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Executive summary

Since 2008 France and Europe have experienced the worst economic crisis since
World War II. Initially felt in the financial sector, the crisis has gradually spread to the real
economy. The labour market has been severely affected, with significant destruction
of jobs and increased unemployment, and with profound repercussions on poverty
in France and in the other States of the European Union. Some initial lessons on
the consequences of this long-lasting and major crisis can be drawn from currently
available data, illustrating both the extension of poverty and social exclusion, and the
more deeply felt effects of these situations.
In France certain groups are at greater risk of dropping out of society, due to
the prolonged crisis

The economic crisis has seen an accentuation of inequality. Disparities of income
and assets have been rising since the mid-2000s and continue to progress, aggravating
the risks of stagnation of socioeconomic status. Since 2008 all indicators point to a
worsening of the circumstances of people with the lowest incomes, with the exception
of material deprivation (living conditions) indicators that show a trend to the better.
The number of persons living in circumstances of monetary poverty has been rising
since the mid-2000s. This trend accelerated sharply in 2008, affecting over 8.7 million
people (14.3% of the population) in 2012.1 This is a sign of the spread of poverty to
groups that had previously been spared. The number of recipients of minimum social
benefits follows a rising curve, attaining 2.8 million individuals of working age at the
end of 2012.

1. Poverty level set at 60% of median equivalized income.
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An inverse trend is observed for the material deprivation indicator, even for the
poorest people. The number of people in the first decile (the poorest 10%) registered
as materially deprived fell to 34% in 2012, from 40% in 2008. At the same time the
not-for-profit groups that work in the field report worsening living conditions for the
people who come to them. This leads to two questions. The first query regards the
robustness of this indicator in an economic crisis, and ONPES has asked the French
Institute for Statistics and Economic Studies (INSEE) to conduct an analysis of the
factors explaining this trend. The second query concerns the interpretation that can
be made of this improvement in material living conditions for the poorest people, that
could perhaps be due to an overall reduction in material deprivation experienced by
the population as a whole over the last decade.
Another phenomenon worth noting is the increasing intensity of poverty and the
greater risk of irreversible poverty. The number of people living below the poverty
threshold at 50% of median income has grown significantly relative to the rise in the
number of people below the 60% threshold (respectively +575,000 and +690,000,
between 2007 and 2011). This indicates that since the onset of the crisis the rise in
the number of people below the 60% of median income threshold is due largely to an
increase in the number of people living below the 50% threshold. Likewise, poverty
intensity rose from 18.2% in 2007 to 19.1% in 2011.
Lastly, growing numbers of people of working age are durably shut out of the jobs
market due to the crisis, increasing the risk of irreversible poverty.
Rising poverty, like severe poverty, does not affect all segments of the population
in the same way. The unemployed, single-parent families, and youths are the first
victims of the enduring crisis. Furthermore, the poverty rate is four times higher for
the unemployed than for people who are employed.
Poverty also affects in different ways the geographic regions of the national
territory. Poverty levels are particularly high in the north of the country and along the
Mediterranean coast, where unemployment is highest. Poverty has worsened in the
Languedoc-Roussillon, Nord and Centre regions of France since the onset of the crisis.
With the effects of massive job destruction, the poverty level in the north of France is
converging with that of the southern part of the country.
Europe has set an objective for reducing poverty
and social exclusion that cannot be attained

As a consequence of the difficulties encountered by European countries since the
beginning of the crisis, the European Union, in agreement with the Member States,
has decided to draw up a new strategy to combat poverty for the period 2010-2020.
The objective set by the EU under the Europe 2020 strategy is to reduce the number
of people “at risk of poverty or social exclusion” by at least 20 million. The Member
States have transposed this objective to the national level in different ways, with goals
that are often quite modest in light of the European objective. In fact, the sum of all the
national objectives falls far short of the EU objective that therefore cannot be attained.
This outcome was foreseeable from the start of the process, because the total of the
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population reached under the policies of all countries combined, on the order of 12
to 15 million people, is insufficient to meet the goals of the EU plan.
France had set as its objective to lift 1.6 million people out of monetary poverty or
social exclusion in the five-year period between 2007 and 2012, on the basis of the
durable or “anchored” poverty indicator. Today the objective is to reduce the number
of poor or socially excluded persons, counted as 11.2 million in 2007, by one-sixth,
or 1.9 million, by 2020 (2017 data).
The crisis has widened the gap between the overall goal set at the EU level, and
the sum total of national objectives. The number of poor or excluded persons in the
European Union has risen by 6.4 million since 2008, despite the objective of reducing
this number by 8 million. Consequently, to meet the EU objective it would be necessary
to reduce the number of poor or excluded by 4.4 million each year for the next six
years, a pace that seems unattainable.
It is to be hoped that this objective will be collectively rethought under the review
clause that calls for a reassessment of the objective at the halfway point, in order to
integrate the effects of the economic crisis that has struck the European Union. Without
this readjustment the goal will not be met.
With respect to the indicators selected for the Europe 2020 strategy, i.e. monetary
poverty, material deprivation and work intensity, poverty and social exclusion have
progressed rather less in France than in other countries. Of these three indicators
that make up the composite EU indicator of “risk of poverty or social exclusion”, only
monetary poverty has significantly increased in France. A more chequered situation
in France is revealed, however, when looking at the full set of indicators in the Social
Protection Performance Monitor, that aims to reinforce the coordination of social
policies in Europe and to track trends in terms of assigned objectives both nationally
and at the European level. Figures worsened for close to one-half of these 22 indicators
in France between 2008 and 2012. This monitoring chart clearly shows that it is the
low work intensity of households that is dragging down the combined indicator.
In Europe as in France, the risk of poverty or social exclusion is systematically
higher for women than for men. The same is true for people under 30 and for singleparent families. In addition, people who are excluded from the job market, mainly the
unemployed, suffer more from poverty and social exclusion.
The rise in the number of people in situations of poverty or social exclusion in
Europe has been limited by automatic stabilizing mechanisms; social expenditures
automatically rose at the start of the crisis. Social benefits, means-tested or not, have
buffered the effects of the crisis. Nonetheless, with the implementation of budget
restrictions, expenditures for social protection stagnated in 2010 and then fell in
2011, although the social situation was no better. The effect of automatic stabilization
mechanisms on growth was quite marked in 2009, then faltered and became negative
at the end of the period.
The rationalization of expenditures since 2010 has affected all components of
social protection, including those earmarked for unemployment assistance and
compensation.
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Consequently, the European Union, that has taken on a significantly greater role
in budget coordination, should be able to assume a more active role in preventing
poverty. The EU should act not only on economic imbalances, but also on social
imbalances. Social and economic policies should be more tightly integrated in a
coherent framework, and social policies should not be conceived primarily as a tool
for intervention to repair damage that has occurred.
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Introduction

Like many European countries, France is facing one of the most severe economic
crises in its history. In its two previous reports the French National Observatory on
Poverty and Social Exclusion (ONPES) outlined a first analysis of the effects of the crisis
on poverty. The data available at the time they were written were not, however, relevant
in terms of examining the impact of a prolonged crisis on poverty. With this eighth
report, ONPES is now able to better assess the consequences of the current major
crisis that began in 2008. With access to statistical measures covering the 2008-2011
period, and even 2012 for certain indicators, it is possible to analyse how these
phenomena are expanding, deepening and sometimes becoming irreversible.
This ONPES report is published against the backdrop of a series of significant
changes in the French anti-poverty and social exclusion strategy. These modifications
were introduced in December 2012 at a national conference of actors in the sector
convened by the French Prime Minister. As a follow-up, a multi-year plan covering
the 2013-2017 period was adopted in January 2013 and an evaluation mission was
entrusted to the Inspectorate general for Social Affairs (IGAS) under the supervision
of François Chérèque. This plan focuses on the implementation of measures whose
initial effects will only be readily perceptible in two or three years.
The delay between the availability of statistical data and our needs in terms of
evaluating anti-poverty policies creates an uncomfortable situation, which not-forprofit associations have long denounced – indeed, ONPES has called for a reduction
of this time span. Likewise, longitudinal data are insufficiently developed and do not
accurately reflect the trajectories of persons facing poverty and social exclusion. The
public statistics system is endeavouring to improve the situation but this is a long-term
task requiring time-consuming inquiries and considerable resources. Some progress
has been made and the present report includes several observations pertaining to the

11

2013-2014 Report

The Effects of a Long-lasting Economic Crisis

year 2012. Nonetheless, most of the ONPES monitoring chart indicators underlying
our commentaries are limited to the year 2011. The impact of these limits should not
be exaggerated. The determinants of exclusion and poverty follow long-term trends,
and their fluctuations are in themselves highly instructive.
While the situation has undoubtedly varied for some indicators in recent years, this
report highlights structural developments in terms of exclusion and poverty triggered
in France and in Europe by the crisis.
The first section, based on permanent ONPES indicators, focuses on the situation
in France. It attempts to answer several questions: How has the crisis modified income
distribution? What relation is observed between respective trends in monetary poverty
and in income inequalities? How have rising primary income inequalities generated
by the crisis affected poverty in spite of the mitigating impact of the French fiscal and
social redistribution system? Has the extension of poverty been compounded by its
deepening? What type of link can be established between these two trends? How are
these phenomena manifested at territorial levels, notably in the départements? Lastly,
what long-term marginalization and exclusion risks might be related to job market
fluctuations, as well as to other factors such as difficulties in access to housing, and
unequal access to education or healthcare?
The crisis, however, does not affect only France. Our second section offers a
deeper analysis of European Union poverty and exclusion trends than previous ONPES
reports. We have drawn upon the wealth of indicators studied in the past 15 years,
particularly since the European Council in Laeken adopted in 2001 a joint monitoring
chart nourished by statistical surveys on income and living conditions (EU-SILC).
For countries comparable to France, this section emphasizes the wide diversity of
national choices in terms of objectives and strategies. It also analyses the various trends
observed since 2008 in national economies, which have been quite differently affected
by the crisis. All throughout Europe, however, existing social protection systems have
been deployed to attenuate its effects. This directly raises the issue of the role that the
EU, as such, should play by supporting Member States in the fight against poverty
and exclusion. The crisis raises the following question: what type of balance can
be struck between macroeconomic and social strategies, in order to avoid the dire
consequences of expanding and persistent poverty in our societies?
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Part I

The ongoing crisis increases risks
of social disintegration

Chapter 1

The persistence of the crisis generates an extension
and an intensification of poverty and increases
the risk it may become irreversible

Increasing inequalities and poverty:
an accelerating trend
Summary • Inequalities and poverty have sharply increased
under the impact of the severe crisis that began in 2008. These
phenomena have been on the rise since the mid-2000s but they
are now aggravated due to the ongoing crisis. All the indicators
adopted by ONPES, excepting material deprivation, indicate
that since 2008 the situation of lower-income persons has
deteriorated.

Owing to its scope and duration, the economic crisis that unfolded in 2008 has
generated a severe deterioration of the labour market, which takes multiple forms:
rising unemployment levels and duration, increasing job insecurity, slower wage
growth, at least in a number of sectors. In terms of living standards, the current
period is characterized by a combined acceleration of monetary poverty and economic
inequalities.
Inequalities in terms of income and household wealth keep rising

The Gini coefficient reflects inequalities as measured through the general
distribution of income. Following a slight decline between 2000 and 2004, this index
has increased – a trend that has accelerated with the crisis (Table 1).
To deepen this general approach and grasp ongoing trends in the relative situations
of households in further detail, other indicators are used. Thus, the ratio between the
income of the wealthiest 20% of the population and the poorest 20% confirms the rise
in inequalities. From 2004 to 2006, this ratio increased from 4.0 to 4.2.
The evolution of the interdecile ratio confirms this evolution. The ratio between the
upper income level of the poorest 10% and the lower income level of the wealthiest
10% increased between 2004 and 2005 and subsequently remained stable until 2009.
Between 2009 and 2011, it rose to 3.6.
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Table 1

Trends in income inequalities according to different indicators between 2000 and 2011
2000

2002

2004

2005

2006

2007

2008

2009

2010

2010 (*)

D9/D1

3.5

3.4

3.3

3.4

3.4

3.4

3.4

3.4

3.5

3.5

2011
3.6

D9/D5

1.9

1.9

1.9

1.9

1.9

1.9

1.9

1.9

1.9

1.9

1.9

D5/D1

1.8

1.8

1.8

1.8

1.8

1.8

1.8

1.8

1.8

1.8

1.9

S20 (in %)

9.1

9.3

9.3

9.0

9.0

9.0

9.0

8.9

8.7

8.7

8.6

S50 (in %)

30.8

31.1

31.2

31.0

30.7

30.7

30.9

30.7

30.2

30.1

29.8

S80 (in %)

62.0

62.3

62.4

62.0

61.6

61.8

61.6

61.8

61.0

60.7

60.5

(100-S80)/S20

4.1

4.1

4.0

4.2

4.3

4.2

4.3

4.3

4.5

4.5

4.6

Gini coefficient

0.286

0.281

0.281

0.286

0.291

0.289

0.289

0.29

0.299

0.303

0.306

(*) As of 2010 the estimations of financial income draw upon the Assets survey.
Note: In 2011 the poorest 20% received 8.6% of all disposable income by consumption unit (S20); the wealthiest 20%
received 4.6 times as much, 39.5% of all disposable income by CU (100-S80).
Sources: INSEE, DGI, Fiscal and social income surveys (retropolated) 1996 to 2004; INSEE, DGFiP, CNAF, CNAV, CCMSA,
Fiscal and social income surveys 2005 to 2011.
Scope: Metropolitan France, people residing in a household with before-tax income that is positive or nil, and for which the
reference person is not a student.

On the other hand, the D9/D5 and D5/D1 interdeciles remained stable over the
entire period, with the exception of 2011 for the latter. By construction, these indicators
cannot explain whether the increasing inequalities are due to an evolution at the
upper and/or lower ends of the income distribution scale. Indeed, the lower and
upper thresholds take into account only the living standards at the extremes of the
scale. This explains the differences observed with the trends expressed by the Gini
coefficient and the (100-S80)/S20 indicator. Hence, the variations in inequalities are
primarily due to changes occurring at the two ends of the distribution.
As of 2008, relative income trends change radically (Figure 1). While the income
of the first decile rises faster than in other groups over the 1996-2008 period, it begins
to decline as soon as the crisis sets in. This evolution affects all deciles below the
median threshold (D5), with varying degrees of intensity (from -0.2% to -3.4%) and
the poorest persons are the most acutely affected. Conversely, the incomes of those
in the last three deciles, in particular the wealthiest 5%, continued to rise between
2008 and 2011 (3.5%).
Hence, the increase in inequalities during the crisis is the result of a two-fold
tendency: the living standards of the wealthiest are rising, those of the poorest are
declining. The latter have been affected by the deterioration of the job market as well
as by the widespread use of fixed-term and part-time employment contracts. The
impact of this situation has been all the more sensitive as the crisis persists and is
accompanied by structural mutations. Moreover, the limited increase of the statutory
minimum wage (SMIC) has also impacted the living standards of poorer people: in
constant euros, the minimum wage declined by 0.4% in 2010 and by 0.3% in 2011.2
In contrast, the increasing incomes of the higher deciles are due to a rise in earned
2. Houdré C., Ponceau J., Zergat Bonnin M., 2013, “Les niveaux de vie en 2011”, Insee Première, n° 1464.
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Figure 1

Evolution of several income quantiles between 1996 and 2011 (base 100 in 1996)
130
125
120

D1

115

D3

110

D5

105

D7

100

D9

95

C95

19
9
19 6
9
19 7
9
19 8
9
20 9
0
20 0
0
20 1
0
20 2
0
20 3
0
20 4
0
20 5
0
20 6
0
20 7
0
20 8
0
20 9
1
20 0
11

90

Note: Deciles D1 to D9 divide the population into ten segments – 10% of the population has income below D1, 20% below
D2, etc. The C95 percentile is the lowest income level of the wealthiest 5% of the population. In 2011 the median income
level (DF) was stable, the 1st decile (D1) fell by 0.8%, while the 9th decile rose by 2.1%
Sources: INSEE, DGI, Fiscal and social income surveys (retropolated) 1996 to 2004; INSEE, DGFiP, CNAF, CNAV, CCMSA,
Fiscal and social income surveys 2005 to 2011.
Scope: Metropolitan France, people residing in a household with before-tax income that is positive or nil, and for which the
reference person is not a student.

income and in household wealth, which are very unevenly distributed across the
population (Table 2). The increase in the highest earned incomes also reflects greater
financial assets, which account for a large share of the total income in these segments,
in particular between 2009 and 2011. The increase in household wealth, interrupted
at the height of the crisis, swiftly resumed owing to rising interest rates.
Furthermore, inequalities in terms of household wealth increased significantly
between 2004 and 2010. The D9/D13 interdecile ratio3 of the gross household wealth4
increased by 30%, i.e., five times more than the increase in income inequalities.
In 2010, half of the households concentrated 93% of the total mass of household
wealth, with an average amount of €150,000 (Table 2). The wealthiest 10% of
households own nearly half of total assets (48%) and detain gross household wealth
amounting to a minimum of €552,000. Conversely, the 10% of households with the
lowest incomes own a mere 0.05% of total household wealth.

3. The D9/D1 interdecile ratio is the ratio between the higher upper income threshold, above which are found the
wealthiest 10% of households in France, and the lower income threshold, below which are found the poorest 10% of
households.
4. Total amount of assets owned by a household. This includes financial, real estate and professional assets, as well as
durable goods (car, domestic appliances, etc.), jewellery, art works and other valuables – i.e., anything that constitutes
physical, tradable or negotiable wealth.
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Table 2

Distribution of the total gross assets between households in 2010
Share of total assets
Wealthiest 50%

93 %

Wealthiest 10%

48 %

Wealthiest 5%

35 %

Wealthiest 1%

17 %

Sources: INSEE, Assets survey 2009-2010.
Scope: Ordinary households residing in France, including overseas départements.

Due to accumulation over time, the amount of household wealth is correlated to age:
it increases up to age 70 and subsequently declines. The level of wealth depends on the
socioprofessional category and household composition. Thus, the gross household
wealth of farmers, independent professionals, artisans, small-business owners and
entrepreneurs is higher than the median income but includes mainly professional
assets.
In 2009, the average assets of the wealthiest 10% of households amounted to
€914,000, i.e., six times the median wealth of the poorest households.5 This level is
also due to a strong increase in inheritances and donations since the 1950s: they
are currently at the same level as in 1918.6 Lastly, household wealth consists mainly
of homes and real estate assets, the value of which has considerably increased in
recent years.7
One should, of course, analyse the long-term economic and social consequences
of these trends. Besides the fact that they are currently perceived as unfair, sharp
inequalities may jeopardize social mobility. In an inequitable society where social
mobility is diminishing, the poorest persons are not motivated to invest in education
because social structures and institutional obstacles prevent them from climbing the
social ladder.
The crisis exacerbates the increase in monetary poverty

Monetary poverty at the 60% threshold of median equivalized income (Annex 1)
has been rising since the mid-2000s (Table 3). It had declined between 2000
and 2004 but increased between 2004 and 2007 from 12.6% to 13.4% – an influx
of 650,000 additional persons over the period. In 2007, 8 million people were
affected by monetary poverty. During the crisis, the monetary poverty rate has
undergone two contradictory evolutions. Between 2007 and 2008, it dropped
from 13.4% to 13.0%. This was partly because the income reporting date for the

5. Lamarche P., Missègue N., Romani M., 2012, “Patrimoine et niveau de vie sont liés, plus dans le haut que dans le
bas de la distribution”, France, portrait social - Insee Références, pp. 63-77.
6. Piketty T., 2011, “On the long-run evolution of inheritance: France 1820-2050”, Quarterly journal of economics,
vol. 61, n° 3, pp. 1071-1131.
7. Mauro L., Bachellerie A., 2013, “Le patrimoine économique national en 2011”, Insee Première, n° 1431.
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family allowances scheme (CAF) was pushed back. Since 2008, however, this rate
has sharply increased, up to 14.3% in 2011 – while the 60% threshold monetary
poverty rate (€977 in 2011) has barely progressed and sometimes even slightly
decreased (Box 1). Thus, during the 2007-2011 period, the monetary poverty rate
increased from 13.4% to 14.3%. In 2011, 8.7 million people were living under the
poverty threshold, i.e., 690,000 more than in 2007 (Table 3). The crisis has clearly
accelerated the rise in poverty.
The recession that started in 2008 and the ensuing sluggish growth constitute the
main causes of the negative evolution in poverty in recent years. Indeed they have
led to a deterioration of the job market and rising unemployment. Hence part of the
population is deprived of earned income – the primary income source for households.8
The unfavourable evolution of the job market in 2012 and 2013 and an increase in
the number of recipients of minimum social benefits definitely foreshadow increased
monetary poverty in the coming years.
Table 3

Trends in monetary poverty at 60% of median income between 2000 and 2011
2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2010 (*) 2011
Poverty rate (in %)

13.6

14.1

14.0

14.3

Number of poor
(in thousands)

13.4

12.9

13.0

12.6

13.1

13.1

13.4

13.0

13.5

7 838 7 757 7 495 7 578 7 382 7 766 7 828 8 035 7 836 8 173 8 617

8 520

8 729

(*) As of 2010 the estimations of financial income draw upon the 2010 Assets survey.
Note: In 2011 14.3% of the population were living with income below the poverty threshold, a total of 8,729,000 people.
Sources: INSEE, DGI, Fiscal and social income surveys (retropolated) 1996 to 2004; INSEE, DGFiP, CNAF, CNAV, CCMSA,
Fiscal and social income surveys 2005 to 2011.
Scope: Metropolitan France, people residing in a household with before-tax income that is positive or nil, and for which the
reference person is not a student.

Box 1

Evolution of median income and monetary poverty (60% threshold)
The median equivalized income level, which divides the population into two groups, rose almost
continuously between 2000 and 2009 (except in 2003 and 2004 when the indicator declined). This
trend, however, was reversed in the last three years, particularly between 2009 and 2010, when the
indicator dropped from €1,648 to €1,640, and subsequently stagnated in 2011. This phenomenon
impacted the monetary poverty threshold calculated on the basis of median income. It followed the
same trend and decreased between 2009 and 2010. In 2011, a person whose equivalized income was
below €997 per month was considered as living in monetary poverty.

8. INSEE, 2013, “Niveaux de vie”, France, portrait social - Insee Références, pp. 208-209.
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Figure

Evolution of median income and monetary poverty (60% threshold) between 2000 and
2011 (in 2011 € per month)
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Median equivalized
income

1 500
1 000
500

2011

2010

2009

2008

2007

2006

2005

2004

2003

2002

2001

2000

0

Monetary
poverty
threshold
at 60% of
median income

(*) As of 2010 the estimations of financial income draw upon the 2010 Assets survey.
Note: in 2011 median equivalized income stood at €1,629/month.
Sources: INSEE, DGI, Fiscal and social income surveys (retropolated) 1996 to 2004; INSEE, DGFiP, CNAF, CNAV,
CCMSA, Fiscal and social income surveys 2005 to 2011.
Scope: Metropolitan France, people residing in a household with before-tax income that is positive or nil, and for which
the reference person is not a student.

The number of recipients of minimum social benefits is increasing
with the deterioration of the job market

Rising monetary poverty induces an increase in the number of working-age
recipients of various minimum social benefits. Between 2007 and 2012, the number
of recipients rose from 2.4 to 2.8 million, i.e., an increase of over 20% (nearly 8% in
2009). This upward trend is mainly due to a higher number of beneficiaries receiving
the active solidarity income benefit (RSA) which increased from 1.2 million in 2008 to
1.3 million in 2009 (+ 11.8%). The year 2012 is also characterized by a sharp rise in
this indicator (+5.7%) compared to the previous year (+ 154,700 persons).
This overall trend can be explained largely by the rising number of basic RSA and
specific solidarity allowance (ASS) recipients: +11% and +6.1%, respectively between
2011 and 2012. Since 2009, the number of recipients of the allowance for disabled
adults (AAH) has registered a yearly increase of nearly 4.1%, mainly due to institutional
changes (the allowance increased by 25% between 2007 and 2012 and the date for
reporting resources was modified) but as well as the suppression of employment
requirements. Lastly, the number of persons receiving a pension replacement allowance
(AER-R) has been declining since 2008 – as a result of administrative modifications
concerning this allowance9 and the retirement eligibility of the first generations of the
baby boom.10
9. The AER-R scheme was suspended in January 2009 for a limited period because of the crisis. It was subsequently
re-established in May 2010. As of 1 July 2009, it was replaced for new beneficiaries by a transitional benefit (ATS),
which was paid to 200 persons at the end of 2011.
10. Arnold C., 2012, “Les allocataires de minima sociaux en 2010”, DREES, Études et Résultats n° 801.
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At the end of 2012, the persons receiving basic RSA benefits accounted for nearly
50% of the total number of minimum social benefits recipients, i.e., approximately 1.5
million persons (Figure 2). AAH beneficiaries represented one-third of all recipients
(964,900 persons), while ASS beneficiaries (jobless persons who have exhausted
their unemployment compensation rights) amounted to 13% of the total number of
beneficiaries (378,200 persons). Lastly, slightly more than 28,000 persons received
the AER-R benefits.
Figure 2

Evolution of the number of working-age recipients of social benefits (thousands)
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* Institution of AER benefits.
** Institution of RSA benefits.
*** As of 1 January 2011, ATS replace AER for new beneficiaries. From 2011 AER data include recipients of ATS benefits.
Note: Provisional data for ASS and AER-R in 2012.
Sources: DREES, CNAF, Pôle emploi.
Scope: Metropolitan France.

Minimum social benefits and purchasing power

Between 1990 and 2012, minimum social benefits did not evolve as rapidly as
the minimum wage, despite a big jump in these benefits in 2012, and in spite of the
implementation in 2008 of a five-year plan to upwardly adjust the disabled adults
benefit. Accordingly the progression of the purchasing power of minimum social
benefits has been weak compared to median income (for a single person).
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Thus minimum social benefits lagged behind the minimum wage, and their
purchasing power has barely increased. This can be explained by the modes of
revaluation, that follow the inflation rate but are different for each scheme. Thus,
between 1990 and 2012, minimum social benefits (adjusted for inflation) increased
rather slowly, excepting in cases of exceptional revaluation – as for the insertion
allowance (AI) replaced in 2006 by the temporary interim allowance (ATA), or for the
disabled adult allowance (AAH) in 1998 and the minimum old-age pension in 2008
(Figure 3).
Hence, three different groups of recipients of minimum social benefits can be
distinguished.11 The first one includes working-age persons (basic RSA, AI/ATA and
ASS). The amount paid for these allowances is less than €500/month for a single
person. The second group includes allowances paid to persons facing employment
difficulties because of a disability or due to their age or health conditions (minimum
old-age pension, minimum disability allowance, AER and AAH). These allowances are
all above €600/month for a single person and can reach €1,000 euros per month in
the case of the AER. Lastly, temporary allowances (increased basic RSA and survivor
benefits) are designed to help persons whose families have been disrupted. These
amounts revolve around €600/month.
Figure 3

Evolution of national minimum social benefits for a single person (constant 2012 euros)
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11. Labarthe J., Lelièvre M. (ed.), 2013, Minima sociaux et prestations sociales, Coll. Études et statistiques, DREES.
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Material deprivation is evolving differently than monetary poverty

The primary approach adopted by the European Union to measure the evolution
of poverty is based on relative monetary poverty indicators. This relative measurement
offers the advantage of assessing poverty in terms of a person’s capacity to participate
in social life (Annex 1). It has, however, a drawback which is particularly felt in countries
where median equivalized income is low: it does not sufficiently take into account
forms of material deprivation liable to affect persons with low incomes. To compensate
for this shortcoming ONPES has included a material deprivation indicator among its
monitoring chart indicators.
This indicator considers a list of goods and services,12 divided into four broad
categories.13 A person is deemed poor in terms of living conditions if she or he is
unable to afford eight or more of the 27 items. This threshold is defined conventionally
and should not be interpreted as an absolute “decent life” threshold.14 Between 2004
and 2007, the material deprivation rate measured with this method dropped from
14.6% to 12.5% (Table 4). Subsequently, the indicator swung upwards and reached
13.3% in 2010; it then decreased in 2011 and 2012 (11.9%). Thus, over the 2004-2011
period, and excepting the year 2010, the material deprivation rate declined. This overall
downward trend seems mainly due to improved housing conditions and fewer late
payments (Annex 3).
Table 4

Evolution of the material deprivation rate between 2000 and 2012 (in %)
2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2004(*) 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012
Rate of material
deprivation (%)

12.1

11.6

11.9

11.4

10.6

14.6

13.3

12.7

12.5

12.9

12.6

13.3

12.5

11.9

(*) Break in time series (shift from EPCV to SRCV-SILC). The data from the different series are not directly comparable.
Sources: INSEE, EPCV, SRCV-SILC surveys.
Scope: Households living in metropolitan France.

This downward trend of the material deprivation indicator, particularly in the last
period marked by the economic crisis, raises serious questions concerning the
deepening of monetary poverty. It appears all the more surprising as it also affects
the persons experiencing the most difficult living conditions (Annex 3).
Thus, the material deprivation rate of persons in the first decile (the poorest 10%)
dropped from around 40% in 2008 to less than 34% in 2012, i.e., a 6% decline.
The trend is similar for persons in the second decile (the poorest 20%). Indeed,
the indicator fell from 28.2% to 25.4%, i.e., a 3-point decline. This overall downward
trend is particularly pronounced at the end of the period: between 2011 and 2012,

12. The INSEE material deprivation indicator is different from the deprivation indicator adopted by Eurostat owing to
the number and nature of the hardships taken into account.
13. Housing difficulties, insufficient resources, late payments and restrictions on consumption.
14. INSEE, 2013, “Pauvreté en termes de conditions de vie”, Les revenus et le patrimoine des ménages - Insee
Références, pp. 102-103.
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the material deprivation indicator for persons in the first and second decile dropped
by nearly 4 points.
Looking at the various types of hardships that constitute this composite indicator,
trends are more uneven – although the general tendency remains downward. Thus,
in terms of insufficient resources, the different indicators adopted in the SRCV survey
indicate an overall upward trend which confirms monetary poverty trends.15 On the
other hand, other indicators, particularly those related to restrictions on consumption,
indicate a sometimes considerable improvement in the living conditions of the poorest
persons. Thus, while in 2008, 68% of the persons in the first income decile stated
that they did not have sufficient financial means to afford a week’s holiday, this rate
had dropped to 60% in 2012. Likewise, over the same period, restrictions in terms of
furniture purchases, owing to lack of financial means, decreased from 67% to 58%.
The same analysis applies to some indicators which reveal deep forms of poverty,
such as the capacity to own two pairs of shoes (a rate that decreases from 25% to
22%, or the fact of not being able to offer a gift even once a year (down from 30% to
26%).
In terms of housing difficulties, one can observe a decreasing rate of persons in
the first income decile who state that they do not have a heating appliance, down from
12% in 2008 to 8% in 2012. On the other hand, 17% of such households mention that,
in 2012, they had difficulties in keeping their dwelling at a proper temperature (versus
12% in 2008). This seems to show an intensification of energy poverty phenomena.
These results do not match the findings of French associations that work with the
poor. These not-for-profits have observed, since 2007-2008, a deterioration of the living
conditions of the persons they assist. This can take the form of a dwindling amount of
money left in pocket when all the bills are paid, or an increasing number of requests
for assistance to settle unpaid energy bills.
In many European Union countries, the tendency appears to be the opposite:
an indicator similar (although less precise) to the one used in France by INSEE and
adopted by ONPES shows a rise in material deprivation. Box 2 looks more closely at
this situation that at first view seems counter-intuitive.
Box 2

Measuring poverty in terms of living conditions, or material deprivation:
methodological aspects
The material deprivation indicator can be used to measure poverty in terms of material deprivation.
While this approach is particularly relevant in countries where median equivalized income is low, it
runs up against certain limits in a country such as France. Moreover, the material deprivation indicator
calculated by INSEE comprises a number of aspects that should be kept in mind.

15. Having had a bank overdraft over the last twelve months, drawing on savings to pay bills, considering one's financial
situation as difficult, difficulties in paying income tax.
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Although, the SRCV-SILC survey is representative of the French population, it only includes ordinary
households. Hence, a minority of persons who are most often the poorest, living in institutions or on
the streets, are not covered by the survey.
In principle, this is a so-called “absolute” indicator since it refers to a fixed consumption standard,
unlike the monetary indicator, which is indexed to a relative threshold. In the medium and long term, such
indicators tend to improve in times of economic growth, even when growth is weak; with an increase
in the production of goods and services composing the adopted consumption standard, they become
more accessible to persons who are still considered poor under the monetary definition.
The consumption standard specified by the indicator was designed in the 1990s and based on
expert assessments. It is partly obsolete as rising living standards have modified the relevance of
certain items in the “basket” of consumer goods: mobile phones were a luxury in the early 1990s but
have become an indispensable tool for everyday life, and should be available to the general public. The
goods and services adopted in the consumption standard should be re-evaluated periodically in order
to adjust the indicator to social changes.
The hardships identified pertain to various categories (housing, financial constraints, etc.), which
are not prioritized by the indicator. Interpreting its overall evolution is a complex task as it reflects the
contradictory trends of several components, particularly over the 2008-2012 period.
Some items are based on self-evaluation of their circumstances by the persons interviewed. These
responses are subjective by nature and strongly dependent on the person’s past and current environment,
and on their personal standards. Because of this diversity, analysing the evolution of these indicators may
prove difficult. In particular, there is every reason to consider that some poor people, whose situation
has deteriorated due to the crisis, have interiorized this state of affairs and adjusted to it. They no longer
perceive the degradation of their living conditions in the way they did at the beginning of the crisis.

Faced with such difficulties in interpreting this indicator, which is crucial to grasp
poverty situations, ONPES will need to ask INSEE to perform an analysis of the results
provided by other statistical series relating, for example, to failure to seek healthcare
treatment, to household financial situations, to unpaid energy bills – in order to
introduce any needed methodological adjustments.
Notwithstanding, given the data currently available, ONPES cannot rule out the
possibility that the last decade has been characterized by a reduction in the major
material difficulties experienced by households, which may be related, notably,
to improved housing conditions and a rise (even a slow one) in their purchasing
power.
Thus the poor or excluded segments of the population evolve differently in the
course of the crisis when observed with the relative monetary poverty indicator at
the 60% threshold, or with the material deprivation indicator. The former reveals an
improvement in their situation, while the latter shows stability or deterioration. These
populations are also very different, as demonstrated by the indicator that measures
those who suffer both from a lack of resources and from material deprivation.
This is why the ONPES monitoring chart (Annex 2) includes a composite indicator
that measures the populations affected either by a relative insufficiency of resources
or by material deprivation (monetary poverty OR material deprivation indicator). This
composite indicator declined between 2004 and 2007 from 23.7% to 21.3% (-2.4%).
In 2012, it was at 21.5%, a level very close to its pre-crisis rate (21.3% in 2007)
[Table 5].
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The evolution of this composite indicator can be explained by the variations of its
two subindicators. In 2010, material deprivation (+0.7%) and monetary poverty at 60%
of median income (+0.6%) were both increasing. The stagnation observed since 2010
is due to opposite trends in the two subindicators: material deprivation has declined,
while monetary poverty is on the rise.
Table 5

Monetary poverty (60%) OR material deprivation rates from 2004 to 2011
Monetary poverty (60%) OR material deprivation

2004

2005

2006

2007

2008

2009

2010

2011

2012

23.7

23

21.9

21.3

20.6

20.4

21.5

21.4

21.5

Note: For a given year N, the material deprivation rate refers to the year N, and the monetary poverty rate to the year N-1. At
the time data are collected (mid-May to end June of the year N) income figures are known only for the preceding year. For
example, in 2009 data are available to determine the monetary poverty rate for 2008 and the material deprivation rate for
2009.
Sources: INSEE, EPCV, SRCV-SILC surveys.
Scope: Households living in metropolitan France.

Deep poverty is intensifying
Summary • The number of persons below the monetary poverty
threshold at 50% of median income (acute poverty) has increased
significantly more than the number below the 60% threshold.
In other words, acute poverty rose relatively faster than the
poverty suffered by persons living in less drastic circumstances
(60% threshold). Since the onset of the crisis, the proportion of
persons in acute poverty has sharply increased as compared to
the total number of poor people.
A relatively larger number of people are affected by acute poverty

In 2007, 7% of the French metropolitan population lived under the 50% monetary
poverty threshold, i.e., with a monthly equivalized income of less than €808 (for a
single person).16 This rate increased to 7.9% in 2011 (4.8 million persons) – a 0.9%
rise (Table 6). Between 2004 and 2007, 385,000 new persons experienced acute
poverty – and 575,000 between 2007 and 2011.
Extreme poverty affects persons living under the 40% median income threshold
(€652). The poverty rate of these persons increased considerably in 2005, remained
stable until 2007, and subsequently resumed its upward trend in 2008. Thus, between
2007 and 2011, the 40% threshold poverty rate rose from 3.1% to 3.5%.
The magnitude of the crisis and its persistence have generated this deepening
extreme poverty. Indeed, as the job market has deteriorated, a growing number of

16. Constant 2011 euros.
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persons have been excluded from employment. Furthermore, as the crisis has persisted,
those who are the most alienated from the labour market have encountered increasing
difficulties in landing a job and have had to rely on minimum social benefits.
Table 6

Evolution of the monetary poverty rate between 2000 and 2011 depending on the threshold
selected
2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2010 (*) 2011
Poverty rate (60%)

13.6

13.4

12.9

13.0

12.6

13.1

13.1

13.4

13.0

13.5

14.1

14.0

14.3

Poverty rate (50%)

7.2

6.9

6.5

7.0

6.6

7.2

7.0

7.2

7.1

7.5

7.8

7.7

7.9

Poverty rate (40%)

2.7

2.6

2.3

2.6

2.5

3.2

3.1

3.1

3.2

3.3

3.5

3.4

3.5

(*) As of 2010 the estimations of financial income draw upon the 2010 Assets survey.
Note: In 2011 14.3% of the population was living with income below the poverty threshold (poverty rate).
Sources: INSEE, DGI, Fiscal and social income surveys (retropolated) 1996 to 2004; INSEE, DGFiP, CNAF, CNAV, CCMSA,
Fiscal and social income surveys 2005 to 2011.
Scope: Metropolitan France, people residing in a household with before-tax income that is positive or nil, and for which the
reference person is not a student.

By studying the evolution of the number of poor persons according to the monetary
poverty threshold, one can better assess the evolution of poverty. Thus, between 2007
and 2011, the number of poor persons at the 50% and 60% thresholds of the median
equivalized income level increased from 4,281,000 to 4,856,000 and from 8,035,000 to
8,729,000, respectively. During this period, the number of poor persons rose by 694,000
at the 60% poverty threshold and by nearly 575,000 at the 50% poverty threshold.
These parallel developments are similar in magnitude: they indicate that acute poverty
(at the 50% threshold) accounts for most of the upward trend in poverty (at the 60%
threshold). This confirms our diagnosis: monetary poverty is deepening.
Extreme poverty can also be evaluated by using the combined monetary poverty
AND material deprivation indicator (Table 7). According to this indicator, extreme poverty
increased strongly between 2007 and 2008 (+0.8%) and subsequently dropped in
2012 down to 4.7%. As we noted previously, the decrease observed in 2012 can be
explained by an improvement in living conditions. The overall evolution from 2007 to
2011 contrasts with the pre-crisis level, which was symmetrically inverse (-0.8%).
Table 7

Evolution of the 60% monetary poverty rate AND material deprivation rate from 2004 and
2012 (%)
60% monetary poverty AND
material deprivation rate

2004

2005

2006

2007

2008

2009

2010

2011

2012

5.3

4.6

4.8

4.5

4.8

4.8

5.2

5.3

4.7

Note: For a given year N, the material deprivation rate refers to the year N, and the monetary poverty rate to the year N-1. At
the time data are collected (mid-May to end June of the year N) income figures are known only for the preceding year. For
example, in 2009 data are available to determine the monetary poverty rate for 2008 and the material deprivation rate for
2009.
Sources: INSEE, EPCV, SRCV-SILC surveys.
Scope: Households living in metropolitan France.
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The intensity of poverty increases with the ongoing crisis

The poverty intensity indicator measures the distance of the living standards of poor
persons from the poverty threshold (Table 8).17 Between 2004 and 2007, this indicator
(at 60% of median income) was relatively stable, except in the year 2005. Since 2007,
it has strongly increased from 18.2% to 19.1% in 2011 (+0.8%).
Poverty intensity at the 50% threshold followed a rather different evolution. It
increased between 2004 and 2005 to 17.5% (+2.7%), and subsequently declined
until 2007. Since 2008, this indicator has oscillated between 17.4% and 17.8%.
Since 2007, we have witnessed an intensification of poverty at the 60% threshold:
a significant number of persons in poverty situations are living with dwindling
living standards. In 2008, the median living standard of those surviving under this
poverty threshold was €803, versus €798 in 2010.18 It continued to decline in 2011
(€790).
Table 8

Evolution of poverty intensity from 2000 to 2011 according to the poverty threshold
selected (%)
2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2010 (*) 2011
Poverty intensity (60%)

18.0

17.2

16.6

18.4

18.0

18.8

18.0

18.2

18.5

19.0

18.9

19.0

19.1

Poverty intensity (50%)

14.5

15.1

14.3

14.4

14.8

17.5

17.4

17.0

17.7

17.4

17.8

17.7

17.4

(*) As of 2010 the estimations of financial income draw upon the 2010 Assets survey.
Sources: INSEE, DGI, Fiscal and social income surveys (retropolated) 1996 to 2004; INSEE, DGFiP, CNAF, CNAV, CCMSA,
Fiscal and social income surveys 2005 to 2011.
Scope: Metropolitan France, people residing in a household with before-tax income that is positive or nil, and for which the
reference person is not a student.

Some population groups are particularly vulnerable
when facing the crisis
Summary • The persistence of the crisis did not have the same
impact on the entire population. Some groups, generally the
most alienated from the labour market, were particularly affected.
Single-parent families and children register a far higher poverty
rate than the population as a whole. Owing to the deterioration of
the job market, the gap between the living standards of workingage persons and retirees has narrowed.

17. This indicator measures the relative gap between the poor population's median equivalized income and the poverty
threshold.
18. Constant 2011 euros.
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Monetary poverty affects particularly single-parent families and unemployed
persons

Poverty depends on the sociodemographic characteristics of households and
of their individual members, as well as on their situations in terms of employment
(Table 9).
Table 9

Breakdown of the 60% threshold monetary poverty rates in 2007 and 2011 according the
sociodemographic characteristics of the persons concerned
60% poverty rate in 2007

60% poverty rate in 2011

Under 30 years old

18.1

19.5

30-44 years

11.3

12.8

45-59 years

11.2

12.2

60-74 years

8.5

8.1

75 years and older

11.7

11.0

One-person household

16.5

17.6

Single-parent family

30.2

32.1

Couple without children

6.7

6.6

Couple with one child

9.0

9.5

Couple with two children

9.4

9.7

Couple with three or more children

20.7

22.2

Other type of household

19.9

21.2

Man

12.8

13.5

Woman

14.0

14.9

Unemployed

36.4

39.0

Employed

7.8

8.0

Inactive

16.3

17.0

13.4 %

14.3 %

Age

Type of household

Gender

Work status

Total

Sources: INSEE, DGI, Fiscal and social income surveys (retropolated) 1996 to 2004; INSEE, DGFiP, CNAF, CNAV, CCMSA,
Fiscal and social income surveys 2005 to 2011.
Scope: Metropolitan France, people residing in a household with before-tax income that is positive or nil, and for which the
reference person is not a student.

From this point of view, the effects of the crisis have varied according the types of
population concerned. They have notably affected younger persons, whose poverty
rate (at 60% of the median income) increased from 18.1% to 19.5%, i.e., a 14% rise
(versus 0.9% on the average). Its impact was also particularly acute for households
with children, first of all, single-parent families and couples with three or more children,
whose 2011 poverty rates were 32.1% and 22.2%, respectively.
Nonetheless, unemployed persons are still the first victims of the crisis. With a
poverty rate nearing 40% in 2011 (versus 36.4% in 2007), their situation has reached
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particularly alarming levels. On the other hand, the poverty rate of employed persons
remains relatively stable (around 8%).
The monetary poverty rate remained higher for single-parent families (15.6%) and
complex households (13.4%). Once again, in terms of monetary poverty, working
couples with no children were the least affected by the crisis (Table 10).
Table 10

60% monetary poverty rate of employed persons according to the type of household in
2011
Number of poor persons
(thousands)

60% poverty rate
(%)

One-person household

450

11.2

Single-parent family

299

15.6

Couple without children

268

4.7

Couple with children

925

7.1

Complex household (1)

106

13.4

Overall

2 047

8.0

(1) Households other than people living alone or couples with or without children.
Sources: INSEE, DGI, Fiscal and social income surveys (retropolated) 1996 to 2004; INSEE, DGFiP, CNAF, CNAV, CCMSA,
Fiscal and social income surveys 2005 to 2011.
Scope: Metropolitan France, people residing in a household with before-tax income that is positive or nil, and for which the
reference person is not a student.

In 2011, one in five children was poor

With the crisis, the child poverty rate has increased sharply. Whereas between
2005 and 2007 it rose only slightly (from 17.6% to 17.9%), it soared to 19.5% in 2011
(Table 11).
This level is closely related to the parents’ work status. In 2010, 39% of poor children
lived in a family where no parent was working.19 Having employed parents does not
guarantee that children will escape poverty, however. In 2010, 21% of children of single
working parents were poor, which was the case for 26% of those belonging to a family
with only one employed parent. Such children are over-represented in single-parent
families – a phenomenon that has been exacerbated over the years.20 In 2010, 35.5%
of poor children lived in a single-parent family, versus 30% in 2005.
Child poverty also increases with the number of siblings, although this correlation
has been weakening since 2005.21 Whereas the poverty rate was stable in 2010 (around
14%) for single children or those with only one sibling, it increased rapidly from the
third child upward. Thus, the poverty rate of children with two siblings in 2010 was

19. Houdré C., Missègue N., Ponceau J., 2013, “Inégalité de niveau de vie et pauvreté”, Les revenus et le patrimoine
des ménages - Insee Références, pp. 9-29.
20. Idem.
21. Idem.
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approximately 40%. It reached 45% when the family included four children and 60%
with five or more children. Two factors can explain this situation: first of all, lowerincome households tend to have more children (owing, notably to France’s family
support policy).22 Moreover, the activity rate of parents drops sharply from the third
child upward. In 2012, the activity rate of parents with one child was 75.4%, versus
only 62.5% for families with three children or more.23
Poverty also affects children differently according to their place of residence. In
2011, 43% of the 18-24 age group and 51% of youths under the age of 18 residing in a
“sensitive urban zone” (ZUS) were living below the 60% monetary poverty threshold.24
The poverty rate of children under 18 living in a ZUS was 2.6 times higher than the
rate of those who lived in other areas.
Table 11

Evolution of the 60% monetary poverty rate of children under age 18 between 2000
and 2011
2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2010 (*) 2011
Monetary poverty rate

18.4

18.4

16.7

17.7

16.7

17.6

17.7

17.9

17.3

17.7

19.6

19.4

19.5

(*) As of 2010 the estimations of financial income draw upon the 2010 Assets survey.
Sources: INSEE, DGI, Fiscal and social income surveys (retropolated) 1996 to 2004; INSEE, DGFiP, CNAF, CNAV, CCMSA,
Fiscal and social income surveys 2005 to 2011.
Scope: Metropolitan France, people residing in a household with before-tax income that is positive or nil, and for which the
reference person is not a student.

Extreme poverty also affects youths, single-parent families
and unemployed persons

In demographic terms, persons under age 30 registered in 2011 the highest poverty
rate at 40% of the median equivalized income level, with 5.2%, versus 3.5% on average
(Table 12). Persons aged 75 or over are less disadvantaged, with a 1.1% rate (five
times less).
In 2011, couples without children had the lowest rate of extreme poverty (15%),
depending on different household typologies. This rate was 2.5% for households with
one or two children and 4.1% for those with three or more children. Eight percent of
single-parent families were living under the 40% poverty threshold in 2011: hence,
they have the highest rate of extreme poverty and the evolution of their condition is
the most alarming, followed by that of single persons.
A person’s work status is a key factor in the risk of falling into extreme poverty. In 2011,
unemployed persons were particularly affected by extreme poverty (12.3%) – versus
2.1% and 3.8%, for employed and economically inactive persons, respectively.

22. Burrican C., Houdré C., Seguin E., 2012, “Les niveaux de vie en 2010”, Insee Première, n° 1412.
23. Employment survey conducted by INSEE.
24. ONZUS, Rapport 2013.
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Table 12

40% monetary poverty rates in 2007 and 2011 according to sociodemographic
characteristics
40% poverty rate in 2007 (in %)

40% poverty rate in 2011 (in %)

Age
Under 30 years old

4.8

5.2

30-44 years

2.6

3.2

45-59 years

2.8

3.5

60-74 years

1.0

1.2

75 years and older

0.9

1.1

Type of household
One-person household

4.3

5.3

Single-parent family

6.8

8.0

Couple without children

1.1

1.5

Couple with one child

2.5

2.5

Couple with two children

2.3

2.5

Couple with three or more children

3.8

4.1

Other type of household

7.1

7.7

Gender
Man

3.2

3.5

Woman

3.0

3.6

Unemployed

11.5

12.3

Employed

1.9

2.1

Inactive

3.5

3.8

Total

3.1

3.5

Work status

Sources: INSEE, DGI, Fiscal and social income surveys (retropolated) 1996 to 2004; INSEE, DGFiP, CNAF, CNAV, CCMSA,
Fiscal and social income surveys 2005 to 2011.
Scope: Metropolitan France, people residing in a household with before-tax income that is positive or nil, and for which the
reference person is not a student.

The gap between the living standards of working-age persons and retirees
is narrowing

A person’s standard of living tends to rise as she or he advances in professional life.
At higher ages, working income and household assets generally increase. Nonetheless,
this upward trend usually ends with the transition to retirement: in 2011, the average
income was €27,600 for persons aged 55-64, and €25,750 for those aged 65-74.25
The ratio between the median income of working-age persons and of pensioners
confirms this evolution. Between 2000 and 2011, the median income of persons over
age 65 amounted to 92-95% of that of the 18-64 age group. This ratio decreased
between 2000 (95%) and 2007 (92%), reflecting a wider gap, to the benefit of the
working-age population. Since 2007, the ratio has steadily risen and has reached
0.95 in 2011 (Table 13).
25. INSEE, Fiscal and social income survey carried out in 2011.
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This recent increase can be explained by the deterioration of the job market, which
has reduced working income, while retirement pensions continued to be adjusted for
inflation. Furthermore, newly retired persons have higher living standards than older
retirees since they often held better-paid jobs. The improved living standards of elderly
persons should not, however, occult the sharp inequalities prevailing within this group.
Young retirees usually enjoy a higher living standard than older ones, because their
careers have been longer.26
Table 13

Ratio between the median income of persons over 65 and of those aged 18-64 from 2001
to 2011
Income ratio

2000

2001

2002

2003

2004

2005

2006

2007

2008

2009

2010

2010 (*)

2011

0.95

0.94

0.93

0.93

0.93

0.92

0.94

0.92

0.93

0.94

0.95

0.93

0.95

(*) As of 2010 the estimations of financial income draw upon the 2010 Assets survey.
Sources: INSEE, DGI, Fiscal and social income surveys (retropolated) 1996 to 2004; INSEE, DGFiP, CNAF, CNAV, CCMSA,
Fiscal and social income surveys 2005 to 2011.
Scope: Metropolitan France, people residing in a household with before-tax income that is positive or nil, and for which the
reference person is not a student.

The risk of persistent poverty is rising for the persons
the most alienated from the job market
Summary • Beyond its effects on the job market and the
increasing insecurity affecting certain segments of the population,
the crisis has permanently alienated a growing number of workingage persons from the job market, thereby increasing the risks of
irreversible poverty situations.
The RSA turnover rate is lower

The RSA rotation rate measures the turnover of recipients under this scheme.27 It
provides an indication of poverty entry and exit trajectories. The higher the indicator,
the faster the registered persons exit the scheme, whether completely or to enter
another of its components. The quarterly turnover rate for those who receive only the
activity RSA benefit is higher than for recipients of the basic RSA benefit. This is due
to the fact that its beneficiaries are closer to the job market.

26. Arnold A., Lelièvre M., 2013, “Le niveau de vie des personnes âgées de 1996 à 2009: une progression moyenne
en ligne avec celle des personnes d'âge actif, mais des situations individuelles et générationnelles plus contrastées”,
Les revenus et le patrimoine des ménages, INSEE.
27. The quarterly (Q) turnover rate of the recipients of an allowance is the ratio of its average entry rate during a quarter
Q (= number of entries in a quarter Q/number of beneficiaries at the end of quarter Q) and of its exit rate (= number
of entries in a quarter Q/number of beneficiaries at the end of quarter Q-1).
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Due to the deterioration of the labour market, the turnover rate of recipients of the
activity RSA alone sharply decreased between the 3rd quarter of 2009 and the 2nd quarter
of 2010. It subsequently registered a lower and more irregular decline, dropping to
29.3% in June 2013 – the lowest level in the survey period (Figure 4). The basic RSA
scheme’s turnover rate was lower and more stable. It varied between 15% and 16%
from September 2009 to June 2013.
The downward trend of the RSA turnover rate is mainly due to the decreasing
entry rate recorded between September 2009 and June 2010 (-7.5%) and by its low
exit rate.28
The impact of the economic situation on turnover rates is difficult to assess: it may
induce a decrease or an increase.29 For example, a deteriorated situation is liable to
reduce the exit rate of RSA beneficiaries, who face more difficulties in landing wellpaid and/or full-time jobs. Concurrently, exits from the activity RSA scheme towards
the basic RSA scheme are liable to increase. Lastly, shifts from the basic RSA to the
activity RSA scheme tend to decline as landing a job has become more difficult, while
the entries of persons who do not receive this allowance are liable to increase.
Figure 4

Evolution of the quarterly turnover rate of RSA recipients between September 2009 and
June 2012 (%)
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Notes: Not including youth RSA.
In September 2009 the quarterly turnover rate of basic RSA recipients was 15.8%, compared to 41.1% of recipients
receiving only the activity RSA.
Sources: CNAF, consolidated raw data.
Scope: Metropolitan France, general regimen

The data provided by the CNAF completes this picture. It shows that basic RSA
recipients have difficulties in exiting this scheme.30 Indeed, 86% of the persons receiving
this allowance in January 2010 were still registered in the scheme in the month of April
28. Lelièvre M., Reduron V., Van Wassenhove T., 2014, “Les allocataires du RSA fin juin 2013”, DREES, Études et
Résultats n° 864.
29. Arnold C., Donné S., Mathieu F., 2013 “Les allocataires du RSA fin juin 2012”, DREES, Études et Résultats
n° 828.
30. Cazain S. et al., 2012, “Études sur le revenu de solidarité active”, Dossier d’étude de la CNAF, n° 156.
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and 69% in December. Among those who exited between December and January
2010, 6% had shifted to the basic+activity RSA, 5% to the activity RSA alone, and
18% had exited the scheme altogether.
As concerns the basic+ activity RSA and the activity RSA alone, the rate of persons
remaining in the same scheme (between January and December 2010) was 38% and
46%, respectively. Basic+ activity RSA recipients have the same probability of shifting
to the basic RSA (22%) than of exiting the scheme (23%). The persons who exit the
activity RSA alone scheme (between January and December 2010) generally exit the
RSA altogether (42%).
These different trajectories depend on the sociodemographic characteristics of the
beneficiaries.31 Persons over the age of 50 appear to experience more stable situations
(within the scheme), while those under age 29 follow more varied trajectories. On
the other hand, single men without children registered in the activity RSA scheme
(alone, or basic+ activity) tend to shift more frequently than women without children
between different RSA components. Lastly, couples without children receiving activity
RSA benefits (alone or combined with the basic RSA allowance) follow more stable
trajectories than couples without children.
In 2012, six out of ten RSA beneficiaries had been registered in the scheme for
at least three years.

The low basic RSA exit rate has induced a significant rise in the percentage of
beneficiaries registered in the scheme for at least three years (up from 50% in 2009 to
60% in 2012). This increase was particularly sharp between 2010 and 2011 (from 53%
to 60%). In 2012, 886,000 basic RSA recipients had been registered in the scheme
for at least three years, versus 715,000 in 2010 (Table 14).
Table 14

Persistence in the basic RSA scheme between 2007 and 2012 (%)
Proportion of basic RSA recipients registered
in the scheme for three years or more

2007

2008

2009

2010

2011

2012

65.4

64.8

49.8

52.8

59.8

60.1

Note: Calculated by ONPES.
Sources: CNAF. The years 2007, 2008 and 2009 included periods when recipients were registered under the RMI and API
schemes.
Scope: Metropolitan France.

31. Fernandez V., Marc C., 2013, “Multiplicité et variabilité des trajectoires des bénéficiaires du RSA”, l’e-ssentiel,
n° 136, CNAF.
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Poverty is increasing and intensifying
in the north and south of France

Poverty is concentrated in areas where unemployment
is the highest
Summary • France is a country characterized by considerable
territorial disparities. Poverty is particularly high in départements
where the unemployment rate is high, a trend that confirms
the close relationship between poverty and local employment
situations.

It is crucial to study poverty at the level of départements. This administrative entity
is the first level where the fight against poverty is conducted.
An analysis based on 2011 data shows that monetary poverty is concentrated
in the north of France, along the Mediterranean coast and at the intersection of the
Limousin, Auvergne and Midi-Pyrénées regions (Map 1a). Corsica also has a high
monetary poverty rate, as well as Seine-Saint-Denis (24.8%). Conversely, the western
regions (Normandie, Bretagne, Pays de la Loire, Poitou-Charentes and Aquitaine)
and the Swiss border area register a lower monetary poverty rate. Among the six
départements with the lowest poverty rate, four are located in Ile-de-France (Yvelines,
Essonne, Hauts-de-Seine and Seine-et-Marne).
Among the factors accounting for these differences, the local unemployment
situation plays an obvious part, as suggested by maps 1a and 1b. Other exogenous
factors (such as migratory flows from the north to the south of France), which would
certainly deserve further scrutiny, also play a role. Thus, the départements farthest
to the north, those along the Mediterranean, and the Seine-Saint-Denis département
register the highest unemployment and poverty rates. Conversely, départements
in the eastern and western regions have moderate unemployment rates and lower
unemployment levels.
For a similar level of monetary poverty, the contexts and populations involved can
be quite different. In the country’s far northern and Mediterranean regions, poverty
affects primarily children, working-age persons and couples with children. By contrast,
pensioners, couples without children and single persons are more affected in the
Midi-Pyrénées, Limousin and Auvergne regions.
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Map 1a

Map 1b

60% poverty rate by département
in 2011 (%)

Unemployment rate by département
in 2011 (%)

20,3 to 24,8

12,6 to 13,3

15,7 to 20,3

9,9 to 12,6

14,3 to 15,7

8,9 to 9,9

12,3 to 14,3

8,0 to 8,9

10,5 to 12,3

6,6 to 8,0

8,2 to 10,5

5,4 to 6,6

Sources: INSEE, Disposable income by locality, 2011.
Scope: Fiscal households (not including group homes and
homeless persons) for which before-tax income is positive
or nil.

Sources: INSEE, Unemployment rate by locality

Secondly, a similar poverty level may reflect different intensities (Map 2a). From
this point of view, the north of France appears to fare better than the south (MidiPyrénées and Provence-Alpes-Côte d’Azur). This map, which signals the significance of
extreme poverty situations, also highlights specific features of Paris and neighbouring
départements: extreme poverty is relatively high, even where poverty under the 60%
line is not particularly widespread.
Finally, sharp differences appear between départements – not only in terms of
the extent of poverty but also of its depth and of the types of populations concerned.
This confirms the need for territorial strategies designed according to “departmental
diagnostics”. Such evaluations are not comprehensive, however, as shown by Map
2b, which reflects wealth disparities (measured by the GDP per capita) between
départements. It highlights the specific challenges faced by those where per capita
wealth is low with a high level of poverty intensity, such as Corsica, and départements
situated on the western edge of the Mediterranean and the north-eastern border of
France.
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Map 2a

Map 2b

Poverty intensity by département in 2011 (%)

Per capita GDP by region in 2011 (in euros)

221,8 to 24,0

50 586

119,7 to 21,8

27 523 to 50 586

118,8 to 19,7

25 523 to 27 523

118,0 to 18,8

24 392 to 25 725

116,8 to 18,0

23 139 to 24 392

115,7 to 16,8

23 139

Sources: INSEE, Disposable income by locality, 2011.
Scope: Fiscal households (not including group homes and
homeless persons) for which before-tax income is positive or nil.

Sources: INSEE, baseline 2005; INSEE, population estimates
(provisional figures for 2012 and 2013 issued in early 2014).

Poverty is increasing in Languedoc-Roussillon,
the north and the centre of France
Summary • Between 2007 and 2011, poverty increased mainly
in the north-western quadrant of France. This area also suffered
the most intensive job destruction. On the other hand, poverty
intensity rose in the north, the south and the centre of the country.
The départements affected by the highest rise in poverty were
also the poorest.

How have four years of sluggish growth and declining employment affected poverty
situations in different territories? An overall indication is suggested by Map 3, which
describes trends in 60% monetary poverty rates. The geographical landscape is
obviously not the same for this indicator as in the static representation provided by
Map 1a (2011). The areas where poverty increased most do not match those where
its level was the highest, except in the Seine-Saint-Denis département and the two
départements in the Nord region. As a general rule, poverty was particularly on the
rise in an area extending from the Nord-Pas-de-Calais region to the Auvergne region.
All the départements situated around Paris registered a strong increase in poverty.
Conversely, those showing the sharpest decline are Cantal (‑1.4%), Corsica (1.2%),
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Lozère (‑0.7%) and Haute-Loire (‑0.6%). Départements in the west, as well as those
situated along the south-west border, generally enjoy more favourable circumstances:
their poverty level is not only relatively moderate but, moreover, its increase has been
contained since 2008.
Map 3

Variation of the 60% monetary poverty rate by département between 2007 and 2011 (%)

1,5 to 3,0
1,0 to 1,6
0,6 to 1,0
0,0 to 0,6
-0,6 to 0,0
-1,4 to -0,6

Sources: INSEE, Disposable income by locality.
Scope: Fiscal households (not including group homes and homeless persons) for which before-tax income is positive or nil.

Map 4 shows the variations of the 50% threshold poverty rate recorded since 2007. It
offers an indication of the territorial spread of more acute poverty. An overall correlation
is seen between this extension and the extension of poverty in general (comparison with
Map 3). As is the case across the entire country, the absolute variations (in %) of 50%
poverty rates are comparable to those of 60% rates: hence, in terms of relative value,
poverty is deepening faster than it is spreading. This situation is particularly obvious
in the Aisne and Ardennes départements. The two Alsatian départements, however,
constitute exceptions in this regard and show an opposite tendency. Demographic
studies have highlighted the relation between migrations and the deepening of
poverty. A number of départements, where the increase in 50% threshold poverty
was the highest, have experienced a migratory deficit that affects various populations
differently: for example, the poorest persons are the least mobile.32

32. See Clanché F., 2014, “Trente ans de démographie des territoires”, Insee Première, n° 1483 and Davezies L.,
Korsu E., “Un essai de géographie de la pauvreté”, Les Travaux de l’Observatoire national de la pauvreté et de l’exclusion
sociale 2001-2002, La Documentation française.
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A more systematic way of comparing the extension of poverty (increase in the 60%
monetary poverty rate) and its deepening (rising 50% indicator) consists in observing
directly the variation of the poverty intensity indicator (Map 5).
Map 4

Map 5

Variation of the 50% monetary poverty rate by Variation of poverty intensity by département
département between 2007 and 2011 (in %)
between 2007 and 2011 (%)

1,3 to 2,3

2,1 to 2,6

0,9 to 1,3

1,6 to 2,1

0,6 to 0,9

1,2 to 1,6

0,0 to 0,6

0,9 to 1,2
0,4 to 0,9

-0,1 to 0,0

0,2 to 0,4

-0,5 to -0,1

Sources: INSEE, Disposable income by locality.
Scope: Fiscal households (not including group homes and
homeless persons) for which before-tax income is positive or
nil.

Sources: INSEE, Disposable income by locality.
Scope: Fiscal households (not including group homes and
homeless persons) for which before-tax income is positive or
nil.

On average, in metropolitan France, this intensity has increased – a trend that is
particularly pronounced in north-eastern, Languedoc-Roussillon and Midi-Pyrénées
départements. But it also appears clearly in south-western rural départements, which
were not dealt with in previous analyses.
Map 5 also shows a relative contrast between the north and the départements
around the Mediterranean coastline. In 2007, the Provence-Alpes-Côte d’Azur region
and the northern part of Languedoc-Roussillon registered a particularly high poverty
intensity rate. Conversely, the north of France had a poverty intensity rate close to
the national average.
Years of economic slowdown and job cuts have somewhat narrowed this gap and
the north is drawing near to the south-east in this respect. Several economic studies
suggest that the composition of the population and of the economy in these two
regions may offer a possible explanation for this trend. The north is primarily composed
of young and working-age persons, whereas the south-east has a significant rate of
elderly persons. The job crisis may well have affected the former more severely than
the latter. Moreover, in the northern départements, the economy is primarily based
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on industry and wage employment, while southern départements rely more on “faceto-face” service activities.33 Indeed, the crisis has affected the industrial sector more,
inducing drastic cuts in wage-earning jobs and, thereby, reducing work incomes.
A more refined geographical observation of poverty is required

The study of poverty at a departmental level highlights a number of territorial
disparities. But the current geographic grid is too broad to grasp with precision poverty
and social inequalities, as well as the causes of their evolution. Indeed, within a given
département, real and sharp disparities may not appear at this geographical level.
Hence, we need to deploy more refined analysis tools – such as those designed
recently by INSEE and used to redefine public urban territorial strategies (Box 3).

Box 3

“Gridded” data to support social policies
INSEE recently developed a tool that provides so-called “gridded” socioeconomic data. This
information draws on a finer territorial grid: 1 km², or even 200 m² (depending on the size of the
population). This tool can provide information that transcends administrative geographic limits – which
may conflict with observational needs. For statistical confidentiality purposes, each square of the grid
must comprise at least 11 fiscal households: data items are drawn from the Income by locality register,
based on comprehensive records of income tax statements and housing-tax registers. These items are
geo-localized, and subsequently matched according to an appropriate territorial grid.
This database can be used to evaluate the number of persons, according to age bracket, the
number of households, fiscal income per consumption unit, as well as information on dwellings
and their occupancy status. A number of sensitive variables are “winsorized”: values higher or
lower than a pre-specified threshold are aligned on this threshold. For example, if a household’s
fiscal income by consumption unit is above the 8th distribution decile, its fiscal income is aligned
on this threshold.1
The map below can be used to visualize the advantages of gridded data in terms of social policies –
notably, those implemented to renew urban policy. The map shows current and future prioritized urban

33. Labosse L., 2010, “Attractivité des territoires: 14 types de zones d’emploi”, La France et ses régions - Insee
Références, pp. 41-51.

42

2013-2014 Report

The ongoing crisis increases risks of social disintegration

districts: the red circles represent the limits of sensitive urban zones (ZUS) and the blue ones highlight
other local neighbourhoods designated for action. The yellow squares indicate low-income areas that
will be designated for action in the future. In this example, the gridded data can used to assess the
relevance of current ZUS designations and to reveal new areas hitherto outside the scope of urban
policies, regardless of administrative zoning boundaries.

1. INSEE, 2013, “Données carroyées à 200 mètres”, www.insee.fr

Overall, this approach in terms of territorial observation of poverty and social
exclusion has remained essentially descriptive. Further analyses will be needed to
grasp more precisely the respective roles of exogenous factors and of proactive
policies implemented locally. On the other hand, this approach emphasizes the need
for territorial solidarity: indeed, the départements most affected by poverty are also
the least endowed with resources.
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Chapter 3

Deterioration of the labour market
and worsening poverty

The unemployed are more affected by poverty
than the rest of the population
Summary • In 2011 nearly four out of ten unemployed persons
were living below the monetary poverty threshold, compared to
fewer than one out of ten people with jobs. The proportion of
poor unemployed has greatly increased with the ongoing crisis.

The situation of the labour market has been greatly worsened by the recession.
In the space of four years the market economy has lost half a million jobs, leading to
higher unemployment, particularly long-term unemployment.
The unemployed and inactive persons are more affected by poverty
than the rest of the population

The poverty rate varies with the status of individuals in terms of the labour market.
The poverty rate of unemployed persons is structurally higher than for the rest of the
population (Figure 5). This rate was at about 35% between 1996 and 2009, but rose
to 39% in 2011.
Since 2002 the poverty rate for “Other inactive persons” (men and women without
employment outside of the home, people unable to work, etc.) has risen by nine
percentage points, from 24% to 33%. By contrast, poverty in the student population
declined between 1996 and 2002, from 22.7% to 17.2%, and then rose again slightly,
stabilizing at around 20%. At under 10%, the poverty rate of the working population
and pensioners is structurally lower than for the rest of the population. Other than the
impact of the crisis on the unemployed, no particular effect of the economic slowdown
is observed for other segments of the population, for which the poverty rate remains
identical, or follows the same trend as before the crisis.
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Figure 5

Poverty rate at 60% of median equivalized income by type of ILO activity(*) (in %)
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(*) As of 2010 the estimations of financial income draw upon the Assets survey.
Note: The definition of the activity variable was modified several times by the ILO during the period in question, which
explains certain choppy curves (definition based on the week preceding the survey).
Sources: INSEE, DGI, Fiscal and social income surveys (retropolated) 1996 to 2004; Insee, DGFiP, CNAF, CNAV, CCMSA
Fiscal and social income surveys 2005 to 2011.
Scope: People aged 15 years or more, residing in metropolitan France in an ordinary household for which the reference
person is not a student. Before-tax income for the household is positive or nil.

Increasing poverty among workers in 2011
Summary • Companies adjusted to the crisis by making greater
use of very short fixed-term work contracts This has led to
higher turnover of the work force and to an increased probability
of alternating periods of employment and unemployment. The
poverty rate of workers rose between 2010 and 2011.
Turnover in the labour market has been increasing since 2008

The structure of employment in the labour market showed little change in the first
decade of the 2000s. Salaried employment accounts for about 88% of all employment,
and non-salaried employment for the remaining 12%. Roughly 87% of salaried
workers have permanent work contracts, 9% have fixed-term contracts, and the rest
are temporary workers or in apprenticeship. The recent structural evolution for new
hires, however, illustrates the modification of the labour market since the onset of
the economic crisis. Prior to 2008 the share of fixed-term work contracts in new hires
was fairly stable, at slightly more than 70%. Since 2008 this proportion has risen
steadily, reaching 82.8% at the beginning of 2013. The structure of new hires has also
changed. In the early years of the 2000 decade, fixed-term contracts of under one
month represented 50% of new hires (1.6 million contracts < 1 month), compared to
roughly 70% at the end of 2013 (3.8 million contracts < 1 month) [figure 6].
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Youths under 30 years of age and people 50 and older are those most affected by
this increasing instability in the labour market. In 2012 fixed-term contracts accounted
for respectively 82.6% and 84.6% of new hires in these population segments.34 The
same holds for qualified workers (87.4%), followed by employees (83.7%) and
intermediate professions (81.8%).
Figure 6

New hires by type and duration of contract from 2000 to 2013 (in %)
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Note: Seasonally adjusted data.
Sources: Acoss – Urssaf.
Scope: All prior-to-hiring statements submitted to Urssaf.

Along with the rise in fixed-term contracts and contracts of under one month in
new hires, the turnover rate in the workforce has also greatly increased. While turnover
varied between 9% and 11% between 2003 and 2008, it rose to about 11% in 2008
and to 14% at the beginning of 2013.
As a consequence of these trends, having a job is less and less likely to be a
guarantee against poverty (Table 15). In 2011 7.5% of those in employment had
income below the poverty threshold. Although it is difficult to pin down the evolution
of this indicator, due to changes in methodology and survey practices, it does appear
to be clear that the increase observed since 2003 accelerated at the end of the period
(+0.5 percentage point between 2010 and 2011).
Two phenomena can provide an explanation for this trend. At the household level,
the loss of income by one member leads to lower income for the household. Secondly,
at the individual level, income is lower due to reduced effective work time over the
preceding 12 months.
In addition, difficulty in finding work is concentrated in certain households that are
already strongly affected. As a result the proportion of adults in households in which
no member works has been steadily climbing since the beginning of the crisis. This
rate rose from 9.7% in 2008 to 10.5% in 2012.

34. Paraire X., 2014, “Les mouvements de main-d’œuvre en 2012”, Dares Analyses, n° 03.
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Table 15

Poverty rate for workers from 2003 to 2011
Poverty rate of the
working population

2003

2004

2005

2006

2007

2008 (*)

2009

2010

2010 (*)

2011

5.4

6.0

5.9

6.4

6.6

7.0

7.0

7.1

7.0

7.5

(*) Break in time series due to changes in survey practices in 2008, and use of the Assets survey to measure income from
assets in 2010.
Note: The European concept is used to define workers, that is people employed for over half of the reference period, i.e. at
least 7 out of 12 months.
Sources: INSEE SRCV-SILC survey for 2003–2007 data; INSEE, DGFiP, CNAF, CNAV, CCMSA Fiscal and social income
surveys for 2008 to 2011.
Scope: Metropolitan France, people residing in an ordinary household, reference person not a student, before-tax income
positive or nil.

Youths and those with the least qualifications are those most
affected by rising unemployment
Summary • Youths and people with education equal to or
less than the baccalaureat level are particularly exposed to
unemployment. A significant proportion of job seekers have
reduced activity.

In the second quarter of 2012, 10.9% of the active population was unemployed,
under the ILO definition, compared to 7.5% at the start of 2008.35 This evolution is
all the more remarkable because the trend had been to lower unemployment since
late 2005.
Box 4

The Secours Catholique organization raises the alarm on the worsening
employment situation of the people who come to the charity
The Secours Catholique charity calls attention to the harmful effects of the worsening labour market
on poverty, in its activity report published in 2013.1 The charity provided aid to 1,431,000 people in
2012, 9,000 more than in 2012, and provides an analysis of the situations in which these people find
themselves.
Generally speaking the charity assists a growing number of households with children, and with
members of foreign nationality. Half of the children assisted live in single-parent families. The people
who come to Secours Catholique saw their income fall between 2011 and 2012, and nearly all of them
live below the poverty threshold (94%).

35. Under the ILO definition a person is considered to be unemployed if the following three conditions are met: the
person is without a job; the person is actively looking for a job, i.e. has taken specific action to seek salaried or nonsalaried employment in the designated recent period; is available to work.
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Nearly four in ten of those assisted by the charity are unemployed, compared to 35.4% in 2008.
Conversely, the number of those with employment has dropped, from 20% to 18.4%. Men are more
affected by reduction of activity than women. The proportion of couples in which neither of the adults
has a job rose sharply between 2011 and 2012, from 24% to 27.3%.
People with jobs saw their situations become more fragile between 2008 and 2012. The proportion
of those with a permanent full-time work contract fell by 3.6 percentage points, from 29.3% to 25.7%.
Conversely, the proportion of people with fixed-term contracts for full-time employment is rising, as is
the proportion of people with part-time employment.
1. Secours Catholique, 2013, “Emploi : quelle place pour les plus pauvres ?”.

This increase goes along with increased inequalities in terms of unemployment
(Box 4), even though the gap between the situations for women and men has narrowed
(Figure 7). The crisis has had a more pronounced effect on industrial jobs and temporary
work, jobs that are held mostly by men.36
Figure 7

Unemployment rate (ILO definition) by sex between 2003 and 2013 (in %)
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Sources: INSEE.
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Conversely, the circumstances of youths aged 15 to 24, structurally more exposed to
unemployment than the rest of the population, have been very sensitive to fluctuations in
the economic situation. Lack of work experience, hiring restrictions and the precarious
nature of employment are the main factors working against them, despite a level of
qualification that is on average considerably higher.37 In 2007 fewer than one of five
youths aged 15-24 was unemployed. In 2012 close to one in four active youths is
unemployed, as compared to fewer than one in ten adults. Nonetheless, a majority

36. Beauvoir R. et al., 2013, “Emploi, chômage, population active: bilan de l’année 2012”, Dares Analyses n° 037.
37. Minni C., Pommier P., 2013; “Emploi et chômage des 15-29 ans en 2013”, Dares Analyses n° 073.
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of youths are enrolled in school or university, and are therefore not considered to be
active.
Looking beyond the short-term impact of the crisis, the marks left by an entry into
the labour market at an unfavourable moment may be of considerable importance.
Current studies show a significant negative effect for those entering the workforce in
these circumstances, and particularly for those with the least education.38 While the
oldest segments of the population are the least vulnerable, since the beginning of the
crisis the number of people benefiting from early retirement schemes has dropped off
sharply, leading the significantly higher activity rates for seniors.39 At the same time,
the worsening economy has prevented the labour market from absorbing this rising
number of older workers. Accordingly, the unemployment rate for seniors rose from
5% to 7% between 2008 and 2012.
The active population with the least education is also one of the segments most
affected by the economic crisis. This highlights once again the significant protection
afforded by educational attainment. In 2012 the unemployment rate for those without the
middle-school education certificate (brevet des collèges) was 16%, 2.8 times that of the
active population with more than two years of higher education after the baccalaureat,
and this rate has grown rapidly (+3.7 percentage points in four years).
The different socioprofessional categories are not all touched by unemployment to
the same extent. Blue-collar workers register the highest unemployment level and the
greatest increase, with an unemployment rate that rose from 10.2% in 2008 to 14.4% in
2012. After these workers, white-collar workers are those most affected. In 2012 10.3%
of white-collar workers were out of work, an increase of 2.9 percentage points over 2008
(7.4%). Unemployment is at a similar level for management-level employees, independent
professionals, artisans, small-business owners and heads of companies, ranging between
3% and 5.5%. Unemployment in these categories has seen an increase since the beginning
of the crisis, but to a lesser extent than for white-collar and blue-collar workers. Farmers
are the socioprofessional category with the lowest rate of unemployment and the lowest
increase between 2008 and 2012 (+0.2 percentage point).
The second consequence of the crisis on the labour market is the diversification
of types of unemployment. In addition to the increase in the number of Category A
job seekers registered with the unemployment agency Pôle Emploi, which rose by
66% between February 2008 and September 2013, reaching close to 3.3 million,40
the crisis has caused a big increase in the number of job seekers in part-time activity
(categories B and C), in particular those working more than 78 hours a month.41 42 In
September 2013 the total number of job seekers exceeded 1,500,00 million.
38. Barret C., Ryk F., Volle N., 2014, “Enquête 2013 auprès de la Génération 2010 – Face à la crise, le fossé se creuse
entre niveaux de diplôme”, Bref du Céreq n° 319.
39. Minni C., 2013, “Emploi et chômage des 55-64 ans en 2012”, Dares Analyses n° 083.
40. Category A job seekers are those who are required to actively seek work, and who have no work activity in the
course of the month.
41. Category B job seekers are required to actively seek work, while working a small number of hours, 78 hours or
less, in the course of the month
42. Category C job seekers are required to actively seek work, while working over 78 hours in the course of the month.
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The duration of unemployment rises steeply
with the ongoing crisis
Summary • The crisis leads to an increase in the duration of
unemployment, and the persistence of the crisis brings marked
risk of exclusion from the labour market

At first the increase in the number of people entering unemployment leads to a
drop in the average time on the unemployment rolls. But later, as the crisis continues,
the average duration of unemployment becomes longer. In September 2013 this
average time of unemployment attained 503 days for job seekers, an increase of 120
days compared to April 2009.
The number of job seekers (categories A, B and C) on the rolls for over a year
rose from 1 million in April 2009 to 2 million in September 2013. The proportion of job
seekers on the rolls for over two years has seen a similar evolution.
The amplitude of this phenomenon is a sign of its seriousness, as the longer jobseeking period is prejudicial to the skills and qualifications of workers. To address
the ensuing risk of exclusion from the labour market, the ways to accompany the
unemployed must be examined.

The number of uncompensated unemployed is rising
Summary • A growing number of people are out of work due
to the deterioration of the labour market Some unemployed
persons do not receive unemployment compensation. The
proportion of uncompensated unemployed has been steadily
rising since the beginning of the crisis.

The length of the crisis has led to an increase in the number of unemployed, and
hence of people in a position to benefit from the unemployment compensation system
or solidarity mechanisms (ASS, AER, etc.). Among job seekers, however, some are
not or no longer compensated. The rate of unemployed (job seekers in categories
A, B and C, and persons not required to look for work) who are not compensated
under the unemployment compensation system or solidarity mechanisms initially
dropped between 2005 and 2008, going from 40.5% to 38.3% (Table 16). Since 2009
the number of uncompensated job seekers has risen significantly, from 44.5% to
48.2%, an increase of 3.7 percentage points, between 2009 and 2012. In September
2012, 2.4 million people were not compensated, receiving neither unemployment
compensation nor solidarity allocations.
At the end of September 2011 slightly under 30% of those who received no
compensation were in fact eligible for compensation under the unemployment
compensation system.43 Three types of cases can explain that a person eligible for
unemployment compensation receives no allocation. The first case is that of a job seeker
whose part-time activity provides income that is too high, or the number of hours worked
43. I.e. a job seeker whose rights to compensation have been established.
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is too high; in this case the compensation is suspended and postponed. This is the
situation of 80% of those who receive no compensation, but are eligible for benefits.44
A second situation is that of the beneficiary who has established his or her rights to
compensation, but payment has not yet started; this was case for 17% of uncompensated
unemployed in September 2011.45 Lastly there is the case of temporary suspension of
compensation due to sanctions: very few individuals are in this situation.
The number of job seekers (categories A, B and C) not eligible for unemployment
compensation or solidarity mechanisms rose from 1.4 million in 2009 to 1.7 million in 2012,
an increase of 26%. This category of those ineligible for compensation can be divided
into two groups in 2011. Those whose return-to-employment benefits have run out,
and who do not fulfil the conditions for benefits under solidarity mechanisms, represent
41%. In 45% of cases, the uncompensated are individuals who have never qualified for
unemployment compensation or solidarity mechanisms (since 1999), and who have not
been affiliated under the unemployment insurance system for long enough to be eligible
for unemployment compensation.46 In general these uncompensated unemployed are
mostly women (55%, compared to 50% of those eligible for compensation), youths
under 30 years of age (40%, compared to 30% of those eligible for compensation), and
people with a level of education below the baccalaureat (58% compared to 57% of those
eligible for compensation). One-half of job seekers ineligible for compensation have
been on the unemployment rolls for over two years in the last five years, and one-third
have been on the rolls for over three years.
Table 16

Job seekers not compensated under the unemployment compensation system or solidarity
mechanisms, 2000-2012
2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2009(*) 2010 2011 2012
Uncompensated job
seekers rate

44.3 39.9 36.5 36.1 37.7 40.5 39.5 38.6 38.3 39.5

44.5

46.1 47.9 48.2

(*) Break in time series. Data before and after this break are not directly comparable.
Note: For 2000-2009 that data year runs to 31 December; for 2009-2012 the data year runs to 30 September. Raw data.
Sources: Pôle emploi (DEFM).
Scope: Metropolitan France through 2009, then all of France.

44. Fontaine M., Grangier J., 2013, “Les demandeurs d’emploi indemnisables par le régime d’assurance chômage
en 2011”, Dares Analyses, n° 012.
45. Idem.
46. Billaut A., Fontaine M., Grangier J., 2013, “Les demandeurs d’emploi non indemnisables par le régime d’assurance
chômage : les allocataires de l’ASS, de l’AER et les demandeurs d’emploi n’ayant aucun droit ouvert en 2011”, Dares
Analyses, n° 013.
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Policies in favour of access to fundamental rights:
a look at the current situation

It is difficult to discuss access to rights without broaching the subject of nonrecourse. As the evaluation report drawn up by the Plan de lutte contre la pauvreté et
pour l’inclusion sociale (Plan to fight poverty and foster social inclusion) has covered
this issue in depth and suggested topics for further reflection,47 ONPES will focus its
analysis on the difficulties encountered by some recipients in obtaining access to
benefits for which they are potentially eligible. This analysis follows on the thinking
developed in the preceding ONPES report, that pinpointed the effects of the crisis on
welfare allocations. ONPES issued a warning concerning in particular the capacity
of welfare systems to absorb newly arrived individuals. The report also underscored
the difficulties related to managing long-term welfare recipients who are in need of
specific support.
Here we discuss policies aimed to ensure access to education, housing and
healthcare for those who are the most excluded from society.

The proportion of school dropouts remains high
Summary • The crisis has had no notable effect on the number
of youths who leave the school system. The proportion of school
leavers with a low level of qualification remains high. This figure
varied between 12.1% and 11.6% between 2004 and 2012, and
was at its lowest in 2008, at 11.5%. The unemployment rate of
these youths, however, rose steeply between 2007 and 2012.

The level of educational attainment is an essential factor for insertion in the
labour market. This is all the more true when the economy is in difficulty. In 2012 the
unemployment rate of youths who had finished their studies between one and four
years earlier, with a middle-school level of education or lower, was five times greater
than for those holding higher education diplomas.48 In 2012 nearly 47% of this active
47. Chérèque F., Vanackere S., 2014, “Évaluation de la 1re année de mise en œuvre du Plan pluriannuel contre la
pauvreté et pour l’inclusion sociale “, Inspection générale des affaires sociales.
48. Minni C., Martinelli D., 2013, “Face à la crise, le diplôme protège du chômage et favorise l’accès à la formation
continue”, Formations et emploi - Insee Références, pp. 9-19.
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youth population, with a low-level degree or none at all, were unemployed in the period
of one to four years after leaving school.
The proportion of school leavers with a low level of qualification remained stable
between 2004 and 2012, ranging between 11.6% and 12.6% (Table 17).
In addition, a recent study shows that the youths who leave school without obtaining
a degree are principally young men (63%), and that youths from disadvantaged
backgrounds or immigrant families are over-represented in this group.49
Table 17

Proportion of school leavers with low levels of qualifications between 2000 and 2012
(in %)
2000 2001 2002 2003(*) 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012
Rate of school leavers
with low levels
of qualifications

13.3

13.5

13.4

12.4

12.1

12.2

12.4

12.6

11.5

12.2

12.6

12

11.6

(*) Break in time series.
Sources: Eurostat.
Scope: Metropolitan France.

The school dropout problem is a major concern for public authorities. The Fonds
d’expérimentation pour la jeunesse (Experimentation for Youth Fund, FEJ) was created
in 2009 to address this concern. The objective of the fund is to finance innovative action
to help youth, and to select and evaluation experimental projects. The initial results
of these experiments provide information that improves the understanding of this
phenomenon, pinpointing in particular the link with the social origin of young school
dropouts, who are more likely to come from disadvantaged social backgrounds, and
who experience difficulties early on.50 The project entitled Accompagnement partenarial
d’itinéraires personnalisés d’accès à la qualification (Partnership to accompany
individually tailored access pathways) observes three explanations for dropping out
of school:51 a vocational schooling path that is deemed unsatisfactory, after repeating
one or more years of school; a combination of pronounced familial problems and
frequent absenteeism; and a larger set of problems, involving health, family, and
choice of vocational training.
These different experiments also show that regular implication of parents reduces
the risk of dropping out.

49. Le Rhun B., Martinelli D., Minni C. , Recotillet I., 2013, “Origine et insertion des jeunes sans diplôme “, Formations
et emploi - Insee Références, pp. 23-32.
50. FEJ, 2013, “Décrochage scolaire”, Premiers enseignements des expérimentations. Synthèses thématiques 2013,
pp. 29-44. www.experimentation.jeunes.gouv.fr
51. Idem.
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Access to housing is more difficult due to the crisis
Summary • The proportion of households whose housing
expenditures are in excess of 40% of household income has
risen, due to the financial difficulties encountered by households,
and steadily rising rents and carrying charges. In parallel, the
number of beneficiaries receiving the housing allowance has
increased greatly since 2008.
Housing costs weigh more and more heavily in household budgets

As the crisis persists, the proportion of household whose net housing expenditure
exceeds 40% of household income is rising strongly. Between 2008 and 2011 this
proportion grew from 7.6% to 8.6% (Table 18). This increase is explained by rising
housing costs and charges (Box 5), combined with lower income for the poorest
households.
Table 18

Proportion of household whose net housing expenditure exceeds 40% of before-tax
household income
Proportion of households whose net housing expenditure
exceeds 40% of household income

2008

2009

2010

2011

7.6

8.0

8.9

8.6

Sources: SRCV 2008 to 2011.
Scope: Metropolitan France.

Box 5

Energy poverty
Depending on the definition used, between 2.4 and 3.8 million people were in energy poverty in
2006, that is between 10% and 15% of the population of metropolitan France.1
The estimation of the number of households in energy poverty is based on energy prices, building
energy performance level, and household resources. These different indicators have shifted in ways
that point to an increase in the number of households who experience energy poverty.2 A number of
factors are involved:
• energy prices have risen by 14% to 16%, depending on the type of energy and service to which the
household is subscribed;
• disposable income for the households in the first three deciles has risen by only 6% to 7%;
• the lowest-income households rarely benefit from energy renovation work undertaken in France.
The number of households experiencing energy poverty may be underestimated, due to selfrestriction measures that are taken when a household decides to cut its energy consumption due to
budget problems. Recent work has shown that the difference between observed consumption and
theoretical consumption for a housing unit heated to 19 °C can be as large as 60%.3 Considering
self-restriction behaviour, the proportion of households experiencing energy vulnerability or in energy
poverty would be 20%.
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Several mechanisms have been put into place to combat energy poverty. Basic necessity tariffs
(tarifs de première nécessité or TPN) took effect in 2005, instituting special rates for low-income
electricity users. As for natural gas, users had to wait until August 2008 when a special solidarity
tariff (tarif spécial de solidarité or TSS) came into effect, granting reduced gas tariffs to persons who
qualified for assistance to pay for complementary health insurance. At the end of 2012 approximately
1.1 million households benefited from the basic necessity tariff, and 0.5 million from the special
solidarity tariff. Another form of aid is available from housing solidarity funds through which the
departmental governments, via social services, help their constituents pay housing-related charges.
Lastly, the construction aid scheme Living Better (Habiter Mieux) run by the national housing agency
(Agence national de l’habitat – ANAH) and voluntary programmes set up by energy suppliers round
out these mechanisms.4
1. Observatoire national de la précarité énergétique (ONPE), 2013, “ La précarité énergétique en France, une
question de grande actualité : contribution pour le débat national sur la transition énergétique”, Note n °1. www.
ademe.fr
2. BURGEAP, 2014, “Étude particulière relative aux actions des fournisseurs d’énergie dans la lutte contre la précarité
énergétique”, ONPE-ONPES.
3 . Allibe B., 2013, “Modélisation des consommations d’énergie du secteur résidentiel français à long terme”, thesis
presented in 2012 at the Ecole des Hautes Etudes en Sciences sociales (EHESS).
4. Lettre de l’ONPES N° 1, 2014.

The number of beneficiaries of housing aid has risen since 2008

Housing aid plays an essential role in reducing the housing expenditure burden
of households, an indicator that measures the ratio between housing expenditure
and household income. In an earlier report ONPES showed that this aid had a
redistributive impact equal to that of minimum social benefits.52 Between 2008 and
2011 expenditures for housing aid rose from €14.6 billion to €15.7 billion, an increase
of 7.6%.53
While the number of beneficiaries of this aid fell between 2003 and 2006, it rose
steadily from 2006 to 2011, when it stood at over 6.1 million people. The increase
was particularly steep between 2007 and 2008, at +5.7% (Figure 8). Slightly over
40% of beneficiaries of housing aid receive the personal housing benefit (Aide
Personnalisée au Logement, APL). Those receiving the social housing allowance
represent 37% of beneficiaries, and those receiving the family housing allowance
represent 21%.

52. Rapport ONPES 2003-2004.
53. Sources : CNAF, Fileas records.
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Figure 8

Number of beneficiaries of housing aid between 2003 and 2011
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Note: Housing aid includes the family housing allowance, the social housing allowance, and the personal housing benefit.
Sources: CNAF, Fileas records – accounting data.
Scope: France.

In 2012 103,000 adults had recourse to housing or meal services at least once

The number of users of housing and hot meal services is rising significantly. This
figure rose from 85,400 users in 2001 to 103,100 in 2012, an increase of nearly onethird. Over three-fourths of these users, or 81,000 people, were homeless in 2012.
The number of children with homeless persons has risen very sharply in ten years
(Table 19).

Table 19

Users of housing and hot meal services in cities of 20,000 population or over
January-February
2012

Trend from 2001
to 2012 (in %)

Frenchspeaking

Non-French
speaking

Combined

Frenchspeaking

Non-French
speaking

Combined

All adult users

85,400

17,700

103,100

+22

+70

+29

broken down by:
homeless adults

66,300

14,700

81,000

+34

+127

+44

French nationality

38,100

0

38,100

+11

na

+11

Other nationality

28,200

14,700

42,900

+88

+127

+100

Children with homeless
adults

21,400

8,600

30,000

na

na

+40

na: data not available.
Note: Between the end of January and the start of March 2012, 85,400 French-speaking adults used housing and hot
meal services in towns of 20,000 population or over, in metropolitan France. Among these users, 66,300 were homeless,
and 21,400 children came with them. Among the French-speaking adults, 38,100 had French nationality and 28,200 were
foreigners.
Sources: INED, INSEE, Surveys of users of housing and meal services in 2001 and 2012.
Scope: French-speaking persons aged 18 years or over in towns of 20,000 population or over in metropolitan France.
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Homeless individuals tend to be young: 26% are between 18 and 29 years old,
whereas this age segment represents 19% of adults in ordinary housing.54 Nearly twofifths of the homeless are women (38%) and 40% are French-speaking foreigners.
In 2012 roughly 50% of these homeless persons were lodged in group housing
centres or shelters. Among these 11% had housing that they had to leave in the
morning, and 35% had housing where they could stay during the day. Roughly 40%
of those lodged in group housing had a private room.
According to the statements of homeless persons who had previously had their
own home, separation from a spouse and the inability to pay rent or charges are the
main reasons for leaving their home.

Access to healthcare is deteriorating
Summary • Despite the increase in the number of persons
receiving CMU, CMU-C and ACS benefits, a growing number
of people, in particular those with the lowest incomes, forego
healthcare for financial reasons.
The number of CMU, CMU-C and ACS beneficiaries is rising

The universal medical coverage programme (Couverture Maladie Universelle, CMU)
provides health insurance coverage, in the same conditions as for other beneficiaries,
to residents of France who are not eligible for health insurance coverage under the
general scheme. The number of CMU beneficiaries has risen strongly since the onset of
the economic crisis, from 1.4 million in 2008 to 2.1 million in 2010, an increase of 47%.
This pace slowed considerably in 2011; each year roughly 30,000 new beneficiaries
are covered under the CMU programme.
Complementary universal medical coverage (Couverture Maladie UniverselleComplémentaire, CMU-C) provides complementary health insurance free of charge
for residents of France whose income is below a given threshold, enabling them to
cover expenditures for healthcare. The number of CMU-C beneficiaries remained
relatively stable between 2006 and 2012, at around 4.4 million, despite a slight decline
in 2008 and 2009 (Figure 9). Recipients under the age of 20 represent about 44% of
the beneficiaries of this scheme, as opposed to 4.6% for those over 60 (metropolitan
France).55 The rate of non-recourse to CMU-C was estimated at between 21% and
35% in 2012 (metropolitan France).56
The refusal to treat CMU beneficiaries continues to be a significant phenomenon. In
Paris in 2009 roughly one-quarter of requests for a doctor’s appointment were turned

54. Yaouancq F. et al. 2013, “L’hébergement des sans-domicile en 2012”, Insee Première, n° 1455.
55. Fonds CMU, 2013, “Rapport d’activité 2012”.
56. Chérèque F., Vanackere S., 2014, “Évaluation de la 1re année de mise en œuvre du Plan pluriannuel contre la
pauvreté et pour l’inclusion sociale”, Inspection générale des affaires sociales.
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down, because the person making the request was a CMU beneficiary.57 The refusal
rate climbs to nearly 40% for specialists in gynaecology, and to 31% for dental care.
The rate of refusal CMU-C beneficiaries is lower in rural areas.
A third scheme, financial aid to help beneficiaries acquire complementary health
insurance (Assurance Complémentaire Santé, ACS), is designed to smooth over the
threshold effects of the CMU-C scheme. Residents of France whose resources fall
between the ceiling of resources for CMU-C and this same ceiling plus 35% are eligible
for this aid. The amount of the ACS benefit increases with the age of the beneficiary
(from €100 for beneficiaries under 16 up to €500 for those over 60 years old).
The number of ACS beneficiaries has been steadily rising since 2006, from
approximately 360,000 in 2006 to 935,000 in 2012, or 2.6 times more, after the eligibility
threshold was raised. The non-recourse rate is still very high, however, at between
57% and 70% of the eligible population in 2012.58
Figure 9

Number of CMU and CMU-C beneficiaries
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3 000 000
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Sources: Fonds CMU.
Scope: All of France.

In 2010 nearly one out of six people decided to forego health care for financial
reasons

With the economic crisis the number of people foregoing healthcare for financial
reasons is increasing. In 2010 this rate was just over 15%, compared to 14.2% in 2006
(Table 20). As for CMU-C beneficiaries, 20.4% reported that they had foregone care
for financial reasons in the course of the year (2010).59
57. Despres C., Guillaume S., Couralet P. E., 2009, “Le refus de soins à l’égard des bénéficiaires de la Couverture maladie
universelle complémentaire à Paris : une étude par testing auprès d’un échantillon représentatif de médecins (omnipraticiens, gynécologues, ophtalmologues, radiologues) et de dentistes parisiens”, Paris, Fonds CMU – IRDES.
58. Chérèque F., Vanackere S., 2014, “Évaluation de la 1re année de mise en œuvre du Plan pluriannuel contre la
pauvreté et pour l’inclusion sociale”, Inspection générale des affaires sociales.
59. Idem.
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Table 20

Proportion of people foregoing healthcare (general practitioners/specialists/hospital care)
for financial reasons in the course of the preceding 12 months (in %)
Rate of those foregoing healthcare for financial reasons

2000

2002

2004 (*)

15.4

11.2

13.3

2006 2006(**) 2008

2010

14.1

15.1

14.2

15.4

(*) The survey question was modified as of 2004.
(**) An additional sample of CMU recipients was added in 2006.
Sources: IRDES-enquêtes SPS, calculations by IRDES.
Scope: Metropolitan France, persons aged 16 or over, one person replying per household.

The decision to forego care falls as the income level rises. Thus 25.4% of people in
the first income quintile,60 forego care for financial reasons,61 compared to 7% of those
in the fifth quintile. Single-parent families are those most affected by this phenomenon
(24.6%) while the elderly are the least affected. By sex, 18.4% of women forego care
for financial reasons, compared to 11.5% of men.
The CMU-C coverage plays a significant role in access to healthcare for those with
the least resources. Among people without either complementary health insurance or
CMU-C, 32.6% forego care for financial reasons, as opposed to 20.4% among CMU-C
beneficiaries and 14.7% of people covered by private insurance plans.62
Data from not-for-profit groups lead us to think that the number of people foregoing
care has risen in recent years (Box 6).
Box 6

Access to healthcare for poor people is deteriorating according to Médecins du
Monde
Médecins du Monde runs 20 drop-in centres with clinics and counselling services in France, and
the number of visitors has been steadily increasing since the beginning of the crisis. In 2012 these
centres received over 30,000 people, for 63,000 consultations with healthcare practitioners, an increase
of 3.7% in the number of patients over 2011, and of 24% over 2008.
These patients are mostly men (60.7%), and are primarily from sub-Saharan Africa (25.8%), North
Africa (23.2%) and the European Union (17.9%). They live in circumstances of great deprivation: 98.1%
live below the poverty level, and nearly half of them have precarious housing conditions. The average
age of those seeking medical care is 33, but the number of minors is up by over 60% since 2007, a
disturbing increase.
The report published by Médecins du Monde states that in 2012 43% of patients with health problems
should have been treated sooner, compared to 38% in 2011. Lastly, 22% of the patients said they had
foregone care in the course of the preceding 12 months.

60. The first income quintile is from €0 to €876 in monthly income.
61. Dourgnon P. et al., 2012, “Enquête sur la santé et la protection sociale 2010”, Les rapports de l’IRDES, n° 553.
62. Chérèque F., Vanackere S., 2014, op.cit.
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People with the lowest incomes spend a larger share of their income on health
care than the rest of the population

The annual average net expenditure for healthcare per household (after health
insurance reimbursements and payments) can be estimated for each income
segment using the microsimulation tool Omar.63 This tool takes all co-payments and
reimbursements into account (mandatory national health insurance and complementary
health coverage). The net expenditure in 2008 was €178 for households in the first
decile and €576 for those in the last decile. Looking at the ratio of expenditure to income
level, however, it becomes clear that the poorest households have proportionately the
largest burden. The ratio in the first income decile is 1.6%, whereas it is only 0.7% in
the tenth decile (Table 21).
Table 21

Annual average net healthcare expenditure (after reimbursements) per household and in
proportion to income, by income decile in 2008
Income level

Net expenditure (in euros)

Ratio to income (in %)

1st decile

178

1.6

2nd decile

266

1.5

3rd decile

243

1.2

4th decile

275

1.2

5th decile

292

1.1

6th decile

336

1.1

7th decile

331

0.9

8th decile

362

0.9

9th decile

378

0.8

10th decile

576

0.7

Note: Households in the first income decile spent on average €180 for direct healthcare expenses (after insurance
coverage reimbursements and payments) in 2008. In proportion to disposable income, this amount represents a healthcare
expenditure burden of 1.6%
Scope: Ordinary households in metropolitan France; healthcare expenses submitted to the national health insurance for
reimbursement.
Sources: Ines-Omar 2008.

Conclusion
As an initial assessment we observe that since 2008 the French economy and
French society have been in the throes of a slowdown, with the subsequent loss of
jobs, of a scale and duration that go far beyond that of earlier recessions. The impact
of this crisis on the most vulnerable segments of the population can now be more
precisely measured using poverty and exclusion monitoring data, up to and including
2011, and for some indicators 2012.
63. Lardellier R., Legal R., Raynaud D., Vidal G., 2012, “Dépenses de santé et restes à charge des ménages : le modèle
de microsimulation Omar”, DREES, Document de travail, Série sources et méthodes, n° 34.
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The first consequence of the crisis is a significant rise in the number of poor
households, measured in terms of monetary poverty, set at 60% of median equivalized
income. This increase encompassed 700,000 new poor in four years, or close to one
percentage point. This report shows that this was not an effect of the serious deterioration
of the labour market alone. The widening inequality of primary income, insufficiently
corrected by social and fiscal redistribution mechanisms, also played a role.
The statistics on monetary poverty also deliver another message, that of deepening
poverty. This phenomenon is seen in the fact that the increase in poverty between
2007 and 2011 is found entirely below the relative monetary poverty threshold of 50%
of median income. This trend confirms the warnings issued by not-for-profit groups
whose mission is to aid the most vulnerable people in society. The increased visibility
of poverty is not a passing phenomenon; it reflects a broad and profound evolution that
has been underway since 2008, with the extension and also the aggravation of situations
of poverty. This phenomenon is observed at the level of départements in France as
well, in highly diverse forms that reflect the different demographic and employment
structures and migratory movements across the country. This underscores the need
for “regionalized and departmentalized strategies” as recommended in the report
recently submitted to the government by François Chérèque. Nonetheless the need
for greater solidarity at the national level must not be neglected. The regional maps
for 2007-2011, that are developed in more detail in this report than in previous ONPES
studies, highlight the major challenges facing some ten French départements. They
possess the least resources in terms of GDP per capita, along with the deepest and
broadest poverty. These départements are: Nord, Meurthe-et-Moselle, Haute-Vienne,
Corsica, and all the départements in the Languedoc-Roussillon region. The economic
crisis has also revealed new vulnerability to rising poverty in Ile-de-France and the
north-eastern quadrant of the country, compared to the west of the country and the
départements along the south-eastern border, which appear to be more resistant.
The structural deterioration of the labour market has weighed heavily in the
aggravation of poverty: long and very long unemployment doubled between the end
of 2007 and the end of 2013; the number of hires under non-permanent work contracts
has grown; people of working age remain dependent on minimum social benefits
for longer periods of time. This aggravation has occurred either as an effect of an
increase in the number of unemployed persons, including job seekers who receive no
compensation because they are not eligible for these benefits (close to 50% in 2012),
or due to an increase in the number of people of working age who have lost all hope
or capacity of returning to the job market. The slow transformation of unemployment
into “definitive” exclusion from the labour market, due to the duration of the crisis, is
one of the prime causes of the risk of irreversible poverty.
In these circumstances the importance of mechanisms that in principle guarantee
access to essential goods and services becomes apparent. The indicators tracked
in the ONPES monitoring chart confirm the crucial role of these mechanisms in this
critical period.
Deepening poverty is also seen in the significant increase since 2007 in the
number of recipients of minimum social benefits, of the personal housing benefit
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and of various mechanisms providing access to healthcare. This increase is in some
instances considerable: between 2007 and 2011 the number of recipients of the
personal housing benefit jumped by 5%, those receiving the basic RSA benefit or the
equivalent by 14%, and those receiving the CMU-C benefit by 40%. These data illustrate
the reactivity of the welfare system and means-tested minimum social benefits. But
they also raise two important questions that must be addressed by public opinion
and public authorities, to elicit new responses:
• The amplitude of the increase in the number of people who qualify for assistance
and in the number of people seeking aid, puts great strain on the organizational,
human and financial resources of the public and not-for-profit support systems
for the poorest segments of the population. It is legitimate to raise questions
concerning the quantity and quality of social work, and its organization across
the national territory.
• This system is manifestly not able to effectively fight the increasing risk of
irreversible poverty that is the long-term consequence of exclusion from work
experienced by a significant proportion of the non-working population that receives
neither unemployment compensation or pension. The increasing incidence of
poverty among these people is one of the most notable trends in the evolution of
poverty and exclusion in France. This incidence began to rise in the mid-2000s,
and the pace has increased with the crisis. The ongoing crisis should not be a
pretext for giving up the fight, on the contrary.
• The ONPES analysis covers the period up to 2011/2012, whereas the report
submitted to the government by François Chérèque focuses in detail on the measures
decided for 2013-2017 by the anti-poverty commission Plan pluriannuel de lutte
contre la pauvreté. From the foregoing conclusions we can see the relevance of
the commission’s recommended measures that aim to ensure effective access to
rights. But our conclusions also show that more must be done to counter the risk
of irreversible poverty and to prevent situations of severe poverty. This is not only
a matter of public expenditure; it is a cause that must mobilize all of society.
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European strategy to tackle the challenge
of poverty in times of crisis

Chapter 1

Initial ambitions of a new strategy
to combat poverty

In 2010, Member States set national targets short
of the European target
Summary • In 2010, the European Union set the target of
reducing, by 2020, the number of persons at risk of poverty or
social exclusion by at least 20 million. Member States then set
national targets that were different in terms of both the expected
effort and the populations involved. The sum of national targets
were set to cover between 12 and 15 million people, which
meant that the European target would not be reached.
New strategy to combat poverty and social exclusion

Deteriorating economic conditions due to the financial crisis resulted in a
sharp deterioration of the European labour market. Between 2007 and 2012, the
unemployment rate increased in all the countries except Austria and Germany (Figure
10). The increase in the number of unemployed persons resulted in impoverishment
of the most vulnerable populations, pushing a large number of them into poverty.
To contain the effects of the crisis and strengthen the European Union, the Council
adopted the Europe 2020 strategy in June 2010 (Box 7), which sets several targets to
be reached within ten years, including in particular a target to reduce by at least 20
million the number of persons at risk of poverty or social exclusion, i.e. approximately
17% less than in 2008 (benchmark year).64

64. There is a two-year lag in data availability. When the poverty-reduction target was set in 2010, only the data collected
in 2008 was available. In 2020, which is the target year, the data will be that of 2018.
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Figure 10

Unemployment rate between 2007 and 2012 (in %)
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Note: Break in the time series for Ireland, Cyprus, Poland, the Netherlands, Belgium, Bulgaria, the Czech Republic, Latvia,
Portugal and Slovakia.
Sources: Eurostat, data extracted on 17 February 2014.

Box 7

Europe 2020 strategy
On 17 June 2010, the European Council adopted a new strategy, Europe 2020, “for a smart,
sustainable and inclusive growth”. The strategy is intended to give Member States a strategy of joint
coordination of economic policies over ten years, and takes over from the Lisbon strategy, which had
been adopted in 2000 and revised in 2005.
Europe 2020 aims to provide the European Union with an economy based on smart growth, based
on knowledge, innovation, environmental compliance and employment. In this framework, the European
Union set five targets to be reached by 2020:
• ensuring a 75% employment rate for 20-to-64-year-olds
• having 3% of the EU’s GDP invested in research and development
• limiting greenhouse gas emissions by 20% or even 30% as compared to 1990 levels, generating 20%
of our energy needs from renewables and increasing our energy efficiency by 20%
• reducing school dropout rates to below 10%, with at least 40% of younger generations completing
higher education
• ensuring 20 million fewer persons at risk of poverty or social exclusion.
The Europe 2020 strategy is not limited to setting targets. It also features seven flagship initiatives
combining the efforts of national authorities and the EU:
• “A digital agenda for Europe”, which aims to step up the roll-out of digital technologies, including the
Internet, in order to support lasting economic growth
• “Innovation Union”, a set of actions aimed at developing an environment conducive to innovation in
the European Union
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• “An agenda for new skills and jobs” defining how the Commission will help the EU to achieve its
employment target
• “Youth on the move” aiming to enhance the performance of education, to overcome the difficulties
that young people face in the labour market and to facilitate the transition between school and the
world of work
• “An industrial policy for the globalization era” aiming to improve the competitiveness of industry
through a coordinated strategy
• “Resource-efficient Europe” contributing to the transition to an economy based on an effective use
of resources and on low carbon emissions
• “European platform against poverty”, intended to contribute to the European target on poverty and
social exclusion through measures involving the full range of policies, better use EU funds to support
inclusion and strengthened coordination of Member State policies.

To agree on a poverty reduction target, Member States compromised on an
indicator that the majority could accept. The indicator, which is the product of many
discussions within the European Social Protection Committee and measures the “at
risk of poverty or social exclusion” rate, combines three dimensions: relative poverty
(monetary poverty), “absolute” poverty (poverty in terms of material deprivation) and
consideration of the central role of access to employment in poverty phenomena
(very low work intensity).
The new indicator, calculated on the basis of the survey Statistics on Income and
Living Conditions (EU-SILC), factors in these dimensions by measuring the number
of people who are affected by one or the other of the three following situations:65
• Persons at risk of monetary poverty: these are individuals living in a household
whose standard of living (equivalized income) is below the poverty threshold, set
at 60% of the national median standard of living.66
• Persons in a situation of severe material deprivation: these are individuals
living in a household with at least four of the nine following hardships – they
are unable: 1) to pay rent, a mortgage or bills on time; 2) to heat their homes
properly; 3) to cope with unexpected expenses; 4) to consume meat, fish, or a
protein equivalent every other day; 5) to afford a week’s vacation outside their
home; 6) to have access to a car for their personal use; 7) to have a washing
machine; 8) to have a colour television set; 9) to have a telephone (including a
mobile phone).
• Persons living in a household with very low work intensity: these are persons
under 59 years of age living in a household in which the adults (aged 18 to 59)
have worked less than 20% full time in the previous 12 months.

65. The French version of the EU-SILC survey is called Statistiques sur les ressources et conditions de vie (SRCV).
For a detailed description of the survey, see Atkinson A. B. and Marlier E. (eds.), 2010, Income and living conditions in
Europe, Luxembourg: Publication Office of the European Union.
66. The standard of living of a household is calculated by applying the modified OECD equivalence scale to the size of
the household. The scale assigns a coefficient of 1 to the first adult, 0.5 to additional persons aged 14 years or more
and 0.3 for those under the age of 14.
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Table 22

National targets under Europe 2020

Indicator attached to the national target

Reduction in the number of
persons at risk of poverty or
social exclusion
National (national-target transposition of
target
the European indicator)
In absolute
value

Germany (DE)

European
target to
be reached
compared
% compared to 2008 (a)
to 2008

Long-term unemployed

330,000

660,000

4

Austria (AT)

Risk of poverty or social exclusion

235,000

235,000

15

2,779,000
260,000

Belgium (BE)

Risk of poverty or social exclusion

380,000

380,000

17

373,000

Bulgaria (BG)

Risk of monetary poverty

260,000

500,000

15

582,000

Cyprus (CY)

Risk of poverty or social exclusion (b)

27,000

27,000

15

31,000

Croatia (HR)

nd

nd

nd

nd

nd

Households with very low work intensity

22,000

22,000

2

151,000

Risk of poverty or social exclusion

1,400,000
1,500,000

1,400,000
1,500,000

13

1,891,000

Denmark (DK)
Spain (ES)
Estonia (EE)

Risk of monetary poverty after social transfers (c)

61,860

49,500

17

49,000

Finland (FI)

Risk of poverty or social exclusion

150,000

150,000

16

155,000
1,903,000

France (FR)

“Anchored” poverty rate (d)

1,600,000

1,600,000

14

Greece (GR)

Risk of poverty or social exclusion

450,000

450,000

15

518,000

Hungary (HU)

Risk of poverty or social exclusion

450,000

450,000

16

475,000

Ireland (IE)
Italy (IT)
Latvia (LV)

Risk of poverty or social exclusion (e)

200,000

200,000

19

178,000

Risk of poverty or social exclusion

2,200,000

2,200,000

15

2,567,000

Risk of poverty or social exclusion

121,000

121,000

16

129,000

Risk of poverty or social exclusion (base year 2009)

170,000

170,000

17

158,000

Luxembourg (LU)

Risk of poverty or social exclusion

6,000

6,000

8

12,000

Malta (MT)

Risk of poverty or social exclusion

6,560

6,560

8

14,000

Households with very low work intensity
(0-64 years old)

100,000

100,000

4

413,000

Lithuania (LT)

Netherlands (NL)

Note: Germany has set as a target to reduce the number of long-term unemployed by 330,000 between 2010 and 2020, or 660,000
fewer persons experiencing poverty or social exclusion, or a 4% reduction as compared to 2008. To achieve a 17% reduction as
compared to 2008, i.e. the target set by and for the European Union, Germany must reduce the number of persons in situations of
poverty or social exclusion by 2,779,000 between 2010 and 2020.
(a) These estimates were calculated by reducing the number of persons at risk of poverty or social exclusion by 17% (i.e. the rate set
by and for the European Union) for each of the countries as compared to 2008.
(b) Cyprus has set a different target, i.e. to reduce the rate of persons at risk of poverty and exclusion from 23.3% in 2008 to 19.3% in 2018.
(c) Estonia has set the target of reducing the rate of people at risk of monetary poverty from 17% in 2010 to 15% in 2020, or a
reduction of about 61,860 persons.
(d) France has set its base year at 2007 and as target year 2012. As stated in the 2013 national reform programme (PNR): “It should
be noted that the target for the “anchored” poverty rate that had been adopted for 2007-2012 was not included in the government’s
December 2012 annual report on poverty submitted to the National Assembly because this indicator was disputed. A follow-up mission
for the implementation of the government plan to combat poverty has been set up and will recommend new statistical indicators to be
developed.”
(e) Ireland has set the target of reducing by 200,000 the number of persons at risk of poverty or social exclusion between the 2010
base scenario and 2020.
(f) The “National target” column shows estimates based on the number of children in 2009-2010.
Sources: 2013 national reform programmes for national targets. The national target transposition of European headline targets is based
on the 2011 European Commission document, “Progress Report on Europe 2020, Annex 1”, COM(2011), 11 final/2.
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A wide variety of national targets

Under European 2020, Member States were free to set their own targets on the
basis of indicators of their choice. Table 22 shows the targets for each country as
well as the targeted reduction as compared to 2008. Some countries backed their
objectives on indicators different than the one adopted at the European level. This
can make some comparisons difficult.
Looking at how the European headline targets are transposed into national
targets shows, however, that most countries have adopted a reduction rate (12% on
average) short of the one set by and for the European Union as a whole (17%).67 The
European Commission in fact notified Member Countries in 2011 of the impossibility
of reaching the European target even if all adopted national targets were met, given
that all the targets combined projected moving between 12 and 15 million persons
out of risk of poverty or social exclusion, or 5 to 8 million fewer persons than in the
overall target.
On the basis of the reduction targets adopted by Member States, once translated
back into the European headline targets, the countries can be classified into four
groups according to their contribution to the European target:
• Those close to the European Union target, with rates varying between 15% and
19%. These are Belgium, Lithuania, Estonia, Finland, Hungary, Latvia, Austria,
Slovakia, Cyprus, Greece, Bulgaria, Italy and Ireland. Ireland’s target is more
ambitious than that of the European Union.
• The second group, consisting of France, Poland, Spain and Slovenia, has set
rates at between 11% and 14%. It should be noted that France had set a target
to be reached by 2012, which was however not carried over after the election of
François Hollande.
• The third group has set a target rate at less than half that of the European
Union, or between 6% and 8%, and comprises Luxembourg, Malta, Portugal and
Romania.
• The fourth and last group has set a reduction target varying between 2% and 4%
and comprises the Netherlands, Germany, Denmark and the Czech Republic.
Two categories of countries depending on their national target

As noted above, several countries have adopted a different target than the one
set for Europe. Some have concentrated on improving the labour market (Germany,
Denmark, the Netherlands and Sweden). Others have concentrated on monetary
poverty (Bulgaria, Estonia and France). The United Kingdom, for its part, has decided
to focus on the poverty of children. These different choices are partly linked to the
particular situation of each of these countries with regard to some of the poverty
indicators, but they also reflect a national analysis performed to explain the causes
of poverty.

67. European Commission, 2011, “Progress Report on Europe 2020, Annex “, COM(2011), 11 final/2.
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–– Countries whose targets are linked to the labour market

In 2010, when the Europe 2020 targets were developed, the most recent available
data was for 2008.68 At that time, three countries had a poverty or social exclusion
rate much lower than the EU average: Sweden, the Netherlands (14.9% each) and
Denmark (16.3%), as compared to 23.7% for the whole of the EU-27, and 21.6% for
the euro area. Germany’s rate (20.1%) was closer to that of the euro area though a
little lower and, more importantly, the country was in the midst of changing its labour
market rules in the hope that this would reduce poverty. For these four countries, the
goal was to improve the return to employment for persons experiencing poverty or
social exclusion, thanks to active labour market policies.
• In Germany, the adopted target was to reduce the number of long-term unemployed
(by 330,000 between 2010 and 2020), because its long-term unemployment rate
was one of the highest in the European Union (4% in 2008 versus 2.6% in the EU
as a whole and in the euro area).
• In Denmark, the key indicator of the strategy has been to reduce (by 22,000
between 2010 and 2020) the number of persons living in a household with very
low work intensity. This was the least favourable indicator in Denmark, a country
generally very well ranked in the areas of employment and poverty. At 8.5% for
the indicator on households with very low work intensity, Denmark was ranked
9th, behind Ireland (13.7%), Hungary (12%), Germany and Belgium (11.7%), the
United Kingdom (10.4%), Italy (9.8%), France (8.8%) and Malta (8.6%).
• Like Denmark, the Netherlands’ plan is to reduce by 100,000 the number of
persons under 64 years old living in a household with very low work intensity. The
available data does not allow European comparisons for the 0-64 age group for this
indicator. This is, however, possible for the 0-59 age group, which makes it possible
to show a trend. In 2008, 8.2% of the Dutch population lived in a household with very
low work intensity, which was an average rate. Between 1980 and 2000, however,
following the Wassenaar Arrangement aimed at combating unemployment, the
country had placed many persons in an unable-to-work category in order to grant
them welfare benefits while reducing the number of job seekers. The country had
been reprimanded for this move. Reducing the number of people on disability
or allowing them access to employment had therefore become one of the main
targets of the Dutch employment policy. In fact, between 2006 and 2008, the rate
of persons under 60 living in a household with very low work intensity fell from
10.9% to 8.2%. Adopting this target seems therefore to express the country’s
determination to pursue this direction.
• Sweden chose a similar target: to reduce the share of non-working persons
aged 20 to 64 (other than students), as well as that of the long-term unemployed
and of workers on long-term sick leave to less than 14%. As in the Netherlands,
this target is part of an ongoing dynamic approach given that in 2008 Sweden ran
up the third lowest rate of long-term unemployed (0.8% of its working population)
and the highest rate of work among those aged 20 to 64 (84.7%). Its poverty or
68. Sources: Eurostat.
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social exclusion rate is also among the lowest. The adopted target is clearly part
of the applied policies given that the 1990s reforms aimed to achieve and maintain
high employment levels.
–– Countries that have chosen to reduce the rate of monetary poverty

Bulgaria, Estonia, France and to some extent the United Kingdom are in this
category. The first two have registered a high risk-of-poverty-or-social-exclusion rate
(44.8% for Bulgaria, 21.8% for Estonia, versus 21.6% for the EU as a whole), but not
France, which rates better than average (18.6%). The reasons for this similar choice
seem therefore to be different depending on the country.
In 2009, the French government set the target of reducing by 1.6 million the number
of persons in a situation of poverty between 2007 and 2012 based on an ad hoc
indicator, the “anchored” poverty rate, which is part of the list of common indicators
approved in Laeken in 2001. At that time, there were strong reactions to France’s choice
of this indicator. France set the same target again in 2010 as part of its contribution
to the achievement of a European target (see Table 22), subject to a mid-term review.
The target was not included in the annual report submitted by the government to
parliament on poverty monitoring at the end of 2012 because there was no consensus
on the “anchored” poverty rate indicator. As an order of magnitude, if France were to
assume a poverty reduction target consistent with the one set by the EU in 2010, the
number of persons in a situation of poverty or exclusion would have to drop by 1.9
million by 2017 from its 2007 level.
• Estonia aims to reduce the number of people living below the monetary poverty
threshold by 62,000 between 2010 and 2020, and to shrink its poverty rate from
19.5% to 14.9%. This is a very ambitious goal for a country that is currently one of
the poorest in the EU and relies on its EU membership to stimulate an economic
and social catching-up process already well underway despite the crisis. In 2012,
its monetary poverty rate stood at 17.5%.
• Bulgaria has set a target to reduce the number of persons whose standard
of living is below the monetary poverty threshold by 260,000 between 2010 and
2020, which should reduce the poverty rate from 21.4% to 18.6%. This is also an
ambitious goal for the poorest country in the EU (its per capita GDP, measured
in Purchasing Power Standards, i.e. based on relative prices, is 53% lower than
the EU-27 average). Nonetheless, like Estonia, Bulgaria was relying on economic
dynamics driven by its EU membership (an economic driver brutally interrupted
by the crisis).
• The United Kingdom chose to focus on children and adopted four indicators,
all comprising a monetary dimension (risk of relative monetary poverty, risk of
absolute monetary poverty, persistent poverty and risk of monetary poverty and
material deprivation). This choice may seem surprising because in reality, it is
impossible to separate children from the families in which they live when setting
a monetary indicator. This latter is in fact calculated per household, and a low
standard of living (equivalized income) for a household automatically implies
a low standard of living for the children in it. Only a non-monetary indicator,
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school performance for instance, could be used to separate children’s situation
from that of their families. Notwithstanding, this apparently surprising choice is
not unfounded. It is consistent with the public policy implemented in the United
Kingdom since the beginning of the 2000s intended to reduce the transmission
of poverty from one generation to the next so that the children of poor families do
not become in turn – as too often – poor adults due to lack of specific support.
It is therefore less through general welfare benefits (which are means-tested) or
employment incentives, than through aid (in kind or in cash) targeted to families
with children that the United Kingdom expects to reduce the poverty of children.
The idea is to invest in children (and in their school performance) so they can
find their place in a society where the level of training is increasingly the best
way to enter adulthood. This will require much effort, however, given that the
monetary poverty rate in the United Kingdom in 2008 stood at 18.7%, the same
as Italy’s and just before Greece’s and Spain’s. As for children and youths under
18, 29.6% were in a situation of poverty and social exclusion in 2008 (versus
24.3% in the EU-15 as a whole).
Obviously, this diversity of options in national targets will not facilitate their
monitoring for lack of a single indicator for overall comparisons over time. This can
be regretted, but it was probably inevitable in a field (poverty and social cohesion)
that is not within EU jurisdiction, but falls within that of EU member countries. The
only possible reservation is related to the fact that the sum of the 28 national targets
adds up to barely two-thirds of the overall target set by the European Council. In
other words, the move from the European dimension to the national dimension has
reduced ambitions by one-third. This is particularly flagrant in some countries. Danish
and Dutch ambitions may well be limited, but this is because the two countries are
already ahead of the European average. On the other hand, the German targets (4%
reduction of the risk-of-poverty-or-social-exclusion indicators) and Luxembourg’s
(‑8%) are very low for countries where monetary poverty has increased in recent
years. The same is true for France, which, through an ad hoc indicator, had set targets
that are lower than they might have appeared. The crisis, however, by significantly
reducing progress of the median income, has somehow reversed the process.
It now appears that although the European Union did not lack in courage, some
countries have lacked in determination by setting targets that in all likelihood will
not be reached.
It is also to be hoped that when the Europe 2020 strategy comes under mid-term
review, all the poverty reduction “targets”, both national and European, will be clarified
on the basis of more consistent, realistic targets backed with actual commitments in
terms of means.

74

2013-2014 Report

European strategy to tackle the challenge of poverty in times of crisis

Contrasting national strategies
Summary • To achieve their targets, Member States have
developed national strategies that vary depending on the target
indicator adopted and the national socioeconomic situation.
Some countries have focused on the labour market, and
others are planning to increase benefits for the most vulnerable
populations.

The different countries of the European Union have implemented national strategies
aimed at reducing poverty and social exclusion. These strategies vary from one country
to another depending on the adopted target and the evolution of their socioeconomic
situation. For ease of comparison, we have chosen to follow 12 countries that are
comparable to France from the point of view of their level of economic development
or the size of their population (France, Belgium, Germany, Spain, Italy, Austria, the
Netherlands, Poland, Portugal, Finland, the United Kingdom and Ireland) and whose
social models differ.69
France has focused its efforts on returning to employment persons who have been
excluded from the labour market by developing the active solidarity income benefit
(RSA), by improving access to rights and combating homelessness. In addition, the
government resulting from the May 2012 elections implemented in 2013 a plan to fight
against poverty and for social inclusion. The plan includes increasing RSA benefits by
10% over and above inflation over four years, raising the ceiling for complementary
health insurance benefits (CMU-C and ACS), improving aid to single-parent families
and a significant investment in housing.
Belgium set a general priority – to ensure social protection – and three specific
priorities: 1) to reduce the rate of poverty of children; 2) to develop an active policy
of inclusion of persons who have been shut out of the labour market; and 3) to
combat inadequate housing and homelessness. Otherwise, a series of measures
have been taken to improve access to the health system, particularly for low-income
persons (enlargement of the third-party payer system for low-income families, greater
reimbursement for serious pathologies, etc.).
In keeping with its national target for reducing poverty and social exclusion,
Germany decided to focus its efforts on two categories of individuals: persons far
from employment and single-parent families. To stem long-term unemployment,
Germany chose to encourage employers to hire people in these categories, as well
as to encourage these persons to get employment and training. Regarding singleparent families, Germany plans to develop several measures to reduce the impact of
material deprivation in this type of household.
In its 2013 reform programme, Spain plans to combat poverty and exclusion on two
fronts: employment and access to basic services (education, social services, housing

69. For a description of the types of European social models, see Sapir., 2006, “La globalisation et la réforme des
modèles sociaux européens”, Reflet et perspectives de la vie économique, Tome XLV, pp. 117-130.
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and healthcare). To do so, the government has implemented various plans to promote
access to the labour market, including through the establishment of new employment
contracts for part-time workers and those occupying teleworking positions, as well by
developing training and apprenticeship. The Spanish government wishes to direct its
actions primarily toward women, young people and children.
Italy has focused its actions on poor families with children and on access to housing.
It is testing a government-distributed prepayment card for parents whose children are in
absolute poverty. This card can be used to pay for food, healthcare, electricity and gas.
The country has also implemented several measures to facilitate access to housing.
To reduce poverty and social exclusion, Austria has traditionally geared its policies
toward the return to employment of persons excluded from the labour market. In
this context, it has implemented measures to reduce long-term unemployment by
developing training and follow-up of the persons involved. It has notably directed these
measures toward immigrants, women and those most excluded. The country also
plans to develop its childcare system by providing more childcare places so parents
can take on full-time jobs. Austria also wishes to combat youth unemployment by
developing the education and vocational training supply.
The Netherlands have geared their policies to combat poverty and social exclusion
by taking measures to strengthen participation in the labour market. The government
believes that having a job or working a few hours more makes it often possible to
prevent poverty and social exclusion, and it is focusing its efforts on the employability
and participation in the labour market of particularly vulnerable subgroups.
The strategy adopted by Poland is to enhance employability. To do so, it intends
to improve public services such as the healthcare system, childcare, housing aid and
support of dependent people (the disabled and the elderly). The government also
wishes to improve aid to households with children. This translated, in 2012, into an
increase in the minimum wage and the institution of benefits to families with children,
dependants and those far from employment.
The Portuguese government has adopted three sets of measures. The first includes
an increase in unemployment benefits for households with children where both parents
are unemployed, as well as strengthening active labour market policies. The second
series of measures are related to the development of policies to enlarge access to
energy, public transport and care for low-income families. The last series includes
measures to facilitate the development of the social economy.
In order to achieve its national target, Finland has decided to increase a number of
social benefits and to implement programmes to facilitate integration into the labour
market. It has pegged certain social benefits to the consumer price index and increased
benefits to the unemployed. It has also developed a programme intended for better
integration into the labour market of persons with limited abilities and those most
fragile.
The United Kingdom has set several priorities: to support families, adults and young
persons from disadvantaged backgrounds, to fight against professional inactivity and
to ensure adequate and sustainable retirement pensions, and accessibility to quality
care. To do so, the government has implemented several plans (for social justice, youth

76

2013-2014 Report

European strategy to tackle the challenge of poverty in times of crisis

participation in the labour market, etc.), has set up a commission for the social mobility
and poverty of children, and has implemented Universal Credit, which should improve
incentives to work and help the unemployed to find a job. Furthermore, in order to
strengthen the work of young people, the government has instituted a new employment
contract for 18-24-year-olds favouring acquired professional experience.
In Ireland, the government has decided to strengthen its efforts in favour of children
and persons deprived of employment. To do so, it has based its strategy on three
areas: support for an adequate minimum income, access to quality services, and the
development of an active and inclusive labour market. For an adequate minimum
income, several measures are under discussion to improve the targeting of aid to
children and families. For the labour market, the government has launched a new
employment service and is developing measures to aid the long-term unemployed.
Ireland also plans to expand the school food programme, fight against the poverty of
children and increase childcare outside of primary-school hours.
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Chapter 2

National strategies will not make it possible
to achieve EU targets

European countries have moved away from the initial targets
Summary • Since 2008, the number of poor or excluded persons
in the European Union has increased by 6.4 million despite the
target of reducing them by 8 million. This means that to reach
the European target, 4.4 million persons would need to be lifted
out of poverty per year over the next six years. Within this overall
evolution, there are huge differences in the national trends.
The number of persons at risk of poverty or social exclusion in Europe
is growing

The crisis has affected the Member States’ situation significantly. In a majority of
countries, it has resulted in deterioration of the labour market, bringing about an increase
in the number of people exposed to the risk of poverty and social exclusion.
Table 23 shows the evolution of the different monitoring indicators related to the
target of reducing poverty or social exclusion. In the whole of the European Union,
123 million people were threatened with poverty or exclusion in 2012, versus 116
million four years previously. If the European Union wishes to achieve its goal, it must
therefore reduce by 4.4 million per year the number of persons facing poverty and
social exclusion.
The evolution of poverty is however very different depending on the country. In
Poland, the rate of poverty and exclusion has fallen. In a majority of countries (Germany,
Austria, Belgium, Finland, the Netherlands, Portugal and the United Kingdom), including
France, the situation has changed very little, while in Spain, Ireland and Italy, it has
tended to deteriorate. These trends mask more or less marked changes for each of
the indicators.
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• Monetary poverty rate: Between 2008 and 2012 this indicator deteriorated
significantly in Spain and in France (+1.4 and +1.6 percentage points, respectively).
The break in the time series in 2012 for Austria and the United Kingdom makes
any comparison difficult.
• Social exclusion: This is the indicator for the rate of persons living in a household
with very low work intensity. It is therefore tied to the evolution of the unemployment
rate and, like the latter, it has worsened. In the EU as a whole, it increased
from 9.1% in 2008 to 10.3% in 2012. Of the 12 selected countries, 5 recorded
significant deterioration of this indicator, particularly Ireland (+10.5 points), Spain
(+7.7 points) and Portugal (+3.8 points), which can be explained by the doubling of
the unemployment rate. It seems to have stabilized in Belgium, Spain and Finland.
Only Germany and Poland – where the unemployment rate has remained stable
or decreased – hold their own.
• Severe material deprivation: Between 2008 and 2012, in the EU as a whole,
this indicator rose from 8.5% to 9.9%, or 7.1 million additional persons, but the
increase occurred in a limited number of countries. In Austria, Poland and Portugal
the situation improved, sometimes substantially: ‑4.2 points in Poland, ‑2.4 points
in Austria. On the other hand, the indicator deteriorated in Italy (+7 percentage
points), in Ireland (+2.3) and in Spain (+2.2).
Poland, the only EU country to have escaped the crisis (its growth rate remained
positive between 2008 and 2012 and even stood at 4.5% in 2011), has experienced
rather favourable combating-poverty indicators. The monetary poverty indicator has
remained relatively stable, with the other two improving significantly.
Germany and the Netherlands have weathered the crisis quite well. In the former,
one indicator improved (social exclusion) while the other two remained stable. In
the Netherlands, all the indicators remained at the same level. In four countries
(Belgium, Finland, France and Italy), only one out of three indicators deteriorated.
Portugal could be added, but in 2012 the economic situation deteriorated sharply,
heralding a likely worsening of the social situation. In Spain and Ireland at least two
out of three indicators fell more or less sharply between 2008 and 2012. In total,
the social exclusion indicator is the one that experienced the greatest deterioration
in 2008-2012.
This particularly marked evolution highlights that the worsening of the labour market
subsequent to the crisis is what mainly affected the poverty situation.
The increase in poverty calls for using finer monitoring tools

Facing their significant failure in the fight against poverty, the authorities first wished
to develop additional monitoring tools. Thus, José Manuel Barroso, President of the
European Commission, proposing to develop a performance chart for monitoring
poverty and social exclusion, stated:
“the Europe 2020 agenda, in setting a social inclusion target, has highlighted
three dimensions of poverty and social exclusion. It is also essential, however, that
Member States – and the EU as a whole – continue to monitor performance according
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to the full set of commonly agreed social indicators underpinning EU coordination
and cooperation in the social field.”70
In December 2011, the European Council of Ministers (Employment, Social Policy,
Health and Consumers Affairs Council [EPSCO]) thus adopted a new tool aimed
at strengthening social policy coordination and multilateral oversight. The Social
Protection Performance Monitor (SPPM) is a set of indicators making it possible to
distinguish European trends in the field of poverty and social exclusion. It is designed
to show developments over the year 2008, as well as annual variations. In cooperation
with the Second Network for the Analysis of EU-SILC (Net-SILC2), Eurostat launched an
assessment of the statistical significance of these variations, in particular for European
Labour Force Survey indicators and ratios.71
Several trends can be observed from the SPPM monitoring chart (Annex 4). Between
2008 and 2012, in at least six countries, there was a worsening of the intensity of
poverty, the rate of poverty of people living in a household with very low work intensity,
long-term unemployment, the rate of poverty or exclusion of young people under 18
years old, the rate of unemployment among 15-to-24-year-olds and the share of youth
who are neither employed, studying or training (18-24 years old). On the other hand,
for a majority of countries, the situation has improved for the rate of early leavers from
education and training, the employment rate of older workers (55-64), healthy life years
at 65 for men and pension indicators.
These general trends show that the situation had rather deteriorated for youth, while
it seemed to have improved for the elderly. Young people were particularly affected
by the deterioration of the labour market because of their lack of experience. People
reaching retirement age benefited from more comprehensive careers thus increasing
their standard of living. Improvement of the employment rate for persons aged 55 to
64 was probably the result of the policies set up by Member States to support the
employment of seniors in order to delay the transition to retirement.
According to the chart, Germany is the country that has best weathered the
crisis. Apart from the poverty rate of persons living in a household with very low work
intensity, all the other indicators show either improvement (for 11 indicators out of 21) or
stagnation (for 9 indicators out of 22). The Netherlands and Finland follow, experiencing
deterioration, respectively, of only 4 and 5 out of the 22 indicators adopted.
The next group is made up of Poland, Portugal and the United Kingdom. Although
the situation in these countries deteriorated for 7 indicators, each of them was different.
Portugal was expected to experience strong deterioration of these indicators starting in
2013, and the downward trend of the median income in the United Kingdom probably
limited the deterioration of the situation. France was in a fourth group with Ireland and
Italy. Between 2008 and 2012, these three countries experienced deterioration of 10
out of the 22 indicators. Finally, with 15 indicators deteriorating, Spain was at the tail
end of the European countries.

70. Foreword, Atkinson, A.B., Marlier, E. (eds.), 2010, Income and living conditions in Europe, Luxembourg: Publications
Office of the European Union.
71. http://www.cros-portal.eu/content/second-network-analysis-eu-silc
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These various elements clearly show that the indicator for households with very
low work intensity is the one that pulls down the composite indicator (see the number
of red-tinted boxes in the table). In other words, the increase in poverty in Europe is
explained primarily by the increasing difficulty of households to access the labour
market.

In 2012, poverty and social exclusion remained concentrated
in a few population groups
Summary • In 2012, women, youth, the unemployed, singleparent families and persons born outside the European Union
were relatively more exposed to poverty and social exclusion.
Nonetheless, the rise in poverty and social exclusion between
2008 and 2012 was not necessarily the strongest for these
categories.

In 2012, for the 12 countries selected for this report, women were more affected
by poverty and social exclusion than men, with the exception of those in Spain. The
most important gaps were in Italy (3.7 percentage points) and Germany (3 percentage
points). The rate of poverty and social exclusion of women varied between 16.3% (the
Netherlands) and 27.3% (Poland). The removal of women from the labour market and
the fact that they are more often alone and heads of household can explain these
disparities. Between 2008 and 2012, six countries (Belgium, Spain, Finland, France,
Ireland and Italy) experienced greater deterioration of this indicator for both men and
women. This was due to greater integration of men into the labour market, making
them more vulnerable to the economic crisis. Finland is the only country to have
experienced deterioration of this indicator for men and improvement for women.
Other than in Finland, single-parent families were the family configuration most
affected by poverty and social exclusion in 2012. The rates for this population segment
were highest in Ireland (63.3%), the United Kingdom (62.2%), Belgium (51.7%) and
Italy (51.6%). It was lowest in Finland (34.6%) and Austria (38.6%). The countries
where family configuration had the least impact on poverty and social exclusion were
Austria and Poland, whereas it had the greatest impact in Germany and in Spain. In
four countries, the rate of poverty and social exclusion fell for single-parent families
(Germany, Finland, Poland and Portugal) whereas it rose in all the others. The situation
of unmarried persons aged 65 or more has improved in all countries except Italy
(deterioration) and Germany (stagnation).
In 2012, except in Germany and Finland, young people under 18 years of age
were those most affected by poverty and social exclusion. In Finland, poverty was
concentrated in the group of people aged 65 and older (probably because about
10% of retirees were entitled only to the universal “national pension plan” and not to
any of the nine other occupational pension schemes), whereas in Germany it was
mostly concentrated among people 18-64 years old. Ireland, Spain and the United
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Kingdom were the countries where age played an important role in risk of poverty or
social exclusion. The gap between the least affected age group and the most affected
one in these three countries was 20.3, 17.2 and 14.3 percentage points, respectively.
Between 2008 and 2012, in only three countries (Germany, Poland and Portugal) was
there a reduction in the poverty and exclusion of persons under age 18. The situation
of those aged 65 and over improved between 2008 and 2012 in all the countries except
Germany and Italy, where it stagnated.
In 2012, those most affected by poverty were unsurprisingly the unemployed,
followed by persons inactive and in work. On average, the differential between the rates
of poverty and social exclusion among the unemployed and workers is on the order of
1 to 7. There are however significant disparities depending on the selected countries.
Germany and the Netherlands recorded the highest gaps (respectively 76.1 and 63.7
percentage points), while Poland and Portugal had the lowest differences (41.7 and
45.6 percentage points). In 2012, the highest rate of poverty or social exclusion among
the unemployed was in Germany (about 86%). This was probably due to the country’s
having made the unemployment insurance and compensation system stricter following
entry into force of the Hartz laws.72 These reduced the duration as well as the amount of
unemployment compensation. Between 2008 and 2012, the rate of poverty and social
exclusion of the unemployed grew in Germany, Spain, Ireland and Italy, but declined
in France and the Netherlands. Except in Spain and Poland, the rate increased in all
countries for the inactive segment of the population.
In all the selected Member States, persons from non-EU countries systematically
faced more poverty and social exclusion than did nationals. In 2012, the greatest
gap was in Belgium, Finland and Spain, at 25.3, 21.3 and 17.6 percentage points,
respectively.

Monetary poverty became more intense in France
as well as in the European Union
According the indicator of monetary poverty at the threshold of 50% and 60%
of median equivalized income, in six countries (Belgium, Spain, France, Italy, the
Netherlands and Poland) out of the selected twelve, monetary poverty was intensified
more than it was extended (Figure 11). In other words, between 2008 and 2012, the
number of persons living below the poverty threshold at 50% increased more rapidly
than the number of those below the 60% threshold. During this period and across the
EU-27, the number of people living below the threshold at 50% increased by 5.9%,
while it increased by 3.7% at the 60% threshold. Germany is the only country of the
12 where poverty was extended more than it was intensified. Monetary poverty fell in
Finland, Ireland and Portugal. It was greater for people living below the 60% threshold

72. For a description of the Hartz laws, see Bourgeois I., 2013, “Les réformes Hartz, remise en cause de l’État social ?”
Regards sur l’économie allemande, No. 108.
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than for those at the 50% threshold for Finland and Ireland. In Portugal, the fall was
of similar magnitude for both thresholds.
Figure 11

Variation rate in the number of monetarily poor persons at the 60% and 50% thresholds
between 2008 and 2012 (%)
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(a) The data for Ireland is not available for 2012. This is therefore the rate of change for 2008/2011 (%).
(b) Break in the time series in 2012 for Austria and the United Kingdom.
(i) Provisional data for Belgium in 2012.
(ii) For “persons at risk of monetary poverty”, the benchmark income period is the year previous to the survey (e.g., for the
2012 survey year, the income earned in 2011 was used), with the exception of the United Kingdom and Ireland, for which
income in the year of the survey was used.
Sources: Eurostat, EU-SILC Survey 2012.
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Chapter 3

The effect of automatic stabilization mechanisms
and social protection expenditure is waning

Contrasting dynamics of social protection expenditure
Summary • With increasing numbers of persons in a situation
of poverty and social exclusion, social protection expenditure
grew strongly in 2008 and 2009. Since 2010, it has tended to
stagnate, even to decrease, even though the situation has not
improved.
The rationalization of expenditure since 2010 has affected all the components
of social protection

In all the European countries except Germany and Austria the number of
unemployed persons increased between 2007 and 2012. The fact that a growing share
of the population was deprived of work-related income brought about deterioration
in living conditions. Automatic stabilization mechanisms (Box 8) did however play a
vital role in offsetting the negative effects of the crisis. More proactively, European
countries implemented some fiscal and social reforms that had a more nuanced
impact on poverty and social exclusion (Box 9). Although in some countries these
reforms improved the situation of the poorest, in others they appear to have had a
reverse effect.
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Box 8

Role of automatic stabilization mechanisms
Automatic stabilization mechanisms refer to the ability of public finances to limit the consequences
of cyclical events on the standard of living and on activity.1 In a period of economic expansion or of the
opposite, in times of economic crisis, automatic stabilizers play a counter-cyclical role.
In times of economic expansion, tax revenues increase with rising consumer consumption and
employment, and social benefits expenditure decreases with the fall in unemployment. In this situation,
growth is limited by taxes, which weigh on consumption and on social protection expenditure. Conversely,
in times of slowdown or recession, stabilizers provide support for growth because the loss of income
caused by the deterioration in the economic situation is limited by the rise in social expenditure and
lower taxes. Demand is thus buoyed up, making it possible to maintain a certain level of growth.
Three types of social expenditure can be regarded as automatic stabilization mechanisms: non-meanstested expenditure, which provides substitution income when a person’s employment status has changed.
This is the case for instance of unemployment compensation, which provides an income to persons who
are deprived of employment. Non-means-tested benefits that do not provide substitution income are not
strictly speaking part of automatic stabilizers, although they do play an essential role in the alleviation of
poverty and social exclusion. For example, family allowances allow some households to escape poverty or
social exclusion, but will not automatically increase as the economic situation deteriorates. The second type
of automatic stabilizer is means-tested social expenditure. These, for example the active solidarity income
(RSA) in France, provide income to households whose standard of living is below a certain threshold.
Finally, there are benefits in kind, which can also play an important role.1
1. Espinoza, R., 2007, “Les stabilisateurs automatiques en France”, Économie & prévision, No. 177, pp. 1-17.

Box 9

Euromod: a tool to simulate the consequences of tax and benefit reforms on
poverty?
Since the early 2000s, the Euromod model makes it possible to simulate the impact of tax and benefit
reforms on poverty and inequality in the European countries. The tool is designed to assist Member States
in their reflections regarding the fight against poverty and social exclusion, particularly in the context of
Europe 2020. Euromod makes it possible to estimate the effects of tax and benefit reforms on poverty and
inequality, but also to choose among several possible reform scenarios.1 To do so, the model relies on data
from the European Union Statistics on Income and Living Conditions (EU-SILC) survey and simulates the
effects of fiscal and social policies on the distribution of income. Euromod allows a numerical simulation of
tax rules (direct taxes), social security contributions (employees, self-employed persons and employers)
and transfers (welfare benefits and family allowances), as well as unemployment benefits for European
Union countries. The potential consequences of the evolution of certain variables (economic situation,
fiscal regulations, social benefits, etc.) on poverty and inequality can then be specified. Like most models,
however, it is more about determining the direction of the evolution and its order of magnitude, than about
quantifying it precisely. This explains why for some indicators the simulated levels are different from the
actual observed levels. What matters here, however, is the direction of developments. Although these
simulation models offer an interesting tool for the assessment of public policies, certain limitations to
this approach should be kept in mind. First of all, the data is simulated, not observed. In addition, the
results are dependent on previously defined assumptions that can be subject to discussion. Finally, only
a limited number of reforms are taken into account in Euromod.
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At the European level, Euromod was used to analyse the impact of public policies on poverty and
inequality for the periods 2006-2009, 2007-2010 and 2009-2012. At the level of the Member States,
the microsimulation model made it possible to assess the impact of the austerity measures taken during
the crisis in a number of countries (Cyprus, Estonia, Spain, Greece, Italy, Ireland, Lithuania, Latvia,
Portugal, Romania and the United Kingdom).
It was estimated that in Greece, Spain, Italy, Latvia, Romania and the United Kingdom, the austerity
policies had stronger effects on the well-off than on those with the lowest income.2 Conversely, it would
appear to be those with the lowest income who bore the brunt of the austerity policies in Estonia. In
Lithuania and in Portugal, the persons at the two ends of the income distribution scale were those most
affected by these policies.
No such study was performed for France. ONPES thus decided to finance one in 2013 in order
to estimate the consequences of tax and benefit reforms on poverty and inequality by comparing
four countries – France, Germany, Ireland and the United Kingdom – for the 2008-2010 period.3 This
choice of period and countries made it possible to study very different situations. Indeed, during this
period, while Germany experienced an increase in employment and continued wage moderation, Ireland
undertook deep economic adjustments that had painful consequences in terms of employment. The
United Kingdom and France stood somewhere between these two extremes.
The analysis aimed to isolate the “policy effect” from “other effects”. The “policy effect” refers to
changes in social and tax policies decided during this period in the area of direct taxation, universal
health insurance contributions and transfers (welfare benefits and family allowances). For France, this
includes:
• taxation of capital income: 2-point increase in withholding taxes in 2009 and a 1.1% tax on capital
to finance the RSA benefit in 2010;
• exemption of 2/3 of taxes for low incomes in 2009 and a 1-point increase of the top marginal income
tax rate in 2010;
• replacement of the RMI by the RSA benefit in 2009;
• increase between 2008 and 2010 of welfare benefits (+2.7%), family allowances (+3%), the social
contribution threshold (+6.2%), the income tax threshold (+1.9%) and institution of the “activity” RSA
benefit for the working poor.
The “other effects” include factors that may affect the distribution of income: changes in the
distribution of primary income (increase in unemployment, wage moderation or cuts, etc.) and other
non-simulated policies (variation of the minimum wage, changes in unemployment-compensation or
public-pension rules, changes in public-sector wages, etc.).
The reforms implemented in France seem to have limited the general rise in poverty caused by
changes in the distribution of primary income. More specifically, it was estimated that benefit and tax
reforms (“policy effects”) had a positive impact on the reduction of the relative poverty rate, of the
intensity of poverty, the child poverty rate, the rate of poverty of seniors and of the “anchored” poverty
rate, especially for children. Seen from the perspective of the Gini coefficient, which measures inequality,
the reforms included in the model made it possible to stabilize the level of inequalities between 2008 and
2010. “Other effects”, however, played more strongly into the situation, and in the opposite direction of
the “policy effects”, bringing about an increase in poverty and inequality in the final analysis.
In Germany, benefit and tax reforms translated into lower taxes, (a very small) increase in social
transfers and an increase in benefits and tax cuts for households with children. It therefore appears that
the benefit and tax reforms had an aggravating impact on the relative poverty rate, the intensity of poverty
and the poverty rate for seniors. Taking into account “other effects”, poverty increased regardless of
the adopted indicator, except for the “anchored” poverty rate.
In Ireland, the reforms appear to have made poverty and inequality decrease strongly. Between
2008 and 2010, Ireland introduced reforms making the tax system more progressive and limiting
the universality of social transfers in order to emphasize redistribution to poor families with children.

89

2013-2014 Report

The Effects of a Long-lasting Economic Crisis

Nonetheless, “other effects” caused the poverty situation to deteriorate, but less than the improvements
due to “policy effects”. In total, between 2008 and 2010, Ireland thus experienced an overall reduction
of poverty and inequality.
In the United Kingdom, it was estimated that the benefits and tax reforms adopted between 2008
and 2010 reduced poverty for all the adopted indicators, but “other effects” usually played out in the
opposite direction, so in total, the United Kingdom experienced stagnation or a slight decrease in poverty
(depending on the indicator).
1. Jara H. X. and Holy S., 2013, “Baseline results from the EU27 EUROMOD (2009-2012)”, EuROMOD Working
Series No. EM13/13.
2. Avram S. et al., 2013, “The Distributional Effects of Fiscal Consolidation in Nine Countries”, EuROMOD Working
Series No. EM2/13.
3. Bargain O., 2013, “Décomposition de l’évolution récente de la pauvreté et rôle des réformes socio-fiscales en
France, Allemagne, Irlande et au Royaume-Uni”, report to ONPES.

Social protection expenditure may increase in a crisis period for two reasons.
First, deterioration of the economic conditions automatically leads to an increase in
expenditure to offset deterioration in the labour market (for unemployment benefits in
particular). Then, governments may wish to increase certain types of social protection
expenditure in order to limit the effects of the crisis on social exclusion and poverty.
Figure 12

Evolution of social protection expenditure per capita in constant euros between 2006
and 2011 (base 100 in 2006)
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Note: Provisional 2011 data in Germany, France Portugal, Ireland and the Netherlands. Provisional data between 2009 and
2011 for Spain and the EU. Provisional data for Italy in 2010 and 2011.
Sources: Eurostat, ESSPROS database extracted on 18 February 2014.

Figure 12 shows the evolution of per capita social expenditure from 2006 to 2011,
rising by 0.5% in the European Union as a whole, and falling in Germany (‑0.5%)
and in the United Kingdom (‑3.2%). Starting in 2008, social protection expenditure
began to increase rapidly, especially in the first two years: +2.3% in 2008 for the
whole of the European Union (EU-27), +6.8% in 2009. This general trend, however,
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hides significant differences, depending on the magnitude of the crisis and the public
policies implemented by governments. Thus, while social protection expenditure per
capita rose by 29.8% in Ireland and 15.4% in Spain, it only increased by 5% in Italy.
In France, the increase stood at 5%, versus 12.8% in Poland (though this country was
largely spared by the crisis), but between 2010 and 2011, social protection expenditure
was rolled back in nearly all countries (except in Poland and Ireland), because in the
euro-area countries, reducing the effects of the crisis on public deficits became more
important than reducing the effects of the crisis on the population.
Figure 13 makes it possible to itemize the influence of each of the postings on the
evolution of social protection expenditure. Expenditure on unemployment first played
negatively on the evolution of total expenditure in 2007, before rising slightly in 2008.
During this period, the European Union’s unemployment rate declined from 8.3% in
2006 to 7.1% in 2008.73 In 2009, it rose to 9%, resulting in an increase in social protection
expenditure. This is not however the key factor because growth in social protection
expenditure that year was due to unemployment-related expenditure for less than
one-fourth of the effect (22.5% precisely). In fact, unemployment expenditure stopped
increasing in 2010, and even declined in 2011, while the number of unemployed
continued to rise. For the whole of the European Union, this expenditure rose from
1.3% of GDP in 2007 to 1.7% in 2009 (from 1.5% to 2% for the euro area alone), and
then stabilized in 2010, before falling slightly in 2011 (1.8% in the euro area).
Figure 13

Contribution of the different postings to the growth of social protection expenditure for the
European Union (EU-27) in constant euros between 2006 and 2011 (%)
8
6
Family
4

Unemployment
Housing

2

Social exclusion
Other

0
-2
2007

2008

2009

2010

2011

Notes: In 2009, out of the 6.8% increase in social protection expenditure per capita, 1.5 percentage points were attributable
to growth in unemployment-related expenditure.
The “other” category includes expenditure on healthcare, disability, old age and survivor benefits. Provisional data for
between 2009 and 2011.
Sources: Eurostat, ESSPROS database, extracted on 18 February 2014.

73. Eurostat data. These are annual averages, while the quarterly data clearly show the trend turning in the fourth quarter
of 2008 as the unemployment rate, which had been falling until then, began to rise significantly, but too late to show
up in the annual data.
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This trend toward the stabilization or even the decline in unemployment-related
expenditure may be caused by two effects. The first may be a structural effect. Through
2009, unemployment in all Member States had increased, entailing an increase in
expenditure related to social protection. Starting in 2010, unemployment mainly
increased in the countries where the unemployment compensation system was
underdeveloped (Greece, Portugal and Spain), so the increase in social protection
expenditure was more limited. The second possible effect refers to the structure of
unemployment. The stagnation of unemployment-related expenditure may be due to
the fall in the sums granted to the unemployed,74 which, depending on the country,
were either due to reductions in unemployment benefits (in Germany, for instance),
or to higher numbers of the long-term unemployed, whose benefits automatically
declined for this reason.
Expenditure related to social exclusion had very little influence on welfare
expenditure as a whole during this period, while the number of people in situations
of poverty or social exclusion increased continuously between 2009 and 2011. Like
social protection expenditure related to housing or family allowances, expenditure
related to social exclusion increased slightly in 2009, then stabilized in 2010 and
2011. The bulk of the increase in 2009 was the result, as shown in Figure 13, of
“other” social expenditure: healthcare expenditure, retirement pensions or disability
allowances.
Details of the evolution of social protection expenditure show that Member States
had relatively identical reactions between 2007 and 2011. Spain and to a lesser extent
Ireland were the first countries to feel the effects of the crisis and to experience a
significant increase in unemployment-related expenditure starting in 2008. In 2009,
this expenditure accounted for 48% of the increase in expenditure in Spain and 28%
in Ireland and in Italy. Expenditure related to social exclusion progressed significantly
in 2009 and only in France, Finland, Ireland, the Netherlands and Portugal. In 2010
unemployment-related expenditure changed little, except in Ireland, where it amounted
to nearly 20% of the increase in social expenditure. Unemployment-related expenditure
fell in all the countries in 2011, with the exception of Spain where it continued to
increase slightly. It should however be noted that family-related expenditure is what
experienced the sharpest increase, followed by that related to compensation for job
seekers, whereas that related directly to the fight against poverty and social exclusion
increased very little.
Cash benefits and non-means-tested benefits mainly served to soften the
impact of the crisis

Non-means-tested benefits are automatic stabilization mechanisms, as in times
of economic crisis they automatically limit the increase in poverty. The evolution of
non-means-tested benefits depends not only on the economic situation, but also on
governments’ decisions to increase or reduce them. Figure 14 shows the evolution of

74. Bontout O. and Lokavjivckova T., 2013, “Social protection budgets in the crisis in the EU”, Working Paper 1/2013,
European Commission.
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social benefits according to their EU-27 eligibility criteria. In 2007 and 2008, the social
benefits that increased were mainly non-means-tested benefits. In 2009, however, all
forms of social benefits increased dramatically, but mostly non-means-tested benefits.
This is due to the effects of the crisis on the labour market. A significant number
of persons deprived of employment saw their income fall below the threshold for
collecting non-means-tested benefits. In 2010, the sums allocated to social benefits
diminished for non-means-tested benefits and stagnated for others, and decreased
for the two types of benefits in 2011.
Figure 14

Variation of social protection expenditure per capita according to European Union (EU-27)
benefits eligibility criteria in constant euros between 2007 and 2011 (%)
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Note: Provisional data between 2009 and 2011.
Sources: Eurostat, ESSPROS database extracted on 18 February 2014.

It is also possible to distinguish between social protection expenditure in cash and
in kind.75 Between 2007 and 2009, the two types of benefit increased, but benefits in
kind rose faster than cash benefits (Figure 15). There are however differences among
the Member States. In 2009, it was mainly cash expenditure that increased in Austria,
Spain, Finland, France, Ireland, the United Kingdom and Italy. This expenditure was
income directly distributed to beneficiaries in order to limit the effects of the crisis on
poverty and social exclusion. In 2010, cash benefits decreased for the whole of the
European Union, while those in kind continued to rise. In 2011, cash benefits fell more
sharply than those in kind.

75. Cash benefits are given directly to households as income (unemployment benefits). Benefits in kind are offered
in the form of services (training for the unemployed or assistance in job-hunting at the French national employment
agency, Pôle emploi).

93

2013-2014 Report

The Effects of a Long-lasting Economic Crisis

Figure 15

Variation of social protection expenditure per capita depending on the nature of the
benefits for the European Union (EU-27) in constant euros between 2007 and 2011 (%)
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Note: Provisional data between 2009 and 2011.
Sources: Eurostat, ESSPROS database extracted on 18 February 2014.

Starting in 2011, automatic stabilization mechanisms stopped
supporting growth
Summary • The effect of automatic stabilizers on growth was
highly pronounced in 2009, but then dwindled and became
negative at the end of the period.

Figure 16 shows the contribution per component to the growth of households’ gross
disposable income according to national accounts.76 In 2008, growth in households’
gross disposable income was mostly explained by before-tax income not including
social benefits in the euro area households.77 The contributions per component to
the growth of gross disposable income changed radically in 2009. As a result of the
economic situation, there was a sharp drop in before-tax income not including social
benefits. Conversely, net social benefits fully played their “shock-absorber” role by
limiting the decline in gross disposable income. Despite this, the disposable income
of households decreased in 2009. In 2010, the contribution of net social benefits
diminished then became negative in the fourth quarter. Social benefits continued to

76. The concept of gross disposable income used in this subsection differs from income as defined in the rest of the
report.
77. The geographical scope diverges from the previous sections because data is not available across the EU-27. It is
only available for the euro area.
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have a negative impact on the gross disposable income of households in 2011 until
2012, when their impact was nil.
Under a policy designed to reduce public deficits, the room for manoeuvre in
social protection expenditure to support growth seemed nevertheless to disappear,
as shown in a recent European Commission study.78 This warrants wondering whether
an unchanged policy will have any effect on poverty and social exclusion in times of
an ongoing crisis.
Figure 16

Contribution per component to the growth of households’ gross disposable income in
constant prices in the euro area between 2008 and 2012 (percentage of annual variation
and contributions in percentage points)
Net social benefits

Taxes (-)

Before-tax income not including social benefits

Gross disposable income (scale on the right)

2008
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Notes: In the second quarter of 2009, households’ gross disposable income in the euro area fell by 1.1%. The decline in
before-tax income not including benefits is the reason for this fall (-3.8 percentage points), while taxes and social benefits
made it possible to limit this decline (by +0.6 and +2.1 percentage points, respectively).
The “before-tax income not including benefits” category includes the wages of salaried employees, gross operating surplus
and gross mixed income, net property income and other transfers.
Sources: ECB and Eurostat.

78. Bontout O., Lokavjivckova T., 2013, op. cit.
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Conclusion

When in 2010 the heads of state and heads of government decided to reframe
the medium-term strategy for growth in the European Union (Europe 2020), they
were faced with the realization that the economic crisis had had a particularly strong
impact on the most vulnerable segments of the population. They were also aware of
the work done by OECD showing that rising income inequalities, prior to the crisis,
were not unrelated to the triggering of the crisis. Consequently, and for the first time,
they adopted a concrete objective to combat poverty, and expressed an ambitious
aim, to reduce by some 17% by 2020 the number of people in the EU experiencing
poverty or exclusion.
The weakness of the social component of this strategy was that it relied entirely on
national policies and commitments, as the EU has no direct competency in matters
of social cohesion and the fight against poverty. Not only were the national objectives
set individually by each Member State less ambitious that the EU goals; in addition,
as the scale of the increase in poverty since 2008 was underestimated, the national
objectives have in general not been met, at least not as of this writing, and in most
cases they appear to be unattainable. This situation should have at least sparked a
debate on the strategy as a whole, on the European as well as on national levels. To
date, this discussion has not been opened. It is to be feared that this lack of reactivity
is the sign of a lack of interest on the part of the Member States and of the EU as a
whole regarding the broad progression of poverty and social exclusion.
Nevertheless, this observation should not be allowed to call into question the
pertinence of the EU approach: monitoring poverty and social exclusion and certain
causes thereof (most notably the growing numbers of households whose members of
working age are without work) has a role to play, acting a “whistle blower” and raising
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an alarm that specialized bodies can use. It remains to be hoped that the Member
States will be equally sensitive to these alerts.
Looking at the evolution of the composite indicator of poverty and social exclusion,
for the period 2008-2012,79 one major conclusion stands out. From the standpoint of
the overall poverty trend, the determinant segment is without a doubt the group made
up of people living in households whose members are penalized by very low work
intensity (actual working time). Using this aspect it is possible to distinguish, in the nine
countries most comparable to France, countries in which poverty and exclusion have
been stabilized or even reduced (Netherlands, Germany, Austria, Finland, Poland) and
those severely affected by the crisis where poverty and exclusion have on the contrary
increased (Italy, Spain, Ireland).80 France is in an intermediate position between these
two groups, along with Belgium and the United Kingdom. The quantity and quality
of jobs, and training for workers and the unemployed will continue to be the major
issues for a future European strategy to fight poverty.
To more closely analyse the position of France relative to other countries we must
look at more detailed comparisons established by the new European monitoring chart.
In this chart indicators of outcomes are supplemented by indicators of cause or means.
In this perspective France appears in a less positive position, within the same group
of nine countries selected for this report. Like Italy and Spain, for half of the indicators
studied the data for France show an evolution that is more negative than the average
trend. This can be explained by two factors: as a country in which there is no perspective
of major development of social protection in the main categories of old-age pensions,
healthcare and family support allowances, the capacity to reduce growing primaryincome inequalities (before distribution) has diminished; at the same time youths and the
working population (in work or unemployed) suffer from the deterioration of the labour
market and the relatively unfavourable evolution of the purchasing power of minimum
social benefits and other allowances destined for these segments of the population.
This description is that of the situation of France, broadly speaking, before the startup
of the multiyear Action Plan to fight poverty and promote social inclusion. But it also
describes the European Union as a whole, regarding the room to take action via social
protection, as the essential rampart in the fight against poverty. Social protection was
very active up to 2010, but now its redistributive and stabilizing functions are constrained
by the budget limitations dictated by the policy to hold down the public debt. This policy
is a collective choice, at least in the euro zone. Hence arise two questions, in fine.
The first issue is particularly relevant to France where the unemployment figures
for youth with low or no qualifications, for long-term unemployment, and for poverty
of persons with low work intensity are worsening, or improving only very slowly.
Although indispensable, better access to rights and a measured readjustment of
certain minimum social benefits, the objectives of the multiyear Action Plan, do not in
themselves constitute direct responses to these situations. This is a potential cause
79. Homogenous period with observations for 2007-2011 in the first section covering only the situation in France.
80. An exception to the general rule is the case of Portugal where, up to 2012, the general indicator did not worsen,
despite a severe crisis and a sharp increase in unemployment. This exception appears to be the fruit of a very active
income redistribution policy.
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of the aggravation of poverty in the current period, to the detriment of the youngest
segment of the population.
The second question concerns the European Union. Seeing as the EU is now
taking on a considerably greater role, under new budget coordination procedures, it
would also be indispensable for the EU, in the framework of this oversight, to assume
a much more active role in preventing poverty in the countries that cover common
disciplines. The EU should act not only on economic imbalances, but also on social
imbalances. Social and economic policies should be more tightly integrated in a
coherent framework, and social policies should not be conceived primarily as a tool
for intervention to repair damage that has occurred.
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Annex 1

Measuring poverty

Globally speaking, two approaches are used: a monetary approach based on
income; and a non-monetary approach based on living conditions.
To measure monetary poverty a poverty threshold must be defined. This can be a
relative threshold correlated to income distribution – the European approach – or an
absolute threshold based on a basket of basic goods and services – the approach
used in Anglo-Saxon countries, especially the United States. The poverty threshold
may also be “anchored in time”, i.e. set at a specific date, and revalued annually to
correct for inflation. Yet another approach, called the institutional approach, counts the
number of recipients of minimum social benefits (aid below the poverty threshold used
by INSEE). France and the European Union have chosen to use a relative monetary
approach. In this framework the impact of the economic growth rate on the poverty
rate depends on its effects on the evolution of inequalities.81

The monetary approach in France and in Europe:
the relative monetary poverty rate
The French National Institute for Statistics and Economic Studies (Institut National
de Statistiques et Etudes Economiques, INSEE), like the other countries of the European
Union and Eurostat, measures monetary poverty using a poverty threshold determined
in relation to the distribution of standard-of-living levels for the entire population.
Eurostat and the EU countries generally set the threshold at 60% of median income
by consumption unit. France also uses this threshold preferentially, but publishes
poverty rates based on other thresholds (40%, 50% or 70%), in keeping with the
recommendations of the European Council in 2001.
Using the equivalence scale to calculate the monetary poverty rate

Income figures or consumption per person cannot be used to compare the standard
of living among households of different sizes and composition. When several people
live together, it is not necessary to multiply all the consumer goods (in particular durable
consumer goods) by the number of people in the household in order to maintain the
same standard of living.
81. In times of economic growth poverty can remain stable, and even increase. When household income increases in
the same proportions for all categories regardless of position in the income scale poverty is stable. Poverty increases
when the incomes of the most well-off households rise faster than in other groups.
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Instead a corrected income measure is used, weighted by consumption unit
according to an equivalence scale. INSEE uses the following weighting coefficients:
• 1 consumption unit for the first adult in a household
• 0.5 consumption unit for the other members of the household aged 14 or
older
• 0.3 consumption unit for children under the age of 14.
For example, a household composed of a couple and two children aged 14 and 8
with a monthly income of €1,500 in 2011 would be classed as monetarily poor. The
corrected household income, weighted for composition, is 1 500/(1+0.5+0.5+0.3),
or €652.17 per consumption unit. This income is below the poverty threshold of 50%
(€814) and below the 60% line (€977).
The French and EU definitions of monetary poverty are very close, but the data
sources are different. The official rate in France is derived from the Fiscal and social
income survey (Enqûete Revenus fiscaux et sociaux, ERFS); EU statistics are based
on the data from Statistics on Income and Living Conditions (SILC). France gives
preference to the ERFS data, because the broader sample offers greater accuracy.
This survey also makes it possible to establish a series from 1996, compared to 2003
for the SILC data. Lastly, ERFS data are available roughly 18 months after the end of
the year, as opposed to 23 months for SILC data. The use of different data sources
engenders differences in scope and definitions:
• the ERFS data cover all ordinary households in metropolitan France in which the
household reference person is not a student and for which before-tax income is
positive, unlike the SILC data that do not exclude student households or households
with negative before-tax income;
• the household is not defined in the same way for the ERFS survey and for SILC.
For the purposes of the ERFS survey a household is made up of all the inhabitants
of a dwelling, while for the SILC survey, in order to qualify as a household all those
living together must declare that they share a common budget. In addition, the
household composition is not observed at the same moment in time. In the ERFS
survey household composition is that of the household during the fourth quarter of
the year in which income is received; in the SILC survey household composition is
that of the month of May in the year that follows the income year. Lastly, the types
of income taken into account vary somewhat: SILC integrates income that is not
included in the administrative records available to INSEE, i.e. transfers between
households, optional local allowances, wealth tax.

The non-monetary approach: rate of poverty in terms of living
conditions
INSEE also calculates poverty in terms of living conditions, or material deprivation,
measured by an indicator based on answers to a survey comprising 27 questions
pertaining to four broad domains – budgetary constraints, late payments, restriction of
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consumption, and housing difficulties. This indicator compiles, at the household level,
the number of difficulties encountered out of the 27 listed. The material deprivation rate
is defined as the proportion of households experiencing difficulties or insufficiency in
terms of eight or more of these criteria, so as to attain the same order of magnitude
as the monetary poverty rate. Up to 2004 this indicator was calculated on the basis
of the Permanent survey on household living conditions (Enquête permanent sur les
conditions de vie des ménages, EPCV). From 2004 it has been calculated using the
European Union Statistics on Income and Living Conditions (EU-SILC) methodology.
The French Statistical Survey of Resources and Living Conditions (Enquête statistique
sur les ressources et conditions de vie, SRVC) is the French component of the EU-SILC
data collection. This survey uses face-to-face interviews to gather information on
household income (in the calendar year preceding the survey), financial situation and
living conditions. Since the survey conducted in 2008, income data are recovered by
matching with administrative and social records (DGFIP, CNAF, CCMSA and CNAV).
From 2008 the survey also integrates projections of financial income generated by
financial products that are tax-exempt or subject to withholding at a flat rate. The survey
serves as a reference tool for comparison of poverty rates and of income distribution
between EU Member States, and for EU action to combat social exclusion.
In France the income data gathered in the Fiscal and Social Income Survey (ERFS)
refer to income in the current year, unlike the EU-SILC data, and accordingly the French
Survey on Resources and Living Conditions (SRCV) which refer to the year preceding
the survey, with the exception of the United Kingdom (income in the current calendar
year) and Ireland (income for the preceding 12 months).
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Annex 2

ONPES Indicators

2002

2003

2004

2005

2006

2007

2008

2009

2010

2011

2012

Inequalities, income and living conditions
60% poverty rate

12.9

13

12.6

13.1

13.1

13.4

13

13.5

14.0 (*)

14.3

na

50% poverty rate

6.5

7.0

6.6

7.2

7.0

7.2

7.1

7.5

7.7 (*)

7.9

na

Material deprivation rate

11.9

11.4 14.6 (1) 13.3

12.7

12.5

12.9

12.6

13.3

12.5

11,9 (p)

23.7

23

21.9

21.3

20.6

20.4

21.5

21.4

21,5

4.0

4.2

4.3

4.2

4.3

4.3

4.5

4.6

na

Poverty rates in the five
départements least
affected by poverty in
France

8.9

9.0

8.8

9.1

9.7

9.8

na

Poverty rates in the five
poorest départements in
France

19.7

20.3

19.7

20.2

21.1

21.3

na

60% poverty rate OR
material deprivation
Interquintile standard of
living ratio (100-S80/S20)

4.1

4.1

Median disposable income
ratio for people over 65
compared to 18-64 years
old

0.93

0.93

0.93

0.92

0.94

0.92

0.93

0.94

0.93 (*)

0.95

na

Poverty rate for singleparent families

27.3

27.3

25.6

29.7

30

30.2

30

30.9

32.3 (*)

32.1

na

Poverty rate for children

16.7

17.7

16.7

17.6

17.7

17.9

17.3

17.7

19.4 (*)

19.6

na

Poverty intensity

16.6

18.4

18

18.8

18

18.2

18.5

19

19.0 (*)

19.1

na

5.4

6

6

6.4

6.6

7.0 (1)

6.9

7.0 (*)

7.5

na

Poverty rate for people in
work

Deep poverty
40% poverty rate

2.3

2.6

60% poverty rate AND
material deprivation
Persistent poverty

2.5

3.2

3.1

3.1

3.2

3.3

3.4 (*)

3.5

na

5.3

4.6

4.8

4.5

4.8

4.8

5.2

5.3

4.7

6

na

na

5
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Access to fundamental rights
Proportion of
36.5
uncompensated job seekers

36.1

37.7

40.5

Proportion of energy-poor
households

39.5

38.6

44.5 (1)

46.1

47.9

14.4

Proportion of school leavers
with low level of educational 13.4
attainment

12.4
(*)

12.1

12.2

12.4

48.2
na

Housing expenditures >40%
of disposable income

Proportion of people
foregoing health care for
financial reasons

38.3

12.6

7.8

8.0

8.9

8.6

11.5

12.2

12.6

12

11.6

19.3

19.1

14.1
11.2

13.3

15.4 (c)

14.2 (c)

15.1 (c)

Europe 2020 Inclusion Indicators
Proportion of people
experiencing material
deprivation or in a
household of very low work
intensity

19.8

18.9

18.8

19.0

18.6 (*)

18.5

(*) Break in time series.
(p) Provisional data; (c) with additional sample.
(1) Change of survey. As a result the data from the different series are not directly comparable.
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Trends in material deprivation

An analysis of the four broad categories that make up the material deprivation
indicator provides several clues to explaining the drop in this indicator that appears
in this report.
The drop in late payments of energy bills could be linked to the institution of social
tariffs for electricity in 2005, and for gas in 2008 (Figure 1). The proportion of households
experiencing difficulties due to insufficient resources first rose between 2008 and
2010, and then fell in the years to 2012. This evolution is influenced principally by the
following three factors: “Life is hard, you have to go into debt to get along”, “Hard to
cover expenses with income”, “Bank overdrafts (very frequent)”. These factors can be
attributed to the fact that the people in question have suffered a deterioration of their
economic circumstances, but also to the fact that they have become accustomed to
these circumstances, and changed their behaviour. Lastly, the proportion of households
that restricted their consumption fell between 2008 and 2012, after a sharp rise between
2007 and 2008.
Figure 1

Material deprivation rate by type of difficulty encountered (in %)
2004

2005

2006

2007

2008

2009

2010

2011

2012

16
12
8
4
0

Insufficient
resources
(at least
3 difficulties
out of 6)

Late
payments
(at least
1 difficulty
out of 3)

Restriction
of consumption
(at least
4 difficulties
out of 9)

Sources: INSEE, SRCV-SILC surveys.
Scope: Metropolitan France.
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Housing-related
difficulties
(at least
3 difficulties
out of 9)

Material poverty
(at least
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out of 27)
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Material deprivation by sociodemographic characteristics
The rate of material deprivation also depends on the characteristics of the household
reference person (Table 1). Generally speaking, the material deprivation rate fell for
all age groups between 2008 and 2012, excepting for persons aged 30-44. The most
significant decreases were for young people under 30 (down by 3.4 percentage points)
and the elderly, aged 75 and older (down by 3.8 percentage points). Up to 2008
the material deprivation rate decreased with age. Young people were more likely to
experience this type of poverty than older people. With the crisis, the poverty rate of
youth under 30 has fallen, while that of people aged 30-44 has tended to rise.
The level of educational attainment of the household reference person plays a role
in material deprivation. The lower the level of educational attainment, the higher the
rate of material deprivation. During the crisis, however, the rate of material deprivation
as fallen for people with a level of education below the baccalaureat, and has risen
for other groups, undoubtedly due to an age effect.
Table 1

Material deprivation rate by characteristics of the household reference person
2004

2005

2006

2007

2008

2009

2010

2011

2012

Age
Under 30 years old

21.6

19.7

16.6

14.6

16.1

14.7

13.1

12.9

12.7

30-44 years old

15.8

15.2

14.3

15.0

14.5

15.7

17.4

15.9

15.8

45-59 years old

15.8

12.6

11.7

12.5

12.7

13.4

13.5

13.1

12.2

60-74 years old

11.3

10.7

11.5

9.4

10.4

8.7

10.9

9.8

9.6

75 and older

9.8

9.0

10.1

9.5

11.3

9.8

9.9

9.1

7.5

Educational attainment
Degree above Baccalaureat + 2 years higher
education

6.1

5.7

4.1

3.8

4.4

4.6

5.2

4.5

5.1

Level Baccalaureat + 2 years higher
education (DEUG, DUT, BTS degrees)

7.5

8.1

8.0

6.4

6.8

6.5

6.6

8.0

7.7

Professional baccalaureat or certificate or other
degree of equivalent level

12.4

12.3

10.8

12.2

10.1

8.9

12.2

9.6

10.9

Certificat d’aptitude professionnelle (CAP),
Brevet d’enseignement (BEP)

15.1

13.7

13.2

12.6

13.9

13.7

12.9

14.1

13.5

Vocational training (BEPC, CEP) without
attaining degree level

19.0

16.9

16.9

17.1

18.6

18.5

19.4

18.0

16.0

In work

11.6

10.9

10.5

10.9

10.6

10.9

10.6

10.5

10.8

Unemployed

53.0

50.7

45.9

47.7

52.3

49.1

46.2

48.1

40.5

Inactive

14.4

11.9

12.2

11.4

12.6

10.9

13.1

11.5

10.4

Work status

Sources: INSEE, SILC surveys
Scope: Metropolitan France

Unemployed persons are clearly more affected by material deprivation than those
who are in work or inactive, but their rate of material deprivation has dropped sharply
since the beginning of the crisis, from 52.3% in 2008 to 40.5% in 2012, a drop of 11.8
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points. The rate of material deprivation has also fallen for the inactive population, by
2.2 percentage points for the same period, while remaining stable for people in work,
at about 10.7% from 2008 to 2012.

Material deprivation by decile of equivalized income
In 2012 the material deprivation rate by income decile spanned a differential of 1 to
21. The material deprivation rate shows two distinct trends since 2008. Between 2008
and 2010 material deprivation rose for the five lowest income deciles and fell for the five
richest income deciles (Figure 2). From 2010 this trend was reversed: the five poorest
income deciles show a significant drop in material deprivation while this rate rose for
the other deciles. The evolution of material deprivation for the five poorest income
deciles was influenced by the categories “Insufficient resources” and “Late payments”
that increased for the period 2008-2010 and fell between 2010 and 2012.
Figure 2

Material deprivation rate by income decile between 2008 and 2012 (in %)
45

1er décile

40

2e décile

35

3e décile

30

4e décile
5e décile

25

6e décile

20

7e décile

15

8e décile

10

9e décile
10e décile

5
0
2008

2009

2010

2011

2012

Sources: INSEE, SRCV-SILC surveys.
Scope: Metropolitan France

Monetary poverty and material deprivation
The material deprivation rate is quite significantly higher for the population that lives
below the monetary poverty threshold than for the overall population (Figure 3). In
2008 37.9% of the population living below the 60% poverty line experienced material
deprivation, in other words three times more than in the population as a whole. The
proportion of materially deprived persons is falling, however, regardless of the level of
monetary poverty. Between 2008 and 2012 the material deprivation rate for the 60%
threshold fell from 37.9% to 32.5%, and the rate for the 50% threshold fell from 41.9%
to 34.7%. For the 40% threshold this rate went from 44.6% to 35.7%.
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These trends are for the most part due to a drop in deprivation related to the housing,
restriction of consumption and late payments categories. Insufficiency of resources
did not truly diminish except for people living below the 60% poverty threshold.
Figure 3

Material deprivation rate for year N compared to monetary poverty for N+1 (in %)
50
60% poverty rate
40
50% poverty rate

30
20

40% poverty rate

10
Overall population
0
2008

2009

2010

2011

2012

Sources: INSEE, SRCV-SILC surveys.
Scope: Households living in metropolitan France.
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Europe
2020

Scope

24.8

~

1.1

16.9

~

~

na.

na.

na

9.9

1.1

1.4

2012

Variation 2011-2012
(in percentage points)

Variation 2008-2012
(in percentage points)

2012

Variation 2011-2012
(in percentage points)

Variation 2008-2012
(in percentage points)

2012

Variation 2011-2012
(in percentage points))

Variation 2008-2012
(in percentage points)

2012

Variation 2011-2012
(in percentage points))

Variation 2008-2012
(in percentage points)

EU27
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0.9

0.8

6.5

7.9

0.4

10.835

0.1

-0.5

14.8

0.8

0.6

21.6

~

-0.4

4.9

5.5

~

Spain

France

Italy

Netherlands

~

~

:

5.7

na

29.4

~

~

19.1

4.6

1.7

29.9

1.4

~

22.2

1.4

~

14.1

0.7

~

19.4

At risk of monetary poverty (in %)

3.7

0.5

28.2

~

-0.9

10.1

~

-0.7

15.0

At risk of poverty or social exclusion (in %)

Ireland

SPPM 2013

2.3

na

7.8

-7.4

na
-9.4

~

7.392

6.4

~

11.217

~

~

9.194

2.2

1.3

5.8

~

~

5.3

7.0

3.3

14.5

Severe material deprivation (in %)

10.097

~

-0.2

2.3

~

~

11.404

Monetary poverty threshold (in purchasing power parity)
11.398

~

~

16.1

~

~

19.6

Belgium Germany

Social Protection Performance Monitor 2013

-2.4

0.1

4.0

10.6

~

12.3

2.0

1.8

14.4

~

1.6

18.5

Austria

-4.2

~

13.5

26.7

~

5.117

~

-0.6

17.1

-3.8

~

26.7

Poland

-1.1

0.3

8.6

~

~

5.736

~

-0.1

17.9

~

0.9

25.3

Portugal

~

~

2.9

9.9

~

10.921

~

~

13.2

~

-0.7

17.2

Finland

3.3

2.7

7.8

~

5.0

10.582

-2.5

~

16.2

~

1.4

24.1

United
Kingdom
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Effectiveness of
social protection
system

Poverty and
social exclusion of
children

Economic
inequalities

Poverty intensity

Europe 2020

Scope

~

~

28.0

~

1.4

34.7

~

~

Variation 2008-2012 (in
percentage points))

2012

Variation 2011-2012 (in
percentage points)

Variation 2008-2012 (in
percentage points)

2012

Variation 2011-2012 (in
percentage points)

Variation 2008-2012 (in
percentage points)

5.0

2012

Variation 2011-2012 (in
percentage points)

1.6

Variation 2008-2012 (in
percentage points)

~

Variation 2011-2012 (in
percentage points)

~

Variation 2008-2012 (in
percentage points)

23.4

~

Variation 2011-2012 (in
percentage points)

2012

9.9

2012

EU27

0.6

1.2

46.2

2.1

0.1

23.4

-4.9

0.0

3.9

0.9

-0.5

18.1

2.3

0.3

14.0

Ireland

Spain

France

Italy

Netherlands

~

-0.9

8.4

7.0

~

31.4

1.4

~

16.2

Poverty intensity (in %)

7.6

0.9

14.2

2.4

~

25.4

~

~

10.3

26.3

~

7.2

~

~

4.5

9.8

~

5.6

-10.0

-5.3

3.6

2.4

1.8

17.3

~

~

8.7

7.5

na

34.1

3.2

0.6

33.8

1.8

~

23.2

4.7

1.6

33.8

1.4

-1.1

16.9

Children at risk of poverty or social exclusion (0-17 years old) (in %)

~

na

4.6

Inequality of income distribution (100-S80)/S20

~

na

17.5

10.5

na

24.1

~

~

33.7

7.2

na

61.6

7.5

~

25.0

-5.2

~

40.8

~

~

20.5

~

~

51.0

Impact of social transfers (excluding pensions) on poverty reduction (in %)

-1.7

-1.5

18.4

-10.4

~

4.3

-1.1

~

21.1

-1.8

-1.3

9.8

18.0

18.0

67.4

~

1.7

20.9

13.5

10.5

4.2

4.8

1.1

20.1

~

~

7.6

Austria

Proportion of people living in households with very low work intensity (in %)

Belgium Germany

SPPM 2013

-7.3

~

25.3

-3.6

~

29.3

~

~

4.9

1.6

~

22.2

-1.1

~

6.8

Poland

~

~

29.0

-1.7

-0.8

27.8

~

~

5.8

1.5

1.5

24.7

3.8

1.9

10.1

Portugal

~

~

50.9

~

~

14.9

~

~

3.7

~

1.5

15.0

1.8

-0.7

9.1

Finland

13.9

~

49.2

1.6

4.3

31.2

~

~

5.4

~

~

21.0

2.6

1.5

13.0

United
Kingdom
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Exclusion
of youth

Social
consequences
of labour market
conditions

Effectiveness
of social
protection
system

Scope

~

4.6

~

2.0

12.8

~

-2.0

9.7

~

2.8

Variation 2008-2012
(in percentage points)

2012

Variation 2011-2012
(in percentage points))

Variation 2008-2012
(in percentage points)

2012

Variation 2011-2012
(in percentage points)

Variation 2008-2012
(in percentage points)

2012

Variation 2011-2012
(in percentage points)

Variation 2008-2012
(in percentage points)

~

Variation 2011-2012
(in percentage points)

3.1

Variation 2008-2012
(in percentage points))

9.1

1.3

Variation 2011-2012
(in percentage points)

2012

59.0

2012

EU27

~

~

6.2

~

~

12.0

~

~

3.4

-0.2

0.4

4.5

3.7

-4.5

58.4

Ireland

Spain

France

Italy

Netherlands
Austria

7.4

0.6

63.6

7.4

3.2

57.5

~

~

55.4

~

~

40.6

-1.0

na

5.3

1.2

0.2

12.3

1.4

0.4

8.0

2.1

~

11.1

~

-0.8

4.6

At-risk-of-poverty rate for persons in work (age 18-64) (in %)

-3.3

na

43.3

1.8

2.8

8.2

3.0

-1.1

53.2

-1.4

~

4.1

-1.2

-1.1

10.6

-1.5

~

2.5

9.1

2.1

11.1

1.2

~

4.1

2.6

1.3

5.7

~

~

1.8

-7.0

-1.6

24.9

~

~

11.6

-2.1

~

17.6

-2.6

~

8.8

5.6

~

12.3

8.9

1.6

20.6

1.9

~

9.0

3.5

2.1

10.1

2.7

1.3

6.6

Youth unemployment rate (age 15-24 (in %))

-1.6

-1.1

9.7

Early leavers from education and training (age 18-24) (in %)

7.4

~

9.1

~

~

5.2

-2.5

~

7.6

~

~

1.1

Long-term unemployment rate (active population, age 15 and over)

~

~

7.7

4.3

~

68.5

At-risk-of-poverty rate for persons in households with very low work intensity (age 0-59) (in %)

Belgium Germany

SPPM 2013

3.2

~

8.9

~

~

5.7

1.7

~

4.1

-1.1

-0.8

10.4

10.0

~

59.2

Poland

7.5

2.6

14.3

-14.6

-2.4

20.8

3.7

1.5

7.7

-1.4

-0.3

9.9

1.3

~

54.5

Portugal

1.0

~

9.8

~

~

8.9

~

~

1.6

-1.3

~

3.8

3.2

~

59.5

Finland

3.2

~

12.4

-3.4

-1.4

13.6

1.3

~

2.7

~

1.0

8.8

-15.3

~

47.8
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Retirement
pensions

Active aging

Exclusion
of youth

Scope

2013-2014 Report

0.56

~

12.0

2012

Variation 2011-2012
(in percentage points)

Variation 2008-2012
(in percentage points)

0.92

2012

8.2

-4.1

Variation 2008-2012
(in percentage points)

Variation 2008-2012
(in percentage points)

~

Variation 2011-2012
(in percentage points)

~

19.2

2012

Variation 2011-2012
(in percentage points)

3.3

1.5

Variation 2011-2012
(in percentage points)

Variation 2008-2012
(in percentage points)

48.9

3.1

Variation 2008-2012
(in percentage points)

2012

~

17.0

Variation 2011-2012
(in percentage points)

2012

EU27

France

Italy

Netherlands

6.8

~

23.8

2.7

~

16.2

6.3

1.8

27.0

-4.4

~

49.3

-1.7

~

43.9

6.3

3.0

44.5

6.0

2.5

40.4

1.1

~

5.7

5.6

2.5

58.6

Older workers employment rate (age 55-64) (in %)

6.4

~

23.8

Youth not in work, education or training (age 18-24)

Spain

~

~

15.8

-8.7

na

13.8

-11.1

-4.3

16.6

-2.8

-0.4

11.1

~

~

25.2

-3.5

-0.7

6.2

-1.1

~

16.2

2.1

1.6

43.1

~

~

7.8

Austria

At-risk-of-poverty-or-exclusion rate for the elderly (age 65 and older) (in %)

7.8

1.6

61.5

-2.0

~

9.8

Ireland

4.4

6.8

0.47

0.0

0.0

0.74

6.8

-7.8

0.47

~

~

0.88

-12.2

na

0.43

16.2

na

0.86

~

~

1.00

18.4

~

0.58

~

~

0.65

Replacement rate

17.7

8.1

0.93

29.4

20.0

0.66

8.0

~

0.95

9.3

~

0.47

7.1

~

0.90

-14.7

~

0.58

~

~

0.93

~

5.5

0.58

~

~

0.95

~

-1.3

23.4

7.1

1.8

38.7

3.6

~

15.9

Poland

Relative median income ratio between persons age 65 and over and those under 65

-3.4

-2.1

19.5

5.0

~

39.5

1.7

~

15.0

Belgium Germany

SPPM 2013

13.7

~

0.58

10.8

5.7

0.92

-5.6

-2.4

22.1

-4.3

-1.4

46.5

6.0

2.7

18.7

Portugal

~

~

0.49

8.3

~

0.78

-4.4

~

19.5

1.7

1.2

58.2

1.9

~

11.8

Finland

16.3

~

0.50

20.3

9.9

0.89

-11.6

-5.8

16.9

~

1.4

58.1

2.7

~

18.1

United
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~

11.3

2012

Variation 2008-2012
(in percentage points

na

Variation 2008-2012
(in percentage points)

~

na

2012

Variation 2011-2012
(in percentage points)

na

Variation 2008-2012
(in percentage points)

~

Variation 2008-2012
(in percentage points)

na

~

Variation 2011-2012
(in percentage points)

2012

3.4

2012

EU 27

-1.5

0.4

11.0

6.7

11.1

~

10.7

1.2

0.2

1.7

Ireland

Spain

France

Italy

Netherlands

na

0.5

16.6

~

6.9

6.3

6.7

~

~

1.6

~

~

0.7

~

~

2.2

~

~

5.6

~

~

0.5

-7.1

9.2
9.2

9.5
~

7.8
~

10.0

2.8

na

6.1

15.5

11.9
~

10.4
~

7.2

4.2

0.5

14.3

0.1

~

5.2

~

-0.5

7.9

Housing cost overburden rate

~

9.0

~

~

14.4

~

10.1

Healthy life years for women at 65 years of age

17.2

10.9

Healthy life years for men at 65 years of age

~

na

2.2

2.3~

2.2

7.0

26.7

9.5

20.3

8.9

~

~

0.3

Austria

Unmet needs for medical tests or treatment, self-reported (in %)

Belgium Germany

~

~

10.5

~

7.8

5.7

7.4

3.0

1.1

9.0

Poland

~

1.1

8.3

9.1

6.0

~

6.6

2.2

1.9

3.3

Portugal

~

~

4.5

~~

9.0

5.0

8.4

3.8

~

4.6

Finland

-8.9

-9.0

7.4

-10.2

10.6

~

10.5

~

~

1.4

United
Kingdom

Sources: Social Protection Committee, 2013, Social protection performance monitor (SPPM) – methodological report by the indicators subgroup of the Social Protection
Committee, 2014.

Access to
decent housing

Health care

Scope

SPPM 2013
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Persons at risk of poverty or social exclusion in 2008
and 2012, broken down by different characteristics
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Work status

Family
composition

Country of
origin
Total

Variation 2008/2012
(in percentage points)

2012 rate

Variation 2008/2012
(in percentage points)

2012 rate

Variation 2008/2012
(in percentage points)

2012 rate

Variation 2008/2012
(in percentage points)

France

2012 rate

Finland

Variation 2008/2012
(in percentage points)

Spain

2012 rate

Age

Belgium (i)

Variation 2008/2012
(in percentage points)

Gender

Austria (i)

2012 rate

Germany

Woman

21.1

-0.5

19.6

-0.7

22.2

-0.2

28.1

2.4

17.4

-1.5

19.6

-0.1

Man

18.1

-0.4

17.3

0.5

21.0

1.9

28.4

5.0

17.0

1.1

18.4

1.1

Under 18

18.4

-1.7

20.9

0.5

23.4

2.1

33.8

3.2

14.9

-0.2

23.2

2.0

Between 18
and 24

21.2

-0.3

18.4

0.0

21.5

1.4

29.7

7.6

17.3

0.8

19.8

1.0
-3.0

Over 65

15.8

0.3

16.2

-1.1

19.5

-3.4

16.6

-11.1

19.5

-4.4

11.1

Employed

9.8

0.7

9.4

-0.2

6.7

-0.1

14.7

1.7

4.7

-1.6

10.3

0.7

Unemployed

85.9

6.8

65.2

-5.2

57.6

-0.3

62.3

11.0

61.6

0.3

56.6

-1.9

Inactive

40.9

2.7

34.5

3.3

45.2

3.8

37.4

-1.5

42.1

5.1

43.3

5.2

Single man w/o
37.4
children

3.1

27.0

0.7

32.7

0.9

26.8

1.4

41.5

3.5

27.6

3.5

Single woman
w/o children

37.3

0.7

32.8

2.1

27.1

-7.9

25.9

-13.1

37.8

-3.3

24.5

-1.2

Single-parent
family

48.0

-3.5

38.6

-2.5

51.7

1.2

45.6

1.3

34.6

-3.2

46.3

4.3

Family of 2
parents and
3 children or
more

15.7

-3.0

27.0

0.5

21.6

1.9

45.1

-6.9

16.2

1.7

26.5

1.7

Single person
aged 65 or
older

25.9

0.1

25.6

-1.4

19.2

-9.0

14.5

-27.1

38.9

-4.6

16.6

-4.7

EU country

16.7

0.7

29.7

12.6

27.5

-0.2

32.5

-0.3

19.7

4.5

18.6

-0.9

Non-EU
country

25.4

-7.9

30.0

-10.0

52.8

-3.3

50.1

10.8

41.0

-9.9

35.6

-3.3

39.7

-0.5

37.1

-0.1

42.4

0.8

52.7

3.7

34.6

-0.2

37.6

0.6

(i) Provisional data for Belgium in 2012. Break in time series in 2012 for Austria and the United Kingdom.
(ii) Red-tinted cells indicate a significant deterioration, green-tinted cells an improvement.
Sources: Eurostat, EU-SILC survey 2012, data extracted 17/02/2014.
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United Kingdom
(i)

Variation 2008/2012
(in percentage points)

2012 rate

Variation 2008/2012
(in percentage points)

2012 rate

Variation 2008/2012
(in percentage points)

2012 rate

Variation 2008/2012
(in percentage points)

2012 rate

Variation 2008/2012
(in percentage points)

EU 27

2012 rate

Portugal

Variation 2008/2012
(in percentage points)

Poland

2012 rate

Netherlands

Variation 2008/2011
(in percentage points)

Italy

2011 rate

Ireland

29.8

5.1

31.7

4.5

16.3

0.8

27.3

-3.9

25.9

-0.9

24.8

0.1

25.7

0.6

29.0

6.3

28.0

4.8

13.6

-0.7

26.1

-3.8

24.6

-0.4

23.4

1.7

23.7

1.4

34.1

7.5

33.8

4.7

16.9

1.4

29.3

-3.6

27.8

-1.7

31.2

1.6

27.9

1.4

30.5

7.9

30.4

5.9

16.5

0.7

26.7

-3.9

25.5

1.0

23.8

4.1

25.3

2.3

13.8

-8.7

25.2

0.8

6.2

-3.5

23.4

-3.5

22.1

-5.6

16.9

-11.6

19.2

-4.1

10.1

1.3

18.0

5.7

5.6

0.2

17.0

-3.6

13.8

-3.2

11.8

1.6

13.6

1.0

67.0

5.7

68.7

9.9

69.3

-2.2

58.7

-0.6

59.4

7.6

71.2

-4.0

66.9

2.4

45.9

3.8

43.1

2.6

37.8

3.8

41.5

-4.3

42.4

3.0

54.2

2.0

43.6

2.5

42.1

-0.1

31.4

6.0

30.4

0.0

38.7

-5.2

30.8

-7.2

37.0

5.3

34.2

2.7

26.3

-16.9

40.1

2.9

29.9

4.8

36.5

-4.0

33.3

-8.6

28.8

-9.3

34.2

-2.3

63.3

2.5

51.6

8.6

49.4

1.4

45.7

-6.2

43.1

-12.0

62.2

-1.2

50.8

0.4

32.2

13.2

42.1

-0.1

17.0

-1.0

43.4

-2.0

43.0

5.1

33.9

-3.7

30.7

-1.0

19.3

-23.6

38.0

1.8

8

-1.0

32.3

-3.4

32.2

-8.2

22.4

-15.6

27.4

-5.8

29.1

7.0

40.4

12.6

15.6

-0.8

24.2

1.5

19.7

-0.1

20.6

1.8

23.7

2.5

31.6

4.8

44.4

7.7

30.1

2.0

29.7

-0.3

28.9

-1.8

33.4

0.6

38.3

1.5

53.1

5.7

55.2

4.6

29.9

0.1

57.2

-3.8

51.3

-0.7

47.3

0.9

48.4

1
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