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1 Executive Summary

The aim of this study is to describe the state and evolution of social inequalities in Europe
showing trends during the economic crisis and the subsequent recovery years. Longrun forces
that have contributed to rising inequality include globalisation, tec hnological change and
labour market deregulation (OECD 2015, Cohen and Ladaique 2018). These forces still continue
to shape the income distribution in EU member states during the period between 2008 and
2018. In addition, this period has been characterizedby substantial economic fluctuations. The
economic crisis in 2009 affected most EU member states, while in the second half of the period
studied member states started to recover from the crisis and economic growth resumed.
Regarding the entire decade most EU countries have recorded positive economic growth,
albeit with important differences. Lowest growth rates were seen in the case of Southern
European countries with Greece and ltaly recording declining GDP over the decade. Among
the best performers & tog ether with Ireland & we find some of the Eastern European countries
like Poland, Slovakia and Romania. Thus the convergence process in the EU continued with the
least developed member states catching up with the more developed ones.

In the present study special emphasis was given to the analysis of the situation of urban young
adults (those between 15 and 29 years of age)d the prime target group of UPLIFT project. The
analysis was performed at both country and the regional level characterising these units by a
set of indicators relating to the overall income distribution and most important domains of
well-being, like education, employment, labour market, housing and health. Comparative
European data bases (EU Study on income and Living Condition® EU SIIC - and Labour Force
Survey) were used to calculate the indicators in years 2007/2008, 2012 and 2018.

The most important results from the data analysis show that

91 Despite the economic fluctuations caused by the economic crisis deprivation indicators
(eg. severe material deprivation or housing deprivation) were generally improving
during the decade between 2008 and 2018.

1 Incontrast, no improvement has been detected in case of measures of inequality such
as the Ginkindex and (relative) poverty such as the atrisk-of-poverty rate.

1 Youth have clear disadvantages compared to the older age categories with regard to
employment and housing (quality and affordability). Moreover, in roughly half of the
countries the disadvantage of urban youth in terms of unemploymen t has increased
during the crisis years.

1 The economic crisis had a severe effect on the urban young. During the recovery years
however the situation improved: the unemployment rate among the urban young
declined and attained levels lower than or equal to the level in 2007, with the exception
of Southern European countries.
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1 There seems to be a North/West-South/East divide with regards to most indicators of
inequality and deprivation. The regional disparities seem also be more important in the
South/East.

9 Differences within countries tend to be smaller in some sectors (e.g. education), than
others (e.g. unemployment).

Trends over time in periods of crisis and recovery

Our study describes inequality trends in several domains including incomes, labour market,
education, housing and health. Labour market indicators show clearly the impact of the crisis.
In all but one of the countries (Germany) the unemployment rate increased during the crisis
years between 2007 and 2012. Unemployment increased the most in Greee and Spain, but
other Southern European, South-Eastern European countries and the Baltic states have also
recorded important increase (more than 5 points) of the indicator. During the 2012 and 2018
period the unemployment rate decreased in practically all member states. Despite the
recovery, the Southern European countries still exhibit higher levels of unemployment in 2018
than before the crisis (with the exception of Portugal), while some Central-Eastern European
countries (Poland, Slovakia, Czechia, Hugary) together with Germany managed to achieve a
significant decline in unemployment.

Despite the economic fluctuations of the crisis period deprivation indicators were improving
during the decade. In most countries the number of people in severe material deprivation
increased substantially from 2008 to 2012, but by 2018 the rate decreased to lower levels as
before the crisis. Greece, experiencing the most severe economic crisis, is the only country
where in 2018 the severe material deprivation rate was stll considerably higher than it was in
2008. On the other hand, the severe material deprivation improved significantly in countries
like Romania, Bulgaria, the Visegrad countries and Latvia.

In the case of the housing deprivation indicator most of the member states the dominant
pattern is improvement over the years, although the changes through the cycle are visible for
some of the countries. In case of housing affordability, the picture is similar: there is an
improvement in ten countries, although the cyc lical pattern is also visible (in the Baltic states,
Hungary, Cyprus and Ireland), while a few countriesd most importantly Greece - show a
generally declining tendency of housing affordability.

In the domain of education, we have analysed indicators suchas early leavers from education.
In accordance with the policy objectives the share of early leavers has been declining since
2007 in most countries, although there are a few exceptions: Hungary (from 2007) and
Slovakia, Denmark and Estonia (from 2012) sa& slight increases in the share of early leavers.

In a few countries (most importantly Bulgaria and Romania) unmet need in medical care
declined as well during the decade, although in other cases (eg. Greece, Estonia) the value of
the indicator increased.
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In contrast with the improving trend in these indicators of deprivation and access to services
during the 2008-2018 period, measures of inequality such as the Giniindex and (relative)
income poverty did not improve. Half of the countries recorded change in the at-risk-of-
poverty rate during the decade, with nine countries showing increase of poverty (most
importantly Luxembourg, Sweden and the Netherlands) and five countries showing declining
poverty rate. In case of the Gini index of income inequality changes over time have been quite
small with a few exceptions such as, e.g. Luxembourg, Bulgaria and Hungary where inequality
increased and Poland and Portugal, where inequality declined.

The general patterns of income inequality have not changed during the past decade: countries
with the highest level of the Gini index can be found among the Baltic states and the South-
Eastern European countries. Countries with the lowest level of income inequality are Slovakia,
Czech Republic, Slovenia and also Belgium, Fland and Sweden.

Our analysis has also shown that the different indicators are sensitive to the economic cycle to
a varying degree. The difference between the indicators in this respect can also be a result of
the methodology. Eg. the indicators of inequality and relative poverty do not show large
variation during the periods of crisis and recovery as relative measures are most sensitive to
changes in the shape of the distribution, while changes in average income are not recorded
by these measures. Anotherreason why these measures do not follow the economic cycle is
that they are defined on the distribution of household disposable income thus include the
inequality -reducing effect of government redistribution as well. In case of some indicators (e.g.
housing) the changes might be smaller in the short run, as these indicators are less volatile
compared to unemployment or income.

Well -being among the urban young population

Earlier results have shown that the young have been more severely affected by the ecolmmic
crisis that has hit the EU member states in 2009. Our study analyses the evolution of wellbeing
in case of the subgroup of the young that is most interesting for the UPLIFT project, the urban
young, defined as those between 15 and 29 years of age.

Our labour market indicators do confirm the severe effect of the crisis on the urban young.

The unemployment rate and the NEET rate increased among the urban young during the
period between 2007 and 2012. During the recovery years however the situation improved.
The unemployment rate among the urban young declined and attained levels lower than or

equal to the level in 2007, with the exception of Southern European countries. On the other
hand, the share of those employed on fixed-term contracts increased more importantly during

this period compared to the crisis years.

Youth have clear disadvantages compared to the older age categories with regard to

employment and housing (quality and affordability). Results show that the unemployment rate

among the wurban youth exceeds that of théhe econ
countries except for Lithuania. Moreover, in roughly half of the countries the disadvantage of

urban youth in terms of unemployment has increased during the crisis years.
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In terms of housing it has been shown that urban young people exhibit higher oc currence of
housing deprivation compared to those in active age in a clear majority of the EU member
states. The period of economic depression impacted young people approximately equally as
it has affected the rest. The urban young are also more affected by high costs of housing
compared to their incomes: the share of those characterized by housing cost overburden is
higher among them compared to all active age in a clear majority of countries.

In case of poverty indicators and housing the relative position of the young tend to be less
favourable in developed welfare states while it is more favourable in case of Eastern European
countries. For example, the atrisk-of poverty rate among the urban young is at least 50%
higher than in case of all active age in countries such as Denmark, Finland, France and the
Netherlands, whereas in Romania and Lithuania and five other countries the urban young have
lower poverty rate compared to the active age overall. The situation is similar in case of the
severe material deprivation rate and the housing cost overburden rate. The reason behind
these differences are partly demographic: the young in Northern EU countries leave the
parental home at earlier ages, when their labour market and employment situation is more
fragile, while staying longer in the parental household protects the young against poverty to
a certain extent in the Southern European and Eastern European countries.

Differences between regions

Our results also demonstrate that there is substantial internal varation within the countries in
many cases. The country averages conceal significant variation between regions. For example,
the at-risk-of-poverty indicator in Italy in 2018 is more than three times higher in case of the
Isole region (37, 3%) as in the Nod-Est region (10,5%). In case of the unemployment rate,
there is substantial difference between Pais Vasco in Spain, where the unemployment rate
equals 10,1%, while in the Extremadura region it is more than twice as high (24,2%). In case of
the housing deprivation indicator in Romania, the Macroregiunea Doi region (eastern part of
the country) recorded a value as high as 46,5%, while in the Macroregiunea Unu the
corresponding value is considerably lower, 20,3%.

Regarding the pan-European picture, quite a few regional statistics bring back the expected
center-periphery distribution, with peripheral regions of Southern and South -eastern
European countries are the most disadvantaged. Regional data also appear to react more
strongly to the crisis than national o nes, although higher volatility in case of regional estimates
can also be a result of smaller sample size.

Our analysis also investigated the urbanrural divide for some indicators in case of the young
population. The NEET rates regarding the urban youthare lower than those relevant to the
total youth of respective countries in Bulgaria, Slovakia, Poland, Slovakia or Hungary, while the
opposite is true for France, Germany, the UK, Austria or the Netherlands.The reason behind
this may be the fact, that poverty is more prevalent in urban areas in Western and Northern
Europe, while it is a stronger phenomenon in rural areas in Central Europe.
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On the other hand, for most EU member states, the share of early leavers from education and
training in urban areas relative to the share regarding the whole country is at around 100%
and reasonably steady over 20072018, however, we saw a slight decline of early leavers in
urban areas since 2007, with exceptions of Portugal, Spain, Hungary and Malta. That is, we can
assume that in these cases, countrylevel policy variables (operation of the school system) have
a decisive effect.
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2 List of abbreviations

Abbreviation \ Full word

EU European Union

EU-SILC The European Union Statistics on Income and Living Conditions
GDP Gross Domestic Product

ILO International Labour Organization

LFS Labour Force Survey

NEET Not in Education, Employment or Training

NUTS Nomenclature of territorial units for statistics

OECD Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development

UK United Kingdom
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3 Introduction

The aim of Deliverable 1.3 is to describe the state and evolution of socialinequalities in Europe
showing trends during the economic crisis and the subsequent recovery yearsbased on a
complex set of indicators. A specific focus of the analysis isplaced on the primary target group
of UPLIFT project, the urban young population (those between 15 and 29 years of age) The
analysis will be performed at both the country and the regional level describing differences
between regions and inequality within regions. Countries and regions will be characterised by
a set of indicators relating to inequality in the most important domains of well-being, like
income and material living conditions, education, employment, labour market, housing and
health. The situation of the young will be assessed in comparison with the situation of the
working age population or the total population.

A great number of comparative studies have analysed the income dstribution in EU countries
in the past fifteen years (examples include Alvaredo et al. 2017, European Commission 2017,
Eurofound 2017, Jenkins et al. 2013,0ECD 2011 0OECD 2018, OECD2019According to these
studies, before the economic crisis the general tendency was that of increasing inequalities in
the OECD countries (OECD 2011Jenkins et al. 2013. Increasing inequality was mainlya result
of increasing dispersion of wages in connection with globalisation, technological change and
labour market deregulation which brought about an increase in non -standard work (OECD
2015, Cohen and Ladaique 2018). This tendency of risinglabour market inequality has
continued during the years of the economic crisis as well. The largest increase in market
income inequality has been observed in countries most affected by the crisis (OECD 2013). In
many EU countries the tax and transfer systems were able to mitigate the rise in market
income inequality during the early years of the crisis, so inequality of disposable income was
much more stable (OECD 2013, Blanchet et al. 2019)T'he economic crisis not only impacted
on inequality within -countries but has also affected inequality between member states. The
process of income convergence among the member states suffered a setback with the
economic crisis (European Commission 2017Blanchet et al. 2019, with the Southern European
countries losing ground in comparison with the more d eveloped countries of the EU and the
slowdown of convergence of some of the Eastern European countries( Me d gy e s i
2021).

Research results havealso described the impacts of the recession on the young. Results show
that young people were affected disproportionately by the economic crisis that hit the EU

and

countriesin200860 9 ( Eur of ound, 201 2; OdbRei Il ly et al

youth unemployment and poverty rates was more pronounced compared to the increase
experienced by older age groups and the total population. Research resultsalso suggest that
these effects of the crisis might have long-term consequences beyond the current negative

T.

effects on the well-being of the young. The experience of unempl oyment

might have a negative dfect on employment prospects and wages in the long run (Scarpetta
et al. 2010, Bell and Blanchflower 201). Unemployment and labour market insecurity have

10
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also a negative effect on subjective well-being among the young (Taht et al. 2019) Moreover,
poverty among the young might have a negative effect on the transition into adulthood as
well, delaying transition into independent living and family formation especially for those who
cannot count parental support ( O6 Re i | | y . Researehlhas alsoXiowrbthat that the
extent of youth labour market problems and their effect on well -being varies strongly between
countries with different education systems, labour market regulations and welfare state
characteristicgb)(OO6Reilly et al., 20

Studies of regional inequalities in Europe have demonstrated that despite income
convergence among the member states, within-country regional inequality has increased in
many countries as capital regions were growing faster than average (Roses and Wd| 2018).
Since the economic crisis variation in GDP per capita between regions of Europe has begun
to increase (Alcidi et al. 2018), while variation between countries has stagnatedThe literature
has also described new tendencies in the geography of jobs, whereby rural regions and
previously prosperous industrialised metropolitan areas are now characterised by job loss and
income decline, while large metropolitan areas and their suburbs are the most dynamic in
terms of income and employment creation nowadays (lammarino et al. 2019).

Despite the ample research on the impacts of the recession on the young and also on spatial
aspects of inequalities, these research streams have developed largely independently and the
literature that focuses on the youth and looks at spatial inequalities is less developed.Existing
examples d such asCefalo et al. (2020)0 focus only on the regional analysis of labour market
integration of the young, while studies providing an analysis on wider range of well -being
dimensions are scarce.In this report the aim is to describe inequalities in Europe with the focus
on urban youth and at the same time provid e both a country -level and a regional-level picture
of the scale and trends of inequalities. This broad picture of inequalities in the EU sets the
wider context for other Work Packages of UPLIFT project.

11
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4 Measuring inequality in different dimensions of well -
being

Inequality can be studied in various dimensions of well-being. Here we consider the basic
dimensions asincome, education and health (also included in the Human Development Index)
complemented with two other dimensions: labour market and housing , which are particularly
important for describing disadvantages among the young. This section presents indicabrs
used in this study to describe inequality along these dimensions of well-being. We study
inequality mainly by focusing on individuals facing hardship or exclusion in the given domain.
Exclusion will be measured in the different domains by indicators such as income poverty,
material deprivation, unemployment, exclusion from access to health care or housing
deprivation. In addition, we also take into account the aspect of vulnerability, which considers
people who are exposed to instability and are in a situation where they are likely to suffer
damaging consequencesif any problematic situation arises. We are not able to capture this
aspect of vulnerability in all domains, but related indicators will be included in cases of income
and labour market dimensions. This approach widens the scope of our analysis since
vulnerability affects not only those who face outright deprivation and exclusion but also parts
of the middle class.

4.1 Income and material living conditions

One basc dimension of well-being is that arising from consumption of goods and services.
Although inequality in consumption could be studied directly, the literature argues that it is
more useful to measure opportunities for consumption which is better described by household
wealth or income. Measures of wealth are not widely available, so most accounts of inequality
in material well-being are based on household income data. In this study, we use four
inequality indicators of income and material living conditions . Inequality in the distribution of
incomes will be described by the Gini index. Two exclusion indicators considered here are the
at-risk-of-poverty rate, which focuses on relative income poverty and severe material
deprivation, which identifies households with high level of deprivation in consumption. The
fourth indicator included is an indicator of vulnerability, which measures the likelihood of
middle-income households to fall into poverty.

Indicators

The Gini coefficientof the distribution of equivalis ed household income varies between 0, when
all incomes are equal and 1, when a single individual (person or household) has all the income
(for a more precise definition see Cowell 2011) The Gini index is the most widely used indicator
of inequality of the income distribution within a country. Data used from the European Union

Statistics on Income and Living Conditions (EUSILC)study, crosssectional data.

The at-risk-of-poverty rate is the proportion of people with an equivalised net disposable
income below the at-risk-of poverty threshold (Eurostat 2018) which is conventionally set at

12
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60% of the national median equivalised disposable income (after social transfers and direct
taxes). Data used: ELSILC study, crosssectional data.

The severe material depivation rate describes the share of those with enforced inability to pay
for at least four of the following items (Eurostat 2018) unexpected expenses, afford a one
week annual holiday away from home, a meal involving meat, chicken or fish every second
day, the adequate heating of a dwelling, durable goods like a washing machine, colour
television, telephone or car, being confronted with payment arrears (mortgage or rent, utility
bills, hire purchase instalments or other loan payments). While the at-risk-of-poverty rate is a
relative measure, the material deprivation rate is more of an absolute poverty measure. Data
used: EUSILC study, crosssectional data.

The middle-class vulnerability measures the probability of falling into poverty among the
middle-income groups. This measure expresses the probability of middle-income individuals
(between 60% of median and 200% of median income) in a given year to be found among the
poor (below 60% of equivalised household income) in the subsequent year over the four-year
period covered by the data. Data used: EUSILC study, longitudinal data.

4.2 Education

Education is important for individual well -being as developing the competencies and skills
needed for labour market integration is remunerated in high er wages and better employment
prospects which results in higher lifetime income and increased consumption. In addition to
the effects of education on income, evidence shows that more educated individuals are more
likely to report greater subjective well-being, to participate more actively in society and to
enjoy better health. Others argue that education and literacy are not only instrumental for
higher well-being but also directly important for well -being, as better cognitive functioning
expands individual s 8 freedoms and opportuniti e s ofithe
effect on income (Stiglitz, Senand Fitouss 2009). As a consequence of is close direct and
indirect link with well -being, education has long been recognised as a basic human right and
the importance of equal access to education has been emphasised repeatedly in international
conventions. In case of education many approaches exist for the measurement of educational
inequality. Here two measures will be used: a measure of low educatioral achievement (early
leavers from education and training) and a measure of inequality of opportunity in education
(intergenerational educational mobility) .

Indicators

Early leavers from education and trainingshows the share of persons aged 18 to 24 who have
completed at most lower secondary education (their highest level of education or training
attained is 0, 1 or 2 according to the 1997 International Standard Classification of Educationd
ISCED 97 see UNESCO 200Band have not received education or training in the four weeks
preceding the survey (Eurostat2019). Data used: Labour Force Survey.

13
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Intergenerational transmission of educational inequality (educational immobility ) measures the
effect of parental background on the educational attainment of children. We use an indicator,

which is net of the change in educational composition of the society, the o6odds r

odds ratios, which are reported here show inequality in the chances of having a higher
education diploma between individuals with a tertiary educated father and those whose father
has lower than tertiary education. An odds ratio equal to one means no inequality in
opportunities, and the higher the odds ratio is the stronger is the impact of parental education
on the education al attainment of children®. Data used: the EUSILC study, crosssectional data,
ad-hoc module on ol ntergenerational Tr ansmi

4.3 Labour market

Successful integration in the labour market is important fo r well-being as labour earnings are
typically the most important source of household income. In addition, work provides not only

i ncome but contributes to individual sd ident.

Ideally, measures of labour market inequality would take into account the quality of the job,

which includes aspects such as job security, whetherthe job matches workerso skills,
opportunities for development, etc. We will not be able to take into account a Il aspects of job
quality in our analysis. Here we study two indicators of labour market exclusion, the
unempl oyment rate which is the most wi del
education, employment or training) index , a measure that is most relevant to the younger age
group. We also include an indicator of labour market precariousness the share of those
employed in fixed-term contracts.

Indicators

The unemployment rateindicates the number of unemployed people in a specific age group
as a percentage of the labour force, where the latter consists of the unemployed plus those in
paid or self-employment (Eurostat 2020c) Unemployed people are defined following the ILO
definition as those who report that they are without work, that they are available for work and
that they have taken active steps to find work in the last four weeks. Data used: Labour Force
Survey.

The "Not in Education, Employment, or Training" (NEET) ratés applied here to those aged
between 15 and 29. It indicates the relative number of young people who are neither in
employment nor education or training (Eurostat 2019) who in other words are unemployed,
but not receiving training, or are inactive but not studying. Data used: Labour Force Survey.

The share of those employed on fixeeterm, or temporary contracts shows the fraction of
employees who are employed with fixed-term or temporary contracts instead of permanent
contracts. This measure of non-standard work is related to the insecurity or precariousness of

1 The odds ratios reported here were calculated using a logit regression where the dependent variable is 1 if
individual is tertiary educated and 0 otherwise and the only independent variable is the education level of the father
(with two categories: tertiary or lower than tertiary).
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employment. Working on temporary contracts is of cou rse an imperfect measure as in some

cases, those employed on 6standardd contracts of
to losing their job, nevertheless it is frequently used a measure of labour market
precariousness.Data used: Labour Force Surey.

4.4 Housing

Following Bratt (2002), means of housing impact household well-being in several ways. First
housing contributes to well -being of household members through its physical presence,the
quality and safety it provides. At a second level the impact of housing can be described in
relation to the composition and income situation of the household by attributes such as
overcrowding or affordability . A third key attribute of housing stems from the neighbourhood
to which it gives access, which can be decribed by attributes such as safety or access to social
services. In addition to the direct effects on well-being, more indirect effects are also described
in the literature such as the effect of housing on health (eg. Rolfe et al. 2020) or child
educational success. The indicators we use hereannot capture all these effects. We will use a
measure of housing deprivation which identifies those in low quality housing, while the other
measure used is a measure of housing affordability. We cannot study homelessness, as the
household surveys used cannot be representative of that population group.

Indicators

Housing deprivation identifies people living in households with one of the following
deficiencies (Eurostat 2018) leaking roof, damp walls, rot; no bath or shower in the dwelling;
no indoor flushing toilet for sole use of the household; difficulties of keeping the house warm;
problems because of dwelling being too dark. Data used: EU-SILC study, crosssectional data.

The housing cost overburden rateis the percentage of the population living in households

where the total housing costs - 'net' of housing allowances - represent more than 40 % of
disposable income (Eurostat 2018. Housing costs often make up the largest component of

expenditures for households, thus housing cost overburden represents a serious risk of
material deprivation. Data used: EU-SILC study, crosssectional data.

4.5 Health

Health can be considered to be the most fundamental component of capabilities as the

absence of health have a negativeimpact on the value of other life domains as well (Sen,

Stiglitz and Fitoussi 2009). Inequality in the health domain can be analysed from different
perspectives. Here two indicators will be used: one which concerns health status(chronic

morbidity) and another assessinginequality of access to health care servicesChronic diseases

are major causes of disability, ilFhealth, health-related retirement and premature death (Busse

et al., 2010). They lead to stroke, cancer and many other leading causes of mortkty and

disability worldwide, representing 60 % of all deaths (Eurostat 2020) European Union has set

up a o0Chronic Diseased6 web platform that monito
(European Commission 2020a). Studies on chronic illnesses showthe spread of the
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phenomenon also among the less affluent and young people. As a consequence, chronic
illnesses are causing health problems to all age groups across Europe. The economic
implications of such diseases are also serious; chronic diseases depss wages, earnings,
workforce participation and labour productivity, as well as increasing early retirement, high job
turnover and disability. For young people, chronic diseases pose especially important
problems in the intersections of health and wealth by (Busse et al. 2010; European Commission
2020a; Fattouh et al. 2019): contributing to the deterioration of other health outcomes of
young people such as an increase in depressionand anxiety.

Indicators

The proportion of people reporting a chronicillnessis defined as the share of thosewho report
suffering from any longstanding (of a duration of at least six months) illness or health problem
(see Hernandez-Quevedo et al. 2010, Eurostat 2020b). This is a selfreported measure of
chronic illness. Data used: EU-SILC study, crosssectional data.

Unmet need for health care. Access to healthcare can be measured in terms of those reporting

an unmet need for healthcare. The EUSILC enables the particular reasons responsibleor

having a need for care unmet to be identified. The indicator we use here & following the

Eurostat definition (see Eurostat 2018)d thus measures selfreported unmet needs for medical

care that concern a personds own assessment of
treatment for a specific type of health care, but did not have it or did not seek it because of

one of the following: i nanci al waietaismogicldi, $§ @6 it wdrth retingthab .

such an indicator is also included in the health services chapteroft he &6 Eur opean Cor e
Il ndi cator so. |t should be borne in mi-regbited howeve.!
unmet needs, and, accordingly, on the implicit assumption that these reflect actual problems

in accessing healthcare. Data usedEU SILC study, crosssectional data.

4.6 Data used

Most of the i ndicators are analysed usingthe European Union Statistics on Income and Living
Conditions (EU-SILC). EWBILC is an output harmonised data collection, which is built on a
common framework of concepts, procedures and classifications but in the same time allowing
national statistics offices a certain degree of discretion to implement the guidelines (e.g. Wolff
et al.,, 2010). For example, the framework allows to base many income variables on
administrative data rather than on survey data and in some countries (Nordic countries, the
Netherlands and Slovenia) income data and some demographic information is obtained from

administrative registers. Indicators calculated from the most recent publicly available data o
2018 for most countries, except the UK, Slovakia and Ireland where it is 20178 will be

compared with data from a post -crisis year (2012) and a precrisis year (2008).Regional data
in EU-SILC is restricted for most countries to the NUTS1 level. In cae of Germany and the
Netherlands no regional data were provided in the data file so only country-level data are
available, while some other countries constitute only one NUTS1 region.
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Indicators related to intergenerational mobility will be studied using the ad-hoc module
alntergenerational transmission of disadvantage:
Similar data have not been collected more recently so change in intergenerational mobility
will not be described. In case of this indicator sample size is more limited so no regional
breakdowns will be provided for the youth specific indicators. M iddle-class vulnerability will
be studied using longitudinal data from EU -SILC. While the main aim of EUSILC is to provide
cross-sectional microdata on income and living conditions, it also has a four-year rotating
panel component. While the sample size of the longitudinal database is smaller than that of
the cross-sectional one and covers only four years, it still gives an opportunity to follow
individual-level changes over time.Longitudinal data from 2018 has not yet been released for
Portugal, Slovakia and the UK, so in the case of these countries only data for earlier years will
be shown.

Inequality indicators in the education and employment domains wer e calculated from the
European Union Labour Force Survey (EU LFS), which is a large household sample survey
providing quarterly results on labour participation of people aged 15 and over as well as on
persons outside the labour force. The Labour Force Sureys are conducted by the national
statistical institutes across Europe and are centrally processed by Eurostat. All definitions apply
to persons aged 15 years and over living in private households. Persons carrying out obligatory
military or community service are not included in the target group of the survey, as is also the
case for persons in institutions/collective households. Indicators will be calculated for years
2007, 2012 and 2018.Regional data are available at NUTS2 level in case of the LFS.
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5 Reaults of the analysis of indicators

5.1 Income and material living conditions

5.1.1 The Gini coefficient of the distribution of equivalised household income

Figure 1.11 shows the change of Gini coefficient of equivalent disposable income in European
countries over time for three data points; 2008, 2012 and 2018.It is important to keep in mind
that disposable income includes incomes of households obtained on the labour and capital
market together with all private and government transfers received by the households after
the deduction of direct taxes paid. In 2018 the most equal European countries in terms of
income distribution are Slovakia, Slovenia, Czech Republic, Belgium, and Finlandit the other
end of the spectrum are Bulgaria, Lithuania, Latvia, Romania, and Luxembourg. For most
countries, the changes over time have been quite small but there are countries that have seen
quite a significant increase in the Gini coefficient, e.g. Luxemlourg, Bulgaria and Lithuania. In
the case of Bulgaria, Luxembourg, the UK and the Netherlands the coefficient has decreased
from 2008 to 2012 but then increased by 2018. This trend could show that these countries
have seen delayed effects of the 200722008 financial crisis, at least in terms of the Gini
coefficient. Thetimelier impact of the crisis on income inequality followed by a recovery is seen
in countries where the Gini coefficient increased from 2008 to 2012 but then decreased by
2018, e.g. Slovakia France, Estonia, and Cyprus. Countries that have seen a steady decrease
might illustrate that income inequality of disposable income was not affected much by the
crisis in those countries, e.g. Poland, Belgium, Portugal, and Latvia. There are, howeverrange
of developments that potentially affect this measure, such as changes in female labour market
participation, taxation reforms and welfare spending.

There are also regional differences in the Gini coefficient and in 2018 the biggest within
country differences were seen in Spain, Italy and the UK (Figurd.12). In Italy, the regions with
highest Gini coefficient were the islands Sardinia and Sicily and the Pienonte region in north -
eastern ltaly; the lowest income inequality was in the north-western regions. In Spain, the
Andalusia region in the South had the highest Gini coefficient and Aragon region in the North
the lowest. The western parts of the UK had lower income inequality and the highest income
inequality was in London where the average incomesalso are higher.

The income inequality situation for the urban youth (aged 15 -29) shows that the most unequal
countries in 2018 were Bulgaria, Italy, Spain, Luxembourg and Greece (Figuré.13). The most
equal in terms of income inequality were recorded for the youth in Slovenia, Slovakia, Czech
Republic, Cyprus and Belgium. This pattern of countries belonging to the top and bottom of
the Gini coefficient spectrum is similar to Gini coefficient for the total economically active
population, with the exception of a relatively worse situation for the urban youth in the
Southern European countries. The Gini coefficient has steadily increased for the urban youth
in Luxembourg, Spain, Italy and Malta It has decreased in Portugal, the UK, Poland and Czech
Republic. A delayed effect of the 2007-2008 financial crisis for the urban youth in terms of
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income inequality can be observed in Bulgaria and Germany.In most countries, the 2012 Gini

is higher than that of 2008 or 2018, exhibiting immediate effects of the crisis: most notably
Greece, Latvia, Ireland, Denmark, Estonia, Sweden, Austria, France and Cyprus. In some
countries, the level of Gini coefficient had declined back to the 2008 values or less by2018
(e.g. France, Austria, Cyprus, Estonia, Latvia, Greece) but in others the decrease from 2012 to
2018 has been minimal or non-existent (e.g. Spain, Romania, Ireland, Denmark, Sweden).
Overall, this suggests thatthe lasting effect of the crisis on inequality among the urban youth
was smallor we fail to measure changes in inequality properly.

Regional changes in the Gini coefficient among the urban youth from 2012 to 2018 show that
in some countries the regional differences were quite big and some regions have done much
better than others have (Figure 1.14). In the case of the UK the Gini coefficient for the entire
country shows a small decline during that period but there are many regions where the income
inequality among the urban youth has increased (the biggest increase has been in Scotland).
Italy and Spain also show big regional differences with a negative change (i.e. increase in the
Gini coefficient) in Andalusia in Spain and in Sardinia, Palermo and southern parts of Italy.
Positive change canbe observed in central parts of Italy and in central parts of Spain.

A comparison of the situation of the youth and the active age (aged 15 -64) population (Figure

1.15) shows that in 2018 in most countries income inequality among the youth was slightly

smaller and changes over time were quite modest. Biggest changes for the urban youth

(relative to the active age group) have been registered in Romania, Ireland, Belgium and
Luxembourg where in 2008 the situation for the youth was better relative to the act ive age but
by 2018 this gap has narrowed down. Few countries display an opposite direction of change:
in 2008 income inequality among the Bulgarian and Hungarian youth was higher than among

the active age group but in 2018 it was lower.

Although the country values for relative differences between the youth and the active age
group are not very big, there are some regional differences that stand out. In 2018, all over
Europe there were much fewer regions wherethe youth was doing better than the active age
group than regions where the youth was doing worse in terms of income inequality (Figure
1.16). Among positive exceptions we see some regions in France, the UK, Poland and Romania.
Negative examples were all of Sweden, Denmark, Czech Republic, Slovakiauxembourg, plus
some regions in Finland, Belgium, France, Spain, Portugal, Italy, Austria and Poland. Obviously
many factors affect these different trajectories, such as enrolment into higher education, youth
unemployment levels, influx of refugees, and the degree of family formation in younger age
groups.
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Figure 11.1. The Gini coefficient of equivalised household incomé EU member states
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Figure 1.13. The Gini coefficientof equivalised household incomeamong urban youth (aged 15-29) in EU member
states
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Figure 1.14. Point change in the Gini coefficient of equivalised household incomamong the urban young
population (aged 15-29) in regions of theEU, 20122018
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Figure1.15. The Gini coefficient of equivalised household incomamong urban youth (15-29) relative to the active
age (aged 1564) in EU member states
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Figure1.16. The Gini coefficient of equivalised household incomamong urban youth (15-29) relative to the active
age (aged 1564) in EU regions, 2018
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5.1.2 At-risk-of-poverty rate

In Europe in 2018, the proportion of people with an equivalised net disposable income below
the at-risk-of poverty threshold was between 9.6% and 23.5% (Figurel.21). The lowest shares
were seen in the Czech Republic, Finland, Slovakia, Denmark and Hungary. The highest shares
were in Romania, Latvia, Lithuania, Bulgaria and Estonia. These Eastern European countries
were followed by Southern European countries: $ain, Italy, Croatia and Greece. Interestingly,
some countries have seen a rather big fluctuation in the at-risk-of-poverty-rate over the years.
For example, in Latvia, Lithuania and Estonia the atrisk-of-poverty rate decreased from 2008

to 2012 and then increased from 2012 to 2018% in Luxemburg and the Netherlands it has
increased over the years; in Greece the rate significantly increased from 2008 to 2012 but by
2018, it fell below the 2008 level.

The regional differences in 2018 were biggest in Spain, Italy and Romania (Figurel.22). In
Spain more people were at risk of poverty in the southern and central parts of the country
(except in Madrid); in Italy a similar tendency can be seen in the souttern parts and in Sardinia
and Sicily, and in Romania in the eastern part of the country.

In 2018, the at-risk-of-poverty rate for the urban youth varied between 9.7% in the Czech
Republic and 31.9% in Denmark (Figurel.23). It is noteworthy that the Nord ic countries
together with Luxembourg also record high levels of at -risk-of-poverty rate among the urban
young. One potential explanation could be that young tend to leave the parental home earlier
in these countries compared to Southern or Central Europe (see eg. Mandic 2008) which
exposes them to an increased risk of poverty in early years of the labour market career The
at-risk-of-poverty rate shows much bigger fluctuation over the years among the urban young
than it does for the total population The youth has shown an increased risk of poverty after
the crisis (in 2012 and 2018) in comparison to the 2008 levels in most countries: Denmark,
Luxembourg, Spain, Italy, Greece, Ireland, the Netherlands, France, Portugal, Belgium, Estonia,
Latvia, Romania, @prus, Lithuania, Slovakia, Slovenia and Malta. The atisk-of-poverty rate
among the youth has not changed much over time in Sweden, Hungary and Bulgaria. Only in
a few countries, the youth were less in risk of poverty in 2018 than they were in 2008, i.e.in
Germany, Austria, Poland, Czech Republic, Poland and Bulgaria.

Regional differences in the change from 2012 to 2018 for the at-risk-of-poverty rate among
urban youth show that in Europe there are more regions where the change was positive (i.e.
the rate decreased) than negative (Figurel.24). Positive examples of regions with a decreased
rate were located in Finland, the UK, Austria, Romania, Greece, Spain and Portugal. Regions
with increasing at-risk-of-poverty rate among the youth were located in the UK, the
Netherlands, Belgium, Luxembourg, Poland, Austria, Italy, Greece and Spain.

2 On the one hand, these results may come as a consequence of low sample sizes of the Baltic countries. On the
other hand, these countries generally show higher over time volatility in response to shocks.
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The at-risk-of-poverty rate among urban youth relative to the entire active age group shows
that in 2018 in most European countries young people were more in risk of poverty (Figure
1.25). The relative difference in favour of young people was mostly prevalent in Central and
Eastern European countries, i.e. Romania, Lithuania, Croatia, Bulgaria, Poland and Latvia, plus
in Malta. The highest rates of young people at risk of poverty in relation to active age were in
Northern and Western European countries, i.e. Denmark, Finland, France, the Netherlands,
Austria, Luxembourg and Sweden. Sweden is the only country that has seen a steady decrease
of this gap over the years but in 2018 the youth in Sweden were still 1.4 times more at-risk-
of-poverty than the total active age group. Most countries have seen an increase of young
people being more in risk of poverty in relation to the active age group over the years.

Regional differences in the at-risk-of-poverty rate among the urban youth relative to the active
age in 2018 also show that young people were lessat risk of poverty in Central and Eastern
European countries (plus in Portugal) and more at risk of poverty in Western and Northern
European countries (Figurel.26). However, there were also regions in the UK, Spain, Italy and
France where the youth was less at risk of poverty in relation to the active age group.
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Figure1.2.1. The at-risk-of-poverty rate in BJ member states, total population
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Figure1.2.2. The at-risk-of-poverty rate in regions of the EU, total population, 2018
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Figure 1.23. The atrisk-of-poverty rate among urban youth (aged 1529) in EU member states
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Figure 1.24. Point change in theat-risk-of-poverty rate among urban young population (aged 1529) in regions of
the EU, 20122018
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Figure 1.25. The atrisk-of-poverty rate among urban youth (15-29) relative to the active age (aged 1564) in EU
member states
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Figure 1.26. The atrisk-of-poverty rate among urban youth (15-29) relative to the active age (aged 1564) in EU
regions, 2018
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5.1.3 The severe material deprivation rate

In 2018, the differences among European countries in severe material deprivation rates were
quite substantial: ranging from 1.3% in Luxembourg to 20.9% in Bulgaria (Figure 1.31).
However, almost half of all countries scores below 5 %. The severe material deprivation rate
was generally lower in Western and Northern European countries and higher in Central and
Easern European countries. The 20072008 financial crisis brought along considerable
fluctuation in the share of people falling into severe material deprivation: in most countries
the number of people in severe deprivation increased substantially from 2008 to 2012, but by
2018 the rate decreased back to 2008 level or even lower.The fall in the severe material
deprivation rate has been particularly important in the least developed member states of the
EU, Bulgaria, Romania and HungaryCountries with an already low severe material deprivation
rate have shown very small changes over time: e.g. Luxembourg, Sweden, the Netherlands,
Finland and Denmark. Only a few countries have shown a constant decrease over the years:
Romania, Slovakia, Portugal, Poland and Ausia. Greece, experiencing the most severe
economic crisis, is the only country where in 2018 the severe material deprivation rate was still
considerably higher than it was in 2008.

In most countries, in 2018, regional differences in severe material deprivdion rate were quite
small (Figure 1.32). Two countries stand out with bigger regional differences: Italy and
Romania. In Italy, the northern parts had much lower severe material deprivation rate than the
southern parts of the country. In Romania, the eagern parts had higher rates than the northern
part, showing a similar pattern as was observable for poverty rates by regions.

In 2018, the severe material deprivation rate among the urban youth ranged from 1.9% in
Luxembourg to 20.6% in Greece (Figurel.3.3). The overall pattern of severe deprivation among
the youth was similar to the one displayed for the total population: in general, there were less
young people living in severe material deprivation in Northern and Western European
countries than in Central and Eastern European countries; and most countries have seen an
increase in the severe material deprivation rate from 2008 to 2012, followed by a decrease
from 2012 to 2018 (in many cases down to the 2008 level or even lower). Interestingly, the
severe material deprivation rate among the youth decreased more from 2012 to 2018 in
Central and Eastern European countries than it did in Northern and Western European
countries (Figure 1.34). The central parts of Spain (except Madrid), Grek islands and Cyprus
have experienced the largest increase in youth living in severe material deprivation.

In 2018, in most European countries the urban youth lived more often in severe material
deprivation in relation to the active age group (Figure 1.35). The severe naterial deprivation
rate among youth relative to the entire active age category was smaller in Central and Eastern
European countries (Lithuania, Latvia, Poland, Slovenia, Estonia, Bulgaria etc.) and higher in
Northern, Western and Southern European countries (Ireland, Finland, France, Portugal,
Sweden, the UK etc.)In most countries the situation for the youth has steadily changed for
the better over the time but there are also countries where the difference compared with the
active age group substantially increased from 2008 to 2012 (e.g. Austria, Luxembourg, Estonia).

28



UPLIFT (870898) l’

Deliverable 1.3 up
Atlas of Inequalities in Europe lift

In Luxembourg and Estonia, it decreased by 2018 but did not reach the 2008 level. Sweden
stands out as an only country where the level stayed the same 20082012 (youth doing better
in relation to active age people) followed by a considerable increase in 2018 (youth doing
worse). In 2018, regional differences within countries in the severe material deprivation rate
among the youth in relation to the active age group were quite small for most countries (Figure
1.36). France and the UK stand out with having the most variety between regionsd in both
countries regions where the youth is doing better and where the youth is doing much worse
than the active age group, are represented.
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Figure 1.3.1. Thesevere material deprivation rate in EU member states, total population
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Figure 1.32. Thesevere material deprivation rate in regions of the EU, 2018
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Figure 1.33. Thesevere material deprivation rate among urban youth (aged 1529) in EUmember states
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Figure 1.34. Point change in thesevere material deprivation rate among urban young population (aged 1529) in
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Figure 1.35. Thesevere material deprivation rate among urban youth (1529) relative to the active age (aged 1564)
in EU member states
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Figure 1.36. Thesevere material deprivation rate among urban youth (1529) relative to the active age (aged 1564)
in EU regions, 2018
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5.1.4 Middle -class vulnerability

As longitudinal data from 2018 has not yet been released for Portugal, Slovakia and the UKin
the case of these countries only data for earlier years will be shownon the following figures .
Figure 1.41 depicts the share of middle-class falling into poverty in EU member states,
therefore, the higher the values are on this graph, the greater is vulnerability of the middle-
class in the given country. Based on data stemming from 20152018, countries where this
measure is low include the rather developed welfare economies of Europe: knland, Sweden,
Denmark, Czech Republic Slovenia, the Netherlands, France, Cyprus and Austria, while
countries where this measure is relatively high are: Bulgaria, Lithuania, Latvia, Luxembourg,
Spain and Estonia. In most of the countries, values regarding the three diffeent periods
examined are close to each other. However, in a few cases some major differences can be
observed across countries in the distinct time periods. In Bulgaria, between 2005 and 2008
11.9% of middle-class people experienced transition into poverty, between 2009 and 2012 this
decreased to 6.6% and later between 2015 and 2018 it increased again to 8.9%. The highest
value taken on this graph regards the 2005-2008 measure of Latvia, when 14.8% of midclass
people fell into poverty. During the following 4 years this declined to 9.5% and then further to
8.7% by 2018. In Lithuania this measure between 2005 and 2012 is relatively stable around
4.7% but then by 2018 it increased to 7.8%. With regards to Spain an opposite pattern in
tendency is distinguishable, where the 20052012 value is around 12.3% and then by 2018
decreases to 7.8%.

In the Bruxelle-Capitale region of Belgium, the percentage of the mid-class experiencing
transition into poverty equalled 11.4% in 2018, while in the region of Vlaams Gewestit only
was 4.5%. Similarly, big intracountry differences are observable for Italy, where in the Sud
region the above outlined value is 10.1% while in the Nord-Est region it is merely. 3.7%.

Figure 1.4 3 reflects the same measure as Figurel.4.1, however, only for the urban young aged

15-29. The ordering of the countries changed somewhat. Probably the most striking difference
is demonstrated by the country of Denmark, where in the period of 2005 -2008, 12.5% of the
mid-class urban youth fell into poverty, while this was only 3.7% regarding the population as
a whole (Figure 1.41). Values regarding periods before and after hand reflect changes in the
same direction when comparing the youth to the whole population.

In the Canarias region of Spain, the shareof mid -class urban youth falling into poverty between
2012-2018 declined by 16.3 percentage points, while in other regions of Spain such measures
declined as well, though less in magnitude. Intra-country regional differences were substantial
in Poland, where in the region of Wschodni this share of urban youth falling into poverty fell
by 9.4%, while in Wschodni, it increased by 8.4% between 2012 and 2018.

In Figure 1.45, one can see how the mid-class urban youth falling into poverty relates to the
economically active population falling into poverty. Values less than 100% represent countries
where the youth is relatively less vulnerable, whereas those exceeding 100% correspond to
countries where the mid-class urban youth transitioning into poverty is greate r than the same
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regarding the active age population. As such, in the majority of the countries, namely Czech
Republic, Italy, Greece, Austria, Lithuania, Spain, Belgium, the Netherlands, France, Finland,
Sweden and Denmark, in the period between 2015 and 2018 relatively more mid-class urban
youth fell into poverty, than t he r ehlthela@stt
examined period data is missing for Portugal, Slovakia and the United Kingdom, most of the
datapoints are similar in magnitude regarding the three distinct periods. This meaning, that
the share of middle-class urban youth experiencing transition into poverty relative to the active
age population in the EU member states was roughly stable over time. Exceptions include
Denmark, where the values regarding 20052012 are extremely high reaching 300%- meaning
that the share of youth transitioning in to poverty is approximately three times the share of
active age population falling into poverty -, while it decreased by 2018 to 256.1%.
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Figure1.41. Share of middleclass experiencing transition into poverty in EU member states
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Figure 1.43. Share of urban young (aged 1529) middle-class experiencing transition into poverty in EU member
states
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Figure 1.44. Point change in the share of urban young (aged.5-29) middle-class experiencing transition into
poverty in regions of the EU
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Figure 1.45. Share of urban young (1529) middle-class experiencing transition into poverty relative to the active
age (aged 1564) in EU member states
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5.2 Education

5.2.1 Early leavers from education and training

As shown in Figure 2.1.1, there is considerable variation in the share of early leavers from
education and training aged 15-24 between EU member states, based on EU Labour Force
Survey data. As of 2018, most EU member states have relatively small shares of early leavers
(below 10%). However, a small numberof countries have noticeably larger shares in excess of
10%. Malta, Spain and Romania stand out with percentages around 15%. There is also another
distinct group with shares of between 9 and 12%: Italy, the United Kingdom, Estonia, Hungary
and Bulgaria. For the remaining countries, there is a gradual difference in the share of early
leavers from just over 8% in Portugal and Denmark to under 4% in Slovenia, Poland, Lithuania,
Greece and Croatia. In terms of trends in the share of early leavers since 2007 ath2012, there
has been general decline in the share in most countries, although there are a few exceptions.
Particularly large declines in the percentage of early leavers from education and training were
observed in Portugal, Spain and Malta. Other noticeable declines in the share were observed
in Latvia, Ireland, Luxembourg and Greece; however, this was from a lower initial share in 2007.
Croatia, Slovenia, Poland, the Czech Republic and Sweden saw comparatively little change in
the percentage early leavers. Meanwhile Hungary (from 2007) and Slovakia, Denmark and
Estonia (from 2012) saw slight increases in the share of early leavers.

In Figure 2.1.2 it is apparent that there are differences in the share of early leavers from
education and training aged 15-24 between regions (NUTS 1 or 2) within EU member states
(plus Iceland, Switzerland and Norway), according to 2018 EU Labour Force Survey data. This
is especially the case in France, Spain, Italy, the United Kingdom, Hungary, Slovakia, Romania
and Bulgaria. The region with the highest share of early leavers from education and training
was Corsica, France, with 28.6%. The region with the lowest share was Cantabria, Spain, with
0.7%. The largest difference between regions within a country was in France (26.5%dbetween
Corsica (28.6%) and Auvergne (2.1%), while the smallest difference between regions within a
country was in Slovenia (0.3%) between Western Slovenia (3.8%) and Eastern Slovenia (3.5%).

The share of early leavers from education and training aged 1524 in urban areas in different
EU member states is shown in Figure2.13. As can be seen, it is broadly similar to shares
observed for countries as a whole. The only countries with distinct differences in shares
between urban areas and the country as a wtole for 2018 are Romania, Bulgaria and Hungary.
As for the whole country data, in urban area there has been a general decline in the share of
early leavers from education and training since 2007 and 2012. Exceptions include Latvia,
Croatia, Poland, Slovera, the Czech Republic, Sweden, Denmark, Hungary and Romania, which
have seen little change, and Estonia and Slovakia, which have seen increases since 2012.
Additional discussion of the share of early leavers from education and training in urban areas

3 Includes the United Kingdom, which was an EU member when the data was collected.
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accompanies Figure 2.15, which presents the share of early leavers in education and training
for urban areas relative to the share for the whole country.

In Figure 2.14, there are clear differences in the percentage point (pp) change between 2012

and 2018 in share of early leavers from education and training aged 1524 in urban areas

between different European regions. While most regions have experienced slight increases or

decreases in the share of early leavers (less than 2 pp, some regions have seen sigroantly

larger decreases. For example, Hainaut in Belgiumthe lonian Islands and Eastern Macedonia

and Thrace in Greece; Cantabria, La Rioja, Extremadura, the Balearic Islands and Murcia in

Spain; Hedmark and Oppland, South Eastern Norway,Agderand Rogaland, and Tr Bndel
Norway; and North Region, Central Region and Madeira in Portugal all had declines in the

share of early leavers of over 8 percentage points between 2012 and 2018. Also, there were a

small number of regions that observed a distinct increase in the share of early leavers: the

Northwest region in the Czech Republic;t he Aut onomous City of Mel i | |
Finland; Northern Hungary and Northern Great Plain in Hungary or South-West Oltenia in

Romania. There is also considerably &riation in the percentage point change in share between

regions within countries: a 0.3 pp increase in East Flanders and an 8.5 pp decrease in Hainaut

in Belgium, 6.6 pp increase in the Northwest region and a 1.2 pp decrease in Central Moravia

in the Czed Republic,or a 7.0 pp increase in SouthWest Oltenia and a 3.9 pp decrease in the

North -West region in Romania.

For most EU member states, the share of early leavers from education and training aged 15
24 in urban areas relative to the share for the whole country is around 100% or slightly higher
or lower (Figure 2.15). However, there are some countries that show much greater differences
in the shares of early leavers when comparing urban areas to the country as a whole. In 2018,
both Luxembourg and Austria had an over 20% higher share of early leavers in urban areas
compared to the country overall. Several countries also exhibited considerably lower shares in
urban areas relative to the whole country. Croatia, Hungary, Lithuania and Slovakia all had
shares of early leavers in urban areas that were between 60 and 80% of the share across the
whole country. Bulgaria, Romania and Latvia, meanwhile, had shares in urban areas in 2018 of
less than 60% of that of the country overall. For most EU members states, he share of early
leavers in urban areas relative to the country as a whole has remained reasonably steady
between 2007, 2012 and 2018. However, there have been some noticeable changes in some
countries. Latvia saw a large decrease in the share of early l@vers in urban areas compared to
the whole country between 2012 and 2018. Croatia saw a considerable decrease between 2007
and 2012, while Slovakia saw a decrease between 2007 and 2012, followed by a (smaller)
increase from 2012 to 2018. Luxembourg has sea a large increase between 2007 and 2012,
while Lithuania has seen a distinct increase since 2012. In Slovenia, a substantial decline in the
share in urban areas relative to the whole country between 2007 and 2012 was followed by a
similar increase between2012 and 2018.

Figure 2.16 shows the share of early leavers from education and training aged 1521 in urban
areas in European regions in 2018 relative to the share across the whole region. For most
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regions, the share in urban areas is similar to that ofthe region as a whole, as indicated by the
regions coloured yellow. However, there are several regions where the share in urban areas is
considerably different to the share across the region overall. For example, Walloon Brabant in
Belgium (131.6%); the Saitheast region in the Czech Republic (135.7%); Thuringia in Germany
(131. 2%) ; il and i n FVahded.aird, UpparoNermaneély) Langiedoz t r e
Roussillon in France (133.1%, 140.5%, 134.4%); and the Northern and Western region in Ireland
(160.4%) dl have much higher shares of early leavers from education and training in urban
areas relative to the region overall. Meanwhile, the Northwestern, Northern Central and
Northeastern regions of Bulgaria (37.0%, 47.2% and 32.2%, respectively); Crete, Epirasd the
lonian Islands in Greece (46.5%, 19.7% and 28.0%, respectively); and the NorWest, Central

and West regions in Romania (26.0%, 25.2% and 48.5%, respectively) all have shares in urban
areas which are less than half that of the region as a whole. Tiere are also some noticeable
differences between regions within countries: 131.6% (Walloon Brabant) and 66.2% (Namur)

in Belgium, 135.7% (Southeast region) and 69.8% (Northeast region) in the Czech Republic,
127.9% (Northern Aegean Region) and 19.7% (Epus) i n Gr eece, 198. 1% (il
(West Finland) in Finland, 121.7% (Western Transdanubia) and 56.5% (Southern Transdanubia)

in Hungary, 121.7% (Mazovia) and 57.4% (Lesser Poland) in Poland, 106.2% (BuchardEov)

and 25.2% (Central region) in Romania, 127.7% (Bratislava) and 56.9% (Eastern Slovakia) in
Slovakia, 140.5% (Upper Normandy) and 64.5% (Lorraine) in France and 160.4% (Northern and
Western region) and 89.8% (Southern region) in Ireland.
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Figure2.11. Share of early leavers from educatiorand training (15-24 age group) in EU member states
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Figure2.12. Share of early leavers from education and training (1524 age group) in regions of the EU, 2018
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