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Poverty: About 17% of people living in the EU 
(approximately 85 million people) are facing poverty 
and social exclusion.

Unemployment: In Spain, Estonia, Lithuania and 
Latvia every fifth person was unemployed in the  
first quarter of 2010.

Children: One child in five in Europe is born 
and grows up experiencing economic and social 
deprivation.

Financial exclusion: Two in ten adults in the EU15 
and almost half in the EU10 (47%) do not have a 
bank account, and many more have no savings or 
access to credit.

Migrant unemployment: The unemployment 
rate among young second-generation migrants in 
Belgium is four times the unemployment rate among 
native Belgians.

Gender issues: Just under 17% of women in the 
EU27 are classed as living in poverty. Across a range 
of indicators in the labour market and in social 
protection, the structural causes of poverty have a 
disproportionate impact on women.

Roma: A United Nations Development Programme 
study of the situation of Roma in Hungary, Slovakia 
and the Czech Republic in 2003 found that infant 
mortality rates among the Roma population were 
twice that of non-Roma.

Education: The percentage of early school leavers 
in the EU27 was 14.9% in 2008.

Social protection: ILO estimates that only 2% 
of global GDP would be necessary to provide the 
world’s poor with a basic social security package 
(universal access to basic healthcare and basic 
income transfers) and 6% would be sufficient 
to cover those who do not have access to social 
security.

Youth employment: Every sixth young European 
(aged 15–24) is unemployed, and 40% of those 
working are on temporary contracts.

Housing: According to Eurostat, 17% of the EU 
population, i.e., about 85 million people, are ill-
housed, of which about 3 million are homeless. 
Thirty-eight per cent of people at risk of poverty 
spend a very large share (i.e., more than 40%) of 
their disposable income on housing – compared to 
19% of the overall population.

Bulgaria: Bulgaria is the poorest country in the EU, 
with an annual income per capita of US $12,600 in 
2009, and a poverty line (in euro) that is 2.8 times 
lower than the average for newly acceded countries 
and 13 times lower than the average poverty line for 
the old EU Member States.

France: The budget for housing assistance 
represented 1.8% of France’s GNP in 2009, compared 
to 2.2% in 1984. The building subsidies provided in 
the State budget, for example, have decreased by 
30% between 2000 and 2007, and the assistance 
to the less privileged, which was already very low, 
has almost stagnated.

Italy: In 2009, the number of young people (aged 
15–29) who were not in education, employment or 
training (referred to as NEETs) in Italy had grown to 
over 2 million or 21.2%.

With the financial assistance of the European Union.

Social Watch is an international network of citizens’ organisations struggling to eradicate 
poverty and the causes of poverty, to ensure an equitable distribution of wealth and the 
realisation of human rights. We are committed to social, economic and gender justice, and 
we emphasise the right of all people not to be poor.

Social Watch holds governments, the UN system and international organisations accountable 
for the fulfilment of national, regional and international commitments to eradicate 
poverty.
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Afghanistan:• 
Coordination of Humanitarian 
Assistance (CHA), admin@cha-net.org, 
hameedy@socialwatchafghanistan.org, 
www.cha-net.org; Sanayee Development 
Organization (SDO), sdokabul@gmail.com, 
www.sanayee.org.af

Albania:• 
Human Development Promotion Centre 
(HDPC), hdpc@hdpc.al

Algeria:• 
Association El Amel pour le Dévelop
pement Social, mselougha@yahoo.fr; 
Algerian Youth Forum

Argentina:• 
Centro de Estudios Legales y Sociales 
(CELS), lroyo@cels.org.ar, www.cels.
org.ar;
Abogados y Abogadas del Noroeste 
Argentino en derechos humanos y estudios 
sociales (ANDHES), Centro de Participación 
Popular Monseñor Enrique Angelelli, Equipo 
Latinoamericano de Justicia y Género (ELA), 
Fundación Ambiente y Recursos Naturales 
(FARN), Foro Ciudadano de Participación 
por la Justicia y los Derechos Humanos 
(FOCO); Observatorio del Derecho Social de 
la Central de Trabajadores de la Argentina 
(CTA)

Armenia:• 
“Sociometr” Independent Sociological 
Research Center, svetaslan@hotmail.
com, www.sociometr.am

Azerbaijan:• 
Public Finance Monitoring Center 
(PFMC), kenan@pfmc.az, www.pfmc.az

Bahrain:• 
Bahrain Human Rights Society (BHRS), 
bhrs@bhrs.org, anhalekry@yahoo.com, 
www.bhrs.org/arabic;
Bahrain Transparency Society (BTS); 
Bahrain Sociologists Society; Bahrain 
Women’s Renaissance Society; Bahrain 
Awal Women Society

Bangladesh:• 
Unnayan Shamannay, shamunnay@
sdnbd.org, www.shamunnay.org; 
EquityBD, www.equitybd.org; COAST, 
www.coastbd.org;
Action on Disability and Development (ADD); 
Bangladesh Adivasi Forum; Campaign for 
Good Governance (SHUPRO); Community 
Development Library (CDL); Education 
Watch (CAMPE); Ganoshastho Kendro; 
Manusher Jonno Foundation; People’s 
Health Movement (PHM); Steps Towards 
Development

Belgium:• 
Plateforme belge pour le travail 
décent coordinated by Centre National 
de Coopération au Développement 
(CNCD), cncd@cncd.be, www.cncd.
be, and 11.11.11 (Flemish North-South 
Cooperation), www.11.be

Benin:• 
Social Watch Benin, swbenin@yahoo.fr, 
www.socialwatch-benin.org;
Action Citoyenne pour un développement 
durable (ACIDU-SUSUNYUEN); Art-Culture 
Tourisme Sans Frontière (ACT-SF); Asso-
ciation de Lutte contre le Régionalisme, 
l’Ethnocentrisme et du Racisme (ALCRER); 
Association des Bonnes Volontés pour 
l’Excellence (ABOVE ESPOIR); Association 
des Jeunes pour le Progrès et le Développe
ment (AJPDE); Association des Personnes 
Rénovatrices des Technologies Tradition-
nelles (APRECTECTRA); AProDeF-LTM-ONG; 
Association pour la Promotion des Initiatives 
Locales (ASSOPIL); Association Vinavo 
et Environnement (ASSOVIE); Abeilles 
Volontaires du Progrès (AVP-Afrique); 
Caritas-Benin; Centre Afrika Obota (CAO); 
Centre Béninois pour l’Environnement et 
le Développement Economique et Social 
(CEBEDES); Comité Inter-Africaine sur 
les pratiques traditionnelles ayant effet 
sur la santé de la Femme et de l’enfant 
(CIAF-Benin); Enfants Epanouis du Bénin 

(EEB); Eglise Protestante Méthodiste du 
Bénin (EPMB); Espace & Vie-ONG; Forces 
Nouvelles pour un Développement Humain 
Durable (FNDHD); FEDe; Fondation Faragel 
Corp (FFC); Groupe d’Action pour l’Amour 
du Bien-être Familial (GABF); GADDAP; 
GRAPEA; GRABE Benin; Groupe d’Action 
pour la Justice et l’Egalité Sociale (GAJES); 
Groupe d’Appui à l’Education et à la 
Santé de Base (GRAPESAB); Groupe de 
Recherche et d’Action pour la Promotion 
de l’Agriculture et du Développement 
(GRAPAD); Groupe de Recherche et 
d’Appui aux Initiatives de Base pour un 
Développement Durable (GRAIB); Groupe 
de Sécurité Alimentaire pour Tous (GSAT); 
L’OEil d’ Aujourd’ hui; LE BACAR; Le Rural; 
NABOUBA; Nouveau Défi pour le Développe
ment (NDD); Nouvelles Perspectives Afrique 
(NPA); Organisation Communautaire pour 
la Santé, l’Education et le Développement 
(OCSED); Organisation pour le Développe
ment Economique et Social (ODES); Projet 
d’Appui aux Producteurs Agricoles du 
Bénin (PAPA BENIN); ONG Chrétienne SINAÏ; 
Recherche et Action pour la Promotion 
des Initiatives de Développement Local 
(RAPIDEL); Recherches, Actions Commu
nautaires, Initiatives pour un Nouvel Espoir 
(RACINES); Réseau d’Intégration des 
Femmes des ONG et Associations du Bénin 
(RIFONGA); Réseau de Développement 
d’Agriculture Durable (REDAD); Réseau des 
Journalistes Economistes du Bénin (RESEAU 
JEB); Réseau GLEGBENU; REUSSIR; SIDA 
HONYI; Sœurs Unies à l’Œuvre (SUO); 
Syndicat National des Paysans du Bénin 
(SYNPA-Synergie Paysanne); Union des 
Femmes Dahoméennes du Bénin (UFADD); 
UFABAP; USAD; VADID; Women in Law and 
Development in Africa (WILDAF)

Bolivia:• 
Centro de Estudios para el Desarrollo 
Laboral y Agrario (CEDLA), cedla@cedla.
org, www.cedla.org;

Red UNITAS; Fundación ACLO Dir. General; 
Fundación ACLO reg.Chiquisaca, Fundación 
ACLO reg. Potosí; Fundación ACLO reg. 
Tarija; APT; CEDIB; CENDA; CEJIS Santa 
Cruz; CEJIS Trinidad; CEJIS Riberalta; CEJIS 
La Paz; Centro de Asesoramiento Multi-
diciplinario “Vicente Cañas”; CEPROMIN; 
CEPROMIN Oruro; CER-DET; CESA; CIAC 
Central; CIAC Tarija; CIAC Potosí; CIAC CINTI; 
CIAC Tupiza; CIDEM; CIPCA NACIONAL 
Biblioteca (Lola); CIPCA Beni; CIPCA 
Cochabamba; CIPCA Cordillera; CIPCA La 
Paz; CIPCA Norte (Riberalta); CIPCA Pando; 
CIPCA Santa Cruz; D.N.I. Nacional; D.N.I. 
Cochabamba; D.N.I. La Paz; D.N.I. Oruro; 
D.N.I. Santa Cruz; DESAFIO; INDICEP; IPTK; 
IICCA; ISALP; IIADI; KURMI Cochabamba; 
KURMI La Paz; Mujeres en Acción; OASI 
Santa Cruz; OASI Bermejo; PIO XII; PIO XII 
Oruro; PIO XII Cochabamba; PROMUTAR; 
PIDEP; QHANA; SEMTA; TEAPRO; YUNTA

Brazil:• 
Coordinating Group: Instituto Brasileiro 
de Análises Sociais e Econômicas 
(IBASE), observatorio@ibase.org.br, 
www.ibase.br; Centro Feminista de 
Estudos e Assessoria (Cfemea); Centro 
de Estudos de Segurança e Cidadania 
da Universidade Candido Mendes 
(Cesec/Ucam); Criola-Rio; Federação 
de Órgãos para Assistência Social e 
Educacional (Fase); Instituto de Estudos 
Socioeconômicos (Inesc); Rede Dawn; 
Ação pela Tributação das Transações 
Especulativas em Apoio aos Cidadãos 
(Attac); ActionAid; Articulação de Mulheres 
Brasileiras (AMB); Articulação de Mulheres 
Negras Brasileiras; Assessoria Jurídica e 
Estudos de Gênero (Themis); Associação 
Brasileira de Organizações Não-Gover
namentais (Abong); Associação Brasileira 
Interdisciplinar de Aids (Abia); CEN/Fórum 
de Mulheres do Piauí; Centro de Articulação 
de Populações Marginalizadas (Ceap); 
Centro de Atividades Culturais, Econômicas 

Social Watch in the world
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e Sociais (Caces); Centro de Cultura Luiz 
Freire; Centro de Defesa da Criança e do 
Adolescente/Movimento de Emus; Centro de 
Defesa dos Direitos Humanos Bento Rubião; 
Centro de Estudos de Defesa do Negro do 
Pará; Centro de Mulheres do Cabo (CMC); 
Centro de Pesquisa e Assessoria (Esplar); 
Cidadania Estudo Pesquisa Informação e 
Ação (Cepia); Comissão Pastoral da Terra 
(CPT/Fian); Comitê Latino-Americano e 
do Caribe para a Defesa dos Direitos da 
Mulher (Cladem); Comunicação, Informação 
e Educação em Gênero (Cemina); 
Comunidade Baha’í; Conselho Estadual 
dos Direitos da Mulher (Cedim); Fala 
Preta; Fórum da Amazônia Oriental (Faor); 
Fórum de Mulheres de Salvador; Fórum 
de Mulheres do Rio Grande Norte; Grupo 
de Mulheres Negras Malunga; Instituto da 
Mulher Negra (Geledés); Instituto de Estudos 
da Religião (Iser); Instituto de Estudos, 
Formação e Assessoria em Estudos Sociais 
(Pólis); Instituto de Pesquisa e Planejamento 
Urbano e Regional (Ippur/UFRJ); Instituto 
Patrícia Galvão; Laboratório de Análises 
Econômicas, Sociais e Estatísticas das 
Relações Raciais (LAESER); Movimento 
Nacional de Direitos Humanos (MNDH); 
Nova; Rede de Desenvolvimento Humano 
(Redeh); Rede Mulher de Educação; Rede 
Saúde; Ser Mulher – Centro de Estudos e 
Ação da Mulher Urbana e Rural; SOS Corpo; 
SOS Mata Atlântica

Bulgaria:• 
Bulgarian Gender and Research 
Foundation (BGRF), office@bgrf.org, 
www.bgrf.org;
BGRF Sofia, BGRF Plovdiv, BGRF Haskovo, 
ATTAC Bulgaria; Bulgarian-European 
Partnership Association (BEPA); Confedera-
tion of Independent Trade Unions in Bulgaria 
(KNSB); “Demetra” Association Burgas

Burma:• 
Burma Lawyers’ Council, aunghtoo@
csloxinfo.com, www.blc-burma.org

Cambodia:• 
SILAKA, silaka@silaka.org, www.silaka.
org;
NGO Committee on CEDAW; NGO Forum  
on Cambodia; Gender and Development  
for Cambodia GAD/C; Women for 
Prosperity (WFP); Committee for Free and 
Fair Election in Cambodia (COMFREL); 
Cambodia Development Research Institute 
(CDRI); Cambodia Women for Peace and 
Development (CWPD); Neutral and Impartial 
Committee for Free and Fair Election in 
Cambodia (NICFEC); Women Media Center; 
CEDAW

Cameroon:• 
Fédération des Organisations de la 
Société Civile Camerounaise (FOSCAM), 
mballamballa2001@yahoo.fr, andelac@
yahoo.com, www.foscam.org;
Dynamique Citoyenne; Centrale Syndicale 
du Secteur Public (CSP); INTERACTION; 
Fondation Conseil Jeune (FCJ); Collectif 
des ONG pour la Sécurité Alimentaire et le 
Développement Rural (COSADER); ASSOAL; 
Centre de Recherches pour le Développe-
ment Durable en Afrique (CREDDA); Centre 
Régional Africain pour le Développement 
Endogène et Communautaire (CRADEC); 
Femme Santé Développement (FESADE); 
CIPRE; Collectif des ONG Agrées au 

Cameroun (CONGAC); Réseau National des 
Habitants du Cameroun (RNHC); ReachOut; 
SYDEV; Ligue des Droits et Libertés; 
NWADO; Voies Nouvelles; Un Monde Avenir; 
Centre de Recherche et d’Appui pour le 
Développement intégré de la Femme 
(CRADIF); CEPI; CARDDED; Governance and 
Entrepreneurship Consulting Group (GECOG)

Canada:• 
Canadian Centre for Policy Alternatives 
(CCPA), ccpa@policyalternatives.ca, 
www.policyalternatives.ca; Canadian 
Feminist Alliance for International 
Affairs (FAFIA), nbaroni@fafia-afai.org, 
www.fafia-afai.org; The North-South 
Institute (NSI), jfoster@nsi-ins.ca, 
www.nsi-ins.ca; Women in Informal 
Employment: Globalizing and Organizing 
(WIEGO), www.wiego.org

Central African Republic:• 
Groupe d’Action de Paix et de Formation 
pour la Transformation (GAPAFOT), 
crosiribi@yahoo.fr, gapafot@yahoo.fr, 
www.grip.org/rafal/membres/gapafot.
htm

Chile:• 
ACCION, Asociación Chilena de ONG, 
info@accionag.cl, www.accionag.cl;  
Centro de Estudios Nacionales de 
Desarrollo Alternativo (CENDA), 
mpascual@cendachile.cl, www.
cendachile.cl

Colombia:• 
Plataforma Colombiana de Derechos 
Humanos, Democracia y Desarrollo 
– Secretaría Técnica Corporación 
Cactus, direccion@cactus.org.co, www.
plataforma-colombiana.org

Costa Rica:• 
Red Costarricense de Control Ciudadano, 
Centro de Estudios y Publicaciones 
Alforja (CEP Alforja), ciudadania@
cepalforja.org, www.cepalforja.org;
Agenda Cantonal de Mujeres de 
Desamparados (ACAMUDE); Agenda 
Política de Mujeres; Asociación Centro de 
Educación Popular Vecinos; Asociación 
Centroamericana para la Economía, la 
Salud, y el Ambiente (ASEPESA); Asociación 
de Profesores/as de Segunda Enseñanza 
(APSE); Asociación Madreselva, Derechos 
Humanos y Salud Integral; Asociación para 
el Desarrollo del Trabajo; Capacitación y 
Acción Alternativa (PROCAL); Centro para 
el Desarrollo y Capacitación en Salud 
(CEDCAS); Colectiva por el Derecho a 
Decidir; Comisión de Derechos Humanos 
(CODEHU); Coordinadora de Organizaciones 
Sociales para la Defensa de los Derechos 
de la Niñez (COSECODENI); Defensa de 
Niñas y Niños Internacional (DNI); Dirección 
de Extensión Universitaria de la Universidad 
Estatal a Distancia; Federación Costar-
ricense de Organizaciones de Personas 
con Discapacidad (FECODIS); Fundación 
Pedagógica Nuestra América; Fundación 
Promoción; Liga Internacional de Mujeres 
por Paz y Libertad (LIMPAL); Movimiento 
Diversidad; Mujeres Unidas en Salud y 
Desarrollo (MUSADE); Redes Comunitarias 
de Salud de la Provincia de Puntarenas 
(Pacífico Central); Servicio de Paz y Justicia 
(SERPAJ); Sindicato de Empleados/as del 
Banco Nacional (SEBANA); Unión Nacional 

de Empleados de la Caja Costarricense de 
Seguro Social (CCSS, UNDECA)

Cyprus:• 
Centre for the Advancement of Research 
and Development in Educational 
Technology (CARDET), pambos@cardet.
org, www.cardet.org;
KISA – Action for Equality Support and 
Antiracism in Cyprus; Mediterranean 
Institute for Gender Studies

Czech Republic:• 
Ecumenical Academy Prague, 
ekumakad@ekumakad.cz, tozicka@
ceskoprotichudobe.cz, www.ekumakad.cz;
Advanced Development Technologies 
(ADEPTTs); Centre of Global Studies; Gender 
& Sociology Gender Studies; Forum 50 %; 
Economy and Society Trust; Nesehnuti 
Masarykova demokraticka akademie

Ecuador:• 
Centro de Derechos Económicos y 
Sociales (CDES), cdes@cdes.org.ec, 
www.cdes.org.ec

Egypt:• 
The Egyptian Association for Community 
Participation Enhancement (EACPE), 
cpe_eg@yahoo.com, www.mosharka.
org;
National Association for Human Rights; New 
Woman Centre; Research and Resource 
Centre for Human Rights

El Salvador:• 
Asociación Intersectorial para el 
Desarrollo Económico y el Progreso 
Social (CIDEP), cidep@cidepelsalvador.
org, www.cidepelsalvador.org;
Comité de Familiares de Víctimas de 
Violaciones a los Derechos Humanos 
de El Salvador “Marianela García Villas” 
(CODEFAM); Fundación Maquilishuat 
(FUMA); Centro para la Defensa de los 
Derechos Humanos “Madeleine Lagadec”

Eritrea:• 
Eritrean Movement for Democracy and 
Human Rights (EMDHR), danielrezene@
gmail.com

Estonia:• 
Estonian Roundtable for Development 
Cooperation, info@terveilm.net, www.
terveilm.net

European Union:• 
European Solidarity Towards Equal 
Participation of People (EUROSTEP), 
admin@eurostep.org, sstocker@
eurostep.org, www.eurostep.org

Finland:• 
Service Centre for Development 
Cooperation (KEPA), info@kepa.fi,  
www.kepa.fi

France:• 
Secours Catholique-Caritas France, 
michel.roy@secours-catholique.org,  
www.secours-catholique.org; 
Coordination SUD, dupont@
coordinationsud.org, www.
coordinationsud.org

Germany:• 
Social Watch Germany, jensmartens@
globalpolicy.org, klaus.heidel@woek.de, 
www.social-watch.de;
Asienhaus; Deutscher Caritasverband; 
DGB-Bildungswerk; FIAN Section Germany; 
Friedrich-Ebert-Stiftung; Global Policy 

Forum Europe; IG Metall; INKOTA Netzwerk; 
Ökumenischer Trägerkreis Armut/Reichtum 
– Gerechtigkeit; Pax Christi; Philippinen-
büro; Pro Asyl; Terre des hommes Germany; 
World Economy, Ecology & Development 
(WEED), Werkstatt Ökonomie

Ghana:• 
Network for Women’s Rights in Ghana 
(NETRIGHT) – Convenor of Social Watch 
Ghana, netright@twnafrica.org;
Third World Network Africa; ABANTU for 
Development (ROWA); Ghana Trades Union 
Congress (GTUC); General Agricultural 
Worker’s Union of GTUC (GAWU); Gender 
Studies and Human Rights Documentation 
Centre (Gender Centre); Women’s Initiative 
& Self Empowerment (WISE); The Coalition 
on the Women’s Manifesto for Ghana 
(WMC); Integrated Social Development 
Centre (ISODEC); Foundation for GrassRoots 
Initiatives in Africa (GrassRootsAfrica); 
Centre for Democracy and Development 
(CDD); Civic Response; National Coalition 
Against Water Privatisation (NCAP); Institute 
for Democratic Governance (IDEG); Save 
the Children Ghana; Ghana Association of 
Teachers (GNAT); Ghana Association of the 
Blind; Consumers Association of Ghana; 
Christian Council of Ghana; Ghana Regis-
tered Nurses Association (GRNA); University 
of Ghana Students Representatives Council; 
National Union of Ghana Students (NUGS); 
Ghana Federation of Labour; Ecumenical 
Association for Sustainable Agricultural & 
Rural Development (ECASARD); Fataale 
Rural Foundation; Civil Society Coalition on 
Land (CICOL)

Guatemala:• 
CONGCOOP – Coordinación de ONG y 
Cooperativas, congcoop@congcoop.org.
gt, www.congcoop.org.gt;
Asociación de Desarrollo Defensa del 
Medio Ambiente y Recursos Naturales de 
Guatemala (ACCION ECOLOGICA); Asocia
ción de Desarrollo para América Central 
(ADEPAC); Asociación para el Desarrollo 
Integral (ADI); Alternativa para el Desarrollo 
Ambiental (APDA); Centro de Documenta
ción y Educación Popular (CIEP); Centro 
de Investigación, Estudios y Promoción de 
Derechos Humanos (CIEPRODH); Coordi-
nadora Cakchiquel de Desarrollo Integral 
(COKADI); Coordinadora Mesoamericana 
para el Desarrollo Integral (COMADEP); 
Consejo Cristiano de Agencias de Desarrollo 
(CONCAD); Federación de Cooperativas 
Agrícolas de Guatemala (FEDECOAG); Fun-
dación para el Apoyo Técnico en Proyectos 
(FUNDATEP); Fundación para el Desarrollo 
Comunitario (FUNDESCO); Asociación 
(IDEAS); Instituto de Enseñanza para el 
Desarrollo Sostenible (IEPADES); Proyecto 
de Desarrollo Santiago (PRODESSA); 
Servicios y Apoyo al Desarrollo de Guate-
mala (SADEGUA); Servicios de Capacitación 
Técnica (SERCATE)

Honduras:• 
Centro de Estudios de la Mujer Honduras 
(CEM-H), cemhhonduras@yahoo.es, 
anmfech@yahoo.es, www.cemh.org.hn;
Articulación Feminista de Redes Locales; 
Centro de Estudios y Acción para el 
Desarrollo de Honduras (CESADEH); 
Centro de Hondureño de Promoción para 
el Desarrollo Comunitario (CEHPRODEC); 
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Marcha Mundial de la Mujeres – Capítulo 
Honduras; Mujeres Sindicalistas (Sindicato 
de la Educación SIEMPE), Red de Mujeres 
Colonia Ramón Amaya Amador, Red de 
Mujeres Colonia Cruz Roja, Red de Mujeres 
del Municipio de La Paz, Red de Mujeres 
Jovenes del Distrito Central, Red de Mujeres 
Positivas de Honduras, REDMUNA

Hungary:• 
ATTAC Hungary, benyikmatyas@gmail.
com, http://attac.zpok.hu;
Foundation for the Hungarian Social Forum 
Movements; Hungarian Antifascist League; 
Karl Marx Society; Worker’s Free Time 
Association of Ferencvaros

India:• 
National Social Watch Coalition 
(NSWC), info@socialwatchindia.com, 
nationalsocialwatch@yahoo.co.in, www.
socialwatchindia.net;
Adivasi Sanghamam; Agragati; Asian Deve
lopment Research Institute; Association 
for Democratic Reforms (ADR); Centre for 
Community Economics and Development 
Consultants Society (CECOEDECON); Centre 
for Policy Studies (CPS); Centre for World 
Solidarity (CWS); Centre for Youth and Social 
Development (CYSD); Community Develop-
ment Foundation (CDF); Dalit Bahujan 
Shramik Union (DBSU); Ekta Parishad; 
Forum of Voluntary Organisations (West 
Bengal, Kolkata); Gene Campaign; Gramin 
Yuva Abhikram (GYA); HOPE; Institute 
of Development Studies; Institute for 
Motivating Self Employment (IMSE); KABIR; 
Karnataka Social Watch; Kerala Social 
Watch; LJK; Madhya Pradesh Voluntary 
Action Network (MPVAN); Mayaram Surjan 
Foundation (MSF); National Centre for 
Advocacy Studies (NCAS); Oxfam Novib; 
People’s Campaign for Socio-Economic 
Equity in Himalayas (PcfSEEiH); Pratham; 
PRS Legislative Research; Rejuvenate India 
Movement (RIM); RTDC- Voluntary Action 
Group (RTDC- VAG); SAFDAR; Samarthan 
Centre for Development Support; South 
Asian Network for Social and Agricultural 
Development (SANSAD); SPAR, Swaraj 
Foundation; Tamilnadu Social Watch 
(TNSW); Uttar Pradesh Voluntary Action 
Network (UPVAN); Vidyasagar Samajik 
Suraksha Seva Evam Shodh Sansthan, 
Vikas Sahyog Pratisthan (VSP); Youth for 
Voluntary Action (YUVA)

Indonesia:• 
Women Headed Household 
Empowerment Program (PEKKA), 
naniz@centrin.net.id;
Alfa – Omega; ASPPUK; FITRA; Formasi 
Indonesia; Forum Keberdayaan Masyarakat 
Bengkulu; Forum LSM DIY; Forum Perem-
puan; Kalimantan; INFID; LP2M Padang; 
Nurani Perempuan; PCSSF – Papua; 
Peningkatan Keberdayaan Masyarakat 
(PKM) Sultra; Perekumpulan Sada Ahmo, 
Perkumpulan Panca Karsa; PERSEPSI; PKBI 
Bengkulu; PKM Nasional; Seknas Walhi; 
Swara Parangpuan Sulut

Iraq:• 
Iraqi Al-Amal Association, baghdad@
iraqi-alamal.org, www.iraqi-alamal.org;
Iraqi Council for Peace and Solidarity; Iraqi 
Women Network; REACH org

Italy:• 
Social Watch Italian Coalition, 
info@socialwatch.it, jason.nardi@
socialwatch.it, www.socialwatch.it;
Amnesty International – Italy; Associazioni 
Cristiane Lavoratori Italiani (ACLI); Associa
zione Ricreativa e Culturale Italiana (ARCI); 
Campagna per la Riforma della Banca 
Mondiale (CRBM); Fondazione Culturale 
Responsabilità Etica; Lunaria; Mani Tese; 
Sbilanciamoci; Ucodep; World Wildlife Fund 
– Italy (WWF)

Jordan:• 
Jordanian Women’s Union, jwu@go.com.
jo, www. jordanianwomenunion.org;
Jordanian Association to Combat Illiteracy

Kenya:• 
Social Development Network (SODNET), 
sodnet@sodnet.or.ke, www.sodnet.org;
Kenya Human Rights Commission (KHRC); 
Kituo Cha Sheria; Huruma Social Forum; 
SEATINI; Daraja-Civic Initiatives Forum; 
Kenya Organization for Environmental 
Education (KOEE); Sustainability Develop-
ment Watch (SusWatch-Kenya); Migori 
Clan; Social Watch/Futa Magendo Chapters; 
Bunge La Mwananchi; Kenya Debt Relief 
Network (KENDREN); Undugu Society; 
Reality of Trade (Kenya); Haki Elimu; 
Makueni Residents Association; Logolink; 
Kenya Land Alliance; KETAM; Child Fund 
Africa; Rarieda Social Watch; Nyeri Social 
Watch; Release Political Prisoners (RPP); 
BEACON; Kenya-Cuba Friendship Associa-
tion; Mazira Foundation

Korea, Rep.:• 
Citizens’ Coalition for Economic Justice 
(CCEJ), suyoung@ccej.or.kr, iccej@ccej.
or.kr, www.ccej.or.kr

Lebanon:• 
Arab NGO Network for Development 
(ANND), annd@annd.org, www.annd.org;
Ecole Sociale-USJ; Lebanese Development 
Forum; Lebanese NGO Network; Lebanese 
Physical Handicapped Union (LPHU); Najdeh 
Association; Secours Populaire Libanais

Lithuania:• 
Centre for Civic Initiatives, girvydas@
pic.lt, www.pic.lt

Malaysia:• 
Third World Network (TWN), twnet@
po.jaring.my, www.twnside.org.sg; 
Consumers Association of Penang, 
meenaco@pd.jaring.my, www.
consumer.org.my;
Cini Smallholders’ Network; Penang Inshore 
Fishermen Welfare Association; Sahabat 
Alam Malaysia (Friends of the Earth, 
Malaysia); Teras Pengupayaan Melayu

Malta:• 
Koperazzjoni Internazzjonali (KOPIN), 
kopin@maltaforum.org, jmsammut@
maltanet.net, www.kopin.org

Mauritania:• 
Réseau des organisations de la 
société civile pour la Promotion de la 
Citoyenneté (RPC), resrpc@gmail.com, 
dogoli56@yahoo.fr

Mexico:• 
DECA Equipo Pueblo, pueblodip@
equipopueblo.org.mx, www.
equipopueblo.org.mx; ESCR Civil Society 
Coalition (Espacio DESC);

DECA Equipo Pueblo; Casa y Ciudad 
de Coalición Hábitat México; Cátedra 
UNESCO de Derechos Humanos de la 
Universidad Nacional Autónoma de México; 
Centro de Estudios Sociales y Culturales 
Antonio de Montesinos (CAM); Centro de 
Derechos Humanos Miguel Agustín Pro 
Juárez (PRODH); Centro de Investigación 
y Promoción Social (CIPROSOC); Centro 
de Reflexión y Acción Laboral (CEREAL) de 
Fomento Cultural y Educativo; Comisión 
Mexicana de Defensa y Promoción de los 
Derechos Humanos (CMDPDH); Consultoría 
Especializada en Justiciabilidad de los 
DESC (CEJUDESC); Defensoría del Derecho 
a la Salud; FIAN Sección México; Instituto 
Mexicano de Democracia y Derechos 
Humanos (IMDHD); Instituto Mexicano 
para el Desarrollo Comunitario (IMDEC); 
Liga Mexicana de Defensa de Derechos 
Humanos (LIMEDDH); Oficina Regional para 
América Latina y el Caribe de la Coalición 
Internacional del Hábitat; Radar-Colectivo 
de Estudios Alternativos en Derecho

Moldova:• 
National Women’s Studies and 
Information Centre “Partnership for 
Development”, cpd@progen.md, www.
progen.md

Mongolia:• 
Democracy Education Centre (DEMO), 
demo@magicnet.mn, www.demo.org.mn;
Transparency Foundation; Responsible 
Mining Initiative

Morocco:• 
Espace Associatif, contact@espace-
associatif.ma, www.espace-associatif.ma;
Association Démocratique des Femmes du 
Maroc (ADFM); Association Marocaine des 
Droits Humains (AMDH); Organisation Maro-
caine des Droits Humains (OMDH); Union 
Marocaine du Travail (UMT); Transparency 
Maroc; Réseau pour le droit à la santé; 
Association de Développement Local Rabat 
(ADL); Association Professionnelle des 
Tapissiers; Association Chantier Jeunesse; 
Association Marocaine pour l’Education de 
la Jeunesse; Confédération Démocratique 
du Travail; Organisation Démocratique du 
Travail; Forum des Economistes Marocains; 
Centre d’Etudes et de Recherches Aziz Blal 
(CERAB); Coordination contre la cherté de la 
vie; Said SAADI; Abderrahim DIAB

Mozambique:• 
Liga Moçambicana dos Direitos 
Humanos, cnesta@gmail.com, www.
ldh.org.mz;
Grupo Moçambicano da Divida; Associacão 
dos Parlamentares Europeus para Africa 
(AWEPA); Rede de Organizações Contra Sida 
(MONASO); Sociedade Aberta; Jornalistas 
Para os Direitos Humanos

Nepal:• 
Rural Reconstruction Nepal (RRN), 
akarki@rrn.org.np, sarba@rrn.org.np, 
jyoti@rrn.org.np, www.rrn.org.np;
National Alliance for Human Rights and 
Social Justice (the national network of more 
than 1,000 human rights organisations0; 
Child Workers Concern Centre (CWIN); NGO 
Federation of Nepal (the national network of 
more than 4,500 NGOs); General Federation 
of Nepalese Trade Union; South Asia Alliance 
for Poverty Eradication (SAAPE); LDC Watch; 

Jagaran Nepal; Children-Women in Social 
Service and Human Rights (CWISH)

Netherlands:• 
OXFAM NOVIB Netherlands,  
www.oxfamnovib.nl; National 
Committee for International Cooperation 
and Sustainable Development (NCDO), 
info@ncdo.nl, www.ncdo.nl

Nicaragua:• 
Coordinadora Civil (CC), fidelmoreira@
ccer.org.ni, voceria@ccer.org.ni, www.
ccer.org.ni;
Acción Ciudadana; Asociación de Mujeres 
Nicaragüenses Luisa Amanda Espinoza 
(AMNLAE); Consejo de la Juventud de 
Nicaragua (CJN); Coordinadora de ONGs 
que trabajan con la Niñez y la Adolescencia 
(CODENI); Federación de Organismos No 
Gubernamentales (FONG); Federación de 
Organizaciones por la Rehabilitación e 
Integración (FECONORI); Foro de Educación 
y Desarrollo Humano (FEDH); Mesa 
Agropecuaria y Forestal (MAF); Movimiento 
Comunal Nicaragüense (MCN); Movimiento 
Pedagógico Nicaragüense (MPN); Red 
de Mujeres contra la Violencia; Red 
Nicaragüense de Comercio Comunitario 
(RENICC); Red Nicaragüense por la 
Democracia y el Desarrollo Local; Red de 
Vivienda; Unión Nacional de Agricultores y 
Ganaderos (UNAG)

Nigeria:• 
Social Watch Nigeria: Socio Economic 
Rights Initiative (SRI), onyegur@yahoo.
com;
Africa Youth Growth Foundation; Campaign 
for Child’s Right and Survival (CCRS); 
Care and Action Research (CaRE-NGO); 
Chiamaka Cooperative Union; Christian 
Foundation for Social Justice & Equity; 
Community Conservation Initiative; 
Community Health and Development 
Advisory Trust (COHDAT); Community Life 
Advancement Project (CLAP); Conscienti
zing against Injustices and Violence (CAN); 
Credit & Thrift Society; Daughter of Virtue 
and Empowerment Initiatives (DOVENET); 
Destiny Daughters of Nigeria (DEDAN); 
Federated Ebonyi Women Association 
(FEWA); Friendly Environment and Human 
Development Foundation (FEHDF); Initiative 
Development Now (IDN); International 
Centre for Youth Development (ICYD); 
Kanewa Women Group; Life Intervention 
Project (LIP); Methodist Diocese of Enugu; 
Mindset and Community Advancement 
Operations (MICADO); National Council 
of Women Societies (NCWS Abia State 
Branch); National Productivity Centre 
Coop; Natural Resources Development 
Motivators; Nigerian Concerned Group for 
Environment, Population and Development; 
NOB Movement for the Less privileged; 
Oasis of the Elderly, Youth & Family Deve
lopment (OEYFAD); Osa Foundation; Otia 
Development Foundation; People’s Rights 
Organization (PRO); Rural Life Improvement 
Foundation (RULIF); Safe Motherhood 
& Child Survival Organization of Africa 
(SMACS); Safe Motherhood Ladies Associa-
tion (SMLAS); SEDAFRICA; Survival Founda-
tion Network (SUFON); Volunteer Societies 
of Nigeria Organization on AIDS (VOSONOA); 
Women Empowerment and Poverty 
Alleviation (WEPA); Women in Nigeria (WIN); 
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Women in Nigeria (WIN), Imo State; Women 
of Virtue; Women Survival and Development 
Association; Women United for Economic 
Empowerment (WUEE); Youth Resource 
Development Education and Leadership 
Center for Africa (YORDEL AFRICA)

Pakistan:• 
Civil Society Support Programme (CSSP), 
csspsindh@yahoo.com, soonharani@
yahoo.com; Indus Development 
Foundation, qureshiaijaz@yahoo.com

Palestine:• 
Palestinian NGO Network (PNGO), 
j_allam@hotmail.com, www.pngo.net;
Arab Association for Human Rights; Bisan 
Center for Research and Development

Paraguay:• 
Decidamos, Campaña por la Expresión 
Ciudadana, direccion@decidamos.org.
py, www.decidamos.org.py;
Educación Comunicación y Tecnología 
Alternativa (BASE–ECTA); Centro de 
Documentación y Estudios (CDE); Centro 
de Estudios Paraguayos Antonio Guasch 
(CEPAG); FE Y ALEGRÍA Movimiento de Edu-
cación Popular Integral; ÑEMONGUETARA 
Programa de Educación y Comunicación 
Popular; Servicio de Educación y Apoyo 
Social (SEAS–AR); Servicio de Educación 
Popular (SEDUPO); Servicio Paz y Justicia 
Paraguay (SERPAJ–PY)

Peru:• 
Comité de Iniciativa, Grupo de Acción 
Internacional de la Conferencia Nacional 
sobre Desarrollo Social (CONADES), 
cedep@cedepperu.org, hecbejar@
yahoo.com, www.conades.org.pe;
Asociación Nacional de Centros de Inves-
tigación; Promoción Social y Desarrollo; 
Centro de Estudios para el Desarrollo y la 
Participación (CEDEP); Grupo de Economía 
Solidaria; Grupo Género y Economía; 
Plataforma Interamericana de Derechos 
Humanos, Comité Perú; Red Jubileo 2000

Philippines:• 
Social Watch Philippines, sowat@info.
com.ph, info@socialwatchphilippines.
org, www.socialwatchphilippines.org;
Action for Economic Reforms (AER); 
ALAGAD-Mindanao; Albay NGO-PO 
Network; Alliance of Community Develop-
ment Advocate; Alliance of Community 
Development Advocates Provincial NGO 
Federation of Nueva Vizcaya; Alliance of 
Concerned Teachers(ACT); Alternate Forum 
for Research in Mindanao (AFRIM); Alter
native Community-Centered Organization 
for Rural Development (ACCORD); Asian 
NGO Coalition for Agrarian Reform and Rural 
Development (ANGOC); Bantay Katilingban; 
Banwang Tuburan; BAPAKA; Bataan 
NGO-PO Network; Bisaya Alliance Growth 
and Sustainable Sugar Estate (BAGASSE); 
Bohol Alliance of Non-Governmental 
Organizations (BANGON); Broad Initiative 
for Negros Development (BIND); CARET 
Inc.; Caucus of Development NGO Networks 
(CODENGO); Caucus on Poverty Reduction;  
CCAGG; CCF Reconciliation Center; 
Center for Migrant Advocacy Philippines 
(CMA–Phils.); Center for Policy and Execu-
tive Development (CPED); Centro Saka, 
Inc.; Civil Society Network for Education 
Reforms (E-Net); CMLC; COMPAX–Cotabato; 

Co-Multiversity; Convergence; Daluyong 
Ugnayan ng mga Kababaihan (National 
Federation of Women’s Group); DAWN-
Southeast Asia / Women & Gender Institute; 
Earth Savers Movement; Ecowaste Coali-
tion; ELAC–Cebu; Emancipatory Movement 
for People’s Empowerment; Focus on 
the Global South – Philippine Program; 
Freedom from Debt Coalition (FDC); Global 
Call to Action Against Poverty – Philippines; 
Health Care without Harm; IBASSMADC; 
Iloilo Code of NGOs; Indicative Medicine for 
Alternative Health Care System Phils., Inc. 
(INAM); Initiatives for International Dialogue 
(IID); Institute for Popular Democracy (IPD); 
Institute for Social Studies and Action (ISSA); 
Institute of Public Health Management 
(IPHM); Integral Development Services, 
Phils. (IDS-Phils); Jaro Archdiocesan Social 
Action Center; Jihad Al Akbar; Justice for 
Peace and Integrity of Creation-Integrated 
Development Center (JPIC-IDC); KAMAM; 
Kaisampalad; Kalipunan ng Maraming Tinig 
ng Manggagawang Inpormal (KATINIG); 
Kasanyagan Foundation Inc. (KFI); 
Kinayahan Foundation; Kitanglad Integrated 
NGO’s (KIN); Konpederasyon ng mga Nobo 
Esihano para sa Kalikasan at Kaayusang 
Panlipunan; La Liga Policy Institute; Labing 
Kubos Foundation, Inc.; Lubong Salakniban 
Movement; Management & Organizational 
Development for Empowerment (MODE); 
Medical Action Group (MAG); Micah 
Challenge; Midsayap Consortium of NGOs 
and POs; Mindanao Land Foundation 
(MLF); Mindanawon Initiative for Cultural 
Dialogue; Multi-sectoral organization of 
CSOs for environmental and development in 
Marinduque (KASAMAKAPA); Nagkakaisang 
Ugnayan ng mga Manggagawa at Magsa-
saka sa Niyugan (NIUGAN); National Council 
of Churches in the Philippines(NCCP); 
NATRIPAL; NEGRONET; Negros Oriental 
Center for People’s Empowerment 
(NOCFED); NGO-PO Network of Quezon; 
NGO-PO of Tabaco City; Oxfam Great Britain; 
Paghiliusa sa Paghidaet-Negros; Panaghug-
pong sa Gagmayng Bayanihang Grupo sa 
Oriental Negros (PAGBAGO); Participatory 
Research Organization of Communities 
and Education towards Struggle for 
Self Reliance (PROCESS Bohol); Partido 
Kalikasan; Partnership for Clean Air; Peace 
Advocates Network; Philippine Alliance of 
Human Rights Advocates (PAHRA); Philip-
pine Center for Investigative Journalism 
(PCIJ); Philippine Human Rights Info Center; 
Philippine Network of Rural Develop-
ment Institutes (PhilNet-RDI); Philippine 
Partnership for the Development of Human 
Resources in Rural Areas -Davao; Philippine 
Rural Reconstruction Movement (PRRM); 
Phil-Net Visayas; Piglas Kababaihan; PIPULI 
Foundation, Inc.; Positive Action Foundation 
Philippines, Inc. (PAFPI); Public Services 
Labor Independent Confederation (PSLink); 
Research and Communication for Justice 
and Peace; Rice Watch and Action Network 
(RWAN); Rural Development Institute of 
Sultan Kudarat (RDISK); Rural Enlighten-
ment & Accretion in Philippine Society 
(REAPS); SAMAPACO; SARILAYA; Save the 
Ifugao Terraces Movement (SITMO); Silliman 
University; Social Action Center of Malay-
balay Bukidnon; Southeast Asia Regional 
Initiatives for Community Empowerment 

(SEARICE); Student Council Alliance of the 
Philippines (SCAP); Sustainability Watch; 
Tambuyog Development Center; Tanggol 
Kalikasan; Tarbilang Foundation; Task 
Force Detainees of the Philippines (TFDP); 
Tebtebba Foundation, Inc.; Technical Assis
tance Center for the Development of Rural 
and Urban Poor (TACDRUP); The Community 
Advocates of Cotabato; Third World Studies 
Center (TWSC); U.S. Save the Children; 
Unity for the Advancement of Sus Dev and 
Good Governance; Unlad Kabayan; UPLift 
Philippines; Womanhealth Philippines; Youth 
Against Debt (YAD)

Poland:• 
KARAT Coalition, secretariat@karat.org.
pl, www.karat.org; The Network of East-
West Women (NEWW-Polska), neww@
neww.org.pl, www.neww.org.pl;
Campaign Against Homophobia; Amnesty 
International Poland; ATD Fourth World; 
eFTe; Nobody’s Children Foundation; 
Polish Society of Anti-Discrimination Law; 
SOS Children’s Villages Association in 
Poland; Association for Legal Intervention; 
TUS Foundation; Feminist Think Tank; 
Panoptykon Foundation; Polish Women’s 
Lobby; Democratic Union of Women; Active 
and Creative Women Association; Silesian 
Centre for Equal Opportunities; Polish 
Women League

Portugal:• 
Oikos – Cooperação e Desenvolvimento, 
jjfernandes@oikos.pt, catarina_cordas@
hotmail.com, www.oikos.pt;
Portuguese Network of Local Development 
Associations (ANIMAR) and the Portuguese 
National Platform of Development NGOs 
(Plataforma Nacional de ONGD)

Romania:• 
Civil Society Development Foundation 
(FDSC), fdsc@fdsc.ro, valentin.burada@
fdsc.ro, www.fdsc.ro;
Asociatia pentru Dezvoltarea Organizatiei 
(SAH ROM); Asociatia Specialistilor in 
Resurse Umane (AUR); Confederatia Caritas 
Romania

Senegal:• 
Association pour le Développement 
Économique Social Environnemental du 
Nord (ADESEN), adesen@yahoo.com;
ACAPES; ENDA Tiers-Monde; National 
Association of Invalid persons in Sénégal 
(ANHMS); Democratic Union Teachers 
(UDEN); Sénégal’s Union teachers 
(SYPROS); Action Jeunesse Environnement 
(AJE), Enda Graf Sahel; Coalition des 
Associations de jeunes contre la Faim 
(AYCAH Sénégal)

Serbia:• 
Association Technology and Society, 
mirad@eunet.rs, www.eccf.su.ac.yu/
tid/english.htm; Victimology Society of 
Serbia, vds@eunet.rs, www.vds.org.yu

Slovakia:• 
Slovak-European Cultural Association 
(FEMAN), daniel.klimovsky@upjs.sk;
University of Pavol Jozef Šafárik in Košice

Slovenia:• 
Humanitas, info@humanitas.si, www.
humanitas.si

Somalia:• 
Somali Organization for Community 
Development Activities (SOCDA), 
socda@globalsom.com;
Banadir University; Baniadam relief and 
development organization; Civil society in 
Action; Elman Peace And Human rights; 
Hamar University; Islamic University; 
HINNA; Horn relief; Humanitarian Agency 
for Relief and Development; IIDA Women 
Development Organization; Iiman women 
Development Organization; Indian 
Ocean University; Iniskoy Human Rights 
Organization; Isha Human Rights Organi
zation; Kalsan Voluntary Organization For 
Women; Mogadishu University; Coalition of 
Grassroots Women Organization (COGWO); 
Network for Somali NGOs; FPENS; North 
and South Somali Women Widows Group; 
Community for Relief and Development; 
Peace Action Society Organisation for 
Somalia; Peace and Human Rights Network; 
Somali Pen Network; Resource Manage-
ment Somali Network; Saacid Voluntary 
Organization; Schools Association for 
Formal Education; Sifa Women Voluntary 
Organization; SIRWA; Somali Women 
Business Association; Somali Consultant 
Association; Somali Engineering Union; 
Somali Health Care Organization; Somali 
independent Newspaper Association; 
Somali Institute of Management and 
Administration Development; Somali 
Journalists Network; Somali Law Society; 
Somali National Network of Aids service 
Organization; Somali Peaceline; Somali 
Rehabilitation Relief And Development 
Organization; Somali Scout Organisation; 
Somali Young Women Activist; Somali Youth 
Council; Somalink for Relief and Develop-
ment Organization; SSWC; Subiye Develop-
ment Volunteer Organization; Tadamun 
Social Society; Talawadag Network; Ummo 
Ruman Women Organization; Umul Kheyr; 
Wanle Weyn Human Rights and Develop-
ment Organization; We are Women Activist; 
Women care Organization; Youth Anti AIDS/
HIV; Youth Movement for Democracy; Dr. 
Ismael Jumale Human Rights Organization; 
Somali Women Journalist; Network for 
Somali NGO

Spain:• 
Plataforma 2015 y más, 
coordinacion@2015ymas.org, 
www.2015ymas.org; Intermón Oxfam, 
info@intermonoxfam.org, www.
intermonoxfam.org;
ACSUR-Las Segovias; Asamblea de 
Cooperación por la Paz; Asociación de 
Investigación y Especialización sobre Temas 
Iberoamericanos (AIETI); Comisión Española 
de Ayuda al Refugiado (CEAR); Cooperacció; 
Economistas sin Fronteras; Fundación CEAR; 
Instituto de Estudios Políticos para América 
Latina y África (IEPALA); Instituto de Promo-
ción y Apoyo al Desarrollo (IPADE); Instituto 
Sindical de Cooperación y Desarrollo 
(ISCOD); Liga Española de la Educación; 
Movimiento por la Paz, el Desarme y la 
Libertad (MPDL); Observatorio DESC; Paz 
y Solidaridad; PTM-Mundubat; Solidaridad 
Internacional
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Sri Lanka:• 
Movement for National Land and 
Agricultural Reform (MONLAR), monlar@
sltnet.lk, www.monlar.net;
Law & Society Trust (LST)

Sudan:• 
National Civic Forum, h_abdelati@
hotmail.com;
Al Amal Social Association

Suriname:• 
Equality & Equity, bakboordcarla@
hotmail.com, carlabakboord@parbo.net;
Foundation Double Positive; Ultimate 
Purpose; ProHealth; The Network of 
Marroon women; Women’s Rights Centre; 
Culconsult; Institute for Public Finance

Switzerland:• 
Alliance Sud – Swiss Alliance of 
Development Organisations, pepo.
hofstetter@alliancesud.ch, www.
alliancesud.ch;
Bread for All; Caritas; Catholic Lenten Fund; 
Helvetas; Interchurch Aid; Swissaid

Syria:• 
Syrian Environment Association (SEA), 
sea-sy@scs-net.org, www.sea-sy.org

Tanzania:• 
Southern Africa Human Rights NGO 
Network (SAHRiNGON) -Tanzania 
Chapter, sahringontz@yahoo.com, info@
sahringon.or.tz, www.sahringon.or.tz;
Laretok -le- Sheria na haki za binadamu 
Ngorongoro (WASHEHABINGO); Kituo 
Cha Maadili Kwa Jamii (Centre for social 
ethics); Action For Relief and Development 
Assistance (AFREDA); Africaan Youth 
Development Foundation; Association for 
the Prevention of Torture (APT); Campaign 
for Democracy and Human Rights; 
Campaign for Good Governance (CGG); 
Centre for Widows and Children Assistance 
(CWCA); Chama Cha Walemavu Tanzania 
(CHAWATA); Chiara Children’s Centre (CCC); 
Children’s Dignity Forum (CDF); Disabled 
Organization for Legal Affairs and Social 
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Economic and Social Organization (ESO); 
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HAKIELIMU; Helpage International; Human 
Rights Centre for Disabled Persons; 
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Tanzania (JET); The Leadership Forum; 
Legal and Human Rights Centre (LHRC); 
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Social Development Association; Mocuba 
Community Development Foundation; 
National Organization for Legal Assistance 
(NOLA); Tanzania Girls Empowerment 
and Training Centre; Taaluma Women 
Group (TWG); Tanzania Centre for Conflict 
Resolution; Tanzania Gender Networking 
Programme (TGNP); Tanzania Home 
Economics Association (TAHEA); Tanzania 
Self Development Association (TSDA); 
Tanzania Media Women’s Association 
(TAMWA); Tanzania Women of Impact 
Foundation (TAWIF); Tanzania Women for 
Self Initiatives (TAWSEI); Tanzania Women 
Lawyer’s Association (TAWLA); Tanzania 
Women Volunteers Association (TAWOVA); 
Tanzania Women and Children Welfare 
Centre (TWCWC); Tanzania Network of 
Women Living with HIV/AIDS; Tanzania 

Youth Awareness Trust Fund (TAYOA); 
Training for Sustainable Development (TSD); 
United Nations Association of Tanzania 
(UNA-TANZANIA); Winners National Asso
ciation (WINA); Women Advancement Trust 
(WAT); Women and Children Improvement 
Agency (WOCHIA); Women in Action for 
Development (WADE); Women in Law and 
Development in Africa (WILDAF); Women’s 
Legal Aid Centre (WLAC); Women’s 
Research and Documentation Programme; 
Centre for Human Rights Promotion (CHRP); 
Women Wake Up (WOWAP); The Community 
Support and Development Network (CSDN); 
Biharamuro Originating Socio-Economic 
Development Association (BOSEDA); 
Community Participation Development 
Association (COPADEA); Kigoma-Kasulu 
Non Governmental Organization Network 
(KIKANGONET); Kigoma and Ujiji Non 
Governmental Organization Network 
(KIUNGO-NET); Free Ambassadors Women 
and Children Mission Tanzania (FAWACM); 
Health and Medicare Foundation for the 
Albinism (HEMFA); Kikundi Cha Wanawake 
Kilimanjaro Cha Kupambana Na Ukimwi 
(KIWAKUKI); Kilimanjaro Women Information 
Exchange and Consultancy Company 
Limited (KWIECO); Moshi Paralegal 
Organization; Lindi Women’s Paralegal Aid 
Centre (LIWOPAC); Babati Paralegal Centre 
(BAPACE); Tanzania Mineworkers Develop-
ment Organization (TMDO); Wasaidizi wa 
Sheria na Haki za Binadamu Serengeti 
(WASHEHABISE); Ileje Environmental Con-
cervation Association (IECA); Mbozi Biogas 
Energy and Environmental Protection 
Association (MBEPA); TUSHIRIKI; Morogoro 
Paralegal Centre; Kivulini Women’s Rights 
Organization; Kuleana Center for Children’s 
Rights; Mwanza Women Development Asso-
ciation (MWDA); Women and Child Vision 
(WOCHIV); Centre for Environment and 
Health (CEHE); Community Development 
for All (CODEFA); Development Vision and 
Mision Group (DEVMI) Bagamoyo Branch; 
Kibaha Paralegal Centre; Youth Partnership 
Countrywide (YPC); Vijana Vision Tanzania; 
Economic and Social Organisation (ESO 
Organisation); Tanzania Disabled Persons 
Movement; Wazee na Ukimwi Singida 
(WAUSI); Mategemeo Group Mlalo (MGM); 
Muungano wa Vikundi wa Wafugaji Kanda 
ya Korogwe Magharibi (MVIWAKOMA); 
Orphans and Vulnerable Children Care 
Centre (OVCCC); Paralegal Aid Scheme 
for Women and Children; Society for 
Women and Aid in Africa Tanzania Chapter 
(SWAATKORO); Tanga Aids Working Group 
(TAWG); Umoja wa Walemavu Zanzibar

Thailand:• 
Social Agenda Working Group (Social 
Watch Thailand), suiranee@yahoo.com;
Chulalongkorn University Research 
Institute; HomeNet Thailand; Drug Study 
Group; Focus on the Global South Thailand; 
Foundation for Children’s Development; 
Foundation for Women; Peace and Conflict 
Study Centre; Peace and Culture Founda-
tion; Political Economy Centre; Women 
Network for the Advancement and Peace

Tunisia:• 
Tunisian League for Human Rights, 
sjourchi@yahoo.fr; Tunisian Association 
for Democratic Women, bochra.bhh-
avocate@voila.fr

Uganda:• 
Development Network of Indigenous 
Voluntary Association (DENIVA), info@
deniva.or.ug, www.deniva.or.ug;
Acoke Rural Development Initiatives (ARDI); 
Action Aid Uganda; Action for Development 
(ACFODE); Action for Slum Health and 
Development; Action for Youth Organization 
Uganda; Action Line for Development 
(ALFORD); Action to Positive Change on 
People with Disabilities; Adult Education 
Centre; Adyaka Orphan Development 
Initiatives (AODI); Africa 2000 Network 
Uganda; Africa for Christ International; African 
Child Care Foundation; African International 
Christian Ministry (AICM); Agency for Promo
ting Sustainable Development Initiative 
(ASDI); Agriculture and Rural Development 
Programme; Akiika Embuga Women’s Self 
Help Association; Akwata Empola Women 
Development Association; Anaka Foundation 
Gulu; Anthony Youth Development Association 
(AYDA); Anti Corruption Coalition Uganda 
(ACCU); Arua District Farmers Association; 
Arua District Indigenous NGO Network 
(ADINGON); Awake Bushenyi; Bagya Basaaga 
Orange Freshed Potato Growers and Proces-
sors (BBOFPGAP); Bahai Faith International 
National Spiritual Assembly of The Bahai of 
Uganda; Bakatawamu Information and 
Development Empowerment (BIDE); Bakonzo 
Culture Association; Balyalwoba Rehabilita-
tion and Development Agency (BARDEA); 
Banyo Development Foundation; Basic Needs 
UK in Uganda; Bedmot Child and Family 
Programme; Benevolent Support Child 
Programme Kampala; Bidhompola Com-
munity Development Association Mayuge 
(BICODA); Bileafe Rural Development 
Association (Arua); Blessings Christian Rehab 
Ministries; Blind But Able Self Help Project; 
Budde Women’s Development Association; 
Budongo Forest Community Development 
Organization (BUCODO); Bugiri District 
Literacy and Adult Education Network 
(BLAEN); Bugisu Civil Society Forum 
(BUCINET); Build Up Again Ex Prisoners 
Association (BAP); Bukogolwa Widows and 
Orphans Care Centre; Bundibugyo Association 
of the Disabled; Bundibugyo District NGOs/
CBs Forum; Bunyoro Youth Development 
Network; Bushenyi District Civil Society 
Organization Forum (BUDCOF); Buso Founda-
tion; Buwagi Rural Development Foundation; 
Ceazaria Complex Public Library; Centre for 
Community Enterprise; Centre for Conflict 
Resolution (CECORE); Centre for Environmen-
tal Technology and Rural Development 
(CETRUD); Centre for Peace Research (CPR); 
Centre for the Integrated Development; Child 
Aid International Lyantonde; Christian 
Children’s Network International; Community 
Action for Rural Development Association 
(CARD); Community Based Rehabilitation 
Alliance (COMBRA); Community Development 
Resource Network (CDRN); Community Effort 
for Women Development Concerns 
(CEWDCO); Community Empowerment 
Partnership; Community Health and Develop-
ment Association-Uganda (COHEDA-Uganda); 

Community Integrated Development Initia-
tives; Concern for the Girl Child; Cultural 
Agency for Social and Environment Develop-
ment (CASRDEN); Development and Rehabi
litation Organization (DABO); Development 
Training and Research Centre (DETREC); 
Ebnezer Rural Ministries Uganda (ERIMU); 
Engabu Za Tooro Tooro Youth Platform for 
Action; Enhance Abilities Initiatives (EAI); First 
African Bicycle Information Office (Fabio); 
Forum for Women in Democracy; Foundation 
for Development and International Links 
(FODILI); Foundation for Human Rights 
Initiatives (FHRI); Foundation for Rural 
Development (FORUD); Foundation for Rural/
Urban Poverty Alleviation (FORUPA); Founda-
tion for Urban and Rural Advancement (FURA); 
Foundation for Young Orphans (FYO); Fountain 
of Hope Ministry Pader; Friends in Need 
Association (FINA); Friends of Orphans Pader; 
Friends Orphanage School; General Com-
munity Development Association; Genesis 
Microfinance Bureaux Ltd (Genefina); German 
Development Services; Goal Uganda; God’s 
Mercy Uganda (Traditional Herbs); Good Hope 
Foundation for Rural Development; Gospel 
Pace-Setting Ministries (GPM); Grass Root 
Women Development Organization 
(GWODEO); Green Pasture Christian Outreach; 
Gukwatamanzi Farmers Association Ltd; Gulu 
Community Based Management Network 
Project (GCBMNT); Gulu District NGO Forum 
(GDNF); Gulu Foundation Community Based 
Rehabilitation; Gulu Women Empowerment 
Network; Gwosusa Emwanyi Women’s 
Association; Habitat for Humanity; Hamuku-
ngu Women Association Group; Hewasa 
Health through Water and Sanitation Pro-
gramme; HIV/AIDS Care and Support Project; 
Holistic Services for Uganda; Hope after Rape; 
Hope Association; Huys Link Community 
Initiative; Ibanda Rural Development Promo
ters; Ibanda Zero Grazing Association (IZGA); 
Iganga District NGO/CBO Forum; Ikongo Rural 
Development Association; Initiative for 
Women Equation (IWE); Integrated Care and 
Development Initiative; Integrated Environ-
mental Defence (INED); Integrated Family 
Development Initiatives (IFDI); Integrated 
Rural Development Initiatives; International 
Anti Corruption Theatre Movement; Inter
national Child Welfare Organization; Inter
national Institute for Cultural and Ethical 
Development; Jamii Ya Kupatanisha; Jinja 
Diocesan Coordinating Organization 
(JIDDECO); Jinja Mothers’ Savings and Credit 
Scheme; Joint Energy and Environment 
Project (JEEP); Joint Energy to Save the 
Environment (JESE); Jonam Development 
Foundation; Kabaale District Civil Society 
Organizations Network; Kabale Civil Society 
Forum (KACSOF); Kabale Farmers Networking 
Association; Kabarole Intergrated Women’s 
Effort in Development (KIWED); Kabarole 
NGOs and CBOs Association (KANCA); 
Kabarole Research and Resource Centre 
(KRC); Kabbo Women’s Assistance Finance 
and Project; Kabongo Women’s Group / 
Dodoth Community Based Development 
Association; Kakuuto Network of Indigenous 
Voluntary Associations (KANIVA); Kamengo 
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Kamuli Lutheran Church HIV/AIDS Care and 
Support Project; Kamuli Network of NGOs 
(KANENGO); Kamwenge Bee Keepers 
Cooperative; Kamwenge District Indigenous 
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Kigezi Health Care Foundation; Kigulu 
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Youth Development Foundation; Masindi 
District Education Network; Matilong Youth 
Mixed Farming Organization; Mbarara District 
Civil Society Organizations Forum; Mengo 
Child and Family Development Project Ltd; 
Mpigi Widows Entrepreneurs (MWEA); Mpigi 
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Trust; Rakai Community Strategy for Develop-
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Club; Tecwaa Child and Family Project 
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tion; The United Orphans Association; The 
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Network; Tororo District NGO Forum; Trinita 
Rural Integrated Community Development 
Association; Tripartite Training Programme; 
Triple B Kasese Community; Tukole Women’s 
Group; Tusubira Health and Research 
Foundation; Twezimbe Rural Development 
Organization; Uganda Change Agent Associa-
tion; Uganda Christian Prisoners Aid Founda-
tion; Uganda Church Women Development 
Centre; Uganda Coalition for Crisis Prevention 
(UCCP); Uganda Development Initiatives 
Foundation; Uganda Environmental Education 
Foundation; Uganda Environmental Protection 
Forum (UEPF); Uganda Gender Resource 
Centre; Uganda Human Rights Activists; 
Uganda Indigenous Women’s Club; Uganda 
Joint Action for Adult Education; Uganda 
Martyrs Parish; Uganda Media Women’s 
Association; Uganda Mid Land Multipurpose 
Development Association; Uganda Mid Land 
Multipurpose Development Foundation; 
Uganda National Action on Physical Dis
abilities (UNAPD); Uganda Orphans Rural 
Development Programme; Uganda Project 
Implementation and Management Centre 
(UPIMAC); Uganda Restoration Gospel 
Churches Organization; Uganda Rural 
Development and Training Programme; 
Uganda Rural Self Help Development 
Promotion (SEDEP); Uganda Support for 
Children and Women Organization; Uganda 
Women Foundation Fund; Uganda Women 
Tree Planting Movement; Uganda Women’s 
Finance and Credit Trust Limited; Uganda 
Women’s Welfare Association; Uganda 
Women’s Effort to Save Orphans; Uganda 
Young Men’s Christian Association; Uganda 
Youth Anti AIDS Association; UN Association of 
Uganda; United African Orphanage Foun
dation; United Humanitarian Development 
Association; United Orphanage School; Urban 
Rural Environment Development Programme; 
Victoria Grass Root Foundation for Develop-
ment; Voluntary Service Team Mubende; 

Voluntary Services Overseas; Voluntary 
Services Trust Team; Volunteer Efforts for 
Development Concerns; Vredeseilanden 
Coopibo-Uganda; Wakiso Environment 
Conservation and Development Initiative; 
Wera Development Association; Women 
Alliance and Children Affairs; Women Together 
for Development; World Learning Inc; World 
Light Caring Mission Initiative; Youth Alliance 
in Karamoja (YAK); Youth Development 
Foundation; Youth Development Organization 
– Arua; Youth Initiative for Development 
Association; Youth Organization for Social 
Education and Development

Ukraine:• 
Liberal Society Institute, okisselyova@
voliacable.com, okisselyova@yahoo.
com

United States of America:• 
Global-Local Links Project, dawkinst@
mindspring.com; Institute for Agriculture 
and Trade Policy (IATP), iatp@iatp.org, 
www.iatp.org;
Action Aid USA; Center of Concern; Hunger 
Notes

Uruguay:• 
Social Watch Secretariat, socwatch@
socialwatch.org, www.socialwatch.org;
Centro Interdisciplinario de Estudios sobre 
el Desarrollo (CIEDUR); CNS Mujeres por 
Democracia, Equidad y Ciudadanía; Instituto 
del Tercer Mundo (ITeM); Instituto Cuesta 
Duarte PIT-CNT; Mujer y Salud en Uruguay 
(MYSU)

Venezuela:• 
Programa Venezolano de Educación-
Acción en Derechos Humanos (PROVEA), 
provea@derechos.org.ve, www.
derechos.org.ve

Vietnam:• 
VUFO-NGO Resource Centre, director@
ngocentre.org.vn, www.ngocentre.
org.vn;
Animals Asia Foundation; ActionAid Vietnam; 
Volunteers in Overseas Cooperative 
Assistance; Adventist Development & 
Relief Agency; Aide et Action; Academy 
for Educational Development; Australian 
Foundation for the Peoples of Asia and the 
Pacific; Asociacion Aida, Ayuda, Intercambio y 
Desarrollo; Allianz-Mission eV; American Red 
Cross; Multisectoral and Integrated Develop-
ment Services; Australian People for Health, 
Education and Development Abroad; Aid to 
Southeast Asia; The Atlantic Philanthropies 
Vietnam Limited; Australian Volunteers 
International; Agronomes & Veterinaires 
Sans Frontieres; Brot für die Welt; BirdLife 
International; Bremen Overseas Research 
and Development Association; Care Inter
national; Caritas Switzerland; Christian Blind 
Mission; Canadian Center for International 
Studies & Cooperation; Ymparisto ja kehitys 
ry; Center for Educational Exchange with 
Vietnam; Cooperazione e Sviluppo; ChildFund 
Vietnam; Children’s Hope in Action (formerly: 
Canadian Hunger Foundation); Compassion 
International; Clinton Health Access Initiative; 
Children of Peace International; Counterpart 
International; Children of Vietnam; Clear 
Path International; Catholic Relief Services; 
Church World Service; DKT International; 
Development Workshop; Enfants & Develop-
pement; Eau Agriculture et Sante en Milieu 

Tropical; Eye Care Foundation; Kansen voor 
Kinderen; East Meets West Foundation; 
Environnement et Developpement du Tiers 
Monde; Friendship Bridge; Friedrich Ebert 
Stiftung; Fred Hollows Foundation; Family 
Health International; Foundation for Inter
national Development / Relief; NGO Fontana; 
Fundacion Promocion Social de la Cultura; 
Fund for Reconciliation and Development; 
Global Community Service Foundation; 
Global Education and Development Agency; 
Glocal Ventures, Inc.; Global Neighbour Inter-
national; Deutsches Rotes Kreuz; Groupe de 
Recherches et d’Echanges Technologiques; 
Hagar International; HealthBridge Foundation 
of Canada; Swiss Association for International 
Cooperation; Habitat for Humanity; Handicap 
International Belgium; Holt International 
Children’s Service; Handicap International 
France; Helen Keller International; Heifer 
Project International; International Develop-
ment Enterprises; Institute of International 
Education; ETEA, Institucion Universitaria 
de la Compania de Jesus; International 
Women’s Development Agency; Lien Aid; 
Lutheran Church Missouri Synod World 
Mission; Survivor Corps (Landmine Survivors 
Network); Loreto Vietnam Australia Program; 
Mines Advisory Group; Maryknoll; Mennonite 
Central Committee; Medisch Comite Neder-
land; Médecins du Monde France; Medical 
Education Development Resources Interna-
tional Exchange; Supply Chain Management 
System Project; Marie Stopes International 
Vietnam; Norwegian Church Aid; Norwegian 
Mission Alliance; Orbis International; 
Operation Smile; Oxfam Great Britain; 
Oxfam Hong Kong; Oxfam Quebec; Oxfam 
Solidarity Belgium; PACT, Inc.; Program 
for Appropriate Technology in Health; 
Pathfinder International; Plan in Vietnam; 
Population Council; Prosperity Initiative; The 
Pearl S. Buck International, Inc; Population 
Services International Vietnam; Peace Trees 
Vietnam; Save the Children; Sai Gon Children 
Charity; Stichting Nederlandse Vrijwilligers; 
Samaritan’s Purse International Relief; Cruz 
Roja Espanol; The Asia Foundation; Terre des 
Hommes Foundation – Lausanne; Triangle 
Generation Humanitaire; Vredeseilanden 
(Islands of Peace); Volunteers for Peace 
Vietnam; Volunteers in Asia; Vietnam 
Assistance for the Handicapped; Volunteer 
Service Abroad New Zealand; Voluntary 
Service Overseas; Vietnam Plus (Mekong 
Plus); Vietnam Veterans of America Foun
dation; Vietnam Veterans Memorial Fund; 
WOOLCOCK; World Concern Vietnam; World 
Population Foundation; World University 
Service of Canada; World Vision International; 
Worldwide Orphan; Xin Chao – Kinderhilfe 
Vietnam; Youth with a Mission

Yemen:• 
Human Rights Information and Training 
Center, hritc@y.net.ye, www.hritc.net

Zambia:• 
Women for Change (WFC), wfc@zamnet.
zm, www.wfc.org.zm;
Basic Education Teachers Union of Zambia 
(BETUZ); Zambia Institute of Environmental 
Management (ZIEM); Non-Governmental 
Coordinating Council (NGOCC); 2410; 
Gallant Youth of Zambia
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Executive Summary
Mirjam van Reisen1

Social Watch Coordinating Committee for 
Europe

The Universal Declaration of Human Rights 
defines social security as a universal right for 
all human beings through national effort and 
international cooperation (Article 22). Social 
protection helps reduce poverty: according to 
the International Labour Organization (ILO), 
social security transfers reduce poverty by at 
least 50% in almost all OECD countries and 
reduce income inequality by about 50% in many 
European countries (Cichon 2008).

The international commitment to eradi
cate poverty was adopted by the interna
tional community at the World Summit for 
Social Development in Copenhagen in 1995 
and reconfirmed in the 2000 UN Millennium 
Declaration. At the 2010 UN Summit on the 
Millennium Development Goals, the idea of a 
universal ‘social floor’ was introduced, based 
on recognition of the fact that it is possible to 
eradicate poverty and provide social security for 
all. ILO research has found that less than 2 per 
cent of global GDP is needed to provide a basic 
set of social protection benefits for people in 
poverty (Cichon 2008).

Establishing the EU as a legal personality, 
which allows it to enter into legal agreements 
with third countries, the EU Lisbon Treaty codifies 
the EU’s obligation under international law to 
instigate national effort and international co-
operation for social protection and to eradicate 
poverty. The Treaty makes the eradication of 
poverty a binding objective in the EU’s relations 
with developing countries. With regards to the 
internal policies of the EU, the Treaty contains 
the legally binding provision that “in defining its 
policies and actions, [it] shall take into account 
[...] the guarantee of adequate social protection, 
the fight against social exclusion, and a high 
level of education, training and protection of 
human health” (Article 9, Treaty on European 
Union). In these areas the EU complements the 
activities of the Member States (Article 153, 
Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union 
– or Lisbon Treaty). The weight given by the EU to 
the eradication of poverty and the fight against 
social exclusion is evidenced by the declara-
tion of 2010 as the Year for Combating Poverty 

1	Prof Dr van Reisen is Endowed Chair on International 
Social Responsibility in honour of Marga Klompé, Depart-
ment of Culture Studies, Faculty of Humanities, Tilburg 
University, Director of Europe External Policy Advisors, and 
Member of the Coordinating Committee, Social Watch.

and Social Exclusion. President of the European 
Council Van Rompuy points out that the EU 
2020 strategy (adopted in June 2010), aimed 
at the preservation of the so-called ‘European 
economic and social model’, emphasises the 
importance of social inclusion, employment and 
education (European Parliament of Enterprises 
2010). 

Poverty and social exclusion are a reality 
for a large number of Europeans. Up to 17% 
of people in the EU (approximately 85 million 
people) live below the poverty threshold. One 
child in five is born and grows up with economic 
and social deprivation. Twenty per cent of 
young people (aged 16–24) are currently living 
at risk of poverty in the European Union. These 
figures clearly reflect the weakness of policies 
to address poverty and social exclusion, which 
have come under pressure in the aftermath of 
the financial crisis. The ability of governments 
to implement their national and international 
obligation to guarantee social security has been 
compromised. This response by governments is 
resulting in massive job losses and cuts in social 
expenditure, accompanied by a new wave of 
privatisation of public assets (which even 
includes key government functions such as air 
traffic control in Spain) – ultimately placing the 
loss on the shoulders of the taxpayers instead 
of the financial sector. The European Union has 
not been able to tackle the root causes of the 
financial crisis, leaving it vulnerable to a further 
spiralling down and aggravation of the crisis. 
The fiscal constraints that developing countries 
have experienced in previous decades resulting 
from International Monetary Fund policies are 
now confronting European countries (Dearden 
2010).

With almost half of the world’s population 
living on less than 2 dollars a day, poverty and 
social exclusion are also acute beyond Europe. 
Developing countries have been severely hit by 
the combination of crises – financial, economic, 
food, and environmental. Inevitably, the impact 
falls hardest on women and children, parti
cularly girls. The UN Review of the Millennium 
Development Goals has introduced the concept 
of a ‘social floor’, recognising the need for 
a global answer to the international poverty 
crisis. This proposition also makes economic 
sense: social protection helps in freeing the full 
potential of a healthy, educated and productive 
workforce, which is a prerequisite for sustain-
able economic growth, and for the creation of 
stability in internal consumption, especially 
through pensions and child support measures. 

ILO argues that evidence is emerging that a 
minimum package of social security benefits 
is affordable, even in the poorest countries (ILO 
2008). 

Time for action: Responding to poverty, 
social exclusion and inequality in Europe 
and beyond

This edition of the European Social Watch 
report examines social exclusion in Europe 
from different angles, including employment, 
healthcare, housing and financial exclusion. It 
also analyses the reality for groups of people 
that are particularly vulnerable to poverty 
and social exclusion, such as migrants and 
the Roma. Special attention is given to the 
gender dimension of poverty, as well as the 
age dimension; the report finds that young 
people and the elderly are especially vulner-
able to social exclusion. The Thematic Reports 
cover the different aspects of social exclusion, 
while the National Reports give an account of 
poverty and social exclusion from the perspec-
tive of different European countries. The part 
on Measuring Social Exclusion focuses on 
education, living conditions and social partici-
pation. Each report makes specific recommen-
dations as to the measures needed to address 
social exclusion.

Forms of social exclusion

The report on labour market impacts, by Janine 
Leschke and Andrew Watt from the European 
Trade Union Institute, provides an overview 
of the impact of the global economic crisis on 
the labour markets of various countries and 
on different labour market groups. This report 
also looks at the different approaches govern-
ments have adopted to cope with the effects 
of the economic downturn. Besides the United 
Kingdom and Denmark, two paradigmatic 
cases – Germany and Spain – are presented. 
The German Government has managed to 
counter the worst of the crisis through active 
intervention, notably by expanding existing 
work-sharing schemes with the agreement of 
social partners. In contrast there has been a 
massive rise in unemployment in Spain despite 
there being less of a drop in output than the EU 
average.  This rise in unemployment is in part 
due to the absence of effective labour market 
institutions, and a concentration of the crisis in 
the construction sector. 

This report concludes that active labour 
policies, and particularly those that keep 
people in employment, have proved their worth 
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during the crisis, and should be maintained and 
strengthened.

The Spanish national report reviews the 
devastating effect that the economic crisis is 
having on the Spanish employment sector: the 
unemployment rate has soared over the last 
three years, from close to 8.6% in 2007 to 20% 
in 2010. The report points out the need for a 
model that faces up to the private sector, which 
is led by a financial sector that socialises losses 
while privatising profits.

The report on access to healthcare by 
Dorota Sienkiewicz from the European Public 
Health Alliance argues that, despite the EU’s 
commitment, access to health is only ‘universal’ 
in principle. Inequalities in access to health 
services prevail in all EU countries and are 
on the rise. A person’s socioeconomic status 
strongly determines their ability to access 
health services, placing vulnerable groups in 
an unequal position. The economic crisis has 
served to worsen this situation as the health 
sector has been targeted for cuts in public 
spending.

Cesare Ottolini from the International 
Alliance of Inhabitants and Jason Nardi from 
Social Watch Italy argue that lack of access to 
adequate housing remains a significant problem 
in Europe, despite the fact that EU Member 
States have ratified international treaties and 
conventions that recognise and protect the right 
to housing. They call for a strengthening of com-
petence for EU bodies in order to address this 
critical issue. The French report by the French 
Platform on Economic, Social and Cultural 
Rights also expresses concern about the lack of 
budget funds for housing, noting that the budget 
for housing assistance in France represented 
1.8% of France’s GNP in 2009, compared to 
2.2% in 1984.

In a comprehensive analysis, Stefanie 
Lämmermann from the European Microfinance 
Network emphasises that financial exclusion 
significantly increases the risk of social 
exclusion and poverty. As European societies 
move towards relying on virtual money, pos-
sessing a credit card and bank account has 
become essential; lack of access to these tools 
and services leads to exclusion in other areas. 
The report suggests that one solution to such 
exclusion is the use of microfinance in the form 
of micro-credit, savings, insurance and transfer 
services for low-income households. The report 
concludes that microfinance providers need to 
be given the possibility to grow while keeping 
their social focus, in order to serve the high level 
of unmet demand for such services.

Groups vulnerable to poverty and social 
exclusion

After exploring different aspects of social 
exclusion, this edition of European Social Watch 
sheds light on people that are particularly vulner-
able to social exclusion, due to their gender, age, 
or membership of an ethnic group.

Oxfam International and the European 
Women’s Lobby analyse the situation of women 
living in poverty and social exclusion in the 
European Union. Exclusion on the basis of 
gender remains a problem, despite the long-
lasting concern and efforts of the EU to counter it. 
This report provides evidence of the continuing 
discrimination experienced by women, notably 
in the area of employment, access to basic 
services and social benefits, and identifies how 
this situation is further exacerbated by the crisis. 
The Polish Report, by Maciej Dębski (Network of 
East-West Women-Polska/Gdansk University), 
Agnieszka Nowak (Network of East-West 
Women-Polska) and Monika Popow (Network of 
East-West Women-Polska), regarding employ-
ment conditions, notes that women’s salaries 
are generally lower than men’s: on average, 
women earn 23% less than men. The French 
report also underlines that, for the same work, 
women are paid 27% less than men and their 
pension is on average 40% lower than that of 
men. 

Marco Perolini and Santa Ozolina from the 
European Youth Forum examine the difficulties 
experienced by young people in Europe. The 
report argues that while some vulnerabilities 
depend on socioeconomic background, others 
are intrinsically linked to age: transition from 
childhood to adulthood, from education to 
the labour market, and from living with their 
family to running a household of their own. The 
Italian report highlights the difficult situation 
experienced by young people in Italy and argues 
that, as a consequence of the economic crisis, 
young Italians are increasingly being excluded, 
making them even more vulnerable. In 1983, 
the proportion of Italian youth aged 18 to 34, 
unmarried and still living with their families 
was 49%; in 2000, this increased to 60.2%, 
standing at 58.6% in 2009. Moreover, in 2009, 
the number of NEETs (not in education, employ-
ment or training) had grown to over 2 million, 
21.2% of the 15 to 29 year-old population.

The social group most at risk of poverty 
in Cyprus is the elderly (65 and over) for both 
genders. The authors of the Cyprus report, 
Odysseas Christou, Charalambos Vrasidas, 
Michalinos Zembylas and Sotiris Themisto
kleous (CARDET), argue that it remains to be 
seen if recent policies targeting poverty among 

the elderly will improve their social inclusion. 
Malta’s report, by Joseph M. Sammut (Kopin) 
also warns that 22% of the elderly in Malta are 
living under the poverty threshold, which is 3% 
more than in the EU as a whole.

As a follow-up to the European Social Watch 
Report 2009, ‘Migrants in Europe as Develop
ment Actors, Between Hope and Vulnerability’ 
(Social Watch 2009), Pablo Sanchez from 
December 18 examines the situation of migrants 
in Europe. This report argues that a coherent 
labour migration policy for Europe depends on 
the successful integration of migrant workers 
and members of their families into host societies. 
As the European Union lacks competence in this 
field, the responsibility for integration lies with 
individual Member States and regional and local 
entities to implement the ‘guidelines’ suggested 
by the EU. The author calls upon the European 
Commission and the European Parliament to 
provide a comprehensive legal framework for 
migrants to ensure that a rights-based integra-
tion policy for migrants is a priority.

Laura Renzi from Amnesty International 
Italy gives an account of the critical situation ex-
perienced by the Roma people in Europe. In 21st 
Century Europe, despite all the groundbreaking 
laws and mechanisms to ensure that human 
rights are respected, the Roma are still suffering 
from blatant discrimination. The report provides 
a thorough account of the conditions in which 
the Roma live. This article discusses Roma in-
tegration, on which the EU has taken a strong 
stance, which has not been followed up at the 
national level with policy, laws and implemen-
tation. The author argues that, ultimately, the 
primary responsibility for ensuring that Europe’s 
Roma can access their rights to housing, health, 
education, employment and to participate 
in public life lies with national governments. 
Slovakia’s national report contends that Roma 
segregation is a serious problem in Slovakia, 
while poverty at the country-level depends to 
a large extent on the region, with many Roma 
people living in the poorest regions. 

Europe 2020 strategy: Improving the odds 
for a social Europe? 

Following the Lisbon Strategy, the Europe 2020 
strategy is the key overarching strategy for the 
European Union for the next 10-year period. 
The Europe 2020 strategy establishes three key 
priorities, sets five targets and provides for seven 
flagship programmes. One of the targets is to lift 
20 million people out of poverty by 2020 – which 
is not sufficient to lift all people out of poverty in 
the EU. One of seven Flagship Programmes is 
the ‘Platform against Poverty’. The Platform will 
be a key indicator of future European policies 



5Social Watch Executive Summary

for combating poverty and social exclusion. 
In this report on the Europe 2020 strategy, 
Fintan Farrell from the European Anti-Poverty 
Network engages in an initial assessment of the 
overall orientation of the 2020 strategy. While 
welcoming the visibility it gives to the issues of 
poverty and social exclusion, he points out that 
the target to lift 20 million people out of poverty 
could be misinterpreted and lead to a situation 
where “two-thirds [of society] are doing well and 
one-third [are] left behind to carry the burdens 
and risks associated with social exclusion”. He 
argues that the only acceptable interpretation 
should be “the ambition to improve the situation 
of everybody living in poverty, while lifting at 
least 20 million people above the relatively high 
EU ‘at risk of poverty threshold’, which is based 
on 60% of the median equivalised income and 
material deprivation indicators”. He also raises 
the concern that actions to tackle poverty may 
be limited to employment related actions, thus 
moving the focus away from the broader issue 
of social protection and social inclusion. 

This report recommends that social 
exclusion should remain an objective in its 
own right and, at the same time, should be 
mainstreamed across all policies. Moreover, 
more efforts should be made to increase 
stakeholders’ involvement, as it is of central 
importance for successful policies against 
poverty and social exclusion. Finally, the report 
points out that, as long as we lack a common 
European framework for legally binding social 
minimum standards, the credibility of the EU’s 
social goals will be compromised. There is a 
need for a common set of social standards for 
the EU that is legally binding on all EU Member 
States. As a first step towards this, the European 
Anti-Poverty Network has launched a campaign 
for the establishment of a European Directive 
on the Adequacy of Minimum Income Schemes. 
The EU should also take a leading role in the 
United Nations framework to promote the Social 
Protection Floor Initiative (SPFI), to ensure a 
minimum set of social security benefits for all. 

Europe’s role in combating poverty and 
social exclusion worldwide

Parallel to its efforts to eradicate poverty 
internally, Europe has a responsibility, based 
on the Lisbon Treaty and on its own history, to 
assist developing countries in their own efforts. 
Barbara Caracciolo from SOLIDAR advocates 
for the expansion of social protection within 
EU development cooperation. Social protection 
is a powerful instrument against poverty; it 
can promote economic growth by boosting 
consumption and enabling people to enter the 
labour market. Expanding social protection to 

developing countries is affordable: according 
to estimates by ILO, only 2% of global GDP 
would be needed to provide the world’s poor 
with a basic social security package – including 
universal access to health and income transfers 
(ILO 2008). Barbara Caracciolo also argues 
that the EU, as part of its development coope
ration strategy, should support the UN Social 
Protection Floor Initiative, aimed at ensuring a 
minimum set of social security for all.

Kinda Mohamadieh and Ziad Abdel Samad 
from the Arab NGO Network for Development 
examine the role of the Euro-Mediterranean 
Partnership – which contains important social 
dimensions such as supporting universal 
access to basic social services – in combating 
social exclusion in the Southern Mediterranean 
Arab region. The authors point out that these 
aspirations have remained mainly declara-
tory and no concrete steps have been taken 
towards the creation of a common area for 
social development. Instead, focus has been 
placed on creating liberalising trade. The Euro-
Mediterranean Partnership seems to focus ex-
clusively on the economic partnership, leaving 
important aspects such as the promotion of 
democratic values and civil rights aside.

Roberto Bissio, Coordinator of the Inter
national Secretariat of Social Watch, highlights 
the risks associated with cuts in public spending 
after the onset of the global economic crisis. 
Policies to restore medium-term debt sustain-
ability, he argues, should be balanced with those 
to protect and support the socially and economi-
cally vulnerable. Public expenditure cuts should 
not be at the expense of basic social policies 
and development cooperation. He argues that 
recognition in the outcome document of the UN 
Summit reviewing the Millennium Development 
Goals of the need for a social protection floor 
was in part the result of EU support. Establishing 
a common European social standard would be 
a logical step for the EU. The global community 
continues to look to the EU to help make this 
universal social protection floor a reality. 

This European Social Watch report 2010 
argues strongly for a universal standard for 
social protection. This will help the realisation 
of the protection of the economic social model, 
which is at the heart of the European Union’s 
establishment. It will also contribute to the reali
sation of sustainable growth in the European 
Union and elsewhere. A sustainable economy is 
important to eradicate poverty and fight social 
exclusion and to reduce involuntary migration. 
In addition, joint measures are needed for vul-
nerable groups in Europe, such as the Roma. 
A social floor in the EU needs to be realised to 
build international commitment to the realisa-

tion of the right to social protection globally, as 
enshrined in the UN Universal Declaration of 
Human Rights, and to achieve the eradication 
of poverty and social security as set out in the 
Lisbon Treaty.
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State of Play of Social Inclusion Policies  
at the European Level
Fintan Farrell
European Anti-Poverty Network

At the time of writing (September 2010), much 
remains unclear about the future of the EU 
Social Inclusion Strategy. The parameters for 
the Europe 2020 strategy have been agreed, 
but the connection between this overarching 
strategy and the EU’s Strategy for Inclusion 
is still to be agreed. This report makes some 
comments on the Europe 2020 strategy, looks 
at how the EU Inclusion Strategy has functioned 
over the past 10 years and presents some ideas 
from the European Anti-Poverty Network’s 
(EAPN’s) perspective as to how the strategy 
could evolve.

Europe 2020

The Europe 2020 strategy is the key over-
arching strategy for the European Union for the 
next 10-year period. It coincides with the start 
of a new five-year EU institutional cycle (with 
a newly elected European Parliament and the 
ratification of the new set of European Commis-
sioners) and will be reviewed at its midpoint 
when a new five-year cycle will begin.

The European Commission published 
the Europe 2020 strategy in March of 2010 
(European Commission 2010a). Its broad para
meters were endorsed by the heads of the EU 
Member States and governments at the 2010 
Spring European Council. The 2020 strategy 
does not define all of the key areas of EU work, 
but attempts to communicate to EU citizen’s the 
EU’s key priorities and actions for the coming 
period. It will be a key driver in the establish-
ment of key priorities for the EU; hence, the 
importance of ensuring that social policies are 
integrated into the strategy. It is important to 
note that social policies were downplayed in 
the 2005 revision of the precursor to the Europe 
2020 strategy – the Lisbon Strategy – which 
has had an enormous negative impact on the 
EU Social Inclusion Strategy.

The Europe 2020 strategy establishes three 
key priorities, sets five targets and provides for 
seven flagship programmes.

The three key priorities are:
Smart growth: Developing an economy based 1.	
on knowledge and innovation

Sustainable growth: Promoting a more re2.	
source efficient, greener and more com
petitive economy
Inclusive growth: Fostering a high-employ-3.	
ment economy delivering social and territo-
rial cohesion

The five targets are:
Employment rate of 75% for people between 1.	
20 and 64
Investment of 3% of the EU’s GDP in research 2.	
and development
The ‘20/20/20’ climate/energy targets met3.	
Share of early school leavers under 10%, and 4.	
at least 40% of the younger generation with 
a tertiary degree
Twenty million less ‘at risk of poverty’5.	 1

The Europe 2020 strategy proposes seven 
‘flagship programmes’ to reach the five targets. 
One of these programmes (the only one dealt 
with in this report) is connected to the target 
to reduce poverty: the ‘Flagship Programme 
– Platform against Poverty’. The aim of this 
Platform is:

…to ensure social and territorial cohesion 
such that the benefits of growth and jobs 
are widely shared and people experiencing 
poverty and social exclusion are enabled 
to live in dignity and take an active part in 
society. (European Commission 2010a)

The details of how this Platform will be imple-
mented should be the subject of a Commis-
sion Communication to be issued in November 
2010.

The Europe 2020 strategy envisages the 
following:

Delivery through a ‘transformed’ Open •	
Method of Cooperation on Social Protection 
and Social Inclusion (OMC) as a “platform 
for cooperation, peer-review and exchange 
of good practice” (European Commission 
2010a).

1	The original version of the poverty target proposed by the 
Commission was contested at the Spring Council and a 
final version was agreed at the June European Council, 
which, in addition to the 60% median equivalised income 
indicator proposed to measure progress towards the 
target, contains an indicator for material deprivation and 
for jobless households.

Concrete action to reduce social exclusion •	
through targeted support from structural 
funds – particularly from the European Social 
Fund.
An assessment of the adequacy and sustain-•	
ability of social protection and pension 
schemes and access to healthcare.
At the national level, Member States are •	
expected to define specific measures for at 
risk groups and ‘fully deploy’ social security 
and pensions to ensure adequate income 
support and access to healthcare.

Architecture and governance

The Europe 2020 strategy will be delivered 
through National Reform Programmes and a 
new set of integrated ‘Europe 2020 Guidelines’. 
The draft Guidelines (European Commission 
2010b) have been presented by the Commis-
sion and will be formally adopted by the 
Council in autumn 2010, following consulta-
tion with the European Parliament. The draft 
contains 10 guidelines divided into macro and 
micro economic guidelines and employment 
guidelines. One of the employment guidelines 
(Guideline 10) is a new social guideline meant 
to ensure follow up of the poverty target. In the 
recital to the Guidelines there is a new explicit 
reference to stakeholder involvement:

…the Europe 2020 strategy should be 
implemented in partnership with all 
national, regional and local authorities, 
closely associating parliaments, as well as 
social partners and representatives of civil 
society, who shall contribute to the elabo-
ration of National Reform Programmes, 
to their implementation and to the overall 
communication on the strategy.

EAPN comments on the Europe 2020 
strategy

EAPN broadly welcomes the reintegration of the 
social element into the EU’s overall priorities and 
strategy for the next 10 years. The establishment 
of a concrete target to reduce poverty should 
give issues of poverty and social inclusion high 
visibility on the EU agenda, as well as ensure the 
high-level political attention necessary for real 
progress. However, there is a lot of ambiguity 
in the way the target has been framed – “to lift 
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at least 20 million people out of poverty”. For 
EAPN, the only tolerable interpretation of this 
target is an ambition to improve the situation of 
everybody living in poverty, while lifting at least 
20 million people above the relatively high EU ‘at 
risk of poverty threshold’, which is based on 60% 
of the median equivalised income and material 
deprivation indicators. An alternative interpreta-
tion could lead to the manipulation of the target 
through the application of measures to reach 
the easiest to reach to lift them slightly above 
the poverty threshold. With such an interpreta-
tion the EU would be complicit in developing 
a ‘two-thirds society’, with two-thirds doing 
well and one-third being left behind to carry the 
burdens and risks associated with poverty and 
social exclusion. Without an explicit reference 
to reducing growing levels of inequality in EU 
societies, and with the focus on ‘growth’ in the 
strategy, it is not clear that social cohesion is 
an objective of the 2020 strategy in its own 
right. With the knowledge available that “more 
equal societies are better for almost everyone” 
(Wilkinson and Pickett 2009), it is difficult to 
see how we will achieve a society with greater 
social cohesion without a focus on addressing 
inequality as well as poverty.

The inclusion of a social guideline within 
the Integrated Guidelines for the Europe 2020 
strategy, and the requirement to have stake-
holder involvement (including NGOs) in the 
preparation, implementation and evaluation 
of National Reform Programmes, is undoubt-
edly a great opportunity to ensure the effective 
mainstreaming of social concerns across all 
the areas of the Europe 2020 strategy. EAPN 
and other social stakeholders will work to try 
to ensure that this opportunity is maximised. 
However, the inclusion of the social guideline 
under the employment section of the Guidelines 
raises fears that actions to tackle poverty will 
be limited to employment related actions, and 
that the focus on the broad social protection 
and social inclusion, which is part of the current 
Social OMC, will be lost. Early signs in relation 
to the preparation of national targets to reduce 
poverty in line with the European target have 
indicated little willingness to engage relevant 
NGO stakeholders in the process.

Perhaps the greatest fear of EAPN in relation 
to the Europe 2020 strategy is that mainstream-
ing social concerns across the broad strategy 
will lead to the diminishment of the distinctive 
role of the Social OMC and, in particular, the 
process within the Social OMC aimed at active 
stakeholder engagement at the national and 
local levels. This report attempts to deal with 
these concerns.

EU Social Inclusion Strategy 2000–2010

To understand the Europe 2020 strategy, it is 
important to look at the key elements of the EU 
Social Inclusion Strategy, or the ‘Social OMC’. 
This section does not try to indicate the subtle, 
but important, changes that were made to the 
Social Inclusion Strategy during the course of 
its development, but rather presents it as it 
operated in the period 2008 to 2010

The key elements of the Social Inclusion 
Strategy included: 1) agreement on Common EU 
Objectives in the fight against poverty and social 
exclusion, including the objective of mobilising 
all relevant stakeholders, 2) agreement on 
common indicators to measure progress, 3) 
the development of National Strategic Reports 
for Social Protection and Social Inclusion – 
which incorporated National Action Plans on 
Inclusion, 4) mutual learning and exchange 
through peer review mechanisms, and 5) an 
annual EU assessment in the form of a Joint 
Report on Social Protection and Social Inclusion. 
In addition, an EU Programme (the Progress 
Programme2) was agreed to support actions 
to contribute to the strategy.3 While the Social 
Inclusion Strategy did not succeed in reducing 
poverty in the EU during its period of operation, 
some important successes can be noted:

The strategy has been instrumental in •	
keeping poverty and social exclusion on the 
EU agenda.
It has contributed to better common EU •	
statistics on poverty and social exclusion, as 
well as to the development of some common 
analyses and understandings.
It has engaged different stakeholders from •	
the different levels (local, national, EU) in the 
process, including people experiencing poverty 
(European Anti-Poverty Network 2010).
It has facilitated mutual exchange and peer •	
review.
It has identified key common areas of •	
concern for Member States to work on and 
key consensus areas to move forward (e.g., 
active inclusion, child poverty, housing/
homelessness, indebtedness, in work 
poverty, migration).

2	For details of the programme see <ec.europa.eu/social/
main.jsp?langId=en&catId=327>.

3	A detailed evaluation of the EU Social Inclusion Strategy 
2000–2010 is available in ‘A social inclusion roadmap 
for Europe 2020’ (Frazer et al. 2010) and the background 
papers prepared for the Belgian Presidency Conference 
‘EU Coordination in the Social Field in the context of the 
Europe 2020: Looking back and building the future’. A 
published version of these background papers will be 
available later in 2010, check Belgian Presidency 
website. 

While an assessment of the impact of the global 
economic crisis on people experiencing poverty 
and social exclusion is beyond the scope of 
this report, it is important that it is understood 
that the failure to pursue a more social Europe 
and to prioritise addressing growing levels of 
inequality over the last 30 or more years was 
a contributing factor to the crisis. Knowing this, 
it is very difficult to accept that people expe-
riencing poverty and social exclusion are the 
ones being asked to pay for the crisis through 
reduced social protection and social services.

With a fairly constant figure of about 17% 
of people in the EU (approximately 85 million 
people) facing poverty and social exclusion 
(Eurostat 2010), it is clear that the Social 
Inclusion Strategy was too weak to meet 
its overall objective, as agreed at the Lisbon 
Council in 2000, of “making a decisive impact 
on the eradication of poverty”. The Strategy’s 
weaknesses include:

Poverty cannot be dealt with by social policies •	
alone, and necessary efforts were not made 
to mainstream poverty and social inclusion 
concerns across all areas of EU policy. This 
was especially true after the revision of the 
overall Lisbon Strategy in 2005, which dimi
nished the place of social policies in the 
overall strategy and prioritised growth and 
jobs.
There was weak political leadership for the •	
strategy, demonstrated by the lack of clear 
targets.
There was a lack of public and parliamentary •	
scrutiny of the strategy, which was needed 
to ensure that the strategy really engaged in 
national priority setting and policy making, 
and the strategy became a reporting exercise 
to Brussels, rather than a key tool for policy 
planning, implementation and evaluation.
There was a sense that the strategy failed •	
to engage the right actors in the key areas 
indentified in the strategy, for instance, in the 
area of housing and homelessness.
The OMC, which is a soft law approach, •	
needed more rigorous monitoring and evalu-
ation to show the extent to which Member 
States engaged meaningfully in the process 
and needed to be complemented by harder 
instruments, such as Directives, in areas 
where common understandings had been 
developed.

In moving forward, it is hoped that the Inclusion 
Strategy, within the Europe 2020 strategy, can 
build on the strengths of the former Social 
Inclusion Strategy, while also addressing its 
shortcomings. That possibility still exists with the 
opportunity to have a clear ‘mainstreaming’ of 
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social concerns across the Europe 2020 strategy 
and real stakeholder engagement. While at the 
same time, the ‘Platform against Poverty’ raises 
hope for a more effective EU Inclusion Strategy. 
However, as outlined above, there is concern 
that the integration of the social dimension into 
the Europe 2020 strategy may be at the price of 
abandoning the key elements of the Social OMC, 
i.e., National Strategic Reports on Social Protec-
tion and Social Inclusion and National Action 
Plans on Inclusion. These national reports allow 
for the input of national stakeholders and the 
development of in depth thinking and learning 
on preventing, as well as alleviating, poverty 
(as well as on social protection issues), beyond 
the narrower confines of Guideline 10 for the 
National Reform Programmes. EAPN believes 
that abandoning these reports would be an 
enormous step backwards.

Recommendations: EAPN proposals for the 
European Platform against Poverty

This section outlines what EAPN considers 
necessary to ensure that the Platform against 
Poverty represents a step forward in terms of 
EU cooperation in the field of social inclusion. 
When the Commission proposed the Flagship 
Programme – Platform against Poverty, it was 
clear that there was much scope for developing 
the content of this Platform. EAPN took this as 
a positive opportunity to develop a stronger EU 
Social Inclusion Strategy and set out proposals 
for the content of the Platform.

The key EAPN recommendations are:
Reinforce the Social OMC by building a 1.	
dynamic EU and national platforms against 
poverty that can actively engage relevant 
stakeholders in developing multi-annual 
strategies to implement agreed EU priorities: 
This national approach needs to be comple-
mented by thematic approaches to follow 
up on the key areas that emerged through 
the Social Inclusion Strategy, such as child 
poverty, active inclusion, housing and home-
lessness, and migration.
Develop mechanisms to assess the effective-2.	
ness of current instruments and move forward 
on establishing European frameworks to 
guarantee EU social standards: The existing 
soft law instruments of the Social OMC 
have not been sufficient to enable progress 
on the agreed objectives, nor to guarantee 
the European social model. The EU needs 
to affirm its commitment to implementing 
fundamental rights and ensuring affordable 
access to rights, resources and services, and 
to reducing inequality. While good progress 
has been made in the environmental, health 

and safety fields, the lack of common frame-
works to ensure social as well as economic 
standards is hampering social progress in the 
EU and undermining the credibility of the EU’s 
social goals. The Lisbon Treaty lends weight to 
such an approach, and EAPN is spearheading 
a campaign for a Directive on the Adequacy of 
Minimum Income Schemes, which could be a 
first step in this approach.
Mobilise EU financial instruments to support 3.	
the development of social and sustain-
able service infrastructure, social inclusion 
demonstration projects, and participation of 
stakeholders: The Commission’s Communi-
cation on Europe 2020 makes it clear that 
policy initiatives can only move forward if 
EU funding is targeted to delivering the key 
objectives, priorities and targets. The EU 
must continue to ensure that the solidarity 
principle is applied in lagging regions and 
areas, as well as supporting measures and 
approaches to tackle poverty and social 
exclusion. While Structural Funds are given a 
central role to back the political objectives of 
the Europe 2020 strategy, all EU financial in-
struments need to be mobilised as part of the 
review of the Financial Perspectives. Consi
deration should be given to a new framework 
programme to support delivery on the poverty 
target, with an explicit objective to reduce 
and prevent poverty and social exclusion.
Ensure that social inclusion objectives are 4.	
mainstreamed across Europe 2020 and 
linked to effective social impact assess-
ment: The Flagship Programme – Platform 
on Poverty will need to be given the power to 
ensure that the social inclusion objective is a 
central concern and that other policy initia-
tives within Europe 2020 do not undermine 
or contradict this. In particular, in the key 
debates on ‘bottlenecks to growth’, equiva-
lent weight should be given to identifying 
the bottlenecks to inclusion, particularly in 
relation to public policy spending priorities 
in the exit strategies, which are threatening 
cuts to public services and benefits.

Conclusion

In assessing the state of play of the EU Social 
Inclusion Strategy, it is clear that there is a long 
way to go to achieve cooperation between the 
EU and Member States to ensure the protec-
tion and development of the European Social 
Model (based on quality employment, high 
levels of social protection and active participa-
tion). However, the way forward is clear and the 
crisis (economic, social and environmental) has 
shown that a new direction is needed. There is a 
growing sense of alienation of citizens from the 

European Project, with a recent Eurobarometer 
survey showing that only 42% of people have 
trust in EU institutions. Against this background, 
it remains to be seen if within the Europe 2020 
strategy and the Platform against Poverty the 
EU leaders can fashion a strategy that responds 
to the need for change. The elements are there 
to lay the foundations for a fairer Europe, but 
we must wait and see if the political will is also 
present. 
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Labour Market Impacts of the Global Economic Crisis and 
Policy Responses in Europe
Janine Leschke and Andrew Watt
European Trade Union Institute

The global economic crisis that began in 
September 2008 – with roots that go back 
much further – has had a devastating effect 
on incomes, government finances and, not 
the least, labour markets. Over time, impacts 
in these three areas will feed into ‘social’ 
outcomes. With high unemployment and fiscal 
austerity, increases in inequality, poverty and 
social exclusion seem likely unless effective 
counter measures are taken. This report provides 
an overview of the different ways in which the 
crisis has impacted on European labour markets 
in different countries and for different labour 
market groups. It also looks at the way in which 
policy has attempted – and to some extent 
succeeded – in mitigating the worst effects of 
the crisis on the labour market.1

Labour markets: Achievements during the 
Lisbon period and impact of the crisis

The employment targets set in the Lisbon 
Strategy in 2000 for 2010 were ambitious: 
an overall EU employment rate of 70% and 
employment rates of 60% for women and 
50% for older workers. While there were some 
positive developments with strong employ-
ment growth prior to the crisis, particularly 
among women and older workers (European 
Commission 2006, p 38), even at its peak in 
2008 at 65.9% the overall EU employment rate 
remained well below the 2010 target. With the 
global economic crisis employment rates have 
fallen by more than 2 percentage points (Figure 
1). In the first quarter of 2010, EU employment 
stood at 63.7% and unemployment was 10.2%. 
Employment has slipped back to its 2005 level 
and unemployment is higher than at any time 
during the Lisbon period. This situation is likely 
to deteriorate further.

Prior to the global economic crisis, a 
considerable share of employment growth 
in Europe was due to the increasing propor-
tion of part-time and temporary employment 
(European Commission 2006, p 24). Part-time 
employment as a percentage of total employ-

1	This report is based on two earlier publications: Chapter 
3 ‘Labour Market Developments in the Crisis’. In Bench-
marking Working Europe 2010 (Leschke, in ETUI 2010) 
and an ETUI working paper, ‘How do institutions affect 
the labour market adjustment to the economic crisis in 
different EU countries’ (Leschke and Watt 2010).

ment increased by about 2 percentage points 
between the beginning of the Lisbon Strategy 
and 2008. Since the onset of the crisis, part-time 
employment has increased further and stood at 
18.6% in the first quarter of 2010. Temporary 
employment (all contract forms with limited 

duration such as fixed-term employment and 
temporary agency work) has also increased 
since the introduction of the Lisbon Strategy 
– its share of total employment reached 14% in 
2008. However, temporary employment fell with 
the crisis, with workers on temporary contracts, 

Figure 1: Developments in employment, unemployment and forms of non-standard 
employment over the last 10 years, EU27 averages
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particularly temporary agency workers but also 
those on fixed-term contracts, being the first 
to lose their jobs. In the first quarter of 2010, 
temporary employment accounted for 13.2% 
of all employment. By mid-2010, temporary 
employment had increased in a number of 
countries, because in uncertain economic times 
newly employed are often hired on the basis of 
temporary contracts.

The Lisbon employment rate target can be 
used to benchmark European countries. By the 
first quarter of 2010, only five countries exceeded 
the Lisbon target: Netherlands, Denmark, 

Sweden, Germany and Austria (Figure 2). High 
employment rates among women (conside
rably in excess of the 60% target for women) 
contributed to this positive outcome. The worst 
performers with employment rates of around 
55% (Malta, Hungary) have very low female 
and/or elderly employment rates. The economic 
crisis has had an adverse effect on employment 
rates in all countries but four: Malta, Germany, 
Luxembourg and Poland. Countries especially 
hard hit in terms of employment are the Baltic 
countries, Ireland and Spain.

From the first quarter of 2008 to the first 

quarter of 2010, only Germany saw no increase 
in unemployment rates. Unemployment more 
than doubled in Ireland, Spain and Denmark, 
and more than tripled in the Baltic countries. By 
the first quarter of 2010, only the Netherlands, 
Austria and Luxembourg had unemployment 
rates of below 5%. In Spain, Estonia and Latvia, 
every fifth person was unemployed (Figure 3).

In all countries, unemployment rates are 
considerably higher among youth than among 
other age groups (Figure 4). At 21.4%, average 
youth unemployment in the EU is more than 
double the total unemployment rate. In almost 
all countries, older workers, who are more 
likely to enter early retirement or functional 
equivalents of prolonged unemployment, have 
the lowest unemployment rate. Italy, Sweden 
and Luxembourg have youth unemployment 
rates that are more than three times the total 
unemployment rate, and a large number of 
countries have youth unemployment rates that 
are more than double the total rate. Germany, 
with its dual vocational training system, which 
cushions the transition from school to work, is 
the best performer on this indicator. Persons 
with low qualification levels have considerably 
higher unemployment rates than those with 
medium and particularly high qualification 
levels. On average, unemployment is higher 
among migrant workers (and particularly non-EU 
migrants) than among nationals (Figure 5).

The economic crisis has affected different 
groups of workers in different ways. Between 
the first quarter of 2008 and the first quarter 
of 2010, overall unemployment increased by 
more than 40%. Due to the fact that certain 
male-dominated sectors (manufacturing, 
construction) were particularly hard hit, espe-
cially in the first phase of the crisis, growth in 
unemployment was greater among men than 
women. Men in the EU now have a slightly 
higher unemployment rate than women, a 
reversal of the situation before the crisis (Figure 
5). Youth were, in general, much more affected 
by increases in unemployment in the wake of the 
crisis than prime-age or older workers. Between 
the first quarter of 2008 and the first quarter of 
2010, young workers experienced an increase 
in unemployment of more than 6 percentage 
points2 and prime-age and older workers of 
less than 3 percentage points. In terms of quali-
fication levels, measured in percentage point 
changes, those with low qualification levels 
were most affected by rising unemployment. 

2	The extent to which young people have been affected is 
likely to be underestimated by the unemployment data, 
because young people who lose their jobs or who face 
problems in finding a first job often return to, or continue 
their, education.
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Figure 4: Unemployment rates by age group compared to overall unemployment rates, 
2010Q1
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Also, in general, foreigners (both from the EU 
and outside the EU) were more affected by rising 
unemployment than nationals, but again with 
large country variations around the average.3

Forms of non-standard employment 
have been actively promoted at the EU and 
national levels as a remedy for unemployment 
and a way of helping to boost employment 
rates. Particularly part-time work can be in 
the interest of workers who want to, or have 
to, combine work and other activities such as 
caring. However, both part-time and temporary 
employment have been shown to lead to spells 
of unemployment or inactivity, and to have 
an adverse effect on wages, social security 
benefits and career advancement (Eurofound 
2003; Leschke 2007).

The incidence of part-time employment 
is much more pronounced in the old Member 
States; in five countries (the Netherlands, 
Denmark, Sweden, Germany and the United 
Kingdom) more than 25% of the working popu-
lation are employed on a part-time basis (Figure 
6). In the Netherlands, this share amounts to 
48%. At the other end of the scale, we find 
Bulgaria and Slovakia with the proportion of 
part-time employment at below 5%. Reflecting 
the traditional gender division of wage and care 
work, there are significant gender differences in 
part-time employment rates. Part-time employ
ment increased during the global economic 
crisis from 17.8% in the first quarter of 2008 
to 18.6% in the first quarter of 2010. This trend 
is visible for most countries. The largest growth 
in part-time work took place in Latvia, Slovakia, 
Hungary and Estonia, all of which have well 
below average part-time employment rates.

Temporary employment as a share of total 
employment varies greatly. At well above 20%, 
it is highest by far in Poland, Spain and Portugal 
(Figure 7). Spain has recorded huge declines in 
temporary employment since the onset of the 
crisis. Temporary employment is below 4% in 
Romania, Lithuania, Estonia and Bulgaria.

The share of temporary employment de
creased in the initial phase of the crisis and 
picked up slightly during the last phase: the 
EU27 average decreased from 13.9% in the 
first quarter of 2008 to 13% in the first quarter of 
2009, and increased again slightly to 13.2% in the 
first quarter of 2010 (Figure 7). Country trends in 
this regard were somewhat more diverse. Some 
countries with comparatively low initial levels of 
temporary employment – such as Latvia and 
Malta – saw relatively large increases, possibly 

3	I n regard to migrant workers, the unemployment records 
may not tell the whole story as some migrant workers may 
not have access to unemployment benefits or may return 
to their home country upon losing their job.

Figure 5: Developments in unemployment rates by labour market sub-group
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Figure 6: Part-time employment: Developments since onset of Lisbon Strategy and 
impacts of the crisis
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because during the crisis employers preferred 
contracts of short duration, which can easily be 
terminated. Other countries saw relatively large 
declines (e.g., Spain, Sweden, Bulgaria and 
Luxembourg), as temporary agency workers 
and workers on fixed-term contracts were first 
to lose their jobs during the crisis. About half of 
the countries replicate the EU average trend 
with decreasing temporary employment in the 
initial phase of the crisis (2008Q1–2009Q1), 
picking up in the second phase of the crisis 
(2009Q1–2010Q1).

Although not the main focus here, it 
should be noted that an additional important 
labour market effect is on wages (for details 
see O’Farrell 2010; Glassner and Watt 2010). 
In many countries, real wages – for those who 
kept their jobs and did not suffer cuts in working 
hours – initially held up during the crisis, 
helping to stabilise demand; they were boosted 
by lower than expected inflation, the lagged 
effect of existing collective agreements and, 
in some countries, statutory minimum wages. 
Increasingly, however, wage cuts and freezes 
were implemented, both in the private sector 
– by firms threatening job losses unless wage 
concessions were made – and in the public 
sector. In the latter, the drive to reduce wages 
was fuelled by a perceived need to reduce 
government deficits quickly and, in the euro 
area, as a way of driving down wage and price 
levels in order to regain lost competitiveness. It 
is too early to see this in the data, but it is clear 
that such (relative) wage losses will affect those 
with the weakest labour market position most 
severely. In the absence of counter measures, 
this can be expected to increase income in-
equalities at the bottom of the labour market.

Role of labour market policies in the crisis

Because economic output (goods and services) 
is produced by human labour, when output 
contracts sharply, as happened in the crisis, 
the demand for labour, and thus employment, 
is expected to fall and unemployment to rise. If 
productivity growth remains constant, the fall 
in employment will be proportional to the fall 
in output.

Figure 8 compares the changes in output, 
employment and unemployment for EU 
countries between the first quarter of 2008 
and the first quarter of 2010. Overall, there is a 
reasonably high correlation between short-term 
changes in output and those in employment 
and unemployment. However, there is conside
rable variation in the sensitivity of employment 
to output changes for different countries. The 
Baltic countries and Ireland show the expected 
pattern of large output losses combined with 
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to 2008Q1)

large declines in employment and a substan-
tial hike in unemployment. Spain, however, 
although experiencing below average output 
losses, displayed large labour market reactions. 
Germany represents the opposite case: despite 
larger than average output losses, employment 
and unemployment levels barely changed.

There are a number of reasons for these dif-
ferences including so-called ‘buffers’ between 
output, employment and unemployment 
(discussed in detail in Leschke and Watt 2010). 
To some extent they reflect productivity diffe
rences (for instance, job losses concentrated in 
Germany’s high-tech export sector compared 
with Spain’s low-productivity construction 

sector). But other buffers between changes in 
output and employment are of greater rele
vance here. Firms can simply hoard labour, 
keeping workers on despite the lower output; 
economically this is reflected in falling labour 
productivity. Or employment can be maintained 
through various work-sharing schemes (annual 
accounts, short-time4 working schemes, 
temporary lay-offs); economically this is 
reflected in falling average working hours. Both 
labour hoarding and work-sharing schemes are 
positively affected by workers’ (firm-specific) 

4	Short-time work is when employees are laid off for a 
number of contractual days each week or for a number of 
hours during a working day.

Figure 9: Share of employees taking part in short-time and partial unemployment 
schemes, 2009
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skill levels because firms are keen to retain 
qualified workers that they may have difficulty 
rehiring once the crisis is over. But also, and 
crucially, they are conditioned by labour market 
institutions (such as unemployment benefits 
that can be used flexibly to finance parts of 
the lost wages at short-time working). These 
include both ‘preventive’ measures (employ-
ment protection legislation) and ‘supportive’ 
measures (notably government-supported 
work-sharing schemes). Lastly, job losses 
can be prevented from showing up in open 
unemployment by various labour market and 
other policies (and changes in labour supply). All 
of these measures have been used to different 
extents by EU countries during the crisis. Thus, 
the situation experienced by outliers5, such as 
Germany and Spain, can be explained, at least 
in part, by the application of (or lack of) labour 
market policies or other institutions that help 
to cushion the effects of the crisis on labour 
market outcomes.

As an illustration of the importance of short-
time working measures, Figure 9 (taken from 
Arpaia et al. 2010, p 34) indicates the quantita-
tive effect of measures taken in eight countries 
expressed as a proportion of the labour force. 
Without such measures – which also have the 
positive effects of maintaining workers’ skills 
and attachment to the labour market and aiding 
firms in recovering quickly once demand picks 
up – the drop in employment and concomitant 
rise in unemployment would have been conside
rably greater in these countries, even allowing 

5	An ‘outlier’ is an observation that is numerically distant 
from the rest of the data.

for the fact that the figures are not expressed as 
full-time equivalents.

In addition to such employment-maintai
ning measures, active labour market policies 
(ALMPs) have been deployed, in most cases 
with a view to preventing a rise in unemploy-
ment given the existing scale of job losses. In 
the relatively short term considered here, the 
effectiveness of ALMPs depends primarily 
on the scale of existing measures, on timing 
(whether or not ‘activation’ policies kick in at an 

early stage of unemployment) and on the mix of 
measures implemented (e.g., long-term training 
versus short-term employment subsidies). 
Financing systems are also important: where 
both passive (i.e., unemployment benefits) and 
active measures are financed from the same 
‘pot’, active measures risk being crowded out 
when unemployment rises sharply, which is 
when they are needed most.

Looking at the expenditure figures (ex
pressed here as a share of GDP), we see that 
in the year the crisis broke expenditure on 
unemployment benefits (passive labour market 
policies) and active labour market policies 
including labour market services varied greatly 
among EU Member States (Figure 10). There is 
also no apparent link between the amount of 
expenditure and the level of unemployment. 
Taking the three countries on the right of the 
graph, Denmark has massive ALMP spending 
despite (at that time) very low unemployment; 
the figures for Denmark are very similar to 
Belgium where the unemployment rate was 
several times higher. Active spending in Spain, 
with the highest unemployment rate in Europe, 
was comparatively modest.

Unfortunately the most recent data available 
are for 2008, so we cannot analyse the extent 
to which ALMP expenditure has reacted to the 
crisis across the whole of Europe. This is also 
reflected in the almost identical 2007 and 2008 
figures for the EU27 (Figure 11). However, it is 
interesting to compare a number of countries 
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where the crisis struck early and where the rise 
in unemployment was already well underway 
in 2008. Unsurprisingly, there was a substantial 
increase between 2007 and 2008 in the share 
of GDP spent on the payment of unemployment 
benefits of various types (passive measures). 
This reflects both the hike in unemployment and 
measures implemented to extend coverage. 
There has been no parallel increase in spending 
on active measures, however. In fact, Estonia 
and Ireland appear to be the only countries 
that increased spending on active measures, 
although the increases are small. In most other 
cases, active spending has remained unchanged 
or decreased slightly as a share of GDP, and in 
Lithuania and Latvia it has actually fallen con-
siderably. This may well be an expression of 
the ‘crowding-out’ phenomenon mentioned 
above. There is also no evidence of a short-term 
increase (i.e., already in 2008) in the staffing of 
public employment services to cope with the 
increased caseload. However, it is too soon to 
conclude that active labour market policy has 
not been effective in the crisis. We need to wait 
for more recent data: for example, an expansion 
of public employment services was announced 
as part of some countries’ stimulus packages in 
2009 (Watt 2009).

Conclusion

The economic crisis – the result of macro
economic mismanagement and an out-of-
control financial sector – has had a devastating 
effect on labour markets, and thus on the 
livelihoods and prospects of ordinary working 
people. A heavy price has been paid in terms of 
lost jobs, reduced hours and associated income 
losses. In some countries, the effective use of 
policy instruments by both governments and 
social partners (Glassner and Keune 2010) has 
helped to ease the burden on working families 
and stabilise the economy. Active labour market 
policies and effective labour market institutions 
have proved their worth in the crisis, and should 
be maintained and strengthened.

Increasing inequality was a feature of the 
prevailing economic growth model prior to the 
crisis. Given high unemployment and fiscal con-
straints, there is a real risk of poverty and social 
exclusion increasing as we come out of the 
crisis. The question of ‘who pays’ for the crisis 
will, in various forms, dominate political debate 
for the foreseeable future, as is already evident 
in the discussions about the austerity measures 
announced in a number of countries. So that the 
burden is not foisted upon those who can least 
afford it, thereby increasing social exclusion, 
appropriate measures, such as financial trans-

action taxes and taxes on inherited wealth or 
high incomes, will need to be taken. 
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Access to Health Services in Europe
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Universal access to health services is a commit-
ment made by all European Union Member 
States. Yet, for many, health services are 
‘universal’ in principle only and this principle 
has not led to equal access to and use of health-
care. Health and access to healthcare in Europe 
are strongly determined by socioeconomic 
status, which puts the most socially disadvan-
taged groups in an unequal position. Access to 
health services can be significantly restricted or 
conditional, and the types of services provided 
may be inappropriate for some social groups.

Introduction

Eighty million European citizens – that is 17% 
of the population of the European Union – live 
in poverty. One child in five is born and grows 
up with economic and social deprivation. These 
figures are likely to be even greater if we include 
that section of the population for which official 
records are not kept. Although known for its 
commitment to the universal right to health (a 
key element of the so-called European social 
model), and despite the fact that its population 
has a much better health status than the rest of 
the developing world, access to health services 
in the European Union is not straightforward or 
legally ensured for all.

Recognising health and wellbeing as a 
human right imposes specific obligations on 
the global community to build an environment 
that facilitates the realisation of this right. It 
was with this obligation in mind that the United 
Nations Member States committed to achieving 
the Millennium Development Goals in 2000. 
However, full realisation of the right to health 
(globally and in Europe) is often constrained by 
the existence of inequalities, and their reinforce-
ment. How does this impact upon access to 
health services in Europe? How does this fit with 
the European vision for universal social protec-
tion, social inclusion and solidarity? This report 
examines these and other issues in relation to 
access to health services in Europe.

Definitions

The World Health Organization (WHO) defines 
accessibility as “a measure of the proportion 
of the population that reaches appropriate 
health services” (WHO, Regional Office for 
Europe 1998). Research indicates that access 
to health services is closely linked to the afford-
ability, physical accessibility, and acceptability 

of services, and is not based merely on the 
adequacy of service supply (Gulliford et al. 
2002). Access to health services, including 
health prevention and promotion, means that 
people have the power to demand appro-
priate health resources in order to protect or 
improve their health. A certain population may 
‘have’ access to specific health services, while 
other groups within this population encounter 
obstacles while trying to ‘gain’ access to such 
services. Social, financial and cultural barriers 
limit the availability and affordability of health 
services for such groups.

Universal access to health services is 
generally considered a fundamental feature of 
health systems in the European Union. Not only 
is the principle of universal access explicitly 
stated in several Member State constitutions, 
it has also been incorporated into the European 
Union Charter of Fundamental Rights. Article 35 
of the Charter states: “Everyone has the right 
of access to preventive health care and the 
right to benefit from medical treatment under 
the conditions established by national laws 
and practices” (Council of the European Union 
2001). It is the responsibility of governments 
to put in place health services, and to enable, 
promote and improve access to health and 
health services.

While WHO recommends that primary 
healthcare1 should be at heart of every health-
care system, the inclusion of more specialised 
health services, such as sexual and reproduc-
tive health or mental health services, should be 
considered when assessing access to health 
services.

Access to health services goes beyond 
the traditional treatment-oriented approach 
to health and should also include health 
promotion and disease prevention. Health 
promotion defines actions aimed at enabling 
people to increase control over their health and 
its determinants such as income, housing, food 
security, employment and quality working con-
ditions (WHO 2005). Disease prevention refers 
to measures taken to prevent disease or injury, 
rather than to cure or treat symptoms.

1	Declaration of Alma-Ata from the International Confer-
ence on Primary Healthcare definition (1978): “essential 
health care based on practical, scientifically sound and 
socially acceptable methods and technology made 
universally accessible to individuals and families in the 
community through their full participation and at a cost 
that the community and the country can afford to maintain 
at every stage of their development in the spirit of self-
determination.” (WHO 1978)

Social determinants of health and access to 
health services

It is well recognised that differences in health 
status at the population level are closely linked 
to socioeconomic status. Health is affected by 
the political, social and economic framework in 
which people live: the poorer a person, the worse 
his or her health. Good health or ill health is not 
a matter of individual choice. Access to health 
services and the quality of the service that can 
be accessed are determinants of health in their 
own right, and have a strong social dimension.

WHO’s final report on the social determi-
nants of health ‘Closing the gap in a generation: 
Health equity through an action on the social 
determinants of health’ points out that:

The poor health of the poor, the social 
gradient in health within countries, and 
the marked health inequities between 
countries are caused by the unequal 
distribution of power, income, goods, 
and services, globally and nationally, the 
consequent unfairness in the immediate, 
visible circumstances of peoples’ lives – 
their access to health care, schools, and 
education, their conditions of work and 
leisure, their homes, communities, towns, 
or cities – and their chances of leading a 
flourishing life. This unequal distribution of 
health-damaging experiences is not in any 
sense a ‘natural’ phenomenon but is the 
result of a toxic combination of poor social 
policies and programmes, unfair economic 
arrangements, and bad politics. Together, 
the structural determinants and conditions 
of daily life constitute the social determi-
nants of health and are responsible for a 
major part of health inequities between 
and within countries. (WHO, Commission 
on Social Determinants of Health 2008)

In the European Union, social affairs ministers 
agreed in 2010 that:

In all EU countries, social conditions are 
linked to the existence of avoidable social 
inequalities in health. There is a social 
gradient in health status, where people 
with lower education, a lower occupa-
tional class or lower income tend to die at 
a younger age and to have a higher preva-
lence of most types of health problems. 
(Council of the European Union 2010)

Despite overall improvements in health, striking 
differences remain, not only between Member 
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States, but within each country between 
different sections of the population according 
to socioeconomic status, place of residence, 
ethnic group and gender – and these gaps are 
widening (European Commission, Directorate-
General for Employment, Social Policy and Equal 
Opportunities 2010).

Barriers to access to health services (for 
different social groups in Europe)

While healthcare systems have contributed to 
significant improvements in the health status 
of Europeans, access to healthcare remains 
uneven across countries and social groups. This 
varies according to socioeconomic status, place 
of residence, ethnic group, gender and other 
stratifying factors (Mackenbach et al. 2008).

Legal, financial, cultural and geographi-
cal barriers to access exist including lack of 
insurance coverage (especially affecting those 
without residency or citizenship, migrants, 
ethnic minorities, the long-term unemployed 
and the homeless in countries with social 
security contribution systems), inability to 
afford the direct financial costs of care (affecting 
low-income groups), lack of mobility (affecting 
disabled and elderly persons), lack of language 
competence (affecting migrants and ethnic 
minorities), and lack of access to information 
(affecting the poorly educated and migrants/
ethnic minorities), as well as time constraints 
(particularly affecting single mothers). Specific 
gender issues overlay all of these barriers.

Financial barriers to access to health 
services particularly affect low-income groups 
and chronic patients. Poverty and income in-
equalities can affect insurance coverage and 
ability to meet the cost of certain (specialised) 
types of care (such as reproductive, mental, anti-
retroviral, dental, ophthalmic, ear and rehabili-
tation healthcare). The increasing role of private 
health insurers and out-of-pocket payments 
(the amount of money paid by the patient and 
not reimbursed) may increase inequalities in 
access to health services as some social groups 
(women, low-income groups, the elderly, and 
those employed in the irregular economy such 
as informal carers and especially older women 
[AGE Platform Europe 2010]) are less likely to be 
covered by private insurance.

Cultural barriers to access to healthcare 
include health literacy and health beliefs and 
affect specific social groups. The distinct roles 
within, and behaviours of, specific social groups 
in a given culture give rise to differences and 
inequalities in access to healthcare, as well as to 
differences in risk behaviours and health status. 
Cultural prejudices, stereotypes and lack of 
knowledge among healthcare providers about 

the particular needs of certain social groups 
and the types of care appropriate for them may 
deepen access inequalities. Certain traditions 
and cultural practices can mean that some 
groups of immigrant women and women of 
ethnic origin experience more difficulties when 
trying to access health facilities and information 
on sexual and reproductive health.

Uneven geographical coverage and 
provision of healthcare is another obstacle to 
access to healthcare services. Large cities and 
more densely populated areas are typically 
better supplied with healthcare facilities, 
services and workers. Small, rural and remote 
areas often lack both basic and specialised 
healthcare services and workers. Due to 
physical distance and the particular landscape 
(islands or mountains), people can experience 
problems when accessing healthcare facilities. 
Lack of accessible and affordable transport is 
more likely to affect socioeconomically disad
vantaged groups.

Main groups at risk and access to health 
services in Europe

Europe has a great diversity of vulnerable 
groups that may experience unequal access 
to different types of health services. Socially 
disadvantaged groups are sometimes denied 
access to services or experience barriers. 
Although it is not possible to list all of these 
groups, they include Roma people, people with 
physical disabilities, people suffering from 
chronic diseases, people suffering from mental 
disorders, the unemployed, people with poor 
working conditions, those experiencing home-
lessness, immigrants, refugees and asylum 
seekers, undocumented migrants, the elderly 
and women.

In relation to gender inequalities, a range of 
barriers can prevent women from enjoying their 
fundamental right to health and health services. 
These barriers may stem from factors within the 
health system itself – gaps and specificities in 
the coverage of health insurance, the scope of 
the public health benefits, payment co-sharing, 
geographical factors such as distance or lack 
of infrastructure, organisational factors like 
waiting lists and opening hours, or lack/inappro
priateness of information. They may also stem 
from factors related to the characteristics of the 
service user – income, education, age, language, 
disability, sexual identity, cultural background 
and civil status (Huber et al. 2008). All of these 
are significantly more likely to negatively affect 
women, as the health insurance and healthcare 
systems are frequently connected to women’s 
position in the labour market and their employ-
ment and civil status (such as being married, 

single, widowed or divorced). Moreover, some 
of the typical gaps in health services in several 
EU countries include limited coverage for dental 
and ophthalmic services, and limited access 
to specialised services (obstetric and mental 
health services). Several treatments are pro-
hibited or constrained in some countries on 
moral and bio-ethical grounds including fertility 
treatments and abortion (Huber et al. 2008). 
In countries with a politically present Catholic 
Church (like Ireland or Poland), such health 
services are considered inappropriate and even 
illegal, and are, therefore, unavailable.

Migrants, asylum seekers and undocumen
ted migrants are at high risk due to difficult living 
and working conditions, as well as their specific 
migration history. They often face considerable 
barriers in accessing health services. Barriers 
exist not only due to legal status, but due to lack 
of interpreters/mediators, lack of information 
on the system at all levels, as well as a lack 
of cultural sensitivity and appropriateness of 
services provided. The combination of higher 
health risks, social isolation and deprivation, 
and less access to health services puts the 
health of these groups at higher risk (Huber et 
al. 2008).

The most universally disadvantaged group 
of people living in Europe is the Roma. The great 
majority of the Roma population is found at 
the very bottom of the socioeconomic scale. 
The Roma suffer from worse health than other 
population group in the countries where they 
live due to their higher exposure to a range of 
health-damaging factors (WHO, Regional Office 
for Europe and Council of Europe Development 
Bank 2006). Poverty, inadequate education, un-
employment and low levels of social integration 
result in poor health outcomes. Discrimination 
and unregulated civil status (including lack 
of personal documents, birth certificates and 
insurance) make it particularly difficult for 
Roma to access health services. Pregnant 
Roma women are most likely not to have an 
ID card, excluding them from pre-natal and 
birth assistance. For similar reasons, Roma 
people cannot benefit from health screening 
programmes and Roma children cannot take 
advantage of health checks or immunisations. 
When more frequent use of healthcare services 
is required (due to chronic disease or old age), 
it can be extremely difficult for Roma people to 
meet out-of-pocket healthcare payments or to 
make pension/disability allowance claims. In 
relation to access to health services for Roma 
people, a number of additional barriers have 
been identified, namely, lack of knowledge of 
disease prevention, lack of knowledge about 
health service rights and lack of physical access 



19 Access to Health Services in EuropeSocial Watch

to services. Many Roma are not registered with 
a general practitioner, which may be due to a 
lack of documents, as well as reluctance on the 
part of health service providers to accept Roma 
patients. Their access to health services may 
also be influenced to a certain extent by their 
beliefs and cultural norms, evidenced by the 
fact that Roma people tend to access services 
for severe problems only, as hospitalisation is 
sometimes perceived as preceding death (WHO, 
Regional Office for Europe and Council of Europe 
Development Bank 2006).

EU initiatives on access to health services

The Treaty on the Functioning of the European 
Union (TFEU) makes it clear that the main 
competence over health services lies with 
Member States (Article 168) (European Union 
2008). However, Member State authorities have 
to respect the shared overarching values of 
universality, access to good quality care, equity 
and solidarity, which are widely recognised 
through the European Council Conclusions on 
Common Values and Principles in European 
Union Health Systems (Council of the European 
Union 2006).

Although the main competence lies with 
the Member States, several EU actions and 
initiatives impact on access to health services, 
such as the Open Method of Coordination on 
Health and Long-term Care, the Cross Border 
Healthcare Directive and the Anti-Discrimination 
Directive.

Access to health services is one of the 
priorities of the Open Method of Coordination 
on Health and Long-term Care, which aims to 
facilitate the exchange of best practices among 
Member States. Unfortunately, according to 
NGOs, this method has not received enough 
political support to deliver concrete results 
(Social Platform 2009).

The European Union is currently negotiating 
two Directives that could impact upon access to 
health services at the national level. The draft 
Directive on the application of patients’ rights 
in cross-border healthcare (Commission of the 
European Communities 2008a) aims to improve 
the possibility for patients to obtain cross-border 
healthcare. Although cross-border healthcare 
represents only 1% of public expenditure on 
healthcare, increasing patient mobility could put 
over-stretched budgets under more pressure. 
Cross-border care is not a total solution, but 
may be an instrument to improve accessibil-
ity, quality and cost-effective care. Its potential 
– and its relationship with the quality, equity 
and cost-effectiveness of care – needs to be 
carefully evaluated.

Member States are also negotiating a 

draft Directive on implementing the principle 
of equal treatment between persons irrespec-
tive of religion or belief, disability, age or sexual 
orientation (Commission of the European 
Communities 2008b). While the EU has already 
legislated on racial discrimination and gender 
equality, there is no consistent level of protection 
in the European Union against discrimination on 
the grounds of religion, disability, age or sexual 
orientation. The current draft Directive would 
offer a common legal framework of minimum 
protection against all forms of discrimina-
tion across all 27 Member States, including 
discrimination in relation to access to health 
services. Although Member States will remain 
free to organise their own health systems, they 
will have to ensure that all people living in their 
territory have access to health services and are 
not discriminated against on the basis of their 
sex, gender, race, disability, sexual orientation, 
religion or age.

Conclusion

[EU] Member States are committed to 
accessible, high-quality and sustainable 
healthcare and long-term care by ensu
ring access for all to adequate health and 
long-term care and that the need for care 
does not lead to poverty and financial 
dependency; and that inequalities in 
access to care and in health outcomes 
are addressed. (European Commission, 
Directorate-General for Employment, 
Social Policy and Equal Opportunities 
2009)

And yet, universal access to health services 
tends to be ‘universal’ in principle only. Inequa
lities in access to and use of health services 
prevail in all Member States of the European 
Union, and they are on the rise. Health and 
access to health in Europe are strongly deter-
mined by socioeconomic status, which puts the 
most vulnerable groups in an unequal position 
when trying to access health services both in 
terms of prevention and treatment. Access can 
be significantly restricted or conditional, and the 
types of services provided may be inappropriate 
for the certain groups.

With the current economic downturn, most 
European governments have already decided 
to cut spending on social and public sectors 
– health is one of the sectors that has been 
targeted for cuts. This may translate into more 
out-of-pocket payments for people, which will 
impact on people with low resources increa
sing their vulnerability. Less affordable and 
accessible health services will inevitably mean 
increased inequalities in the European Union; 

this will impact on its future social progress and 
development. 

References
AGE Platform Europe (2010) •	 Position paper June 
2010 on mental health and well-being of older people. 
Available at: <www.age-platform.eu/images/stories/
AGEPositionPaper_MentalHealth_Final_062010.
pdf> (accessed 23 July 2010).
Commission of the European Communities (2008a) •	
Proposal for a Directive of the European Parliament 
and of the Council on the application of the patients’ 
rights in cross-border healthcare. COM2008/0414. 
Available at: <ec.europa.eu/health/ph_overview/
co_operation/healthcare/docs/COM_en.pdf> 
(accessed 23 July 2010).
Commission of the European Communities (2008b) •	
Proposal for a Council Directive on implementing the 
principle of equal treatment between persons irres
pective of religion or belief, disability, age or sexual 
orientation. COM2008/462. Available at: <eur-lex.
europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=COM:200
8:0426:FIN:EN:PDF> (accessed 23 July 2010).
Council of the European Union (2001) •	 Charter 
of Fundamental Rights of the European Union. 
Luxembourg: Office of Publications of the European 
Communities.
Council of the European Union (2006) ‘Council •	
Conclusions on common values and principles in 
European Union health systems’. Official Journal 
of the European Union, 22 June 2006, C 146/01. 
Available at: <eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/
LexUriServ.do?uri=OJ:C:2006:146:0001:0003:EN: 
PDF> (accessed 19 July 2010).
Council of the European Union (2010) ‘Council •	
conclusions on equity and health in all policies: 
Solidarity in health’. Official Journal of the European 
Union, 8 June 2010. Available at: <www.consilium.
europa.eu/uedocs/cms_Data/docs/pressdata/en/
lsa/114994.pdf> (accessed 19 July 2010).
European Commission, Directorate-General for •	
Employment, Social Policy and Equal Opportunities 
(2009) Joint report on social protection and social 
inclusion 2009. Luxembourg: Publications Office 
of the European Union. Available at: <ec.europa.
eu/social/BlobServlet?docId=3267&langId=en> 
(accessed 16 July 2010).
European Commission, Directorate-General for •	
Employment, Social Policy and Equal Opportunities 
(2010) Joint report on social protection and social 
inclusion 2010. Luxembourg: Publications Office of 
the European Union. Available at: <ec.europa.eu/
social/main.jsp?catId=738&langId=en&pubId=5
49&type=2&furtherPubs=yes> (accessed 16 July 
2010).
European Union (2008) ‘Consolidated version of the •	
Treaty on the functioning of the European Union’. 
Official Journal of the European Union, 9 May 
2008, C 115/47. Available at: <eur-lex.europa.eu/
LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=OJ:C:2008:115: 
0047:0199:EN:PDF> (accessed 16 July 2010).
Gulliford, M.; Figueroa-Munoz, J.; Morgan, M.; Huges, •	
D.; Gibson, B.; Beech, R. and Hudson, M. (2002) ‘What 
does access to healthcare mean?’ Journal of Health 
Services Research, 7(3): 186–188.
Huber, H.; Stanciole, A.; Wahlbeck, K.; Tamsma, N.; •	
Torres, F.; Jelfs, E. and Bremner, J. (2008) Quality 
in and equality of access to healthcare services, 
Study Report for European Commission, Directorate-
General for Employment, Social Policy and Equal 



Thematic Reports 20 Social Watch

Opportunities. Available at: <www.euro.centre.org/
data/1237457784_41597.pdf> (accessed 16 July 
2010).
Mackenbach, J.P.; Stirbu, I.; Roskam, A.J.R.; Schaap, •	
M.M.; Menvielle, G.; Leinsalu, M. and Kunst, A.E. 
(2008) ‘Socioeconomic inequalities in health in 22 
European countries. Special article for the European 
Union Working Group on Socioeconomic Inequalities 
in Health’. New England Journal of Medicine, 358: 
2468–2481.
Social Platform (2009) •	 Common position: 5 recom
mendations for an effective open method of coordi
nation on social protection and social inclusion. 
[Online] Available at: <cms.horus.be/files/99907/
MediaArchive/Policies/Social_Inclusion/20090929_
SP%20Social%20OMC_final.pdf> (accessed 23 
July 2010).
WHO (1978) •	 Declaration Alma-Ata. International 
Conference on Primary Healthcare. Geneva: World 
Health Organization. Available at: <www.who.int/
hpr/NPH/docs/declaration_almaata.pdf> (accessed 
24 August 2010).
WHO (2005) •	 Bangkok Charter on health promotion in 
a globalized world. Geneva: World Health Organiza-
tion. Available at: <www.who.int/healthpromotion/
conferences/6gchp/hpr_050829_%20BCHP.pdf> 
(accessed 8 July 2010).
WHO, Commission on Social Determinants of Health •	
(2008) Closing the gap in a generation: Health 
equity through an action on the social determi-
nants of health. Final Report. Geneva: World Health 
Organization. Available at: <whqlibdoc.who.int/
publications/2008/9789241563703_eng.pdf> 
(accessed 8 July 2010).
WHO, Regional Office for Europe (1998) •	 Terminology 
– A glossary of technical terms on the economics and 
finance of health services. EUR/ICP/CARE401/CN01. 
Copenhagen: World Health Organization.
WHO, Regional Office for Europe and Council of Europe •	
Development Bank (2006) Health and economic 
development in South-Eastern Europe. Paris: World 
Health Organization. Available at: <www.coebank.
org/upload/infocentre/Brochure/en/Health_in_SEE.
pdf> (accessed 8 July 2010).



21 Housing in Europe:  The Impact of Globalisation on a Once Local IssueSocial Watch

Housing in Europe:  
The Impact of Globalisation on a Once Local Issue
Cesare Ottolini
International Alliance of Inhabitants
Jason Nardi
Social Watch Italy

In 2010, the European Year for Combating 
Poverty and Social Exclusion, the Belgian 
Presidency has been preparing the European 
Consensus Conference on Homelessness, 
which is to take place in Brussels in December 
2010 (European Commission 2010). Activities 
have included the exchange of experiences and 
best practices, and a lot of ‘big statements’. 
However, until now there has been no substan-
tial commitment to deal with the deteriorating 
housing situation and the need for structural 
‘supranational’ intervention.

The EU and its (lack of) housing policies

The European region is strongly influenced – 
politically, socially and economically – by the 
European Union on the matter of housing. This 
influence is increasingly evident since globalisa-
tion, which has encouraged the free movement 
of capital and enterprises, heavily changing 
urban structures and attracting massive 
migration from within and outside Europe.

Despite the increased need for housing 
policies in Europe, and the legal obligation of 
individual states to provide this as signatories to 
the International Covenant on Economic, Social 
and Cultural Rights (ICESCR) (Office of the High 
Commission for Human Rights 1966, Article 11) 
and as members of the Council of Europe (Article 
31 of the European Social Charter), the EU does 
not have dedicated structural funds for housing, 
as housing is not within its competence under the 
Lisbon Treaty. While the statistics confirm a need 
for housing policies at the European Community 
and supranational levels, the fact that housing 
is not a Community competence is a backward 
step from the policies of the European Coal and 
Steel Community, which until 1997 managed 13 
low-cost housing programmes benefiting about 
220,000 housing units.

As housing is a national competence, the 
EU has no specific legislation on poverty and 
housing. However, with the entry into force of 
the Lisbon Treaty, the Charter of Fundamental 
Rights now has the same value as EU treaties. 
The EU has to respect Article 34 (Official Journal 
of the European Union 2010a) and enact legisla-
tion to protect this ‘right to housing assistance’ 
and take measures to ensure that the legisla-

tion is implemented, such as providing financial 
support through the European structural funds 
and European Regional Development Fund. 
Most urgently, the EU should introduce a ban on 
evictions without adequate relocation.

As the right to housing assistance is a fun-
damental right, its impact should be analysed 
in order to better understand its implications 
for EU policy. This could be executed by the 
Commissioner for Fundamental Rights of 
the Council of Europe and the EU Agency for 
Fundamental Rights. The recommendations of 
the Commissioner for Human Rights (Council 
of Europe 2009) should also be implemented 
at the EU level. 

The entry of new countries into the EU, 
many of which have inherited disastrous policies 
and have undergone the privatisation of entire 
neighbourhoods (often degraded), gave a push 
to policies for housing recovery at the EU level, 
starting with the restoration of public urban 
patrimony in new Member States. This policy has 
been re-launched with the Directive on Energy 
Efficiency 2010/31/EU (Official Journal of the 
European Union 2010b), which sets a standard 
of zero emissions for public buildings by 2018, 
and the European Regional Development Fund, 
as regards the eligibility of Energy Efficiency 
and Renewable Energy Investments in housing 

(European Parliament and Council of the 
European Union 2009). However, the structural 
funds are still directed to property (buildings), 
not to the right to housing and to who lives there: 
they don’t address the development of public 
housing or provide support to those who live in 
substandard or too expensive housing.

CECODHAS, the European Federation of 
Social, Cooperative and Public Housing, is now 
facing threats from rising real estate prices and 
financial groups seeking tax breaks and land to 
help a market in crisis, and who see the public 
sector as a competitor. In Italy, for example, in 
addition to the zeroing of public intervention in 
the sector, there is a push by the Government to 
entrust public-private partnerships with the de-
velopment of ‘social housing’ with a guaranteed 
return for investors. Such a proposal conflicts 
with the policy of the European Commission, 
which limits social housing to the marginalised 
sector of the population and prohibits the use 
of state-aid for private gain, considering it a 
violation of freedom of competition. In fact, the 
EU Commission has accepted the complaint 
of the European Property Federation asking 

Sweden and Holland to eliminate state-aid for 
the public housing sector. 

There is a growing tendency for the 
managers of social housing, for example in 
France and Italy, faced with cuts in public 
spending, to leave houses in more attractive 
areas vacant and derelict, preferring to demolish 
or sell them. This approach confuses neolib
eralism with assisted capitalism, and does not 
favour the social dimension of housing at all, but 
only the real estate ‘market’.

The impact of the global economic crisis

The global economic crisis is affecting all 
countries equally, but some are more equipped 
than others to deal with its impact. In countries 
where there has been a policy of public housing, 
there is a higher level of resilience. The data 
show a rise in the insecurity of tenure: according 
to Eurostat, 17% of the EU population, i.e., about 
85 million people, are ill-housed, of which about 
3 million are homeless. Thirty-eight per cent 
of people at risk of poverty spend a very large 
share (i.e., more than 40%) of their dispos-
able income on housing – compared to 19% 
of the overall population (Eurostat 2010a). This 
is evidenced by the increase in the number of 
slums since the crisis, which are more visible 
and often are located on brownfield sites, where 
the speculators want to make money through 
redevelopment.

Perhaps the most striking example of 
the conflict between the right to housing and 
speculative priorities is Milan, where, to make 
way for the investment for the Expo 2015, 
the Government carried out 117 evictions of 
irregular settlements from January to July 2010, 
often with a racist matrix (Caritas 2010).

In countries where welfare is weak, such 
as Italy and Spain, there has been a significant 
increase in property prices, reduced only in part 
by the collapse of the housing market (RICS 
2010).

In Italy, 150,000 families are at risk of 
losing their home because they cannot pay 
their mortgage; the same number are under 
threat of eviction (over 80% for non-payment) 
and 600,000 are on the waiting list for public 
housing. In the United Kingdom, there are 
1,763,140 families on the waiting list for public 
housing (Government of United Kingdom 2009). 
Immigrants often are cited as the reason for the 
lack of housing for the indigenous people, but 
this does not hold true because migrants often 
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live in poor or substandard housing rejected by 
the locals.

The absence of adequate public response 
to the inaccessibility of the market, as well as the 
housing benefit cuts, are leading to the collapse 
of family social safety nets, with children staying 
in their parents’ house for longer and the co-
habitation of new couples with their parents 
(Eurostat 2010b). The coalition of housing 
benefit cuts proposed by the Government of 
the United Kingdom (£1,820m by 2014/15) (CIH 
2010), are driving poor people out of inner cities. 
London councils revealed they were preparing 
for a mass exodus of low-income families and 
they had already block-booked bed and break-
fasts and other private accommodation outside 
the capital to house those who will be priced 
out of the London market (Helm and Ashtana 
2010).

It is expected that the next census will 
show that, while the number of homeowners 
has fallen, there has been an increase in over-
crowding and a deterioration in the quality of 
housing, as well as a growth in slums in Europe, 
as is already happening in the United States.

At the European Social Forum in Istanbul 
in 2010 (IAI 2010a), the International Alliance of 
Inhabitants (IAI) met with dozens of organisa-
tions on the continent to take stock of the Zero 
Eviction Campaign (IAI 2010b). This campaign 
is based on the defence of Article 11 of the 
International Covenant on Economic, Social and 
Cultural Rights (Office of the High Commission for 
Human Rights 1966) and on general comments 
n. 4 and 7 prohibiting eviction without provision 
of adequate re-housing agreed with the in-
habitants. The campaign is working to develop 
multilevel resistance to eviction by organising 
appeals and protests in front of the embassies 
and by calling for UN intervention. The presence 
of the International Alliance of Inhabitants and 
other civil society networks inside the Advisory 
Group on Forced Evictions of UN Habitat, which 
monitors, informs and advises the UN, reinforces 
the campaign at the institutional level.

In France, mobilisation by civil society in 
support of the right to housing is very strong 
(IAI 2010c), despite the historically developed 
social housing, which is in any case insufficient. 
Traditionally, there is a winter ‘truce’ on evictions 
from October to March, but many are excluded 
from this, including the Roma people (IAI 2008a). 
There have also been innovations introduced by 
progressive local authorities: 40 local mayors 
have signed decrees to stop evictions and the 
cutting off of electricity (IAI 2008b), resulting in 
confrontation with the central Government.

The situation is worse in many of the new EU 
Member States. In Hungary, the housing situation 

is critical, forcing the centre-right Government 
to block almost all evictions, including those 
for non-payment (IAI 2010d). The movement for 
housing rights (IAI 2010e), following the example 
of the Cooperative Vivere 2000 (IAI 2008c) and 
others in Rome, is proposing the self-managed 
recovery of abandoned buildings. In the Czech 
Republic, homelessness is a growing problem; 
the Government had planned to build camps for 
homeless people to ‘clean up’ the city centre 

(IAI 2010f), but this plan was shelved after 
protests.

Civil society is active in Belgium, led by the 
Front des sans abri (Union of the Homeless) (IAI 
2010g), and some organisations are proposing 
the establishment of Community Land Trusts (IAI 
2010h) for the collective ownership of land on 
which to build homes. 

People are also active in Spain (IAI 2010i), 
where the housing bubble exploded and cor-
ruption and speculation connected with entire 
municipalities has come to light. Meanwhile, 
real estate contractors are moving off the coast 
to North Africa. 

In Germany, the mobilisation has been 
massive – not just for the privatisation of the 
housing sector, but more generally for the ‘Right 
to the City’ (IAI 2010j).1 In the United Kingdom, 
tens of thousands of ‘travellers’ are at risk of 
eviction; their plight is symbolically represented 
by the resistance of the community at Dale Farm 

(IAI 2010k). 
In the Russian Federation, privatisation has 

led to the exclusion of millions of people whose 
houses were connected to their workplace. The 
privatised companies were sold to specula-
tors and employees and tenants evicted. This 
resulted in some large demonstrations (IAI 
2008d), particularly at Togliattigrad. There were 
also some clashes, some quite violent, between 
residents and security guards of companies 
wanting to build in the green areas of cities 
like Saint Petersburg (IAI 2009a) and Moscow 
(IAI 2009b), for which public officials had given 

1	  The ‘Right to the City’ is an idea and a slogan that was 
first proposed by Henri Lefebvre in his 1968 book Le Droit 
à la ville. Lefebvre summaries the idea as a “demand...
[for] a transformed and renewed access to urban life. 
David Harvey has recently defined ‘The Right to the City’ ( 
Harvey 2008) as being about “far more than the individual 
liberty to access urban resources: it is a right to change 
ourselves by changing the city”. He has also stressed that: 
“It is, moreover, a common rather than an individual right 
since this transformation inevitably depends upon the 
exercise of a collective power to reshape the processes 
of urbanization.” A number of popular movements have 
incorporated the idea of the ‘Right to the City’ into their 
struggles and some cities, like Mexico DF, have signed 
(in July 2010) the ‘Right to the City’ chart. Brazil has even 
approved the Law on the Statute of the city, introducing 
the ‘Right to the City’.

illegal building permits.
Large-scale infrastructure has also led 

to substantial expropriations – often with the 
co-interest between public officials and con-
structors. This was the case with the London 
Olympic Games 2012 and Sochi (IAI 2009c) on 
the Black Sea for the Winter Olympics in 2014. 
Both cases spurred resistance from people and 
committees, including hunger strikes.

In Turkey, the emergency is related to the 
neoliberal approach to the global crisis and 
to Turkey’s candidacy for the EU membership 
– which has led to the destruction of popular 
neighbourhoods like the historic Roma district 
of Sulukulé to make way for speculative invest-
ment in property for high-end tourists. Great 
building contracts, such as the third bridge over 
the Bosphorus, are being granted to attract 
capital, putting hundreds of thousands of people 
at risk of eviction and erasing entire popular 
neighbourhoods (IAI 2009d).

Call for a new social urban pact

The solutions to modern European housing 
issues are varied and involve different actors. 
The most innovative is a proposal to develop 
a public housing service through cooperatives 
of inhabitants for self-managed construction 
and recovery. The resources would come from 
local government budgets and the inhabitants 
themselves, beginning with the recovery of 
vacant properties. This could result in significant 
immediate and future savings, as the inhabit-
ants would play an active role in the process 
and would not be mere customers of the market 
or users. The goal is the security that comes 
with lifelong housing rights and the re-appro-
priation of the right to the city through inclusive 
processes at different levels (IAI 2007). 

Concurrently, to tackle the causes and deal 
with the effects of the global economic crisis on 
the housing sector, supranational policies are 
needed that assume the right to housing and 
the responsibility of all stakeholders, including 
residents, in the construction of future cities. 
These are essential elements in a structural 
change, not just patches to the existing system.

At the European level, a great lobbying role 
is being played by FEANTSA, an umbrella not-
for-profit organisation that fights against home-
lessness in Europe (FEANTSA 2010). Another 
important organisation fighting against social 
exclusion is the International Union of Tenants, 
which recently made an appeal for ‘A new deal 
for affordable rental housing’ (International 
Union of Tenants 2010). Also of note is the 
European Housing Forum, whose members are 
all major international or European organisa-
tions working in the area of housing, represen



23 Housing in Europe:  The Impact of Globalisation on a Once Local IssueSocial Watch

ting consumers, providers, professionals and 
researchers (European Housing Forum 2010).

Last, but not least, international networks 
for the right to housing (such as the Habitat 
International Coalition [HIC], IAI and No Vox) 
have called for an alternative approach during 
the ‘informal meetings’ of the Housing Ministers 
of the EU Member States and in conferences 
such as the European General State of Housing 
Rights (IAI 2010l). The global economic crisis 
has generated a call for a ‘Global Social Pact for 
Equitable and Sustainable Habitat’ (IAI 2008f) 
among these networks, addressed to the G20. 
The emphasis is on the need for a new social 
compact at the global level to improve the 
urban living conditions of at least one billion 
people currently homeless or badly housed, 
including funding a ‘Green New Deal’, which 
would encompass developing international 
instruments for the public control of prices and 
land use, which are essential conditions for sus-
tainable settlements respectful of human rights 
and environmental concerns. The first step is a 
moratorium on evictions.

Convinced of the need for such a pact, and 
careful that any proposal involves the whole of 
continental Europe, the International Alliance 
of Inhabitants and others are engaged in a 
European platform to fight for these rights (IAI 
2009d). The main objectives are the explicit 
recognition of the right to housing in the EU con-
stitution; the launching of a New Deal for Social 
Cohesion through a coordinated European 
Public Housing Service; a stop to the privati-
sation, commercialisation and deregulation of 
the housing sector; ensuring the affordability of 
housing costs; and supporting the creativity and 
social inclusion of inhabitants.

These proposals, which are a fundamental 
reference point for various initiatives across 
the continent, are still far from influencing the 
political choices of individual countries and of 
the EU overall. Therefore, it is interesting to note 
the development of international meetings, 
notably inside the Social Forums, as space for 
the construction of common strategies and 
initiatives.

World Zero Evictions Days (IAI 2010b), which 
involves grassroots organisations from all con-
tinents during the entire month of October, is a 
test of the potential of this bottom-up approach. 
A development that might be made possible by 
the aggregation taking place in the construc-
tion of the World Assembly of Inhabitants (World 
Social Forum [WSF] Dakar, February 2010) (IAI 
2010m), and which should lead to the creation 
of the Via Urbana, a real unitary subject of 
inhabitants organisations and of urban social 
movements, which is able to be a strong coun-

terpart to the supranational and international 
bodies like the EU.

Platform for housing policies and European 
directives on the right to housing

All of the European Union Member States have 
ratified international treaties and conventions 
that recognise and protect the right to housing. 
Despite this legal recognition, and their commit-
ment to achieving Millennium Development 
Goal 7, Target 11 and the Lisbon Strategy for 
social inclusion, housing rights are increasingly 
being violated.

In light of the failure of the neoliberal 
approach, social organisations working in the 
field of housing would urge their respective 
governments and the European Union to take up 
the following proposals to promote coordinated 
policies among the EU Member States, ac-
companied by the strengthening of the related 
competencies of the EU bodies.

The following recommendations were 
made by IAI in its publication ‘European platform 
on the right to housing’ (IAI 2009d).

1. Explicitly recognise the right to housing in 
the EU Constitution

The EU should adopt the international conven-
tions on the right to housing, and public bodies 
including the European Commission should 
respect the legal obligations and resulting 
responsibilities by implementing policies based 
on these rights at all levels, including:

Directives for legally enforceable housing •	
rights.
Directives to reinforce legal regulations •	
in favour of the right to housing and the 
provision of effective instruments to all 
Member States for their implementation 
(such as legal standards and public guaran
tees as to the accuracy and security of 
rental contracts; legal mechanisms to 
oppose extra-legal pressure and mobbing; 
and a prohibition on eviction without re- 
housing).

2. Launch a ‘New Deal for Social Cohesion’ 
through a coordinated European Public 
Housing Service

The objectives of the coordinated European 
Public Housing Service would be to:

Address the relative housing deficit through •	
the construction, recuperation or purchase 
of at least 18 million new affordable homes 
in 5 years.
Improve the energy efficiency of the existing •	
housing stock, beginning with the not-for-
profit sector, by establishing by 2010 a 
European Directive for Zero Energy Proper-

ties.
Provide funding for the housing sector: the EU •	
should develop a specific Housing Cohesion 
Fund, which could partly be financed by 
national taxation on financial and real estate 
speculation, as well as the European struc-
tural funds. 

3. Stop the privatisation, commercialisation 
and deregulation of the housing sector 

The public housing sector should be totally •	
excluded from the Bolkenstein Directive for 
the liberalisation of public services of general 
interest. 
Member States should immediately stop the •	
privatisation of public housing and develop 
alternatives for the housing stock within the 
framework of a new European public housing 
service. 
The introduction of new national or European •	
Real Estate Investment Trusts (REITs)2 should 
be stopped. The EU should instead develop a 
model of Housing Finance Trusts under public 
control. 
Public control, legal regulations and taxation •	
on existing Real Estate Investment Trusts 
should be reinforced.
Highly speculative derivatives and securi-•	
tisation instruments like mortgage-backed 
securities should be banned within the 
housing sector. 

4. Ensure the affordability of housing

The EU should develop a strategy that •	
ensures that housing costs (rent or mortgage 
plus service charges) in all Member States do 
not exceed a certain proportion of household 
income. In no case should these costs force 
households to drop below the poverty line. 
Possible tools for reducing housing costs •	
include the provision of public and social 
housing; legal means of price and rent 
control; social tariffs for utilities; direct 
housing subsidies for the poorest households; 
the introduction of a guaranteed minimum 
income; public credit for housing investment 
at reduced rates; the concession of public 
land for social housing; public investment in 
housing and subsidies to improve energy and 
water efficiency; the optimisation of infra-
structure; and transparent costs for public 

2	  A Real Estate Investment Trust or REIT is a tax designation 
for a corporate entity investing in real estate that reduces 
or eliminates corporate income taxes. In return, REITs are 
required to distribute 90% of their income, which may be 
taxable, into the hands of the investors. The REIT structure 
was designed to provide a similar structure for investment 
in real estate as mutual funds provide for investment in 
stocks.
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services.
Social welfare and unemployment benefits •	
should guarantee at least the payment of the 
average cost of decent housing according to 
local standards, without discrimination.

5. Support the creativity and social inclusion 
of inhabitants

The EU should develop a programme suppor•	
ting the development of alternative housing 
solutions and experimental projects for 
new types of social housing, which are 
sensitive to multiculturalism and the issue 
of social exclusion, in partnership with local 
authorities, civil society and social investors 
(e.g., housing co-operatives for collective 
ownership and adaptive reuse and self-build 
communities).
Such programmes should be accompanied •	
by support for international exchange, inha
bitants’ networks and international studies.
The EU should support the development of •	
legal standards for the social use of vacant 
properties and their restoration or adaptive 
reuse. 
To this end, the criminalisation of squats, •	
resistance against evictions and rent strikes 
must be stopped. 
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Financial Exclusion and Access to Credit
Stefanie Lämmermann
European Microfinance Network

Financial exclusion can be described as the 
inability of individuals, households or groups 
to access necessary financial services in an 
appropriate form. It can stem from problems 
with access, prices, marketing or financial 
literacy, or from self-exclusion in response to 
negative experiences or perceptions. Financial 
exclusion is a reality for many European citizens. 
Two in ten adults in the EU15 and almost half in 
the EU10 (47%) do not have a bank account, and 
many more have no savings or access to credit. 
Financial exclusion significantly increases the 
risk of social exclusion and poverty. Micro
finance – the provision of financial services 
such as microcredit (for business or personal 
use), savings, insurance and transfer services 
to low income households – can be a tool for 
social as well as financial inclusion, as it helps to 
prevent and address all the aspects of exclusion 
– poverty, low income, lack of employment. 
These aspects are both major components of, 
and reasons for, social exclusion.

What is financial exclusion?

As European societies and economies move 
towards relying on virtual money, simple tools 
such as a credit card and a bank account to 
receive income into have become essential 
to daily life. Lack of access to these tools and 
services, or the inability to use them, is a serious 
obstacle to economic and social integration.

A person is considered financially excluded 
when they have no access to some or all of 
the services offered by mainstream financial 
institutions in their country of residence or 
do not make use of these services. The study 
‘Financial services provision and prevention 
of financial exclusion’ (Réseau Financement 
Alternatif 2008) establishes a list of basic 
financial services considered essential to 
daily life: a bank account to receive income; a 
transaction account to make payments from; 
a savings account to store money; and access 
to unsecured credit to manage temporary cash 
shortages and unexpected expenses.

Access to banking (and transaction 
banking services in particular) is considered a 
basic necessity in most developed countries. 
The provision of transaction banking services 
is key to accessing other financial services 
such as credit and savings. Lack of transaction 
banking services runs parallel with social 
exclusion, as people are not able to receive 

salaries or remittances, pay bills by direct debit 
or use safe means of payment such as cheques 
or cards. This distorts their access to broader 
economic opportunities and increases their risk 
of poverty.

Similarly, access to credit has become 
necessary for various aspects of daily life. Credit 
is the main financial tool that enables access to 
goods or expenditures that oversize the monthly 
budget, such as equipment goods. Lack of 
access to, or use of, credit impacts on access 
to the minimum national standard of living, 
and can stigmatise people. ‘Credit excluded’ 
people, i.e., those who are refused access to 
credit by mainstream lenders, are exposed to 
informal moneylenders who loan money at ex-
tortionate rates. Lack of access to appropriate 
and flexible credit impedes the averaging out 
of financially difficult periods and may lead to 
over-indebtedness.

In contrast, lack of access to savings 
services is usually considered less of a problem 
in European societies, as it concerns far less 
people than lack of access to other banking 
services and credit. Still, it remains a problem 
for some people who either lack the necessary 
documents to open a deposit account or who do 
not see the point in opening one.

Access to insurance services has increasingly 
come under scrutiny. Although it is compulsory 
to have some kinds of insurance (e.g., car 
insurance), it has not yet been determined what 
kinds of insurance are considered essential 
when talking about financial exclusion.

It is important to acknowledge that financial 
exclusion is not an absolute concept (excluded 
or not), but a relative one, rather like poverty, 
with degrees of exclusion. People vary as to 
the extent of their engagement with specific 
services, and they also vary in terms of the 
number of types of financial products to which 
they have access. It is, therefore, useful to use 
the term ‘financially excluded’ for those who 
lack all products and ‘marginally’ excluded for 
those who have limited access.

Levels of financial exclusion

The Eurobarometer reports that 7% of the 
population in the EU15 is considered to be 
financially excluded, meaning that they have 
neither access to a transaction/deposit bank 
account, savings account nor revolving credit 
(European Commission 2004b). Levels of 
financial exclusion vary widely. The lowest rates 
occur in countries where the standard of living 
is universally high. In the EU15, Greece has the 

highest rate of financial exclusion, followed by 
Portugal and Italy. Luxembourg has the lowest 
rate, followed by the Netherlands, Denmark 
and Sweden. At the same time, in the EU10, 
one-third (34%) of the adult population is finan-
cially excluded (some countries in the EU10 still 
have a transition economy and levels of gross 
domestic profit are low). In the EU10, Latvia 
and Lithuania have the highest rate of financial 
exclusion and Slovenia the lowest. It has to be 
noted that the Eurobarometer may overesti
mate levels of financial exclusion. National 
surveys have only been undertaken in some 
countries, but they generally indicate lower 
levels of banking exclusion than estimated by 
the Eurobarometer. This is probably because of 
problems in defining the different types of bank 
accounts in a way that can be applied across 
Europe, as well as differences in sampling and 
the timing of surveys.

Financial exclusion affects some groups 
of people more than others, and, on the whole, 
similar types of people are disproportionately 
affected regardless of the prevailing level of 
exclusion in their country. Generally speaking, 
people with low levels of income, less education, 
who are part of an ethnic minority or with a 
migrant background, and who are either very 
old (over 65) or very young (18–25) are more 
likely to be financially excluded than others. 
Women are twice as likely to find themselves 
completely excluded from financial services 
than men. People who are completely finan-
cially excluded are also more likely to be found 
in households with no wage earner or in single 
parent households. As regards working status, 
students and unemployed people are most 
likely to be affected. The occurrence of financial 
exclusion is higher in rural than in urban areas 
(this is most noticeable in the new Member 
States), and is also higher in deprived areas. 
There is also evidence that financial exclusion is 
linked to people’s knowledge of, and exposure 
to, financial services.

Causes and consequences of financial 
exclusion

Several factors are considered major causes of 
financial exclusion in European countries. They 
can be broadly grouped into three categories: 
societal, supply and demand factors.

A range of societal factors have been 
identified as having an impact on people’s 
access to, and use of, financial services. With 
the increasing diversity of financial institutions 
and services caused by the liberalisation of 
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financial services markets, it is hard to gain a 
general overview of the sector and the oppor
tunities available. Studies also reveal a strong 
correlation between levels of income inequality 
(measured by the Gini coefficient) in a country 
and the incidence of financial exclusion. 
Furthermore, societal changes such as structu
ral changes in the labour market and the rising 
number of single people and single parents, as 
well as other demographic evolutions, increase 
people’s vulnerability to financial exclusion. The 
regulatory context, together with government 
social and economic policy, also needs to be 
considered.

Supply factors take into account a financial 
institution’s criteria for accepting a client, the 
fees it charges for access to its services and its 
requirements (e.g., its risk assessment proce
dures). These can lead a bank to refuse services 
to a person and can act as a strong deterrent 
to a potential client seeking a particular financial 
service. Supply factors encompass the geographic 
location of the institution, which in several cases is 
a primary cause of financial exclusion.

On the demand side, the potential client’s 
priorities, concerns and cultural context need to 
be taken into account. This is crucial in under-
standing a person’s personal and psychological 
relationship with money and how they view the 
financial sector. For instance, savings exclusion 
can be the result of the lack of a habit of saving 
money in a bank or an unwillingness to deal with 
banks because of negative past experiences or 
prejudice; this is referred to as ‘self-exclusion’.

Financial exclusion is deeply interrelated 
with social exclusion: when social exclusion 
automatically leads to financial exclusion, 
financial exclusion is considered as belonging 
to a process that reinforces the risk of social 
exclusion. Hence, the consequences of financial 
exclusion on the individual and the society must 
not be underestimated. Those unable to access 
finance for enterprise development or personal 
consumption have greater difficulties in inte-
grating socially and economically. No access 
to financial services may bar people from 
accessing vital services and activities, including 
employment, as some companies pay their 
employee’s wages by electronic transfer only. 
Equally, financially excluded people can have 
difficulty participating in mainstream social 
activities and events specific to their cultural 
reference group. Financial exclusion also results 
in less ability to face financial shocks and unex-
pected expenses. People excluded from savings 
services are more vulnerable to theft, as they 
are forced to keep their cash and savings at 
home. Moreover, people excluded from financial 
services such as cheques and transfers by the 

mainstream financial sector are likely to turn 
to institutions that offer these services at a 
much higher price. This is also true for access 
to credit, as people who are refused credit from 
mainstream financial institutions are forced 
to turn to private intermediaries or informal 
moneylenders, who charge more and offer less 
favourable conditions, further exacerbating their 
vulnerability and exclusion, and putting them at 
risk of becoming over-indebted.

Microfinance: Addressing social and 
financial exclusion

Microfinance is a new and innovative instru-
ment that first emerged in developing countries 
to fight poverty. It refers to the provision of 
financial services – microloans, savings, 
insurance services and transfer services – to 
low income households. Studies worldwide on 
the impact of microfinance generally support the 
proposition that microfinance reduces vulnera
bility by helping clients to protect themselves 
against future risk and to cope with shocks and 
economic stress events.

In the European context, microcredit (the 
provision of loans for microenterprise creation 
and development) predominates. Although this 
tool has been used to reach millions of people 
worldwide, it has only quite recently been 
applied in the European Union. In the EU context, 
microcredit is “the extension of very small loans 
(usually below €25,000) to entrepreneurs, to 
social economy enterprises, to employees 
who wish to become self-employed, to people 
working in the informal economy and to the 
unemployed and others living in poverty who 
are not considered bankable” (European Union 
2007). Microcredit assists people in creating or 
expanding income-generating and job-creating 
activities or microenterprises. But microcredit 
can also be used by people who have no access 
to traditional lines of credit for unexpected 
expenses (such as healthcare, a deposit on an 
apartment, or to pay for a driver’s license or 
purchase a vehicle).

Although the sector is still young in Europe, 
microfinance organisations are steadily 
growing and professionalising their operations. 
A range of different organisations are providing 
microfinance in the various Member States, 
depending on the regulatory environment in 
each; these include non-governmental orga
nisations, foundations, government bodies, 
savings banks, banks, credit cooperatives, 
credit unions and non-bank financial institu-
tions (NBFIs). The main model for microfinance 
in Western Europe, where most actors entered 
the market after 2000, is linkage banking – a 
model that reaches out particularly well to 

at risk-groups. As generally only traditional, 
licensed financial institutions (usually banks or 
government agencies) are allowed to conduct 
microfinance operations in these countries, 
microcredit is disbursed by microfinance 
focused non-profit organisations in partner-
ship with banks. The non-profit organisations 
establish contact with the microloan clients 
and provide Business Development Services to 
them, thereby increasing the business survival 
rate and minimising the risk of non-repayment. 
They also sometimes provide loan management 
services to the banks. In contrast, in Eastern 
Europe, microcredit is mainly provided by for-
profit NBFIs, which have evolved from NGOs or 
have been downscaled from banks.

According to a report commissioned by the 
European Microfinance Network, ‘Overview of 
the Microcredit Sector in the European Union 
2008-2009’ (Jayo et al. 2010), which gathered 
data from 170 microfinance providers, 63% of 
microlenders in Europe define their mission as 
job creation and 62% as social inclusion and 
poverty reduction, in addition to their focus on 
microenterprise promotion (70%). Moreover, 
‘unbankable’ persons, i.e., financially and often 
socially excluded persons who will remain 
excluded from the mainstream financial services 
in the mid to long term, make up 70% of micro
finance clients in Europe. Nearly half (47%) of EU 
microlenders explicitly target people excluded 
from mainstream financial services, 44% target 
women, 41% immigrants and ethnic minorities 
and 32% target the rural population.

Microcredit can, therefore, be a tool for 
social as well as financial inclusion, as it helps 
to prevent and redress all aspects of exclusion 
– poverty, low income, lack of employment – 
which are major components of, and reasons 
for, social exclusion. Moreover, programmes 
that provide training, advice, mentoring and 
networking opportunities, enhance the skills 
and social empowerment of underprivileged 
groups, further contributing to their inclusion. 
Microfinance, through its broader range of 
services, such as savings and insurance, can 
assist poor people to plan for future lump 
sum needs, reduce their exposure to income 
changes or sudden expenses, and increase their 
participation in social life.

The European Union has acknowledged mi
crofinance as a tool for inclusion and has played 
an important role in the development of micro
finance since 1998. The EU has provided partial 
guarantees to cover portfolios of microloans 
under its growth and employment initiative 
(1998–2000), the multi-annual programme for 
the promotion of enterprise and entrepreneur-
ship, and, in particular, small and medium size 
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enterprises (SMEs) (2001–2005), and under the 
Competitiveness and Innovation Framework 
Programme (CIP) (2003–2007). In Central and 
Eastern Europe, the European Investment Fund 
has partly encouraged microfinance through the 
Phare SME Finance Facility. Only recently has 
the European Union re-affirmed this engage-
ment through three new programmes. As such, 
in 2007, the EU established the Joint European 
Resources for Micro and Medium Enterprises 
(JEREMIE) to improve access to finance for 
SMEs, including microfinance, as well as the 
Joint Action to Support Microfinance Institutions 
in Europe (JASMINE). In March 2010, the EU 
set up the European PROGRESS Microfinance 
Facility for Employment and Social Inclusion to 
cushion the effects of the global financial and 
economic crisis1. With a budget of €20 million 
in the case of JASMINE and €100 million for 
PROGRESS (expected to leverage €500 million), 
JASMINE and PROGRESS are the largest single 
programmes ever for promoting microcredit 
in the European Union. They will provide addi
tional guarantees and financial capital, as well 
as technical assistance for new and non-bank 
microfinance institutions, with the ultimate 
aim to increase access to, and the availability 
of, microfinance, especially for at-risk groups 
such as the unemployed, vulnerable people, 
and people at risk of unemployment or social 
exclusion, and to support the development of 
entrepreneurship and microenterprises.

Recommendations

There are several possible responses to financial 
exclusion. The following is a non-exhaustive list 
of recommendations for the different stake-
holders involved in the provision of financial 
services: financial providers, national govern-
ments and the European Union.

Financial providers:

In several European countries, the banking 1.	
sector has developed voluntary charters and 
codes of practice in relation to the provision of 
basic low transaction bank accounts to meet 
the needs of people with low and unstable 
incomes. Codes of practice and voluntary 
charters should be further promoted by 
financial providers and their effective imple-
mentation ensured.
Banks and other financial providers have 2.	
become increasingly involved in microfi-

1	The European Community Programme for Employment 
and Social Solidarity (2007–2013) PROGRESS was esta
blished to financially support the implementation of the 
objectives of the European Union in the employment and 
social affairs area, as set out in the Social Agenda. It is 
managed by the Directorate-General for Employment, 
Social Affairs and Equal Opportunities.

nance activities, either through partnerships 
or by setting up their own programmes. The 
linkage banking model (non-profit organisa-
tions linking low-income clients with banks) 
should be further strengthened through joint 
programmes and reinforced cooperation 
between banks and NGOs, as it has proved to 
be a particularly successful way of promoting 
access to finance. Both sides benefit from 
this model: banks obtain specific information 
on this customer segment and can outsource 
part of their operating costs, while non-profit 
organisations learn techniques from banks 
such as customer evaluation and scoring.
Initiatives to produce easily understandable, 3.	
honest and comprehensive advertising 
and promotional material and to work with 
trusted intermediaries to promote take-up 
among potential clients should be promoted 
by financial providers.
Microfinance providers need to grow in order 4.	
to be able to serve the high level of unmet 
demand, while at the same time ensuring 
that they reach out to their respective target 
groups. They should recognise that they 
serve a unique market and be more innova
tive in developing marketing approaches, 
products, services and cost-effective delivery 
mechanisms. Moreover, they need to be able 
to monitor the social impact of their work and 
communicate it to the public and possible 
funding sources.

National governments:

Governments can establish a favourable 5.	
legislative framework to promote financial 
inclusion. In several countries, pressure 
from the government and public opinion 
have successfully encouraged the banking 
sector to adopt voluntary codes of conducts 
regarding basic bank accounts provision 
(e.g., in Belgium, France and Germany). 
Governments should also remove specific 
obstacles to the involvement of some people 
in the banking system (for example, people 
‘blacklisted’ for not repaying loans) and limit 
practices of financial services institutions that 
exploit financially excluded people through 
high credit fees and lack of transparency.
Governments can contribute directly to the 6.	
provision of financial services to low-income 
people by providing funds to non-profit 
associations conducting financial education 
programmes, commissioning research 
projects to investigate the causes of financial 
exclusion, and recommending measures to 
combat them.
Governments should recognise that micro7.	
finance can be an effective tool for combating 

poverty and financial exclusion and recognise 
the uniqueness, difficulty and, therefore, costs 
of serving microfinance clients. Governments 
should encourage microfinance initiatives 
and networks on a national level and provide 
funding, especially for associated non-finan-
cial services such as advice and counselling.

European Union:

The fight against financial exclusion should 8.	
be constantly included in the National 
Strategic Reports on Social Protection and 
Social Inclusion elaborated by each country 
within the EU framework.
Clear indicators of the extent of the financial 9.	
exclusion problem need to be developed, as 
well as common definitions of the different 
types of financial exclusion.
The microfinance schemes supported by 10.	
the European Union (like JASMINE) should 
be based on clear development targets and 
objectives, which should be agreed with any 
microfinance provider that receives support 
under these schemes. 
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Women’s Poverty and Social Exclusion in the European 
Union at a Time of Recession. An Invisible Crisis?1

Oxfam International and European Women’s1 
Lobby2

The research

In October 2009, Oxfam and the European 
Women’s Lobby (EWL), commissioned research 
to explore and analyse the hidden impact of the 
current economic recession on women’s poverty 
in EU countries. The research was conducted 
with EWL member organisations, and supple-
mented with other research and information 
available at the end of 2009. Oxfam and EWL 
conclude that the research gives a snapshot 
of the current position of women in poverty, 
reinforcing what is already known about the 
persistent social exclusion experienced by 
many women. It also provides some evidence 
that the impact of the recession is making the 
inequality faced by women even worse. It is 
difficult to separate out evidence of women’s 
long-term poverty, from the effect of the current 
recession – and further research is needed in 
this area. But the evidence here clearly indicates 
that the recession is already having a significant 
negative effect on the lives of women, not only in 
relation to the labour market, but also, crucially, 
outside it. However, the impact of the recession 
– direct and indirect – on women remains 
largely invisible and further in-depth analysis 
is urgently required. This report documents 
evidence of: precarious working conditions; 

1	The material on pages 29–31 is adapted by the publisher 
from Oxfam International/European Women’s Lobby 
(2010) ‘Women’s poverty and social exclusion in the 
European Union at a time of recession’. In: Oxfam Inter-
national/European Women’s Lobby (2010) An Invisible 
Crisis? A Gender Works Paper. Brussels: Oxfam Inter
national/European Women’s Lobby. Available at: <www.
oxfam.org.uk/resources/ukpoverty/resources>, with the 
permission of Oxfam GB, Oxfam House, John Smith Drive, 
Cowley Oxford OX4 2JY UK, www.oxfam.org.uk. Oxfam 
GB does not necessarily endorse any text or activities that 
accompany the materials, nor has it approved the adapted 
text.

2	The European Women’s Lobby (EWL) is the largest umbrella 
organisation of women’s associations in the European 
Union. The Secretariat is based in Brussels, but EWL has 
member organisations in all 27 Member States of the EU 
and 21 European-wide organisations in full member-
ship. EWL aims to promote women’s rights, and equality 
between women and men in the EU. The Lobby is active in 
relation to a range of issues at EU level, including gender 
equality policies and gender mainstreaming, economic 
and social justice for women, women in decision making, 
violence against women, and gender and immigration/
asylum.

increasing discrimination in the labour market 
with a subsequent shift to informal work; rising 
levels of poverty; reduced access to services; 
and rising levels of domestic violence, accom-
panied by cuts in vital support services.

Women and poverty in Europe

Existing poverty

All over the world, women remain poor in relation 
to men. This is true in every Member State in 
Europe, although differentials vary from country 
to country. Just under 17% of women in the EU’s 
27 countries are classed as living in poverty, 
and across a range of indicators in the labour 
market and in social protection, the structural 
causes of poverty have a disproportionate 
impact on women. The continued existence of 
women’s poverty has long been a concern of 
the European Union, and a range of measures 
supporting gender equality and tackling poverty 
demonstrate the continuing significance 
of women’s social inclusion as an issue. The 
persistence of poverty in such a rich region of 
the world is shocking, even before the impact 
of recession has been considered. This report 
provides evidence of the continuing and under-
lying poverty experienced by women in the 
EU, and adds some evidence of the additional 
impact of the recession.

Debate about tackling recession among 
policymakers currently focuses on attempts to 
regulate the financial sector and on whether 
governments should withdraw financial stimulus 
packages (and if so, when). But it is essential not 
to lose sight of the huge and continuing social 
impact of the recession, and of the different 
consequences for women and men – especially 
those facing poverty and social exclusion.

Limitations of the data

Existing limitations and gaps in the data on 
women and poverty make it hard to assess 
the impact of the recession on women. For 
example:

The data available lags behind the reality, •	
reflecting delays in the collection and publi
cation of information. This is especially 
important given the rapidly shifting nature of 
the issues involved.
Women are more likely to change jobs •	
frequently, and to be in temporary and/or 
informal work. Measures of unemployment 

and redundancy therefore often fail to capture 
adequately their specific experiences.
There has been far less gender-disaggregated •	
study of increases in economic inactivity, or 
in informal or vulnerable work, or on the 
quality of life for women beyond the labour 
market (e.g., access to quality services and 
participation in community activities).
Existing statistics often treat women and •	
men as homogenous groups, and fail to 
address adequately the differences within 
each category (according to class, race, age, 
disability, faith and sexual orientation).

Impact of poverty on women at a time of 
recession

At the beginning of 2010, most EU countries 
had officially moved out of recession. However, 
recovery from the effects of the banking crisis in 
autumn 2008 remains very fragile. The massive 
sums spent by EU governments to bail out the 
banks and provide support to failing industries, 
although necessary to stave off widespread 
economic collapse, have resulted in large public 
spending deficits. Action to reduce these deficits 
is likely to fall – or in some cases, is already 
falling – unfairly, on people in poverty, especially 
through cuts to health, education and social 
protection budgets. In Ireland, for instance, a 
series of budgets have cut child benefits by 
10%, public-sector pay by up to 15%, and 
raised prescription charges by 50%. In Greece, 
a raft of measures has been announced which 
will cut the public sector and increase taxes 
significantly.

The research for this paper was carried 
out in 10 Member States, and it is important 
to emphasise that not all countries in Europe 
have the same starting point in their economic 
and social development, for example, on gender 
equality, or the nature and extent of social pro-
tection. Drawing on the evidence from EWL 
members, this research highlights the following 
themes:

Poverty and standard of living:•	  Greater 
difficulty in obtaining work (Austria); rising 
housing, energy, and living costs (Austria 
and Romania); higher levels of debt and 
difficulty with repayments, less and poorer 
quality food (Romania); increasing levels of 
debt among Roma women (Slovakia); and 
increasing fears about unemployment and 
incomes (UK).
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Changing employment patterns:•	  Increased 
precariousness of work and reductions in 
social protection – particularly for poorer 
groups of the population. The pressure of 
reduced income in households means that 
recession drives people, particularly women 
who are less able to find other work, to accept 
jobs below their education and qualification 
levels.
Discrimination against women in the •	
workplace: Some employers use the crisis 
as an alibi to exploit women, who are more 
often willing to work in precarious condi-
tions, for less salary, and without social 
security. Some employers may be tempted 
to restrict policies and initiatives that assist 
women or even to adopt illegal practices 
(e.g., dismissing pregnant workers) in order 
to save money.
Maternity protection:•	  Mothers are very 
vulnerable to changes in the labour market. 
Many of them depend on social benefits 
provided by the state during their maternity 
leave, or on child benefits, which may be 
subject to cuts in a time of recession. In the 
UK, there has been pressure from business 
not to implement previously agreed improve-
ments to maternity leave on the basis that 
this cannot be afforded at the current time.
Unpaid work and care economy:•	  Reductions 
in public expenditure are likely to result in 
the transfer of services such as care back 
onto women, preventing them from fully 
participating in all aspects of life. Similarly, 
the impact of expenditure cuts to support 
services in socioeconomically disadvantaged 
communities will result in a greater reliance 
on women, both within families and in the 
community.
Migrant and ethnic minority women:•	  The 
recession is causing a heightened sense 
of job insecurity for millions of migrant and 
ethnic minority women, and making migrants 
more vulnerable to abuse. Migrant women 
are increasingly providing the infrastructure 
that enables higher numbers of native-born 
women to enter paid employment. However, 
the unregulated, insecure, and privatised 
nature of many migrant women’s work – as 
cleaners, housekeepers, hotel and tourism 
staff – leaves migrant women open to abuse 
and exploitation.
Violence against women:•	  Economic reces
sion puts pressure on families and creates 
conditions associated with increased 
domestic/intimate relationship violence. 
Evidence from the current study reveals 
increasing numbers of victims of domestic 
violence (Bulgaria, Estonia, Ireland, the 

Netherlands, Romania, Scotland and 
Slovakia); increases in trafficking in various 
countries (Germany, Hungary and the UK); 
and a rise in prostitution and attacks on 
prostitutes (Germany and the UK).
Social benefits:•	  In response to the crisis, 
most EU Member States have affirmed their 
commitment to support the most vulnerable 
people through their benefit systems. There 
is evidence, for example, of a temporary 
relaxing of eligibility criteria for unemploy-
ment benefits in some countries (e.g., 
France, Italy). But in other states (e.g., the 
UK, Sweden, the Netherlands and Ireland) 
‘activation policies’ and welfare reforms 
have tightened eligibility criteria in order to 
compel claimants to take up employment – 
even though jobs are very hard to come by.
Access to essential services (health, •	
education, childcare): Particular concern 
surrounds women’s access to sexual and 
reproductive health services during the 
recession. Sexual and reproductive health 
services are crucial in giving women control 
over their bodies, and therefore in efforts to 
achieve gender equality.

The impacts of the recession on education 
are already visible, including: closure of 
schools (Bulgaria), rising pupil-teacher ratios 
(Estonia), and cuts to support services for 
children with special needs and those needing 
help with the English language (Ireland).

The number of childcare centres has 
reduced (e.g., Bulgaria), opening hours have 
been cut (e.g., Estonia), and the cost of places 
has increased (e.g., Ireland). Other evidence 
suggests a reduction in support for books 
and materials (Estonia), and, in Hungary, 
subsidies on meals in kindergartens and 
schools have been cut by two-thirds.
Support for women’s NGOs:•	  Women’s NGOs 
have contributed to significant changes 
in legislation, policy, and public attitudes 
across Europe, and their campaigning role 
on behalf of women remains essential at a 
time of recession. However, the evidence 
from this research highlights the precarious 
circumstances of women’s NGOs in Bulgaria, 
Hungary, Ireland, Latvia, Romania, Slovakia 
and the UK. Budgetary cutbacks as a result of 
the recession are clearly an important factor.

Policy responses

National government actions and recovery plans

Over the past year, most Member States have 
launched stimulus packages and recovery 
plans to cope with the financial, economic and 
social problems created by the recession. The 
analysis in the report suggests that the actions 

taken by Member States may have failed to 
address gender issues adequately, adding to 
existing differences in the poverty of women 
and men. For example, support for industrial 
sectors and companies appear to have priori-
tised saving the jobs of car and construction 
workers, most of whom are men. Given that 
women are over-represented in temporary and 
part-time work, it is likely that they will be signi
ficantly affected by changes to working time. 
And whilst some positive, short-term measures 
to support household purchasing power (e.g., 
tax reductions, adjustment in social security 
contributions and income support measures 
that target low-income households) have been 
introduced, these are insubstantial compared 
to the amounts spent on banks and businesses. 
Moreover, without more detail on the precise 
measures, it is not possible to discern the gender 
impact of these policies with any certainty.

All policy responses and recovery plans 
should recognise the importance of building 
the resilience of women experiencing poverty. 
Resilience means the ability to cope with 
day-to-day shocks, such as using up savings 
paying for day-to-day foodstuffs, or longer-term 
shocks, such as the loss of previously available 
childcare due to public spending cuts and the 
consequent need to run down social capital in 
finding substitutes. Policy and recovery plans 
need to focus on preventing the running down 
of assets, and focus on building resilience to 
coping with shocks.

EU actions and recovery plans

Alongside efforts to restore and maintain a 
stable financial system, the EU’s efforts, with 
those of Member States, have focused primarily 
on infrastructure and employment initiatives. 
As yet, however, it has been less clear what 
the role of the EU’s Social Protection and Social 
Inclusion process can and should be, and what 
initiatives are being developed. Expert studies 
are underway in all Member States of the social 
impact of the crisis, however, there are currently 
no plans to make this information publicly 
available. As a result, public debate about, and 
oversight of, the impact of the crisis on the 
most vulnerable is to some extent hampered. 
One consequence of this is that the impact on 
women remains relatively hidden.

Key findings of research

Policy responses to poverty in general, and •	
to economic recession in particular, need 
to acknowledge that poverty is gendered. 
Poverty has a differential impact on women 
and men, based on their different roles and 
responsibilities, and on the responses of 
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governments. Both men and women lose 
jobs and earnings, but who loses what 
depends on the structure of the economy, 
and the extent to which policies are gender-
blind or gender-sensitive.
Existing macro-economic data is not suffi•	
ciently sensitive to reveal both existing poverty, 
and the effects of recession, on women’s 
lives. For example, the data available on the 
first ‘wave’ of the recession tends to show a 
significant loss of jobs in the manufacturing 
and construction sectors (where more men 
work). But the impact on women’s poverty is 
less visible, because women are less likely 
than men to register as unemployed. Women 
are also more likely to work in part-time and 
poorly-paid sectors of the economy, which 
are less well measured.
The impact of the recession is significant and •	
damaging for both men and women living 
in poverty. This report tracks the impact 
for women as a whole, and particularly for 
members of vulnerable groups, who face 
multiple disadvantages. The latter are likely 
to include the young and the elderly, migrants 
and ethnic minorities, the low-skilled, those 
with short term contracts, single mothers, 
women in rural areas, those aged over 45, 
and women with disabilities.
Priorities for government action are often •	
based on a norm which prioritises subsidies 
to, for example, car plants and the construc-
tion industry, which tend to employ men, over 
subsidies to sectors such as textiles or retail, 
which employ more women.
Reductions in public expenditure will always •	
have a major – and disproportionate – impact 
on women’s livelihoods, as women are in 
the majority in the public sector workforce. 
For example, across the EU, whereas 80% 
of construction workers are male, 78% of 
health and social services workers, and over 
60% of teachers in primary and secondary 
education, are female.
The impact of the recession on women is •	
likely to become more acute over time as 
the effects of labour market shifts are increa
singly felt within households, and cuts in 
public expenditure affect public services and 
the many women who work in them and use 
them.

Recommendations

Main recommendations:

Governments and public bodies should 1.	
undertake gender impact assessments of 
the recession and track subsequent changes 
over time – especially because women are 

likely to be disproportionately affected by any 
future cuts in public spending and services 
(both as workers and users).
Governments and public bodies should use 2.	
these gender impact assessments to help 
them focus on building the resilience of poor 
women to further shocks.
Gender-specific indicators in the field of 3.	
poverty eradication and the promotion of 
social inclusion should be further identified, 
adopted and monitored by the European 
Commission and the Member States, in line 
with the Portuguese EU Presidency Conclu-
sions on ‘Women and Poverty’ (Council of the 
European Union 2007).
Monitoring of the gendered impact of the 4.	
crisis on poor communities should be 
increased. For example, little or no research 
has been conducted as yet on the impact 
of the recession at community/household 
level (e.g., on informal caring patterns, on 
family life and domestic violence, on financial 
assets such as savings or pensions, housing 
arrears or repossessions, or on the costs and 
availability of childcare).
The current indicators to determine income 5.	
related poverty should be revised to better 
reflect gender differences. Poverty figures 
are based on accumulated household income 
and assume that income is distributed evenly 
within households, with the consequence 
that income-related poverty among women 
is likely to be underestimated.
Gender-disaggregated data should be 6.	
developed and impact assessments under
taken to explore the changing nature of 
employment conditions and the effect of 
this on women’s vulnerability to poverty 
and social exclusion. The following should 
be monitored: changes of contracts from 
long to short/fixed term; changes of flexible 
working hours to part-time work, subcon
tracts, second jobs and any other forms 
that undermine standard labour protection 
laws; and changes affected on return from 
statutory leave, especially maternity leave, 
according to different sectors of the economy 
(including in small and medium enterprises).
Gender impact assessment should be under7.	
taken on the impact of changing working 
contracts and conditions on access to social 
protection (e.g., unemployment benefits, 
maternity pay, sickness benefits, disability 
benefits and pensions).
Gender budgeting should be adopted as a 8.	
standard approach to assess spending on 
men and women within economic recovery 
plans and other public budget processes. Al-
ternative accounting measures should also 

be developed to ensure that women’s unpaid 
activities in the reproductive economy are 
recognised in systems of national accounts.
Women’s participation should be ensured 9.	
in decision-making processes affecting the 
design, implementation and monitoring of 
stimulus packages and other measures to 
aid recovery. Women’s groups need to be 
supported to develop greater participation 
in economic discussions at both national and 
international levels.

Specific recommendations:

Discrimination against women:1.	  The relevant 
national authorities (statistics agencies, 
equality bodies, government departments) 
should compile data on the number of women 
who have filed complaints on the basis of sex 
discrimination in the workplace since the 
recession in 2008, and undertake analysis of 
the causes on an ongoing basis.
Migrant and ethnic minority women:2.	  Im
migration and integration policies should 
seek to break down structural obstacles to 
migrant women’s full labour market parti
cipation so that they are not restricted to 
part-time and insecure work with few, if any, 
employment rights.
Violence against women:3.	  Ongoing and 
systematic monitoring should be esta
blished to measure progress in relation to 
violence against women. In particular, issues 
of violence against particularly vulnerable 
groups of women should be addressed.
Social benefits:4.	  Gender-sensitive universal 
social protection standards (including access 
to good quality education and healthcare, 
and income security) should be established 
in all Member States to address the needs of 
women, men and children facing poverty and 
social exclusion.
Access to services:5.	  The gender impact of ex-
penditure cuts on access to high standards of 
healthcare and education should be assessed. 
Member State commitments to the Barcelona 
targets on childcare, fixed until 2010, should 
be renewed. New childcare targets should be 
developed which recognise not only numbers 
and costs, but also the quality of care. 
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Ensuring Social Inclusion of Young People by Tackling  
Multi-faceted Vulnerabilities in Employment and Other Areas
Marco Perolini and Santa Ozolina
European Youth Forum

The specific vulnerabilities to social exclusion 
experienced by young people are complex and 
originate from a wide range of factors. Distin-
guishing the causes of social exclusion from 
the effects is a difficult task. This report sheds 
light on the intersection between lack of access 
to employment, or employment in precarious 
conditions and the discrimination experienced 
by young people in other areas of life. These 
two components are at the core of the European 
Youth Forum’s (YFJ’s)1 work on social affairs 
and equality, in which crosscutting perspectives 
have been developed through policy develop-
ment and research, advocacy, and the lobbying 
of institutional stakeholders.

Introduction

Poverty and social exclusion are two intertwined 
phenomena that often manifest together. 
Exclusion and precariousness in the field of 
employment not only lead to lack of financial 
means, but also to multiple forms of exclusion in 
other areas of life. In this sense, social exclusion 
experienced by young people encompasses a 
wide range of disadvantageous situations and 
violations of fundamental rights such as ill 
health; poor access to healthcare services; lack 
of affordable and decent housing, education, 
goods and services; a sense of alienation from 
society; lack of opportunities to participate in 
public life; and stigmatisation.

The cycle of poverty is indeed a vicious one, 
both from inter-generational and inter-secto-
rial perspectives; young people experiencing 
poverty are not likely to exit poverty in adulthood 
(inter-generational) and are likely to simulta-
neously experience violations of fundamental 
rights in many areas of life (inter-sectorial).

Although some specific groups of young 
people are likely to be more vulnerable to 
poverty and social exclusion, a general vulnera
bility linked to age should be acknowledged and 
effective measures taken. Children represent a 

1	The European Youth Forum (YFJ) is an independent, demo-
cratic, youth-led platform, representing 98 National Youth 
Councils and International Youth Organisations across 
Europe. The YFJ works to empower young people to 
participate actively in society to improve their own lives, 
by representing them and advocating for their needs 
and interests and those of their organisations towards 
the European Institutions, the Council of Europe and the 
United Nations.

vulnerable group, but young adults are also par-
ticularly exposed. According to statistics, 20% 
of young people (aged 16–24) are currently 
living at risk of poverty in the European Union. 
Phenomena not directly relating to income 
poverty – such as early school leaving, discrimi-
nation and harassment at school, and lack of 
youth friendly healthcare services – have had a 
definite impact on the social exclusion of young 
people. For example, early school leavers are 
more likely to experience violence, discrimina-
tion and ill health (YFJ 2008; Eurostat 2010). 
Discrimination experienced by lesbian, gay, 
bisexual, transgender and intersex young people 
at school has an extremely negative impact on 
their health and fundamental right to education 
(Takacs 2006). Discrimination against young 
migrants and the challenges they face in the 
fields of education and employment are also 
alarming. Indeed, young migrants’ educational 
performance is lower than that of their native 
peers (OECD-PISA 2006) and the employment 
rate of migrants averages 3.3% lower than the 
general population (Eurostat 2010).

Although legal protection against discrimi-
nation exists to some extent, gaps in European 
and national laws pose a major challenge to 
breaking the vicious cycle of poverty and social 
exclusion. Although young Europeans are 
protected against discrimination in the field of 
employment (Council of the European Union 
2000), they can be discriminated against in the 
field of education. They can also be discrimina
ted against on the grounds of age, sexual 
orientation, religion or belief, and disability 
in any field but employment and occupation 
(YFJ 2009). This is at odds with other European 
policies, including the Education and Training 
Work Programme 2010 (European Commission 
2010), which included the 85% benchmark to 
be attained in the field of secondary education 
before 2010. This benchmark was not achieved 
and secondary education attainment is currently 
at only 78.5% (Eurostat UOE and LFS 2009). 
While Article 19 of the Lisbon Treaty is a key 
provision for combating discrimination, it covers 
only six grounds of discrimination. Article 21 
of the Charter of Fundamental Rights of the 
EU is much broader covering discrimination 
based on birth, property and political opinions; 
it prohibits:

Any discrimination based on any ground 
such as sex, race, colour, ethnic or social 

origin, genetic features, language, religion 
or belief, political or any other opinion, 
membership of a national minority, 
property, birth, disability, age or sexual 
orientation.

Similarly, the Council of Europe’s Revised 
European Social Charter (ESC) foresees a more 
inclusive list of protected grounds, such as social 
origin, birth and national extraction. Article E of 
the Revised Social Charter reads:

The enjoyment of the rights set forth in this 
Charter shall be secured without discrimi-
nation on any ground such as race, colour, 
sex, language, religion, political or other 
opinion, national extraction or social 
origin, health, association with a national 
minority, birth or other status. (Council of 
the European Union 1997)

The rights set forth in the ESC should also be 
ensured for third-country nationals legally 
residing in one of the Council of Europe Member 
States.

Youth poverty and the lifecycle

Due to the changes occurring within European 
societies, young people are becoming more and 
more at risk of poverty. While at the beginning 
of last century, young people were identified as 
the group least vulnerable to poverty (Rowntree 
1901), in 2007, 20% of young Europeans aged 
16 to 24 were at risk of poverty, compared to 
17% of the general population (Eurostat 2010, 
p 48). Youth are no longer at such an economi-
cally untroubled stage of the lifecycle as they 
once were. Research on youth poverty very 
precisely captures the core of the changed 
reality:

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, or in low-waged or 
insecure employment. (Aassve et al. 2005, 
p 1)

 This situation is confirmed by figures relating to 
average income; in 2007, close to 10% of young 
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European households (the oldest member of 
which is aged under 30) were unable to afford 
a meal with meat or fish every second day or to 
buy a computer, with one in six also being unable 
to afford a car. In addition, one-third could not 
afford one week’s holiday away from home per 
year (European Commission 2009b, p 45).

It is important to note that at risk of poverty 
rates tend to be higher in countries where young 
people actually can afford to start an indepen
dent adult life; while those who still live in their 
parents’ households and share their income, are 
less likely to be recorded as poor. When asked 
why they live longer with their parents, 44% of 
young respondents indicated that they cannot 
afford to move out, and 28% mentioned lack 
of affordable housing (European Commission 
2009b, p 30).

Vulnerability and exclusion in the labour 
market

Nowadays, employment is often perceived as 
the answer to poverty; however, figures relating 
to ‘in work poverty’ portray a different reality and 
shed light on the importance of decent working 
conditions as well as access to the labour 
market to prevent poverty.

Inclusion in the labour market is key to 
ensuring social inclusion. Indeed, working is 
not only a way of securing adequate financial 
means, it also allows us to keep in touch with 
society. Working is a meaningful way to fulfil 
one’s ambitions, realise personal development, 
learn new skills and qualifications, and keep 
up to date.

Paradoxically, the current young genera-
tion, while being the best-educated generation 
ever, familiar with new technologies, and more 
mobile and open to new opportunities, faces 
a higher degree of vulnerability in the labour 
market. Every sixth young European (15–24) 
is unemployed, 40% of those working are on 
temporary contracts and the level of in work 
poverty among young people is 10% (European 
Commission 2009b).

The young are the segment of European 
population that works most in low-quality 
jobs which require low qualifications and 
are poorly paid. Many young people are 
denied access to the rights of social citizen
ship which the European social model has 
up to now guaranteed its workers. These 
factors help to delay access to an adult life 
based on economic independence from 
families of origin and on the possibility of 
making responsible choices connected 
to creating a family and parenthood. 
(European Commission 2008c)

Discrimination and exclusion in other areas 
of life

As previously mentioned, the exclusion of 
young people from the labour market and 
income poverty are linked with vulnerabilities 
experienced in other areas of life. In particular, 
although achievements in the field of education 
could potentially lead to inclusion in the labour 
market, for many young people this relation is 
not a causal one as they can find themselves 
unemployed or at risk of poverty even though 
they have successfully completed tertiary 
education.2

Many factors, including socioeconomic 
ones, hamper young people from completing 
their education, putting them at risk of exclu
sion, particularly considering the positive role 
played by education in inclusion in the labour 
market and in the fight against income poverty. 
Worryingly enough, the percentage of early 
school leavers in the EU27 in 2008 was 14.9%3 
(Eurostat 2010).

Research has shown that students coming 
from socioeconomically disadvantaged back-
grounds are more likely to leave school earlier 
than their peers (Simon 2003). Socioeconomic 
disadvantages include low income household, 
parents with a low level of education, numerous 
families or single parent families. These factors 
might also be combined with discrimination on 
other grounds such as ethnic origin, religion or 
migrant status.

It is striking to observe the vicious cycle 
of disadvantaged socioeconomic background, 
migrant status, difficulties in the field of education 
and vulnerabilities in the labour market expe
rienced by migrant youth and by young people 
from a migrant background. Young migrants are 
more likely to leave school earlier than their native 
peers (European Commission 2008b), perform 
poorly at school and experience extremely high 
levels of unemployment (OECD-PISA 2006). In 
Belgium, the unemployment rate among young 
second-generation migrants is four times the 
unemployment rate among native Belgians. 
Moreover, the length of unemployment is 30% 

2	Obtaining good qualifications is, however, helpful for job 
seekers, as unemployment rates tend to decrease the 
higher the level of education attained. This was a charac-
teristic noted in almost every Member State in 2009, as the 
average unemployment rate in the EU27 for those having 
attained at most a lower secondary education was 12.8%, 
much higher than the rate of unemployment (4.5%) for 
those who had a tertiary education (see Eurostat <epp.
eurostat.ec.europa.eu/statistics_explained/index.php/
Unemployment_statistics>).

3	I ndicators defined as the percentage of the population 
aged 18 to 24 with at most lower secondary education 
and who are not in further education or training.

longer among young Belgians with a migrant 
background than native Belgians (Timmerman 
et al. 2003). It is interesting to note that both 
in France and Belgium, although some inter-
generational mobility takes place in the field 
of education, the positive patterns are not 
reflected in the field of employment. Multiple 
discrimination on the grounds of ethnic origin, 
migrant status, age and religion could be 
reasons behind this, as surveys show a high 
prevalence of discrimination against migrants 
in employment and education (European Union 
Agency for Fundamental Rights 2009).

Structural flaws in education systems 
certainly lead to exclusion and vulnerability 
among young people. For instance, schools that 
fail to embrace the positive aspects of diversity 
by not providing teachers with appropriate 
training on equality and non-discrimination, 
and that refuse to develop curricula to include 
human rights education to avoid the reproduc-
tion of stereotypes, play a role in reinforcing 
the cycle of social exclusion. Research shows 
that schools that give value to multiple identities 
and, more specifically, that positively impact on 
the acculturation of young migrants and young 
people with migrant backgrounds, are key to 
ensuring better achievement by these students 
(Nekby et al. 2009).

Living at risk of poverty, lack of financial 
means, social exclusion and discrimination also 
have negative consequences on the fundamen-
tal rights of young people to the attainment of 
the highest standard of health. Although this 
relation is a complex one, young people from 
more affluent families are more likely to report 
better health outcomes than their peers from 
less affluent backgrounds. In particular, obesity 
and being overweight are clearly associated 
with low family affluence (WHO 2006, Section 
2: Health Outcomes).

Mental ill health experienced by young 
people is often associated with racism, sexism 
and discrimination. Research undertaken in 
England found that more than 40% of respon
dents identified discrimination, racism and 
sexism as issues for which they would need 
counselling (Youth Access 2000). Bullying at 
school, a form of discrimination according to 
European standards, often leads to anxiety, 
depression and suicidal ideation (McNamee 
2006; Baldry 2004; Ybarra 2004; Smokowski 
and Kopasz 2005; Kim et al. 2005). Although it 
is difficult to assess the incidences of bullying, 
some studies show that it is a widespread phe-
nomenon, occurring in different countries and 
across different socioeconomic strata. According 
to a cross-national study carried out in 2001 
on 10 to 14 year-old pupils, 12.2% of respon
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dents in England, 13.9% in the Netherlands and 
10% in Norway reported having been bullied 
more than just once or twice in the previous six 
months. In some countries, a positive associa-
tion has been identified between victimisation 
and low family affluence, especially for young 
females (WHO 2006, p 159).

Sexual and reproductive health and rights 
is another area where young people are par-
ticularly vulnerable and where discrimination on 
different grounds could expose them to serious 
risks of ill health. According to statistics, young 
people tend to have poorer access to reliable 
information on sexually transmitted diseases 
than adults (Panchaud et al. 2000).

Lack of, or poor, sexual education at school, 
unavailable or inaccessible youth-friendly family- 
planning services and family background signifi
cantly contributes to this scenario. For example, 
research in the Netherlands, involving the 
largest ethnic minorities (Turkish, Moroccan and 
Surinamese) showed that partnership choices 
and sexuality for these groups significantly differ 
from their peers of Dutch origin. Indeed, family is 
often heavily involved in marriage choices, with 
forced and arranged marriages taking place. 
The high level of stress generated by these 
interferences can have severe consequences: 
suicide attempts are widely reported among 
girls of Turkish and Surinamese origin. Young 
men of Surinamese and Turkish origin are more 
likely to commit suicide than their peers of Dutch 
origin (IPPF 2005).The results of an Internet 
survey undertaken in 2005 showed that young 
people from ethnic minorities in the Netherlands 
appeared to know less about sexual risks and 
contraception than young people of Dutch origin 
(IPPF 2005).

Conclusion and recommendations

Young people in Europe have multi-faceted 
vulnerabilities in different areas of life, which 
expose them to the risk of poverty and social 
exclusion. Some vulnerabilities are linked to the 
specificities experienced by certain groups of 
young people, in particular relating to socio-
economic and family background, migrant 
background, sexual orientation, ethnic origin, 
religion and disability. Others are intrinsically 
linked to the peculiar transitional phase of life 
young people are going through: transition from 
childhood to adulthood, from education to the 
labour market, from living with their family to 
running a household on their own.

Tackling poverty and social exclusion stem
ming from these factors requires a strong political 
commitment on different levels (local, national 
and European), as well as the effective coordi-
nation of policies in the areas of equality, non-

discrimination, employment, social inclusion, 
migration and youth. Some of the major issues 
to be tackled by these policies include:

Ensuring better access to education:1.	  Edu
cation should be made more accessible and 
affordable to ensure the full autonomy of 
young people; this can be done by making 
scholarships and other types of financial 
support available as students develop, espe
cially for secondary and tertiary education. 
This way, children can progressively gain in-
dependence from parental means. Financial 
support should cover additional costs such 
as the cost of educational materials, costs 
related to practical engagements as part of 
a curriculum, and travel expenses for people 
from rural areas, as well as the provision of 
accessible housing. Financial incentives for 
staying in education could also be provided 
to young people, or their families, in the case 
of minors.
Developing inclusive educational systems:2.	  
School curricula should be revised to include 
human rights education and to combat ste
reotypes and prejudices. Training on equality, 
diversity and non-discrimination should be 
provided to teachers. Democratic school 
management should be promoted in coopera
tion with students’ unions. Effective policies 
combating discrimination and bullying at 
school should be put in place, including coun-
selling services for victims.
Providing protection against discrimination 3.	
in all areas of life: Despite Directive 2000/78/
EC establishing a general framework for 
equal treatment in employment and occupa-
tion (Council of the European Union 2000), 
discrimination based on age still manifests 
itself. Young people should have equal access 
to social protection systems, and minimum 
wage and benefits should not be dependent 
on age.4 Towards this, key provisions in the 
Revised European Social Charter relate to the 
right to social security and decent working 
conditions including fair remuneration; these 
should be fully implemented.5

Discrimination on the basis of age, and the 
intersection between age and other forms 
of discrimination, have extremely negative 

4	Recent ECJ case-law on discrimination on the ground 
of young age in the field of employment and occupation 
include: case C-229/08 Colin Wolf v. Stadt Frankfurt Am 
Main, case C-88/08 David Hütter v. Technische Univer-
sität Graz, case C-555/07 Seda Kücükdeveci v. Swedex 
GmbH&Co. KG,

5	Article 1 – the right to work; Article 2 – the right to just 
conditions of work; Article 4 – the right to fair remunera-
tion; Article 12 – the right to social security; Article 13 – the 
right to social and medical assistance; Article 14 – the 
right to benefit from social welfare services

consequences on the lives of young people. 
Protection against all forms of discrimination, 
including multiple discrimination, should be 
provided at both the European and national 
levels in all areas of life including education, 
social security, social advantages, health, and 
access to good and services. Accordingly, the 
proposal for a new EU anti-discrimination 
Directive should be adopted by the Council of 
the European Union without delay (European 
Commission 2008a, European Parliament 
2009).
Ensuring decent jobs and internships:4.	  Young 
people are by far the most flexible group on the 
labour market, but the security balance next 
to it is clearly lagging behind. This dangerous 
trend of precariousness must be reversed 
by adapting and modernising social security 
system to ensure that young people have a 
stable and autonomous life, even when they 
are on short-term contracts. There is also a 
need for specialised youth-targeted income 
support for situations when the labour market 
fails and young people, due to their little or 
nonexistent labour market experience, are not 
entitled to the standard support.

Internships and apprenticeships have 
become a reality for many young people, 
through which they complement their formal 
education and make the transition from 
education to work. In many cases, young 
people enter precarious and underpaid work 
that provides them with no or little learning. 
It is vital that the learning dimension of in-
ternships is ensured and that internships do 
not replace paid work. To guarantee this, the 
European Youth Forum is campaigning for EU 
wide quality standards for internships, such 
as length, nature of tasks, remuneration and 
social guarantees.
Providing ad hoc labour market support 5.	
measures: Measures should be put in place 
that specifically target young people and help 
to speed up the school-to-work transitional, 
make it quality driven and ensure that it leads 
to longer lasting work placements. No one 
can afford to waste the potential of graduates 
by keeping them away from the labour 
market. Special measures, early intervention 
and back-to-work policies have to be in place 
to address the current unprecedented high 
levels of youth unemployment and to prevent 
further regression in this area. The introduc-
tion of such measures has to be coupled with 
relevant incentives for both private and public 
employers, and career guidance and training 
opportunities for young people. The European 
Social Fund should be used to support such 
initiatives. 
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Migration and Integration at the EU Level: A Rights-based 
Perspective
Pablo Sanchez
December 18

European Union policy on the integration of 
migrants was first formulated in 2002 when 
the European Economic and Social Committee 
(EESC) released an own initiative opinion on 
Immigration, Integration and the Role of 
Civil Society (European Economic and Social 
Committee 2002). This kick-started a process 
that is still going on today, but which, from a 
human rights perspective, is rather uneven. An 
effective and coherent labour migration policy 
also depends on the successful integration of 
migrant workers and members of their families 
into the host society. However, the European 
Union does not have specific competence in 
this field. It is up to the Member States and the 
relevant regional and local entities to implement 
EU ‘guidelines’ in this area. This, together with 
the lack a comprehensive universal legal 
framework, like the UN Migrant Workers 
Convention, leaves the EU patchy terrain for 
migrant integration, characterised by good 
intentions, but lacking a consistent approach. 
It is also important to note that the situation 
faced by migrants in the EU Member States is 
barely scrutinised by civil society actors and 
government agencies in the migrants’ countries 
of origin.

Recent developments

In 2005, the European Commission set the stage 
for the development of new initiatives in the field 
of integration. It published a Communication on 
a Common Agenda for Integration – Framework 
for the Integration of Third-Country Nationals 
in the European Union (European Commission 
2005), which provided the basis for the priority 
areas identified in the November 2008 Council 
Conclusions: promoting European values, 
working on the public perception of migrants and 
legal immigration, and identifying indicators to 
evaluate the results of integration policies. Part 
of this Framework is the European Commis-
sion’s policy plan on Legal Migration, which is 
intended to create a “coherent approach to legal 
migration”. It initially looked like the European 
Commission was going to present a “horizontal 
framework for admission and a minimum set of 
rights”, but in the end the European Commis-
sion, backed by the European Parliament and 
the Council, preferred a fragmented approach 
favouring highly skilled migrants, short-term 

stays and curtailing rights. This approach has 
been seen as promoting ‘circular migration’ and 
raises questions about the will of the European 
Union to integrate migrants within its society as 
it encourages short-term stays of a particular 
group of migrants. This approach is in blatant 
contrast to the EU’s otherwise ‘soft’ approach 
towards integration. A series of interventions 
and initiatives followed this Framework, such as 
the European Integration Forum, the European 
website on Integration and the Handbook on 
Integration, of which the third edition was 
published by the European Commission in April 
2010.

In 2010, the Council also adopted the 
Framework Decision on Racism and Xenophobia 
(Council of the European Union 2010), and dis-
cussions continued on the proposed Framework 
Directive, which prohibits discrimination outside 
employment (Council of the European Union 
2007b). In March 2010, the European Council 
agreed that the better integration of migrants 
would help it to achieve the Europe 2020 target 
of 75% employment for 20 to 64 year olds 
(Council of the European Union 2010).

Little else has been done since then at 
the European level that can be considered 
meaningful. It has mostly been left to local and 
national authorities to deal with the problem. 
From 2007 to 2010, the European Commission 
put in place the skeleton of its migration policy 
with the Return Directive, Blue Card, Common 
Procedure and other legislative pieces with the 
idea of creating a framework for legal labour 
migration. This policy applies soft law to integra-
tion matters and hard law to matters relating 
to borders (e.g., border security). Considering 
the growing volume of European legislation in 
the field of security (e.g., the establishment of 
FRONTEX1), the EU is not sending an integration-
friendly message to its citizens, nor is it creating 
a positive environment for the integration of 
migrants into host communities. Civil society 
actors will have to monitor the implementa-
tion of the Stockholm Programme2 in light of 

1	FRONTEX is the European Agency for the Management 
of Operational Cooperation at the External Borders of the 
Member States of the European Union. FRONTEX was 
established by Council Regulation (EC) 2007/2004 and 
commenced operations in 2005. The EU is currently 
debating a new and more powerful mandate for this 
agency.

2	The Stockholm Programme is a five-year plan with guide-
lines for justice and home affairs of the Member States of 
the European Union for the years 2010 through 2015.

the developments in the field of integration 
and compare both approaches in terms of this 
contrast between soft and hard law.

In terms of “fostering a more coherent 
approach to integration”, the implementation 
of integration policies is left to the national level, 
with the Commission doing the assessment 
(European Commission 2005, final point 3). Key 
EU institutions that play an important role in this 
field are the Vienna-based Fundamental Rights 
Agency (FRA)3 and the European Foundation 
for the Improvement of Living and Working 
Conditions (Eurofound), which is based in Dublin 
(European Commission, Directorate General 
Justice, Freedom and Security 2010).

At the 2010 Ministerial Conference on 
Integration of the Spanish Presidency in 2010, 
the European Commission admitted that despite 
its efforts migrants continue to face all sorts 
of problems: worse results in education and 
lack of training and skills, among other things 
(Spanish Presidency 2010). Despite this, the 
European Council has continued to focus on the 
2020 Strategy and the “development of core 
indicators in a limited number of relevant policy 
areas (e.g., employment, education and social 
inclusion) for monitoring the results of integra-
tion policies in order to increase the compa-
rability of national experiences and reinforce 
the European learning process” (Council of the 
European Union 2010). The approach taken 
by the EU can be summed up as encouraging 
the application of best practices of EU Member 
States and ‘soft’ law. A more engaging approach 
needs to be adopted by the EU to close the gap 
between good intentions and reality.

With the economic crisis, local authorities 
in most Member States have been forced to cut 
social services, including services that are linked 
to integration programmes. The European social 
model has been put under stress. Although 
poverty and social exclusion existed before the 
crisis, there has clearly been an increase over 
the past couple of years, and this has impacted 
on migrant communities. Out of the 79 to 84 
million Europeans living below the poverty line, 
many are migrants or from a migrant back-
ground (sometimes with an EU national identity 
card); to these figures we should add the several 
million undocumented migrants.

3	The FRA is built on the former European Monitoring Centre 
on Racism and Xenophobia (EUMC).
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These developments are starting to have an 
effect on how migrants are perceived by ‘host’ 
societies. Migrants are increasingly becoming 
scapegoats for various problems: they are 
portrayed as stealing jobs and profiting from 
social services without contributing to them. 
The lack of a strong EU-wide structural policy 
on integration, as well as the growing number 
of what is referred to as ‘securitarian’ measures 
are contribute to this anti-immigrant climate. 
It remains to be seen if national, regional and 
local authorities will continue to provide the 
necessary funds and set up or encourage 
initiatives that will contribute to an effective 
integration policy, or if integration will be limited 
to the lofty principles promoted by the European 
Commission.

Defining integration and exclusion

It is useful here to look at social exclusion and 
how it can block the integration of migrants. 
Social exclusion is a multidimensional process 
of gradual social rupture, and the detachment of 
groups and individuals from social relations and 
institutions, preventing them from fully partici-
pating in the normal, normatively prescribed 
activities of the society in which they live (Sen 
2000). In this sense, migrants are particularly 
vulnerable as they are not an integral part of the 
host society and their access to rights is usually 
limited, especially in relation to the democratic 
political process. This can result in a situation 
where the multiple deprivation of rights prevents 
individual migrants or groups from participating 
fully in the economic, social and political life of 
the society in which they live.

It is in relation to the multidimensional 
process of social isolation (when social integra-
tion is not achieved) that the migration angle 
becomes very important in the definition of 
migrant communities as vulnerable, as they live 
to a large extent outside the social and political 
processes of the host society. Migrants are, by 
definition, aliens in their host society and do not 
have all the opportunities to access and enjoy 
the rights granted to citizens. If we add to that 
the persistent lack of several basic rights for 
migrants in some European societies (political 
participation, equal treatment of migrants with 
irregular status), we find a group that is on the 
frontline of the isolation process.

European projects on integration can and 
have been questioned. Let’s take, for example, 
those training projects that involve employers’ 
and employees’ organisations. A plethora of 
such projects are available in many European 
Member States. However, all too often, migrant 
workers are excluded from company in-house 
training and skills’ development schemes 

(Collett and Sitek 2008). Integration projects 
need to be built on the reality facing migrants, 
and not just on the objectives set forth in the calls 
for proposals from the EU. More importantly, 
such projects need a European framework, and 
not just encouragement from EU institutions.

The wages of migrants are typically lower 
than those of native workers. For example, 
despite its longstanding history of immigra-
tion flows, econometric models of assimilation 
suggest that in the United Kingdom it takes a 
typical male migrant some 20 years to eradicate 
the wage penalty compared to their native coun-
terparts. Interestingly, for women, assimilation 
is faster with wage differences disappearing 
after some 4 to 6 years. There are also important 
differences in assimilation between different 
nationalities and also different entry cohorts.4 
More recent cohorts of migrants appear to be 
faring better in terms of their wages (Dickens 
and McKnight 2008).

To eradicate this differential it is important 
that ‘Decent Work’, as a productive and mean-
ingful way of providing adequate income to 
migrants, is accepted as a principle for migrants 
and native workers alike. EU institutions need to 
ensure that workers’ rights are recognised and 
effectively protected by law, as described by the 
ILO in its Decent Work campaign.5

Integration as a social process

Integration is a two-way process that involves 
both hosting societies and migrant communi-
ties. This is an approach shared by the EU, but 
its current policies leave the responsibility solely 
to local level actors at the ground level, which 
shows a lack of understanding, or will, on the 
part of EU authorities to successfully integrate 
migrants into the societies they live in. A society 
is by definition an ensemble of institutions, 
authorities and powers, but the EU seems to 
rely solely on effectiveness at the ground level. If 
those that implement policies have other priori-
ties, then integration disappears from the local 
political agenda.

Equal rights are the starting point for all 
debates on integration, in particular the right to 
free education, proper housing and a decent job. 
The European Union does not have a universal 
piece of legislation to ensure that basic rights 
are provided in an equal manner to migrants 
regardless of their legal status.

An EU whose Member States had ratified the 
UN Migrant Workers Convention would be held 

4	Groups of subjects who share a particular experience 
during a particular time span.

5	For the ILO definition of Decent Work, see: <www.ilo.org/
global/About_the_ILO/Mainpillars/WhatisDecentWork/
lang--en/index.htm>.

accountable by the international community. 
The EU must stop paying lip service to human 
rights principles and ensure that internationally 
recognised rights are respected in practice.

Let us take the example of the European 
Integration Fund, established by the European 
Commission and in operation since 2008. This 
Fund, although a good initiative, promotes 
polices for migrants in a range of sectors 
(access to public services, education, profes-
sional training and so on); but the beneficiaries 
are migrants who have been living in the EU 
for a specific length of time, creating inequality 
among migrants based on the time they have 
been in the host country. This is in line with the 
current focus on circular migration programmes, 
which in the minds of the policymakers probably 
means that there is no need for integration pro-
grammes as these migrants are only staying for 
a limited time.

The latest report on the situation of 
fundamental rights in the European Union 
(2004–2008) states that the Member States 
continue to refuse EU scrutiny of their own 
human rights policies and practices, and 
endeavour to keep protection of those rights 
on a purely national basis, thereby undermining 
the active role played by the European Union in 
the world as a defender of human rights and 
damaging the credibility of the EU’s external 
policy in the area of the protection of fundamen-
tal rights (European Parliament 2008). This clear 
lack of willingness by the Member States to be 
held accountable for their integration policies 
demonstrates the weakness of the initiatives 
at the EU level.

Migrants’ organisations and other civil 
society actors play an important role in the 
integration processes. However, for this to be 
truly a two-way process that is respectful of 
the fundamental human rights of all, migrants 
need to be active participants in the democratic 
and political processes of the societies they 
live in and contribute to. Furthermore, the host 
society needs to take up an active role in the 
integration processes. The will of the European 
Commission seems to clash with the reality at 
the local level, where migrants have little access 
to the democratic process and the creation of 
their own media, and to social networks that 
exist outside their migrant communities.

A good example of this is voting rights 
for foreigners. The first European country to 
recognise the right of migrants to stand as 
candidates in local elections was Sweden in 
1975, followed by Denmark in 1981 and the 
Netherlands in 1985. In Sweden, non-EU 
residents have the right to vote in regional 
and municipal elections after three years of 
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residency. Whilst the Nordic countries were the 
ones that spearheaded this process, today 13 
EU Member States acknowledge the right to 
vote and to stand for elections6 and 4 Member 
States recognise the right to vote.7 However, 10 
countries still do not provide any voting rights 
to third-country nationals or the right to stand 
for election.8

Because this is a barrier to the integration 
of migrants in the democratic policy-making 
process, the EU did make mild attempts to 
create a residence citizenship. Unfortunately, 
this proposal did not reach port (GUE/NGL 2008, 
p 15). Asking migrants to adopt ‘European 
values’, while denying them access to local 
elections is not an effective way to avoid the 
political exclusion of migrants legally residing 
in European societies, let alone those with an 
irregular status.

To be socially excluded is to be deprived 
of social recognition. In political life, social re
cognition is obtained by full citizenship; in the 
economic sphere, it means earning enough 
to be able to participate fully in the life of the 
community. In both spheres, the current policies 
leave much scope for improvement and there 
is a long way to go before the Common Basic 
Principles on Integration are really put into 
practice (Niessen and Kate 2007).

The European Commission has often 
expressed the view that there is a close connec-
tion between a common migration policy and 
a common integration strategy. However, the 
current focus on a utilitarian approach – Blue 
Card Directive and circular migration initiatives 
– combined with the securitization of external 
borders clearly indicates that respect for human 
rights, decent work and social integration are 
not always taken into consideration.

Integration and exclusion: Lack of a 
framework

The lack of a human rights-based framework 
within which the integration of migrants can 
take place is contributing to the growing loss of 
trust of migrant communities in the willingness 
of host societies to truly build a society based 
on equality, human rights and respect for the 
rule of law. The recent Italian law that crimi-
nalises undocumented migrants by making 
being undocumented an aggravating factor in 
a criminal sentence is a good example of how 
double standards are being applied to migrant 

6	Czech Republic, Denmark, Spain, Finland, Ireland, 
Lithuania, Malta, the Netherlands, Portugal, Sweden, 
Slovenia, Slovakia and the UK

7	Belgium, Estonia, Hungary and Luxembourg

8	Austria, Bulgaria, Cyprus, Germany, France, Greece, Italy, 
Latvia, Poland and Romania

communities. This is clearly in contradiction to 
international human rights standards, such as 
Article 18 of the UN Migrant Workers Conven-
tion.9

The relationship between civic integra-
tion and proportionality is of special concern, 
given the intrinsically subjective nature of civic 
integration examinations, their mandatory 
nature and the sanctions applied in the event 
of an applicant’s non-compliance (Carrera and 
Wiesbrock 2009, p 41).

Is short-term integration possible?

Short-term integration as an option has a 
dangerous pitfall: if migrants are an asset to 
European societies and have a ‘value of use’, 
what happens if the host society does not win 
economically?

The Council Directive 109/2003, dealing 
with the integration of third-country nationals 
who are long-term residents, establishes certain 
rules on the status of this category of migrants. 
The latest EU legislation on entry access makes 
a clear distinction between those entering with a 
Blue Card and who are highly skilled, and those 
entering through other mechanisms.

The problem applies to those who enter the 
EU without a Blue Card. How can the European 
Union talk about fighting discrimination, while 
its own entry procedures make a distinction 
between migrants with a clear added value and 
those without? This paves the way for a totally 
utilitarian approach, based on EU self-interest, 
where human rights are an annex added only to 
prove that the legislators have these old-fashion 
ideal in mind. Accordingly, it is crucial that civil 
society organisations continue to monitor the 
development and implementation of legislative 
packages in the field of labour migration10 to 
promote a rights-based approach.

The abovementioned Council Directive 
must be applied in accordance with the 
principle of non-discrimination pursuant to 
Article 13 of the EC Treaty and Article 21 of the 
Charter of Fundamental Rights of the European 
Union. However, in the field of social assistance 
and social protection, Member States may 
limit equal treatment to core benefits. In that 
sense, there should be no different treatment 

9	This UN Convention clearly states that: “Migrant workers 
and members of their families shall have the right to 
equality with nationals of the State concerned before the 
courts and tribunals. In the determination of any criminal 
charge against them or of their rights and obligations in a 
suit of law, they shall be entitled to a fair and public hearing 
by a competent, independent and impartial tribunal estab-
lished by law”.

10	These legislative measures will be finished in the coming 
months with the latest two Directives (on seasonal 
workers and inter-corporate transferees).

between third-country nationals residing legally 
or irregularly in the EU Member States.

An EU Directive transposing the main lines 
of the UN Migrant Workers Convention could 
be a solution, as well as ratification of the 
Convention. Ratification would not only be a 
big symbolic step forward, it would also send 
a signal that the European Union truly supports 
the integration of all migrants, regardless of 
their status.

Conclusion and recommendations

When it comes to the integration of migrants, 
the EU’s policy is still in its early days. However, 
what is becoming clear is that the European 
Commission and the European Parliament 
should give these legislative initiatives more 
teeth and ensure that the rights-based integra-
tion of migrants is a priority.

The EU should develop and implement a 1.	
Framework Directive linking EU policy with 
the policies and practices of local actors.
There should be an EU Directive transpo2.	
sing the UN Convention on Migrant Workers 
Rights.
The European integration fund should be 3.	
linked to an evaluation process monitored 
by civil society. 
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Roma People in Europe: A Long History of Discrimination
Laura Renzi
Amnesty International Italy

Racial discrimination, xenophobia and intole
rance have proved particularly difficult to 
eliminate in Europe. The Roma, one of Europe’s 
oldest minorities, have endured a long history 
of discrimination and disadvantage throughout 
Europe, which has only recently begun to be 
acknowledged and addressed. The Roma 
form one of the largest ethnic minority groups 
in Europe. Nearly 80% of the European Roma 
population (around 10 million people) live in 
EU Member and candidate Member States 
(Amnesty International 2010a).

Discrimination and human rights violations 
keeping Roma in poverty

In 21st Century Europe, despite all the ground-
breaking laws and mechanisms in place 
to ensure that human rights are respected, 
millions of Roma are still discriminated 
against. Racial discrimination occurs when 
individuals or groups are treated differently to 
others on account of their ethnic origin, without 
objective justification. It can be direct (where 
a law or policy singles out a particular group 
for differential treatment) or indirect (where an 
apparently neutral law or practice has the effect 
of disadvantaging a particular group). Both forms 
of discrimination are prohibited under inter
national human rights law; nevertheless, racial 
discrimination is the thread running through 
most of the human rights violations suffered by 
Roma people (Amnesty International 2010e). 
Amnesty International has documented how, 
in both the East and Western Europe, the Roma 
continue to face obstacles in accessing basic 
goods and services and securing equal rights 
to housing, healthcare, education and work. 
Millions of Roma still live in informal settlements 
with no or inadequate sanitation, startlingly high 
levels of unemployment and limited access to 
healthcare services. Throughout Europe, the 
Roma are poorly represented in political and 
administrative structures and face conside
rable difficulties in integrating into mainstream 
society while preserving their distinct cultural 
identities.

In many European countries, there is a lack 
of reliable and up to date data measuring the 
social inclusion of Roma. This is often due to 
the reluctance of states to collect ethnically 
disaggregated data. This lack of data makes 
it difficult for states to develop programmes 
tailored to the real needs of disadvantaged 

Roma and to measure the success of such 
programmes. The data that does exist paints 
a disturbing picture of the marginalisation of 
Europe’s Roma. A World Bank report published 
in 2005 concluded that the life expectancy of 
Roma in Central and Eastern Europe was on 
average 10 years lower than the rest of the 
population (Ringold et al. 2005, cited in Amnesty 
International 2010e).

A United Nations Development Programme 
(UNDP) study of the situation of Roma in 
Hungary, Slovakia and the Czech Republic 
published in 2003 found that infant mortality 
rates among the Roma population were twice 
that of non-Roma. The marginalisation of 
Roma is reflected in statistics on their housing 
situation. The UNDP report on the situation of 
Roma children across south-eastern Europe 
estimated that 25% of Roma lived in shacks, 
compared to 3% of non-Roma, and that 55% of 
Roma homes were not connected to a sewage 
system (UNDP Regional Bureau for Europe and 
the Commonwealth of Independent States 2003, 
cited in Amnesty International 2010e, p 5).

Across Europe, Roma struggle to find regular 
employment. A detailed survey of 402 working-
aged Roma men and women in Bulgaria, Czech 
Republic, Hungary, Romania and Slovakia 
carried out in 2006 by the European Roma 
Rights Centre found that only 38% were in paid 
employment; almost two-thirds reported that 
they had been refused employment because 
they were Roma (Hyde 2006). A survey of 3,510 
Roma in 7 EU countries carried out by the EU’s 
Fundamental Rights Agency in 2008 revealed 
that 15% of respondents were illiterate and 
31% had received less than 6 years of formal 
education (Fundamental Rights Agency 2009, 
cited in Amnesty International 2010e, p 6). The 
result, as the 2003 World Bank report concluded, 
is that the Roma are “poorer than other groups, 
more likely to fall into poverty, and more likely 
to remain poor” (Ringold et al. 2005, cited in 
Amnesty International 2010e, p 6).

The right to adequate housing

The right to adequate housing is guaranteed 
under Article 11 of the International Covenant 
on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights, and in 
other international and regional human rights 
treaties. As the United Nations Committee 
on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights has 
emphasised:

[T]he right to housing should not be inter-
preted in a narrow or restrictive sense 

which equates it with, for example, the 
shelter provided by merely having a 
roof over one’s head …Rather it should 
be seen as the right to live somewhere 
in security, peace and dignity. (United 
Nations Committee on Economic Social 
and Cultural Rights 1991)

Governments should ensure that everyone 
has a minimum degree of security of tenure 
that guarantees them legal protection against 
forced eviction, harassment and other threats. 
Governments should seek to ensure minimum 
standards for housing in relation to habitability 
(access to safe drinking water, sanitation and 
energy) and location (housing should be located 
in areas that are not close to pollution sources 
and that enable access to employment options 
and essential services). Housing should also 
be affordable and housing programmes should 
prioritise the most vulnerable. Unfortunately, 
across Europe, governments are regularly 
failing to fulfil these obligations. Many Roma 
living in informal settlements or slums lack 
even a minimum degree of security of tenure 
because of the irregular status of the settle-
ment or their lack of official documents to 
confirm tenure arrangements, making them 
vulnerable to forced eviction. Forced eviction 
violates international human rights standards. 
Forced evictions are evictions that are carried 
out without appropriate safeguards (without 
adequate notice or prior consultation with 
those evicted), and without provision of legal 
remedies, adequate alternative housing or 
compensation. Victims of forced eviction can 
lose their possessions, social contacts, and 
jobs and have their schooling disrupted. They 
are also at risk of further human rights viola-
tions and often end up homeless. Amnesty 
International has documented forced evictions 
in Greece, Italy, Romania and Serbia (Amnesty 
International 2010a).

Minority Rights Group-Greece claims that 
in 1999 the number of Roma in Greece was 
between 300,000 and 350,000, comprising 
around 3% of the total Greek population (Minority 
Rights Group-Greece 1998). In the past decade, 
local authorities have forcibly evicted a large 
number of Romani families and are continuing 
to ignore obligations under international law. 
In June 2006, more than 100 Romani families 
living in Aghiou Polykarpou Street, near the 
centre of Athens, were forcibly evicted from the 
land where they had been living for 10 years. 
With no alternative accommodation offered 
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by the authorities, these families moved into 
an abandoned factory in Iera Odos. They were 
forcibly evicted from there by the police just a 
few days later. Again, the authorities made no 
attempt to provide them with adequate alter
native accommodation. A few months later, they 
were forcibly evicted for the third time after they 
moved to land owned by a private company 
in Aegaleo, Athens. This time the eviction was 
ordered by the Magistrates Court of Athens. 
In January 2008, they relocated again to an 
unattended plot nearby. They were then ordered 
to move again. The families were forcibly evicted 
four times, yet not once were they consulted or 
offered alternative accommodation (Amnesty 
International 2010a, p 3).

In Italy, where between 12,000 and 15,000 
Roma live (Amnesty International 2010b, p 4), 
forced evictions have become more frequent 
since 2007. Romani settlements in Italy fall 
into three categories: some are ‘authorised’ 
and maintained by local authorities; some are 
‘tolerated’ and receive some support; some – 
the vast majority – are considered ‘irregular’. 
Residents in irregular settlements live in hastily 
constructed shacks and have limited access to 
basic services such as water and sanitation. 
They are also the most vulnerable to forced 
eviction.

Forced evictions are often carried out at 
short notice and without consultation. The 
authorities do not inform residents about alter
natives to eviction and do not offer adequate 
alternative accommodation. Many are evicted 
before they have the opportunity or the time 
to challenge their eviction. The majority are 
forced to find shelter in unauthorised areas 
from which they may be evicted again. In May 
2008, a Presidential Decree declared a ‘Nomad 
Emergency’ and gave special powers to local 
authorities in several regions. In July 2009, the 
Italian authorities in the city of Rome issued a 
‘Nomad Plan’ with the aim of closing and re-
locating Roma camps. This Plan – misleadingly 
titled because the vast majority of Italy’s Romani 
population is not, and has never been, nomadic 
– is the first scheme based on these special 
powers and contains several discriminato
ry provisions. It paves the way for the forced 
eviction of thousands of Roma from the Italian 
capital. The Plan, developed without any genuine 
consultation with Roma and with scant regard 
for their rights, provides for the resettlement 
of Romani communities in new or expanded 
camps on the outskirts of the city. These camps 
will continue a pattern of Roma living in poor 
and segregated conditions and will disrupt the 
lives of the communities affected. Disturbingly, 
official estimates envisage that at least 1,200 

people, most of them foreign nationals, will be 
left out of the resettlement process.

In Romania, there are almost 2.2 million 
Roma who make up about 10% of the total 
population. As a result of discrimination, both 
by public officials and society in general, 75% 
of them live in poverty (Amnesty International 
2010c, p 2). Although some Roma people live 
in permanent structures with secure tenancy, 
many other long-standing Romani dwellings 
are considered by the Government to be 
‘temporary’ and unofficial. The inhabitants of 
such dwellings do not have any proof of tenancy, 
which increases their vulnerability to eviction. 
The forced eviction in 2004 of more than 100 
Roma from a building in the centre of Miercurea 
Ciuc (Csikszereda), the capital of Harghita 
County in central Romania, is typical of the 
way many Roma communities are treated and 
of the continuing failure of public authorities 
to guarantee their right to adequate housing. 
Twelve Romani families had been residing 
lawfully in a large town house since the 1970s. 
Over the years a number of other Roma families 
had joined them. In 2004, following a number of 
years of discussions with the municipal autho
rities over the dilapidated state of the building, 
the municipal authorities decided to evict all the 
Romani residents. The families legally residing 
in the building were re-housed in eight metal 
cabins next to a sewage treatment plant on the 
outskirts of town. The remaining families were 
offered no alternative accommodation at all and 
most resorted to constructing their own shacks 
alongside the metal cabins. They were not 
consulted before the decision and no other alter
natives to the eviction, or to the location of the 
new settlement, were offered. In August 2010, 
most of these Roma families were still living 
next to the sewage treatment plant, despite the 
promise that it was only a temporary solution. 
More than five years after their forced eviction, 
their right to adequate housing continues to be 
violated (Amnesty International 2010e).

Between 450,000 to 800,000 Roma live 
in Serbia and almost 100,000 live in Belgrade: 
a third of them in around 147 informal settle-
ments (Amnesty International 2010d, p 11). In 
recent years, large-scale construction projects 
in Belgrade have threatened hundreds of Roma 
families with forced eviction. In August 2009, 
178 Roma families were forcibly evicted from 
an irregular settlement under the Gazela Bridge 
in Belgrade. The eviction was carried out in 
advance of repairs to the bridge, which are 
being partly funded by loans from the European 
Bank for Reconstruction and Development and 
the European Investment Bank. After a new 
resettlement plan was approved by city autho

rities, without any consultation with the Roma 
communities and without adequate notice, the 
Roma families were evicted from their homes. 
The destruction of the camp was completed in 
less than three hours, leaving families insuf-
ficient time to gather their belongings. One 
hundred and fourteen families were resettled 
in metal containers at 6 sites on the outskirts 
of Belgrade, in accordance with the new re
settlement plan decided by the city authorities. 
The rest were transported to municipalities in 
southern Serbia. On the day of the eviction one 
resident received papers informing her that she 
would be resettled in a metal container at a 
site 47 km south of Belgrade. The new accom
modation offered to the Roma does not meet 
the criteria for adequate housing under inter
national law, either in terms of habitability or 
location, and perpetuates their social exclusion. 
None of the Roma people affected have been 
offered accommodation in social housing units. 
The best they have been offered is “rights to and 
opportunities to compete for flats equal to any 
other socially vulnerable citizens of Belgrade”. 
With 13 other priority groups and an extremely 
small quota of available housing, their chances 
of accessing social housing are extremely slim 
(Amnesty International 2010e, p 10).

Segregation in education perpetuating the 
situation

Millions of Roma across Europe are severely 
disadvantaged by low levels of literacy and poor 
quality or incomplete education. Across Europe, 
Roma have significantly lower enrolment and 
completion rates in primary education. National 
governments and policymakers are increasingly 
realising that improving the access of Roma 
to education is crucial to breaking the cycle of 
poverty that so many are trapped in. However, 
many Roma still face widespread violations of 
their right to education, which encompasses the 
right to free and compulsory primary education, 
and equal access to secondary, technical, voca-
tional and higher education. Many European 
governments are failing to implement and 
adequately fund effective measures to promote 
the inclusion of marginalised Roma in public 
education systems. They are also failing 
to eliminate long-standing discriminatory 
practices and attitudes within their education 
systems, despite positive legislative reforms 
in many countries in recent years. Numerous 
factors contribute to the alarming rates of 
educational exclusion and underachievement, 
including geographical and financial barriers 
to access to education faced by children living 
in Romani settlements; the cost of transport, 
clean clothes and school materials; lack of 
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teaching materials in Romani language; and the 
hugely discouraging effect of likely discrimina-
tion when applying for jobs, no matter how well 
qualified the Romani applicant.

Amnesty International has documented 
how the marginalisation of Roma has been 
perpetuated by their segregation in the 
education systems of a number of central and 
eastern European countries. In several districts 
in Slovakia, Romani children represent up to 
100% of pupils who attend special schools and 
classes intended for children with ‘mild mental 
disabilities’. Romani children are also ethnically 
segregated in mainstream schools and classes 
(Amnesty International 2010f, p 2).

According to a 2009 survey by the NGO 
Roma Education Fund, in regions with large 
Romani populations, at least three out of four 
special school pupils are Roma; across Slovakia 
as a whole, Roma represent 85% of children 
attending special classes. Yet, Roma comprise 
less than 10% of Slovakia’s total population 
(Roma Education Fund 2009).

Roma are segregated not only by their 
placement in the special education stream, 
but also within the mainstream school system, 
where children are often separated into 
Roma-only schools or classes. Teachers in 
Roma-only classes often have lower expecta-
tions of their students. They also have fewer 
resources and poorer quality infrastructure at 
their disposal.

The segregation of Romani settlements, 
often on the outskirts of towns, is also a factor 
in their segregation at school, because schools 
draw pupils from their surrounding areas. But 
parental choices and school and local authority 
policies also effect school segregation regard-
less of this link.

By law, parents have the right to choose 
their child’s school. In theory, this eliminates 
segregation in schools by allowing Romani 
children to enrol at any school. In practice, 
Romani children are often rejected by schools. 
The Government is obliged under national law 
to ensure that freedom of school choice does 
not lead to indirect discrimination (Amnesty 
International 2010e, p 17). In 2006, only 3% of 
Romani children reached secondary school in 
Slovakia, while only 8% enrolled in secondary 
technical schools (Amnesty International 2009a, 
p 2). A new Education Act passed in 2008 bans 
all forms of discrimination in education, parti
cularly segregation. However, this ban was 
not accompanied by any effective measures 
to ensure that it is implemented in practice 
(Amnesty International 2009a, p 2).

In the Czech Republic, authorities are con-
tinuing to place Romani children in schools for 

pupils with ‘mild mental disabilities’, leaving 
them with a sub-standard education. Others 
are effectively segregated in Roma-only main-
stream schools and classes, where they receive 
a lower quality education. In November 2007, the 
European Court of Human Rights found that the 
Czech Republic discriminated against Romani 
children by placing them in special schools, and 
the Government was obliged to adopt correc-
tive measures. Two years later, however, the 
discrimination continues. Government studies 
reveal that Romani children still lose out in 
the Czech education system and Amnesty 
International’s research confirms this (Amnesty 
International 2009d, p 2).

A new Schools Act, which entered into force 
in 2005, renamed ‘special schools’ as ’practical 
elementary schools’, but the system which 
places children in these schools and teaches 
them limited curriculum essentially remains 
the same. A disproportionate number of Romani 
children continue to attend these schools. In 
some places, Romani children make up more 
than 80% of the student body of practical 
elementary schools. The Government has 
acknowledged that the proportion of Romani 
pupils attending such schools is much higher 
than the average percentage of children with 
mental disabilities in any given population. But 
the problem is not just in practical schools: in 
mainstream elementary schools, many Romani 
children are placed in special classes for 
pupils with mild mental disabilities (Amnesty 
International 2010e, p 19).

Call for a comprehensive EU framework 
strategy on Roma inclusion

The last decade has seen an increase in the 
attention being paid to the rights of Roma, parti
cularly at the international and intergovernmental 
level, where a number of initiatives have been 
developed. These include the Organization for 
Security and Co-operation in Europe’s (OSCE) 
Action Plan on Improving the Situation of Roma 
and Sinti within Europe, the establishment of a 
Roma, Sinti and Travellers Forum by the Council 
of Europe, various European Union initiatives 
and, most significantly, the Decade for Roma 
Inclusion 2005–2015. This last initiative has 
seen 12 participating Member States commit 
to improving respect for the rights of Roma in 
four key areas: education, employment, health 
and housing, through a series of national 
action plans. As with other national initiatives, 
however, these initiatives have suffered from a 
lack of concrete targets, fitful implementation, 
particularly at the local level, and ineffective 
monitoring. As a result, there has been little 
concrete improvement in respect for the rights 

of the great majority of Roma.
Breaking the cycle of prejudice, poverty 

and human rights violations requires more than 
piecemeal measures in each of these areas. 
It requires comprehensive, proactive policies 
to promote the social inclusion of Roma and 
combat entrenched discrimination in the 
provision of essential public services and in 
society at large. It requires concerted action at 
all levels – international, national and local. It 
requires political will and long-term commit-
ment. Above all, it requires the voices of Roma 
to be heard and heeded.

Sporadic and incomplete responses by the 
EU and its Member States have failed to secure 
structural and sustainable improvements in 
the situation of millions of Roma in access to 
education, housing, health and employment. 
The EU has both a responsibility and the tools 
to take a more active role in addressing one 
of the most extensive and complex human 
rights problems within its territory. However, 
it still has no integrated and comprehensive 
policy specifically targeting discrimination 
against Roma. Amnesty International is calling 
for a comprehensive, human rights-based EU 
framework strategy on Roma inclusion to make 
more effective use of existing EU funds and in-
struments (Amnesty International 2009c, p 30).

Ultimately, the main responsibility for 
ensuring that Europe’s Roma can access their 
human rights to housing, health, education and 
employment, and to participate in public life, lies 
with national governments. For too long govern
ments have failed to develop or implement 
national plans that effectively reach out to 
disadvantaged Roma. The policies of national 
governments and local authorities often actively 
obstruct the access of Roma to essential goods 
and services. It is time for governments to put 
an end to such discriminatory practices and 
to make the social inclusion of Roma a real 
priority. 
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Social Protection: An Instrument for Poverty Reduction 
and Social Cohesion
Barbara Caracciolo
SOLIDAR1

“Poverty anywhere is a threat to prosperity 
everywhere.”

ILO Declaration of Philadelphia, 1944

Social protection is a right, and an affordable 
one. It is also a powerful instrument for poverty 
reduction and social cohesion. Social security 
promotes sustainable economic and social 
development, and countries with social protec-
tion systems have been better able to cope with 
the global economic crisis. As part of its efforts 
to eradicate poverty and promote decent work 
and social justice inside and outside its borders, 
the EU should: 1) provide financial and technical 
support to developing countries in their efforts 
to set up and scale up a basic set of social 
security mechanisms, and 2) support the UN 
Social Protection Floor Initiative.

Decent work and social protection

“Everyone, as a member of society, has the right 
to social security” (Article 22 of the Universal 
Declaration of Human Rights, 1948). More than 
60 years after the adoption of the Universal 
Declaration of Human Rights, it is estimated 
that only about 20% of the world’s working-age 
population (and their families) have effective 
access to comprehensive social protection 
systems (ILO 2009a). Among the 80% living in 
conditions of social insecurity, 20% are poor 
(Cichon 2006).

Social security is one of the conditions for 
sustainable economic and social development. 
It works as an economic, social and political 
stabiliser; provides mechanisms to alleviate and 
prevent poverty; reduces income disparities to 
acceptable levels; and enhances human capital 
and productivity.

The global economic crisis has highlighted 
that investment in social security2 systems 

1	This article is a personal elaboration based on a previous 
briefing published by the European Working Group on 
Decent World and Social Protection.

2	The terms ‘social protection’ and ‘social security’ are used 
interchangeably in this report. A distinction can, however, 
be made: ILO Convention 102 describes ‘social security’ 
as guaranteeing a stable income through medical care, 
sickness benefits, unemployment benefits, old-age 

is not just a social need, but an economic 
necessity. The International Labour Organization 
(ILO) found that the employment effect of 
automatic stabilisers (including social transfers) 
were as important as the stimulus package. 
Governments with social protection systems 
in place were better able to cope with the crisis 
as the impact on households was softened and 
the drop in aggregate demand alleviated (ILO 
2009a).

Social protection and decent work in 
development cooperation

In 2005, the UN MDG Summit agreed on the 
inclusion of a specific target for Decent Work 
under MDG 1: “Achieve full and productive 
employment and decent work for all, including 
women and young people”.3 Nevertheless, 
progress in this area has been meagre (United 
Nations General Assembly 2010) and little 
attention has been given to social protection 
– a core pillar of the Decent Work Agenda – by 
public policymakers (OECD 2009). Nevertheless, 
available evidence demonstrates that:

Social protection is an effective tool to 1.	
prevent and fight poverty

Social transfers4 can directly and immediately 
reduce the vulnerability of the young and the 
old and are an effective tool to fight poverty. 
This is particularly important in countries where 
AIDS has led to a huge increase in the number 
of orphaned children, leaving older people, 
particularly widows, to care for grandchildren 
with no support. Cash transfers that bring about 
improvements in children’s health, nutrition and 
education have long-term effects on produc
tivity and earnings, and thus contribute to 
breaking the intergenerational poverty cycle. 
The impact of social transfers on marginalised 
groups can be even greater when supported 

benefits, employment injury benefits, family benefits, 
maternity benefits and invalid benefits. ‘Social protec-
tion’ is a broader concept covering actions to address 
more than risk, such as, for example, measures to address 
discrimination and safety at work and social services such 
as health and education.

3	Paragraph 47 of the 2005 World Summit Outcome.

4	 ‘Social transfers’ are regular and predictable grants – 
usually in the form of cash – provided by governments or 
non-governmental organisations to individuals or house-
holds to decrease chronic or shock induced poverty.

by legal measures to combat discrimination in 
areas such as employment, access to education 
and healthcare, access to credit, inheritance 
and land ownership.

Social transfers can reduce vulnerability to 
shocks. Well-designed social transfer schemes 
can prevent the non-poor from falling into 
poverty as a result of economic or environ-
mental shocks. Globalisation is continually 
creating new groups of people who are poor 
and excluded, who ‘lose out’ as market and pro-
duction patterns change. And climate change 
threatens to bring unprecedented changes in 
production and migration patterns, which will 
create new pockets of poverty. Social transfers 
will be important in mitigating the effects of 
this economic and environmental change on 
people’s livelihoods (European Working Group 
on Social Protection and Decent Work and the 
Grow Up Free from Poverty Coalition 2010, p 5).

In the last decade, there has been an 
increase in the number of large-scale cash 
transfer programmes in developing countries. 
Overall, these programmes make a significant 
contribution to addressing poverty and vulnera
bility among the poor and poorest households 
in developing countries. One of the best known 
and successful is the Brazilian bolsa familia 
(family grant). The programme currently covers 
12.4 million households and pays mothers 
around USD 12 per month per child as long as 
their children attend school and receive medical 
checkups. According to the Fundacao Getulio 
Vargas, about one-sixth of the poverty reduction 
experienced by Brazil (more than 8% every year 
since 2003) can be attributed to this conditional 
cash transfer (The Economist 2010).

In Tanzania, it is projected that a combina-
tion of basic universal old pension benefits and 
child benefits to school children under the age 
of 14 would reduce the overall poverty rate of 
around one-third (Cichon 2006).

In most developing countries, many people 
do not have access to healthcare unless they 
can pay for it. These ‘out-of-pocket’ payments 
for healthcare exacerbate social exclusion and 
poverty. The World Health Organization has 
estimated that every year around 100 million are 
pushed under the poverty line just because they 
have to use, and pay for, health services. Social 
health insurance mechanisms reduce reliance 

Social Exclusion outside Europe
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on out-of-pocket payments. Community-based 
health schemes (i.e., mutual schemes) are 
being developed in several developing countries 
(mainly in Asia and Africa), and currently reach 
around 40 million people.

Social protection promotes pro-poor growth2.	

Social protection promotes pro-poor growth 
(OECD 2009) enhancing the ability of the poor 
to participate in, contribute to, and benefit from 
growth. It does so by increasing access to social 
services (namely, heath and education), which 
reinforces the productivity and participation of 
the poor in the labour market, and by protecting 
the poor against shocks and reducing their 
vulnerability.

Social protection is affordable3.	

ILO estimates that only 2% of global GDP would 
be necessary to provide the world’s poor with a 
basic social security package (universal access 
to basic healthcare and basic income trans-
fers5) and 6% to cover all those who do not have 
access to social security (ILO 2008a). In 12 low 
income countries examined, the cost of intro-
ducing a basic social security package would 
be in the range of 3.7 to 10.6% of GDP in 2010, 
while individual elements of the package would 
be more affordable: the annual cost of providing 
universal basic old age and disability pensions 
in 2010 would be between 0.6 and 1.5 of GDP; 
essential healthcare would cost between 1.5% 
and 5.5% of GDP; providing assistance to unem-
ployed or underemployed would cost between 
0.3% and 0.8% of GDP (Hagemejer 2009, in 
OECD 2009).

Nevertheless, affordability does not neces-
sarily mean that resources are available, or that 
domestic resource alone could finance a basic 
social security package. Developing countries 
have a big role to play (e.g., by increasing social 
spending as a proportion of GDP and as a propor
tion of total government spending, redistributing 
funds between social policy areas, and so forth) 
and the international community has to translate 
its policy commitment into concrete support for 
national social protection initiatives.

Social protection can have a direct positive 4.	
impact on growth

By raising the income of the poor, social security 
transfers increase domestic demand and, in 
turn, encourage growth by expanding domestic 
markets. In Zambia, for example, 80% of social 
transfers are spent on local goods.

Moreover, social protection makes growth 

5	Basic child benefits, universal basic old age and disability 
pensions, social assistance for the poor and unemployed.

equitable, builds social cohesion and, hence, 
makes growth more sustainable. The impor-
tance of equitable growth has been widely 
recognised. At the same time, the quality of 
growth can be enhanced through improved 
income distribution (Cichon 2006).

The case of Europe demonstrates that 
high levels of social expenditure and economic 
growth can coexist. In OECD countries, the esta
blishment of universal social security systems 
has been a determinant of social and economic 
development and has contributed to reducing 
poverty and strengthening social inclusion. It 
is estimated that, today, the 30 OECD countries 
commit an average of 13% of their GDP to 
social security (in low-income countries this 
average is lower than 2%) (Townsend 2009). 
In the European Union (plus Iceland, Norway 
and Switzerland), expenditure on total social 
protection expenditure is on average over 25% 
of GDP (ILO 2010), and it is generally recognised 
that – with few exceptions – high levels of social 
protection expenditure corresponds with low 
levels of poverty. Hence, ensuring social security 
coverage to the world’s poor is a question of 
political will in setting the right priorities, rather 
than a lack of means.

Social protection – A global commitment

The development of comprehensive social 
security systems in countries where only rudi-
mentary systems exist is a key task to prepare 
global society for future economic downturns 
and to achieve other global objectives such as 
the Millennium Development Goals, sustainable 
economic development and fair globalisation.

There is increasing recognition among 
international agencies, donors, governments 
and civil society organisations that social pro-
tection can play a pivotal role in preventing and 
reducing poverty, and promoting social and 
economic development.

Social protection is a demand of developing 
countries

There is a growing demand coming from 
developing countries for more public action on 
social protection and employment. An example 
of this is the 2008 African Union Social Policy 
Framework, which calls on African governments 
to implement national social protection plans 
based on a minimum package.

The UN Social Protection Floor Initiative (UNSPFI)

The need for social protection systems has 
also been addressed at the global level. The ILO 
Declaration on Social Justice for a Fair Globali-
sation (10 June 2008) (ILO 2008b) includes a 
promotional framework for the implementation 

of the four ‘pillars’ of decent work at national, 
regional and global levels. Moreover, the concept 
of a basic social security floor has been taken up 
by the UN which has launched the Social Protec-
tion Floor Initiative (SPFI).

Based on the principle of progressive uni-
versalism, the Social Protection Floor Initiative 
seeks first to ensure a minimum set of social 
security benefits for all: the social protection 
floor. Based on that floor, higher levels of social 
security should then be sought as economies 
develop and the fiscal space for redistributive 
policies widens.

The ILO Global Jobs Pact, adopted at the 
International Labour Conference in June 2009, 
requests countries to:

…build adequate social protection for all, 
drawing on a basic social protection floor 
including: access to health care, income 
security for the elderly and persons with 
disabilities, child benefits and income 
security combined with public employment 
guarantee schemes for the unemployed 
and working poor.6 (ILO 2009b)

Groups of civil society organisations all around 
Europe are supporting the ILO Campaign for 
Social Security and Coverage for All, including 
the European Working Group on Social Protection 
and Decent Work in Development Cooperation,7 
which is working to see social protection given 
the prominence it deserves in EU aid policy and 
as part of the Decent Work Agenda.

Conclusions and recommendations

“There is enough for everybody’s needs, 
but not enough for everybody’s greed.”

(M. Ghandi)

With the Lisbon Treaty, the European Union’s 
development policy has been strongly focused 
on poverty eradication:

Union development cooperation policy shall 
have as its primary objective the reduction 
and, in the long term, the eradication of 
poverty… (Article 208, Official Journal of 
the European Union 2008)

The EU is also fully committed to ILO’s Decent 
Work Agenda, which includes social protection 
as one of the four pillars. This has brought about 
a renewed interest in the role of social security 
in development, as well as in combating poverty. 

6	Global Jobs Pact, paragraph 12 (1) ii

7	Formed in 2007, The European Working Group on Social 
Protection and Decent Work in Development Cooperation 
is made up of civil society organisations including Help 
Age International, World Solidarity, Light for the World, 
Stop Aids Alliance and SOLIDAR.
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The EU 2020 strategy reaffirms its commit-
ment to turn the EU into a smart, sustainable 
and inclusive economy delivering high levels of 
employment, productivity and social cohesion.

Moreover, the EU has recognised the im-
portance of social protection in its response to 
the global economic crisis and food and fuel 
price hikes. It acknowledges that social protec-
tion measures are critical in dealing with these 
crises at global, national and local levels. In its 
2009 Communication ‘Supporting Developing 
Countries in Coping with the Crisis’, it recom-
mends that the Commission and EU Member 
States support developing countries to create 
and strengthen social protection programmes, 
such as cash transfers (Commission of the 
European Communities 2009). The more recent 
(June 2010) Foreign Affairs Council Conclusions 
on the MDG Summit review acknowledges that 
social protection systems, as well as reducing 
inequality, are essential for each developing 
country to achieve the MDGs.

Nevertheless, the EU does not have a 
coherent policy or strategy to promote social 
protection through development cooperation. It 
is now time to address this policy incoherence. 
Based on its economic development history and 
its technical expertise, the EU should:

Provide adequate, long-term and predictable 1.	
financial assistance and technical support 
to leverage developing countries’ efforts to 
build social protection systems or to expand 
the coverage of existing social security 
mechanisms.
Reinforce the International Labour Organiza-2.	
tion’s Social Protection Floor Initiative.
Include social protection and decent work as 3.	
focus sectors in more country and regional 
strategy papers by providing guidance for 
sector and budget support policy dialogue 
in this area. This will ensure that EU funds 
benefit the most marginalised people, 
including those living in chronic poverty and 
those working in the informal economy.

These are the key demands that civil society 
organisations all around Europe are putting 
forward to the EU. 
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This report looks at social exclusion in Southern 
Mediterranean Arab countries1 and attempts 
to address the extent to which the Euro-Medi
terranean Partnership (EMP)2 and its policy tools 
help to redress or amplify the factors behind 
social exclusion in the region. The discussion 
focuses on the social and economic conditions 
and main challenges facing the Southern Medi-
terranean Arab countries, as well as the policies 
mainstreamed through the EMP. While the focus 
is on Southern Mediterranean Arab countries, 
they are considered within the overall context of 
Arab countries or the countries of the West Asia 
and North Africa region.

Social policy in the Europe Union

Social exclusion is a multidimensional concept 
covering a remarkably wide range of social and 
economic problems. Social exclusion reflects a 
process of progressive social rupture, detaching 
groups and individuals from social relations and 
institutions (Sen 2000, p 7). It extends beyond 
the economic and social aspects of poverty to 
include political aspects, such as political rights 
and citizenship. Thus, social exclusion prevents 
or marginalises citizens from full participation in 
the social, economic, cultural, political and civic 
spheres of society. 

European countries have historically tended 
to focus on providing social and economic rights 
only to citizens, excluding foreigners living 
within their territory. European countries have 
witnessed the serious engagement of social 
movements and unions in a quest to establish 
certain minimum social policies, including a 
social welfare system integrating social protec-
tion and social inclusion.

1	The Southern Mediterranean Arab countries that are 
engaged in the Euro-Mediterranean Partnership include 
Lebanon, Palestine, Egypt, Jordan, Tunisia, Morocco, 
Algeria and Syria.

2	Launched in 1995 with the ‘Barcelona Declaration’, the 
Euro-Mediterranean Partnership set as its aim the estab-
lishment of a common area of peace, stability and shared 
prosperity in the Euro-Mediterranean region. In 2004, 
the launch of the European Neighbourhood Policy (ENP) 
was undertaken as part of this process, and, in 2008, the 
‘Barcelona Process’ included the launch of the ‘Union 
for the Mediterranean’. Along with the Southern Medi
terranean Arab countries mentioned in footnote 1, the 
Partnership includes Israel and Turkey.

Social inclusion is part of the acquis of the 
European Union, which prospective Member 
States must accept and be able to formulate and 
implement policy accordingly. Thus, social policy 
is one of the pre-conditions for the accession 
of new states to the Union. The EU acquis in 
the social field includes minimum standards in 
the areas of labour law, equality, health, safety 
at work and anti-discrimination. Within this 
context, European Member States participate 
in social dialogue in the areas of employment 
policy, social inclusion and social protection.3 

Social policies and objectives are integral 
to the EU’s external relations and partnerships. 
Among the objectives set by the Barcelona 
Declaration of 1995, in which the Euro-Mediter
ranean Partnership is rooted, are the “acceleration 
of the pace of sustainable socio-economic 
development” and the “improvement of the 
living conditions of their populations, increase 
in the employment level, and reduction in the 
development gap in the Euro-Mediterranean 
region”.4 In its 2005 communication on the 
Social Agenda, the EU foresaw an “international 
dimension of employment and social policy” 
(European Commission 2005). Accordingly, 
social policies and rights were declared a 
cornerstone of subsequent programmes of 
action adopted under the Partnership. Such 
programmes focused on the need to strengthen 
social protection systems, achieve better 
socioeconomic inclusion, increase women’s 
participation in employment, increase labour 
productivity and create more job opportunities 
with a special emphasis on young people, 
among other things. Social inclusion has also 
been declared one of the four priorities of the 
2011 to 2013 regional indicative programme of 
the EMP. This work focuses on promoting gender 
equality, culture and intercultural dialogue. In 
addition, it integrates the promotion of greater 
regional added value and regional cooperation. 

3	The European Social Fund is the main financial tool 
through which the EU supports the implementation of its 
employment strategy and contributes to social inclusion 
efforts (source: <ec.europa.eu/enlargement/enlarge-
ment_process/accession_process/how_does_a_
country_join_the_eu/negotiations_croatia_turkey/
index_en.htm>). 

4	Source: Barcelona Declaration, available at: <europa.
eu/legislation_summaries/external_relations/relations_
with_third_countries/mediterranean_partner_countries/
r15001_en.htm>.

Social exclusion in Southern Mediterranean 
Arab Countries 

Social exclusion in developing countries can 
take several forms and is defined by internal as 
well as external factors on economic, social and 
political fronts. It includes exclusion from live
lihood (employment and waged work); exclusion 
from social services (welfare and security); 
exclusion from the consumer culture (inability 
to satisfy basic needs for food and shelter); 
exclusion from political choice (participation in 
national and international political decisions); 
exclusion from bases for popular organisation 
and solidarity; and exclusion from adequate 
access to information (Hachem 1996; Wolfe et 
al. 1995, cited in ESCWA 2007, pp 9, 10).5

Some argue that the analysis of social 
exclusion in developing countries ought to be 
distinguished from such analysis in developed 
countries. In the latter, the analysis of exclusion 
ought to be rooted in economic growth and its 
distribution, while in less developed economies 
the political dimension is important in discus
sing social exclusion. When it comes to Arab 
countries, research by Bédoui in 1995 noted 
four broad social problems, namely: illiteracy, 
gender inequality, unemployment and economic 
inequality (Bédoui 1995, cited in ESCWA 2007, 
p 12). It is evident from the various reports on 
the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs) and 
Arab Human Development Reports6 that these 
challenges persist and are increasing in the 
eight Southern Mediterranean Arab countries 
and the Arab region7 in general.

The following section will highlight 
some factors contributing to social exclusion 
in Southern Mediterranean Arab countries, 
including high levels of poverty, unemployment, 
lack of access to social services and migration.

5	I n general, Silver (1995), as cited in Sen (2000) gives a 
list of “a few of the things the literature says people may 
be excluded from” including the following: a livelihood; 
secure, permanent employment; earnings; property, 
credit or land; housing; minimal or prevailing consumption 
levels; education, skills and cultural capital; the welfare 
state; citizenship and legal equality; democratic partici-
pation; public goods; the nation or the dominant race; 
family and sociability; humanity, respect, fulfilment and 
understanding. 

6	For more details on these reports please visit: <www.
arab-hdr.org> (accessed 28 October 2010).

7	The Arab region encompasses 22 Arab countries, including 
the 8 Southern Mediterranean Arab countries that are part 
of the Euro-Mediterranean Partnership. 
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Factors contributing to social exclusion

There is an overall lack of social integration in 
the Arab region as a whole. The policy choices 
of the governments of the region often reveal an 
assumption that economic growth will automa
tically bring social development, which is not 
reflected by reality. While economic development 
does play a crucial role in social development, 
economic growth does not necessarily ensure 
the fair redistribution of income within society. 
In fact, it was noted by the Economic and Social 
Commission of West Asia (ESCWA) that:

…economic development experienced 
in the Arab region has not guaranteed 
social benefits and most countries are still 
suffering from poverty, unemployment and 
inadequate social services…The social 
dimension of development needs to be 
aggrandized and brought to the forefront, 
rather than merely being a supplement to 
economic policy. Arab countries continue 
to be intrigued by the assumptions of 
neo-liberal policy-making. However, 
negative experiences from across the 
world prove that this approach has not 
achieved the equitable, gender-sensitive, 
and environmentally friendly dividends of 
development. (ESCWA 2008, p 8)

Weakly studied trade liberalisation policies 
adopted by Arab countries have worsened the 
situation, shrinking the policy space, tools and 
resources available for states to move forward 
on the social front. This is also true for trade 
arrangements established under the umbrella 
of the EMP.

Social policies in the region remain ad 
hoc and target specific sectors of people living 
in extreme poverty, whereas comprehensive 
social policy agendas are often lacking. Support 
to vulnerable groups is not linked to a rights-
based approach ensuring the basic needs 
of all citizens; instead a ‘social assistance’ 
approach is adopted, which is segmented and 
insufficient. ‘Income support’ measures are 
often employed and implemented through food 
and fuel subsidies, rather than social protection 
schemes.

In the same manner, social action plans 
currently developed within the context of the 
EMP, and reflected in various country action 
plans, are generally limited to a series of safety 
nets. They lack a comprehensive vision based 
on national strategies for social development, 
including public health, education, job creation 
and a comprehensive national social security 
plan. This is rooted in the lack of such plans at 
the national level in Southern partner countries. 

There is also a lack of mechanisms within the 
Euro-Mediterranean Partnership for setting 
social policies built on participatory processes. 
Despite significant progress in articulating con-
ceptual approaches to social policies in action 
plan frameworks, implementation has been 
limited.

The challenge of poverty and unemployment

Poverty remains a core challenge facing the 
Southern Mediterranean Arab countries. 
Progress on addressing poverty levels in these 
countries has stagnated since the year 2000. 
When calculated at the poverty line of USD 3 
per day instead of USD 2 per day, the number 
of people living in poverty in the Arab region 
doubles from 45 million to 92 million (Pearce 
and Mohamadieh 2009). The Millennium 
Development Goals 2010 report, released by 
the UN Secretary General in preparation for the 
2010 MDG Summit held in September 2010, 
notes that since 1990 the depth of poverty has 
decreased in all regions except Western Asia 
(Western Asia encompasses some of the 22 
Arab countries, including EMP partner countries 
Egypt, Lebanon, Syria, Jordan and Palestine) 
(United Nations 2010). Thus, the region is 
witnessing increasing numbers of people living 
in poverty, while a high proportion of the popula-
tion lives close to the poverty threshold. Large 
numbers of people are extremely vulnerable 
to poverty and relatively small reductions in 
income or small increases in the price of basic 
goods can push them into poverty. 

Moreover, the Arab region as a whole, 
including the Southern Mediterranean Arab 
countries suffers from chronic unemploy-
ment, which has been exacerbated by the 
global economic crisis. Even during years of 
consistent growth, unemployment was high 
and rising. There are several reasons for the 
increasing unemployment rates in Southern 
Mediterranean Arab countries, including high 
birth rates, a relatively young population, 
and the concentration of economic activity in 
sectors with low job creation capacities, such 
as real estate and the financial sector (Pearce 
and Mohamadieh 2009). The sustained level of 
unemployment across the region is one of the 
reasons for the persistently high proportion of 
people living in poverty.

Arab countries in general have witnessed 
some of the highest average unemployment 
rates in the world (10%), particularly for women 
(14%) and youth (22%), as well as widespread 
informal employment. Indeed, in the Southern 
Mediterranean Arab countries, one in every 
four has a job and nearly half of these jobs 
are informal (Martín 2009a). Moreover, official 

labour participation rates are the lowest in the 
world (below 46% of working age population, 
compared to the world average of 61.2%), and 
female participation rates remain among the 
lowest in world (below 25%, as compared to 
the world average of 42%) (Martín 2009a). It 
is worth noting that official aggregate data are 
likely to both underestimate the rate of un
employment in general across the region and 
mask higher rates in poorer countries, such as 
Egypt where a rate of 20% would mean well 
over 10 million citizens unemployed and looking 
for work (World Bank Data for Middle East and 
North Africa Region [MENA], 1987 to 2001, 
from World Bank Global Poverty Monitoring 
Database, referenced in Iqbal 2006). The MDGs 
2010 report highlighted that, globally, the share 
of women in paid employment outside the agri-
cultural sector has continued to increase slowly, 
reaching 41% in 2008 (United Nations 2010). 
However, women in Northern Africa and Western 
Asia (the region that encompasses the eight 
Southern Mediterranean Arab country partners 
of the EU) continue to lag behind, with only 20% 
of those employed outside agriculture being 
women. Moreover, the report notes that women 
are more likely than men to be in vulnerable 
jobs, with the gap being particularly evident in 
those regions where paid employment oppor-
tunities for women are the lowest, such as the 
countries of Western Asia and Northern Africa 
(United Nations 2010).

Access to basic social services

Overall, the Arab region has witnessed a general 
decline in basic social services, mainly due to 
the withering role of the state and the lack of 
comprehensive social plans, as discussed above. 
As the imperatives of reducing public expendi-
ture and the continuing privatisation of services 
have taken hold of policy making, this decline 
seems irreversible. This places further stress 
on the finances of the most vulnerable groups, 
reinforcing a cycle of vulnerability, dependence 
on ‘income support’ measures and a decline 
in basic needs satisfaction. Furthermore, high 
administration and transaction costs in the 
region, shortages of necessary funds, limited 
technical and administrative skills in govern-
ment institutions and weak monitoring make 
the provision of services unsustainable, while 
at the same time the need for such services is 
increasing.

Migration as a source and reflection of social 
exclusion

The process of social exclusion by migration 
occurs due to the breakage of social ties and 
loss of social support, unstable living conditions, 
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and lack of legal and political rights and security 
in either or both the host country and country 
of origin. More than 10 million people from the 
Southern Mediterranean Arab countries are 
resident in third countries (Martín 2009b). At 
current migration rates, and with the growth of 
the working age population in Southern Medi-
terranean Arab countries, yearly migration flows 
of 200,000 persons are expected between 2010 
and 2020 from Southern Mediterranean Arab 
countries (which is approximately 2 million new 
migrants for this 10-year period). Moreover, 
migration flows could triple to 6 million over 
the next 10 years (at average migration rates of 
24%) (Martín 2009b).

Despite the seriousness of the situation, 
migration has not been fully integrated into the 
social policies of Southern Mediterranean Arab 
countries or their partnership policies with the 
EU. The right of movement of persons lies at the 
heart of economic and social partnerships and 
the concept of free circulation is core to the idea 
of a common economic area. This right should 
be reflected in the trade and economic policies 
of the sending and receiving countries. Yet, the 
lack of consideration of such rights will amplify 
the problems of social exclusion suffered by 
people of the Southern Arab Mediterranean 
countries.

Do the policies of the Euro-Mediterranean 
Partnership reinforce social exclusion?

When discussing social exclusion in the context 
of the Euro-Mediterranean Partnership8, there 
is a need to question the extent to which the 
policy tools of the Partnership help Southern 
Mediterranean Arab countries to build resilience 
on the social and development fronts. Does the 
Partnership help to create space for a more 
sustainable process of social inclusion rooted 
in a social and economic model that addresses 
the main factors of social exclusion in the 
region, including poverty and unemployment? 
Questions about the long-term viability of the 
current social and economic model within the 
Euro-Mediterranean Partnership are clarified 
when discussing the implications of the global 
economic crisis for the region and its impact on 
social conditions. 

A closer look at the Partnership and its 
mechanisms, including common action plans 
and strategic programmes, reveals that there 
has been significant progress in the articulation 
of conceptual approaches to social policies in 
the communications and action frameworks 
of the Euro-Mediterranean processes. The 

8	Reference to the EMP in this report assumes consideration 
of the European Neighbourhood Policy as well. 

European Commission Communication entitled 
‘Social dimension of globalisation – How the EU 
policy contributes to extending the benefits to 
all’ (European Commission 2004, p 2) under-
lines the EU’s approach, which is to:

…exercise its external policies in a way 
which contributes to maximizing the 
benefits of globalization for all social 
groups in all its partner countries and 
regions. Its external policies have always 
had an important social dimension, for 
example, by supporting universal access 
to basic social services in developing 
countries. 

The Euro-Mediterranean region foreign ministers 
emphasised the social dimensions of the EMP 
in the Barcelona Process Conference held in 
November 2008 (European Commission 2008), 
so did the employment and labour ministers 
in their first Euro-Mediterranean Ministerial 
Conference held in Marrakech on 9 and 10 
November 2008. However, these improve-
ments have remained declaratory steps; they 
have rarely materialised as progressive steps 
that impact on the lives of the people of the 
region, nor have they contributed to reducing 
social exclusion (Martín 2009). Moreover, these 
objectives lack any system of measurement for 
monitoring and assessing progress.

The policy tools within the EMP have over-
concentrated on trade relations, aid flows and 
foreign direct investment – an issue highlighted 
by civil society stakeholders. The lack of balance 
between the economic, social and political 
agendas of the Euro-Mediterranean Partnership 
has been reiterated in various analyses of the 
Partnership. It is obvious that efforts to establish 
a common economic area by enhancing free 
trade schemes between the EU and its various 
Southern Mediterranean partners have not been 
paralleled by efforts to create a common area 
for social development. The resulting threat is 
not limited to faster progress on the economic 
liberalisation front compared to other fronts; 
these interventions could limit the achievement 
of genuine social progress in the region by tying 
up governmental policy space and policy tools. 
These threats to policy space in the Southern 
Mediterranean countries are highlighted in 
the Sustainability Impact Assessment of the 
Euro-Med Free Trade Area 2007, which noted 
that “unless parallel measures are taken and 
implemented by the Southern Mediterranean 
Partner Countries then the Euro-Med Free Trade 
Area will result in a negative effect on employ-
ment, poverty and development” (European 
Commission 2007). Unfortunately, this analysis 
has remained marginalised in the process of 

policy formulation. Moving forward in tackling 
social exclusion in the Southern Mediterranean 
Arab countries necessitates addressing the 
basis of policy approaches and the coherence of 
social and economic policy making, not merely 
addressing symptoms.

The global economic and financial crisis 
has affected various countries in the Euro-
Mediterranean region. It has highlighted the 
failure of the economic and social model and 
policy tools adopted by Southern Mediterranean 
Arab countries to address the main develop-
ment challenges facing the region. Southern 
Mediterranean Arab countries have felt the 
influence of the crisis mainly in a decrease 
in exports, foreign direct investment, tourism 
revenue, aid and financial assistance, and remit-
tances. This has led to a decrease in growth and 
an increase in the budget deficits, unemploy-
ment rates and poverty. In facing the crisis, the 
EU’s commitment to neighbourhood countries 
was slowed down. The relatively quick response 
to the social challenges resulting from the crisis 
in Europe were in contrast to slow procedures 
and weak commitments towards neighbouring 
countries, which were isolated from any 
feedback from the Southern partner countries 
of the EU. Indeed, the crisis revealed a lack of 
collective mechanisms for policy coordination 
between both sides during the crisis, which is an 
obstacle to the advancement of cooperation.

Moreover, the passage of the Treaty on 
the Functioning of the European Union brought 
with it the decision to integrate cooperation for 
development under the EU’s foreign policy. This 
decision reflects a tendency to use the EU’s 
development assistance as a tool to promote 
European foreign policy. There is a wide percep
tion under the aid effectiveness umbrella that 
these two policy areas should be separate. 
Indeed, the social and economic rights of citizens 
should not depend on the foreign policies of 
their governments. Furthermore, Europe is one 
of the promoters of the Paris Declaration on 
Aid Effectiveness, under which it committed to 
avoid all kinds of policy conditionality in foreign 
aid and assistance. This commitment is in direct 
contradiction to the link being made between 
foreign policy and development cooperation.

Concluding remarks

Despite the enhanced articulation of social 
issues in the Euro-Mediterranean region, actual 
implemented policies have not contributed to 
addressing the factors contributing to social 
exclusion. The Southern Mediterranean Arab 
countries, and the Arab region in general, are 
in need of comprehensive social policies based 
on a human rights approach and covering all 



Thematic Reports 50 Social Watch

sections of society. Yet, most Arab countries 
lack space for democratic political participation, 
which exacerbates social exclusion. There is 
little room for the debate of social and economic 
questions, and states lack capacity for adequate 
economic and social policy making and reform. 
As these policies are often implemented in a 
piecemeal way in response to prescriptions by 
donors, and without comprehensive national 
development strategies in place, the state loses 
its role in directing its own development process 
towards policies that address social inclusion. 
To redress this, responsible government bodies 
are requested to enhance the human rights-
based approach in policy making on social 
policies while making more space available for 
an effective role by civil society organisations.

The repression of civil society initiatives is 
also a recurring theme in the region. As there is 
often no venue for participation and engage-
ment with public authorities, the only recourse 
for popular movements is contestation, which 
is often violently suppressed. The situation is 
particularly bleak for labour activism, as unions 
are either non-existent or an extension of the 
regime. Hence, political exclusion is an exac-
erbating factor in social exclusion in Southern 
Mediterranean Arab countries.

At the Euro-Mediterranean level, there is a 
need to revise Euro-Mediterranean social and 
economic policies in order to operationalise 
social interventions. Interventions addressing 
social exclusion ought to consider the political 
context as a fundamental dimension in addres
sing access to resources and in establishing 
a sustainable re-distributive function in the 
economic system. 
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Exposing Vulnerabilities to Improve Decision-making
Roberto Bissio1

Social Watch

The 2010 World Summit on the Millennium 
Development Goals did not produce the 
‘acceleration’ required to achieve by 2015 the 
minimum social development goals agreed 
upon in 2000. However, the leaders did add to 
their toolbox of internationally agreed language 
the concept of a ‘social floor’.

Paragraph 51 of the Summit outcome 
document states that:

We consider that promoting universal 
access to social services and providing 
social protection floors can make an 
important contribution to consolidating 
and achieving further development gains. 
Social protection systems that address 
and reduce inequality and social exclusion 
are essential for protecting the gains 
towards the achievement of the Millen-
nium Development Goals. (UNGA 2010)

Until now, the strategies promoted to achieve the 
MDGs required attention to be focused on the 
‘bottom billion’ – and, thus, the tools of choice 
were the focused delivery of social services or 
cash transfers to the ‘poorest of the poor’. In 
contrast, the Summit outcome document intro-
duces a new balance with emphasis on the 
reduction of inequalities and universal access. 
The experience gathered by Social Watch from 
the reports of its national coalitions around the 
world has indeed confirmed British economist 
Richard Titmuss’ conclusion that “services for 
the poor end up being poor services” (Titmuss 
1968).

In fact, analysis of the long-term evolution 
of the Human Development Index, computed by 
the United Nations Development Programme, 
or the Basic Capabilities Index, computed by 
Social Watch, both show that the progress of 
social indicators was slower in the first decade 
of the 21st Century than in the last two decades 
of the 20th Century – and this despite rapid 
economic growth in all regions of the so-called 
third world between 2000 and 2008. Thanks 
to a combination of abundant capital and high 
commodity prices, the economies of developing 
countries boomed. However, tax holidays and 
international rules imposed by trade and invest-
ment agreements curbed the ability of national 
governments to impose conditions on investors, 

1	Coordinator of the International Secretariat of Social 
Watch

such as requiring them to use local inputs. The 
resulting growth did not generate enough jobs 
or significant poverty reduction. Instead, dispari-
ties increased around the world, in rich and poor 
countries. In this context, assistance targeted 
to the poorest of the poor, while welcomed, by 
itself does not produce development, jobs or 
sustainable poverty reduction.

It is hoped that the notions newly endorsed 
last September, at the highest level, of universal 
social services and a social floor will provide a 
renewed consensus to defend the social sectors, 
which are under threat in so many countries. 
But, to be meaningful, these notions require the 
setting of minimum standards of what such a 
social floor could be at a certain time and in 
a particular social context. The Millennium 
Development Goals and the different targets 
associated with them can be read as a step 
towards setting these minimum standards at 
the global level: all births should be assisted, 
water and sanitation should be available 
to all, no child should be left out of primary 
education… a list to which the MDG Summit 
last September explicitly added ‘productive 
employment and decent work’, in recognition 
of the fact that creating jobs is indeed the best 
anti-poverty policy.

Europe actively promoted the social floor 
idea at the World Summit, and this is consistent 
with the mandate of the Lisbon Treaty, which 
states that “[European] Union development 
cooperation policy shall have as its primary 
objective the reduction and, in the long term, 
the eradication of poverty”.

To put this principle into practice, the 
standards of the social floor have to be identi-
fied and defined. Minimum universal standards 
should be consistent with the notion of ‘dignity 
for all’ enshrined in the Universal Declaration of 
Human Rights and should certainly be higher 
than the ‘one dollar a day’ (currently $1.25, to 
adjust for inflation) standard set by the World 
Bank as the threshold of extreme poverty, 
initially defined as the minimum income needed 
to feed a person.

The definition of what is essential for 
a dignified life changes from one society to 
another and over time. To be consistent with 
what it preaches abroad, Europe needs to define 
its own European ‘social floor’ and formulate 
policies to achieve it. Some European diplomats 
have pointed out to representatives of Social 
Watch in informal discussions that the demand 
for such a minimum European standard – which 
is certainly going to be higher, much higher than 

any global floor – in times of crisis and scarcity 
could distract attention and resources away 
from those who need it the most in the South. 
The experience of Social Watch has been the 
opposite: Those that defend social expenditure 
at home are most likely to defend the develop-
ment cooperation budget, which is only a tiny 
fraction of the funds spent on health, education 
and social security.

Social budgets are under threat worldwide. 
Trillions of dollars were urgently mobilised 
to rescue the financial industry and save the 
richest economies of the world from a second 
Great Depression, similar to the one of the 
1930s. The G20 elevated itself from an obscure 
forum of finance ministers to a regular summit-
level gathering, self appointed as the “premier 
forum for international economic cooperation”, 
and initially agreed on the need for urgent 
and massive state intervention to stimulate 
economies (G20 2009). The Social Watch 
International Report of 2009, titled ‘People 
First’ (Social Watch 2009) analysed the social 
cost of the multiple crises and endorsed the 
conclusion that the stimulus packages worked 
best when it was channelled, mainly to the poor 
and vulnerable (as was the case in Brazil and 
China), while money put in the hands of financial 
corporations or already well-off individuals was 
saved or helped build assets in prevention of 
further economic contractions. It is not that the 
poor have a better understanding of the global 
economy or are more motivated to rescue the 
system, they just have no option other than to 
spend. And, thus, the ethically right thing to do 
matched what was economically sound – at 
least for a while.

As soon as the financial sector was back 
making money in late 2009 and early 2010, 
voices of concern began to be heard about the 
increasing level of government debt, which was 
accumulating rapidly as a result of the rescue 
and stimulus packages. Economists were no 
longer unanimous, and while some, including 
Nobel Prize winners Joseph Stiglitz and Paul 
Krugman, argue that even more money should 
be thrown into the economies than what the 
Obama administration and others are doing to 
fight unemployment rates in the double digits, 
others worry about unsustainable debt levels 
and call for cuts to government spending.

Research done by UNICEF, headed by Isabel 
Ortiz, using fiscal projection data published by 
the International Monetary Fund, found that a 
significant number of countries are expected 
to contract aggregate government spending 
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in 2010–2011 (Ortiz et al. 2010). This is of 
concern, both in terms of GDP (44% of the 
sample countries are tightening) as well as the 
real value of total government expenditure (the 
real value of GDP is expected to contract in 25% 
of the sample countries). The research identi-
fies common adjustment measures considered 
by policy makers, such as wage bill cuts/caps, 
reducing subsidies and targeting social protec-
tion, and highlights their potentially negative 
social impacts. Children and mothers are among 
the most likely to be hurt.

In times of economic contraction, indivi
duals frequently postpone consumption expen
diture to a later time. The money saved earns 
interest and allows for expenditure in the future. 
The expected advantages, one of which is the 
interest received from the banks that use the 
saved money, exceed the frustration and dis
advantages of not consuming in the present.

Governments make similar choices when 
they cut their budgets. To ‘make ends meet’ 
when fiscal revenue drops as a result, for 
example, of the current crisis, governments 
have to either cut expenses or incur debt. As 
with families, cutting expenditure might be a 
reasonable option when the cost of borrowing 
money becomes too high, for example, as a 
result of creditors’ belief that the country may 
become unable to repay its loans. What factors 
weigh in such a decision? If only short-term 
economic aspects are taken into account, the 
social sector might suffer and the very future of 
a country can be compromised.

According to UNICEF: 

[T]he limited window of intervention for 
foetal development and growth among 
young children means that their depriva-
tions today, if not addressed promptly, 
will have largely irreversible impacts on 
their physical and intellectual capacities, 
which will in turn lower their productivity in 
adulthood. This is a high price for a country 
to pay. (Ortiz et al. 2010)

A careful assessment would be required of 
the risks facing vulnerable and poor popula-
tions. Policies to restore medium-term debt 
sustainability should be balanced with those to 
protect and support the socially and economi-
cally vulnerable in the immediate term. “Both 
are necessary to achieve a country’s sustained 
growth and human development potential” 
(Ortiz et al. 2010). In practice, such an assess-
ment hardly ever takes place. Politicians take 
their decisions based on opinion polls – and 
public opinion can be as volatile as the markets 
– or according to the pressure they receive. And, 
within this framework, children do not vote, nor 

do they have a powerful lobby.
In the name of recovering future economic 

growth, Europe seems to be leaning in this global 
debate to a solution that sacrifices social ex-
penditure and development cooperation. Faced 
with imbalances resulting from a contracting 
economy, cuts are imposed on expenditure that 
may end up contracting the economy further.

This European Social Watch Report 2010 
exposes the multiple vulnerabilities within 
European societies. It is our hope that under-
standing the social risks better will help improve 
the quality of decision making. 
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Social Exclusion in Bosnia and Herzegovina
Valentina Pellizzer
One World Platform for South East Europe and 
Network for Building Peace1

The social, political and economic portrait of 
Bosnia and Herzegovina (BiH) shows a country 
undergoing a difficult transition to a market 
economy, ruled by an irresponsible political 
elite and by global organisations such as the 
International Monetary Fund, World Bank and 
various European Union bodies active in its 
territory. Bosnia and Herzegovina, with its 14 
political and administrative decision-making 
centres2, remains unable to address the needs 
of vulnerable groups of citizens and is incapable 
of transforming the numerous declarations, 
statements, ratified conventions, policies, 
strategies and action plans into reality – and 
lacks the political will to do so.

Policy and legislation

In 2001, Bosnia and Herzegovina, with the 
support of the World Bank and the United 
Nations Development Fund (UNDP), addressed 
the issue of poverty reduction in its first Poverty 
Reduction Strategy Paper (PRSP). At the same 
time, the issue of social exclusion emerged on 
the agenda of BiH institutions, politicians and 
civil society on the path to EU accession. In 2007, 
UNDP released a National Human Development 
Report on Social Inclusion, which provided a 
foundation for the development of a government 
social inclusion strategy (UNDP 2007a). The next 
step was the establishment of the first Medium-
Term Development Strategy (MTDS/PRSP) 
2004–2007 and a Social Inclusion Strategy 
(SIS) for 2008–2013. The Government of Bosnia 
and Herzegovina is currently working on two 
strategic documents: the Country Development 

1	Network for Building Peace (MiM) is an informal network 
of 36 civil society organisations, mainly from BiH, but also 
a few international organisations, working in all parts 
of the country that united in February 2010 to promote 
constructive conflict transformation and peace-building 
strategies to political stakeholders and citizens to 
contribute to democratic stabilisation, reconciliation and 
the development of BiH.

2	Bosnia and Herzegovina has a central state and is divided 
into two entities: the Republic of Srpska and the Federa-
tion. These entities have their own political structure and 
administration. There is also the District of Brčko, under 
the exclusive sovereignty of the State of BiH, with a single, 
multi-ethnic, democratic government (Organization for 
Security and Co-operation in Europe 2010). This has 
led to a lack of agreement between the political bodies, 
mostly at the entity level, making it difficult for BiH to move 
forward in one direction.

Strategy and Mid-term Review of the Social 
Inclusion Strategy.

Key domestic actors

Institutions responsible for poverty reduction 
policy and combating social exclusion are the 
Directorate for Economic Planning BiH, the 
Ministry of Finance and Treasury BiH and the 
Ministry of Civil Affairs BiH (national level); the 
Ministry of Social Policy of the Federation BiH 
and the Ministry of Health and Social Welfare 
of the Republic of Srpska (entity level); and the 
various statistical agencies as expert bodies for 
the provision of baseline information and bench-
marks. Involved in the process, although not 
directly responsible, are the Council of Ministers 
BiH, the Ministry of Justice BiH, the Directorate 
for European Integration BiH, and the Ministry of 
Human Rights and Refugees BiH.

Civil society organisations have been 
involved in social inclusion and poverty reduc
tion in Bosnia and Herzegovina for years, and, 
even if not consulted by the Government, 
have been monitoring government activities 
and lobbying for the implementation of social 
inclusion policies. Worthy of mention is the 
Social Inclusion Foundation, which will be the 
mechanism for the involvement of NGOs and 
will fund medium and small organisations active 
in the area of social inclusion in the territory 
of Bosnia and Herzegovina. The first round of 
funding disbursed more than 1.2 million conver
tible mark (KM) (€600,000) to 21 organisations. 
The Foundation’s further development is 
supported by the Swiss Agency for Development 
and Cooperation, Soros Foundation and the 
European Union. The Foundation is starting a new 
funding cycle, which should positively impact on 
the sustainability of small and medium NGOs in 
Bosnia and Herzegovina, as well as on transpa
rency and the standard of NGO management.

Another organisation working in the area of 
social inclusion is the Center for Civil Initiatives, 
which monitors the actions of institutions. The 
Centre is conducting a campaign to support the 
inclusion of Roma people in the labour market 
and another for the allocation of a percentage of 
lotto and other gamble revenue to civil society 
organisations for relevant social projects.

Social exclusion in Bosnia and Herzegovina

As part of its preparations for accession to the 
EU, Bosnia and Herzegovina must harmonise 
national social policies with the EU definition 
of social inclusion. This implies the use of the 

five elements of the ‘Open Method of Coordina-
tion’: (i) common goals, (ii) national action plans 
(NAPs) for social inclusion, (iii) joint inclusion 
memorandum (JIM), (iv) joint social inclusion 
reports and social exclusion indicators (Laeken 
indicators), and (v) exchange of experiences.

In the second draft of the Development 
Strategy of BiH (for PRSP 2003–2007), the 
Government defined poverty as:

[T]he term ‘poverty’ is applied in the sense 
of insufficient revenues for purchase a 
minimum basket of goods and services. 
Today we take that poverty manifests itself 
in various ways, including lack of income 
and assets to ensure sustainable liveli-
hood, hunger, malnutrition, poor health, 
limited or no access to education and 
other basic services, increased mortality, 
including mortality from illness; homeless-
ness and inadequate housing conditions, 
unsafe environments, social discrimina-
tion and isolation. Non participation in 
decision-making in the civil, social and 
cultural life of the community [is] also an 
essential characteristic of the negation 
of human rights. Multidimensionality of 
poverty as a phenomenon that enables us 
to think about it as a state characterized 
by permanent or chronic deprivation of 
resources, capabilities, choices, security 
and power necessary for an adequate 
standard of living and the realization of 
other civil, economic, political, cultural and 
social rights. (Second draft material Deve
lopment Strategy, PRSP 2003–2007)

This broad definition applies the EU definition 
of the two key terms – social exclusion and (its 
opposite) social inclusion – to the local context 
in Bosnia and Herzegovina. The implementation 
of social inclusion strategies and measures in 
Bosnia and Herzegovina should particularly 
focus on sectors such as education, employ-
ment, social protection, housing, healthcare and 
rural development (UNDP 2007a).

UNDP’s National Human Development 
Report 2007 shows that a massive 50% of the 
population of Bosnia and Herzegovina suffer 
from various form of social exclusion and the 
poverty rate is at 18%. Based on a study by 
Borislav Brozek conducted in 2008, among 
those living at risk of poverty there are some 
that are living under the absolute poverty line 
(on less than USD 1 per day): in the Federation 
BiH 4.2%; in the Republic of Srpska 13.1%; and 

Bosnia and Herzegovina
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in Brčko District 25.8% (Brozek 2009).
What emerges from the different analyses 

and data interpretation is that there are no 
sensible differences in the statistics for poverty 
between the Federation of BiH and Republic of 
Srpska. However, some indicators show that 
the rural population is more vulnerable, due to 
lack of access to education and social services, 
very often combined with the specific status of 
being a returnee or displaced person, and being 
a ‘minority’ in a country still heavily polarised 
around the issue of ethnicity and nationalism. 
This population is especially affected by the 
absence of agreement between institutions 
(mainly at the entity level) that share compe-
tence over education, healthcare and social care. 
As a result, many people do not have access 
to public healthcare services and pensions. 
Estimates indicate that around 20% of the 
population is without health insurance (Brozek 
2009). Moreover, employers are not paying the 
contributions required by law. So, some people 
discover, once they retire, that they actually have 
no pension rights. Another preoccupying issue 
is that about 16.4% of employed people are 
poor (Brozek 2009), highlighting the fragility and 
social injustice within the labour market where 
minimum salaries are applied without incen-
tives or provisions for worker skill improvement, 
keeping workers locked in a survival cycle.

Over the years, the situation has not 
evolved; so we reach a point where, as Steven 
Allen, Regional Director of UNICEF for Central 
and Eastern Europe and Central Asia, recently 
pointed out, 170,000 children in Bosnia and 
Herzegovina live below the poverty line, most of 
them coming from vulnerable social groups such 
as Roma or from internally displaced families 
(One World SEE 2010). Families with three or 
more children are especially vulnerable, with 
more than two-thirds of them living in serious 
poverty (One World SEE 2010). It is important 
when looking at these figures and groups not 
to forget that gender adds a transversal and in-
trinsically related layer of vulnerability. Women 
with disabilities, single mothers and girls 
suffer severe social exclusion in an environ-
ment where scarcity of resources is combined 
with a patriarchal belief system. This results 
in women becoming second-class citizens or 
second-class members of local communities 
(UNDP 2007b, p 43).

Incompetence and corruption – A strategy 
of ‘cut and take from the poor’

The injustice in the public sector is highlighted 
by the income earned by parliamentarians and 
ministry officials, whose salaries are 11 to 13 
times higher than the average salary in Bosnia 

and Herzegovina (which is €394 per month), 
and increasing every year. The monthly salaries 
of some government officials are given below 
(Brozek 2009):

Chair and Vice-Chair of House of Representa-1.	
tives Federation BiH is 4659 KM (€2335)
Chair of Political Party Club and People’s Club 2.	
is 4552 KM (€2281)
Parliamentarians and delegates is 4498 KM 3.	
(€2254)

If we add the lack of control and limits on the use 
of public cars, telephones, subsidies for apart-
ments and payments for attending working 
groups, combined with the inefficiency and 
incompetence generated by non-transparent 
employment procedures, we get the picture of 
a public sector that is exploiting its own country 
and misusing citizen’s taxes and international 
grants and funds.

In this environment, the global economic 
crisis represents both a challenge and an op-
portunity. It is a challenge because it has led 
to the collapse of the private sector in Bosnia 
and Herzegovina, and also because of the 
pressure from the International Monetary Fund 
to reduce social guarantees and expenditure. 
It is an opportunity because the International 
Monetary Fund has requested the Government 
to reduce public administration expendi-
ture. As a response to the crisis, Bosnia and 
Herzegovina decided to cut public expenditure 
by a flat 10%. This sparked protests and a call 
for more articulate measures that would impact 
on different social groups in proportion to their 
income. The protests of pensioners, disabled 
people, invalids, and workers from private and 
privatised enterprises went unnoticed, while the 
protests of ex-combatants and war veterans 
took precedence. On 21 April 2010, after months 
of promises and negotiations, a protest erupted 
into several hours of riots in front of the Federal 
Government Building in Sarajevo. Sixty people, 
including 22 members of the riot police, were 
injured in the protest. The protest was led by 
a group of veterans who, despite receiving the 
maximum privileges, did not want to accept the 
10% cut. Ultimately, the cut was enforced, but 
ex-combatants saw their salary base increase 
later in the year. This situation is typical of the 
way authorities in Bosnia and Herzegovina 
have responded to the crisis and underlines its 
unsustainable strategy of ensuring continuity in 
power by buying ‘social peace’.

Before the general political election in 2007, 
as a social support measure, ex-combatants 
from the war of 1992 to 1995 were entitled to 
receive financial support. A group of 109,000 
people who fought in this war, whether for a day 
or the whole war, became entitled to lifelong 

privileges and state contributions, with monthly 
allowances ranging from €150 to €1000. For the 
year 2008, the Ministry for Veterans and Invalids 
Federation of BiH had the highest budget of 
407,253,864 KM (€208,225,594), followed by 
the Ministry of Work and Social Policy Federation 
of BiH, which is responsible for all the other vul-
nerable categories whether they are disabled, 
children, single mothers or unemployed, with 
a budget 292,494,778 of KM (€149,613,697). 
Other strategic ministries such as those for 
education and health had budgets that were 20 
or more times smaller (CPI 2010b).

The lesson we learnt from this event is that 
a reverse strategy of ‘cut and take from the 
poor’ is being applied by authorities in Bosnia 
and Herzegovina to balance public finances. 
Despite protests, the salaries of parliamenta-
rians have continued to increase; this small 
group of 120,000 (in a country of 4 million) have 
succeeded in having their privileges protected. 
To make the paradox even more striking, the 
average family of four members with one 
working member pays 757 KM (€379) in taxes 
and other payments annually to state budgets 
and public funds, despite the fact that their 
salary is insufficient to meet their own basic 
needs.

Recommendations

Bosnia and Herzegovina has a long way to go to 
build an inclusive society. The process requires 
a change in the mindset of the people, an under-
standing of the territory as a fluid and open 
space where the destiny of one is related to the 
destiny of everyone else. It requires building 
a horizontal partnership against vertical hier-
archical and ethnic decision lines. It requires 
citizens and civil society organisations to see 
themselves as part of a community sharing 
rights and obligations in a specific geographical 
area or sector, regardless of ethnicity, religion or 
sexual orientation.

When it comes to recommendations or 
concrete steps, it is more about strengthening 
and ensuring continuity than about starting 
something new. However, there are some 
main lines along which there is a need to build 
knowledge, understanding, participation and 
consensus. The following steps need to be 
taken to build an inclusive and just society in 
Bosnia and Herzegovina:

Increase the use of the law on access to infor-1.	
mation as a way of holding the government 
accountable for its policies and allocation of 
resources.

(continued on page 78)



National Reports 56 Social Watch

Plamenka Markova
Bulgarian Gender Research Foundation

The global economic crisis hit Bulgaria in 2009 
and its macroeconomic impact continued in 
2010. Household income shocks have been 
experienced primarily through a contraction of 
the labour market. The most significant impacts 
have been concentrated among the most vulne
rable and distributed unevenly across ethnic 
groups. Poor households have been unable to 
cope with the decline in income and have had 
to reduce expenditure on health, education and 
social contributions such as healthcare.

Defining poverty in Bulgaria

Bulgaria is the poorest country in the EU with an 
annual income per capita of USD 12,600 in 2009 
(Eurostat 2009). Bulgaria adopted the Eurostat 
official poverty line for the first time in 2007. At 
the end of 2009, a new poverty line was set at 
Bulgarian lev (BGN) 211 per month (about €108 
as at 8 February 2010). The minimum wage is 
established by the Government after consulta
tion with trade unions and employers. Table 1 
shows that the minimum wage came very close 
to the poverty line in 2009 (BGN 240 per month 
compared to a poverty line of BGN 194) and is 
expected to come even closer in 2010 (BGN 
240 per month compared to a poverty line of 
BGN 211).

The trade unions and civil society in Bulgaria 
have raised the question of the applicability of 
the Eurostat methodology for determining the 
poverty line in Bulgaria. The Eurostat method 
is referred to as the ‘at risk of poverty rate’ and 
set at 60% of the median equivalent income. 
The poor in Bulgaria are a relatively constant 
share of the population – about 1.1 to 1.2 million 
people out of 7.6 million (Economic and Social 
Council of Bulgaria 2009).

Data from international comparisons shows 

that the relative share of the poor in Bulgaria 
does not differ a lot from that in the EU Member 
States, including newly acceded countries. 
However, there are considerable differences in 
the poverty lines used by the different Member 
States. For example, in Bulgaria, the poverty line 
in euro is 2.8 times lower than the average for 
newly acceded countries and 13 times lower 
than the average poverty line for the old EU 
Member States (EU15).

The differences in poverty lines are reduced 
considerably when measured in purchasing 
power parity (PPP). Using PPP, the poverty line 
in Bulgaria is two times lower than that in newly 
acceded countries and about five times lower 
than that in the EU15.

It should be noted that pensions, as a basic 
social safety net, are of the utmost importance 
in reducing poverty in Bulgaria. Despite their 
low nominal amount, pensions (mostly received 
by older members of households and disabled 
persons) constitute a relatively high share of 
total household income. Other social security 
benefits have considerably less influence on 
poverty reduction. Data for 2008 show an at risk 
of poverty rate of 43.5% before social security 
payments, which declines strongly to 18.3% 
when pensions are taken into account, and 
to barely to 14.4% when other types of social 
security are included (Economic and Social 
Council of Bulgaria 2010).

Mechanisms for setting the minimum wage 
and the social security system according to the 
poverty line are under discussion. At present, 
the poverty line is not used to determine the 
level of social security benefits and allowances. 
The Government is committed to improving the 
method used to set the poverty line, including 
developing appropriate political mechanisms 
for linking the poverty line and the minimum 
wage. However, given the current crisis, it might 
be more appropriate to postpone any decisions 

on these issues until better economic times. At 
the end of 2009, the promise was that 2011 will 
be the turning point. This remains to be seen.

Social impact of the global economic crisis

The Bulgarian economy was moderately 
affected by the global economic crisis in 2009, 
experiencing a 5% decline in GDP (compared 
to growth of 6% in previous years). The impact 
of the crisis tended to be felt by households 
after the peak of the macroeconomic contrac-
tion. The World Bank partnered with the Open 
Society Institute in Sofia in late 2009 to assess 
the impact of the crisis on households. The 
primary tool used to conduct this assessment 
was a Crisis Monitoring Survey, which quanti-
fied the economic impact of the economic crisis 
on households and individuals.

The first results of the Crisis Monitoring 
Survey were presented in May 2010 to the 
Government and the public (World Bank and 
Open Society Institute 2010). Some of the main 
findings of the survey are presented here.

Who has been affected and how?

The global economic crisis has affected 
household income through salary cuts, 
reduced working hours and even job losses. 
Vulnerable groups, like those with low levels 
of education and Roma people, have been the 
worst affected.

Decline in household income:•	  Approxima
tely 30% of households reported a decline in 
income between March 2009 and February 
2010 due to labour market shocks, a decline 
in family businesses, decreased remittances, 
increased mortgage payments and the 
cessation of social security benefits.
Salary cuts and reduced working hours:•	  
Approximately 34% of workers reported an 
income shock through their job, primarily 
through lost or reduced employment or 
reduced wages. Salary cuts and reduced 
working hours affected close to 30% of 
workers (salary cuts 15.6%; reduced working 
hours 15.9%). Salary reductions have been 
concentrated in the private (informal) sector.
Unemployment:•	  Job loss resulting in unem
ployment, which is the most severe type of 
labour market shock, has affected 6.3% of 
workers in Bulgaria. Job losses were concen-
trated in construction and manufacturing. 

Impact of the Global Economic Crisis  
on Social Exclusion in Bulgaria

Bulgaria

Year 2007 2008 2009 2010

Official poverty line (in BGN per month) 152 166 194 211

Minimum wage (in BGN per month) 180 220 240 240

Average wage (in BGN per month) 430 524 578* 600**

Minimum wage/official poverty line (%) 118.4 132.5 123.7 113.7

Minimum wage/average wage (%) 41.9 42.0 41.5 40.0

Table 1: Correlation between minimum wage, poverty line and average wage 2007–2010

Notes: EUR 1 = BGN 1.96
* Figures are for the first nine months of 2009, ** Estimates are for the first nine months of 2010
Source: Institute for Social and Trade Union Rights (2009)
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Workers from the most vulnerable groups 
– those with only a primary education or less, 
or Roma people – were most likely to suffer 
from unemployment (World Bank and Open 
Society Institute 2010).

How have people coped with the crisis?

Bulgarians have tried to cope with the crisis by 
seeking additional work, relying on savings and 
taking loans, and drawing on remittances and 
social security benefits.

Additional work:•	  Most households have 
tried to cope with the reduction in income by 
sending non-working family members to look 
for work or by seeking additional part-time 
work – but only the well-educated and rich 
have succeeded in finding additional work. Of 
the households that are crisis-affected and 

poor, 60% have looked for additional work 
and failed to find any.
Savings and loans:•	  Only 22% of Bulgarian 
households reported having any savings. 
Most of the crisis-affected households 
reported having no savings and being in 
debt.
Informal transfers:•	  Approximately 20% of 
households reported relying on some type 
of informal transfer (14% of households 
received remittances from abroad), and 6.7% 
of households sought, but did not receive, 
informal transfers.
Social security benefits:•	  Key social assis
tance programmes (child allowance, heating 
allowance and the guaranteed minimum 
income programme) are responding to the 
crisis – however, only 60% of households 

from the poorest quintile who suffered an 
income shock are receiving at least one 
benefit from these three programmes (World 
Bank and Open Society Institute 2010).

What are the impacts of the crisis on people’s 
social rights?

The crisis has impacted on people’s social 
rights by reducing consumption including 
forcing some to skip meals, as well as reducing 
spending on health, education and social safety 
nets like insurance.

Consumption:•	  Households responded to the 
economic contraction by reducing expen
diture on basic necessities: 41% reported 
reducing use of basic utilities, 29% reduced 
consumption of staple foods and 8% reported 
skipping meals.
Health:•	  As in other Central and Eastern Euro
pean countries, crisis-affected households 
have significantly reduced expenditure on 
health, including stopping use of regular 
prescribed medications and skipping visits 
to doctors.
Social contributions/insurance:•	  Crisis-
affected households were more likely to 
stop paying social contributions and health 
insurance – increasing their vulnerability if 
exposed to additional shocks (falling ill or 
becoming unemployed) (World Bank and 
Open Society Institute 2010).

Pension system

Recent changes in the pension system in 
Bulgaria have led to the provision of higher 
pensions, but they have put significant pressure 
on Bulgaria’s budget. While this is partly a result 
of the recession, it also reflects a number of 
policy changes. The National Social Security 
Institute estimates that pension payments were 
raised by about 17% in 2009. At the same time, 
the compulsory pension contribution rate was 
lowered from 22% to 18%. In combination 
with the economic downturn, this has reduced 
pension contributions by over 11% (NSSI 2009).

Laeken indicators of poverty 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009

Median equivalised disposable income per month (BGN) 237.03 253.51 277.64 322.52 352.38 384.37

Mean equivalised disposable income per month (BGN) 261.21 276.02 298.38 348.94 391.69 418.67

At risk of poverty threshold (BGN) 142.22 152.10 166.59 193.51 211.43 230.62

At risk of poverty rate (%):            

Total before social security benefits • 40.1 39.1 40.5 40.5 43.5 46.9

Total including pensions, but before other social security benefits• 17.6 17.2 16.9 17.2 18.3 18.4

Total including pensions and social security benefits• 15.3 14.2 13.9 14.1 14.4 14.7

Table 2: Poverty in Bulgaria 2004–2009

Factor 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009

According to age            

0–15• 21.5 17.8 15.1 18.8 17.1 21.4

16–64• 13.9 12.4 12.3 12.0 12.5 13.4

65+• 15.7 17.5 18.0 17.7 17.8 14.9

According to gender            

Male• 13.0 12.8 11.8 11.3 12.7 12.8

Female• 17.4 15.4 15.7 16.6 15.8 16.4

According to other factors

At work – total: 6.8 5.9 5.5 5.0 5.0 5.7

Employed• 6.9 5.6 5.7 4.9 4.5 5.3

Self-employed• 6.1 8.7 2.8 5.9 10.0 9.8

Not at work – total: 19.3 19.5 20.2 20.5 21.4 20.4

Unemployed• 33.8 34.2 35.8 37.9 43.3 44.0

Pensioners• 14.8 16.4 16.9 17.5 17.0 15.5

Other/inactive• 17.3 14.8 15.6 15.5 19.9 17.0

Household type:

Households without children• 12.7 13.3 13.4 12.9 13.9 12.8

Households with children• 17.8 15.1 14.4 15.4 14.9 16.9

Ownership status:

Owners and rent free• 14.8 13.7 13.9 14.4 14.5 14.6

Tenants• 29.6 24.6 14.7 2.8 10.4 18.2

Table 3: At risk of poverty rate according to different factors in Bulgaria 2004–2009

Note: The total at risk of poverty rate including pensions and social security benefits is shown in Table 2. (continued on page 78)

Note: The at risk of poverty rate is discriminated by various criteria in Table 3.
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Poverty and Social Exclusion in Cyprus: Progress and 
Pension Reform amidst a Global Economic Crisis
Odysseas Christou, Charalambos Vrasidas, 
Michalinos Zembylas and Sotiris Themistokleous
CARDET

Poverty and social exclusion in Cyprus have 
remained essentially unchanged since it joined 
the European Union in 2004. The most signifi-
cant group at risk of poverty remains the elderly 
(65 and over) of both genders. Policies have been 
enacted targeting poverty among the elderly, as 
well as poverty in general, in line with EU and 
global initiatives. However, the achievement of 
policy goals needs to be monitored and policies 
need to be re-evaluated in a timely manner.

Introduction

In 2010 – the year designated by the European 
Union for Combating Poverty and Social Exclusion 
– approximately 84 million Europeans are living 
at risk of poverty – almost 17% of the EU’s 
population (Wolff 2010, p 1). During this year, EU 
Member States aim to raise awareness about 
these issues and bring them to the fore of their 
respective national political agendas. Particular 
attention is being paid to recognising vulnerable 
groups, that is, individuals who may not have 
access to social, political and cultural rights due 
to social exclusion and marginalisation. In this 
way, it is hoped that the EU will combat stigma-
tisation and the proliferation of stereotypes (see 
official website <www.2010againstpoverty.eu/
homepage.html?langid=en>).

Within the framework of actions associ-
ated with this campaign is a renewed effort 
to advance the state of knowledge on poverty 
and vulnerable groups. The EU has called for 
surveys and studies that examine the link 
between poverty and the basic rights of indi

viduals to identify policies that prevent and 
combat poverty and social exclusion. These 
initiatives are being carried out within an Open 
Method of Coordination (OMC) framework. The 
fundamental principles of an OMC framework 
are: the determination of common overarching 
objectives, the definition of specific measures 
(such as statistics and quantifiable indicators) 
by which to accurately assess the current state 
of specific policy areas, and the use of bench-
marking to facilitate the comparative analysis of 
policies and the exchange of best practices.

One of the key issues concerning both 
the causes and the effects of poverty is a clear 
definition of the phenomenon. There are two 
fundamental understandings of the term. The 
first is a lack of basic necessities for survival, 
commonly referred to as absolute, extreme or 
abject poverty. The World Bank defines poverty 
as “pronounced deprivation in wellbeing” 
(Haughton and Khandker 2009, p 1) and sets 
the poverty threshold at USD 2 per day (2005, in 
Purchasing Power Parity terms) as a consistent 
metric with global applicability. The same logic 
is used by the United Nations in setting the first 
Millennium Development Goal of eradicating 
extreme poverty and hunger: the primary target 
of the Millennium Development Goals is to halve 
the proportion of people who have an income of 
less than USD 1 per day by the year 2015.

The other metric in common use is that 
of relative poverty, which is employed by the 
European Union (European Anti Poverty Network 
2009, p 5). This method is more context-depen
dent, as it establishes a comparative benchmark 
for inequality among the more and less affluent, 
usually within a particular national setting. This 
metric is called the ‘at risk of poverty’ threshold 

and is set by the EU at 60% of the median 
household income for each Member State.

An additional area of concern is the 
segment of the population referred to as the 
‘working poor’ (Eurofound 2009, p 23). These 
are fully employed individuals whose level of 
income is sufficiently low that they face the 
same conditions and challenges as those as-
sociated with poverty. This relationship has 
additional consequences, as certain groups, 
such as women and third country nationals, 
tend to disproportionately fall into this category 
of full employment and poverty. In other words, 
poverty and social exclusion cannot be con-
sidered in isolation from other socioeconomic 
phenomena. Rather, they should be examined 
as one component of complex – and possibly 
interdependent – processes that are best 
addressed through multifaceted policies with 
specific goals.

Measuring poverty at the national level in 
Cyprus

Using the methodology described above, some 
clear patterns emerge as to the relative levels 
of poverty – and associated social exclusion 
– when comparing Cyprus to the rest of the 
European Union. According to data from EU 
Statistics on Income and Living Conditions 
(Eurostat 2009) collected between 2005 and 
2008, there are some distinct groups that face 
particular challenges. The most prominent 
among these are women of all ages, individuals 
aged 65 and over of both genders, single-parent 
families and people with disabilities.

The data show that at risk of poverty 
patterns remained largely consistent between 
2005 and 2008, both at the national level in 

Cyprus

Male Female Total

2005 2006 2007 2008 2005 2006 2007 2008 2005 2006 2007 2008

Cyprus, aged 0-17 14 13 11 13 12 12 12 14 13 12 11 14

EU27, aged 0-17 19 19 19 19 19 19 19 20 19 19 19 19

Cyprus, aged 18-64 10 8 9 9 13 12 13 13 11 10 11 11

EU27, aged 18-64 14 14 14 14 15 15 15 15 14 15 15 14

Cyprus, aged 65+ 47 47 50 43 53 54 54 54 21 21 52 49

EU27, aged 65+ 16 17 16 16 21 21 21 21 19 19 19 19

Cyprus, Total 15 14 14 14 18 17 18 18 16 16 16 16

EU27, Total 15 15 15 15 17 17 17 17 16 16 16 16

Source: Eurostat 2009

Table 1: At risk of poverty in Cyprus and EU27 by age group (%), 2005–2008
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Cyprus as well as in the EU as a whole. Cyprus 
generally ranks lower than the EU average for 
at risk of poverty rates for both genders and all 
age groups, except for one major caveat; the 
Cypriot elderly (65 and over) are at much higher 
risk than the average EU citizen in the same 
demographic group (Table 1). In 2008, only 
Latvia had a higher rate for over 65s at 51%, 
compared to Cyprus’ 49%. By way of contrast, 
Hungary’s rate was a mere 4%. According to 
Andreou and Pashardes (2009, p 48), “the very 
high poverty rate associated with old age in 
Cyprus is due to the immaturity of the current 
old age pension system guaranteeing a decent 
pension to private sector retirees”.

Cyprus’ national strategy and programme 
for combating poverty and social exclusion

Cyprus’ strategic approach to combating 
poverty and social exclusion is elaborated in 
its National Strategy Report on Social Protec-
tion and Social Inclusion (NSPSI) for the period 
2008–2010 (Social Welfare Services 2008). The 
four pillars of the current strategy are: reducing 
the risk of poverty, promoting the active partici-
pation of vulnerable groups in the labour market, 
preventing the social exclusion of children, and 
modernising institutions for reinforcing proce-
dures and policies of social cohesion. The 
National Strategy Report acknowledges the link 
between unemployment and social exclusion 
and places both variables in the context of the 
same overarching process. In this regard, it 
is a positive sign that Cyprus exhibits one of 
the lowest rates of long-term unemployment 
in the European Union at 0.7% and an overall 
employment rate of 71%, which is above the EU 
average of 65.4% (Eurofound 2009, p 6).

The 2009 Joint Report on Social Protection 
and Social Inclusion of the European Commission 
identifies a series of challenges for Cyprus 
(European Commission, Directorate-General 
Employment, Social Affairs and Equal Opportu
nities 2009). A key priority is improving the 
position of women and vulnerable groups – 
especially people with disabilities, immigrants 
and asylum seekers – through comprehensive 
policies for their active inclusion in employ-
ment and social life and through equal access 
to services. Moreover, the Report calls for 
continued efforts towards achieving better 
governance and increased social participation 
in the development, implementation, monito
ring and evaluation of policy interventions. The 
Report also pays particular attention to the most 
vulnerable demographic group of all and calls 
for the management of the high poverty risk 
for persons aged 65 and over. Andreou and 
Pashardes (2009) assert that pension reforms 

enacted in 2009 will help alleviate this particular 
challenge by dealing with the deficiencies of 
the current old age pension system through 
targeted increases in pension fund apportion-
ments for this group.

The National Programme of the Republic 
of Cyprus for the implementation of the 2010 
European Year for Combating Poverty and 
Social Exclusion promotes the recognition of 
the rights of poor and socially excluded persons 
(European Social Fund Unit 2010). This may 
be accomplished by encouraging a sense of 
shared responsibility and participation among 
private individuals in efforts to combat poverty 
and social exclusion and to promote a more 
cohesive society. Considering the multi-dimen-
sional nature of poverty and social exclusion, 
the National Programme aims at the develop-
ment of a comprehensive approach, connecting 
poverty and social exclusion with other relevant 
issues such as equality of opportunity for all 
and combating discrimination. In this way, 
the issues of poverty and social exclusion are 
further integrated into a holistic approach to 
targeting social problems. This approach illus-
trates the alignment of the specific goals of this 
Programme with the broader objectives of the 
Millennium Development Goals.

More specifically, the four thematic priorities 
of the National Programme for the implementa-
tion of 2010 as the European Year for Combating 
Poverty and Social Exclusion concern:

The promotion of multidimensional, com-1.	
prehensive strategies to prevent and reduce 
poverty including child poverty, the transmis-
sion of poverty from generation to generation 
and poverty within families;
The promotion of inclusive labour markets 2.	
and comprehensive approaches for active 
inclusion and the eradication of obstacles to 
access to education and training;
Ensuring equal access to adequate resources 3.	
and services (housing, health and social 
insurance), and the facilitation of access to 
culture and leisure opportunities; and
The tackling of gender, age and ethnic origin 4.	
dimensions of poverty, overcoming dis-
crimination and the promotion of the social 
inclusion of immigrants and ethnic minori-
ties, as well as the development of mecha-
nisms that address the needs of people with 
disabilities and their families and other vul-
nerable groups.

While this strategy targets the right objec-
tives, its likelihood of success is dependent 
on external factors, such as the state of the 
economy at national, regional and global levels. 
Given the current economic conditions, it is 
difficult to determine whether specific funded 

programmes will be deemed sustainable in 
the near future, especially in areas that have 
redistributive consequences such as pension 
reform. Whether these improvements can be 
further refined, as the full impact of the global 
economic crisis on Cyprus’ vital tourism industry 
is assessed, remains to be seen.

Conclusions and recommendations

An assessment of the situation in Cyprus regar
ding poverty and social exclusion places it at 
close to the average in the European Union. 
However, Cyprus faces a serious challenge 
regarding the conditions experienced by those 
65 years and over due to the inability of the 
current pension system to meet their needs. The 
strategic policy framework at the national level 
in this area reflects a convergence towards the 
overarching objectives of the 2010 European 
Year for Combating Poverty and Social Exclusion 
and the UN Millennium Development Goals.

A future assessment of Cyprus’ national 1.	
policy framework and its implementation is 
necessary to evaluate the level of progress 
achieved and remaining gaps that need to be 
addressed at the policy level.
Monitoring is also necessary to ensure that 2.	
measures enacted do not introduce other 
economic issues, such as by placing an 
undue burden on the economy at a time of 
global recession. 
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Discrimination and Social Exclusion in the Czech Republic
Jana Fialová and Markéta Kovaříková
Czech Helsinki Committee

Discrimination and social exclusion still exist 
in the Czech Republic, especially among the 
Roma Community, but there have been ongoing 
improvements. The goal of the State, local 
authorities, civic associations and individuals 
should be to strive to promote equality and 
social inclusion and to eradicate poverty.

Legal framework for protection against 
discrimination

How does discrimination influence social 
relations in Czech society? To answer this 
question, we must realise that a common reason 
for social exclusion in the Czech Republic is 
discrimination itself.

Policies must be formulated and imple-
mented carefully; some strategies can negatively 
affect the social status of vulnerable individuals 
and groups, impacting on their already limited 
access to education, employment or services. 
To ensure equal treatment, it is necessary to 
have an effective tool to fight discrimination. 
In September 2009, the citizens of the Czech 
Republic finally received such a tool in the form 
of the Equal Treatment and Legal Resources Act 
(Coll. 198/2009), commonly known as the Anti-
discrimination Law. This newly enacted protec-
tion against direct and indirect discrimination, 
as well as molestation and vexation, complies 
with European standards and represents a 
translation of EU anti-discrimination guidelines 
into Czech national legislation. The law defines 
basic concepts and sets a clear boundary as to 
what shall and what shall not be regarded as 
discrimination. It grants victims of discrimina-
tion the right to pursue justice in court, both to 
stop unlawful action and to remove its effects. 
Victims can also demand an apology and, in 
justifiable cases, financial compensation for 
non-financial damage. The position of a victim 
of discrimination in a judicial proceeding is 
also strengthened by the fact that the onus is 
on the defendants to prove they are not guilty 
of unlawful conduct. Only time will tell if this 
enactment is effective, but the active participa-
tion of the target group and their awareness of 
their own rights will be a key issue.

Social exclusion as one of the results of 
discrimination

There are a number of factors affecting social 
exclusion, and this condition can lead to a cycle 

in which the situation of the affected person 
deteriorates until they reach the very bottom 
of society. In the Czech Republic, the term 
‘social exclusion’ is usually associated with 
regions where the Roma form the majority. 
Although being part of an ethnic minority does 
not presume a higher risk of social exclusion, 
an enquiry by the Ministry of Labour and 
Social Affairs in 2006 (Gabal Analysis and 
Consulting 2006) revealed the existence of 
as many as 300 Roma localities affected by 
social exclusion. The issue of social exclusion, 
however, should not be regarded as solely a 
Roma issue, as it affects other social groups as 
well. Nevertheless, it is a part of life for many 
Roma families.

The results of the research by the 
Ministry reveal that the key factor causing 
the exclusion of Roma people from the social 
life of the majority is their excessively high 
unemployment rate. Roughly speaking, the 
high percentage of unemployed people in 
the Roma community is the result of limited 
access to elementary education. Apart from 
very obvious discrimination and the segrega-
tion of Roma children in schools, their parents’ 
unawareness and underestimation of the 
importance of education is an important factor 
in the low enrolment rate of Roma children. 
Low education and qualification levels are 
symptomatic of socially excluded people and, 
unfortunately, pre-determine their future life to 
their disadvantage. It is very hard for a person 
with a low level of education to find a good job, 
and the situation is even more complicated if 
this person is a member of a discriminated 
social group (the disabled, Roma).

Low levels of education, together with 
commonly experienced unequal treatment, 
greatly disadvantage Roma people in the labour 
market. To be unemployed is to be dependent 
on the social security system (government 
benefits). Over time, such a person loses 
work habits, ceases to plan for the future and 
lives from one day to the next. After losing the 
income from employment, housing conditions 
usually deteriorate or housing is lost altogether. 
A consistently bad financial situation can lead 
to high indebtedness and, sometimes, to ad-
dictions (alcohol, gambling) or even criminal 
activities. The longer the person remains 
socially disadvantaged, the harder it is for them 
to re-integrate into society. The vicious cycle 
is complete: Dependence on social security 
payments can lead to low economic standards, 

usury, indebtedness, unpaid rent, execution and 
often eviction.

Discrimination in housing

The issue of discrimination in housing has 
been relatively neglected. Just like any other 
kind of discrimination, this issue is not limited 
to the Roma population, but, in their case, it is 
again part of a set of interrelated problems that 
complicate their access to decent housing and 
contribute to their social exclusion.

To understand discrimination in housing, 
the following case is presented from the work 
of the Czech Helsinki Committee in collabora-
tion with Zvule Prava. At the beginning of the 
1990s, the Roma citizens of a city in the Czech 
Republic were moved into residential houses 
near the city centre. Over the course of time, 
these new localities proved to be desirable 
and the price of property increased, and so 
the Roma were no longer welcome. In 2009, 
the city council sold the houses and land to a 
private company for just a fraction of their real 
value. The council justified the low sale price by 
pointing to the bad condition of the buildings, 
the need for reconstruction to be financed by 
the buyer and, foremost, the obligation of the 
buyer to provide all the tenants in the buildings 
with an equivalent housing alternative. In reality, 
the company failed to do so. Sometimes the 
housing offered to existing tenants did not meet 
elementary sanitation standards or was owned 
by a private proprietor charging more than three 
times the rent.

It is common practice in the Czech Republic 
to sign a temporary lease for three months to 
ensure that tenants fulfil their obligations. Their 
disadvantageous position is exacerbated by the 
fact that housing benefits are dependent on 
permanent residence. Landlords usually do not 
want tenants to have their domicile in the rented 
house. Although the law does not explicitly state 
that consent of the landlord (lease giver) is 
necessary to obtain domicile, landlords often 
prohibit this possibility as a condition of the 
lease contract. Tenants without social security 
benefits who are unable to pay rent find them-
selves in a social trap. After eviction they either 
end up in an overpriced commercial lodging or 
asylum, or they are moved into a holobyt, which 
is the most basic form of housing provided to 
people who have been evicted for not paying 
rent. Although this form of accommodation has 
existed since 1994, there is no legal definition 
of a holobyt (Baršová 2001). It is basically a 

Czech Republic
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minimum space, with minimum furnishings 
and usually with shared sanitary facilities in the 
corridor. It is not uncommon for holobyt facilities 
to be considered social housing, even in cases 
where they are constructed from containers, 
which is, unfortunately, not rare. Housing is the 
most pressing and most common concern on 
the agenda of social guidance bureaus.

Organisations working in the field of social 
exclusion

Since 2008, the Agency for Social Inclusion 
has been active in Roma localities as a newly 
created department of the Office of the Govern-
ment of the Czech Republic. In March 2010, 
the Agency extended its activities to 10 new 
socially excluded localities, reaching a total of 
33 municipalities or regions. Legal steps are 
being prepared to transform the Agency for 
Social Inclusion into an independent authority 
with a nationwide reach.

The task of the Agency is to monitor these 
localities, especially with regard to the needs 
of their inhabitants (for housing, education, 
employment and access to social services) and, 
later, to use this knowledge in setting up social 
inclusion programmes in which a local partner 
organisation cooperates with local authorities, 
representatives of the public administration, 
and other organisations, especially local non-
profit organisations. One of the benefits of this 
co-operation is the creation of dialogue between 
organisations working to find permanent 
solutions and source financial resources from 
the structural funds of the European Union for 
individual integration measures. With their inte-
gration programmes, especially social fieldwork 
and social and legal guidance, a whole range 
of non-governmental and non-profit organisa-
tions and associations in the Czech Republic are 

contributing significantly to the improvement of 
the quality of life of people threatened by social 
exclusion.

State support and a social safety net for 
people at risk of poverty is an integral part of 
the executive and legislative functions of every 
democratic society. In the Czech Republic, 
however, one can expect significant changes 
and cuts in the social system due to the current 
high budget deficit and the global economic 
crisis. All these issues will be discussed with 
the newly forming Government of the Czech 
Republic during the coming years.

Conclusion and recommendations

The Czech Republic, as well as other EU Member 
States and the Union itself, has a long way to 
go to achieve equality and social inclusion and 
to eradicate poverty. The impacts of the global 
economic crisis on individual economies have 
slowed this process even more, a fact that the 
highest representatives of the EU have duly 
noted. Meeting at a Summit in Brussels on 
16 and 17 June 2010, they defined five main 
goals for the incentive ‘Europe 2020’, one of 
them being to decrease (originally by 25%) 
the number of people living below the poverty 
line by approximately 20 million. The Euroba-
rometer estimates that there are around 80 
million EU citizens living under the poverty line 
(which means their income does not exceed 
60% of the average income in the country) 
(European Commission 2009). While Eurostat 
speaks of 17% as the European average, only 
9% of people in the Czech Republic are at risk 
of poverty, the lowest number among all the 
EU Member States. But sociologist Jan Keller 
points out that the conclusions of this study 
are misleading, as there are a great number of 
people in the Czech Republic who live just above 

this line (Pešička and Piroch 2010). Mareš and 
Sirovátka report that:

Some dimensions of social exclusion, on the 
other hand, such as the political or cultural 
dimension, lie mostly outside the field of 
action of social policy. For these reasons 
it is necessary to accept the assumption 
that while a complex approach of social 
policy to social inclusion is indispensable, 
it does not cover all dimensions of social 
exclusion and can therefore present no 
entirely reliable and sufficient solution. The 
scheme covers areas/dimensions of social 
exclusion and its indications, together with 
the conditions of social inclusion and types 
of social policy measures enabling such 
inclusion. While social policy measures 
have a great influence on the economic 
dimension of social exclusion (consump-
tion, activity on the labor market) and these 
dimensions are traditionally in the focus of 
social policy, their influence on the social 
dimension is only partial. The effect of social 
policy measures on the political or cultural 
dimension of social exclusion is even more 
limited. (Mareš and Sirovátka 2008)

Key factors in the resolution of the problem of 
social exclusion include:

The targeted elimination of individual 1.	
causes of social exclusion, e.g., focusing on 
education, improving the employment rate, 
provision of leisure activities for youth, and 
the creation of conditions for social housing 
and its availability.
The establishment and cultivation of co-2.	
operation between the public administration, 
local authorities and non-profit organisations 
at the local level. 

Social exclusion Social inclusion

Area Indication Precondition Social policy

Economic activities consumption•	
poverty and material deprivation•	

resource redistribution:
income•	
housing•	
other resources•	

income support•	
social services•	
housing support•	

Market activities jobs •	
un/employment•	
working conditions•	

flexible approach (principle of equal •	
chance + social capital)
abilities (human potential)•	

work incentives•	
measures against discrimination (such as •	
positive discrimination, active employment 
policy, lifelong learning, social services)

Social activities (non-)participation in social contact•	
limited width and quality of contact•	

social contacts and networks•	
quality of contacts and networks•	
trust in other people•	

social work•	
prevention of isolation•	
empowerment•	

participation•	
partnership•	

Political activities (non-)participation in political •	
activities such as elections
membership in associations•	

trust in institutions•	
legitimacy of representation and the •	
political system

access to realisation of political and civic rights•	
recognition policy•	

Table 1: Dimensions of social exclusion and inclusion, areas of social policy

Source: Mareš and Sirovátka (2008)

(continued on page 79)
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Poverty and Social Exclusion in France:  
Worrying Tendencies
French Platform on Economic, Social and 
Cultural Rights1

Inequalities in economic, social and cultural 
areas have increased significantly in France 
in the recent past, reflected in the increasing 
inequality in salaries; a sharp increase in the 
number of poor workers; the strengthening of 
French immigration policy to the detriment of 
the economic, social and cultural rights of immi-
grants; and challenges to access to the right to 
education, particular for disabled people and 
non-sedentary people like the Roma. The Roma 
people are a particularly vulnerable group who, 
in the process of becoming sedentary, often live 
in situations that are not conducive to health 
and wellbeing, and are repeatedly the victims of 
eviction and deportation. In view of these rising 
inequalities and serious fundamental rights 
violations, it is clear that the public policies 
implemented in France in recent years have 
not resulted in a convincing solution, but have 
exacerbated the situation.

Poverty and social exclusion in France

As a signatory to the International Covenant on 
Economic, Social and Cultural Rights (ICESCR), 
France has an obligation to respect, protect and 
implement these rights. However, it is clear that 
current practices in France actually impede 
access to economic, social and cultural rights 
for many people. During the current economic 
crisis and with the elaboration of policies aimed 
at addressing the effects of the crisis, groups, 
families and individuals in France are increa
singly being excluded.

The issue of the ‘justiciability’ of economic, 
social and cultural rights is particularly decisive 
and demonstrates the importance of access to 
effective avenues of appeal in the implemen-
tation of these rights. This leads us to our first 
recommendation.

1	The French Platform on Economic, Social and Cultural 
Rights is composed of 56 organisations, associations 
and unions and works for the ratification of the Optional 
Protocol to the International Covenant on Economic, Social 
and Cultural Rights by France. The following member 
organisations were involved in the writing of this report: 
Mouvement International ATD Quart Monde, Coordination 
Nationale des Comités de Défense des Hôpitaux et des 
Maternités de Proximité, Coordination Sud, Fédération 
des Associations pour la Promotion et l’Insertion par le 
Logement, Fédération Syndicale Unitaire, Union Syndicale 
Solidaires, Sherpa and Terre des Hommes France.

Recommendation

France should ratify the Optional Protocol to 1.	
the ICESCR, which has direct relevance to 
the fight against social exclusion and the im-
provement of living conditions for all.2

Right to education

Education enables economically and socially 
marginalised adults and children to move out 
of poverty and fully participate in the life of their 
community. The right to education is essential 
for the exercise of other human rights (French 
Platform on Economic, Social and Cultural 
Rights 2008).

The strengthening of France’s immigra-
tion policy has led to a questioning of the right 
to education: the education of many children, 
teenagers and young adults from undocu-
mented migrant families is compromised or 
interrupted by deportation measures, which 
are increasing. The schooling of students 
with disabilities in ‘ordinary’ classes has been 
compulsory since February 2009, but due 
to the lack of accessible rooms and staff to 
accompany these students, between 10,000 
and 15,000 disabled children are still not in 
school. Although school is compulsory for 
children from non-sedentary families, it is often 
too difficult to access due to lack of welcoming 
classes, and deportation. The support provided 
to socially excluded minors by way of student 
counselling is often late and the attendance 
of classes uncertain. In the French Overseas 
Departments, such as French Guiana, official 
figures indicate that there are 3,383 children 
without schooling. The school system remains 

2	The Optional Protocol to the International Covenant on 
Economic, Social and Cultural Rights was adopted by the 
United Nations on 10 December 2008. To date, 33 states 
have signed it, but only 2 states have ratified it: Equator 
and Mongolia. This Protocol has still not entered into force 
and, thus, it is not applicable. In order to be applicable, at 
least 10 states need to ratify it. The Protocol represents a 
historical improvement for human rights by foreseeing 
two new protection mechanisms for economic, cultural 
and social rights: (i) a mechanism enabling individuals, 
groups and organisations that act in their own name, to 
lay charges at the Economic, Social and Cultural Rights 
Committee of the United Nations in order to obtain justice 
at the international level for violations of economic, social 
and cultural rights, and (ii) an inquiry mechanism that 
will allow the Committee to go to countries concerned 
in order to verify allegations, if it is informed that a state 
has seriously violated the rights encompassed by the 
Protocol.

characterised by exclusion and strong inequali-
ties linked to students’ social origins.

Recommendations

Ensure the right to education for all by putting 1.	
in place, among other things, an immigration 
policy and a policy towards non-sedentary 
people that is in conformity with fundamental 
rights, human dignity and liberty, particularly 
in relation to children’s rights.
Create welcoming classes for non-French-2.	
speaking students.
Welcome disabled students by adapting 3.	
classrooms to make them accessible, and by 
recruiting qualified staff in sufficient numbers 
to meet their needs.
Improve teacher training to enable teachers 4.	
to better deal with socially excluded students 
and students with special needs.

Right to work

Around 13% of workers in France are precar-
ious workers (i.e., have short-term contracts, 
temporary employment, or assisted contracts). 
About 28.3% of 15 to 29 year olds who work, 
have precarious work, compared to 8.4% of 30 
to 49 year olds. Short-term contracts consti-
tute the majority of the appointments following 
unemployment.

The various government plans aimed at 
combating poverty, such as the employment 
subsidy (prime pour l’emploi), which is aid for 
returning to employment or pursuing a pro
fessional activity, and the income of active 
solidarity (revenue de solidarité active), which 
is a monetary benefit aimed at guaranteeing a 
minimum income to its beneficiaries, whether 
or not they have the capacity to work, reinforce 
this tendency. However, the number of working 
poor is increasing. Even though employed, 
increasing numbers of workers lack financial 
autonomy and, hence, cannot access their fun-
damental rights.

Discriminatory working conditions parti
cularly affect women, disabled people and 
non-EU citizens. Eighty per cent of employees 
who receive a salary below the minimum 
salary (Salaire minimum interprofessionel de 
croissance – SMIC)3 are women. For the same 
work, women are paid 27% less than men and 

3	Since 1 January 2010, the gross value of the SMIC is €8.86 
per hour in France.
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their pension is on average 40% lower than that 
of men.

Disabled people also suffer discrimina-
tion in accessing their right to work. In France, 
every public or private company of more than 
20 employees is obliged to recruit 6% disabled 
workers; however, this quota has never been 
attained, and the unemployment rate of disabled 
people is now more than double that of able-
bodied people (French Platform on Economic, 
Social and Cultural Rights 2008).

Non-EU citizens are denied access to 
around 7 million posts (approximately 30% 
of jobs), essentially in the public sphere. They 
are sometimes employed to do the same job 
as an EU citizen, but with fewer rights and for a 
lower salary. Since the Law of 24 August 1993, 
foreigners without a job permit cannot be regis-
tered under the social security regime.

Recommendations

Remove nationality conditions on working in 1.	
the private and public sectors.
Integrate a gender perspective into com2.	
panies to ensure an equitable balance of 
genders in all positions.
Controls are needed to ensure the enforce-3.	
ment of the law in relation to the obligation 
to employ disabled people; make all work 
places accessible to the public, including 
disabled people; and take steps to ensure 
that the measures provided for in the Law of 
2005 in relation to the accessibility of edu-
cational structures (classrooms and other 
facilities) are implemented. Towards this, it 
is necessary to compensate employers for 
the additional costs related to employing 
disabled people.

Right to housing

Thirteen per cent of the French population live 
in poor housing conditions. The Law of 5 March 
2007, which entered into force on 1 December 
2008, creates a right to housing (droit au 
logement opposable – DALO), which puts the 
onus on the State to make housing available 
to any person who does not have access to 
housing.

The Law of 5 March 2007 concerns those 
with priority demands (homeless people, people 
in poor housing conditions) and, from 2012, will 
apply to all people eligible for social housing 
who have not received a response after an 
‘abnormally long’ delay (a notion that varies 
according to the department). However, the 
follow-up committee on the right to housing 
notes that people declared as having priority by 
the Mediation Commissions remain expellable, 
and without offer of alternative accommoda-

tion.4 This is against their right to housing.
Moreover, the Conseil d’Etat (Council of 

State) notes that the State budget for housing 
has continuously diminished; the DALO should 
have been accompanied by adequate resources 
to re-launch the construction of social housing 
and shelter centres accessible to people identi-
fied as having priority.

The budget for housing assistance repre-
sented 1.8% of France’s GNP in 2009, compared 
to 2.2% in 1984. The building subsidies 
provided in the State budget, for example, have 
decreased by 30% between 2000 and 2007, 
and the assistance to the less privileged, which 
was already very low, has almost stagnated. The 
15th report by the Abbé Pierre Foundation on 
the state of poor housing in France underlines 
the fact that: 

Since 2001, the State has collected more 
from housing than it redistributed: between 
2001 and 2008, more than €35 billion was 
recovered; the net balance represented 
€9.38 billion for the year 2008 alone. 
(Fondation Abbé Pierre 2010)

Recommendations

Only an active policy by the State in the area of 
housing can improve the situation of those living 
in poor housing conditions.

Sanction the administrative districts that do 1.	
not allocate 20% of housing construction to 
social housing in their territories as required 
by the Code of Construction and Habitation.
Ensure the implementation of the policy of 2.	
prevention of expulsions, as foreseen by the 
Law on Mobilisation for Housing of 25 March 
2009, including by establishing commis-
sions to coordinate actions to prevent expul-
sions and to synchronise with different local 
actors.
Increase the capacity of shelters and stop the 3.	
expulsion of their inhabitants with a proposal 
for relocation, including for non-sedentary 
people.

French Overseas Development Assistance

In 2005, France, together with its European 
partners, committed to spend 0.7% of GDP on 
Overseas Development Assistance (ODA), with 
an intermediary objective of 0.51% in 2010. 
In 2009, France officially increased its ODA 
by 17%, from 0.39% of GDP to 0.46%, which 
indicates that it is on the right track to fulfilling 
its commitment. However, in 2010, France will 
only allocate between 0.44% and 0.48% of its 

4	For a recent case example see: <www.stopauxexpulsions.
org>.

national wealth to ODA, a shortfall of between 
€600 million to €1.3 billion. Moreover, the 
increase in ODA is largely due to a significant 
increase in debt cancellation (debt of €1.123 
billion was cancelled in 2009, an increase of 
60% compared to 2008) and the inflation of ODA 
by other amounts (ODA now includes expenses 
for students from developing countries coming 
to study in the French system of higher 
education: €605 million in 20095; refugee costs 
in the donor country: €224 million in 20096; and 
funds allocated to the French Overseas Terri-
tories of Mayotte, and Wallis and Futuna: €381 
million in 20097).

According to available estimates, ‘genuine’ 
French ODA in 20098 was not more than 0.34% 
of GDP. This inflation of genuine ODA by 21% is 
explained by the following opposite trends:

Loans to developing countries exploded in 1.	
2009, reaching €1.3 billion (+178%). Yet 
these loans were made under market condi-
tions – at minimal cost to the State. These 
loans are essentially allocated to emerging 
states or medium income countries.
At the same time, funds available for bilateral 2.	
projects or donations, which benefit social 
sectors, especially in Sub-Saharan Africa 
have been reduced (by 46% since 2006), 
which led to, at the end of 2009, the cancel-
lation of almost all new ongoing projects.

French aid is becoming more instrumentalised 
in order, for example, to further the objectives of 
the fight against immigration (notably through 
the ‘concerted management of migration 
flows’) or to promote French companies: 51% 
of the business activities granted by the French 
Development Agency (Agence Française du 
Développement) in 2008 consisted of income to 
French companies or their subsidiaries.

Recommendations

Following the recommendations of the OECD 
DAC, in 2010, France decided to adopt a new 
medium term strategic framework for develop-
ment cooperation policy, on which French NGOs 
would be consulted.

5	Following critiques of the OECD Development Assistance 
Committee (DAC), France accepted to review this amount 
downwards.

6	These expenses are part of the efforts towards the regula-
tion of migration flows and the management of asylum 
seekers on the French territory.

7	These expenses contribute to the local development and 
coherence of the French territory.

8	 ‘Genuine’ aid excludes 90% of debt relief and all artificial 
expenses evoked.

(continued on page 79)
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Worsening Social Circumstances and Exclusion in Hungary
Péter Farkas
ATTAC Hungary

After the capitalist transition of 1989, 1.5 million 
Hungarian jobs (out of 4.8 million) disappeared, 
and only 0.4 million have been recreated. In April 
2010, there were 3.7 million jobs. The activity 
rate of the population is very low, only about 
55% of the people aged between 18 and 62 are 
working. Unemployment is the main reason for 
the impoverishment of a considerable propor-
tion of the population. The average real income 
per capita regained its pre-transition level only 
in the early 2000s. Income differences and 
social inequalities have increased, and a large 
proportion of Hungarian society lives in poverty. 
With the present economic crisis, the situation 
in Hungary has deteriorated further.

The vulnerable

Most of the poor in Hungary belong to one of the 
following groups:

Permanently unemployed (48% of those •	
permanently unemployed are poor)
Roma population (there are 600,000 to •	
700,000 Roma people in Hungary, the majo
rity of which are very poor)
Families with children (41% of families with •	
children, 60% of families with three or more 
children and 45% of single parent families 
are poor)
Pensioners (50% of pensioners are poor); in •	
the future, the aging population – without or 
with low pensions (as a result of having been 
unemployed and forced into illegal employ-
ment) – will grow
People with disabilities and those suffering •	
from permanent illness
Homeless people•	

These groups are joined by the impoverished 
‘lower middle class’, the members of which do 
their best to avoid poverty, but who, as a result of 
their low incomes, are increasingly vulnerable.

There are enormous regional differences 
in unemployment and poverty in Hungary. 
The poorest regions are located in Eastern 
Hungary, North-Eastern Hungary and Southern 
Transdanubia, which experienced the collapse 
of their former industry. Urban and rural slums 
have arisen in these regions, from which it is 
extremely difficult to escape. Most of the Roma 
population also live in these regions.

Poverty and the misery of children

Poverty in Hungary is defined using the subsis
tence level calculated by the Hungarian Central 
Statistical Office. According to the Central Statis-
tical Office, 30% of the population, or about 3 
million people, live at or below the subsistence 
level, approximately €270 per month. Using the 
EU’s measure (which puts the poverty level at 
60% of the average national income), the ‘at 
risk of poverty rate’ is 17%, approximately 1.7 
million people. There are 1.1 million Hungarians 
(out of a total population of 10 million) who have 
permanently fallen behind and who live in social 
exclusion. These people are in deep poverty 
(Central Statistical Office 2008), which means, 
that their revenue is permanently low, and they 
are in a multi disadvantageous situation (in 
relation to job opportunities, education and so 
forth). According to charity organisations, the 
number of homeless people is estimated to be 
around 30,000 to 50,000. According to police 
data published in daily newspapers, about 250 
people die of cold every winter, most of them in 
their own homes due to lack of heating.

Twenty per cent of Hungarian children live 
below the EU poverty line. This is about 440,000 
if we take the population of children as 2.2 
million. About 750,000 children are in a detri-
mental situation.1 Most alarmingly, 20,000 to 
25,000 children are suffering from hunger and 
100,000 from structural malnutrition in Hungary 
today. Many of them are given hot food only at 
kindergarten or school (ADHAT 2002).

Most poor families spend a large proportion 
of their income on basic needs and education for 
their children. Maintaining flats and acquiring 
firewood pose serious difficulties for them. 
Nearly 25% of poor families have already taken 
up usury loans (Bass et al. 2008, p 16).

The problems of poor children are often ex-
acerbated by the behaviour of privatised ‘public 
service’ companies, which turn off electricity, 
gas and water services in homes and, in some 
cases, even in kindergartens and schools ad-
ministrated by impecunious municipalities.

Roma and the poor in ghettos

The socialist era integration process, which 
was introduced to help Roma people and non-
ethnic Hungarians with employment and social 

1	Legally in Hungary, children who are taken into protection 
by the parish of the local municipality and whose parents 
receive regular child protection subsidies are classed as 
being in a detrimental situation.

adaptation, was stopped as part of the capitalist 
transition. During the socialist era, almost 90% 
of Roma men were employed; today, this rate 
has fallen to 20 to 25% (Kertesi 2005, p 61).2 
Roma people also tend to have lower education 
levels than the general population.

However, the majority of the poor are not 
Roma, as Roma people make up only 6 to 7% 
of the population. A great number of ethnic 
Hungarians are also poor. Roma families make 
up a quarter of those living below the subsis
tence level and about half of those living on 
social security benefits (for a different analysis 
by the Social Professional Association, see 
<3sz.hu>).

From the early 1990s, the results of the 
Government’s Roma development projects were 
very poor. Since 2004, no new programmes 
have been started for the Roma people. Projects 
supporting the Roma have been integrated into 
projects for disadvantaged people in the labour 
market.

In times of economic crisis, racism and xeno
phobia usually increase. In Hungarian society, 
racism towards the Roma people is strengthe
ning, especially since the crisis began. Racist 
paramilitary organisations march through Roma 
settlements, and, in 2008 and 2009, more than 
10 Roma people were killed for racist reasons. 
In 2010, an extreme right party, barely hiding its 
anti-Roma attitude, gained 17% of votes in the 
parliamentary election.

The high rate of permanent unemployment 
among Roma people has led to social problems. 
Permanent unemployment mentally breaks 
most marginalised people; it increases alcoho
lism, suicide rates and can lead to crime. This 
further exacerbates their social exclusion.

Social protection system

In Hungary, the system of family allowances, 
which is based on subjective right and inherited 
from the socialist era, is more extensive than 
in other countries, although amounts paid are 
rather low. A family allowance (approximately 
€60 per children/month) is paid for almost two 
million children in Hungary. Families bringing up 
children under three receive higher amounts. 
The family allowance is complemented by 
social subsidies paid to poor families by the 
local municipalities.

Most of the poor in Hungary have no oppor-

2	Studies on Roma employment are also available on the 
website of the Hungarian Roma portal <www.romaweb.
hu/romaweb/index.html>.
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tunity to earn a living by working. In addition, the 
active labour market programmes have been 
gradually taken away over recent years. Less 
than 50,000 adults are involved in vocational 
adult education. About the same number of 
people are employed in public works for the 
minimum wage for 6 to 7 months per year (Ferge 
2008). Employers are given support if they give 
a permanent work contract to an unemployed 
person, but when this support ends these 
people are often dismissed. The State spends 
billions of Hungarian forints (HUF) – most of it EU 
money – on projects supporting labour market 
return, most of them unsuccessful because of 
the low number of jobs created.

In many villages, social care services 
provided by local municipalities are limited. 
Subsidies from municipalities are at a low 
level – about 0.5% of GDP. Support is paid by 
municipal governments to local families in 
many forms including regular social benefits, 
regular or special child protection support, flat 
maintenance support, public health benefits 
and special subsidies.

According to the Hungarian Central Statis
tical Office, in 2008, 194,000 people (families) 
were paid regular social subsidies. In other 
words, less than 20% of the people living in deep 
poverty were given regular social subsidies. The 
average amount of such subsidies was HUF 
26,600 (€100) per capita per month (Budapest, 
Central Statistical Office 2008).

Social subsidies are not a long-term 
solution, as they are not enough to live a decent 
life. Many of the poorest people are not aware 
of their right to social security benefits or know 
how to access them; some are just unable to fill 
in the application form.

Impacts of the economic crisis and 
mounting racism

In April 2009, to meet the conditions of the loans 
granted by the International Monetary Fund and 
the European Union, the Hungarian Govern-
ment introduced ‘austerity measures’ including 
raising taxes and cutting public spending. In the 
public sector, nominal gross wages were frozen 
for two years, the 13th month wage and the 13th 
month pension were cancelled, the retirement 
age is to be gradually be raised from 62 to 65 
years, sickness benefits were reduced by 10%, 
the amount of the family allowance was frozen 
for two years, the housing support system was 
suspended, VAT was raised from 20 to 25%, 
accession tax was also increased, and gas and 
heating support for the poor was reduced. The 
2007, CXXI Social Act no longer guarantees the 
preservation of the real value of these subsidies. 
All of these measures hit the poor the hardest.

The official unemployment rate grew from 
7.5% at the beginning of 2007 to 11.8% by 
April 2010. Half a million people are searching 
jobs through the government labour agency. 
The number of unemployed grew by 170,000 
in two years from 2007 to April 2010 (Budapest, 
Central Statistical Office online database: 
<portal.ksh.hu>).

This growth in unemployment and restric
tion of social policies has undermined the 
livelihoods of a great number people. At the 
beginning of 2010, 1.7 million public service 
debts (for gas, heating, electricity) and housing 
instalment debts exceeding 90 days were 
registered – concerning a quarter of Hungarian 
families. In mid-2010, 90,000 families were 
directly threatened by the possibility of eviction 
(ADHAT 2010), at the same time the govern-
ment announced a moratorium on eviction. It 
is impossible that so many people are at fault; 
the blame rests with the social and economic 
system for not providing an economic environ-
ment that enables these people to live a decent 
life, including the provision of work and an 
adequate social minimum.

Other labour market legal amendments 
introduced in spring 2008 in response to the 
crisis are also unfavourable to most of the 
unemployed and poor, and sometimes even to 
the municipalities. During the preparation for 
austerity measures, sociologist Zsuzsa Ferge 
wrote:

[E]xcept for the fifteen-day obligatory 
public employment every three months 
provided to one member of each family, all 
other supports for integration have been 
cancelled: the unemployment insurance 
benefit has almost disappeared; minor 
offences (e.g., black market work) may 
result in permanent exclusion from the 
subsidy system; and if a municipality is 
unable to organise public work (which 
often happens in small and poor villages), 
they will not be given support for subsidies 
from the national budget. (Ferge 2008)

Public opinion is moving right; this is reflected 
in the increase in the level of ‘hidden’ racism 
among white Hungarian nationals at the 
government (including municipal government) 
level, who give preference to non-Roma people 
in the distribution of resources and jobs. Instead 
of the former social security benefit paid to the 
unemployed by subjective entitlement, those 
considered capable of work get ‘availability 
support’, for which, in principle, they have to 
do 90 days of public work a year. However, the 
municipalities can offer little work and have very 
little money. The provision of availability support 

is decided by the mayor based on his/her opinion 
of whether a member of a family deserves (e.g., 
owing to his/her lifestyle and other factors) the 
work opportunity. There are settlements where 
Roma and non-Roma people seriously compete 
for public work and availability support, and 
non-Roma people usually get the work. The 
name of the new system is also misleading: ‘A 
Way to Work Programme’. According to well-
known sociologists, the programme does not 
aim to lead those supported back to the labour 
market. Júlia Szalai points out:

[T]his programme] institutionalised and 
legalised a, roughly speaking, ‘slave-like 
relationship’ between the subjects of the 
programme and the municipalities, which 
violates basic citizen rights in a democratic 
state. […] The text of the Act is almost 
openly directed at the Romas, making it a 
racist text. (Szalai 2008)

In addition, only one member of each family can 
be given availability support, excluding 30,000 
to 35,000 people who earlier received social 
support (Szalai 2008).

Another sign of this prejudiced way of 
thinking is the so-called ‘social card’ already 
in use in many municipalities. Beneficiaries are 
paid support through electronic cards, and they 
are allowed to spend this support only in certain 
shops and on certain products. The card dis-
criminates against marginalised groups such 
as the Roma because it is only used by those 
municipalities in which the poor people are 
Roma. Human rights activists believe that this 
card is unconstitutional in its operation because 
it restricts freedom.

Conclusion

According to sociologist Júlia Szalai:

[T]he subsidised groups may be the biggest 
losers of the crisis; it seems that no one is 
protecting them. The Roma people may 
become even more desperate. Eternal 
stigmatisation and continuous frustration 
may lead to depression or an increase in 
aggression. […] Also, the maintenance of 
deep poverty is backed by hidden interests. 
It is worth considering that caring for the 
poor provides regular income and jobs 
to several thousands of people. And the 
majority in any society needs the poorer 
members: they are the cheapest source of 
labour for any kind of work. The poor are a 
readily available workforce. (Szalai 2008)

(continued on page 79)
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Italy: No Country for Young People
Silvia De Silvestri
Associazione Ricreativa e Culturale Italiana
Soana Tortora
Associazioni Cristiane Lavoratori Italiani

The global economic crisis has affected the 
weakest members of Italian society, and espe-
cially those dependent on the welfare system, 
which is being threatened by cuts as part of 
the Government’s public debt reduction policy. 
These cuts will extend the number of people 
suffering from poverty and exclusion. But there 
is a deeper and structural form of exclusion in 
Italy, one that challenges our future. It is the 
exclusion of young people – all young people, 
beyond membership of any social group. Their 
number is constantly decreasing and they are 
being increasingly marginalised. If we do not 
take action soon, our future will be at risk.

Introduction

Life expectancy in Italy has increased: men now 
live to 78.3 years on average and women to 
83.8. According to Istat, in 2050, Europeans 
could have a life expectancy of 86 years. Over 
the last century, life expectancy has already 
almost doubled in Italy. One out of five Italians 
is now over 65, and the so-called ‘great elderly’ 
(over 80 years) represent 5.3% of the Italian 
population. This is definitely a positive achieve-
ment based on an increase in living standards; 
between 1981 and 2007 alone the average age 
has increased by more than 5 years. However, 
this achievement is accompanied by a low birth 
rate and Istat projects that by 2050 young people 
(up to 14 years) will make up only 12.9% of the 
population, the active population will shrink to 
54.2% and the population over 64 will increase 
to one in three. In short, the “elderly dependency 
ratio will double” (Istat 2010a, pp 181–182).

Many of today’s young people, who will be 
tomorrow’s elderly, do not work, do not pay con-
tributions to pensions and insurance schemes, 
and still live with their parents even when they 
become adults. Statisticians have coined an 
acronym to define them: NEET meaning, not in 
education, employment or training. In 2009, the 
number of NEETs had grown to over 2 million – 
21.2% of the 15 to 29 year-old population (Istat 
2010a, p 186)

According to the latest data published by 
Istat in June 2010, youth unemployment in 
the first quarter of 2010 has reached 30%, an 
increase of more than 3% compared to March 
2009. There are also 3 million people engaged 

in informal or irregular employment, many of 
whom are in the agricultural sector, but also 
in services, trade and tourism. Many of these 
people are young. It is clear that the economic 
crisis has worsened the problems of the labour 
market and penalised young people in particular 
as holders of precarious and short-term labour 
contracts. The inactivity rate is also growing, 
standing at 37.6% in 2009. This rate not only 
includes students and homemakers, but also 
“the discouraged, those who have no fixed or 
temporary employment, but are not even trying 
to get one” (Istat 2010a, p 120). These are 
alarming figures, and well describe the fatigue 
of the younger generation in finding a path to 
autonomy that allows them full participation in 
community life.

Young Italian graduates are struggling to 
find employment. The findings of Almalaurea for 
the first two months of 2009 show a decrease of 
23% in the demand for graduates. Young people 
are often employed in short-term, informal col-
laborations, which do not necessarily lead to 
a permanent position: 73.1% of young people 
who at the end of 2006 were employed under 
a precarious contract of collaboration were still 
in the same position after one year (Almalaurea 
2010). Young people also tend to earn less, 
and the gap in earnings is increasing. A report 
released by the National Youth Forum and CNEL 
found that in 2003 the average gross earnings 
of young people aged between 24 and 30 years 
was €20,252, compared with €25,032 earned 
by people over 50; in 2007, the gap widened 
significantly to €22,121 for young people under 
30 and €29,976 for people over 50 (Forum 
Nazionale dei Giovani and CNEL 2009).

Among temporary workers, youth and 
women earn wages below two-thirds of the 
median. This is the identikit of the ‘working 
poor’: low-wage earners who are highly vul
nerable in economic and contractual terms. 
According to the Organisation for Economic Co-
operation and Development (OECD) data, there 
are 3 million working poor in Italy, approximately 
15% of the total number employed.

Atypical contracts, combined with low 
wages and the lack of support offered by the 
Italian State in the event of unemployment, are 
creating insecurity. The family has become the 
only social safety net for young people, which is 
having considerable impact on their autonomy 
and on the loss of social ties. It is no coincidence 
that the prolonged cohabitation of children with 
their parents is largely for economic reasons 

(40.2%): in 1983 the proportion of youth aged 
18 to 34, unmarried, still living with their 
families was 49%; in 2000 it increased to 
60.2%, standing at 58.6% in 2009 (Istat 2010a, 
pp 183–184).

The situation will persist until family income 
levels allow it to change. But what happens when 
the layoffs of the ‘fathers’ becomes unemploy-
ment or, worse, inactivity? More and more un-
employed people are becoming ‘inactive’ (i.e., 
they are no longer looking for work). In 2009, 
37 to 44% of those categorised as unemployed 
became inactive, and inactivity increased more 
than unemployment (by 329,000 people). The 
fall in household disposable income1 (2.8% in 
2009) has already had consequences: between 
2008 and 2009 the proportion of “families 
unable to deal with unforeseen costs” increased 
from 32 to 33.4%, those in arrears with the 
payment of debts other than mortgages from 
10.5 to 13.6% (among those who have debts) 
and those who are in debt from 14.8 to 16.4% 
(Istat 2010a, p 155).

No wonder a growing number of young 
people are going abroad to seek employment 
or to obtain jobs that fit their skills, acquired 
through years of study, and that offer adequate 
remuneration. Fondazione Migrantes reports 
that over half of Italians abroad – about 2 
million people – are under 35 years and have 
a rewarding working and social life. Fondazione 
Migrantes also reported that 5 years after 
graduation, 52 out of 100 Italians working 
abroad consider returning to Italy “very unlikely” 
(Fondazione Migrantes 2008).

Other processes of exclusion linked to social 
status also contribute to the social exclusion of 
youth. The introduction of compulsory education 
has cancelled social differences in the achieve-
ment of high school education. But, as noted by 
Istat, the achievement of higher education levels 
continues to be hampered by a strong inequality 
linked to social class of family of origin (Istat 
2010a, p 190). Neither the school, therefore, nor 
new technologies help young people break the 
mechanism of a locked society.

Young migrants and second generation 
migrants excluded by law

‘Second generation immigrants’, i.e. children of 
immigrants, often born in Italy, are slightly more 
likely to be among the vulnerable youth. Eyed 

1	Disposable income refers to the amount of income that 
remains after taxes have been paid.

Italy
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with hope as a way of mitigating the progres-
sive ageing of the population, children of foreign 
origin in Italy numbered 862,453 in 2008, repre-
senting 22.2% of the total foreign population in 
the country and this number is growing.

Second generation immigrants face various 
problems related to the relationship between 
their families and the communities in which 
they live. Almost always they have interests, 
lifestyles and aspirations quite similar to their 
native Italian peers. They usually do not accept 
the socioeconomic position of their parents and 
target highly skilled jobs, trying to gain social 
recognition, which may have eluded their 
families. Although feeling equal to other children 
of the same age, they have specificities arising 
from their family cultural system. Even though 
their unique conditions can give rise to oppor-
tunities for wealth and social mobility, they also 
produce discomfort. Second generation immi-
grants often face complex problems relating to 
solitude while constructing their identity and are 
at greater risk of school failure. With regards to 
employment, they face an imbalance between 
their expectations and their ability to realise 
them, mainly because of discrimination, weak 
educational processes and a shortage of social 
capital. They also face difficulties in accessing 
opportunities for socioeconomic mobility. In 
particular, the negation of citizenship and lack 
of political representation of immigrants in Italy 
are obstacles to the social inclusion of second 
generation migrant youth.

The integration of these young people 
into the social fabric of the country depends 
on various factors and is a challenge that can 
only be addressed through farsighted and well-
timed policies. As integration policies seem to 
be more effective during childhood and ado-
lescence, schools play a vital role in creating a 
truly inclusive society. However, the messages 
conveyed by the Government about the path of 
social integration are not encouraging. In many 
cases, the presence of immigrants’ children 
in schools is considered more as a problem to 
be solved than an opportunity to create cross-
cultural communities.

Although the European Parliament has 
recommended to its Member States to “avoid 
the creation of schools as ghettos, or the 
creation of special classes only for immigrants’ 
children”, the Italian Parliament approved in 
October 2008 a motion (I-00033 Cota) of the 
Northern League party relating to the admission 
at school of foreign students who do not speak 
Italian or speak it poorly. The motion approved at 
the Deputies Chamber of the Italian Parliament, 
contains some very controversial aspects and 
binds the Government to:

…review the access system of foreign 
students to the school system at any level, 
promoting their entrance by having to pass 
tests and specific evaluations. In addition, 
to establish ‘introductory classes’, which 
allow the students who do not pass the 
above mentioned tests to learn Italian, in 
order to prepare their entry in permanent 
classes.

This text also binds the Government to “a distri-
bution of foreign students proportional to the 
total number of alumni per class”. To establish 
a fixed or low percentage as maximum allowed 
per class could have completely contrary effects 
to integration, but the measure was paradoxi
cally presented to the public as a useful way to 
promote “full integration” and “to avoid the risk” 
of classes made up of only foreign alumni. This 
provision has yet to be approved by the Senate, 
the second Chamber of the Italian Parliament.

At the same time, the law that regulates 
the acquisition of citizenship for the children 
of immigrants reflects problems relating to the 
conception of social inclusion by the Italian 
State. For the second generation, obtaining 
citizenship is a long and complicated journey. 
Law no. 91 of 1992 provides that:

Children who are born in Italy to non Italian •	
parents who are legal residents can obtain 
Italian citizenship if registered at the Registry 
and if they have legally resided in Italy 
until reaching 18. In this case they have to 
submit to the Registry a relevant declaration 
requesting Italian citizenship before the age 
of 19. If they do not comply with the above-
mentioned terms, they will have to apply 
for residence and reside in Italy for at least 
3 years.
Children who are not born in Italy to non •	
Italian parents obtain citizenship by residence 
(10 years minimum plus a proof of income), 
or by getting married to an Italian citizen.

It is expected that children of immigrants 
can receive Italian citizenship if their parents 
manage to obtain it, but only if the child is still 
a minor when the parent becomes Italian and 
if the two live in Italy. Immigrants who live in 
Italy are not entitled to vote, a further denial 
of their rights and a noticeable factor in social 
exclusion.

Youth participation in an ageing society

As a large proportion of Italy’s youth are unem-
ployed, or at best work in marginal positions 
earning little, leadership in recent years has 
aged relentlessly. An analysis conducted on the 
‘Who’s who’ database of top public and private 

managers indicates a significant increase in the 
age of the Italian ruling class: it went from an 
average of 56.8 years to 60.8 years. The power 
system is ageing year by year in all areas: new 
members of parliament have an average age of 
51 years. Since 1992, members of the Deputies 
Chamber of the Italian Parliament under 35 
years have never reached the threshold of 10% 
of those elected to the House (except for in the 
XII Legislature, 12.4%). Indeed, in the 1990s, 
there seemed to be a momentum for young 
people, but in the current decade it has definitely 
been broken. In Parliament, youth between 25 to 
35 years old, who constitute 18.7% of the adult 
population, are represented only by one third. 
(Forum Nazionale dei Giovani and CNEL 2009)

Is this a cause or a consequence of the fact 
that among young people there is also a growing 
distrust of politics? In just 12 months, the 
number of those who “never inform themselves 
on politics” upturned sharply. Among 18 to 19 
year olds it increased three and a half points: 32 
to 35.4%. Increases between ages 20 to 24 and 
25 to 34 were less marked, although significant. 
Most of them are “not interested in politics”. 
Many made their “distrust in politics” explicit 
(28.3% of 25–34 years old), and consider 
politics “too complicated” (Istat 2010b).

Despite these attitudes, forms of participa-
tion such as ‘active citizenship’, in particular in 
associations, seem to be able to stimulate the 
individual growth of young people and foster 
a greater responsibility and awareness of the 
problems of the community. In short, active 
citizenship allows young people to become 
aware citizens and contribute to political, social 
and economic life. Young people are becoming 
increasingly involved in volunteering, youth 
exchange and associations, conscious of the 
value of these experiences.

On the other hand, compared to formal 
education, which is increasingly losing its 
character as ‘universal’ and is only interested in 
providing young people with technical expertise 
for their future recruitment in companies, 
informal education is playing a progressively 
important role in fostering the formation of 
critical knowledge and human growth, and in 
empowering people.

According to the Foundation for Italian 
volunteers (FIVOL), 12.5% of people under 30 
dedicate themselves to volunteer work in Italy, 
representing 21.5% of all volunteers. However, 
their participation, both as individuals and in 
associated forms, is not fully recognised and 
supported by institutions (FIVOL 2006).

(continued on page 80)
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Malta

Poverty and Social Exclusion in Malta
Joseph M. Sammut
Kopin

At the end of the outgoing millennium, Maltese 
society was portrayed as an ‘affluent society’ 
(Galbraith 1999), with every individual enjoying 
the modern consumer lifestyle. National statis-
tics and the media claim that extreme poverty 
has been eradicated in Malta and that poverty 
exists only as a relative measure. However, 
there are people in Malta who are living so far 
below the general standard of living that they 
have to struggle, and who lack the necessi-
ties to live decently and participate in ordinary 
economic, social and cultural life. This report 
gives a grassroots perspective on poverty and 
social exclusion in Malta based on official statis-
tics and a close-up look at the ‘different’ poor.

Official poverty statistics

In 2008, 15% of Maltese were estimated to 
be living under the poverty threshold (Eurostat 
2010, Wolff 2010). The ‘at risk of poverty rate’ 
in Malta (60% of the median national income) 
calculated for 2005, 2006 and 2007 in the 
Survey on Income and Living Conditions 2007 
(National Statistics Office 2009) was stable at 
13.8% for 2005 and 2006, rising to 14.2% in 
2007.

The median National Equivalised Income 
(NEI) stood at €9,129 per year over this period, 
with a resulting at risk of poverty line of €5,477 
(National Statistics Office 2009). In 2007, 57,444 
people fell below this line out of a population of 
about 410,290 (nearly 15%). In comparison, the 
at risk of poverty rate in the EU27 was 16% for 
all three years under review (2005–2007). The 
other main indicators of monetary poverty in the 
Survey on Income and Living Conditions 2007 
include the S80/S20 ratio, which shows that the 
income of top 20% of income earners in Malta is 
nearly four times that of the lowest 20%.

The Eurobarometer report 2010, (Eurostat 
2010) shows that Malta’s poverty rate of 15% 
is slightly better than the EU average of 17%, 
but the island’s elderly seem to be in a more 
vulnerable position, with 22% of those over 65 
considered to be at risk of poverty, which is 3% 
more than in the EU as a whole.

Research shows that the higher the edu-
cational attainment level, the lower the risk of 
poverty. For example, the at risk of poverty rate 
among persons aged 16 or over with a lower 
secondary level of education or below is 16%, 
while only 7% of persons with upper secondary 

education are at risk (National Statistics Office 
2009). The report also notes that persons who 
are renting are more likely to be subject to 
monetary poverty than homeowners, with an at 
risk of poverty rate of 19%, compared to 13% for 
homeowners (National Statistics Office 2009).

Although the at risk of poverty rate in Malta 
is lower than the EU average, material depri
vation is significantly higher among Malta’s 
population. In 2008, 13% of Malta’s popula-
tion was considered to be materially deprived, 
meaning they had difficulties in obtaining 
three out of a list of nine essential items 
(Eurostat 2010). The list includes the ability to 
meet unexpected expenses; ability to pay for 
a one-week annual holiday away from home; 
ability to keep up with bills (mortgage payments, 
utilities, loan repayments); capacity to afford a 
meal with meat, chicken, fish or a vegetarian 
equivalent every second day; capacity to keep 
the home adequately warm; and possession of a 
washing machine, colour television, telephone, 
and private car. An annual holiday away from 
home seems to be the most unattainable luxury 
for Maltese, according to Eurostat. The study 
showed that 65% of Maltese are unable to 
commit to an annual holiday. This is one of the 
highest rates in the EU. In the Eurostat survey, 
10% of the Maltese population said they could 
not eat meat, chicken, fish or a vegetarian 
equivalent every second day, while 9% had 
difficulty keeping their home warm during the 
winter (Eurostat 2010). This material deprivation 
was also replicated in the Survey on Income 
and Living Conditions for 2005, 2006 and 2007 
(National Statistics Office 2009).

In 2008, the minimum wage in Malta was 
a mere €142.7 per week (Government of Malta 
2009) and has been referred to as a ‘poverty 
wage’ (Abela and Tabone 2008). Caritas Malta 
Director, Monsignor Grech, has called for the 
minimum wage to be redefined to an adequate 
amount, pointing to the rising cost of living and 
medicine and the high cost of property as factors 
causing hardship among the poor (Times of 
Malta 2010). He added that a redefinition of the 
poverty line is also necessary, pointing out that 
utility tariffs were pushing those who had been 
at risk of poverty into actual poverty.

The ‘different’ poor

A recent report about poverty in Malta, published 
by the Jesuit Centre for Faith and Justice 
(Cardona 2010), and based on interviews with 
people working among the poor and the poor 

themselves, sheds light on the different facets 
of poverty in Malta. The report identifies some 
vulnerable groups that perhaps are not always 
recognised in the statistics, including single 
parents, families, those aged over 65, people 
with drug, alcohol and gambling problems, and 
irregular migrants. This section takes a look at 
some of these groups and the reasons for their 
vulnerability.

The research indicates that single-parent 
families are most affected; around half of all 
single parent families in Malta live below the 
poverty line. Single mothers who are caring 
for very young children find it hard to access 
childcare facilities. Many rely on grandparents 
or extended family. Those without family support 
or access to childcare facilities are precluded 
from taking part-time or full-time work. Young 
girls who become pregnant may spend the 
rest of their lives dependent on social security 
benefits.

Limited financial means preclude many 
single parents from investing in informal 
education for themselves, and in education and 
the socialisation of their children. Thus poverty 
is being passed on through single parents to 
the next generation. The report also found that 
children of some single parents suffer from 
neglect as their parent’s time is consumed in 
earning a living. This can result in higher rates 
of absenteeism at school, especially if their 
parents do not value education. Some children 
from single parent families dropout of school 
early to take care of younger siblings or to enter 
the workforce.

Statistics show that families with dependent 
children have a slightly greater chance of falling 
below the poverty line than households without. 
Families with three or more dependent children 
have an even higher chance of being at risk 
of poverty. Financial problems can preclude 
both adults and children within these house-
holds from accessing basic necessities and 
education.

There is also a high percentage of people 
aged 65 and over living below the poverty line 
in Malta – 22% in 2008 (Eurostat 2010). Lack 
of access to financial resources is not the only 
problem that impinges upon the social condition 
of the elderly. Many old people live in apartment 
blocks that have several flights of stairs; the 
elderly can feel trapped in their homes when 
flights of stairs restrict their movement.

Other vulnerable groups identified by this 
report include those with drug or gambling 
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problems, people aged 40 and over who find 
themselves unemployed, those with low 
levels of education, people with mental health 
problems and disabled people.

In 2010, new rent laws came into force 
(Malta Parliament 2009), lifting the cap on 
tenancies from €30 per year to €1851, with 
provision for rent increases every three years 
against inflation indexes. This will impose further 
hardship on vulnerable groups. People who find 
it hard to pay rent and buy basic necessities are 
especially vulnerable as their situation can force 
them to take high interest loans from informal 
moneylenders, which can trap them in a cycle 
of poverty and debt.

The Jesuit Report (Cardona 2010) also 
identifies a new category of people living on the 
verge of absolute poverty – irregular migrants, 
mainly from Sub-Saharan Africa – who are 
not noted in official statistics. Immigrants who 
are instructed to leave the open centres that 
house migrants in Malta find it very difficult to 
find regular employment and housing, and are 
very likely to end up in bleak conditions (Social 
Watch 2009). A study conducted by Advocacy 
Network on Destitution (ANDES) found that 
migrants in Malta are falling into destitution 
because the benefits given are not enough to 
cover subsistence costs, accommodation and 
medical services.

The Maltese Government has been urged 
by many Maltese civil society organisations to 
do more to foster a climate of understanding 
and integration between the Maltese and 
irregular immigrants. It is felt that the civil rights 
of irregular migrants, refugees and asylum 
seekers are being violated. Long stays in 
detention centres in inhuman conditions have 
been criticised by the UN (United Nations 2009), 
EU (European Union 2006), and human rights or-
ganisations such as MDM (Medicine du Monde 
2007) and MSF (Medecins sans Frontieres 
2009). When irregular migrants are released 
from detention, they often have no other choice 
than to move into one of the three open centres 
in Malta, which are ghetto-like complexes in the 
industrial areas of the island. This concentration 
of immigrants is leading to hostility towards im-
migrants in the villages around the open centres 
and utter indifference in the rest of the island 
towards the problems of both the immigrants 
and the Maltese people, who feel that the social 
life in their town has been unjustly disrupted. A 
report by the European Network Against Racism 

1	Rent of houses in Malta 40 or more years ago were around 
euros 2.5 a month. Children still living in their parents’ 
home had the right to inherit and continue paying the 
same rent. With the new Law, children cannot inherit the 
same rent.

(2008) states that the segregation of migrants 
in Malta and their reliance on social security 
benefits has led to an increase in xenophobia in 
Malta. Although those outspoken are few, they 
tend to be voicing the general feelings of the 
Maltese population.

Conclusion

Poverty may be hidden in Malta, but it exists and 
is very real to the people experiencing it. Statis-
tics show that between 2005 and 2008 there 
was an increase in the gap between the ‘haves’ 
and the ‘have-nots’. In 2010, this is expected 
to worsen with increases in food prices, rents 
and the cost of utilities. The Maltese economy 
over the past two decades underwent market 
liberalisation and the deregulation of the labour 
market to create flexibility, more jobs and more 
profit. However, this flexibility has resulted in 
the erosion of labour standards, insecure work 
status, unemployment and lower incomes for 
Maltese families.

Globalisation has also eroded the labour 
market; the trend of ‘outsourcing’ production 
weakens companies’ sense of responsibili
ty towards workers, suppliers, consumers, 
the natural environment and broader society 
in favour of shareholder profits. Globalisation 
has made the world a village, but it creates 
neighbours not brothers. The pursuit of profit by 
the few does not establish fraternity between 
nations and does not ensure the balanced dis-
tributed of wealth and opportunity.

Since the 1990s, values in Malta have 
started shifting away from the traditional and 
institutionalised values towards individualism 
(Tonna 1997). The consumerist and utilitarian 
trends of the market are reflected in individua
listic trends and the growing number of family 
breakdowns and single mothers. These are all 
factors that generate and reinforce poverty.

It is the responsibility of the state to work 
for the common good, create wealth and equally 
distribute this among its people. When economic 
action is conceived merely as an engine for 
wealth creation, it creates grave imbalances 
within the community. In our market economy, 
politicians must be guardians and work for dis-
tributive and social justice among all members 
of society. The market must not become a place 
where the strong subdue the weak.

Approaches to poverty reduction should, 
therefore, be developmental and holistic, inte-
grating economic and social policies to achieve 
people-centred development outcomes. Social 
policy should focus on the determinants of 
wealth and income distribution to improve 
equity, as well as generate decent employment. 
The system should provide universal coverage 

for basic risks, particularly for ill health, ageing 
and unemployment, in an integrated package.

It is the responsibility of both the state and 
society to see that schools do not reproduce 
the inequalities found in society at large, but 
rather address these imbalances. Investment 
in education can play a key role in poverty re
duction, owing to its growth promoting effects.

With rising inequality, social integration 
becomes more elusive. Social cohesion and 
solidarity are fundamental for development 
and social progress, and efforts to develop 
and reinforce institutions and mechanisms 
encouraging social integration must be 
sustained. Promoting inclusion and reducing 
deprivation strengthens democratic institutions 
and processes, making social and economic 
relations more harmonious, and providing a 
firm foundation for long-term development 
and prosperity. Strategies that promote social 
cohesion and the realisation of the rights of in-
dividuals and groups complement other poverty 
reduction strategies.

It is our responsibility to make possible a 
new social order that will lead to the humanisa-
tion of all. One will attain his/her own humani-
sation by helping others obtain theirs. It is our 
responsibility to work to bring about changes in 
the social, political and economic order that will 
create social justice and solidarity among all. 
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Poland – A New Reality, Old Problems
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University
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In 1989, Poland started a successful transition 
to a market economy. Changes affected the 
whole of Polish society; economic benefits 
were not distributed evenly and social difference 
deepened. Long-term negligence of certain 
issues and vulnerable groups has begun to 
manifest in Poland. This report presents two 
aspects of such negligence – homelessness and 
discrimination against women – and examines 
how the authorities are addressing them. The 
place of gender equality in Polish development 
assistance is also discussed.

Poverty and social exclusion in Poland

Poverty and social exclusion have escalated 
in Poland in recent years. The rate of relative 
poverty risk1 in Poland was 17% in 2008 and 
remains at the European average (Central 
Statistical Office 2010a). Poverty has become 
the subject of many discussions and its alle-
viation a priority for the government and social 
projects. Unfortunately, Poland’s continuing 
neoliberal transition into a market economy, 
in conjunction with the global economic crisis, 
may further exacerbate the situation.

The most common measures of poverty 
in Poland are the ‘social minimum’ and the 
‘subsistence minimum’. The social minimum 
indicates a particular threshold needed for a 
household to lead a decent life and is based 
on the cost of a ‘basket of goods’ considered 
necessary for this. The subsistence minimum 
is based on a more restricted ‘basket of goods’ 
considered necessary for survival, i.e., to sustain 
one’s vital functions and psychophysical capa-
bilities. Researchers from the Institute of Labour 
and Social Studies (IPISS) calculated the social 
minimum at 854.9 Polish Zloty (PLN) (€206.26) 
per person for a one-person household, 703.6 
PLN (€169.75) per person for a two-person 
household, and 705.2 PLN (€170.14) per person 
for a three-person household in September 
2008. For elderly people, the social minimum 
was calculated as 860.6 PLN (€207.63) for a 
one-person household and 700.7 PLN (€169.06) 
for two-person household (IPISS December 

1	A level of poverty defined as below the relative poverty 
threshold.

2008). In comparison, the average monthly 
gross wage/salary in the national economy 
amounted to 3102.96 PLN (€788.33) (Central 
Statistical Office 2009a).

The IPISS report also showed that the sub-
sistence minimum for a person in a one-person 
household was 386.3 PLN (€98.14), 329.6 PLN 
(€83.74) per person for a two-person household 
and 316.6 PLN (€80.43) per person for a three-
person household in 2007. The subsistence 
minimum for elderly people amounted to 364.7 
PLN (€92.66) for a one-person household and 
308.0 PLN (€78.25) for a two-person household 
in 2007 (IPISS April 2007).

The Central Statistical Office reported 
that the percentage of people living below the 
subsistence minimum dropped from 12.3% in 
2005, to 7.8% in 2006, 6.6% in 2007 and 5.6% 
in 2008. The number of Poles living on the border 
of relative poverty fell from 18.1% in 2005 to 
17.6% in 2008. The number of people living 
below the poverty threshold fell from 18.1% 
in 2005, to 15.1% in 2006 and 10.6% in 2008 
(Central Statistical Office 2010b). However, 
despite this decrease in poverty, significant 
improvements are still needed.

Homelessness in Poland as the result of 
poverty

The dire situation of many Polish families 
may result in failure to fulfil basic needs. It 
may also lead to social marginalisation and 
social exclusion in a broad sense. Poles who 
live on the border of the social or subsistence 
minimum should be treated as threatened 
with homelessness. Unfortunately, the Polish 
Government is not well prepared to deal with 
this problem. The homeless assistance system 
functioning in Poland is aimed primarily at 
immediate assistance (intervention), and less at 
prevention (directed to people threatened with 
homelessness) and re-integration (directed 
to the homeless). In addition, Poland has not 
developed strategies at the national level to 
combat homelessness. The Ministry of Labour 
and Social Policy was working on the develop-
ment of such a strategy, but stopped during the 
final stages.

Despite the various ways in which social 
workers are working with homeless people 
(street work, assistance, life coaching), only a 
small percentage of homeless people manage 
to obtain their own house and become self-
sufficient. The typical homeless person in 
Poland is male, over 50 and has been homeless 

for at least 7 years. He usually has a low level of 
education and is an abuser of alcohol.

The exact number of homeless people 
living in Polish territory is unknown. Researchers 
estimate the number of homeless Poles to be in 
the range of 30,000 to 200,000. Such a large 
difference in the reported data is related to the 
lack of reliable assessment of the number of 
homeless people living in institutions (institu-
tions, night shelters) and other places (allot-
ments, gardens, garages, and railway and bus 
stations). Research among homeless people, 
irrespective of their place of abode, is conducted 
only by the Pomeranian Forum in Aid of Getting 
Out of Homelessness.

Poland is also being confronted with the 
problem of homeless Poles outside the country, 
for example, in the United Kingdom, Belgium 
and Ireland. Unfortunately, no data is available 
on this.

Homelessness and municipal housing 
resources

The issue of homelessness, and the low number 
of homeless people who become independent, 
should be considered in the context of the 
dismal housing conditions in Poland. In 2008, 
the Supreme Chamber of Control negatively 
evaluated the municipal housing policies 
(Gazeta Wyborcza 2008). It found that munici-
palities showed very weak commitment to 
preparing sites for housing and measures to 
streamline the process of starting and imple-
menting housing projects were inadequate. 
There has also been no significant increase in 
the surface area allocated to housing in recent 
years, which does not help to increase the pace 
of housing investment.

Due to the lack of consistent action in the 
field of housing, and other external factors, 
35.5% of Poles live in poor or very poor housing 
conditions. The number of dwellings per 1000 
inhabitants is very low in Poland at only 327 
in 2002. Data gathered during the National 
Census conducted in 2002 show that 3.2 
million households are not self-sufficient, and 
6.5 million people live in substandard conditions 
(e.g., without sanitation or water supply, in old 
buildings that are in poor condition, or without 
enough space per person). The problem of over-
crowding (by European standards – more than 
2 persons per room) affects 11.9 million Poles. 
Seventy per cent of people aged 18 to 29 live 
with their parents, and a quarter of them never 
move out. It should also be added that house-

Poland
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holds are often in debt. In addition, the number 
of municipal houses is usually insufficient.

The majority of homeless people are aware 
that there is little chance of obtaining a dwelling 
from the municipality. The municipality allocates 
few places for people in difficult circumstances. 
The number of places is often insufficient, and 
people sometimes have to wait a number of 
years to obtain social housing or a communal 
apartment. Such housing often needs expensive 
repairs. Taking into consideration the condi-
tions described above, it may be assumed that 
a homeless person obtaining a flat is highly 
improbable. Unfortunately, statistics published 
by the Central Statistical Office and independent 
reports show that little has changed since the 
National Census in 2002.

Social exclusion and discrimination against 
women

The social exclusion of women is becoming an 
urgent issue in Poland. It is caused by many 
different factors, some of which are outlined here. 
Despite the fact that official statistics and inde-
pendent reports prepared by non-governmental 
organisations highlight the difficult situation of 
women in Poland, little has been done to improve 
it. As sociologist Izabela Desperak noted, 
“despite constitutional provisions and numerous 
anti-discrimination laws, gender equality seems 
to be a fiction in Poland” (Desperak 2009). This 
situation is well recognised and the European 
Commission recently sent reasoned opinions to 
Poland about the non-transposition of EU rules 
prohibiting discrimination in the work place 
(Gazeta Prawna 2008).

Discrimination against women is mostly 
reflected in lower than average wages. Data 
provided by the Central Statistical Office shows 
that women’s salaries are generally lower than 
men’s. On average, women earn 23% less 
than men. Inequalities can also be seen in the 
number of executive positions held by women 
– women hold only 35% of executive positions 
and most of these are lower-level management 
positions. Differences in salary are most visible 
at the executive level: men earn 28% more than 
women at this level (Central Statistical Office 
2009a).

This unequal situation is clearly shown in 
the survey of professional activities of the popu-
lation: in the fourth quarter of 2009, 17.4 million 
Poles were professionally active – 9.5 million 
of them were male, 7.9 million were female. 
Women are more often professionally passive 
(neither working nor unemployed); in 2009 
there were 5.4 million professionally passive 
males compared to 8.7 million females (Central 
Statistical Office 2010b).

Occupational segregation and the femini
sation of some professions are also important 
issues. Rates of pay in ‘female’ professions 
are inherently lower than in ‘male’ professions. 
According to the Central Statistical Office report, 
‘Women and men in the labour market’, the most 
feminised sectors of the national economy are 
health and social work (412 women to every 
100 men), education (337 women to every 100 
men) and financial mediation (243 women to 
every 100 men). The most feminised profes-
sional group were ‘office workers and shop-
assistants’; in 2007, there were 199 women 
to every 100 men in this profession. Feminised 
professions also have the lowest average gross 
salaries (Central Statistical Office 2004).

Poland has an increasing number of self-
employed women. The situation is officially 
presented as an example of resourcefulness. 
However, some cases of self-employment 
are forced by the employer and others are 
the result of an inability to find other forms of 
employment. Women are often forced into self-
employment under threat of losing their jobs. 
Sociological studies indicate that, compared 
to other European Union countries, Poland has 
the highest percentage of women opting for 
self-employment. They constituted 36.3% of all 
Poles who decided to launch their own business 
in 2006 (Ministry of Labour and Social Policy 
2006)

Discrimination against women in the labour 
market is often justified by the fact that they 
benefit from maternity leave. Poland intro-
duced paternity leave at the beginning of 2010. 
However, paternity leave is too short – one week, 
with the possibility of it being lengthened to two 
weeks in 2012 – to be considered a problem 
for employers. The length of paternity leave 
also prevents it from being effective. Firstly, its 
duration does not allow fathers to spend a suffi-
cient amount of time with their newborn babies. 
Secondly, it does not improve the situation of 
women, who are still perceived as less ‘flexible’ 
workers.

The reconciliation of professional activities 
and family duties is another serious problem 
for women. According to the Central Statistical 
Office, Poland is ranked one of lowest in terms 
of enrolment in pre-school education (Central 
Statistical Office 2009b). The number of places 
in kindergartens is insufficient. Pre-school 
education is also very expensive, which excludes 
poor families and single mothers.

This situation is accompanied by a lack 
of awareness that it is women who are mostly 
responsible for the family budget. This is clearly 
visible in the case of single mothers. Difficulties 
in the collection of child maintenance, discri

mination in the labour market and lack of real 
support from authorities, such as effective social 
care and social protection, make single mothers 
one of the social groups most threatened with 
social exclusion.

Polish Official Development Assistance and 
gender equality

EU policy regarding development assistance 
programmes places special attention on 
gender equality, defining it as a crosscutting 
issue that should be a core idea in all strategies 
and policies regarding development (European 
Commission, 2010). The ‘EU Action Plan on 
Gender Equality and Women’s Empowerment 
in Development’ for the period 2010 to 2015, 
adopted by the European Council in June 2010, 
recommends the implementation of a twin-
track approach entailing gender mainstreaming 
and specific actions targeting the promotion 
of women’s rights and the empowerment of 
women (European Commission 2010)

At the international level, Poland has 
signed and accepted all instruments dealing 
with gender issues in Official Development 
Assistance (ODA). But, in reality, the Polish 
Government has done little or nothing to put 
these principles into practice. The truth is that 
all guidelines for organisations that implement 
development projects contain requirements 
for the equality of opportunities for men and 
women, but, in reality, the level of this equality 
depends on the organisation implementing the 
project.

Regarding the gender dimension in Polish 
ODA, there is no gender disaggregated data. 
The Polish Ministry of Foreign Affairs is about to 
announce figures for Polish foreign assistance 
according to recipient country and sector, not 
for particular actions. In 2010, Grupa Zagranica 
published a commentary on Polish Development 
Aid Programmes (Grupa Zagranica 2010), 
which points out the lack of any reference to 
gender or women’s issues. As the EU recom-
mends prioritising gender equality in every 
project implemented, it is very important to 
take gender into consideration in Polish Official 
Development Assistance programmes. The 
Ministry of Regional Development is not able 
to even estimate the funds spent on projects 
aimed at women or on the promotion of gender 
equality in 2008. There is a strong need to 
create and implement special tools and in-
dicators to measure gender mainstreaming, 
including the collection of gender disaggre-
gated data regarding ODA. Unfortunately, the 
Polish Development Aid Department of the 

(continued on page 81)
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Serbia

Serbia: Social Inclusion Needs Socially Responsible 
Governance
Mirjana Dokmanovic
Victimology Society of Serbia

In recent years, Serbia has adopted a set of anti-
discrimination laws and developed strategies 
and policies aimed at increasing the social 
inclusion of marginalised groups. However, 
these measures have remained mainly on 
paper, while in practice vulnerable groups 
are at increasing risk of poverty due to cuts in 
budgetary allocations for social services.

Social impact of the global economic crisis

At mid-decade, the Serbian economy was 
experiencing positive growth, but this growth 
was not based on strong foundations. To a large 
extent, it was the result of an inflow of foreign 
capital, including support from international 
financial institutions. Thus, Serbia had a large 
payment deficit, which reached 18% of GDP in 
2008 (Matkovic et al. 2010, p 9). Serbia became 
highly dependent on capital imports, making it 
sensitive to turbulence in the global financial 
market. An analysis of the impact of the global 
economic crisis on the labour market in Serbia 
conducted by the Center for Liberal Democratic 
Studies in April 2010 (Matkovic et al. 2010) 
indicates that all main economic tendencies 
were unfavourable: decreasing economic 
activity, decreasing employment rate, and a 
high rate of unemployment.

The first signs of crisis in the labour market 
were apparent towards the end of 2008, but 
a more significant impact was felt in the first 
quarter of 2009. In April 2009, there was a large 
decrease in employment of 5.8% as a result 
of a substantial decrease in economic activity. 
Unemployment grew significantly in October 
2008, by 5.5%, and again in April 2009, by 
6.9%, reaching almost half a million people. The 
most vulnerable to the crisis were people with 
secondary and lower levels of education, as well 
as those aged 15 to 30, followed by those aged 
over 50 (Matkovic et al. 2010, p 6). These three 
categories of labour have the least chance of 
finding a job, as discrimination on the basis of 
age persists in the labour market, as well as on 
the grounds of gender, marital status, disability 
and ethnicity.

The global financial and economic crisis 
influenced a sharp decrease in the income of the 
population, due to unemployment, the freezing 
of pensions, and an increase in debt servicing 

obligations, as well as decreases in foreign 
capital inflow and a decrease in the availability of 
bank loans for citizens. As a consequence, living 
standards deteriorated and poverty increased. 
Nonetheless, the poverty level in 2009 was still 
lower than the level in 2006 and 2007 (Matkovic 
et al. 2010, p 6). The headcount poverty index 
reached 7.4% (approximately 550,000 people), 
while the poverty gap index1 increased to 1.6% 
(Matkovic et al. 2010, p 7). Poverty in Serbia is 
strongly correlated with employment status and 
education level. Those who are unemployed 
have a higher incidence of poverty. A recent 
report, ‘Monitoring Social Inclusion in Serbia 
– Overview and Current Situation of Social 
Inclusion in Serbia’, published in April 2010, 
confirms these negative trends and warns of the 
need to implement a consistent and compre-
hensive policy to combat rising economic and 
social insecurity (Social Inclusion and Poverty 
Reduction Unit and National Statistical Office 
2010).

Social protection and access to social 
services

The position of vulnerable groups (the Roma, 
internally displaced people, single mothers 
and social assistance beneficiaries) has been 
aggravated during the crisis by the decreasing 
availability of jobs in the informal economy on 
which they rely heavily, loss of formal employ-
ment, less chances of finding a new job, and 
decreasing wages, both in the informal and 
formal economy (Matkovic et al. 2010, p 7). 
These groups have experienced serious hardship 
in meeting their basic needs since the fall of 
2008. Price increases have further deteriorated 
their situation, particularly the increased cost 
of healthcare. For the poorest among the poor, 
studies suggest that the most important coping 
strategy is to find work in the informal economy, 
such as seasonal jobs, home assistance, 
cleaning and construction work, followed by 
a reduction in consumption. Savings are also 
made on clothing and footwear, expenditure 
on children and the use of utilities. The poorest 
often depend on government assistance, such 
as child allowances and other social security 
benefits (Matkovic et al. 2010, p 8).

1	The mean distance below the poverty line as a proportion 
of the poverty line where the mean is taken over the whole 
population, counting the non-poor as having zero poverty 
gap.

In December 2008, the Serbian Government 
adopted a ‘Framework of Measures’ (Govern
ment of the Republic of Serbia 2008) as a 
response to the negative impact of the economic 
crisis, designed to preserve the living standard 
of the population and assist those in need. 
However, the measures implemented were 
mostly shaped and guided by the demands of 
the International Monetary Fund and the World 
Bank, as a condition of their financial assis
tance given to mitigate the impact of the global 
financial and economic crisis.2 Evidently, the 
country lost policy-making freedom and fiscal 
space in developing anti-crisis measures. As a 
consequence, Serbia has continued to pursue 
serious cuts in allocations to social services 
including to social security benefits, healthcare 
and education. The budget savings have led to 
the freezing of pensions, a review of subventions, 
the closure of a number of healthcare institu-
tions, a reduction in the number of healthcare 
workers and teachers, and an announcement 
of the closure of special schools for children 
with disabilities. This shifting of the burden of 
public services ultimately increases women’s 
unpaid work within the family, because women 
are taking up the work previously provided by 
public institutions.

People with disabilities – Invisible people

People with disabilities are one of the most 
vulnerable groups in Serbia, and they are not 
visible enough. It is estimated that they make up 
approximately 10% of the population (800,000), 
and that every fourth citizen is impacted, directly 
or indirectly, by the issue of disability. The legal 
framework has been improved in recent years 
by the adoption of the Law against Discrimina-
tion (2009), the Law against Discrimination of 
Persons with Disabilities (2006), and the Law 
on Professional Support and Employment of 
Persons with Disabilities (2009). The Convention 
on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities and its 
Optional Protocol were ratified by Serbia in 2009. 
The Law on Construction obliges investors and 
constructors to respect standards in relation to 
the accessibility of public, business and residen-

2	I n early 2009, Serbia signed two Standby Agreements 
with the IMF, worth USD 530.3 million and USD 4 billion, 
to maintain economic and financial stability. In addition, it 
signed a World Bank loan worth USD 400 million for the 
development of private and financial sectors (International 
Monetary Fund 2010).
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tial buildings. The Law on Tenders also requires 
that these standards be respected. The National 
Employment Agency has introduced affirma-
tive measures to enhance the employment of 
people with disabilities. The newly adopted Law 
on Professional Support and Employment of 
Persons with Disabilities obliges every employer 
of more than 20 employees to employ persons 
with disabilities. Still, these measures have not 
yet resulted in a higher employment rate for 
persons with disabilities.

In 2009, 80% of people with disabilities were 
unemployed, and 70% of them lived in poverty, 
barely surviving on social security benefits. The 
National Employment Agency recorded 22,758 
unemployed people with disabilities, and only 68 
of them found a job. The Serbian Ombudsperson 
has warned that their position is worsening due 
to the high level of unemployment, poverty, dis-
crimination, political underrepresentation and 
the prevalence of violence, particularly against 
women (Mrsevic 2010). Disabled people are 
almost unrepresented in political parties and 
decision-making positions. The majority of 
disabled people (87.4%) are members of NGOs 
and other associations dealing with improving 
their position.

Disabled people also face institutional 
discrimination, which includes difficulties in 
accessing public institutions, difficulties in 
enjoying social rights and healthcare, and lack 
of protection against violence. Sexual violence 
against a woman in a marriage, as defined in the 
Criminal Code, is not prosecuted ex officio, but 
under a private lawsuit. Out of Circle3, an NGO 

3	Out of Circle started in Belgrade as a hotline for victims of 

that has been working with disabled women in 
Serbia since 1997, has warned that people with 
disabilities, particularly women, are four times 
more exposed to violence (Out of Circle 2010). 
After divorce, the custody of children is usually 
given to a violent husband in preference to a 
wife with disabilities, because she is considered 
“not physically capable to take care of children” 
(Ombudsman of the Republic of Serbia 2010). In 
2009, the Office of the Ombudsperson received 
78 complaints from disabled people, mostly 
about difficult social status, taxes, housing, and 
access to healthcare and spas. In April 2010, the 
Ombudsperson organised a roundtable called 
‘Networking for Eliminating Violence against 
Persons with Disabilities’ (Ombudsman of the 
Republic of Serbia 2010) to make these issues 
visible and to call on other state institutions to 
make more efforts to improve the economic and 
social position of people with disabilities.

Monitoring social inclusion

As part of its preparations for accession to the 
European Union, Serbia has started developing 
an institutional framework for its policy on 
social inclusion. In July 2009, the Government 
established the Social Inclusion and Poverty 
Reduction Unit and, at the beginning of 2010, 
the Working Group on Social Inclusion. The Unit 

domestic violence. Since then it has influenced the estab-
lishment of a network of similar NGOs in other regions of 
the country, and organised a great number of campaigns, 
training and activities aimed at empowering women with 
disabilities and making their voices heard. It also provides 
psycho-social assistance, legal counselling, education 
and healthcare programmes. See more on their website: 
<www.izkruga.org>.

publishes bulletins on this issue, and its first 
report giving an overview of the current state 
of social inclusion in Serbia using European and 
national indicators was published in April 2010 
(Social Inclusion and Poverty Reduction Unit and 
National Statistical Office 2010).

The Unit has invited civil society organisa-
tions, scientific and research institutions, and 
experts to take part in the development of the 
First National Report of the Republic of Serbia 
on Social Inclusion and Poverty Reduction, to 
be published at the end of 2010. This Report 
will also outline the key interventions and 
policies with a view to approximation to the joint 
EU objectives and prepare the country for the  
development of the Joint Memorandum on 
Social Inclusion.4

These intentions and policy measures are 
welcomed, but to eliminate poverty and social 
exclusion more attention needs to be paid to 
the implementation of policies than to drafting 
nice statements and laws. Achieving this goal 
needs the establishment of a socially respon
sible government and a social welfare state, the 
development of corporate responsibility, and 
the elimination of corruption and discrimina-
tion of any kind. Policies driven by big capital, 
foreign investors and international financial 
institutions seldom benefit the middle class 
and can undermine the social role of the state. 
The realisation of economic and social rights 
needs real policy change and governance in the 
service of its citizens.

4	The role of this document is preparation of an EU candidate 
country for their full participation in social protection and 
social inclusion policy after their accession to the EU.

Figure 1: Employment in Serbia (April 2008 to April 2009) Figure 2: Unemployment in Serbia (April 2008 to April 2009)

Source: Labour Force Statistics (Matkovic et al. 2010, p 21) Source: Matkovic et al. 2010, p 25
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Slovakia: Economic Problems Exacerbate Inequality and 
Social Exclusion
Daniel Klimovský
Slovak Political Institute/Faculty of Economics, 
Technical University of Košice

With the highest economic growth in the EU in 
2008, Slovakia used to be known as the ‘Central 
European Economic Tiger’ and the ‘Detroit of 
Europe’. However, the global economic crisis 
caused a rapid increase in unemployment in 
2009, accompanied by a significant fall in GDP 
(although the country is now again among the 
best performers in the EU in terms of the pace 
of GDP growth). Slovakia also faces issues to do 
with social exclusion including a long-standing 
Roma problem; the members of this ethnic group 
are generally the poorest in Slovak society.

Internal and external political tensions

From 1998 to 2006 Slovakia instituted several 
important social and economic reforms. 
However, the subsequent Government, led by 
Prime Minister Róbert Fico, which held office 
from 2006 to 2010, did not build on this success 
and implemented policies that were in conflict 
with the policies of the preceding governments. 
Among the achievements of the Fico Govern-
ment were meeting the criteria for entry into 
the European Economic and Monetary Union, 
implementation of the common euro currency 
in Slovakia on 1 January 2009, and entry into 
the Schengen system. These achievements led 
to a slight increase in the level of prices and to 
significant changes to migration policy. Despite 
these achievements, politics and governance 
in Slovakia have a long way to go to reach 
European standards, and are characterised by 

political tension, both internal (between parties) 
and external (with Hungary); the vulgarisation 
of politics, including verbal attacks on minority 
groups by members of political parties; an 
increase in corruption (Slovakia’s rating on 
Transparency International’s Corruption Percep-
tions Index dropped between 2000 and 2008, 
see Figure 1); and a failure to move forward on 
important social issues such as housing and 
discrimination (against Roma and women). 
These present real challenges for Slovakia in 
overcoming social exclusion.

Of these challenges, Slovakia’s failure to 
move forward on sensitive social issues has 
exacerbated social exclusion. The Centre for 
Housing Rights and Evictions, which is situated 
in Geneva, gave its ‘2007 Housing Violator 
Awards’ to Burma, China and Slovakia. The 
Centre criticised Slovakia for persistently dis-

criminating against its Roma population, which 
frequently faces segregation and forced eviction 
by local authorities. Unfortunately, there has 
been no major change since that time and the 
previous Government continued to neglect this 
issue (Klimovský 2009).

There is a similar story in relation to gender 
equality. Despite the fact that in 2008 the 
Committee on the Elimination of Discrimination 
against Women pointed out its concerns about 
ongoing discrimination against women in 
Slovakia and advised the Government to be more 
active in this field, the previous Government paid 
little attention to this issue.

Regional disparities

Many European countries face problems due 
to regional disparities between rural and urban 
centres, with metropolitan or central regions 

Slovakia

Figure 1: Changes in the Corruption Perceptions Index in Slovakia (1998–2009)

Source: Transparency International Slovakia 2009
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NUTS 2 level (GDP in million EUR) NUTS 3 level (region) Regional GDP (2007) Number of 
residents GDP per capitamillion EUR %

Bratislava Region (16,444.249 million EUR) Bratislava 16,444.249 26.72 616,578 27,015

Western Slovakia (20,761.297 million EUR)

Trnava 7,678.522 12.48 559,934 13,810

Trenčín 6,333.203 10.29 599,859 10,560

Nitra 6,749.572 10.97 706,375 9,548

Central Slovakia (12,135.745 million EUR)
Žilina 6,642.644 10.79 696,347 9,552

Banská Bystrica 5,493.101 8.93 653,697 8,385

Eastern Slovakia (12,205.778 million EUR)
Prešov 4,987.000 8.10 803,955 6,225

Košice 7,218.778 11.72 775,509 9,333

Slovakia total 61,547.069 100.00 5,412,254 11,405

Table 1: Regional GDP and regional GDP per capita in Slovakia in 2007

Source: Eurostat News Release 2007
Note: The nomenclature of territorial units for statistics (NUTS) classification is a hierarchical system for dividing up the territory of the EU for statistical purposes.
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developing rapidly, and peripheral and rural 
regions developing slowly and irregularly. Such 
economic disparities are usually accompanied 
by variations in the territorial distribution of 
prosperity as well as poverty.

Slovakia is characterised by huge regional 
disparities. These disparities are especially 
visible when looking at regional GDP per capita 
(Table 1) and regional unemployment rates 
(Table 2).

While Bratislava Region produces almost 
27% of Slovakia’s total national GDP, Banská 
Bystrica Region and Prešov Region produce 
less than 9% of the GDP of Slovakia. Looking at 
long-term development, Bratislava Region and 
other Western Slovak regions are developing 
much faster than Banská Bystrica Region and 
the regions of Eastern Slovakia.

The regional unemployment rate is con-
sistent with the regional disparities in GDP. In 
Bratislava Region, unemployment was less 
than 4.5% in March 2010 and in Trnava Region 
only 8.62%, while in Košice Region it reached 
almost 17%, in Prešov Region more than 18%, 
and in Banská Bystrica Region almost 20% for 

the same period.
The industrialisation of Slovakia after the 

Second World War created serious problems 
in the Slovak regions, especially those situated 
in the peripheries. Many Slovak regions were 
industrialised in a mono-segment way, and their 
dependence on one or few industrial companies 
was high. This led to social and economic 
troubles in the 1990s, and it may well be a 
‘timebomb’ in the years to come (Kling 2002). 
Moreover, the Roma, who are generally some of 
the poorest in Slovak society, are concentrated 
in the peripheral regions (i.e., especially in the 
east and south-eastern parts of the country), 
which complicates the problem.

Poverty in Slovakia and the Roma

In order to assess the level of poverty in Slovakia 
and to compare it among the Slovak regions, 
it is helpful to use a composite indicator of 
poverty. The indicator for the purposes of this 
report is constructed using a simple method of 
multi-criteria evaluation based on the sum of 
ranks (i.e., at risk of poverty rates; long-term 
unemployment rates; populations with primary 

or no education; material deprivation rates; and 
Gini coefficients). The results are presented in a 
thematic map (Figure 2).

The south-eastern and eastern parts 
of Slovakia have a much higher incidence of 
poverty as economic activity is heavily concen-
trated in the west, particularly around the capital 
of Bratislava (Habitat for Humanity International 
2010).

Although official data indicate that the 
Roma minority constitutes only 2% of the 
Slovak population, the reality is very different. 
For instance the London-based Minority Rights 
Group NGO estimated the total number of the 
Roma in Slovakia to be 480,000 to 520,000, 
or 9 to 10% of the entire Slovak popula-
tion (Liegeois and Gheorghe 1995). Roma 
are strongly affected by poverty in Slovakia. 
Manifestations of discrimination against Roma 
include limited or lack of access to education, 
health services and other basic services; bias 
in the labour market; inadequate housing (Puliš 
2002; Šoltésová and Fotta 2007; Jurová 2008; 
Klimovský 2008, 2009, 2010; Želinský 2009, 
2010); social bias and exclusion (Radičová 2001; 
Džambazovič and Jurásková 2002; Džambazovič 
and Gerbery 2005).

The Roma are very often segregated in 
squatter settlements (ghettos)1 called osada 
outside municipalities or towns. In 2000, there 

1	The term Roma settlement, as defined by Jakoubek and 
Hirt (2008, p. 723), describes “relatively autonomous 
social formations located in Slovak countryside inhabited 
primarily by the Roma population. The advantage of this 
term is based on its practicality and general use. Any 
attempts to introduce new terminology either by the 
Slovak Government (e.g., dwelling formations on low 
socio-cultural level) or scientific circles (e.g., cumulated/
Roma/settlements, by S. Kužel) ended up as a failure and 
were not accepted neither by the general public nor the 
specialists”.

NUTS 2 level 
(number of people looking for work)

NUTS 3 level (region) Unemployment rate  
in % (March 2010)

Number of people looking for work (May 2010)

Total Men Women

Bratislava Region (16,462 people) Bratislava 4.42 16,462 8,944 7,518

Western Slovakia  (112,367 people)

Trnava 8.62 29,493 15,354 14,138

Trenčín 10.25 34,668 19,342 15,326

Nitra 12.44 48,206 24,935 23,271

Central Slovakia  (111,601 people)
Žilina 11.36 42,319 23,184 19,135

Banská Bystrica 19.57 69,282 36,928 32,354

Eastern Slovakia (153,307 people)
Prešov 18.24 81,567 45,508 36,059

Košice 16.85 71,740 39,640 32,100

Slovakia total 12.88 393,737 213,836 179,901

Table 2: Regional unemployment and the structure of people looking for work in Slovakia 

Source: UPSVaR 2010
Note: The nomenclature of territorial units for statistics (NUTS) classification is a hierarchical system for dividing up the territory of the EU for statistical purposes.

Figure 2: Composite indicator of poverty in the Slovak regions

Source: Klimovský and Želinský 2010

(continued on page 82)
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Spain

Spain’s Scoreboard after the Global Economic Crisis:  
Finance Sector: 1; Social Rights: 0
Pablo José Martínez Osés
Plataforma 2015 y más

The Spanish Government has submitted to 
neoliberal economics, announcing in 2010 a 
programme to reduce public spending, which 
basically affects civil servants, pensioners, 
social protection programmes and develop-
ment aid. Most social and union organisations 
condemn this ‘breakdown’ in the Government 
discourse and propose a way out of the crisis 
based on people’s rights.

Spain’s EU presidency: ‘Hot’ finances and 
structural adjustments

The Spanish Government took over the presi-
dency of the European Union on 1 January 2010, 
soon after the entry into force of the Lisbon 
Treaty, which, among other things, weakens the 
powers and capacities of the rotating presidency 
system. The expectations raised by the Spanish 
Government with regard to its presidency 
were jeopardised, mainly due to its necessary 
coexistence with the new European Council 
President, Herman Van Rompuy, and the High 
Representative of the Union for Foreign Affairs, 
Catherine Ashton. Tensions between supra-
nationalism and intergovernmentalism have 
detracted from the visibility that the Spanish 
Government wanted for its turn at the helm. The 
political crisis in the Belgian Government during 
Spain’s presidency also undermined the work 
accomplished by the ‘trio’.1

On the other hand, the European political 
agenda has been driven more by the fallout from 
the global economic crisis than by the develop-
ment of the institutional changes stemming from 
the Lisbon Treaty. Since the first few months 
of 2010, the volatility of the euro in internatio
nal currency markets has been consistently 
linked to the struggle of some of its members 
and, therefore, of the monetary union, to keep 
macroeconomic data within the limits set by 
the international institutions of the economic 
orthodoxy. The lack of confidence of investors 
(individual and corporate) in the sustainability of 

1	As of 2007, the system of collaboration between six-month 
presidencies changed in favour of coordination among 
three consecutive presidencies in developing a common 
agenda. This was done for greater coherence and to 
extend the core elements of the presidential agenda to at 
least 18 months. Spain will be succeeded in its presidency 
by Belgium and Hungary.
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Figure 1: Annual new housing output in Spain (2005)

some countries’ public debt and in the viability of 
government action to stabilise their economies  
has strengthened the position of those advoca
ting for neoliberal economic solutions: cut 
public expenditure, raise taxes, deregulate key 
sectors, and privatise public enterprises and 
services to achieve budget stability. Spain has 
been particularly affected.

In 2009, most proposals for a way out of 
the economic crisis were domestic in scope 
and left the analyses and proposals for a global 
recovery to the successive G20 meetings. In 
contrast, in 2010, the European Central Bank 
and the Economic and Financial Affairs Council 
(ECOFIN)2 took back the initiative, assessing 
and negotiating reforms of economic policies 
at the national level. The case that opened 
Pandora’s Box was that of Greece, after the key 
macroeconomic data supplied by the country 
in recent years was found to be false. In such 
a situation, concerted action is required on the 
part of the Union to prevent one country’s woes 
from spreading to the other Member States 
using the same currency. A very harsh structural 
adjustment was forced onto the Greek economy, 
based on steep cuts in public spending, deflation 
and deregulation. After the structural adjust-
ments seen in recent decades, this was more of 
the same. The European Union agreed to create 
a financial stability fund with contributions from 
its Member States3 and to allow the European 

2	Usually a monthly meeting of the economic and finance 
ministers of the EU Member States, typically preceded by 
an informal meeting of the Member States of the monetary 
union (known as the Eurogroup).

3	Just a few weeks later, the European Union announced 

Central Bank to invest in national public debt for 
the first time, thereby intervening in the volatility 
of the price of such debt on the stock markets.

Breakdown in the Spanish discourse on 
ways out of the crisis

The rating agencies started lowering the solvency 
ratings for Spain and Portugal’s public accounts in 
2010, causing fluctuations in financial markets. 
Spain’s Prime Minister surprised the Parliament 
by announcing a programme to reduce public 
spending that basically affects civil servants, 
pensioners, social protection programmes, care 
for dependent persons, maternity benefits and 
development aid. This was only the first step, 
and with it came the announcement of a labour 
reform that will, in essence, make it cheaper 
to fire employees. For most social sectors in 
Spain, this is an about-turn in the Government’s 
policy and a breakdown in the discourse that 
has placed welfare policies at the core of the 
present Government’s six years in office. Once 
again, the agenda against social exclusion will 
have to wait for better days.

A crisis of the Spanish sort: Stagnation, 
unemployment and the role of real estate

It seems that nobody in Spain’s Government 
was able to foresee the consequences that 

that the successive rescue packages would receive 
funding from the European Commission, which would 
be the body granting loans to national economies at risk. 
The European banking sector made brisk business out of 
this plan by lending to clients who were not creditworthy 
to increase their debt at prices above those of the private 
banking sector.
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the financial market crisis would have on the 
so-called ‘real’ economy4. The Government 
has focused on the global scope of the crisis, 
implying that the problem was ‘foreign’ and 
that the political management in Spain is not 
directly to blame. Nor has the opposition owned 
up to its part in the making of the crisis, whose 
devastating effects on the population have 
been used for electoral gain. The reality is rather 
different and takes us back to the economic 
growth and development model promoted in 
Spain in recent decades. Over the past 12 years, 
the country’s economic growth has been linked 
to the construction sector and the so-called 
‘real estate bubble’. Growing land deregulation 
provided an incentive to fund municipal budgets 
through land revaluation. The gains made were 
passed on to investors and developers and 
ended up with their clients, thanks to the low 
interest rates offered by the European banking 
system. Nobody seemed concerned about the 
fraud surrounding the land revaluation or the 
spectacular surge in private and domestic debt. 
The banks were profiting, GDP was growing, 
and jobs and investments were far too closely 
tied to a market that was building more than 
twice the homes needed; this completed the 
picture of a supposedly booming economy. Calls 
for the regulation and structural reform of ‘brick-
based’ growth seemed out of place while Spain 
was striving to be the eighth largest economy 
in the world.

In fact, from 1998 when Spain entered the 
Eurozone, interest rates (12-month treasury 
bills) dropped from 10.3% in 1995 to 4.5% in 
1998 and kept falling until, with ups and downs, 
they reached 1% in 2005. As Figure 1 shows, 
before 1998 the growth in the number of new 
homes built hovered at around 220,000 homes 
annually. In 2005, the number of new homes 
built in Spain outstripped the maximum built 
in the United States by two to one in relation to 
population size.

Two of the main outcomes of this have been 
a rise in unemployment and difficulties experi-
ence by families in managing their household 
debt, in particular mortgages. The private debt 
of businesses and households in Spain amounts 
to 178% of GDP, more than three times the 
rate of government debt. In the context of the 
economic slowdown, the credit squeeze due to 
the new risk valuations on debt and the resulting 
rise in unemployment, the challenges facing the 
Spanish economy call for solutions to household 

4	The real economy is all the economic activity, except for 
the financial sector. It is the side of the economy dealing 
with goods, services and resources, as opposed to the 
financial economy.

debt before a reduction in government deficit 
and debt. Similarly, the difficulties of the cajas 
de ahorros (regional savings banks), which have 
lately been the focus of merger and concentra-
tion plans, are also rooted in their overexpo-
sure to the real estate sector. In the end, the 
Government announced a bill to privatise the 
cajas, thereby abandoning political interven-
tion in the banking sector, which for decades 
had supported and promoted the distribution of 
profits and lending to the working classes. Their 
managers had also fallen into the real estate 
trap.

Meanwhile, the unemployment rate has 
soared over the last three years, from close to 
8.6% in 2007 to 20% in 2010. Bearing in mind 
the most recent data gathered over two months 
of job creation, in June 2010 the unemployment 
rate was 18.5% – which is the level last seen 
before the real estate boom of 1998. More than 
four million people are currently out of work, 
with the most vulnerable groups being parti
cularly hard hit: immigrants, women and the 
youth (National Statistics Institute 2010). What 
makes Spain stand out from other European 
nations is the speed at which millions of jobs 
were wiped out, essentially due to overreliance 
on the building sector.

Persistent social exclusion in Spain, 
worsened by the economic turmoil

In terms of social exclusion, the figures that 
should be used for Spain are those pre-dating 
the worst fallout from the economic crisis. 
FOESSA’s recent report on social exclusion 
in Spain prepared using 2007 data indicates 
that some 800,000 Spanish households have 
suffered severe exclusion while 1.8 million 
have suffered moderate exclusion (representing 
5.3% and 11.9% of households, respectively) 
(FOESSA 2008a)5. According to the National  

5	Moderate exclusion (or ‘exclusión moderada o relativa-

Statistic Institute, interpreted by FOESSA in 2008, 
19.6% of the Spanish population lives below the 
poverty line (FOESSA 2008b).6 Even in times 
of sustained economic growth (1993–2006), 
the situation in Spain was never favourable for 
significant advances in social development. The 
key indicators in this sense are clear: between 
1994 and 2008 the proportion of the population 
living below the poverty line remained virtually 
constant at around 19.5%. In 2007, Spain’s 
social expenditure as a share of GDP was below 
the European average by five percentage points, 
at 22.7% versus 27.5% in the EU27.

The fallout from the economic crisis on this 
persistent reality has been swift. Organisations 
focusing on social assistance such as Caritas 
have reported that for the 18 months between 
2007 and 2009 the number of requests for help 
doubled from 400,000 to nearly 800,000 (Caritas 
Spain 2009). The applications listed in the order 
of their importance were for food, housing, em-
ployment, legal assistance in matters relating to 
alien status, and psychological support. In short, 
with this crisis the most vulnerable sectors have 
seen their chance of access to adequate social 
protection and distribution policies disappear. 
The growth model is being entrenched at the 
expense of other more inclusive models.

Conclusion: Social mobilisation for a way 
out of the crisis based on people’s rights

Most social and union organisations have 
condemned both the powerful effects of the 
crisis and the about-turn in the Spanish Govern-
ment’s discourse and policies. The distrust in 
the growth model that led to the crisis ensures 
that we are about to enter a phase of increased 

mente compensada’ in Spanish) is defined as a score 
between 2 and 4 on the FOESSA social exlusion index, 
severe exclusion is defined as a score above 4.

6	For these data, the modified OECD scale is used for the 
poverty threshold: 60% of the median income in 2006.
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Bosnia and Herzegovina
(continued from page 55)

Implement governance tools at state, entity 2.	
and municipal levels to enhance transparency 
and the accessibility of information.
Increase monitoring of public expenditure 3.	
by civil society organisation and lobbying for 
the implementation of laws and strategies to 
combat poverty.
Conduct awareness campaigns to make 4.	
citizens understand how government action 
or inaction is impacting on their wellbeing.
Fight corruption, promote citizen’s involve-5.	
ment, and support an independent judiciary 
and investigative journalism. 
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Even with the general pension freeze in 
2010, the financing gap for pensions is expected 
to widen to 6.2% of GDP in 2010. Estimates by 
the National Social Security Institute indicate 
that this gap will remain broadly unchanged 
until 2012, if pension increases return to the 
indexation rule for 2011–2012 (NSSI 2009).

Given Bulgaria’s low level of public debt 
and favourable budgetary position, such an 
increase was considered sustainable until now 
(European Commission and Economic Policy 
Committee of the European Communities 
2009b). As a result of revisions, the long-term 
outlook has become much less rosy. By the end 
of 2010, the pension-to-GDP ratio is expected to 
have risen by 2.3 percentage points compared 
to 2007 (more than two-thirds of the estimated 
long-term increase). Moreover, the global 
economic crisis has substantially reduced the 
country’s economic output and it may take a 
while to return to the pre-crisis growth path.

Simulations by the European Commission 
for a ‘lost decade’ scenario show that this could 
raise pension spending (European Commission 
and Economic Policy Committee of the European 
Communities 2009a).

The gap in financing for the pension system 
is creating trade-offs with other policy targets 
of the Government, notably to lower the tax 
burden. Such budget priorities may affect other 
areas such as family benefits, healthcare, and 
education, and deepen the social exclusion of 
some groups of people.

Healthcare system

Healthcare output indicators for Bulgaria 
indicate that a gap remains between Bulgaria 
and the EU, including new Member States.

Output indicators, such as life expectancy 
and infant mortality, are still below the average 
for new Member States. But, accounting for 
Bulgaria’s lower per capita income – per capita 
income being one of the factors generally as-
sociated with better health outcomes – it fares 
above average. Nevertheless, only a third of 
Bulgarian citizens are satisfied with the availa-
bility of quality healthcare in Bulgaria, compared 
to about half in the new Member States and 
two-thirds in the EU (National Statistical Institute 
2010b).

Public health expenditure is low and relian
ce on private health spending is high in Bulgaria. 
At about 3% of GDP, public healthcare spending 
in Bulgaria was less than two-thirds of the new 
Member States and half of the EU average in 
2007 (European Commission, Directorate-

General Employment, Social Affairs and Equal 
Opportunities 2010).

Bulgarians spend less money than most 
other EU countries on private healthcare, but 
their relative spending on private healthcare 
is high (40% of all healthcare spending is for 
private healthcare, which is one of the highest 
rates in the EU). This is also reflected in the 
significant share of out-of-pocket spending in 
Bulgaria of 38%.

Recommendations

Efforts should be made to address the 1.	
financing gaps in the pension system through 
revenue and/or expenditure measures, to 
avoid further strains in other social sectors.
Job creation should be a priority as Bulgaria’s 2.	
labour market participation rate is still below 
the average for new Member States.
The completion of comprehensive health 3.	
sector reform should be a policy priority of 
the Bulgarian Government. Comprehensive 
reform plans have been drawn up with a 
view to increasing the system’s efficiency 
while improving the quality of care; these 
must be completed to achieve the financial 
and other targets of the National Health Care 
Strategy. 
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Czech Republic
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This framework should take a rights-based 1.	
approach and focus on fighting poverty and 
inequality.
The framework should incorporate three fun-2.	
damental (and binding) principles: owner
ship, participation of all actors and mutual 
accountability.
The framework should include a gender per-3.	
spective.

The control of French companies operating 
abroad

Thanks to the mechanism of public guarantee 
for exports managed by the French Company 
for the Insurance of Foreign Trade (Compagnie 
Française pour l’Assurance du Commerce 
Extérieur – COFACE), the French companies 
that are beneficiaries of this assistance need 
to contribute to social progress and the protec-
tion of the environment of Southern countries, 
as well as the reduction of global poverty and 
a more equitable distribution of wealth. When 
a case is accepted by COFACE, it is in charge 
of compensating for any ‘damage’ incurred by 
companies investing in Southern countries and 
for asking the importing State for reimburse-
ment.

This mechanism clearly follows different 
logic than development as, in reality, it rein-
forces the debts of Southern countries – those 
which generally cannot reimburse the amount 
of the compensation. The French companies 
then often invest in an inappropriate manner, 
and are not required to give an account of their 
contribution to social progress or to the protec-
tion of the environment in Southern countries.9

Recommendations

The suppression of support for exports and 1.	
investment from the calculation of French 
ODA.
The thorough reform of the conditions by 2.	
which public guarantees are granted by in-
tegrating measures that would reinforce the 
judicial and social responsibility of investing 
companies.
Measures to ensure that companies respect 3.	
a corpus of fundamental international texts 
regarding human rights, the fundamental 
rights of workers and protection of the en-
vironment.
The granting of support for exports, by 4.	
contract, based on companies’ respect for 
human rights, the fundamental rights of 

9	According to the results of studies carried by Coordination 
Sud.

workers and the protection of the environ-
ment (following Article 14 of the Code of 
Public Markets). Social and environmental 
clauses could then be integrated into these 
contracts at all stages of the process, from 
the attribution of support to the conditions 
of execution. If companies do not meet 
these obligations, the State should be able 
to sanction them for breaches of the clauses 
of these public contracts by questioning the 
contractual responsibility of the beneficiary 
company.
Recognition of the responsibility of parent 5.	
companies for the human and ecological 
impacts generated by the companies over 
which they have a power of control, de jure 
or de facto. 
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According to another acknowledged expert, 
György Lukács, the present social system has 
one aim, which is perfectly fulfilled: to avoid 
hunger revolts (Lukács 2009).

Without social security, democracy and rule 
of law remain elusive concepts.

Recommendations

The global economic crisis has proved that 1.	
the current (neo-liberal) capitalist model 
is unsustainable as it reduces the welfare 
system, increases social differences and 
destroys the natural environment. The 
economy must serve the people. The role 
of the State is to support the livelihoods of 
the great majority, not just to serve corporate 
interests. Alternative labour markets, social 
cooperation, community production and 
marketing, and opportunities for reasonable 
public employment must be supported. All of 
these can increase budget funds and market 
demand, and decrease social and other 
budget expenditure.

Hungary
(continued from page 65)
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The economic and social rights of all Hungar-2.	
ians should be raised to a European level. 
Hungarian civil society organisations demand 
European level common social policies and 
a European social minimum (including the 
right to adequate food, housing, public utility 
services, free education, healthcare and an 
old-age pension). The deprived should be 
entitled to receive greater support by subjec-
tive right.
There must be an end to social and local 3.	
segregation, which is particularly strong 
in Eastern Europe and within the ghettos. 
The formation of production cooperatives 
based on social solidarity and built on local 
resources is necessary to work for job 
creation and spur regional and local deve
lopment, as well as reduce inequalities and 
segregation in education.
All tools must be used to fight populist and 4.	
anti-Roma racist trends and apathy, and the 
lack of solidarity with the poor. 
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An example of the lack of support is the 
cutting of funds to the National Civil Service, 
which is aimed at boys and girls aged 18 to 28 
years. The purpose of the National Civil Service 
is the promotion of solidarity and cooperation, 
the protection of social rights, and to contribute 
to the civic, social, cultural and professional 
training of the new generation. In 2010, projects 
were funded for about 18,000 positions, 
compared to 25,000 in 2009 and 45,000 in 
previous years. This is the lowest number since 
2003. Funding for the National Civil Service has 
decreased from 250 million euros allocated 
for 2008, to 170 for 2010 and only about 110 
million is foreseen for 2011.

At the same time, a proposal by some 
members of the Italian Government (already 
re-named the ‘Balilla Law’ after the Fascist law 
of 1926) is being passed, under which 15,000 
young people aged between 18 and 30 will be 
‘enrolled’ in a three-week course in barracks 
where they will be trained in various disciplines 
(including firing guns supplied individually). At 
the end of the ‘internship’ they will be given 
military status. The cost of this will be 20 million 
euro over three years.

Interventions and specific projects to 
promote youth protagonism cannot make up for 
the lack of structural policies, which are able to 
activate, maintain and link with various forms 
of youth participation. For a long time, youth 
policies carried out in different sectors and by 
different actors (national institutions, private 
foundations, cooperatives, associations) have 
been rendered less effective because of the 
normative vacuum and lack of coordination 
among the different participatory experiences 
of young people. According to Law 328/2000, 
which identified a welfare model based on 
concerted and shared programming, the Italian 
regions, provinces, municipalities and state 
should recognise and facilitate the role of the 
third sector in the planning, organisation and 
management of an integrated system of inter-
ventions and social services; but this law has 
not been fully implemented, which is again due 
to the lack of a holistic approach necessary to 
promote youth participation.

The National Youth Forum, a platform for 
Italian youth organisations created in 2004 and 

recognised by law (as well as by the National 
Youth Agency), was established by the Italian 
Parliament to implement Decision 1719/2006/
EC of the European Parliament and Council on 
the Youth in Action programme for 2007–2013. 
In practice, the Forum did not spur any real 
inclusion of, and leadership by, young people, 
neither as individuals nor as a group (within 
informal education contexts). In 2006, the Fund 
for Youth Policies was created by the Ministry 
of Youth to promote cultural enrichment, offer 
professional training, and foster initiatives 
of civic engagement and volunteerism. The 
ProvincEgiovani Action Programme was later 
established to intervene and promote integrated 
youth policies involving youth associations and 
the third sector. But even these legal measures 
have been haphazard. Only through a structured 
effort and collaboration between the formal 
education institutions (e.g. schools) and informal 
education institutions (e.g. associations) can 
the participation of youth in community life be 
promoted.

Recommendations

The Italian Government should support un-1.	
employed young people by guaranteeing a 
safety net for those employed in precarious 
jobs and by fostering policies for employ-
ment-oriented training for the unemployed.
The Government should introduce housing 2.	
benefits (to help pay rent) for young couples 
and students, as well as rent control to keep 
housing affordable for low income youth.
Simplify the norms in the labour market for 3.	
new workers and apprentices, cancelling 
atypical work contracts, requiring intern-
ships and collaborations to be formalised, 
and ensuring that minimum wages are effec
tively paid.
To facilitate and support young families and 4.	
working mothers, the Government should 
provide a variety of services to help reconcile 
work and family care (in an evolving society 
where it is shared between parents).
The Government should reform the Italian 5.	
laws that regulate the acquisition of citizen-
ship. Under a law more open to and tolerant 
of second generation migrants, children of 
immigrants should be treated equally to 
children of Italian nationals.
The Government should support schools 6.	
to play a key role in promoting full integra-
tion among young people. The proposal 
to establish a fixed percentage of foreign 
students per class does not help to build an 
inclusive society. If provided with the right 
tools, schools could facilitate daily exchange 
among students from different countries and 

Italy
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help to shape the attitudes of young genera-
tions towards different cultures.
The Government should work to develop a 7.	
coordination system among all social/insti-
tutional actors engaged in social inclusion 
activities for young people in order to facili-
tate the wider impact of those activities. At 
the same time, more funds must be allocated 
to support informal education activities for 
young people. 
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Ministry of Foreign Affairs does not see a need 
for a strategy to promote gender equality and 
women’s empowerment. The common belief is 
that the Government takes a ‘holistic approach’ 
to gender issues, so there is no need to create 
a new strategy.

As Grupa Zagranica suggests in the report 
on Polish Development Aid in 2008 (Grupa 
Zagranica 2008), Poland should undertake a 
twin-track approach to ODA. Meanwhile, there 
is a huge gap between commitment and action 
on behalf of the Polish Government. Although 
the Polish Government has declared its com-
mitment to human rights and democracy, there 
are neither policies nor programmes aimed at 
improving the situation of women. Also, and 
very importantly, within the priorities of ODA 
defined by the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, there 
is not a single word about women’s rights and 
gender equality (Grupa Zagranica 2010, p 42).

Recommendations

Gender disaggregated data should be col1.	

lected in a comprehensive way. In addition, 
gender disaggregated data that takes into 
account the various aspects of gender diffe
rences such as age, ethnicity and background 
is needed.
Changes to housing policy are needed to 2.	
take into account the financial capacity of the 
poorest group of Poles, and, in particular, to 
ensure that an adequate number of council 
flats are provided.
The Government should develop a unified 3.	
piece of legislation defining Polish ODA. This 
Act should define the approach to gender 
aspects of ODA and provide a mechanism for 
implementing gender equality. 
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Recommendations

Economic policy should pay more attention 1.	
to creating new jobs in small businesses and 
developing entrepreneurship to provide live-
lihoods for many.
Fighting corruption, increasing taxation 2.	
of the rich, and protecting economic and 
social rights would contribute to improving 
the status of the most vulnerable. This goal 
cannot be reached by legislation and admin-
istrative measures alone; there must be a 
focus on implementation. 
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were approximately 620 known settlements in 
Slovakia, where more than 125,000 inhabitants 
were living in approximately 14,500 houses 
or shacks – and only a little more than 6,000 
of those inhabitants were employed (Habitat 
for Humanity International 2010). Most of the 
people living in such settlements have no 
access to proper sewerage, clean drinking 
water or electricity. Adults and children often 
live in one-room shacks and share just one bed. 
Many of those shacks are not properly insulated 
and protected from harsh winter conditions. 
Low-income families cannot afford to renovate 
their homes and install proper windows and 
doors, and are forced to pay lavish sums for 
heating with the recent sharp rise in the price 
of utilities. At the same time, they are unable to 
obtain loans from commercial banks, as they 
are deemed unreliable borrowers (Habitat for 
Humanity International 2010).

There have been extraordinary cases 
of race discrimination in recent years: for 
instance, on 7 April 2009 a short video was aired 
on public television showing policemen with 
dogs forcing six young Roma boys to undress, 

Slovakia
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scramble among themselves and kiss each 
other; in 2009 a wall was built to separate a 
Roma settlement from the village of Ostrovany 
in eastern Slovakia; and in 2010 local authori-
ties in the western Slovak village of Plavecký 
Štvrtok bulldozed a nearby Roma settlement. 
This reality does not mesh with assurances 
given by the Government that the problems 
experienced by Roma living in settlements in 
Slovakia are gradually being addressed. NGOs 
have continually criticised the Fico Government 
for failing to develop solutions to the problems 
of Roma people. Very high levels of unemploy-
ment in these communities and the educational 
segregation of Roma children is coupled with 
rising unrest among the majority population 
who, fuelled by extremists who have organised 
several anti-Roma rallies since mid-2009, say 
they feel threatened by the spread of crime from 
these settlements (Stanková 2010).

Parliamentary election 2010 – A turning 
point?

The parliamentary election in 2010 brought 
about a change in Slovakia’s internal political 
chessboard. There was a swing away from 
the previous Government (made up of social 
democrats [Smer], nationalists [Slovak National 
Party] and centralists [Movement for Democratic 
Slovakia]) towards the ruling coalition, which 
includes more liberal, rightist parties, such as 
Slovenská demokratická a kresťanská únia 
(Slovak Democratic and Christian Union), 
Kresťansko-demokratické hnutie (Christian-
Democratic Movement), Most-Híd (Bridge) and 
Sloboda a Solidarita (Freedom and Solidarity). 
The new Government is being led by the first 
female Prime Minister, Iveta Radičová.

It is too early to say whether or not the new 
Government2 will perform any better than the 
previous one. However, taking into account 
pre-election promises and the statements of 
its main representatives, its efforts could herald 
an improvement in social and economic con
ditions in Slovakia. On the other hand, several 
of its very first measures were in violation of 
its pre-election promises, and the Government 
has already faced internal tensions between 
the members of different parties within the 
ruling coalition. Some analysts evaluated the 
first weeks of the Government as confusing 
rather than target oriented. From an internatio
nal perspective, probably the most serious 
decision of the new Government, as well as 
the new Parliament, was made quite recently 
when Slovakia rejected a direct financial loan to 

2	This report was completed on 15 June 2010, three days 
after the parliamentary election, and revised in September 
2010.
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Greece. The decision was criticised not only by 
the opposition leaders, but also by the represen
tatives of a few EU institutions.

Recommendations: Reflections on future 
development and challenges

The new Government will have to face several 
serious challenges and must be ready to take 
appropriate action:

Corruption must be eliminated and internal 1.	
and external political tensions should be 
calmed down: the vulgarisation of politics 
must be stopped and some concrete anti-
corruption measures implemented – e.g., the 
introduction of obligatory electronic public 
procurements, and expansion of other ‘e-
government’ instruments.
Some reform processes of the 1998–2006 2.	
Government should be continued – e.g., the 
re-introduction of territorial consolidation3 
involving the reduction of the state apparatus 
– and social and economic development 
should be stabilised to reduce both inter- 
and intra-regional disparities and put the 
economy back on track.
Discrimination against women should be 3.	
addressed and some concrete measures 
implemented.
Issues of poverty and the situation of the 4.	
Roma should become a priority of the 
Government, and complex policy (including 
not only economic and legal tools but also 
‘soft’ tools like systematic civic education) 
must be formulated and implemented in co-
operation with experts.

NGOs and the third sector should play a much 
stronger role in terms of political engagement 
with the new Government, especially in relation 
to policy making linked to social policy, environ-
mental policy and regional policy. The media can 
also play an indispensible watchdog role and 
contribute to reversing the trend of corruption 
in Slovakia. 
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social mobilisation to fight against these 
measures. The absence of tax reforms and of 
greater investment in social spending ensures 
that Spain is focusing more on large personal 
wealth than on social development.

In tandem with the call for a general strike 
on 29 September 2010, and in coordination with 
the European Day of Action announced by the 
European Trade Union Confederation, social 
organisations are preparing specific responses 
in their various spheres of activity. It is about 
forming strong political consensus around a 
way out of the crisis based on socially inclusive 
strategies and equitable income redistribution.

Recommendations

Spain needs a model that faces up to the 1.	
private sector – which is led by a financial 
sector that socialises losses while privatising 
profits and keeping the credit tap completely 
turned off for families and small businesses.
Funding an alternative model is entirely 2.	
feasible in a country with a high tax burden if 
the interest rates set in the countries around 
Spain are monitored. Among the most 
popular demands are calls for progressive 
tax reform and an effective clampdown on 
tax evasion. 
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Measuring Social Inclusion
Social inclusion is a complex and multidimensional concept that cannot be measured directly. To represent the state of social inclusion in 
European countries a number of different factors need to be taken into account, the selection of which is not always obvious. Ideas about 
social inclusion change over time and between different cultures. Objectives identified to improve social cohesion and the priorities set may 
change among people and according to political trends. In establishing the European Year for Combating Poverty and Social Exclusion, the 
European Parliament and the European Council stated that:

The problem of poverty and social exclusion has broad, complex and multidimensional forms. They relate to a large number of factors, 
such as income and living standards, the need for educational and decent work opportunities, effective social protection systems, 
housing, access to good quality health and other services, as well as active citizenship. (European Parliament, Council of the European 
Union 2008)

Measuring a complex concept such as social inclusion is always challenging as the concept never coincides with the measure. This is true, 
firstly, because the measures of social inclusion (e.g., poverty, employment, literacy, etc.) are clearly definable, but hardly able to represent 
the complexity of the concept and, secondly, because the measures we believe are most useful are not always available.

Therefore, measuring social inclusion poses two major difficulties:

In its definition:•	  to define social cohesion and identify the dimensions that compose it so as to provide a framework for the indicators 
to be used; and
In its indicators:•	  to identify a number of indicators for which data are available for most European countries and that are able to 
represent relevant aspects of the different dimensions of social inclusion.

In the following section we have tried to overcome these obstacles as far as possible. With respect to the identification of the determinants 
of social inclusion, the approach used in this report follows that of the European institutions. Nevertheless, more dimensions of inclusion are 
adopted than used by the Commission (which considers mainly poverty, employment, social transfers and health) (European Commission 
2008) or contained in the Social Inclusion Indicators used by Eurostat (2010).

For the purpose of this report, seven dimensions of social inclusion are analysed: poverty, employment, education, health, gender, living 
conditions and social participation. In this way we have attempted to represent the multidimensionality of social inclusion by splitting a 
complex concept into a number of determinants that may somehow represent the different elements of social exclusion.

With the dimensions identified, the next step is to select the available indicators able to represent them. In this task it is common to face 
some constraints in relation to the choice of indicators. It is important to stress that when comparing information among countries it is 
essential that the numbers are comparable and that the phenomenon is measured in the same way across the different countries being 
compared. This is assured by the use of one source of data for each indicator. Thus, only information already produced by international 
organisations is used in the analysis.

As we looked for indicators relevant to European countries (intending Europe in its proper geographical sense of 52 countries, not just the 
EU27 countries), most of the data is produced by UN agencies, ILO and the World Bank. When good coverage was not available, data from 
Eurostat or OECD was used, which obviously covers only a limited number of countries. Data availability is by far the biggest limitation on 
the effective representation of complex phenomena such as social inclusion. Nevertheless, a set of more than 40 indicators was selected, 
providing a broad picture of social inclusion in Europe.

To show the complexity of social inclusion, and in particular of social cohesion, it is important to supplement objective indicators with 
subjective information. Citizens’ perceptions are difficult to compare among countries because of different cultures and languages, which 
can lead to the different interpretation of the same word; nonetheless, perceptions can be a powerful tool in evaluating phenomena that 
cannot be measured objectively, such as personal satisfaction with life or trust in neighbours. These aspects may be much more relevant 
in determining social cohesion and wellbeing than financial availability or the accessibility of public services. Yet these are also aspects in 
which policymakers can hardly intervene. Policymakers should, therefore, stay focused on income distribution, employment, the quality of 
services and the promotion of equal opportunities for all.

Measuring Social Inclusion
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The large amount of information collected here provides a complex framework from which a number of general conclusions are 
apparent:

The economic crisis has hit all European countries resulting in a massive loss of jobs across the continent. The worst affected appear 1.	
to be the Baltic states and Spain. Macedonia has the highest level of unemployment, but is the only country, together with Turkey, that 
has experienced a reduction in unemployment rates.

Important differences among European countries still exist in education standards (with very low enrolment in tertiary education in 2.	
Caucasic republics and the Balkans) and in access to the Internet, which is increasingly becoming a prerequisite for inclusion, with 
the extreme case of Azerbaijan where only 10% of the population has Internet access.

Health statistics differ significantly in Europe. Life expectancy varies from 61 years for Russian men to 84 years for French women. 3.	
Many countries still have high maternal and child mortality rates.

There is a lot of room for improvement in gender equity in many countries. This is particularly true in relation to the participation of 4.	
women in economic activities, for which Italy, Malta and Turkey rank lowest, and in relation to the presence of women in positions of 
power. Women hold almost no relevant managerial or political positions in Armenia, Albania and Bosnia.

Social expenditure is very low in a number of countries, representing less than 30% of all revenue. In some countries, such as Russia 5.	
and Armenia, social expenditure is less than 20%.

Social participation and trust is also very variable among countries: 74% of Norwegians believe that “most people can be trusted”, 6.	
while only 10% of people in Cyprus feel the same; 65% of Romanians “would never attend a peaceful demonstration”, compared to 
only 21% of people in Sweden.
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Poverty
Variable At risk of poverty Intensity of 

poverty
Working poor Child poverty Gini coefficient

Indicator Share of persons with an 
equivalised disposable 

income below the at risk 
of poverty threshold (1) 
after social transfers 

(%), 2008

Change 
2005-2008 (%)

Relative 
median at risk 
of poverty gap 

(%), 2008

In work at risk 
of poverty rate 

(%), 2008

Change 
2005-2008 

(%)

Poverty 
rate among 
children (%), 

2006

Point changes 
since 

mid-1990s, 
2006 (2)

Gini coefficient 
of income 
inequality, 
mid-2000s

Point changes 
since 

mid-1990s, 
mid-2000s (2)

Albania 0.33a

Andorra

Armenia 0.30a -31.8

Austria 12.4 0.8 15.3 6.4 -4.5 6 6.0 0.27 11.5

Azerbaijan 0.17a -51.4

Belarus 0.29a

Belgium 14.7 -0.7 17.2 4.8 23.1 10 -0.8 0.27 -5.4

Bosnia and Herzegovina 0.36a

Bulgaria 21.4 52.9 27.0 7.5 25.0 0.29a -6.5

Croatia 18.0b 23.0b 9.0c 0.29a 7.4

Cyprus 16.2 0.6 16.6 6.4 -1.5

Czech Republic 9.0 -13.5 18.5 3.6 2.9 10 1.7 0.27 4.2

Denmark 11.8 0.0 18.0 5.1 4.1 3 0.8 0.23 8.1

Estonia 19.5 6.6 20.3 7.3 -2.7 0.36a 20.0

Finland 13.6 16.2 15.7 5.1 37.8 4 2.1 0.27 18.1

France 13.4 18.1 8 0.3 0.27 0.0

Georgia 3.1 6.8 11.5 0.41a 10.8

Germany 15.2 24.6 22.2 7.1 47.9 16 5.1 0.30 9.5

Greece 20.1 2.6 24.7 14.3 10.9 13 0.9 0.32 -4.4

Hungary 12.4 -8.1 17.3 5.4 -38.6 9 -1.6 0.29 -1.0

Iceland 10.1 4.1 14.9 6.7 -15.2 8 0.28

Ireland 15.4 -21.8 18.0 6.5 6.6 16 2.3 0.33 1.3

Italy 18.7 -1.1 23.0 8.9 1.1 16 -3.4 0.35 1.1

Kosovo

Latvia 25.6 33.3 28.6 11.0 22.2 0.36a 16.1

Liechtenstein

Lithuania 20.0 -3.4 25.7 9.4 -6.9 0.36a 12.5

Luxembourg 13.4 -2.2 16.6 9.4 -4.1 12 4.5 0.26 -0.4

Macedonia 0.43a 53.6

Malta 14.6 6.6 17.7 5.1 6.3

Moldova 0.37a 0.0

Monaco

Montenegro 0.37a

Netherlands 10.5 -1.9 14.9 4.8 -17.2 12 1.0 0.27 -4.0

Norway 11.3 -0.9 22.2 5.4 17.4 5 0.9 0.28 7.8

Poland 16.9 -17.6 20.6 11.5 -17.3 22 0.37

Portugal 18.5 -4.6 23.2 11.8 -0.8 17 0.0 0.38 7.1

Romania 23.4 30.0 32.3 17.7 0.32a 14.3

Russian Federation 0.44a -4.3

San Marino

Serbia 0.28a

Slovak Republic 10.9 -18.0 18.1 5.8 -34.8 11 0.27

Slovenia 12.3 0.8 19.3 5.1 10.9 0.31a 6.9

Spain 19.6 -0.5 23.6 10.7 2.9 17 1.9 0.32 -7.1

Sweden 12.2 28.4 18.0 6.8 23.6 4 1.5 0.23 10.8

Switzerland 9 1.2 0.28

Turkey 26.0c 31.0c 23.0c 25 5.0 0.43 -2.4

Ukraine 0.28a -20.0

United Kingdom 18.8 20.8 8.6 10 -3.6 0.34 -5.4

Source Eurostat Eurostat Eurostat OECD OECD and WB

Notes:
(1) Elaboration by Social Watch on official data
(2) Elaboration by Social Watch on official data
a: Data signed by a are by World Bank; others are by OECD
b: 2007
c: 2003

The relative median at risk of poverty gap is calculated as the difference between the median income of persons below the at risk of poverty threshold and the at risk of poverty threshold.  -	
It provides an indication of “how poor are poor people”.
The Gini coefficient is a measure of the inequality in income distribution, a value of 0 expressing total equality and a value of 1 maximal inequality.-	
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Labour
Variable Unemployment Youth unemployment Period Hours worked

Indicator Unemployment rate 
(%)

Unemployment change 
(previous year, 
same period)

Unemployment rate 
(%)

Unemployment change 
(previous year, 
same period)

Average weekly hours of work 
in manufacturing – ISCO8, 

employees (2009)

Albania 12.8 0.1 August 2009

Austria 5.8 1.2 12.1 2.8 January 2010 39.6

Belarus 0.9 0.0 January 2010

Belgium 8.2 0.5 22.6 2.8 January 2010 37.2

Bulgaria 8.7 2.6 21.4 7.8 January 2010 40.4

Croatia 11.9 2.7 31.0 5.3 January 2010 41.2

Cyprus 7.1 2.3 15.7a 7.4a January 2010 39.1

Czech Republic 8.5 3.1 21.6 9.7 January 2010 40.2

Denmark 7.1 3.3 12.9 5.3 December 2009 37.7

Estonia 14.6 8.4 August 2009 38.9

Finland 9.2 1.6 25.7 5.9 February 2010 38.4

France 10.4 1.3 24.7 2.6 January 2010 36.0

Germany 7.9 0.5 10.3 1.3 January 2010 37.8

Greece 9.3 2.1 24.7 3.4 August 2009 41.4

Hungary 11.5 2.3 30.8 7.6 January 2010 40.2

Iceland 6.7 2.7 16.0 5.1 November 2009 42.7

Ireland 13.7 4.4 31.2 13.4 January 2010 37.3

Italy 9.3 1.4 29.9 3.0 January 2010 38.8

Latvia 23.2 10.6 42.9a 24.4a January 2010 41.2

Lithuania 13.8 7.9 33.3 18.3 August 2009 40.3

Luxembourg 6.1 0.4 20.2 -3.9 January 2010 39.8

Macedonia 32.4 -1.1 November 2009 44.5

Malta 7.3 0.6 14.5 1.3 January 2010 39.8

Moldova 6.2 2.3 November 2009

Netherlands 4.4 1.2 8.1 1.3 February 2010 37.3

Norway 3.1 0.5 8.0 0.9 December 2009 37.8

Poland 9.5 1.5 24.2 5.3 January 2010 41.8

Portugal 10.7 2.0 22.5 2.7 January 2010 39.9

Romania 6.8 1.4 22.3 3.1 August 2009 41.9

Russian Federation 9.2 0.5 December 2009

Slovakia 13.8 4.0 33.2 12.7 January 2010 39.0

Slovenia 7.3 2.2 16.9a 6.0a January 2010 39.2

Spain 19.5 3.1 39.7 6.5 January 2010 39.9

Sweden 9.3 1.3 26.8 2.0 February 2010 36.3

Switzerland 4.4 1.0 February 2010 39.6

Turkey 13.5 -0.5 24.1 -1.9 December 2009 54.2

Ukraine 9.1 2.9 June 2009

United Kingdom 7.5 1.2 18.4 2.8 December 2009 40.0

Source ILO ILO ILO Eurostat

Notes:
a: December 2009
b: 2008
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Education
Variable Youth literacy Compulsory 

studies
Primary 

completion 
rate

Drop out rate Children out of 
school

Enrolment 
secondary 

school

Tertiary 
education

Studying 
abroad

Access to 
Internet

Indicator Literacy rate, 
youth (% aged 
15-24), 2007

Duration of 
compulsory 
education, 

2008 (years)

Primary 
completion 

rate, total (% 
of relevant age 

group)

Percentage of 
drop outs in 

primary school, 
2007

Rate of primary 
school age 

children out of 
school, total 
(%), 2008

Gross 
enrolment 

ratio for upper 
secondary, all 
programmes, 

(%), 2008

Gross 
enrolment ratio, 
ISCED 5 and 6, 

total, 2008

Outbound 
mobility ratio 

of tertiary 
students (%), 

2008

Internet users 
per 100 people 
(year)

Albania 99 8 15.1 2006

Andorra 9 18.3 70.56 11.0 262.7

Armenia 100 8 97.54 2 74.80 34.2a 3.6a 56.3 2006

Austria 8 102.23 2 98.54 54.7 3.6 59.3 2008

Azerbaijan 100 8 113.34 1 3.9 115.65 15.8 3.6 10.8 2007

Belarus 100 10 92.40 0 5.2 72.34a 72.8 2.7a 29.0 2007

Belgium 9 86.38 7 1.4 107.61 63.0 2.5 65.9 2007

Bosnia and Herzegovina 10 77.50 33.5a 14.8a 34.7 2008

Bulgaria 97 9 98.17 6 2.6 90.43 51.0 8.7 30.9 2007

Croatia 100 9 101.36 0 87.62a 47.0a 4.2a 50.6 2008

Cyprus 100 99.95 0 1.0 95.47 42.6 92.6 38.0 2007

Czech Republic 9 93.22 2 91.25 58.6 2.4 48.3 2007

Denmark 8 100.67 121.98b 80.3a 2.2a 84.2 2008

Estonia 100 10 100.34 1 3.5 96.87 63.7 5.1 63.7 2007

Finland 8 97.94 0 3.8 118.18 94.4 2.1 2007

France 10 98.90b 0.9 117.27 54.6 2.1 51.2 2007

Georgia 9 91.74 1.0 89.50 34.3 6.3 81.8 2007

Germany 9 103.17 2 104.39 76.1 2008

Greece 99 101.46 2 99.33a 90.8a 5.4a 32.3 2008

Hungary 99 8 92.25 2 4.6 95.77 65.0 1.7 91.6 2007

Iceland 11 96.78 2.4 117.35 74.6 15.1 54.8 2008

Ireland 9 96.57 2.9 129.07 58.3 10.1 65.0 2007

Italy 100 10 101.86 0 98.86a 67.1a 63.5 2008

Latvia 100 9 89.54 3 95.68 69.2 3.2 48.6 2008

Liechtenstein 13 113.94 10.3 113.90 36.8 109.5 55.0 2007

Lithuania 100 9 94.82 2 3.9 97.54 77.3 3.4 65.2 2007

Luxembourg 10 84.08 10 2.5 86.68 52.9 2008

Macedonia 99 93.79 6 75.97 40.4 8.8 75.8 2007

Malta 10 101.57a 33.0a 10.5a 43.0 2008

Moldova 100 92.91 4 82.84 40.0 8.7 19.1 2007

Monaco 11 2007

Montenegro 13 45.1 2007

Netherlands 1.1 114.31 60.6 1.4 86.8 2008

Norway 11 96.76 1 1.3 127.48 73.2 5.5 84.8 2007

Poland 99 10 96.35 3 66.9a 1.5a 44.0 2007

Portugal 100 9 86.17a 3.0a 41.9 2008

Romania 97 9 120.34 5 3.5 83.81 65.6 2.1 23.9 2007

Russian Federation 100 10 93.38 5 84.19 77.2 21.1 2007

San Marino 11 51.7 2008

Serbia 11 4.2 80.94 47.8 32.1 2008

Slovak Republic 13 94.16 2 90.43 53.6 11.5 51.3 2008

Slovenia 100 11 2.5 97.72 86.7 2.1 48.7 2008

Spain 100 9 0.0 125.02 70.6 1.2 57.4 2008

Sweden 11 95.02 0 5.4 103.75 71.1 3.4 79.7 2007

Switzerland 11 87.56 0.9 84.72 49.4 4.7 75.2 2008

Turkey 96 10 97.27 5.3 72.47 38.4 1.6 33.1 2008

Ukraine 100 9 101.35 2 10.6 91.47 79.4 1.0 22.4 2008

United Kingdom 12 0.0 96.03 57.4 0.9 79.4 2008

Source WB UNESCO UNESCO UNESCO UNESCO UNESCO UNESCO UNESCO WB

Notes:
a: 2007
b: 2000
Values higher than 100 are due to the enrolment of children younger or older than the reference age, or of foreigners, so that the total number of enroled children exceeds the reference 
population.
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Health
Variable Life expectancy Maternal mortality rate Infant deaths Immunization

Indicator Life expectancy 
at birth – male, 

2007

Life expectancy 
at birth – female, 

2007

Maternal mortality 
ratio per 100,000 

live births

Year Mortality rate 
before 1 year 

(per 1,000 births), 
2007

Mortality rate, 
under 5 (per 

1,000 children), 
2007

Immunization, 
measles (% of 
children aged 

12-23 months), 
2007

Improved 
sanitation 

facilities (% of 
population with 
access), 2006

Albania 72.5 77.3 2.3 2004 6.2 15.2 97 97

Andorra 2.7 94 100

Armenia 70.2 76.6 22.4 2003 10.8 24.3 92 91

Austria 75.5 81.5 2.6 2006 3.7 4.4 79 100

Azerbaijan 69.7 75.1 11.6 39.3 97 80

Belarus 64.5 76.2 5.2 13.4 99 93

Belgium 77.0a 82.7a 4.0 4.6 92

Bosnia and Herzegovina 71.3c 76.7c 6.8 14.2 96 95

Bulgaria 69.2 76.3 10.0 2004 9.2 11.8 96 99

Croatia 9.7 2006 5.6 5.8 96 99

Cyprus 76.0b 81.6b 11.5 2006 4.5 87 100

Czech Republic 73.7 79.9 2.9 2005 3.1 3.9 97 99

Denmark 75.9 80.5 3.1 2001 4.0 4.4 89 100

Estonia 67.4a 78.5a 13.9 2005 5.6 96 95

Finland 75.8 82.9 6.8 2006 2.7 3.5 98 100

France 77.2a 84.2a 5.3 2005 3.6a 4.3 87

Georgia 70.5 79.4 13.3 30.2 97 93

Germany 76.9 82.3 6.1 2006 3.9 4.4 94 100

Greece 77.0 82.0 2.7 2006 3.5 4.1 88 98

Hungary 69.2 77.3 5.1 2005 5.9 6.8 99 100

Iceland 79.4 82.9 24.4 2001 2.5 95 100

Ireland 3.3 2005 3.7c 4.2 87

Italy 78.1b 83.6b 5.1 2003 3.7 3.7 87

Latvia 65.8 76.5 9.0 2006 8.7 8.6 97 78

Liechtenstein 2.5

Lithuania 64.9 77.2 13.1 2005 5.9 8.2 97

Luxembourg 77.6 82.7 18.6 2005 2.8 96 100

Macedonia 3.7 2003 10.3 16.6 96

Malta 77.2 81.7 50.5 2001

Moldova 65.0 72.6 11.3 18.2 96 79

Monaco 4.1 99

Montenegro 10.4 90 91

Netherlands 78.0 82.3 8.1 2006 4.1 5.2 96 100

Norway 78.2 82.7 3.5 2005 3.1 3.6 92

Poland 71.0 79.7 2.9 2006 6.0 6.8 98

Portugal 75.2 81.6 7.1 2003 3.4 3.8 95 99

Romania 69.2 76.1 15.5 2006 12.0 14.9 97 72

Russian Federation 61.4 73.9 23.8 2006 9.2 14.5 99 87

San Marino 3.5 92

Serbia 70.7 76.2 12.7 2006 7.1 7.7 95 92

Slovak Republic 70.5 78.1 3.7 2005 6.1 7.8 99 100

Slovenia 75.0 82.3 15.8 2006 3.9 96

Spain 77.0b 83.5b 3.9 2005 3.5 4.3 97 100

Sweden 78.9 83.0 5.9 2005 2.5 3.2 96 100

Switzerland 79.2 84.1 5.5 2005 3.9 4.9 86 100

Turkey 69.1 74.0 16.7 23.0 96 88

Ukraine 62.5 74.2 17.6 2005 11.0 24.2 98 93

United Kingdom 6.7 2006 5.0a 5.8 86

Source WB UN WB WB

Notes:
a: 2006
b: 2005
c: 2003
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Childcare
Variable Paternal leave Enrolment rates of children under age 6 in formal 

care or early education services (%), 2006

Indicator Spending on maternity 
and parental leave 

payments per child born, 
2005 (spending per 

birth as a % of GDP per 
capita)

Weeks entitlement, 
2006/2007

Full-time equivalent 
(FTE) of paid maternity, 
paternity and paternal 

leave, 2006/2007

Unpaid leave (weeks), 
2006/2007

0-2 years 3-5 years

Albania

Andorra

Armenia

Austria 15.4 16 16.0 0.0 10.5 74.9

Azerbaijan

Belarus

Belgium 15.8 15 11.3 3.7 41.7 99.8

Bosnia and Herzegovina

Bulgaria 63 56.7 6.3 31.2 69.4

Croatia

Cyprus 20.0 70.7

Czech Republic 60.8 28 13.7 14.3 2.6 82.3

Denmark 47.4 18 18.0 0.0 63.0 90.7

Estonia 28 28.0 0.0 36.0 85.2

Finland 58.0 17.5 16.9 0.6 26.3 67.8

France 27.5 16 16.0 0.0 42.9 100.2

Georgia 23.0

Germany 14 14.0 0.0 13.6 89.3

Greece 8.9 17 17.0 0.0 18.2 47.3

Hungary 67.7 24 16.8 7.2 10.5 86.8

Iceland 44.3 13 10.4 2.6 55.7 95.0

Ireland 5.5 48 18.2 29.8 25.2 49.4

Italy 18.7 21 16.0 5.0 28.6 99.4

Latvia 19 19.0 0.0 8.1 77.3

Liechtenstein

Lithuania 21 21.0 0.0 8.0 60.6

Luxembourg 39.0 16 16.0 0.0 43.4 85.2

Macedonia

Malta 13 5.9 7.1 6.8 91.4

Moldova

Monaco

Montenegro

Netherlands 12.9 16 16.0 0.0 53.9 57.6

Norway 53.7 9 9.0 0.0 42.3 90.5

Poland 24.6 18 18.0 0.0 8.6 40.7

Portugal 18.5a 17 17.0 0.0 43.6 78.9

Romania 21 15.8 5.3 72.5

Russian Federation

San Marino

Serbia

Slovak Republic 51.3 28 15.4 12.6 4.9 72.7

Slovenia 15 15.0 0.0 32.5 77.5

Spain 14.5 12 12.0 0.0 33.9 97.7

Sweden 59.4 12 9.6 2.4 45.3 85.6

Switzerland 16 12.8 3.2 48.0

Turkey 12 7.9 4.1 16.0

Ukraine

United Kingdom 10.3 39 9.3 29.7 39.7 90.5

Source: OECD
Notes:
a: 2004
- FTE is an indicator of the overall support = Duration of leave in weeks payment received by the claimant (as per cent of Average Wage earnings)

Childcare



93Social Watch

Living conditions
Variable Social contributions Inflation Food prices Rooms per person Life satisfaction Financial satisfaction

Indicator Social contributions (% 
of revenues), 2008

Consumer price index, 
average 2009

Consumer price index, 
food items, 2009

Average number of 
rooms per person, 2008

0 to 10 worst - best 
possible life (measure 
type 31D), latest 2006-

2008

Dissatisfied with 
household financial 
situation (%) (1) (2)

Albania 2.2 5.1

Andorra -1.2 -0.1 4.6 16.4

Armenia 13 3.4 -0.9

Austria 40 0.5 0.2 1.6 4.7

Azerbaijan 20.0b 28.5b 7.2

Belarus 29 13.0 14.0 4.6

Belgium 35 -0.1 1.1 2.2 5.6

Bosnia and Herzegovina 37 -0.4 -0.9 7.1

Bulgaria 22 2.8 -0.6 1.0 4.9 60.2

Croatia 33a 2.4 1.6 4.5

Cyprus 0.3 4.5 1.9 5.8 15

Czech Republic 45 1.0 0.2 1.2 6.2

Denmark 34a 1.3 -0.1 1.9 6.5

Estonia 34a -0.1 -4.0 1.2 8.0

Finland 31a 0.0 2.0 1.9 5.5 14.5

France 43a 0.1 0.4 1.7 7.7 20.7

Georgia 17a 10.0b 7.0 62.9

Germany 55a 0.4 -1.2 1.7 4.2 22.2

Greece 36a 1.2 1.9 1.2 6.5

Hungary 34 4.2 4.4 1.0 0.6

Iceland 9 12.0 17.5 1.6 5.5

Ireland 18a -4.5 -3.5 2.0 6.9

Italy 36 0.7 1.8 1.4 7.6 11.8

Kosovo -2.4 -4.4 6.8

Latvia 30 3.5 -0.1 1.0 5.1

Liechtenstein

Lithuania 32 4.4 1.6 1.0 5.6

Luxembourg 29a 0.4 1.4 1.8 6.8

Macedonia 29 8.3a 15.3a 4.5

Malta 2.1 6.4 2.0

Moldova 29 0.0 -5.6 4.8 48.4

Monaco

Montenegro 5.2

Netherlands 34a 1.2 1.1 2.0 7.6 12.7

Norway 17 2.1 4.1 2.0 7.6 8.9

Poland 35 3.5 4.3 1.0 5.9 35.9

Portugal 33 -1.0 -3.5 1.5 5.4

Romania 33 5.6 9.2b 0.9 5.4 46.1

Russian Federation 16 14.1b 20.9b 5.1 45.8

San Marino 2.2 2.4

Serbia 35 7.8 4.3 4.8 44.2

Slovak Republic 41 1.6 -3.2 1.1 5.9

Slovenia 38 0.9 0.6 1.1 5.9 18.3

Spain 52 -0.3 -1.1 1.9 7.3 19.8

Sweden -0.3 2.9 1.7 7.5 15.1

Switzerland 36a -0.5 -0.2 7.5 7.5

Turkey 6.2 8.0 5.1 19.4

Ukraine 36 15.9 10.9 5.2 47.8

United Kingdom 21 -0.5 5.3 1.8 7.0 14.6

Source WB ILO ILO Eurostat-SILC World Happiness 
Database

World Values Survey

Notes:
a: 2007
b: 2008
(1) Percentage of people giving a score 1-4 out of 10 on the question ‘How satisfied are you with the financial situation of your household?’ 
(2) Andorra [2005], Bulgaria [2006], Cyprus [2006], Finland [2005], France [2006], Georgia [2008], Germany [2006], Great Britain [2006], Italy [2005], Moldova [2006], Netherlands [2006], Norway 
[2007], Poland [2005], Romania [2005], Russian Federation [2006], Serbia [2006], Slovenia [2005], Spain [2007], Sweden [2006], Switzerland [2007], Turkey [2007], Ukraine [2006]
Social contributions include social security contributions by employees, employers and self-employed individuals, and other contributions whose source cannot be determined. They also include 
actual or imputed contributions to social insurance schemes operated by governments.
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Social participation 1
Variable NEETs (not in education, 

employment or training)
Suicides and violent death Trust Political action

Indicator Percentage of people aged 15-19 
who were not in education or 

work in 2004

Estimated deaths by intentional injuries (per 
100,000 inhabitants), 2002

Agree on ‘trust 
completely’ 
+ ‘trust a 
little’ your 
neighbours 

(%) (1)

Agree on 
sentence ‘Most 
people can be 
trusted’ (%) (1)

Would never 
attend a lawful/

peaceful 
demonstration 

(%) (1)

Would never 
sign a petition 

(%) (1)

Men Women Total Self-inflicted 
injuries

Violence

Albania  0.3  0.1  0.2

Andorra  0.0  0.0  0.0 51.3 20.1 19.3 8.3

Armenia  0.2  0.1  0.1

Austria  1.6  1.5  0.1

Azerbaijan 7.2 7.5  0.6  0.4  0.2

Belarus  5.1  3.8  1.3

Belgium 5.8 3.9  2.3  2.1  0.2

Bosnia and Herzegovina  0.7  0.6  0.1

Bulgaria  1.6  1.3  0.2 74.5 22.2 52.6 59.1

Croatia  1.0  0.9  0.1

Cyprus  0.0  0.0  0.0 51.1 9.9 34.2 34.6

Czech Republic 5.0 6.4  1.8  1.7  0.1

Denmark 0.7 2.3  0.8  0.7  0.1

Estonia  0.6  0.4  0.2

Finland 5.1 5.5  1.4  1.2  0.2 85.9 58.9 50.8 17.4

France 6.2 4.5  9.9  9.5  0.4 82.3 18.8 30.7 10.4

Georgia  0.4  0.2  0.2 92.0 18.1 56.0 74.3

Germany 3.5 3.7  12.0  11.4  0.6 76.2 36.8 30.2 20.1

Greece 7.6 10.7  0.5  0.4  0.1

Hungary 6.6 5.8  3.0  2.8  0.2

Iceland 1.4 3.8  0.0  0.0  0.0

Ireland 8.3 8.7  0.5  0.5  0.0

Italy 9.1 10.3  4.5  3.9  0.6 69.0 29.2 31.0 13.9

Latvia  1.0  0.7  0.3

Liechtenstein

Lithuania  1.9  1.6  0.4

Luxembourg 2.1 3.1  0.1  0.1  0.0

Macedonia  1.0  0.2  0.1

Malta  0.0  0.0  0.0

Moldova  1.3  0.8  0.5 54.3 17.9 48.9 57.5

Monaco  0.0  0.0  0.0

Montenegro  1.6  1.4  0.2

Netherlands 2.5 2.2  0.6  0.5  0.0 69.7 45.0 43.1 16.4

Norway 4.2 2.8  7.4  6.7  0.7 90.6 74.2 25.6 9.7

Poland 3.0 2.1  0.8  0.7  0.1 75.4 19.0 59.4 46.7

Portugal 9.7 11.0

Romania  3.6  2.8  0.8 49.6 20.3 64.8 65.7

Russian Federation  123.6  59.0  47.5 67.6 26.2 55.6 69.0

San Marino

Serbia  1.8  1.6  0.2 65.8 15.3 42.0 36.2

Slovak Republic 8.6 7.1  0.9  0.7  0.1

Slovenia  0.6  0.6  0.0 59.7 18.1 38.3 33.8

Spain 10.0 10.8  3.8  3.4  0.4 76.0 20.0 24.5 30.0

Sweden 7.8 4.0  1.2  1.1  0.1 89.7 68.0 21.3 5.1

Switzerland 7.6 6.8  1.4  1.3  0.1 86.7 53.9 33.5 8.3

Turkey 24.7 47.1  7.9  4.7  2.4 74.6 4.9 63.1 52.7

Ukraine  25.1  17.5  7.6 73.4 27.5 56.1 66.5

United Kingdom 10.2a 10.5a  5.6  5.0  0.6 80.4 30.5 38.6 8.5

Source OECD WHO World Value Survey World Value Survey

Notes:
(1) Andorra [2005], Bulgaria [2006], Cyprus [2006], Finland [2005], France [2006], Georgia [2008], Germany [2006], Great Britain [2006], Italy [2005], Moldova [2006], Netherlands [2006], 
Norway [2007], Poland [2005], Romania [2005], Russian Federation [2006], Serbia [2006], Slovenia [2005], Spain [2007], Sweden [2006], Switzerland [2007], Turkey [2007], Ukraine [2006]
a: 2005
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Social participation 2
Variable Voluntary work Active participation in voluntary organizations, % (1)

Indicator Proportion of people 
engaged in voluntary work,  

%, 2006 (2)

Charitable 
and 

humanitarian

Environ
mental

Sport or 
recreation

Art, music, 
educational

Professional Church or 
religious

Political 
party

Labour 
unions

Any other

15-29 years 
old

30-49 years 
old

Albania

Andorra 12.7 5.5 31.8 22.9 9.6 11.8 2.9 2.4 1.2

Armenia

Austria 52.2 57.7

Azerbaijan

Belarus

Belgium 38.1 38.4

Bosnia and Herzegovina

Bulgaria 7.9 7.1 0.7 0.4 1.3 1.2 1.2 1.9 2.1 3.2 78.4

Croatia

Cyprus 50.0 48.2 6.0 1.1 12.8 7.6 6.5 8.6 8.3 7.1 4.3

Czech Republic 34.7a 31.1a

Denmark 50.8 48.3

Estonia 22.3 19.7

Finland 51.3 52.8 8.3 1.6 21.6 9.5 2.3 17.6 3.3 12.0 2.7

France 33.4 33.9 8.8 6.3 22.7 11.3 6.4 4.4 2.6 5.8 1.9

Georgia 0.1 0.1 0.3 0.7 0.2 3.1 0.3 0.8 0.1

Germany 45.4 48.4 4.7 1.5 26.8 8.2 3.8 12.9 2.3 3.4 5.1

Greece 38.4a 42.5a

Hungary 16.7 23.4

Iceland 19.7a 39.6a

Ireland 42.0 48.5

Italy 26.7a 28.3a 9.3 1.4 17.3 10.0 7.0 9.2 3.4 3.3 9.4

Latvia

Liechtenstein

Lithuania

Luxembourg 32.7a 29.0a

Macedonia

Malta

Moldova 2.5 1.9 6.4 7.9 7.0 12.9 2.7 6.8 1.0

Monaco

Montenegro

Netherlands 43.6 51.2 6.8 4.1 37.4 20.5 6.0 14.4 4.2 7.8 1.9

Norway 64.3 69.7 12.3 1.3 27.1 12.6 7.5 8.3 4.3 13.6 12.5

Poland 20.1 13.8 3.1 1.6 4.2 4.6 2.6 12.9 1.1 4.4 3.3

Portugal 33.7 38.6

Romania 17.0 18.7 0.8 0.2 1.0 1.1 1.2 5.4 2.5 3.8 0.3

Russian Federation 1.1 0.4 5.9 4.2 1.6 2.6 0.8 3.4

San Marino

Serbia 1.2 1.1 6.9 2.5 1.9 3.9 2.7 2.2 69.2

Slovak Republic 21.6 26.4

Slovenia 39.3 39.8 7.7 2.7 18.2 9.2 6.4 12.4 2.1 8.9 3.8

Spain 31.7 43.1 5.1 1.1 10.0 5.7 3.4 9.1 1.1 2.7 4.4

Sweden 26.2 32.1 10.0 1.0 29.8 12.8 6.4 6.9 2.8 10.2 21.8

Switzerland 55.7 55.7 11.2 5.2 36.3 21.2 15.8 22.1 8.1 4.7 82.3

Turkey 1.8a 1.7a 0.8 0.8 1.9 1.5 1.5 1.3 2.3 1.1 0.4

Ukraine 1.9 1.1 4.2 4.0 2.1 5.6 2.1 4.4

United Kingdom 41.5 42.5 20.9 6.0 30.0 21.7 14.6 19.2 3.3 10.1 0.8

Source European Social Survey 
and World Value Survey

World Value Survey

Notes:
(1) Andorra [2005], Bulgaria [2006], Cyprus [2006], Finland [2005], France [2006], Georgia [2008], Germany [2006], Great Britain [2006], Italy [2005], Moldova [2006], Netherlands [2006], Norway 
[2007], Poland [2005], Romania [2005], Russian Federation [2006], Serbia [2006], Slovenia [2005], Spain [2007], Sweden [2006], Switzerland [2007], Turkey [2007], Ukraine [2006]
(2) In the 2006 European Surveys, respondents were asked whether, over the last 12 months, they have been involved in work for voluntary or charitable organizations. The estimates derived here 
correspond to the proportion respondents who answered positively.
a: Data for Czech Republic, Greece, Iceland, Italy, Luxembourg and Turkey are from the World Value Survey. In the 1999-2002 World Values Surveys, respondents were asked if they were currently 
doing unpaid voluntary work for any group they belong to. The estimate shows here the proportion of respondents doing unpaid work for at least one group.
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Gender Equity Index (GEI)
GEI 2009 Education 

gap
Economic activity 

gap
Empowerment 

gap

Albania 55 96.3 61.9 6.6

Andorra

Armenia 58 97.1 71.2 4.6

Austria 71 95.1 61.0 56.6

Azerbaijan 60 91.1 73.3 15.3

Belarus 66 96.6 72.7 28.9

Belgium 72 96.0 64.2 56.2

Bosnia and Herzegovina 61 93.3 76.0 13.0

Bulgaria 73 96.1 71.6 52.6

Croatia 75 99.4 70.7 56.0

Cyprus 65 97.9 68.2 29.0

Czech Republic 68 96.8 64.0 43.4

Denmark 79 97.6 78.6 61.1

Estonia 73 97.6 71.2 50.8

Finland 84 98.6 78.5 75.7

France 72 96.6 71.7 47.8

Georgia 62 94.7 49.7 42.5

Germany 78 93.8 67.6 73.0

Greece 65 95.9 61.2 38.6

Hungary 70 96.1 68.3 44.9

Iceland 78 98.7 78.8 55.2

Ireland 69 98.1 63.3 46.9

Italy 64 96.8 54.6 42.1

Latvia 75 97.1 71.0 57.0

Liechtenstein

Lithuania 76 97.3 75.6 53.8

Luxembourg 61 98.2 60.1 23.5

Macedonia 67 96.1 55.5 50.1

Malta 58 96.7 49.5 28.5

Moldova 74 97.9 71.8 51.9

Monaco

Montenegro

Netherlands 77 95.7 70.7 65.4

Norway 83 96.2 82.0 69.8

Poland 70 96.2 68.8 45.2

Portugal 73 97.6 69.1 52.8

Romania 71 97.3 74.6 42.0

Russian Federation 71 97.3 71.2 45.1

San Marino

Serbia

Slovak Republic 69 97.0 67.2 42.2

Slovenia 65 81.8 70.7 42.8

Spain 77 98.4 58.3 74.1

Sweden 88 96.3 83.8 82.9

Switzerland 62 91.8 71.3 23.4

Turkey 46 85.3 35.8 17.3

Ukraine 69 97.4 66.9 44.0

United Kingdom 74 97.5 72.8 51.1

Source Social Watch Social Watch elaboration 
on UNESCO data

Social Watch 
elaboration 
on UNESCO 
and IPU data

Social Watch developed the Gender Equity Index (GEI) to make 
gender inequities more visible. The GEI is based on information 
available that can be compared internationally, and it makes it 
possible to classify countries and rank them in accordance with 
a selection of gender inequity indicators in three dimensions: 
education, economic participation and empowerment. In most 
societies men and women are assigned different responsibilities, 
rights, benefits and opportunities in the activities they perform, in 
access to control of resources and in decision-making processes.

In order to measure inequities we have established the proportions 
or ratio between the sexes in different indicators. This is used as a 
basis for inferring the structure of opportunities and so countries 
can be compared in an agile way that is direct and intuitive. What 
the GEI measures is the gap between women and men, not their 
wellbeing.  For example, a country in which young men and women 
have equal access to a university education receives a value of 100 
on this particular indicator, and a country in which boys and girls 
are equally barred from completing primary education would also 
be awarded a value of 100. This does not mean that the quality of 
education does not need to be improved; it just establishes that, in 
this case, girls education is not inferior than that of boys.

The way the GEI is calculated is a response to the need to reflect all 
situations that are unfavourable to women. When there is a situation 
in which women are at a proportional disadvantage with respect to 
men, the GEI does not reach its maximum value of 100 points. The 
final value of the index depends on the degree of negative inequity 
for women prevailing in a given country or region regardless of 
whether there may also be inequities that are positive for women 
(that is to say negative for men).

Gender Equity Index

GAP IN EDUCATION

We measure the gender gap in the following indicators:

Literacy rate•	
Enrolment rate in primary education•	
Enrolment rate in secondary education•	
Enrolment rate in tertiary education•	

GAP IN ECONOMIC ACTIVITY

The estimation of the gender gap in economic activity is based 
on the gender gap in the following indicators:

Rate of economic activity•	
Estimated perceived income•	

EMPOWERMENT GAP

The estimation of empowerment is based on the following 
indicators:

% of women in technical positions•	
% of women in management and government positions•	
% of women in parliament•	
% of women in ministerial level positions•	
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Acronyms
ALMP	 active labour market policy
BGN	 Bulgarian Lev
BiH	 Bosnia and Herzegovina
COFACE	 French Company for the Insurance of Foreign Trade
DALO	D roit au Logement Opposable
EAPN	E uropean Anti-Poverty Network
EC	E uropean Commission
EMP	E uro-Mediterranean Partnership
ESC	E uropean Social Charter
ESCWA	E conomic and Social Commission of West Asia
ETUI	E uropean Trade Union Institute
EU	E uropean Union
EWL	E uropean Women’s Lobby
FRA	 Fundamental Rights Agency
GDP	 gross domestic product
GEI	G ender Equity Index
GNP	G ross National Product
HUF	 Hungarian Florint
IAI	I nternational Alliance of Inhabitants
ICESCR	I nternational Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights
ILO	I nternational Labour Organization
IMF	I nternational Monetary Fund
IPU	I nter-Parliamentary Union
ISCED	I nternational Standard Classification of Education
ISCO	I nternational Standard Classification of Occupations
JASMINE	 Joint Action to Support Microfinance Institutions in Europe
KM	 Convertible Mark
MDG	M illennium Development Goal
MSF	M édecins sans Frontières
NAP	N ational Action Plan
NBFI	 non-bank financial institution
NEET	 not in education, employment or training
NGO	 non-governmental organisation
NSPSI	N ational Strategy on Social Protection and Social Inclusion
NUTS	N omenclature des Unités Territoriales Statistiques (Nomenclature of territorial units for statistics)
ODA	O fficial Development Assistance
OECD	O rganization for Economic Co-operation and Development
OECD DAC	OE CD Development Assistance Committee
OMC	O pen Method for Coordination
PLMP	 passive labour market policy
PLN	 Polish Zloty
PRSP	 Poverty Reduction Strategy Paper
SILC	 Statistics on Income and Living Conditions
SME	 small and medium size enterprise
UN	 United Nations
UNDP	 United Nations Development Programme
UNESCO	 United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization
WB	 World Bank
WHO	 World Health Organization
YFJ	 Youth Forum Jeunesse (European Youth Forum)

Acronyms



99Social Watch

Glossary
‘At risk of poverty’ threshold (or poverty threshold)•	
The at risk of poverty threshold is a metric set by the EU at 60% of the median household income for each Member State.

Equivalised income•	
Equivalised income is the income that a household needs to attain a given standard of living and depends on its size and composition.

Europe 2020 strategy•	
The Europe 2020 strategy is the key overarching strategy for the European Union for the next 10-year period. The Europe 2020 strategy establishes 
three key priorities, sets five targets, and provides for seven flagship programmes.

The three key priorities are: 1) Smart growth: developing an economy based on knowledge and innovation; 2) Sustainable growth: promoting a 
more resource efficient, greener and more competitive economy; and 3) Inclusive growth: fostering a high-employment economy delivering social 
and territorial cohesion.

The five targets are: 1) employment rate of 75% for people between 20 and 64; 2) investment of 3% of the EU’s GDP in research and development; 
3) the ‘20/20/20’ climate/energy targets met; 4) share of early school leavers under 10%, and at least 40% of the younger generation with a tertiary 
degree; and 5) 20 million less at risk of poverty.

Financial exclusion•	
Financial exclusion can be described as the inability of individuals, households or groups to access necessary financial services in an appropriate 
form.

Gini coefficient•	
The Gini coefficient is a measure of the inequality of a distribution, a value of 0 expressing total equality and a value of 1 maximum inequality.

Lisbon Strategy•	
The Lisbon Strategy was an action and development plan for the European Union between 2000 and 2010.

Microfinance•	
Microfinance refers to the provision of financial services – microloans, savings, insurance services and transfer services – to low income 
households.

Open Method of Coordination on Social Protection and Social Inclusion (OMC)•	
The Open Method of Coordination is a voluntary process for political cooperation based on agreeing common objectives and common indicators to 
measure progress towards these objectives. Through the Open Method of Coordination on social protection and social inclusion, the EU provides 
a framework for national strategy development, as well as for coordinating policies between EU countries on issues related to poverty and social 
exclusion, healthcare and long-term care as well as pensions.

Optional Protocol to the ICESCR•	
The Optional Protocol to the ICESCR was adopted by the United Nations on 10 December 2008. To date, 33 states have signed it, but only 2 states 
have ratified it: Equator and Mongolia. This Protocol has still not entered into force, and, thus, it is not applicable. In order to be applicable, at least 
10 states need to ratify it.

Out-of-pocket payments (in the healthcare sector)•	
The amount of money paid by the patient and not reimbursed.

Social transfers•	
Regular and predictable grants, usually in the form of cash, provided by governments or non-governmental organisations to individuals or households 
to decrease chronic or shock induced poverty.

Treaty of Lisbon•	
The Treaty of Lisbon, which entered into force on 1 December 2009, is an international agreement that amends the two treaties (the Treaty on 
European Union and the Treaty Establishing the European Community) that comprise the constitutional basis of European Union.

Working poor•	
Fully employed individuals whose level of income is sufficiently low that they face the same conditions and challenges as those associated with 
poverty.

Glossary



E 
U 

R 
O 

P 
E 

A 
N 

 S
 O

 C
 I 

A 
L 

 W
 A

 T
 C

 H
  

R 
E 

P 
O 

R 
T 

 2
 0

 1
 0

Poverty: About 17% of people living in the EU 
(approximately 85 million people) are facing poverty 
and social exclusion.

Unemployment: In Spain, Estonia, Lithuania and 
Latvia every fifth person was unemployed in the  
first quarter of 2010.

Children: One child in five in Europe is born 
and grows up experiencing economic and social 
deprivation.

Financial exclusion: Two in ten adults in the EU15 
and almost half in the EU10 (47%) do not have a 
bank account, and many more have no savings or 
access to credit.

Migrant unemployment: The unemployment 
rate among young second-generation migrants in 
Belgium is four times the unemployment rate among 
native Belgians.

Gender issues: Just under 17% of women in the 
EU27 are classed as living in poverty. Across a range 
of indicators in the labour market and in social 
protection, the structural causes of poverty have a 
disproportionate impact on women.

Roma: A United Nations Development Programme 
study of the situation of Roma in Hungary, Slovakia 
and the Czech Republic in 2003 found that infant 
mortality rates among the Roma population were 
twice that of non-Roma.

Education: The percentage of early school leavers 
in the EU27 was 14.9% in 2008.

Social protection: ILO estimates that only 2% 
of global GDP would be necessary to provide the 
world’s poor with a basic social security package 
(universal access to basic healthcare and basic 
income transfers) and 6% would be sufficient 
to cover those who do not have access to social 
security.

Youth employment: Every sixth young European 
(aged 15–24) is unemployed, and 40% of those 
working are on temporary contracts.

Housing: According to Eurostat, 17% of the EU 
population, i.e., about 85 million people, are ill-
housed, of which about 3 million are homeless. 
Thirty-eight per cent of people at risk of poverty 
spend a very large share (i.e., more than 40%) of 
their disposable income on housing – compared to 
19% of the overall population.

Bulgaria: Bulgaria is the poorest country in the EU, 
with an annual income per capita of US $12,600 in 
2009, and a poverty line (in euro) that is 2.8 times 
lower than the average for newly acceded countries 
and 13 times lower than the average poverty line for 
the old EU Member States.

France: The budget for housing assistance 
represented 1.8% of France’s GNP in 2009, compared 
to 2.2% in 1984. The building subsidies provided in 
the State budget, for example, have decreased by 
30% between 2000 and 2007, and the assistance 
to the less privileged, which was already very low, 
has almost stagnated.

Italy: In 2009, the number of young people (aged 
15–29) who were not in education, employment or 
training (referred to as NEETs) in Italy had grown to 
over 2 million or 21.2%.

With the financial assistance of the European Union.

Social Watch is an international network of citizens’ organisations struggling to eradicate 
poverty and the causes of poverty, to ensure an equitable distribution of wealth and the 
realisation of human rights. We are committed to social, economic and gender justice, and 
we emphasise the right of all people not to be poor.

Social Watch holds governments, the UN system and international organisations accountable 
for the fulfilment of national, regional and international commitments to eradicate 
poverty.
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Responding to Poverty, 
Social Exclusion and Inequality 

in Europe and Beyond


