3 10.0 16.1 30.3
Ireland 27.0 24.4 11.8 14.4 17.7 19.5 14.8 25.0 39.1
France 16.6 211 21.0 11.3 11.1 11.2 12.6 14.9 20.8
Germany 13.2 131 13.3 10.9 8.6 8.8 10.8 119 134
Austria 124 9.3 8.4 85 8.9 8.0 8.4 151 235
Belgium 14.9 18.3 14.1 9.6 9.7 119 125 21.9 29.2
Portuga 19.0 14.7 9.5 8.9 12.9 12.3 13.2 22.0 31.3
Spain 24.5 24.6 17.6 13.7 16.6 17.7 16.6 15.8 16.1
Italy 22.9 27.3 24.7 19.3 15.2 17.1 17.1 14.8 15.8
Greece 171 20.8 18.7 13.2 12.8 15.6 18.2 26.1 33.9

56



Table 7.7 (relating to Figure 7.7):
Per centages of young peopleliving in poverty (defined as 60% median household
equivalent income), by whether living in parental home

16-19 20-14 25-29
Left Stillin Left Stllin Left Stillin
parental parental parental parental  parental parenta
home home home home home home

Finland 87.8 8.3 475 6.8 13.7 5.2
Denmark 44.6 6.2 324 46 9.2 32
Netherlands 71.2 16.0 423 103 128 5.7
UK 705 170 338 6.9 16.7 45
Ireland 198 245 277 9.2 219 6.6
France 63.9 194 327 158 11.6 107
Germany 53.7 122 217 17 139 41
Austria 26.9 8.8 185 4.2 11.2 4.0
Belgium 37.7 182 246 119 121 45
Portugal 225 145 142 89 100 8.2
Spain 345 245 245 17.1 176 116
Italy 61.6 27.0 374 237 204 188
Greece 28.2 206 247 17.3 143 123

Table 7.8 (relating to Figure 7.8):
Differencesin poverty rates between those who have and have not left home, by the
proportion of young people who have left home (those aged 20-24)

% who have % of those who
left home have left home
who are poor

Finland 57.7 40.7
Denmark 59.1 27.9
Netherlands 534 32.0
UK 445 26.9
Ireland 139 184
France 30.2 16.9
Germany 28.9 20.0
Austria 28.2 14.3
Belgium 17.3 12.7
Portuga 12.2 53
Spain 6.8 7.4
Italy 7.2 13.7
Greece 19.0 7.3
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Table 7.9 (relating to Figure 7.9):
Poverty rates among those aged 20-24 without children, by household composition

Single Couple Living with
parents or in-laws
Finland 69.3 26.9 7.3
Denmark 57.9 11.8 4.7
Netherlands 71.6 105 12.1
UK 56.8 10.6 8.1
Ireland 374 24 109
France 55.6 174 16.8
Germany 43.4 101 8.0
Austria 335 9.8 4.6
Belgium 40.0 11.9 12.0
Portuga 22.6 5.6 9.2
Spain 19.9 145 18.1
[taly 44.3 21.6 24.6
Greece 36.4 94 174

Table7.11 (relating to Figure 7.11):
Percentage poor comparing those with and without children, ages 20-24 and 25-29

Age 20-24 Age 25-29

Single Lone COrL:gl & Cv(\)/?t?: € Single Lone COrL:gl & Cv(\)/?t[?: €

person  parent  iigren  children person - parent  iigren  children
Finland 69.3 40.5 26.9 313 234 6.4 6.8 19.8
Denmark 57.9 232 11.8 23.1 15.1 4.8 5.1 5.2
Netherl's 71.6 37.0 10.5 26.8 55.9 3.6 18.9 30.6
UK 56.8 57.7 10.6 16.8 66.3 3.0 29.4 38.6
Ireland 37.4 55.7 2.4 11.2 56.5 3.6 337 46.5
France 55.6 68.4 17.4 13.9 59.3 5.3 14.9 22.2
Germany 43.4 75.6 10.1 25.7 62.6 5.1 11.3 28.6
Austria 335 25.5 9.8 211 28.8 3.8 11.2 11.5
Belgium 40.0 47.8 11.9 20.9 48.2 3.6 15.2 38.7
Portuga 22.6 56.7 5.6 13.3 63.2 31 10.9 23.9
Spain 19.9 43.6 14.5 135 52.1 71 28.1 38.4
Italy 44.3 56.1 21.6 214 40.3 10.4 28.6 49.6
Greece 36.4 69.1 9.4 13.7 39.7 6.6 16.0 194
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Table 7.13 (relating to Figure 7.13):
Poverty ratesin 1994-5 and 1999-2000 (per centages)

Age0-9 Age 10-15 Age 16-19 Age 20-24 Age 25-59

1994-5 1999- 1994-5 1999- 1994-5 1999- 1994-5 1999- 1994-5 1999-

2000 2000 2000 2000 2000

Denmark 39 42 78 52 95 81 18.0 26.7 6.2 14.0
Netherl’s 12.4 146 13.0 14.9 19.0 16.1 272 21.3 12.1 120
UK 286 26.1 250 24.1 251 234 223 17.7 144 145
Ireland 284 232 34.0 239 28.8 185 12.4 95 150 148
France 147 164 17.2 19.2 222 208 22.7 185 11.0 117
Germany 145 115 153 12.6 142 11.8 159 119 124 113
Austria 142 10.7 12.7 119 8.6 10.0 8.7 6.8 82 94
Belgium 16.3 11.8 18.3 12.0 20.3 14.8 16.4 10.3 115 82
Portugal 16.7 19.2 222 223 13.8 175 10.8 9.9 93 95
Spain 211 212 26.0 26.1 23.7 232 18.3 13.2 13.6 116
Italy 222 215 28.3 248 317 223 26.0 225 19.1 191
Greece 185 145 204 178 233 17.2 19.2 155 139 125

Table 7.14 (relating to Figure 7.14):
Unemployment ratesfor the 20-24 age group

1994-5 1999-2000

Denmark 8.4 34
Netherl’s 7.6 4.9
UK 5.1 25
Ireland 9.9 55
France 8.2 6.4
Germany 6.2 5.6
Austria 33 2.6
Belgium 7.1 55
Portuga 6.0 4.5
Spain 10.5 7.8
Italy 9.1 7.9
Greece 7.9 5.6

59



