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Introduction

When the EU’s growth and jobs strategy was laun@hédarch 2000, EU leaders pledged to make “a
decisive impact on the eradication of poverty” 1@. However, many people still live in destitution
with no access to basic services such as healthdarest 80 million Europeans live below the
poverty threshold. In response, 2010 will be thertipean Year for combating poverty and social
exclusion”, in order to recognise that:

» All people have a right to live in dignity and tafart in society

* Public and private sectors share the responsibdigombat poverty and social exclusion
» Eradicating poverty for a more cohesive societyefienhall

« Commitment at all levels of society is needed taiee this godl

In response to the current global economic cr@mms26 November 2008, the European Commission
presented a comprehensive action plan to proteobpEls citizens from the worst effects of the
financial crisis. It includes extensive action atianal and EU levels to help households and imgust
and to concentrate support on the most vulnefable

The European Commission set out several priorifs 2009 in the Directorate-General for
Employment, Social Affairs and Equal Opportunitiésinual Management Plan. They include:

* Responding to the employment impact of the econalmventurn

» Initiatives in the health field, particularly taghd) inequality in access to healthcare

» Preparation of the 2010 European Year against Boaad Social Exclusion

» Information and communication activities to infothre public about the added value of EU
policies in the area of employment, social affaingl equal opportunities.

It is in this context that the Directorate-Genefal Employment, Social Affairs and Equal
Opportunities commissioned a survey to examineipuginion about the social impact of the global
economic crisis. The objectives of the Flash Eurotneter survey — “FL276/onitoring the social
impact of the crisis: public perceptions in the European Union” — were:

» To investigate perceptions about the existenc@woépy and homelessness

» To gain knowledge about the degree of financidialifty of households — at present and in
the 12 months leading up to the survey

* To measure the changes in healthcare and socabffardability in the past six months

* To understand how people feel about their futumesips entitlements and worries regarding
income in old age.

In addition, the survey looked at the perceptiohBW citizens regarding their future (in the folling
12 months). More precisely it covered the followisgues:

» General expectations about households’ finandiaagon

» Perceptions about the risk of falling behind widrigus payments
» Ability to afford one’s current accommodation

» The likelihood of keeping one’s job.

The survey’s fieldwork was carried out between 8 a@ July 2009. Over 25,000 randomly selected
citizens aged 15 years and over were interviewethén27 EU Member States. Interviews were
predominantly carried out via fixed-line telephoreaching ca. 1,000 EU citizens in each country. To
correct for sampling disparities, a post-stratiiima weighting of the results was implemented, bdase

on key socio-demographic variables.

! Sourcehttp://ec.europa.eu/social/main.jsp?langld=en&cRI
2 Sourcehttp://ec.europa.eu/social/main.jsp?catld=89&Ilarghi&newsld=422&furtherNews=yemd
http://ec.europa.eu/social/main.jsp?catld=308&ldrgh
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Main findings

Perceptions about poverty in the EU

* Predominantly, trends in poverty levels were seenemative by EU citizens: more than half
of respondents (55%-75%) considered that povertyihereased at local, national and EU
levels during the 12 months prior to the survey.

» The most significant negative change in the peszbamount of poverty was seen at country
level: three-quarters of EU citizens said that ptyvbad increaseth their country in the 12
months prior to the survey. One in 10 respondettdso) felt that there had been an
improvement in the level of poverty in their coyntr

* Individual country results showed large variatiomgitizens’ perceptions regarding changes
in poverty levels in their area. While less tham 4.0 respondents in the Netherlands (31%),
Denmark (33%), Sweden (35%) and the UK (39%) careid that poverty hastrongly or
dightly increased in the period under consideration, more than twisenany Latvians had a
similar perception (81%).

* As opposed to national and local levels of povergpondents found it difficult to estimate
any change in poverty levels across the EU. Negtasls, the proportion who thought that
poverty hadstrongly or dightly increased across the EU was significantly higher than those
who thought there had been a decrease in the yieat@the survey.

Perceptions about the numbers of poor people in theU

* The majority of EU citizens considered that povexys rather widespread in their country:
31% of respondents estimated tlate person in five was poor in their country, and
approximately the same proportion (29%) said tinatper son in three was poor.

* The most pessimistic citizens were those of Buigdfungary and Romania, where 62%-63%
estimated that aboutne-third of their fellow citizens lived in poverty. In thenost
“optimistic” country, 3% of Danes thought thalbout 30% of the country's residents were
living in poverty, while almost 3 in 10 (28%) beled thatess than 5% of their residents were
poor.

Respondents’ views on their household’s degree ahéncial difficulty

» Keeping up with household bills and credit commitiisewas not a problem for over 4 in 10
(45%) EU citizens. Nevertheless, one-fifth statddhtttheir household had financial
difficulties. More precisely, 15% said that keeping with household bills and credit
commitments was a constant struggle, and a fuBeradmitted that they had had fallen
behind withsome or many bills and credit commitments.

* Greek, Latvian, Portuguese and Bulgarian citizeesewthe most likely to state that their
household was having financial difficulties (betwe®% and 54%).

* Asked whether, in the 12 months prior to the surtlegir household had had, at any time, no
money to pay ordinary bills, buy food or other gatonsumer items, 18% of EU citizens
stated that their household had been through suelxgerience.

Coping with the costs of various types of healthcarin the past six months

» For the relative majority of EU citizens, no chasded been noticed in the affordability in
three areas of healthcare (general healthcareicetnd and long-term care). Between 27% and
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34% of interviewees said things had changed fomibese, and a few (6%-7%) now found it
easier to afford services — that were applicabtééon — than six months ago.

More than 6 in 10 (64%) Latvians said that in tlad kiear prior to the survey, they had noted
it had becomesomewhat or much more difficult to bear the costs of general healthcare.
Roughly half of Romanians (51%), Estonians and &é€both 47%) also felt that it was now
harder for them to afford general healthcare.

Putting the focus solely on respondents who const¢he question about childcare to be
relevant to their personal situation showed thatemban 4 in 10 citizens in Greece (51%),
Portugal (47%), Bulgaria (46%), Malta, Romania @yprus (all 44%) felt that it was now
somewhat or much more difficult to afford childcare.

The most likely to have had difficulties in copimgth long-term care costs were Latvians
(61% of those who answered the question on thigestb followed by Greeks (59%) and
Romanians (50%).

The impact of future pension entitlements

While only 1 in 10 EU citizens thought that econorand financial events would not affect
their pension benefits, over two-thirds either @itty anticipated lower pension benefits or
believed that, to compensate, they would havek®e #&tion — such as saving more money for
when they reached old age or postponing theireretnt.

In a third of Member States, a relative majoritytied public expected that they would have to
save more for when they retired — namely in thec8zBRepublic (37%), Slovenia (34%),
Belgium (33%), Portugal (31%) and Cyprus (30%).

In about another third of EU Member States, a irgdatajority mentioned that they would
receive lower pension benefits than expected. Batweughly a quarter and a third of
respondents foresaw such a development in Latd8)3Germany (36%), Hungary (35%),
Sweden and Greece (both 32%), Lithuania (29%),rRu&28%) and the Netherlands (26%).

The relative majority of French (29%), Luxemboukgiand British (both 25%) citizens
considered that they would have to retire laten thidginally planned.

Half of EU citizens werdairly or very worried that their income in old age would not be (or is
not) enough for them to lead a dignified life; blily fewer than half wereaot very worried or
not worried at all in this sense.

Expectations about the household financial situatimin the next 12 months

page 6

A quarter (26%) of EU citizens expected their htnade's financial situation to deteriorate in
the near future. A majority (55%) expected stapilit their household’s financial situation
during the 12 months following the survey, whilenénority of 16% anticipated that their
household’s financial situation would improve i thext 12 months

Over half of citizens in all but three Member Ssadmticipatedhe same or a better financial
situation for their households in the following fribnths. The exceptions were Latvia and
Lithuania — where the majority of citizens expecthdir household’s financial situation to
worsen over the following 12 months, and Hungary — whdmilar numbers expected the
financial situation taleteriorate or to improve or at least remain the same.
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Respondents’ views as to whether they would be aliie cope financially in the next 12 months

Of the four types of payments under survey, an peeted expense of €1,000 or its national
equivalent worried respondents the most. Indeed,1® respondents said there was at least a
low risk of falling behind with payments in the nel? months due to such an unexpected
expense. Day-to-day expenditures (paying bills,ifayyood or other daily consumer items)
were reasons for anxiety for more than 4 in 10 Eidens.

While more than three-quarters of citizens in Bril#77%), Poland (78%), Hungary (81%),
Latvia (84%) and Portugal (86%) thought that, ie yiear to come, they might not be able to
cope with an unexpected expense of €1,000, thisoption decreased to less than 40% in
Denmark, Sweden, the Netherlands, Luxembourg amldrid (between 29% and 37%).

About a quarter (26%) of respondents felt thatghestion about paying rent or mortgage was
not relevant to their personal situation. Focussotely on respondents who considered the
guestion to be relevant, a majority (55%) said tweye not at all concerned about their future
ability to pay their rent or mortgage on time.

Among those who responded to the question aboalyiregp consumer loans, the proportions
who thought there would be a least some risk aidpanable to repay such loams time over
the next 12 months and who sawsuchrisk at all were roughly the same (47% vs. 50%).

Accommodation affordability in the next 12 months

The majority of EU citizens felt that they wouldveano problems meeting the costs of their
accommodation during the 12 months following thevey: 75% said that it wagery unlikely
that they would have to leave their accommodativthe near future because they could no
longer afford it and 16% estimated that this wduadairly unlikely.

The employment situation

While roughly three-quarters of these respondergsewery or fairly confident that they
would not lose their job in the 12 months followitlg survey, only slightly more than 4 in 10
thought it would bevery or fairly likely that they would be able to find a new job withir s
months, in the event that they were laid off.

Though relatively few respondents (6%) were venmyceoned that they might lose their job in
the near future, one in five respondents saw litHance they would soon be able to find
employment, in the event that this did happen.

Citizens of the Baltic states were the most pessicnabout their ability to stay in their current
job in the next 12 months. About a sixth of Lat@ahithuanians and Estonians (between 17%
and 19%) werenot at all confident that they would be able to keep their current jolihiat
timeframe, and even more citizens of these countserenot very confident in this respect
(35%, 30% and 26%, respectively).

In 13 Member States, between half and two-thirdsspondents felt it would be unlikely that
they would find a new job within six months of bgifaid off. The most pessimistic were
Irish, Spanish, ltalian, Latvian and Portuguesizaits: around two-thirds (64% to 67%) felt
that it wouldnot be at all likely or fairly unlikely (“1” to “5” on the scale).
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1. Perceptions about the existence of poverty

Against the backdrop of the economic crisis and gbeial impact it is having on the life of EU
citizens, and in the context of EU leaders’ commitinto fight poverty, this survey gauged EU
citizens’ perceptions of poverty. First of all, facused on their views regarding poverty trends at
various levels: interviewees were asked whetheegip\had decreased or increased in the 12 months
prior to the survey in the area where they wermdiyvin their country and in the EU. In addition,
respondents were asked to make an estimate ofapention of poor people living in their country.

1.1 Perceived trends in poverty at local, national and EU levels in the
past 12 months

Predominantly, trends in poverty levels were seemegative by EU citizens: more than half of
respondents (55%-75%) considered that poverty herdased at local, national and EU levels during
the 12 months prior to the survey.

The most significant negative change in the peetkimount of poverty was seencauntry level.
Indeed, three-quarters of EU citizens said thatpgwhad increaseit their country in the 12 months
prior to the survey. Furthermore, about 4 in 10%43Mterviewees thought that poverty haicongly
increased at national level. Roughly 1 in 10 respondents each case — considered that poverty in
their country had eitheremained unchanged (8%) or hadstrongly or dlightly decreased (11%) in the
period under consideration.

The opinion that poverty in the respondettisal area had increased in the 12 months prior to the
survey was held by 57% of EU citizens (23% “strgnigicreased” and 34% “slightly increased”).
Approximately a quarter (27%) of respondents fadit t in their area — poverty hadyed at the same
level. A positive view about the change in the lexepoverty in their local area was supported by a
tenth of respondents —i.e. they considered thatnyp hadstrongly or dightly decreased.

Considering the three levels reviewed in the survegpondents found it difficult to estimate any
change in poverty levels across the EU: 27% gaidoa’'t know” response (compared to 5%-6% for
local and national level questions). Neverthelegsjlar to the changes in the degree of poverty at
local or national levels, the proportion of intawiees who thought that poverty hadongly or
slightly increased across the EU was significantly higher than thepprtion of those who thought
there had been a decrease in the year prior teutivey (55% vs. 9%).

Perceived changes in the level of poverty in the past 12

months in...
m Strongly increased Slightly increased m Stayed the same
Slighthly decreased m Strongly decreased DK/NA

N

... the area where you
... home country 36 H 8 R 6

Q1. Generally speaking, would you say that poverty has strongly
decreased, slightly decreased, slightly increased or strongly
increased in the last 12 monthsin...?

Base: all respondent, % EU27
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Country variations

Individual country results showed large variatianscitizens’ perceptions regarding changes in
poverty levels in their area While less than 4 in 10 respondents in the N&hds (31%), Denmark
(33%), Sweden (35%) and the UK (39%) consideretigbaerty hadstrongly or slightly increased in
their area in the 12 months prior to the surveyyamiian twice as many Latvians had a similar
perception (81%; a 50-percentage point differenmmpared to the Netherlands). In France, ltaly,
Hungary, Estonia and Lithuania, roughly 7 in 1@zems felt that the situation of poverty aroundnthe
had worsened (between 72% and 74%).

About half of respondents in Latvia said that ptyédrad strongly increased in their area (51%; 28
percentage points above the EU average). A simiéar was shared by roughly 4 in 10 Hungarians,
Bulgarians, Greeks and Romanians (between 38% 204).. 4

Focusing again on the lower end of the countryribistion — where respondents were less likely to
think that poverty had increased in their area,was noted that about one in five respondents in
Ireland, the UK and Poland thought that there heshl(strong or slight) decrease of poverty in their
area in the year prior to the survey (between 20fb 23%), while Dutch, Danish and Swedish
respondents were the most likely to feel that gvell of poverty in their area had been stable (eetw
47% and 50%).

Perceived changes in the level of poverty in the past 12 months in the area where
respondents live

m Strongly increased Slightly increased ~ ® Stayed the same Slightly decreased/Strongly decreased DK/NA

3 6 2, 4 3 5 8 4
9 6
9 16 10
19818
I I -
26

100 5 1
41 37 31 36 40 32 29 25

2
é 6 o2 6 6
0 1
30

60 -

7 4 7 8 7 6 3 5 .. 6 g
16128

20 23 17 21 9

13

35

4 44 43 82 35 31 50 27 32 4, o8

40 - 48 35 34

20 A

SNV
©n oA Z

— — wvn | D p— =
aabaaszmzmgmgam%aazmasgg
=

Q1. Generally speaking, would you say that poverty has strongly decreased, slightly decreased, slightly increased
or strongly increased in the last 12 monthsin...?
Base: all respondents, % by country

The opinion thapoverty at country level hadstrongly or dightly increased in the past 12 months
was shared by at least half of respondents in alinbler States (between 51% and 90%). Once again,
Latvians had the most pessimistic view about charigethe level of poverty: an overwhelming
majority (90%) considered that poverty in their oty had increased in the past 12 months. A similar
view was held by 88% of respondents in Portugal &rith in Hungary. In these three countries, at
least 6 in 10 respondents considered that povedythongly increased in their country in the period
under consideration (between 60% and 69%).

On the other hand, the least likely to say thatepiyvin their country hadtrongly increased in the
past 12 months were respondents in Luxembourg (P®fsercentage points below the EU average),
Sweden (12%), Denmark (13%), the Czech Republi®ojl4he Netherlands (15%) and Slovakia
(18%).

The idea that there had been no change in the ¢éyadverty at country level was supported the most
— by roughly one-fifth of respondents — in the Ge&epublic (23%), Denmark (22%) and Slovakia
(20%). Finally, just over a quarter of British afish respondents perceivedsaong or dight
decrease in the level of poverty in their country in thespd2 months (27% and 28%, respectively).
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Perceived changes in the level of national poverty in the past 12 months

B Strongly increased Slightly increased ™ Stayed the same Slightly decreased/Strongly decreased DK/NA
6 3 5 3 4 2 -5 4 5 5
e 17 [6 8
EnAEBEnEPRE
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Q1. Generally speaking, would you say that poverty has strongly decreased, slightly decreased, slightly increased
or strongly increased in the last 12 monthsin...?
Base: all respondents, % by country

Respondents found it somewhat difficult to exprassopinion about the change in the level of
poverty at EU level between 11% of respondents in Luxembourg and BB3Balgaria could not or
would not say whether poverty had decreased oeased in the EU in the year prior to the survey. In
several Member States that joined the EU in 2004atar, a third or more respondents gave no
response: in addition to Bulgaria, these countiieee Romania and Latvia (both 38%), Poland (36%)
and Estonia (33%). In addition, 36% of UK citizeyas/e no response.

Focusing solely on respondents who answered tlastigm, the proportion of those who believed that
poverty in the EU hadstrongly or dightly increased in the 12 months prior to the survey was as low as
48% in Bulgaria (26 percentage points below the d&Mdrage) and as high as 89% in Portugal (15
percentage points above the EU average). Franoeer$, Finland and Greece joined Portugal at the
higher end of the scale: between 85% and 87% gbneents in these countries perceived an overall
strong or dight increase of poverty in the EU. On the contrarywel as Bulgarian respondents, Polish
and Slovak citizens (both 53%) were the leastyikelthink that poverty had increased in the EU.

The conviction that poverty hastrongly increased in the EU in the 12 months prior to the survey was
felt by more than half of respondents in Cyprusf®0Greece (55%) and France (53%). On the other
hand, only about 1 in 10 respondents in SlovakitAe Czech Republic (both 11%) held a similar
view. Respondents in the two last-named countmeksthose in Latvia were the most likely to sense
that the level of poverty was stable at EU level\een 27% and 31%), while British, Irish and Rolis
respondents had the most positive view — slightbyenthan a quarter said that poverty in the EU had
strongly or dightly decreased in the 12 months prior to the survey (between 26fh 27%).
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Perceived changes in the level of poverty in the past 12 months in the EU

Base: all respondents

u Strongly increased Slightly increased ~ ® Stayed the same  m Slightly decreased/Strongly decreased DK/NA
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Base: respondents who provided an answer (excluding “don’t know” answers)
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Q1. Generally speaking, would you say that poverty has strongly decreased, slightly decreased, slightly increased or
strongly increased in the last 12 monthsin...?
% by country

Socio-demographic considerations

The youngest respondents were less likely tham thdéer counterparts to consider that poverty had

increased in the 12 months prior to the surveyh&irtiocal area or in theircountry. For example,
while about half (49%) of thosaged 15 to 24 said that poverty had risen locally, lestw 57% and

62% of the other age groups held a similar viewth&t same time, 15-24 year-olds were more likely

than their older counterparts to share the opittian poverty had been stable in their local arethén

period under consideration (32% vs. 24%-27% foreothge groups) and to sense that — in their

country — poverty had tended to decrease (15%0%. df older respondents).

The over 54 year-olds were more likely to give arfd know” response when asked about poverty in
the EU (32% vs. 23%-25% of all the other age groups). WVtaking this difference into account,
however, a similar pattern of differences emerggdss the age groups with the youngest respondents

being the least likely to consider that poverty hramteased ithe EU in the year prior to the survey.

Full-time students, compared to all other respotgjeaiso felt there had been smaller increasdsen t

degree of poverty dbcal andcountry levels. While only 45% of the former said that edy had

increased in their local area in the 12 monthsrgddhe survey and 69% saw a similar trend inrthei
country, between 58% and 61% of those no longedircationthought that poverty had increased in
their local area and between 75% and 76% saw the sandency at country level. On the other hand,
those still in education were slightly more likdlyan their counterparts to say that poverty inrthei
country and in their local area had decreased (cplevel: 15% vs. 9%-11% of those no longer in

education; local area level: 14% vs. 8%-11%).
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Respondents with the lowest level of education doiirmost difficult to express an opinion about the
change in the level of poverty BU level (32% gave a “don’t know” response vs. 25%-27%hoise
with a higher level of education). Neverthelesseratontrolling for the number of “don’'t know”
responses — and similar to the findings for povettjocal and country levels — it appeared that the
respondent’s educational background had no impac¢heir perceptions about trends in the levels of
poverty.

Within occupational segments, manual workers were the most likely elese that poverty had
increased in theilocal area (65% of manual workers vs. 56%-59% of all othecupational
segments), and the least likely to feel that thewarhof poverty had remained stable locally (22% of
manual workers vs. 27%-29% of all other occupaticegments). An increase in povertycatintry
level was felt to a slightly lesser extent by sstiployed and non-working EU citizens (73% vs. 77%-
78% of employees and manual workers). The moslylikesay that poverty had increased in Ew¢

in the 12 months prior to the survey were employedsle the least prone to feel that way were non-
working citizens (59% vs. 51%).

For further details, please see annex table 1anasBb.

1.2 Estimating the proportion of poor people in the respondent’s country

The majority of EU citizens considered that povexys rather widespread in their country: overall,
more than half of interviewees thought that attlease in five people lived in poverty in their
respective countries. More precisely, 31% of regpats estimated thahe person in five (i.e. 20%)
was poor in their country, and approximately theegroportion (29%) said thahe person in three
was poor (i.e. roughly 30% of the country’s popiola).

A somewhat smaller proportion (21%) of EU citizexstimated that the proportion of poor people in
their country wasbout 10%, and another 12% thought tHa#i, at most, of their country’s inhabitants
lived in poverty.

Estimate of the proportion of poor people in
respondents’ countries

1 person out of 3 - or about 30% 29
1 person out of 5 - or 20% 31
1 person out of 10 - or 10% 21
1 person out of 20 - or 5% 8
Less than 5% 4

DK/NA 5

Q2. If you were to say how many poor people there are in
(OUR COUNTRY), would you say that... ?
Base: all respondents, % EU27

The data analysis at country level revealed magoiations in public opinion in this respect. Thestno
pessimistic citizens were those of Bulgaria, Huggand Romania, where 62%-63% estimated that
aboutone-third of their fellow citizens lived in poverty.

Turning to the “optimistic” countries, 3% of Dan®ught thatbout 30% of the country’s residents
were living in poverty, while almost 3 in 10 (28%glieved thatless than 5% of the country’s
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residents were poor. Luxembourg, Finland and ththé&tands had less than 1 in 10 interviewees
(8%-9%) stating that poverty affect@% of their country’s population. Overall, 8 in 10 msh
respondents (81%) thought that the proportion @frgeople in their countrglid not exceed 10% of

the population. Over half of respondents in Luxeorgo(68%), the Netherlands (65%), Finland
(63%), Sweden (59%) and Malta (53%) held simildnigms — i.e 10% or less were poor.

Estimate of the proportion of poor people in respondents’ countries

m 1 person out of 3 - or about 30% m 1 person out of 5 - or 20% " 1 person out of 10 - or 10%
1 person out of 20 - or 5% Less than 5% DK/NA
100 1 8 3 5 7 4 9 4 4 4 5 7 5 5 4 4
1 2 6 4 6 9 3 18 15 12 9 11

11 16 11 4 28

19 16 20 20

5 8 5 9 3 6 4 5
0 1 3 2 f 3
Nitil 6
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Q2. If you were to say how many poor people there are in (OUR COUNTRY), would you say that... ?
Base: all respondents, % by country
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The following map of Europe shows that it was natyorespondents in Bulgaria, Hungary and
Romania, but also many respondents in other eaatetrsouth-eastern European countries who were
more likely than EU citizens on average to thinkttpoverty was widespread in their country. In
Greece, Poland, Portugal and the Baltic stateghfgwd in 10 or more interviewees considered that
one person in three was poor in their respective countries.

The map also shows the relative optimism shownesypandents in the Nordic countries and certain
northern and central European Member States.
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Socio-demographic considerations

Generally,women were more likely to believe that there was a high@portion of poor people in
their country. For example, 32% of women believeat aboubne-third of their fellow citizens were
poor compared to 27% of men who held that opini@ancurrently, 3 in 10 women assessed this
proportion as bein0% or less compared to 38% of men.

The opinion that poverty was widespread in theiuntoy was less frequently held bize most
educated EU citizens. Respondents with the highest levekdiication were less likely than their
counterparts to estimate high proportions of paawpbe in their country: 55% of the most educated
respondents said that eithare-third or one-fifth of their fellow citizens lived in poverty vs. 6264%

of all others, but they were more likely to thinhat the proportion wag0% (26% of the most
educated vs. 17%-21% of all others).
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Similarly, the self-employedand employeesnade more positive estimates about the issue aetpa
to respondents in other occupational categoriedd, while only a quarter of the self-employed and
employees (25% and 26%, respectively) considered ahout 30% of the population in their
respective countries were poor, 31% of those nakiwg and 39% of manual workers felt that way. In
addition, the self-employed and employees weraribst likely to estimate a ratio of poor people of
10% or less (37%-38% vs. 27%-32% of all the other occupati@adaégories).

Finally, within the variousigegroups, we found that a higher proportion of 25¢88r-olds compared

to the youngest age group mentioned the highdstafpoverty 80% of the population): e.g. 32% of
25-39 year-olds vs. 26% of those aged 15 to 24.d¥ew 40% of the youngest respondents believed
that the actual proportion of poor people vaasut 20%; this belief was held by only 27%-32% of
interviewees in the other age groups.

For further details, please see annex table 4b.
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2, Degree of financial difficulty

Identifying the degree of financial difficulty ofUEhouseholds was also an objective of this survey.
Two subjective measures were used, with respontheing asked:

» how well their household was keeping up with bélied credit commitments at the time of the
survey, and

» whether — in the past 12 months — their househalli At any time, had no money to pay
ordinary bills or to buy food or other daily consemitems.

2.1 At present

At the time that the survey was conducted, keepimgvith household bills and credit commitments
was not a problem for over 4 in 10 (45%) EU citgenabout one in three (34%) said that their
household had occasional financial problems.

Nevertheless, one-fifth of EU citizens stated ttmir household had financial difficultfesMore
precisely, 15% said that keeping up with househmld and credit commitments was a constant
struggle, and a further 5% admitted that they real trouble with such payments (3% had fallen
behind with some bills and credit commitments, @06l had real financial problems and had fallen
behind with many such paymerits)

Respondents’ ability to keep up with household bills and credit
commitments

Iam / we are keeping up without any difficulties 45

I am / we are keeping up but struggle to do so from
time to time 34

I am / we are keeping up but it is a constant struggle 15
I am / we are falling behind with some bills / credit
commitments 3
I am / we are having real financial problems and have
fallen behind with many bills and credit commitments

DK/NA @ 1

Q3. Which of the following best describes how your household is keeping up with all
its bills and credit commitments at present?
Base: all respondents, % EU27

Between 7 and 8 out of 10 respondents in Denmadko6(835 percentage points above the EU
average), Sweden (76%), the Netherlands (72%) amdnd (70%) stated they had absolutely no
difficulty in keeping up with household bills andedit commitments. On the other hand, in countries
such as Greece, Latvia, Portugal, Bulgaria and Ram#he situation was far less positive: less than

% Sum of: “I am/ we are keeping up but it is a canststruggle”; “I am/we are falling behind with sem
bills/credit commitments”; “I am/we are having rdalancial problems and have fallen behind with gnéills
and credit commitments”.

* According to the Special Eurobarometer 279 “Poverd Exclusion” conducted in February-March 2007,
24% of EU citizens said their household had finahdifficulties at the moment of the survey. Momegisely, it
was a constant struggle for 19% of respondent&ép kup with household bills and credit commitmeats] a
further 5% admitted that they had real troubleshveitich payments (as in the current survey, 3% hHenf
behind with some bills and credit commitments, & had real financial problems and had fallen bekwth
many such payments). See page 12 of the 2007 r@gwtsurvey in 2007 interviewed 26,466 EU citizagsed

15 and over living in the 27 EU Member States, aB as 1,000 residents of Croatia.
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one in four citizens in these countries stated their household could keep up with their bills and
credit commitments without any problems (betwee¥ Hhd 23%).

Indeed, looking at the proportion of those who atidi having financial difficulti€s the highest
proportion of respondents was found in approxingatbe same (above-mentioned) countries. The
most likely to have been through such an experiemere Greek respondents (54%), followed by
Latvians (47%), Portuguese (43%) and Bulgarian$o(42

The proportion of those who said that their houkishaere in real trouble (i.e. had fallen behindhwi
some or many bills and credit commitments) was particularly tign Latvia (18%), followed by
Greece, Lithuania, Hungary and Estonia (all 14%) Buolgaria (13%).

Respondents’ ability to keep up with household bills and credit commitments

m falling behind with some/many bills keeping up but it is a constant struggle
m keeping up but struggle to do so from time to time m keeping up without any difficulties
DK/NA
100 1
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Q3. Which of the following best describes how your household is keeping up with all its bills and credit
commitments at present?
Base: all respondents, % by country

® Sum of: “constant struggle” + “falling behind wisiome bills” + “falling behind with many bills”
page 17



Analytical Report Flash EB N° 276 - Monitoring the social impact of the crisis

As mentioned earlier, respondents in the Nordicntees — Denmark, Sweden and Finland — were
among the most likely to state that they had nécdities in keeping up with household bills and
credit commitments; this can be seen on the foligwhap. Less than a tenth of respondents in these
countries and in other central and northern Eunopdamber States were constantly struggling to
keep up with household bills and credit commitmeatshad actually fallen behind with such
payments; however, the map also indicates thatgfoeportion increased to more than a third of
respondents in the Baltic states and some southgmopean countries, such as Greece, Portugal and
Bulgaria.

| EL | 3%  Proportion saying they were facing financial difficulties in their household
v |4
| PT | 43% |
| Be | 43% |
[ cv | 38%. |
[ 1T | 37% | N 40 -
Bt Bl B 39%-30%
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(5 | 32% | 0% - 14%
" ES | 23% |
[ | 23% | "
cz | 2%
1
(E27| 20% |
e
e
[tk | 16% |
e v
| BE | 13% |
[ DE | 13% |
s | 2%
[TU | 8% |
e
AT | 7%
NL | 5%
? 5% g
[ DK | 2% | &

Note: financial difficulties= “constant struggle” + “falling behind with somelbfl + “falling behind with
many bills”

Socio-demographic considerations

The youngest respondents were the least likelytate ghat their household was having financial
difficulties® (13% vs. 19%-24% of other age groups), and thet leducated were the most liable to
have this viewpoint (27% vs. 12%-21% of all othelueational categories). Within occupational
categories, manual workers were the ones most dterountering financial difficulties, while
employees were the least likely to have such aleno28% and 15%, respectively).

Although the proportion of respondents who statbdt ttheir household was having financial
difficulties was similar for men and women, andyciwellers and rural residents, men and
metropolitan residents were more likely to statat they had absolutely no difficulty in keeping up

® Sum of: “constant struggle” + “falling behind wisome bills” + “falling behind with many bills”
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with household bills and credit commitments (bo®4 vs. 42% of women and 43% of rural
residents).

For further details, please see annex table 5b.

2.2 In the 12 months prior to the survey

Asked whether, in the 12 months prior to the surviegir household had had, at any time, no money
to pay ordinary bills, buy food or other daily canger items, 18% of EU citizens stated that their
household had been through such an experience.hBo&gin 10 (81%) EU citizens had not
encountered such difficulties during that period.

Romanians (45%; 27 percentage points above EU geeaand Latvians (40%) were the most likely to

have run out of money to pay ordinary bills, bupdor other daily consumer items — at any time in
the 12 months prior to the survey. In Hungary, Bulg, Lithuania and Estonia, between 30% and 34%
of respondents stated that their household had #ywaegh a similar experience.

On the other hand, less than 1 in 10 citizens inntsk (5%; 13 percentage points below the EU
average), the Netherlands (8%), Sweden and Luxerghitath 9%) said that during the 12 months
prior to the survey their household had run outohey to pay ordinary bills, buy food or other gail
consumer items.

Has respondent’s household had no money to pay ordinary bills or to buy food in past

12 months?
Yes ® No
g
Z 0

Q9. Has your household at any time during the past 12 months run out of money to pay ordinary bills or buying
food or other daily consumer items?
Base: all respondents, % by country

DK/NA

100 1

80

60 -

40 1

20 {45 40

34 33 32 30 o
6 24 21 20 19 18 17 17 17 16 16 16 15 15 13 12 11 10 9 o
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Socio-demographic considerations

Looking at the socio-demographic segments, thosst mifected by financial problems in the year
prior to the survey were 25-39 year-olds, the |lesktcated and manual workers; the least affected
were the most educated and those still in educakon example, 28% of manual workers said that
during the 12 months prior to the survey their letwdd had run out of money to pay ordinary bills,
buy food or other daily consumer items comparedl$%6-19% of those in other occupational
segments.

Across age groups, 23% of 25-39 year olds wentigiirdhe same experience compared to 15%-19% of all
other age groups. While approximately 1 in 10 efrtiost educated EU citizens and those still in ot
(both 12%) stated that their household had hadgrabwith ordinary payments in the year prior te th
survey, this compared to roughly one in five osthavith a lower level of education (20%-24%).

For further details, please see annex table 11b.
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3. Changes in the ability to afford various types of healthcare in
the past six months

The survey next asked whether, in the past six hspnmespondents had noted any changes in their
ability to afford general healthcare, childcarelang-term care services. For the majority of EU
citizens (where a specific type of healthcare wadieable to the respondent), no changes had been
noticed in these three areas. Between 27% and 34@teoviewees said things had changed for the
worse, and a few (6%-7%) now found it easier tordfiservices — that were applicable to them — than
six months ago.

Almost six in 10 (59%) interviewees said there badnno changes in their ability to bear the costs of
general healthcare for themselves or their relatives in the pastrsionths. Almost 3 in 10 (29%)
respondents stated that, in this timeframe, it Ircbmesomewhat or much more difficult to afford
healthcare for themselves or their relatives. BRinad% of interviewees said that they felt that
healthcare had become more affordable in the pastanths.

A slim majority (55%) of respondents did not anster question about changes in the affordability of
childcare — as this question was not relevant to their pekasituation. Among respondents who
answered this question, roughly a quarter (27%gaddhat it had becomsmewhat or much more
difficult in the past six months to afford childcare. Just affespondents said it had becoeasier,
and 59% thought that the affordability of childches remainedtable.

The question abodbng-term care for themselves and their relatives was answeredltmpst two-
thirds of respondents — 3 in 10 respondents coraidthat the question was not relevant to their
personal situation. Slightly more than half (53%Yeaspondents — who answered this question — felt
that the affordability of long-term care had noaobed in the past six months. Roughly one in three
(34%), however, now found it more difficult to copé@th the costs involved in long-term care
services, while less than a tenth of interview&és)(had noted a positive change.

Perceived changes in the ability to afford various types of healthcare

m Yes, much more difficult Yes, somewhat more difficult
= No, no changes Yes, somewhat more easy
m Yes, much more easy Not applicable

DK/NA

Healthcare for you or your relatives

Childcare for your children

all respondents 7 2! 55 3

Long-term care for you or your relatives

Q4. In the last six months, have you noted any changes in your ability to afford
healthcare for you or your relatives? (IF YES) Has it become much more easy,
somewhat more easy, somewhat more difficult, much more difficult?

Base: all respondent, % EU27

e
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Country variations

More than 6 in 10 (64%) Latvians said that in tladf lgear prior to the survey, they had noted it had
becomesomewhat or much more difficult to bear the costs gfeneral healthcare (44% stated that it
was much more difficult; 33 percentage points above the EU average). Rplngif of Romanians
(51%), Estonians and Greeks (both 47%) also felt ithwas now harder for them to afford general
healthcare.

In the last six months, a small proportion of lggmn 1 in 10 citizens in Denmark and Sweden fotind i
more difficult to meet the costs of general healthcservices (5% and 8%, respectively). In thege tw
countries, the situation in this regard was amdrggmost stable across all EU countries. More than
three-quarters of respondents in Denmark (89%; 8ftemtage points above the EU average),
Luxembourg (82%), Finland and Sweden (both 79%)tAa (78%) and Spain (76%) had se®n
changes in the affordability of general healthcare in fraest six months.

In all Member States (with the exception of Cyprumjt more than 1 in 10 respondents had seen an
improvement in their ability to afford general Heahre services in the past six months. In Cyprus,
however, 14% of respondents had seen an improveméhis respect.

Perceived changes in the ability to afford healthcare for the family

m Yes, much more difficult Yes, somewhat more difficult
® No, no changes B Yes, much more easy/somewhat more easy
Not applicable DK/NA
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Q4. In the last six months, have you noted any changes in your ability to afford healthcare for you or your relatives?
(IF YES) Has it become much more easy, somewhat more easy, somewhat more difficult, much more difficult?
Base: all respondents, % by country
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Respondents were also asked to evaluate any chamgbeir ability to affordchildcare. In most
countries, more than half of respondents replied this question was not relevant to their personal
situation. Respondents in Cyprus, Italy, Spain #wiedCzech Republic were the most likely to answer
this question (between 27% and 39% of intervieweaisl the question was “non-applicable” —
compared to 55% for the EU overall).

Putting the focus solely on respondents who consitléhe question about the affordability of
childcare to be relevant to their personal situasbowed that more than 4 in 10 citizens in Greece
(51%), Portugal (47%), Bulgaria (46%), Malta, Romaaand Cyprus (all 44%) felt that it was now
somewhat or much more difficult to afford childcare. It could thereforbe concluded that the
“pessimistic” range of the distribution was domathby countries where citizens were also the most
pessimistic about the affordability of healthcargyeneral.

On the other hand, less than 1 in 10 of responderitee Nordic countries — Sweden (5%), Denmark
and Finland (both 6%) — agreed that it had becssm&what or much more difficult to bear the costs

of childcare in the past six months. A vast mayoof respondents (of those where childcare was
applicable) in Denmark (89%) and Sweden (77%) atmwsd that the situation in this regard was
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stable. In Finland, on the other hand, only 61%resfpondents had seen no change, while 29%
answered that they did not know whether there legah la change in affordability.

Approximately one in six respondents in Luxembo@ygprus and Belgium had seen an improvement
in this matter in the six months prior to the syr¢between 16% and 19%). In half of the Member
States, however, not more than 1 in 20 respondelhthat childcare was now more affordable.

Perceived changes in the ability to afford childcare
Base: all respondents

® Yes, much more difficult Yes, somewhat more difficult
® No, no changes ¥ Yes, much more easy/somewhat more easy
Not applicable DK/NA
100 7 2 1 2 2 2 1 1 2 1
4 3 TP 3 3 4 g 2 3 6 5 3 6 7 10
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59

Base: respondents who provided an answer

m Yes, much more difficult Yes, somewhat more difficult
® No, no changes B Yes, much more easy/somewhat more easy
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Q4. In the last six months, have you noted any changes in your ability to afford healthcare for you or your relatives?
(IF YES) Has it become much more easy, somewhat more easy, somewhat more difficult, much more difficult?
% by country

The proportion of respondents who considered thatquestion aboubng-term care for family
memberswas not relevant to their personal situation ranigem 3% in Greece to 66% in Hungary.
Other countries with a high proportion of “non-apgble” responses were Sweden, Portugal, Austria
and Finland (between 51% and 54%).

As in the case of the affordability of general lleedre and childcare — again placing the focus on
those interviewees who had actually respondedizeni of Latvia and Greece and those of Sweden
and Denmark were at the extremes. While roughly BJi Latvians and Greeks said that it had become
somewhat or much more difficult for them to afford long-term care in the past sianths (61% and
59%, respectively), less than a tenth of DanesSwmedes had felt such a negative impact (7% and
9%, respectively). Furthermore, 40% of Latvianompared to 2% of Danes and Swedes — said that it
had becomenuch more difficult to bear the costs of long-term care.
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Romania, Bulgaria and Malta — once again — joinatyia and Greece at the higher end of the ranking
with 49% of respondents for whom it had becaomewhat or much more difficult to cope with the
costs of long-term care. Respondents in Finlandembourg and the Netherlands were again among
the least likely to express such a concern (betw&ét and 17%).

Two-thirds or more respondents (of those where-teng care was applicable) in Denmark (82%),
Luxembourg (68%), the Czech Republic (67%), thehNeéands, Sweden and France (all 66%) felt
that the affordability of long-term care for therves or their family members had remained stable.

Finally, similar to results obtained for the EU ik less than a tenth of respondents in almdst al
Member States had seen an improvement in theiityatbil afford long-term care for themselves or

their family members. Furthermore, the countrieem@hrespondents were somewhat more likely to
have seen an improvement in this matter — e.g. &&ypnd Greece (12%-13% “somewhat or much
more easy”) — were the ones at the higher end eofctiuntry ranking, i.e. where respondents were
most likely to have seen a deterioration in thitiragion and least likely to have seen no change.

Perceived changes in the ability to afford long-term care for the family

Base: all respondents

m Yes, much more difficult Yes, somewhat more difficult
m No, no changes ® Yes, much more easy/somewhat more easy
Not applicable DK/NA
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Base: respondents who provided an answer

m Yes, much more difficult Yes, somewhat more difficult
® No, no changes ¥ Yes, much more easy/somewhat more easy
DK/NA

100 1

6
4

8 8 8
6 05

7 5 5
11

2
5

7
9 4

80 4

38

60 -

20 1

11

1B
—
8 =

LV
EL
RO
BG

s

HU
SI
PL
LT
EE
PT
IT

<2
= om o»m

FI
LU

SRV
Z

=
A

EU2

Q4. In the last six months, have you noted any changes in your ability to afford healthcare for you or your relatives?
(IF YES) Has it become much more easy, somewhat more easy, somewhat more difficult, much more difficult?
Base: those respondents where long-term care was applicable, % by country
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Socio-demographic considerations

The socio-demographic analysis revealed thatmen were more likely to say that in the past six
months it had beconmsmewhat or much more difficult to afford general healthcare (32% vs. 26% of
men), childcare (14% vs. 11%) and long-term careices (26% vs. 21%).

As theage of a respondent increased, so too did the likelihttat an interviewee would feel that
healthcare services had become less affordableeXample, 18% of the youngest citizens reported
having hadsomewhat or much more difficulties in affording general healthcare in the past sinthe
compared to approximately one-third of the olddszens (35%). In addition, the youngest EU
citizens were less likely than the other age grapkave problems bearing the costs of long-term
healthcare (15% of 15-24 year-olds vs. 22%-27%llobther age groups). On the other hand, in the
last six months, higher proportions of 25-54 yelaisq17% vs. 6%-9% of all other age segments) felt
it was now more difficult for them to afford childie. Of course, this question about childcare was
also more relevant to 25-54 year-olds (43%-44% “applicable” answers vs. 63%-68% for other age
segments).

Full-time students were the least likely to finanore difficult to afford healthcare services ie thalf
year prior to the survey, and those with the loiest| ofeducationwere the most likely to have that
opinion. For example, 15% of full-time students &8%% of respondents with the lowest level of
education now found gomewhat or much more difficult to afford general healthcare.

Manual workers andthose not working were more likely than their counterparts to sagt ih the
past six months it had become harder to afford iggrealthcare and long-term care for themselves
and their family. For example, with regard to tbhenfier type of healthcare, approximately one inghre
respondents in these occupational groups (32%oskthot working and 33% of manual workers) held
this view compared to approximately one in four yed or self-employed respondents (24% and
26%, respectively). In addition, manual workers rfound it more difficult than all other respondents
to afford childcare (20% vs. 11%-15% of respondeiitall the other occupational groups — note that
61% of non-working respondents felt that this gio@sivas not relevant to them).

For further details, please see annex table 6andsb.
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4. The impact of future pension entitlements

Respondents were asked about the financial oufimotheir old age, both in terms of the impact of
their future pension entitlements, that might hakkanged, and about concerns they might have about
their future financial situation.

Generally, EU citizens were pessimistic about thature situation. While only 1 in 10 respondents
thought that economic and financial events woultl aftect their pension benefits, over two-thirds
either explicitly anticipated lower pension berefit believed that, to compensate, they would have
take action — such as saving more money for whex ibached old age or postponing their retirement.

Furthermore, asked about their (anticipated) incom®d age, half of EU citizens wevery or fairly
worried that it would not be adequate to enablenttelead a dignified life.

4.1 The impact of pension entitlements in the future

Turning to citizens’ views about how their pensiemtitiements would impact their future financial
situation, about a quarter (26%) of respondentsghbthathey would have to save more for when they
retired. A further one in four thought thttey would receive lower pension benefits than expected, while
about one in five (19%) respondents said tiatwould have to retire later than planned.

At the opposite end of the spectrum, about 1 in(111®) respondents believed thheir pension
entitlements would not be affected by economic and financial events. Similar proportions either gave
other answers than they were presented with (9%goatd not (or did not want to) say what the
outcome might be (10%).

Respondents’ feelings about the impact of their future pension
entitlements

You will have to save more for when you are 26
retired

You will receive lower pension benefits than

what you expected 25

You will have to retire later than you had

planned to 19

Your pension will not be affected by

economic and financial events 1

Other 9

DK/NA 10

Q5. From the following possible answers, how would you say your pension will
fare in the future?
Base: all respondents, % EU27

At country level, there were wide variations in thay respondents reacted to this question. Inrd thi
of Member States, a relative majority of responsl@xipected that they would haveseave more for
their retirement — namely in the Czech Republic (37%), SloveniggR4Belgium (33%), Portugal
(31%), Cyprus (30%), Spain (29%), Slovakia (28%hltsl and Italy (both 25%). In Romania, the
percentage of respondents sharing this opinion {2486 the same as that of respondents who did not
answer (“don’t know/no answer”, 24%).

In roughly a third of EU Member States, a relatimajority demonstrated a less proactive attitude by
mentioning that they wouldeceive lower pension benefits than expectedetween approximately a
guarter and a third of respondents foresaw su@velapment in Latvia (38%), Germany (36%), Hungary
(35%), Sweden and Greece (both 32%), Lithuania §28U4stria (28%) and the Netherlands (26%).
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In Ireland and Poland, similar percentages eitimicipated that they wouldeceive lower pension
benefits or thought they woulchave to save more for their retirement (Ireland: 30% and 29%,
respectively; Poland: 27% and 26%).

The relative majority of French (29%), Luxembouhgind British (both 25%) citizens considered that
they would have taetire later than originally planned. In the UK, almost the same percentages
either said that they woulgkceive lower pension benefits than expected (23%) or would have teave
more for when they retired (23%).

There were only two Member States in which thetindamajority of the public felt thaéconomic
and financial events would not affect their pensionThese were Denmark, with over a third of its
citizens anticipating an “economic crisis-safe” gien (37%), and Finland, with about a quarter of
respondents sharing this opinion (24%).

Finally, a relative majority of Bulgarians (28%)daRstonians (24%) wengnable to present a clear
answerregarding their future pension situation (or did want to answer the question).

Respondents’ feelings about the impact of future pension entitlements

B You will have to save more for when you are retired
® You will receive lower pension benefits than what you expected
You will have to retire later than you had planned to
m Your pension will not be affected by economic and financial events
H Other
DK/NA

Q5. From the following possible answers, how would you say your pension will fare in the future?
Base: all respondents, % by country

Socio-demographic considerations

Given that it can be expected that those alreatitedeor close to retirement hold, in general, eath
different views on their future financial situatiocompared to younger people, results were analysed
separately for respondents who had retired anebnelgmts who had not yet retired. Given that most of
EU citizens retire by the age of 65, results wése analysed separately for the group of 55-64-year
olds and for those aged 65 and over.

The oldest respondents were the most confidentthleiit pension would not be affected by economic
and financial events. One out of five respondeged&5 and over and somewhat fewer of those aged
55 to 64 (16%) held this view, compared to 9% of28i5year-olds and only 6%-7% among 25-54
year-olds. On the other hand, a similar propor{@f6) of respondents likely to have already retired
(aged 65+) expected lower pension benefits, argl gloportion was comparable to those recorded
among 15-39 year-olds (19%-22%). However, respaisdgetting closer to retirement age (aged 45-
64) were more likely to expect lower pension besgB0%-31%).

" This variation will partly be attributed to sometbe answers the respondents were presented weth.-those
already retired obviously would not opt for postiman(their own) retirement.
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Younger respondents thought of either saving mdoeyld age or postponing their retirement. Few
respondents aged 65 and over mentioned that theldwave to retire later than planned — namely 3%
of them vs. 13% of respondents aged 55 to 64, 4#@25% of younger respondents. Those aged 65 and
over also less frequently mentioned that they woeleld to save more for their retirement — only 1%
those aged 65 and over and 18% of the 55-64 ydarsblared this opinion, compared to 27% of 40-54
year-olds, 37% of 25-39 year-olds and 33% of 1§&af-olds.

Focusing on respondentstcupation it should be mentioned that the distribution obwers for
retirees was the same as the one found for thask @gjand over — this is as expected, given tiye lar
overlap between the two groups. Looking only asséhcespondents who had not yet retired, it was
noted that respondents without a professional iact{e.qg. unemployed respondents, students) were
less likely to consider postponing their retiremé&f% vs. 24%-27% in other occupational groups).
Employees and manual workers were somewhat moedy ltkan the self-employed and those not
working to anticipate lower pension benefits (279d @8% vs. 22%-23%).

As regards the variation of results by respondegdsicational achievements, those with the lowest
level of education less frequently commented thay twould have to postpone their retirement (10%
vs. 20%-22% of the more educated) and that theyidwoeed to accumulate more savings for old age
(17% vs. 27%-29%). At the same time, they werehsiijgmore confident than others that their
pension would not be affected by economic and firrevents (14% vs. 10%-12%).

Respondents still in education were more “proattikkan others, as a third of them thought of saving
more for when they retired (33% vs. 17%-29% of ¢hegho were no longer in education), and
somewhat less “passive”, that is, about a fifth%)&imply anticipated lower pension benefits, vs.
24%-27% of those who were no longer in education.

Only minor variations were recorded in EU citizepgnsion-related expectations basedgender.
Men, for instance, were somewhat more likely tosider that they would have to retire later tharythe
had originally planned to (20% vs. 17% of women).

For further details, please see annex table 9b.

4.2 Concerns regarding income in old age

Respondents were asked to rate - ot
scale from 1 to 10 - how concerne
they were, if at all, that their income i
old age would not be adequate enou
to enable them to live a dignified life
To make the responses as accessible
possible, answers (i.e. the grades
the scale) were grouped as presentec
the following chart.

Respondents’ level of concern about whether their
income inold age would be sufficient to enable them to

livein dignity

B Veryworried (09-10)

Fairly worried (06-08)

Not very worried (03-05)

EU citizens were divided on how the
would cope financially in old age -
there were comparable proportior
feeling either positive or negative
about the future.

Almost one-fifth of respondents wer
very worried about the chances the.
their income in old age would not be

sufficient to allow them to live in dignity (18% miéoned “9” or “10” on the scale), and one-third

B Not worried at all (01-02)

31 32

DK/NA

Q6. .How worried are you, if atall, that your income in old age will no t
be adequate enoughto enable you tolive in dignity. Please expressyour
opinionon ascale of1 to 10,where 1m eans ‘Not worried at all’ and 10
means‘Very worried’.

Base: allrespondents, % EU27
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werefairly worried by such an outlook (32% opted for a number betwéémand “8” on the scale).
Conversely, a third of respondents waoe very worried that they would lack a decent income in old
age (from “3” to “5”, 32%), and 15% werwt worried at all (“1” or “2” on the scale).

Analysing the results at country level, it was dotthat in 14 Member States at least half of
respondents weneery or fairly worried that their income in old age would not be adequatenable
them to live in dignity. Latvians and Hungariansreveery or fairly worried to the greatest degree;
two-thirds (both 66%; 16 percentage points aboecBW average) had rather negative expectations
regarding their income in old age. Greek (62% amhindicated from “6” to “10” on the scale),
Romanian, Portuguese and Italian (all 61%), Budyaand Lithuanian (both 59%) and Polish (58%)
respondents also showed concern.

Considering only respondents who weeey worried that their income in old age would not support a
dignified life (i.e. who indicated “9” or “10” onhe scale), among the Member States with large
proportions of these extremely pessimistic citizevere Latvia (43%), Hungary (41%), Bulgaria
(39%), Romania (35%), Lithuania and Portugal (b®if6), Greece (29%), Poland (28%), Slovenia
(26%) and Malta (25%).

On the other hand, the majority of citizens in 1@rivber States wenaot particularly worried that
their income in old age would not be enough fonthe live a decent life (from “1” to “5” on the
scale). The most optimistic were the Danes, witlarge majority of 83% of citizens expecting an
income in old age that would make it possible fugn to live in dignity. Next came the Swedes
(72%), Dutch (71%), Luxembourgers (66%), Finns andtrians (both 64%), Irish (57%), Germans
(56%), British (52%) and Belgians (51%).

A focus on “extreme” views — this time thoset at all worried about their income in old age
(answering “1” or “2") — showed that over a quartdrrespondents held this opinion in Denmark
(44%), Sweden (35%), the Netherlands (34%) andaRth(27%).

Respondents’ level of concern about whether their income in old age would be
sufficient to enable them to live in dignity

m Very worried (09-10) Fairly worried (06-08) Not very worried (03-05) ®Not worried at all (01-02) DK/NA
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Q6. How worried are you, if at all, that your income in old age will not be adequate enough to enable you to live in dignity.
Please express your opinion on a scale of 1 to 10, where 1 means ‘Not worried at all’ and 10 means ‘Very worried’.
Base: all respondents, % by country

The table and the map on the following page preselitidual country results in a different form tha
the ones discussed so far. The table next to theeshaws the average rankings about respondents’
levels of concern about their income in old ager-the EU overall and for each country.

In terms of individual countries, a number had Itsstinat were close to the EU average. At the same
time, the map shows that respondents’ concern aheutincome in old age was lower in Denmark
(average score 3.4), Sweden and the Netherlan@ds Enland (4.5), Austria and Luxembourg (both
4.7).
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One can also see that respondents’ concerns wgherhin eastern and southern European countries:
Bulgaria, Hungary and Latvia (average score ofor.Bigher). Furthermore, interviewees in the Czech

Republic, Slovenia, Poland, Lithuania, Romania, igpklalta, Italy, Portugal and Greece had an

average score of between 6.0 and 6.9.

Ly | 73 | Respondents’ level of concern about whether their income in old age would be

e

. HU 7 | sufficient to enable them to live in dignity

Al A average score
RO | 65
T | 68
| EL | 68 _ B 710
288 N 53-6
BpL | &5
T | 63 £9-5
(a1 | 62 | 1-49
MT | 62
EE | &
cz | s
8K | 59
FR | 58
"EE | 58 |
[Ew27] 58 |
oy | 57
BE | 54 |
[ox [ 54 |
[DE | 53 |
[mE [ 52 | :
(o[ a7 |
(Sl e
AT | 47
[ [ a5 |
ME | 4
SE 1 4 ¥
DK | 34

Note: for each country, an average score between 1 @nla% calculated — 1 means “not worried at all”
and 10 means “very worried”.

Socio-demographic considerations

Womenwere more worried about the possibility that the@ome in old age would not enable them to
lead a dignified life. For example, 53% of womes. #7% of men) wereery or fairly worried (from
“6” 10"10” on the scale); and 21% of women (vs. 15%men) werevery worried (“9” or “10” on the

scale).

As to the variation of results by respondersige 25-54 year-olds were the most worried about the
chances that their income in old age would be figaht for them to live a decent life. Conversely,

the least worried about having insufficient fundsrevrespondents who were likely to have already
retired (aged 65+) or at least to be close toaetant (55-64 year-olds), as well as members of the

youngest group, aged 15 to 24.

For example, 57%-58% of respondents aged 25 toeséwery or fairly worried about having a low
income in old age, while 38% of those who might énagtired (aged 65+) had the same opinion.
Among the youngest age group and those aged 55, teofnewhat less than half were rather worried

(45%-47%).
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Focusing on those who wevery worried, the following ratios were observed: 15% amongéhaged
65 and over, 11% among the youngest group (ag&#tland 21% among the three age groups in the
middle.

Slightly over half of respondents with averageaw levels ofeducation werevery or fairly worried
about the possibility of a low income in old age¥®54%); 46% of respondents with the highest
educational achievements, and 41% of those swturcation, were rather worried in this regard.

The proportion of respondentsry worried that their income in old age would not be suffitiéor
them to live a decent life progressively decreasétth the increase in respondents’ educational
achievements (from 25% among those with the lowedsication to 14% among the most educated
respondents).

Inhabitants inmetropolitan zoneswere somewhat less worried about their income thage than
those living in towns, other urban centres or irui@l area (47% vs. 50%-51% werery or rather
worried).

Almost two-thirds ofmanual workers werevery or fairly worried about their future income in old age
(63%), compared to 50%-52% of the self-employedemgloyees, and 46% of those respondents not
working. The same trend applied if only those resiemts who wergery worried in this regard were
considered (26% vs. 15%-19%).

For further details, please see annex table 10b.
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5. General expectations about the household financial
situation in the next 12 months

Over half (55%) of EU citizens expecte  Perceived viewabout respondents’
stability in their household’s financial situatio = household financial situationin the next
during the 12 months following the survey. 12 months ... will it be?

4

A quarter (26%) of respondents expected th
household’s financial situation to deteriorate

Worse
the near future, while a minority of 169
anticipated that their household’s financi "The same
situation would improve in the next 12 months.

BB etter
Over half of citizens in all but three Membe
States anticipatethe same or a better financial DK/NA
situation for their households in the following 1
months. The exceptions were two of the Bal ‘
states — Latvia and Lithuania — where ti e e e

majorlty of Cltlzens expected thelr household it comes to the financial situatio n of your household?
. . . . . Base: allrespordents, % EU27
financial situation towvorsen over the following

12 months, and Hungary — where similar numbers @rgethe financial situation teteriorate or to
improve or to at least remain the same.

Approximately 6 in 10 respondents in Latvia (65%3 d.ithuania (58%) expected their household’s
financial problems to be worse in the 12 monthtofahg the study, and at least 4 in 10 of citizens
expected the same in Hungary (48%), Ireland (48%ipnia, Greece and Romania (all 41%).

Less than a fifth of respondents were pessimistimiitheir household’s future financial situatioe.(
thinking it would deteriorate) in Denmark (10%),nkeind and Sweden (both 15%), Luxembourg
(17%), Austria (18%) and Belgium (19%). At leastotthirds of respondents expected their
household’s financial situation temain the same in the next 12 months in Finland and Austria (both
69%), Luxembourg and Denmark (both 68%) and thén&inds (66%).

Turning to the most optimistic citizens, at leasean five respondents in Sweden (24%), Romania
(22%), Denmark, Italy, Malta (all 21%) and the URO%o0) expected ammprovement in their
household’s financial situation in the year to come

Perceived view about respondents’ household financial situation in the next 12
Worse m The same m Better DK/NA

months... will it be? ...
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Q7. What are your expectations for the 12 months to come, will the next 12 months be better, worse or the same
when it comes to the financial situation of your household?
Base: all respondents, % by country
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As with several other maps in this report, the belew demonstrates the level of pessimism in many
eastern and south-eastern European countries. R¥sms in the Baltic states and Hungary, in
particular, expected their financial situation torgen in the next 12 months. Irish respondentsdstoo
out here as they were much more pessimistic ontapis than they were when they answered other
guestions. Once more, the Nordic countries dematestithe most optimistic outlook.

| LV 1 63% | Proportion expecting their household's financial situation to deteriorate in the next
| LT | 38% | 12 months

HU | 48%
| & | 43% |
e
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.
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Socio-demographic considerations

Men were slightly more optimistic than women regardihg evolution of their household’s financial
situation in the next 12 months: 18% of them ap#ted a better financial situation in the year
following the survey, compared to 14% of women.

The younger the respondents, the more likely they were to gdte a better financial situation for
their household in the following 12 months. Whileoat a quarter (26%) of the youngest age group
(aged 15-24) expected an improvement, the propodfaoptimistic respondents decreased gradually
to only 8% among the oldest group — aged 55 and. @a the other hand, the proportion of
respondents who anticipated the household’s fisdraituation to get worse increased from 16%
among 15-24 year-olds and 23% among 25-39 year{old3% among 40-54 year-olds and 31%
among the oldest respondents (over 54). Betweend¥/67% of all age groups expected stability.

Respondents with an average or a higher leva&doication were somewhat more likely than those

with a low level of education to expect an improegmin their household’s financial situation (15%-
16% vs. 11%) and they were slightly less likelyetgect it to get worse (25%-27% vs. 30%). Those
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still in education were the most optimistic of 6% of them anticipated an improvement, and only
15% thought it would get worse).

There was only a marginal variation based sufjective urbanisation —for example, 14% of
respondents in a rural area vs. 17% in urban zerpscted a better financial situation during the
coming year.

Employees were somewhat more likely, than thos#heroccupational groups to expect a stable or
improved financial situation for their household time next 12 months: three-quarters (74%) of
employees vs. 70% of the self-employed and 68% arfiual workers and non-working respondents
anticipated at least the same or a better finasdiztion in this timeframe.

For further details, please see annex table 12b.
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6. Level of risk that respondents would not be able to cope
financially in the next 12 months

The survey also asked whether — in the next 12 Insontrespondents were at risk of falling behind
with various payments. Of the four types of payreemder review, annexpected expense of €1,000
(or its equivalent in national currency) worried Eltlzens the most. Indeed, 6 in 10 respondents sai
there was at least a low risk of not being abledpe financially in the next 12 months due to saich
unexpected expense. Looking at this group in metaill this risk was perceived as beinigh by
23% of respondents, &asoderate by 20%, and akow by 17%. Approximately a third of EU citizens
considered that they would be able to cope witlu@ioreseen financial cost of €1,000 (“no risk at
all’, 35%).

Day-to-day expenditurepdying bills, buying food or other daily consumer items)were reasons for
anxiety for more than 4 in 10 EU citizens: 44% edpondents stated that they envisaged at least a lo
risk of falling behind with these kinds of paymentser the next 12 months. However, less than 1 in
10 respondents said that this would H&gh risk (7%); a further 17% considered it to benaderate

risk and one in five respondents thought there alas risk of falling behind with ordinary payments
in the next year. On the other hand, the majorfitiEd citizens (52%) stated that there wasrisk at

all in this regard.

About a quarter (26%) of respondents felt thatghestion aboupaying rent or mortgage was not
relevant to their personal situation (i.e. they madrent or mortgage to pay). Focusing solely on
respondents who considered the question to beamiea majority (55%) said they were not at all
concerned about their future ability to pay theintror mortgage on time. About 4 in 10 respondents
believed there was high (8%), moderate (16%) orlow risk (19%) of falling behind with such
payments in the next 12 months.

When asked whether respondents were at risk oghaable taepay consumer loanon time, 32%
considered that the question was not relevanteio iersonal situation. Among those who did respond
the proportions who thought there would be a Isaste risk of being unable to repay such laangme
over the next 12 months and who samsuchrisk at all were roughly the same (47% vs. 50%). One in
10 interviewees felt there washigh risk of not being able to repay consumer loans; a durit8%
estimated this risk to beoderate and 19% thought it wdsw.

Level of risk that respondents will not be able to cope financially over
the next 12 months

m High risk Moderate risk Lowrisk ®Noriskatall = Not applicable DK/NA

Being able to cope with an unexpected expense of € 1,000

all respondents 20 17 3
Paying ordinary bills or buying food or other daily consumer items

all respondents 17 20 52 22

Paying your rent or mortgage on time

all respondents n 12 14
ifit applies [JERJIE6 v -
Repaying consumer loans (e.g. loans to buy electrical appliances, furniture) on time
all respondents 12 13
if it applies 18 19 3

Q8. Looking at the next 12 months, would you say there is a high risk, a moderate risk, a low
risk or no risk at all of falling behind with...?
Base: all respondent, % EU27
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Country variations

While more than three-quarters of citizens in Btiby477%), Poland (78%), Hungary (81%), Latvia
(84%) and Portugal (86%) thought that, in the yleatome, they might not be able to cbpéth an
unexpected expense of €1,00this proportion decreased to less than 40eénmark, Sweden, the
Netherlands, Luxembourg and Finland (between 298a33f0).

Six in 10 interviewees in Latvia (61%; 38 perceetggpints above the EU average) and half of
Bulgarian respondents (50%) felt that there whigjlarisk of being unable to cope with an unexpected
expense of €1,000 in the year to come. Less than 10 respondents in Denmark (5%) and
Luxembourg (8%) thought the same; this is not ssimy as Denmark and Luxembourg recorded
some of the highest ratios of respondents whodsthtat they envisageab risk at all in this regard
(67% and 59%, respectively). In Sweden, the Nethed and Finland, 6 in 10 respondents thought
that there waso risk at all of not being able to cope with an unexpected espeh€1,000 in the next
year.

Level of risk that respondents will not be able to cope with an unexpected expense of
€1,000 over the next 12 months

m High risk m Moderate risk Low risk m No risk at all m Not applicable DK/NA
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Q8. Looking at the next 12 months, would you say there is a high risk, a moderate risk, a low risk or no risk at all of
falling behind with...?
Base: all respondents, % by country

Between two-thirds and approximately three-quartdrénterviewees in Hungary (67%), Romania
(69%)), Lithuania (73%) and Latvia (78%) said thedre would beit least a low risk of not being able

to pay their bills, buy food or other daily consumer temsin the next 12 months. On the other hand,
only one in five citizens in Denmark (18%), Finlaswad Sweden (both 20%) expressed their concerns
about being able to pay such day-to-day bills at timeframe.

The proportion of those who samo risk at all in this respect was as low as 20% in Latvia and
Lithuania and as high as 80% in Denmark. Finlahd, Netherlands, Sweden and Luxembourg were
also again positioned at the lower end of the itistion — with between 71% and 77% of respondents
who thought that there wa® risk at all of having difficulties in paying day-to-day bilils the year to
come.

Similar to the results obtained for the EU overatfl,all of the individual Member States, the
proportion of respondents who thought there whigjlarisk of being unable to pay day-to-day bills in
the year to come was significantly smaller thanghaportion thinking that there would be a similar
risk in their ability to cope with an unexpectederse of €1,000. For example, 50% of Bulgarians
said that there was laigh risk that they would be unable to cope with anxpeeted expense of
€1,000, whereas the proportion thinking that aloeit ability to pay day-to-day bills was 15%.

8 Sum of: “high risk”, “moderate risk” and “low rigk
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Level of risk that respondents will not be able to pay ordinary bills or buy food or other
daily consumer items over the next 12 months

m High risk m Moderate risk Low risk m No risk at all m Not applicable DK/NA
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Q8. Looking at the next 12 months, would you say there is a high risk, a moderate risk, a low risk or no risk at all of
falling behind with...?
Base: all respondents, % by country

The proportion of respondents who thought thataiestion aboutent or mortgage paymentswas

not relevant to their personal situation rangednftess than a tenth in Sweden, Denmark, Latvia, the
Netherlands and Germany (between 3% and 9%) t@ea faajority of interviewees in Romania (59%)
and Bulgaria (78%). These differences are mainby tduthe ownership pattern in each country and to
the maturity of the mortgage sector in a particMamber State at the time of the survey.

Similarities could be seen in country rankings winespondents’ concerns about being able to pay
rent or mortgage payments in the next 12 monthg wempared to their concerns about being able to
pay day-to-day bills or to cope with an unexpe@rgdense of €1,000 during that period:

» Latvia, Portugal and Lithuania were again foundhat higher end of the distribution. Among
respondents who answered this question, 80% ofidraty 75% of Portuguese and 73% of
Lithuanians said there was least a low risk of being unable to make rent or mortgage payments
on time.

* Furthermore, Latvia once more came out as havimg Highest proportion of citizens who
estimated that there was high risk that they would have difficulties in paying the treor
mortgage in the next year (31%; 23 percentage paimbve the EU average).

» Danish, Swedish, Finnish and Dutch respondentsce again — were the most likely to consider

that there waso risk at all that they would have difficulties in paying thext@r mortgage in the
next year (between 78% and 82%).
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Level of risk that respondents will fall behind with rent or mortgage payments over
the next 12 months

Base: all respondents

m High risk ® Moderate risk Low risk H No risk at all ® Not applicable DK/NA
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Q8. Looking at the next 12 months, would you say there is a high risk, a moderate risk, a low risk or no risk at all of
falling behind with...?
% by country

The proportion of “not applicable” responses to dguestion aboutepaying consumer loansvaried
from 12% in Italy to 60% in Bulgaria. In countribike Bulgaria, consumer loans are not that popular
and banking services in general are used by a gmabrtion of citizen’ this explains why there are
such big differences across countries in the ptapw of “not applicable” answers.

Looking only at respondents who considered thisstioe to be relevant, similarities could again be
seen: for example, worries about the future reggrdepayments of consumer loans were expressed
by approximately three-quarters of respondentsoiiugal (77%; 30 percentage points above the EU
average', Latvia (76%), Bulgaria and Lithuania (both 73%iit by a quarter or less respondents in
Sweden (17%), Denmark (20%), Finland (22%) and\tetherlands (25%).

Furthermore, more than 7 in 10 respondents in DenifT®%), Sweden (77%), the Netherlands and
Finland (both 73%) sawo risk at all that they would be unable to cope with repaymehtonsumer
loans in the year to come. Such an optimistic @minvas shared by roughly 7 in 10 respondents in
Austria, Luxembourg and Germany (69%-70%).

® Seehttp://ec.europa.eu/public_opinion/flash/fl 243 peff.
2 Sum of: “high risk”, “moderate risk” and “low rigk
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Another focus on “extreme” views — this time thesging that there washigh risk of falling behind
with the repayment of loans in the next 12 monthghowed that more than 3 in 10 respondents in
Lithuania and Latvia held this opinion (36% and 3&spectively).

Level of risk that respondents will fall behind with repaying loans (e.g. loans to buy
electrical appliances, furniture, etc.) over the next 12 months

Base: all respondents

m High risk m Moderate risk Low risk m No risk at all m Not applicable DK/NA
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Q8. Looking at the next 12 months, would you say there is a high risk, a moderate risk, a low risk or no risk at all of
falling behind with...?

% by country

Socio-demographic considerations

Paying ordinary bills, buying food or other daily consumer itemswere reasons for anxiety for
manual workers — 54% of them stated that in the h2xmonths they envisaged at least a low risk of
falling behind with these kinds of payments, conegato 42%-45% of employees, the self-employed
and inactive respondents. Over half (53%) of thegl the lowest level of education and 47% of
those with an average level of education shareds#ime opinion, compared to 35% of the most
educated interviewees and 40% of full-time studerdf (51%) of 25-39 year-olds and 47% of 40-54
year-olds were worried about falling behind witltlsypayments (vs. 39%-41% among the oldest and
youngest age groups). Almost half of female respatsl foresaw at least a low risk of having
problems with being able to cope with such expeirsd®e next 12 months (48% vs. 41% of men).

Coping with anunexpected expense of €1,000r its national equivalent) in the next 12 months
would involve at least a low risk for over two-tthér of manual workers (69% vs. 54%-59% in the
other occupational categories), as well as for &% of respondents with an average or low level of
education (vs. 51%-58% of the other educationaimsedgs). The 25-39 year-olds (68% vs. 52% to
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62% of all other age groups) and women (62% vs. 67#en) were also somewhat more likely than
their counterparts to share this view.

The over 54 year-olds, non-working respondentstande with a low level of education were more
likely to state that the questions abaental or mortgage paymentsand therepayment of
consumer loanswere not relevant to them. For example, while 4l@hof the over 54 year-olds
considered the question about rent or mortgage eatsio be “non-applicable”, this proportion fell t
16% of 25-39 year-olds. Nonetheless, when contiglior differences in the level of “non-applicable”
responses, a similar pattern of differences appeanee more. Manual workers, respondents with a
low level of education, 25-39 year-olds and womeeravmore likely than their counterparts to
consider that in the year to come they would beiskt of falling behind with rental or mortgage
payments and to believe that the repayment of eoasloans could be at risk during that period.

For further details, please see annex table 13h,1%b and 16b.
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7. Affordability of accommodation in the next 12 months

The majority of EU citizens felt that the! ILikelihood thatrespondents would have to
would have no problems meeting the costs  leave accommodation because theycould no
their accommodation during the 12 montl  longer afford it, innext 12 months
following the survey: 75% said that it wa
very unlikely that they would have to leav
their accommodation in the near futul
because they could no longer afford it al
16% estimated that this would biirly
unlikely.

3E 4

B Very likely
Fairly likely
Fairly unlikely

However, 4% of EU citizens said that the B Very unlikely

might be forced by circumstances to lea DK/NA
their accommodation within the 12 montt

following the survey, while 2% saw this a

beingvery Ilkdyv as they WOUId no Ionger b' Q10. Howlikely doyou thinkitisthatyouwil needto
ab|e to afford it. leave yo ur acocom modation within the next 12 months

because yo ucan no longeraf ford it?
Base:all respondents, % EU27

Analysing the data at country level, there

were few variations in public opinion in this respd.atvia was, however, an exception: this country
had the highest proportion of citizens questiorting future affordability of their accommodation.
Overall, one in five Latvians estimated it tovaey likely or fairly likdly that they would need to leave
their current home in the 12 months following tlkevey, as it would have become unaffordable. In a
further five Member States, 1 in 10 respondentsezhthis view: Greece, Spain, Portugal, Lithuania
and Estonia.

On the other hand, Finland (87%), Romania (86%Xxelbourg and the Netherlands (both 84%),
Denmark, Sweden and Austria (all 83%) and Malte¢4B2vere among Member States that had the
most citizens who were vergonfident that they would be able to afford theac@mmodation
throughout the 12 months following the survey.

Likelihood that respondents would have to leave accommodation because they could
no longer afford it, in next 12 months

Very likely/Fairly likely Fairly unlikely m Very unlikely DK/NA
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Q10. How likely do you think it is that you will need to leave your accommodation within the next 12 months
because you can no longer afford it?
Base: all respondents, % by country

Socio-demographic considerations

There were few variations in the socio-demogragitieakdowns; details are as follows. Younger
respondents aged 15 to 39, compared to their clo@nterparts, were somewhat more likely to feel
they might have problems with the affordability tbieir accommodation. Between 7% and 8% of
interviewees in the former groups said that ifaisly or very likely that they would not be able to
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afford their current accommodation in the 12 moridti®wing the survey — compared to 5% of older
respondents.

Almost 1 in 10 (9%) manual workers rated it as Qdairly or very likely that they would encounter
such problems in the future, while only 4% of enyeles and 6% of the self-employed and non-
working respondents said the same.

The likelihood of leaving their accommodation besmit was no longer affordable — during the 12
months following the survey — seemed to slightlgrdase according to level of education (4% for
those with the highest level of education vs. 6%aft#ong those with lower levels of education).

For further details, please see annex table 17b.
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8. Job situation

Respondents in employméhtvere asked how they felt about their chances epiey their current
job or of finding a new position in case they woblkl laid off. While roughly three-quarters of these
respondents wenary or fairly confident that they would not lose their job in the 12 mantbllowing
the survey, only slightly more than 4 in 10 thoughtould bevery or fairly likely that they would be
able to find a new job within six months, in theeevthat they were laid off.

8.1 Confidence in the ability to keep one’s job in the next 12 months

EU citizens in employment were rather optimistioabtheir job situation in the near future: 43%
werevery confident that they would be able to keep their job in themiéhths following the survey,
and a further 33% werfairly confident.

Level of confidence in respondents ability
About one in five interviewees — in total - to keep their job in the next 12 months
were eithemot very confident (12%) ornot
at all confident (6%) that they would stay
in their job in the next 12 months.

6

12 B Not at all confident
L . Not very confident
Citizens of the Baltic states were the mc
pessimistic about their ability to stay i
their current job in the next 12 month:
About a sixth of Latvians, Lithuanians an
Estonians (between 17% and 19%) we
not at all confident that they would be able
to keep their current job in that timefram:
and even more citizens of these countri Q11.How confident would yousay you are in your ability
were not very confident in this respect B s v ok ety P
(35%, 30% and 26%, respectively).

Fairly confident

® Very confident

33
DK/NA

In comparison, less than 1 in 10 Austrian (6%), iBfar{7%), Luxembourgish and Dutch (both 8%)
citizens in employment were concerned about keeflieg job. Moreover, two-thirds of Austrians
(67%) and over half of Danes (59%), Germans (5&¥)s (55%) and Luxembourgers (53%), as well
as around half of Swedish (50%), Dutch (49%), Bhitand Cypriot citizens (both 47%) werery
confident in their ability to keep their job in the followint2 months.

Level of confidence in respondents’ ability to keep their job in the next 12 months

= Not at all confident Not very confident Fairly confident m Very confident DK/NA
100 1 6
80 | E E
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Q11. How confident would you say you are in your ability to keep your job in the next 12 months?
Base: respondents with a professional activity, % by country

1 Respondents without a professional activity, fidl-time students, respondents looking after thamb,
retirees and those looking for work were not askedquestion.
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The following map shows that pessimism about thitybo stay in one’s current job in the next 12
months was the highest in the Baltic states (asdsi@bove), followed by other eastern and southern
European countries (e.g. Bulgaria, Spain, Portagdl Poland). Respondents in northern and western
European countries (e.g. Denmark, the UK and Geyhrslrowed a lower level of such pessimism. An
exception to this rule was Italy — where its resjmris were less likely than their counterpartstiveo
southern European countries to say that they wetrgeny confident or not at all confident that they
would be able to keep their current job in the rigkmonths.
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Note: not confident= “not very confident” + “not at all confident”

Socio-demographic considerations

The respondents’ level of optimism regarding tHeture job situation tended to increase wdidpe
While only a third of 15-24/ear-oldswere very confident that they would keep their job (33%), this
proportion reached 42% and 44% among 25-39 andi4@:&r-olds, respectively, and rose to 48% of
those aged 55 and over. However, adding those mdspts who weréairly confident in their ability

to keep their job to those who werery confident, it was noted that optimism peeked antbeg4O-

54 year-olds (79% compared to 69%-75% in othergageps).

Conversely, 25-39 year-olds were the most worrlembaitheir future job situation: 21% wenet very

or not at all confident that they would keep their current job (comparedl3%-17% in other age
groups). In addition, those respondents uncertadutatheir job outlook (i.e. they could not or waul
not answer the question) were most frequently faarttle youngest and eldest groups of respondents:
12% and 14%, respectively, vs. 4% of those agei 348.
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The survey results suggest a direct relationshigvden the level okeducation and the level of
confidence in the respondent’s ability to keep rtloeirrent job: the more educated the respondents
were, the more confident they were that they wawgitdbe laid off during the 12 months following the
survey. For example, the proportion of thosey confident in the safety of their job situation
increased from just over a third (36%) of thosehwiite lowest level of education to half (50%) among
the most educated. In addition, the proportiorhokenot at all confident in this respect fell from 9%

to 5%, respectively, in these two groups.

Among occupational groupspanual workers were more pessimistic than respondents in ther othe
groups about their job situation in the following fonths. Roughly 1 in 10 (11%) manual workers
werenot at all confident that they could keep their job during this periadd almost twice as many
were not very confident about that (19%), compared to proportions of oBb-6% “not at all
confident” and 10%-11% “not very confiden&corded among employees and the self-employed. In
addition, only about a third of manual workers weesy sure of the stability of their job situation
(31%), while almost half of employees and the setployed expressed such a high level of
confidence (47%-48%).

For further details, please see annex table 18b.

8.2 Likelihood of finding a job within six months in the event of being
laid off

Finally, respondents in employméht Hypothetical likelihood of respondents being
were asked to rate on a scale from  able tofind ajobin the next six months

to 10 how they estimated thei
chances of finding a new job withir
six months in the (hypothetical) ever
of being laid off. For ease of analysit
the answers were grouped as sho
in the chart on the right.

8

m Not at all likely (01-02)
Fairly unlikely (03-05)
Fairly likely (06-08)

About one-fifth of respondents ® Verylikely (09-10)

thought that it wouldnot be at all v 28

likely that they would find a new jok

within  six months (21%  of

respondents indicated “1” or “2" or Q12. Ifyouw ere to be laid-off, howwouldyou rat e ona scale
. from1 to1o0, thelikelihoo dof yo ufinding a job in the nextsix

the Scale)' Whlle _roughly anOthe. months?”1”means thatit ”wo uldnot at all be likely” and 10

quarter (28%) estimated that thi means that it wouldbe very likely”.

WOUId be fajrly un||kely to happen Bas e: respondents with a professionalactivity, % E U27

(from “3” to “5” on the scale).

DK/NA

Roughly a quarter thought that it would faérly likely that they would find a new job within six
months of being laid off (“6” to “8” on the scal26%), while approximately one in six (17%) were
quite confident this would happen (“9” or “10” dmetscale).

In 13 Member States, between half and two-thirdseepondents felt that it would be unlikely they
would find a new job within six months of beingdadff. The most pessimistic were Irish, Spanish,
Italian, Latvian and Portuguese citizens: arounaHtmrds (64% to 67%) felt that it woultbt be at all
likely orfairly unlikely (“1” to “5” on the scale). Moreover, in all of thereviously mentioned Member

12 please note that, as with the previous quest@spandents without a professional activity (i.@s#h looking
after the home, full-time students, retirees ams¢hlooking for work) were excluded from this paftthe
survey.
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States, more than a quarter of respondents (bet@&¥nand 36%) were extremely pessimistic about

their chances of finding a new job in the everb@ihg laid off (pointing to “1” or “2” on the scgle

Danish and Dutch citizens felt the least amourpexsimism, with about a quarter (26%-27%) being
fairly negative about their chances of finding avn@b within six months. Next were Belgium,
Finland, Sweden and Austria, with roughly a thifdreeir citizens (33%-34%) claiming the same low

likelihood, from “1” to “5” (i.e.fairly unlikely or not at all likely).

Again, Denmark and Austria had the highest proposgtiof citizens being optimistic about their job

prospects in the event of being laid*af39% of Danes and 31% of Austrians were almost sumt

they would find a new job within six months of atgatial lay-off (pointing to “9” or “10” on the

scale), closely followed by Finns (29%) and Czd@&8%6).

Hypothetical likelihood of respondents being able to find a job in the next six months

H Not at all likely (01-02) Fairly unlikely (03-05) u Fairly likely (06-08) H Very likely (09-10) DK/NA
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Q12. If you were to be laid-off, how would you rate on a scale from 1 to 10, the likelihood of you finding a job in the next six
months?”1” means that it "would not at all be likely” and 10 means that ”it would be very likely”.
Base: respondents with a professional activity, % by country

13 See findings related to Denmark and Austria inprevious section 8.1.
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This final map is somewhat out of step with thesoghin this report. It shows that respondentsliofal
the eastern European countries (with the excepmtidhose in the Baltic states) had more confidence
in their ability to find another job in the nexixsnonths — if they needed to — than interviewees in
Member States such as Italy, Ireland, Spain anddéera
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Note: for each country, an average score between 1 @mneh$ calculated — 1 means “not at all likely” drid
means “very likely”.

Socio-demographic considerations

A focus on the socio-demographic breakdown of #sults shows thatomen were somewhat less
confident than men they would find a new job witkir months of being laid off (for example, “not at
all likely” — “1” or “2" on the scale: 23% vs. 20%f men; “very likely” — “9” or “10” on the scale:
16% vs.19% of men).

The interviewees’ optimism regarding their chanazending a new job largely decreased wée —
this was one of the biggest disparities observedngnthe various socio-demographic groups. While
only 12% of 15-24 year-olds and 14% of 25-39 yddsahought it wasot at all likely they would
find a new job (“1” or “2” on the scale), the prafion of those being as pessimistic about their
chances was dramatically higher among those aged®¥ (44%), and — to a much lesser extent —
among the 40-54 year-olds (22%). The overall prioporof those feeling rather pessimistic (from “1”
to “5” on the scale) increased progressively froBf6243% in the groups of younger respondents to
52%-61% among the older ones.
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A considerable discrepancy was also observed betweeups based on the level eflucation
Generally, the lower the respondents’ educatioohlewements, the more pessimistic they were about
their likelihood of finding a new job within six mths of being laid off. While around one-fifth of
respondents with an average or a high level of a&titut felt they had almost no chance of finding a
new job in such circumstances (20% and 18%, reispeégtindicated “1” or “2” on the scale), the
proportion of those being very pessimistic amorgséhwith the lowest level of education was almost
double that figure (38%). In addition, those stileducatiof were the least pessimistic in this regard,
as only 11% of them felt that it wast at all likely that they would (hypothetically) find a new job.

As regards variations based subjective urbanisation rural inhabitants were slightly more pessimistic
than those living in urban areas. Indeed, roughlyuarter (23%) of respondents from a rural area
believed that it wasot at all likely they would find a new job within six months of bgilaid off (“1” or

“2" on the scale), compared to about one in fiv@%) of those living in metropolitan areas and other
town/urban centres (21%). Conversely, one-fifthradtropolitan residents were very optimistic in this
sense (21% indicated “9” or “10”), compared to oalyout one in seven (15%) in other town/urban
centres and about a fifth (18%) of citizens in karaas who showed the same level of optimism.

Finally, manual workers were somewhat more pessimistic about their chaotéading a new job
within six months compared to respondents in otberupational categories: a quarter of them
anticipated that it wasot at all likely they would be able to get a new job (26% mentictiéaebr “2”

on the scale), while about one-fifth of employerd the self-employed felt that way (20% and 22%,
respectively).

For further details, please consult annex table 19b

14 Please note that this refers only to those respmisdstill in education who had, at the same time,
professional activity, and not to full-time stude(278 respondents).
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Table 1a. Perceived changes in the level of poverty in the past 12 months in the area
where respondents live — by country

QUESTION: Q1_A. Generally speaking, would you say thiapoverty has strongly decreased, slightly decreade
slightly increased or strongly increased in the 1dsl2 months in...? - The area where you live?

9 )
Stro/;)lgly % Slightly = % Slightly Stro/;)lgly % Stayed
Total N . decreased | decreased : increased : increased | thesame @ % DK/NA

EU27 25646 1.9 8.3 34.4 23.4 26.7 5.4

COUNTRY
B0 Belgium 1002 0.7 7.5 31.2 17.6 35.4 7.6
mm | Bulgaria 1002 2.2 6.5 25.4 42.3 17.8 5.8
b Czech Rep. 1011 3.1 13.8 34.1 12.1 32 4.9
EE Denmark 1008 0.3 7.5 28.5 5.1 49.6 9
BN Germany 1014 0.7 6.1 42.6 14 29 7.5
E=  Estonia 1007 1.3 5.9 36 36.1 14.9 5.8
= Greece 1004 2.6 6.7 29 39.4 19.1 3.3
J— Spain 1006 1.6 5.4 35.1 25 29.8 3.1
|  France 1006 0.5 4 41.1 33.5 15.2 5.7
B I Ireland 1000 8.1 15.2 31.7 15 26.7 3.3
Bl nlaly 1006 0.4 6 36.5 36.9 18.7 1.5

Cyprus 501 3.4 8.9 35.3 13.6 31.6 7.1
== Latvia 1023 0.7 2.6 30.2 51.2 11.5 3.8
@  Lithuania 1000 1.4 5.4 40.1 31.6 15.5 6.1
== = Luxembourg 503 0.4 5.9 44.2 10.1 35.6 3.9
== Hungary 1008 1.7 5 30.7 41.9 16 4.7

B Malta 505 3.9 9.5 27.8 15.6 30.1 13.1

== Netherlands 1000 1.5 9 26.4 4.7 49.2 9.2
== Austria 1002 1.3 4.3 38.8 9.6 38.9 7
msm Poland 1013 3.6 16 26.5 20.6 27.4 5.9
8 | Portugal 1005 0.5 2.7 32.4 37.3 25.6 1.5
B ] Romania 1006 4.4 11.4 26 38.4 15.9 4
gmm Slovenia 1003 1.1 6.1 48.1 18.1 24.9 1.7
gim  Slovakia 1006 2.1 14 32.3 16.7 30.8 4.1
<= Finland 1004 0.5 4.6 42.8 8.7 36.7 6.8
=== Sweden 1001 0.3 8.5 28.9 5.6 46.7 9.9
B %ﬁgﬁ)m 1000 5.3 15.7 26.7 11.7 34.2 6.4
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Table 1b. Perceived changes in the level of poverty in the past 12 months in the area
where respondents live — by segment

QUESTION: Q1_A. Generally speaking, would you say thiapoverty has strongly decreased, slightly decreade

slightly increased or strongly increased in the 1dsl2 months in...? - The area where you live?

%

%

%

%

Strongly Slightly Slightly = Strongly | % Stayed %
Total N | decreased decreased : increased = increased | the same . DK/NA

EU27 25646 1.9 8.3 34.4 23.4 26.7 5.4
SEX
Male 12400 2 9.4 35.6 20.6 28.1 4.3
Female 13246 1.8 7.2 33.3 26 25.4 6.3
AGE
15 - 24 3720 1.2 12 36.3 12.2 32.4 6
25-139 6112 2.1 7.6 36.9 23 26.3 4.1
40 - 54 6834 1.8 8.2 36.8 25.2 24.2 3.8
55 + 8821 2.1 7.2 30.1 27 26.6 6.9
EDUCATION (end of)
Until 15 years of age 4784 2.4 6.9 28.7 32.1 24.7 5.3
16 - 20 11284 2.1 9 35 23.9 25.3 4.6
+ 20 6721 1.5 6.7 38.6 19.7 27.6 5.9
Still in education 2372 1 12.7 32.5 12.1 35.6 6.1
URBANISATION
Metropolitan 4203 1.7 8.6 34.2 22.5 27.1 6
Urban 11098 2 8.1 34.1 25.1 25.5 5.2
Rural 10271 1.9 8.4 34.7 22 27.8 5.2
OCCUPATION
Self-employed 2114 2.7 8.3 37 20.2 20.4 2.5
Employee 8426 1.9 7.5 39.1 19.4 26.9 5.1
Manual worker 2204 1.9 7.3 37.4 27.8 22.4 3.3
Not working 12861 1.8 8.9 30.4 25.8 26.9 6.3
NUMBER OF
PEOPLE IN HH 15+
1 5546 7.4 32.3 24.1 26.2 8
2 10407 7.9 34.3 23.3 28 4.6
3 4738 8.5 35.5 23.1 25.3 5.6
4 3346 1.1 8.8 37.1 22.1 27 3.9
5+ 1342 2 13.2 32.4 24.9 24.9 2.7
NUMBER OF
CHILDREN
0 17318 1.9 7.9 33.4 23.8 27.4 5.6
1 4054 1.5 8.9 37.5 21.8 26.3 3.9
2 2677 2.5 10 34.2 22.6 25.3 5.3
3+ 747 1.9 6.1 36.1 25.1 24.9 5.8
HOUSEHOLD SIZE
1 5757 1.9 7.8 32.9 24.1 25.3 8.1
2 6984 2.1 7.5 33.8 23.7 28.3 4.6
3-4 0661 1.8 8.4 35.6 22.7 26.7 4.7
5+ 3243 1.8 10.5 34.6 23.3 25.7 4.2
HH’S LIVING
STANDARDS
Very poor 1325 4.6 7.8 22.3 51 8.9 5.4
Fairly poor 12003 2 6.7 34.9 28.5 22.2 5.7
Fairly wealthy 11710 1.4 9.7 35.8 15.4 33 4.7
Very wealthy 428 4 15.7 22.1 17.2 35 6
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Table 2a. Perceived changes in the level of national poverty in the past 12 months —
by country

QUESTION: Q1_B. Generally speaking, would you say thgpoverty has strongly decreased, slightly decreade
slightly increased or strongly increased in the 1dsl2 months in...? — (OUR COUNTRY)?

9 )
Stro/;)lgly % Slightly = % Slightly Stro/;)lgly % Stayed
Total N . decreased | decreased : increased : increased | thesame @ % DK/NA

EU27 25646 3.2 7.7 35.6 39.3 8.4 5.8

COUNTRY
B0 Belgium 1002 1 8.7 42 32.8 7.4 8.1
mm | Bulgaria 1002 1.2 6.1 25.5 48.3 9.1 9.8
b Czech Rep. 1011 2.5 14.4 37.4 14.4 23.3 8
EE Denmark 1008 1.2 7.5 49.1 13.4 21.8 6.9
BN Germany 1014 2.2 5 44.9 31.9 8 8
E=  Estonia 1007 1.5 4.5 36.1 43.5 6.1 8.3
= Greece 1004 3 4.4 21.5 58.8 7.1 5.3
J— Spain 1006 2.2 5.6 29.2 54.2 5.3 3.6
|  France 1006 0.7 2.4 31.6 54.7 6.4 4.2
B I Ireland 1000 16.9 11.4 28.7 33.9 6.4 2.8
Bl nlaly 1006 0.6 4.2 36.3 48.1 8.5 2.3

Cyprus 501 1.4 11.2 40.1 24.9 18.4 4.1
== Latvia 1023 1.3 0.6 20.8 68.9 2.9 5.6
@  Lithuania 1000 1.6 4 34.7 49.3 3.6 6.8
== = Luxembourg 503 0.7 7 57.2 9.5 19.1 6.6
== Hungary 1008 2.4 3.3 27.3 59.6 2.7 4.6

B Malta 505 2.5 13.5 35.6 21.4 16.8 10.1

== Netherlands 1000 4.4 16 44.4 15.5 12.3 7.5
==  Austria 1002 1.2 4.6 54.6 20.9 11.9 6.8
msm Poland 1013 3.2 14.3 34.3 27.2 12 9
8 | Portugal 1005 0.5 1.8 27.2 61.5 6.1 2.9
B ] Romania 1006 7 10 22.7 50.5 5.8 4
gmm Slovenia 1003 1.2 5.3 47.2 39.2 4.3 2.7
gim  Slovakia 1006 2.6 14.7 38 17.6 19.8 7.4
<= | Finland 1004 0.5 2.3 59.8 20.8 11.9 4.8
=== Sweden 1001 1.6 11 53.8 12.1 14.8 6.8
B %ﬁgﬁ)m 1000 10.8 16.1 30.8 28.7 6.6 7

page 53



Annex

Flash EB Ne 276 - Monitoring the social impact of the crisis

Table 2b. Perceived changes in the level of national poverty in the past 12 months —

by segment

QUESTION: Q1_B. Generally speaking, would you say thgpoverty has strongly decreased, slightly decreade

slightly increased or strongly increased in the 1dsl2 months in...? — (OUR COUNTRY)?

%

%

%

%

Strongly Slightly Slightly = Strongly | % Stayed %

Total N | decreased = decreased : increased : increased | the same @ DK/NA
EU27 25646 3.2 7.7 35.6 39.3 8.4 5.8
SEX
Male 12400 3.1 8.7 39 34.1 9.6 5.6
Female 13246 3.3 6.8 32.3 44.2 7.4 6
AGE
15 - 24 3720 2 13.3 37.5 33.8 7.8 5.6
25-39 6112 34 7 36.6 39.7 8 5.3
40 - 54 6834 3.2 6.5 37.2 41.1 8 3.9
55+ 8821 3.5 6.8 32.8 40.2 9.1 7.6
EDUCATION (end of)
Until 15 years of age 4784 4.3 6.3 30 45.9 7.8 5.7
16 - 20 11284 3.6 7.7 33.8 41.1 8.2 5.7
+ 20 6721 2.4 6.8 42.1 34.3 8.8 5.6
Still in education 2372 1.9 13.1 38.2 31 9.2 6.6
URBANISATION
Metropolitan 4203 3.5 7.6 37.4 38.3 8.4 4.9
Urban 11098 3.1 7.3 35 40.3 8.8 5.5
Rural 10271 3.2 8.1 35.5 38.8 8 6.4
OCCUPATION
Self-employed 2114 3.4 7 36.7 36.1 11.3 5.4
Employee 8426 3.3 7.5 39.9 37.9 7.6 3.9
Manual worker 2204 2.4 5.9 34.4 42.8 8.9 5.6
Not working 12861 3.3 8.2 32.8 40.2 8.4 7.1
NUMBER OF
PEOPLE IN HH 15+
1 5546 4.1 7.2 33.5 38.6 8.5 8.2
2 10407 34 7-5 35-9 39.6 8.4 5.2
3 4738 2.7 7.5 37-1 39.1 8.8 4.7
4 3346 2.2 8.4 34.9 40.8 8.4 5.4
5+ 1342 3.2 10.2 36.9 37.6 8.4 3.9
NUMBER OF
CHILDREN
0 17318 3.1 7.3 34.5 39.9 8.8 6.4
1 4054 3 8.8 37.7 384 7.2 4.9
2 2677 4.5 8.5 35.1 39.9 8.1 3.9
3+ 747 2.8 7.8 40 36.9 7.8 4.7
HOUSEHOLD SIZE
1 5757 3.6 7.3 34.6 37.5 8.6 8.4
2 6984 3.1 7.2 35.6 40 8.7 5.4
3-4 0661 3.2 7.8 35.4 40.5 8.2 4.9
5+ 3243 2.7 9.2 37.7 37.8 8 4.6
HH'S LIVING
STANDARDS
Very poor 1325 5.3 5.8 184 57.7 5.1 7.7
Fairly poor 12003 3.2 6.1 32.6 44 8 6.2
Fairly wealthy 11710 2.8 9.2 40.8 33.2 9.1 4.9
Very wealthy 428 8 17.6 20.1 24 12.7 8.7




Flash EB Ne 276 - Monitoring the social impact of the crisis Annex

Table 3a. Perceived changes in the level of poverty in the past 12 months in the EU -
by country

QUESTION: Q1_C. Generally speaking, would you say thapoverty has strongly decreased, slightly decreade
slightly increased or strongly increased in the l&¢sl2 months in...? — The European Union?

9 )
Stro/;)lgly % Slightly = % Slightly Stro/;)lgly % Stayed
Total N . decreased | decreased : increased : increased | thesame @ % DK/NA

EU27 25646 2.3 7.2 30.5 24 8.9 27.1

COUNTRY
B0 Belgium 1002 0.7 7.6 36.6 30.9 6.5 17.7
mm | Bulgaria 1002 1.7 6.8 18.4 9.1 11.5 52.7
b Czech Rep. 1011 2 13.3 20.1 8.9 22.2 24.6
EE Denmark 1008 1.4 7.3 39 18.3 10.5 23.4
BN Germany 1014 2.3 5.1 34.8 25.2 6.1 26.6
E=  Estonia 1007 0.8 6.9 29.9 16.6 13.2 32.6
= Greece 1004 1.8 4 23.4 41.8 6.2 227
J— Spain 1006 1.4 7.2 34.6 25.8 8.2 22.9
|  France 1006 0.5 4.5 26.7 35.8 4.6 28
B I Ireland 1000 10.5 11.4 28.3 19.1 8.3 22.4
Bl nlaly 1006 0.4 4.9 33.1 32.7 12.3 16.6

Cyprus 501 2.3 7.7 18.6 46.7 3.7 21
== Latvia 1023 0.3 3.4 30.2 11.1 16.8 38.3
@  Lithuania 1000 0.6 4.6 41.9 14.4 11.6 26.9
== = Luxembourg 503 2.8 8.5 37.1 34.1 6.3 11.3
== Hungary 1008 0.3 7.2 37.5 17.1 9.8 28.1

B Malta 505 2.1 10.4 31.5 16.1 12.1 27.8

== Netherlands 1000 3.8 12.9 34.7 18.5 6.5 23.6
== Austria 1002 1.5 4 40.4 27.6 8.6 17.9
msm Poland 1013 4.5 11.9 24.8 8.9 13.4 36.5
8 | Portugal 1005 0.2 2.2 40.7 32.3 6.4 18.2
B ] Romania 1006 2.6 10.1 20.8 16.6 11.4 38.4
gmm Slovenia 1003 0.6 4.1 47.5 23.9 6.1 17.8
gim  Slovakia 1006 1 13.6 32.8 8.2 21.7 22.5
<= Finland 1004 0 3.2 45.9 21.6 9.8 19.5
=== Sweden 1001 1.6 9.2 40.4 15.8 9.6 23.5
B %ﬁgﬁ)m 1000 6.6 10 21.8 17.6 7.9 36.1
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Table 3b. Perceived changes in the level of poverty in the past 12 months in the EU —
by segment

QUESTION: Q1_C. Generally speaking, would you say thapoverty has strongly decreased, slightly decreade

slightly increased or strongly increased in the l&¢sl2 months in...? — The European Union?

%

%

%

%

Strongly Slightly Slightly = Strongly | % Stayed %
Total N | decreased = decreased : increased : increased | the same @ DK/NA

EU27 25646 2.3 7.2 30.5 24 8.9 27.1
SEX
Male 12400 2.4 8.2 33.8 19.7 9.3 26.6
Female 13246 2.3 6.3 27.4 28 8.4 27.6
AGE
15-24 3720 2.9 10.5 32.7 21.2 9.7 23
25-139 6112 2.5 6.6 34.1 23.3 8.7 24.9
40 - 54 6834 2.1 6 32.5 26.4 9 23.9
55+ 8821 2.1 7.2 25.8 23.9 8.5 32.4
EDUCATION (end of)
Until 15 years of age 4784 2.5 6.3 23.3 27.7 8.6 31.6
16 - 20 11284 2.5 7 20.9 24.2 8.9 27.4
+ 20 6721 2.1 7.1 35.7 22.1 8.5 24.5
Still in education 2372 2.1 10.9 33.9 21.2 10.3 21.6
URBANISATION
Metropolitan 4203 1.8 7.2 33.4 24.2 8.5 25.1
Urban 11098 2.6 7.6 30.1 23.8 9.6 26.2
Rural 10271 2.3 6.7 29.9 24.1 8.2 28.8
OCCUPATION
Self-employed 2114 2.1 7.9 33.7 21.5 10.5 24.3
Employee 8426 2.6 6.2 35 24 8.2 24
Manual worker 2204 2 7.2 31.4 24.9 9.3 25.1
Not working 12861 2.3 7.7 26.9 24.2 9 29.9
NUMBER OF
PEOPLE IN HH 15+
1 5546 2.3 26.5 24.3 8 32.7
2 10407 2.6 7 31.2 24.6 8.9 25.8
3 4738 2.1 8.2 32.8 22.4 9 25.5
4 3346 1.6 7-4 31.9 24.9 9.2 24.9
5+ 1342 3.2 9.4 31 19.8 11.6 25
NUMBER OF
CHILDREN
0 17318 2.3 7.1 290.4 24.2 8.6 28.4
1 4054 2.7 7.6 32.7 23.8 9.8 23.4
2 2677 2.9 7 33.6 23.7 8.2 24.5
3+ 747 1.8 8.3 20.6 23.1 11.3 25.9
HOUSEHOLD SIZE
1 5757 1.9 6.6 26.6 23.7 8.3 32.9
2 6984 2.5 6.7 30.4 24.9 8.7 26.9
3-4 0661 2.5 7.4 32.7 24.4 8.5 24.6
5+ 3243 2.3 8.7 31.5 21.4 11.3 24.7
HH'S LIVING
STANDARDS
Very poor 1325 3 6.1 16.8 30.3 8.1 35.7
Fairly poor 12003 1.9 5.8 28.4 25.6 8.3 30.1
Fairly wealthy 11710 2.5 8.6 34.5 22 9.4 23
Very wealthy 428 8.8 11.4 26.3 19.9 13.5 20.2
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Table 4a. Estimate of the proportion of poor people in respondents’ countries — by
country

QUESTION: Q2. If you were to say how many poor peopléhere are in (OUR COUNTRY), would you say that..?

% 1 person out
of 3 - or about % 1 % 1 % 1
30% - is poor person person person
in (OUR outof5-  outof10- . outof20 % Less %
Total N COUNTRY) or 20% or 10% -or5% than 5% : DK/NA
EU27 25646 29.5 31.2 21.5 8.5 3.9 5.4
COUNTRY
Bl Belgium 1002 23.5 38.1 24 7 0.9 6.5
mm  Bulgaria 1002 62.7 18 8.3 1.6 1.2 8.1
b  Czech Rep. 1011 25 26.1 22.5 10.4 7 8.9
mmm Denmark 1008 2.6 13.2 26.6 26.2 27.5 3.9
BN Germany 1014 23 36.7 25.1 8 3.6 3.6
E=  Estonia 1007 37.6 27.6 20.2 5.1 1.8 7.7
2= Greece 1004 42 30.6 15.4 5.8 3 3.3
J—  Spain 1006 28 33.3 18.8 10.3 2.5 7.2
l l  France 1006 27.2 35.1 23.4 6.3 2.7 5.3
J | Ireland 1000 19.7 26.4 29.1 11.3 9 4.4
Bl Ity 1006 28.1 36.1 20.6 7.1 2.7 5.4
Cyprus 501 20.3 26.4 26.6 16.4 6.3 4
== Latvia 1023 53.5 20.6 15.4 4 1 5.5
@  Lithuania 1000 49.3 25.1 12.5 2.8 0.9 9.4
== Luxembourg 503 8.1 19.2 37 20.2 11.3 4.2
== = Hungary 1008 62.4 23 8.2 1.4 o 4.9
B Malta 505 13.2 15.9 18.6 14.9 19.5 17.9
== Netherlands 1000 8.9 21.1 33 19.7 11.8 5.4
== Austria 1002 13.6 30.5 33.3 13.7 3.5 5.4
= Poland 1013 40.5 29.7 14.6 7 1.9 6.3
B Portugal 1005 40.3 37.1 13.7 4.2 0.3 4.3
B ] Romania 1006 61.7 17.7 7.1 4 1.8 7.8
g=m Slovenia 1003 29 36.8 22.7 6.7 1.6 3.2
gim Slovakia 1006 37.6 27 18 4.7 2.4 10.4
-<— | Finland 1004 8.4 23.3 37.2 16.9 9.4 4.8
=== Sweden 1001 9.7 24.7 31.1 15.7 12.1 6.7
S IIgjrxlli;i%m 1000 25.2 28.6 25.1 10.8 5.8 4.5
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Table 4b. Estimate of the proportion of poor people in respondents’ countries — by
segment

QUESTION: Q2. If you were to say how many poor peogl there are in (OUR COUNTRY), would you say that..?

% 1 person
out of 3 - or % 1 % 1 % 1
about 30% | person = person = person
-ispoorin @ outofs | outof out of
(OUR -or 10 - or 20 -or % Less %
Total N | COUNTRY) 20% 10% 5% than5% | DK/NA
EU27 25646 29.5 31.2 21.5 8.5 3.9 5.4
A SEX
‘ 7‘; ¥ Male 12400 27.2 30.4 23.6 9.3 5.2 4.3
Female 13246 31.6 32 19.5 7.7 2.7 6.5
AGE
15 - 24 3720 25.8 40 21.6 6.9 3.3 2.4
25-39 6112 32.3 32.3 20.6 9.1 3.1 2.6
40 - 54 6834 27.8 31.9 22.7 9.1 4.2 4.2
55+ 8821 30.4 26.5 21 8.2 4.3 9.5
EDUCATION (end of)
Until 15 years of age 4784 34.2 27.9 16.7 8.3 2.6 10.3
16 - 20 11284 32.5 30.8 20.7 8.1 3.4 4.5
+ 20 6721 22.9 31.7 26.2 9.8 5.3 4.1
Still in education 2372 23.7 40.1 22.6 7.1 4.1 2.4
7 URBANISATION
: Metropolitan 4203 29.7 30.3 22.5 8 4.8 4.6
Urban 11098 30.4 31.1 20.8 8.6 3.6 5.4
Rural 10271 28.3 31.8 21.7 8.6 3.8 5.8
OCCUPATION
Self-employed 2114 24.8 34.1 23.5 8.5 4.8 4.2
Employee 8426 25.7 33 24 9.6 4.4 3.2
Manual worker 2204 39.3 29.5 16.5 8 2 4.6
Not working 12861 31 20.9 20.3 7.8 3.7 7.2
25 NUMBER OF PEOPLE
/¥ IN HH 15+
] 1 5546 29.3 30.3 20.5 8.1 4.1 7.7
2 10407 28.3 30.5 22.5 9.3 4.4 5
3 4738 30.6 32.7 20.6 8.6 2.9 4.7
4 3346 29 33.5 21.7 7.6 4.3 39
5+ 1342 36.3 30.1 20.5 6.6 2.3 4.3
2 NUMBER OF
|, ¥ CHILDREN
] 0 17318 28.9 31.2 21.5 8.3 3.9 6.2
1 4054 30.9 32.4 20.4 8.1 3.8 4.2
2 2677 29.7 31.3 23.3 10.1 3.7 2
3+ 747 33 25.9 19.9 11.2 6.6 3.5
A HOUSEHOLD SIZE
148 5757 28.8 30.4 20.5 7.7 4.2 8.4
2 6984 27.9 29.7 22.7 9.6 4.3 5.8
3-4 9661 30 33.5 21.1 7.9 3.3 4.2
5+ 3243 32.5 20.1 21.5 9.2 4.4 3.3
. HH'S LIVING
STANDARDS
Very poor 1325 52.8 19.3 10.7 6 2.5 8.6
Fairly poor 12003 35.5 29.8 18.2 6.9 2.9 6.8
Fairly wealthy 11710 20.8 34.5 26.1 10.4 4.8 3.4
Very wealthy 428 28.4 22 24 11.1 10.2 4.2
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Table 5a. Respondents’ ability to keep up with household bills and credit
commitments — by country

QUESTION: Q3. Which of the following best describes twv your household is keeping up with all its billand credit
commitments at present?

e @ @ ga 2
- 5 B é: Bg B LE’ E o 8
g = 2o SEgE 28858
oS R O T oo Q)E:‘: wagmg
s53 S22 S S8E =sLs==E
o~ E 02T o o2 g oo g o 8F 2 E
=88 =gg2E z 8% 3-‘§o e =g <
TwE  Twel S wE ~2- ~s%2s8 Z
Z ESE ES®m2 EE£S E2E EEEEL o
3 SES SE®, <EE SET SESZE M
5  $8F [BEE 85 385 EEE: 3§
= XEZ5 REBS KRES8 X8I XEFESB ®
EU27 25646 45.1 34.2 14.6 2.9 2.1 1.2
COUNTRY
Bl Belgium 1002 50.8 34 10.5 1.4 1.1 2.2
B  Bulgaria 1002 18.4 38.1 29.3 8.3 5.2 0.7
b  Czech Rep. 1011 46.7 30.5 16.3 4 1.8 0.7
mmm Denmark 1008 79.7 17.8 1 0.7 0.2 0.6
BN Germany 1014 49.7 35.5 9.7 2 1.1 2
E=  Estonia 1007 30.5 31.2 23 9.4 4.3 1.7
2= Greece 1004 22.8 22,2 40.5 8.5 5.3 0.6
J—  Spain 1006 45.3 31.1 17.8 3.1 2.3 0.4
B B  France 1006 45.1 35.8 16.8 0.7 0.9 0.7
J |  Ireland 1000 49.7 32.6 12 3.3 1.8 0.6
Bl  Italy 1006 35.3 41.7 17.1 3 2.5 0.3
Cyprus 501 24.3 37 32.2 3.3 2.8 0.3
== Latvia 1023 21.2 30.9 20.5 12.7 5.3 0.4
@  Lithuania 1000 34.7 26.3 23.6 8.6 5 1.8
== Luxembourg 503 60.2 30.5 5.8 1.1 1 1.4
== = Hungary 1008 20.3 37.6 17.3 8.4 5.9 15
B  Malta 505 24.9 37.9 27.7 5.5 3.1 0.9
== Netherlands 1000 71.9 21.6 3.4 1 0.2 1.9
== Austria 1002 65.5 27.8 4.8 0.8 0.9 0.2
= Poland 1013 51.3 32.5 9.9 2.8 1.2 2.2
8  Portugal 1005 19.9 36.5 36.9 4.7 1.7 0.3
I |  Romania 1006 21.6 44.2 21.1 4.8 6.8 1.4
g=m Slovenia 1003 54 33.2 8.2 2.5 1.6 0.5
gim Slovakia 1006 51.1 27.2 16.2 3.6 1.4 0.6
-<4—  Finland 1004 70.3 22.9 4.9 1.1 0.7 0.1
=== Sweden 1001 76.2 17.7 3.9 0.2 0.5 15
s | United
2= Kingdom 1000 47.4 35 111 3 2.3 1.3
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Table 5b. Respondents’ ability to keep up with household bills and -credit
commitments — by segment

QUESTION: Q3. Which of the following best describes tw your household is keeping up with all its billand credit
commitments at present?

= 29 = 2
egm 0. 9E 28 25% E:g.*:
258 28T [EF Cmssc 32ERd
E8F 828w 8% Ffag FEEUESE =
oo SwoE Sps So=E ~=g 22w E Z#
Z EEE EfgT E£% EwiE EPUEEEE o
S  S§% —~5EE S§8 SEEE SESwERE A
= L8 ®LHE xfs xE3S xEF58F8 =
EU27 25646 45.1 34.2 14.6 2.9 2.1 1.2
SEX
m Male 12400 48.5 32.3 13.5 2.5 2.1 1.1
Female 13246 41.8 36 15.7 3.2 2 1.2
AGE
—_15-24 3720 42.6 40.2 8.7 2.5 1.4 4.5
25-139 6112 40.8 38.1 15.4 3.4 1.8 0.4
40 - 54 6834 39.8 36.1 17.7 3.3 2.7 0.4
55 + 8821 52.8 27.7 14.3 2.4 2 0.8
"#2» EDUCATION (end of)
Until 15 years of age 4784 38.5 33.5 19.2 4.3 3.8 0.7
16 - 20 11284 40.8 36.9 16.1 3.2 2 1
+ 20 6721 56.3 30.3 10.6 1.4 1 0.4
Still in education 2372 47.3 36.1 8 2.6 1.2 4.9
g .i § URBANISATION
-L':___- Metropolitan 4203 49 32.1 13.6 3.1 1.4 0.8
7 Urban 11098 45.5 34 14.5 3 2 1
Rural 10271 43.2 35.3 15.1 2.6 2.4 1.4
- OCCUPATION
i; Self-employed 2114 44.9 31.4 17.9 3.2 2.2 0.4
Employee 8426 48.6 36.1 12 2 0.8 0.6
Manual worker 2204 32.4 39.3 20.2 4.5 3.1 0.5
Not working 12861 45 32.5 14.9 3.1 2.7 1.7
m NUMBER OF PEOPLE IN
HH 15+
1 5546 46.5 32.2 14.7 3.6 2.2 0.8
2 10407 49 32.7 14.3 2.3 1.4 0.3
3 4738 40.8 37.2 14.9 2.7 2.6 1.8
4 3346 40.4 37.5 13.9 3.6 1.9 2.6
5+ 1342 35.3 37.2 17.7 3.4 4.2 2.1
NUMBER OF CHILDREN
m 0o 17318 48.3 32.3 14 2.3 1.8 1.3
1 4054 37.3 39.4 16.3 3.6 2.3 1.1
2 2677 39.1 37.7 16.2 4.4 2.1 0.5
3+ 747 36.2 34.9 16.4 5 73 0.2
HOUSEHOLD SIZE
m 1 5757 47.6 32 14.6 2.7 2 1.1
2 6984 51.7 30 14 2.6 1.3 0.5
3-4 9661 41.8 37.6 14.3 2.6 2.2 1.4
5+ 3243 36 371 17.1 4.4 35 19
HH'S LIVING STANDARDS
Very poor 1325 10.2 25.5 32.3 12.1 19.1 0.7
Fairly poor 12003 33.9 38.6 20.8 3.8 1.8 1
Fairly wealthy 11710 59.4 31.5 6.7 0.9 0.4 1.1
Very wealthy 428 74.5 13.7 4.7 2 3.1 2.1
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Table 6a. Perceived changes in the ability to afford healthcare for the family — by
country

QUESTION: Q4_A. In the last six months, have you notéany changes in your ability to afford healthcareor you or
your relatives? - Healthcare for you or your relatve

% Yes, % Yes, % Yes, % Yes,
much somewh | somewh much % No,
more at more @ atmore more no % Not %
Total N easy easy difficult : difficult | changes : applicable | DK/NA
EUz27 25646 1.5 3.8 17.6 11.4 59.3 4.6 1.7
COUNTRY
B I Belgium 1002 2.2 4.6 14.3 10.3 63.9 3.5 1.1
mm Bulgaria 1002 3 4.1 19.1 24.4 42 5.4 2.1
B | Czech Rep. 1011 2 3.8 15.4 6.6 67.5 3 1.7
Emm Denmark 1008 0.8 2.3 4.6 0.3 89.3 1.5 1.3
BN | Germany 1014 1.1 2.9 20.7 7.3 63.2 3 1.8
E= | Estonia 1007 1.6 3.4 24.1 22.9 37.1 4.7 6.2
= Greece 1004 2.8 7.1 25.4 21.7 39.2 1.9 2
2  Spain 1006 1.6 2.6 10.4 7.1 76.5 1.7 0.2
BB France 1006 0.7 3.2 20.6 8.9 64.7 1.4 0.4
B I Ireland 1000 1.4 3.2 23.5 13 53.7 3.8 1.3
Bl ltaly 1006 0.4 2 22,2 14.3 55.3 4.4 1.4
Cyprus 501 7 6.6 27.2 13.3 37.5 5.7 2.7
== Latvia 1023 0.2 1 20.5 43.9 26.9 4.7 2.7
@ Lithuania 1000 1 3.3 18.6 25.3 39 5.3 7.5
=== Luxembourg 503 1.5 3.8 8.7 2.6 81.7 1.3 0.5
= Hungary 1008 1.1 4.1 19.1 18 39.3 13.8 4.5
B Malta 505 2.3 2.9 27.3 16.1 38.6 10.7 2.2
=== Netherlands 1000 2.4 6.3 14.7 3.6 66.8 4.5 1.7
= | Austria 1002 1.2 3.4 8.2 2.7 78.2 4.8 1.5
mm Poland 1013 2.5 7.6 20.3 23.6 37.4 4.3 4.1
El Portugal 1005 0.9 1.9 18.8 25 46.8 4.6 2.1
I | Romania 1006 3.3 6.3 26.4 24.7 33.4 3.5 2.4
gmm  Slovenia 1003 0.9 4 20.7 7.9 60.3 3 3.3
Em | Slovakia 1006 0.7 2.8 14.5 6.9 63.5 9.4 2.1
<= Finland 1004 2.2 1.7 8.3 2.6 78.7 5.1 1.3
==  Sweden 1001 0.8 2.8 7.4 1.4 78.9 4.4 4.2
£ %ﬁ;ﬁ)m 1000 2.1 4.7 10.1 6.3 63.1 12.7 1.1
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Table 6b. Perceived changes in the ability to afford healthcare for the family — by
segment

QUESTION: Q4_A. In the last six months, have you notany changes in your ability to afford healthcareor you or
your relatives? - Healthcare for you or your relatve

= - )
= 85 3%p 328 58 g8 o= =
= 585 >MEGgQg MESE MSSE AS Z e A
= RXEE RZE RIELT REET RT RE R
EU27 25646 1.5 3.8 17.6 11.4 59.3 4.6 1.7
2 SEX
‘ 7‘1 Male 12400 1.5 4.4 16.4 9.3 62.2 4.7 1.6
Female 13246 1.5 3.3 18.8 13.5 56.6 4.6 1.8
AGE
15-24 3720 2 6.7 14.2 3.6 66 4.3 3.1
25-39 6112 1.6 3.9 17.2 9.2 62.1 4.2 1.8
40 - 54 6834 1.3 2.9 17.9 12.1 59.3 5.4 1.2
55+ 8821 1.3 3.3 19.3 15.8 54.5 4.5 1.3
EDUCATION (end of)
Until 15 years of age 4784 1.5 3.5 20.6 18 49.7 5.1 1.6
16 - 20 11284 1.6 3.7 18.8 12.5 57.1 4.8 1.6
+ 20 6721 1.1 3.5 16.1 7.6 66.8 4 0.9
Still in education 2372 2.1 6.4 11.6 2.9 68.8 4.5 3.8
URBANISATION
Metropolitan 4203 1.6 3.9 16.4 10.5 61.3 4.8 1.5
Urban 11098 1.5 3.9 18.2 11.6 58 5 1.7
Rural 10271 1.4 3.7 17.5 11.7 59.9 4.1 1.8
OCCUPATION
Self-employed 2114 1.3 3.5 16.4 9.8 63.1 4.8 1.1
Employee 8426 1.4 3.7 16.1 7.8 65.3 4.7 1
Manual worker 2204 1.8 4 19.8 12.8 54.5 4.7 2.4
Not working 12861 1.5 3.9 18.5 13.9 55.6 4.6 2.1
3 NUMBER OF
|./'V\ PEOPLE IN HH 15+
1 5546 1.6 3.5 15.7 12.9 57.5 6.4 2.3
2 10407 1.4 3.9 18.5 11.2 59.1 4.8 1.1
3 4738 1.2 3.6 17.2 11.1 61 3.5 2.3
4 3346 1.7 3.5 17.4 9.5 63.5 2.8 1.6
5+ 1342 1.8 5.4 21.3 12.6 52.8 4.8 1.3
1A NUMBER OF
|,/ Vi CHILDREN
o 17318 1.4 4 17.4 11.9 59 4.6 1.7
1 4054 1.9 3.1 18.7 9.7 60.7 3.9 1.9
2 2677 1.2 3.3 17 10.9 61.2 4.9 1.5
3+ 747 2.3 4.3 18.3 8.9 62.9 2.6 0.5
2\ HOUSEHOLD SIZE
7‘;3. 1 5757 1.7 3.6 16.4 12.9 56.5 6.6 2.4
2 6984 1.3 4.3 19 12.1 57.6 4.7 1
3-4 9661 1.5 3.5 16.8 10.3 62.6 3.7 1.7
5+ 3243 1.7 4.3 19.4 11 58 3.8 1.8
HH'S LIVING
STANDARDS
Very poor 1325 1.2 2.7 18.3 33.9 35.5 6.3 2.2
Fairly poor 12003 1.1 3.6 21.4 14.4 52.5 5.1 1.9
Fairly wealthy 11710 1.7 4.1 14.1 6 68.8 3.9 1.4
Very wealthy 428 8,4 6,2 6,7 6,9 63,9 6,3 1,6
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Annex

Table 7a. Perceived changes in the ability to afford childcare — by country

QUESTION: Q4_B. In the last six months, have you notkany changes in your ability to afford healthcarefor you or

your relatives? — Childcare for your children

=g=R=R NN N EHA

un TEFCSELHNN=INOEN

Y
il

% Yes, % Yes, % Yes, % Yes,

much somewh = somewh much % No,

more at more at more more no % Not %

Total N easy easy difficult | difficult | changes | applicable @ DK/NA

EU27 25646 1.1 2.2 7.4 5.2 26.6 54.7 2.9
COUNTRY
Belgium 1002 2.7 3.8 5.3 4.9 21.5 59.3 2.5
Bulgaria 1002 1.2 1.7 3.2 9 8.5 73.6 2.9
Czech Rep. 1011 1.6 4.8 6.6 3.4 42.9 37.8 2.9
Denmark 1008 0.4 0.8 1.8 0.2 33.5 62.5 0.8
Germany 1014 0.7 2.9 4.8 3.1 18.7 65.3 4.5
Estonia 1007 0.7 2.7 8.7 12.7 23.2 38.2 13.8
Greece 1004 1.4 4.3 13.3 12.8 17.8 48.3 2.1
Spain 1006 1.3 1.7 8.8 5.1 43.1 39.4 0.6
France 1006 0.8 1.4 7.4 2.1 28.3 59 1.1
Ireland 1000 1.3 2 5.4 6.5 25 57.8 1.9
Ttaly 1006 0.5 1.2 16.8 9.5 42.2 27.2 2.6
Cyprus 501 4 8 19.4 12.3 24.5 27.8 4.1
Latvia 1023 0 1 4.5 7.4 17 66.1 4
Lithuania 1000 0.6 1.2 5.8 5.8 16.4 62.2 7.9
Luxembourg 503 2.3 6.6 3.7 1.3 20.8 53.6 2.9
Hungary 1008 0.3 1.7 7.8 8.4 16.6 58.2 7.1
Malta 505 0.2 1.9 17 8.9 26.5 42.5 3
Netherlands 1000 0.5 1.1 1.5 0.9 12.6 81.4 2.1
Austria 1002 0.4 3.5 2.3 1.6 26.3 60.1 5.7
Poland 1013 2 3.1 8.2 6.7 19.4 56.6 3.9
Portugal 1005 0.1 1.2 5.8 7.1 11 72.5 2.3
Romania 1006 1.7 4.3 12.2 12.7 21.7 43.3 4.1
Slovenia 1003 0.8 4.3 5.4 3.7 20 60.2 5.6
Slovakia 1006 0.6 2.3 8.4 3.9 36.1 46.6 2.2
Finland 1004 0.4 1 1.8 0.2 21.7 64.6 10.4
Sweden 1001 0.2 1.1 1.7 0.5 35.6 53.7 7.2
IIgiriligt;l((i)m 1000 1.8 1.5 3 3.5 23.8 65.5 1
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Table 7b. Perceived changes in the ability to afford childcare — by segment

QUESTION: Q4_B. In the last six months, have you notkany changes in your ability to afford healthcarefor you or
your relatives? — Childcare for your children

= - )
3 Egp SEe $Ees SE5pE2 S$2 2= A4
= 585 ™MEGgQg SMESE HMSSE A& Z e A
= RXEE RZE RIELT REET RT RE ®
EU27 25646 1.1 2.2 7.4 5.2 26.6 54.7 2.9
S SEX
‘ 7‘1 Male 12400 1.2 2 6.7 4.1 27.4 55.7 2.9
Female 13246 1 2.3 8.2 6.1 25.9 53.7 2.8
AGE
15-24 3720 1.6 2.1 3.9 1.6 24.4 62.9 3.5
25-39 6112 1.1 2.8 10.8 6.3 33.6 42.7 2.7
40 - 54 6834 1.4 2.4 9.5 7 341 43.5 2
55+ 8821 0.6 1.6 5 4.4 17.2 67.8 3.4
EDUCATION (end of)
Until 15 years of age 4784 1.2 1.7 9.3 8 21.6 55 3.2
16 - 20 11284 1.1 2.4 7.9 5.9 27.2 52.9 2.6
+ 20 6721 0.8 2.2 6.6 3.2 29.6 55.2 2.5
Still in education 2372 1.6 2.2 3.8 1.3 27 60.3 3.8
URBANISATION
Metropolitan 4203 1.2 1.6 6.8 4.3 25.9 56.9 3.3
Urban 11098 1 2 7.4 5.6 26.1 55 2.9
Rural 10271 1.1 2.5 7.8 5 27.4 53.5 2.7
OCCUPATION
Self-employed 2114 1.3 2.4 9 5.7 32.6 46.7 2.3
Employee 8426 1.3 2.3 6.9 4 32.7 50.5 2.3
Manual worker 2204 1.2 3.1 12.2 7.3 29.2 44.2 2.7
Not working 12861 0.9 1.9 6.7 5.4 21.3 60.5 3.3
", NUMBER OF
|./'V. PEOPLE IN HH 15+
1 5546 0.4 1.4 3-5 4 14.3 72.7 3.7
2 10407 0.9 2.2 7.4 4.7 27.7 54.3 2.7
3 4738 1.5 2.3 8.7 5.9 32.3 46.6 2.7
4 3346 1.5 3 10.5 6.2 34.2 42.1 2.5
5+ 1342 1.9 2.3 11.8 7.8 30.6 43.4 2.2
NUMBER OF
CHILDREN
o 17318 0.6 1.5 4.7 3.4 17.3 69.5 3.1
1 4054 2.5 3.4 12.6 8.4 46.4 24.6 2.1
2 2677 1.6 4.4 14.4 9.6 51.5 16.6 1.8
3+ 747 2.6 4.5 15.8 11.9 50.4 14.2 0.6
J-‘_; HOUSEHOLD SIZE
| 'T4E! 5757 0.5 1 3.8 3.1 127 | 747 | 4.4
2 6984 0.4 1.9 4.1 3.2 15.5 71.8 3.1
3-4 9661 1.5 2.5 10.4 6.6 38.2 38.8 2
5+ 3243 2.2 4 12.2 8.9 40.8 29.5 2.4
HH'S LIVING
STANDARDS
Very poor 1325 1.1 2.1 7.3 16.5 18.3 50.6 4.1
Fairly poor 12003 0.8 2.2 8.8 6.4 23.4 55.7 2.7
Fairly wealthy 11710 1.3 2.2 6 2.7 30.8 54.1 2.8
Very wealthy 428 3 1.7 7.7 4.8 31.2 49 2.6
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Table 8a. Perceived changes in the ability to afford long-term care for the family — by
country

QUESTION: Q4_C. In the last six months, have you nottany changes in your ability to afford healthcareor you or
your relatives? — Long-term care for you or your rehtives

% Yes, % Yes, % Yes, % Yes,
much somewh | somewh much % No,
more at more @ atmore more no % Not %
Total N easy easy difficult : difficult | changes : applicable | DK/NA
EU27 25646 1.1 3.2 13.3 10.3 37.3 29.9 4.9
COUNTRY
B 1 Belgium 1002 2.6 4.4 10.5 8.4 37.6 34.8 1.7
mm Bulgaria 1002 1.2 2.8 14.3 19.3 25.7 31.6 5.2
Bm  Czech Rep. 1011 1.7 3.5 10.6 6.9 54.1 18.8 4.3
Em Denmark 1008 0.3 1.9 3.8 1.5 58.2 20.1 5.2
BN Germany 1014 0.6 2.2 14.5 6.2 26.1 44.2 6.2
B Estonia 1007 0.5 1.4 10.1 14.8 21.4 36.3 15.6
= Greece 1004 2.7 9 28.3 29 20.3 3.1 7.6
2 Spain 1006 1.1 2.6 12.2 11.6 52.5 14.1 5.8
B B France 1006 0.8 2.6 12.1 6.4 44 32.9 1.2
B I Ireland 1000 1.9 3.9 13 12.3 41.5 22.6 4.7
B ltaly 1006 0.4 1.7 19.6 12.2 49.2 14.4 2.6
Cyprus 501 4.7 7.4 27.8 14.3 27.5 9.1 9.2
==  Latvia 1023 0 0 10.4 19.4 15.3 51.1 3.8
@ Lithuania 1000 0.9 1.2 8.2 14.8 20.3 42.1 12.5
=== Luxembourg 503 1.7 6.5 7.3 3.5 50 26.8 4.3
= Hungary 1008 0.6 1.3 5.2 9.8 10 65.8 7.3
B Malta 505 1.1 2.5 22.7 16.1 30.7 20.8 6.1
=== | Netherlands 1000 1.9 3.7 5.8 3 34 48.8 2.8
==  Austria 1002 0.7 4.4 6.8 4.7 26.4 51.1 5.9
mm  Poland 1013 2.1 8.2 13.3 17.6 27.4 23.3 8.1
FEl Portugal 1005 0.4 0.5 5.5 12.2 26.2 54 1.2
B | Romania 1006 2.7 5.9 21.7 24.6 30.8 7 7.4
gmm Slovenia 1003 0.5 4.1 26.1 12.1 44.3 7.1 5.8
Slovakia 1006 0.6 2.2 12.9 7.2 42.8 30.3 4
== Finland 1004 1.2 1.4 5.6 2.3 31 51.3 7.2
== Sweden 1001 0.1 1 3.1 1 30.2 54.4 10.2
sw= | United
=S Kingdom 1000 1.5 2.9 10.9 8.4 43.2 28.5 4.7
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Table 8b. Perceived changes in the ability to afford long-term care for the family — by
segment

QUESTION: Q4_C. In the last six months, have you nottany changes in your ability to afford healthcareor you or
your relatives? - Long-term care for you or your rehtives

z . % § ? L: 2 .5 A 2 2
5 S8 8% $2ec $E5ps S2 &5 K
= 585 >MEGgQg MESE MSSE AS Z e A
= RXEE RZE RIELT REET RT RE R
EU27 25646 1.1 3.2 13.3 10.3 37.3 29.9 4.9
2 SEX
‘ 7‘1 Male 12400 1.3 3.3 12.7 8.6 39.7 29.7 4.7
Female 13246 1 3 13.9 12 35.1 30 5.1
AGE
15-24 3720 1.9 5.4 11.6 3.5 41.3 28.9 7.4
25-39 6112 1.1 3 13.3 9 37.9 31.2 4.5
40 - 54 6834 0.9 2 14 10.7 37.7 31.2 3.7
55+ 8821 1.1 3.3 13.6 13.8 35 28.2 5.1
EDUCATION (end of)
Until 15 years of age 4784 1.5 3.5 15.6 15.4 32.3 26.7 5
16 - 20 11284 1.2 2.8 14.2 10.9 36.8 30 4.1
+ 20 6721 0.8 3.1 11.8 7.8 39.7 32.3 4.4
Still in education 2372 1 4.9 9 3.3 43 30.1 8.6
URBANISATION
Metropolitan 4203 1.6 3 12.5 9.7 38.9 20.3 5
Urban 11098 1.1 3.2 12.8 10.4 37.5 30 5.1
Rural 10271 1 3.3 14.1 10.5 36.5 29.9 4.7
OCCUPATION
Self-employed 2114 1.2 2.7 14 9.1 40.8 27.4 4.7
Employee 8426 1.1 2.9 12 7.7 38.5 34.1 3.7
Manual worker 2204 0.7 3.2 13.6 12.5 34.2 31.8 4
Not working 12861 1.2 3.4 14 11.8 36.5 27.2 5.9
3 NUMBER OF
|./'V\ PEOPLE IN HH 15+
1 5546 1.2 3.2 11.5 10.9 32.4 35.4 5.4
2 10407 1 3.1 13 10.5 36.9 31.3 4.2
3 4738 1.1 2.7 14.2 9.6 41.1 26.5 4.8
4 3346 1 2.8 15.1 8.7 41.6 24.4 6.4
5+ 1342 1.7 5.2 16.6 12.4 36.7 22.7 4.7
1A NUMBER OF
|,/ Vi CHILDREN
o 17318 1.1 3.4 13.1 10.6 36 30.5 5.5
1 4054 1.3 2.8 13.9 8.7 40.3 20.3 3.7
2 2677 1.1 2.5 12.9 10.3 40 28.9 4.3
3+ 747 1.9 3.4 15 10.9 40.6 24.5 3.8
2\ HOUSEHOLD SIZE
7‘;:' 1 5757 1.3 3.5 11.7 11.1 32.6 34.9 4.9
2 6984 0.8 3.6 13 11.1 35.4 31.1 5
3-4 9661 1.2 2.5 14 9.1 41 27.5 4.7
5+ 3243 1.2 3.8 14.6 11 39 25.2 5.2
HH'S LIVING
STANDARDS
Very poor 1325 0.5 2.7 10.2 29.4 25.8 24.3 7.1
Fairly poor 12003 0.9 3 15.2 12.4 32.9 30.4 5.3
Fairly wealthy 11710 1.3 3.2 11.8 6.2 43 30.2 4.2
Very wealthy 428 5,1 7,9 9,2 5,9 43,6 24,9 3,5
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Table 9a. Respondents’ feelings about the impact of their future pension entitlements
— by country

QUESTION: Q5. From the following possible answers, he would you say your pension will fare in the futue?

% Your % You will
pension will receive % You % You
not be lower will have will have
affected by pension to retire to save
economic benefits later than | more for
and than what youhad @ when you
financial you planned are %
Total N events expected to retired % Other DK/NA
EU27 25646 11.1 24.9 18.6 25.8 9.3 10.3
COUNTRY
B 1  Belgium 1002 8.4 19.8 18.2 33.3 7.4 12.9
B  Bulgaria 1002 7.2 19 11.3 13.3 21.5 27.6
I | Czech Rep. 1011 10.2 14.3 15.8 37.1 14.5 8.1
Em  Denmark 1008 36.7 18.1 10.4 19.7 6 9.1
BN Germany 1014 6.6 35.7 16.5 20.4 4.8 6.9
E= Estonia 1007 11.1 21.1 15.2 20.7 7.7 24.3
= Greece 1004 8.6 31.7 16.6 20.6 15.8 6.7
Z— | Spain 1006 18.2 23.5 15.3 29.4 5.7 7.9
Bl France 1006 7.4 18.4 28.5 23.5 17.8 4.4
B I Ireland 1000 12.1 30.2 19.4 28.8 1.6 7.9
Bl ltaly 1006 6.9 20.9 18.7 24.9 13.9 14.6
Cyprus 501 20.1 23.9 10.9 29.7 3.6 11.8
== Latvia 1023 3.6 38 20 9.4 16.6 12.4
@ | Lithuania 1000 5.9 29.2 20.1 16.3 10.1 18.4
=== Luxembourg 503 19 19.2 24.7 21.4 8.9 6.8
= | Hungary 1008 4.4 35.4 20.3 24.4 9.5 6.1
B Malta 505 11.4 20.9 19.1 25.4 7.5 15.7
== Netherlands 1000 17.6 26.3 17.2 21.2 9 8.7
= | Austria 1002 10.9 27.6 20.7 25.2 6.4 9.2
msm | Poland 1013 11.7 26.9 14.7 25.9 5.8 15
B Portugal 1005 3.2 21.4 14.4 31.3 24.3 5.5
B ] Romania 1006 11.6 19.8 8.1 24 12.9 23.6
gmm Slovenia 1003 6.7 18.9 16.6 33.7 4.8 19.4
pem  Slovakia 1006 11.7 15.9 13.6 28 14 16.8
== Finland 1004 23.6 19.9 11.4 21.4 2.5 21.2
== Sweden 1001 15.2 31.6 11.5 27.3 3.2 11.1
B gjﬁéﬁ%m 1000 18.2 227 25.1 22.8 2.4 8.9
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Table gb. Respondents’ feelings about the impact of their future pension entitlements
— by segment

QUESTION: Q5. From the following possible answers, he would you say your pension will fare in the futue?

g o2 2z 2 28
.%ca%g%—'ggg‘ EEEO é‘%%
Riofz E2-Ey FeEy PR 3 2
Z 58T ES vEE L 52 L > o <
= BE58: 8258 BB-E B85g¢ = 2
= = th::) S g 3 5 = % =T~ s PR &= o [
& XERTEE RKEAEE LSRR ®LER ® ®
EUz27 25646 11.1 24.9 18.6 25.8 9.3 10.3
A SEX
‘ ‘ Male 12400 11.9 25 20 25.8 8.2 9
Female 13246 10.2 24.9 17.2 25.7 10.4 11.5
AGE
15- 24 3720 8.9 18.8 24.9 32.6 2.7 12.1
25-39 6112 6.1 21.7 24.4 36.8 4 7
40 - 54 6834 6.9 30.4 24.9 27 4.1 6.6
55-64 3690 15.6 30.7 12.5 17.7 13.8 9.7
65 + 5131 20.4 21.8 3.3 12 24.3 18.3
EDUCATION (end of)
Until 15 years of age 4784 14.1 26.7 9.9 16.8 16.8 15.7
16 - 20 11284 9.5 26.5 20.1 26.6 8.5 8.7
+ 20 6721 11.8 23.8 21.5 28.7 7.2 7
Still in education 2372 9.2 18 23.1 33.2 2.8 13.7
URBANISATION
Metropolitan 4203 11.7 23.8 19.6 27.6 8 9.2
Urban 11098 11.2 24.1 18.6 25.9 9.6 10.6
Rural 10271 10.7 26.3 18.2 24.9 9.7 10.3
OCCUPATION
Self-employed 2114 9.9 22.2 23.8 30 6.1 8.1
Employee 8426 8.6 27.2 26.5 31.4 2.1 4.2
Manual worker 2204 6.5 28.2 26.4 27.9 3 8.1
Not working (not retired) 6602 7.9 23 19.1 28.1 8 13.9
Retired 6258 19.5 23.9 2.9 13.5 23.8 16.3
7 NUMBER OF PEOPLE
| /N IN HH 15+
1 5546 13.5 24.5 15.5 21.7 12.6 12.2
2 10407 11.7 25.4 17.8 25.8 10.2 9.1
3 4738 8.9 26.6 19.6 27.8 7.4 9.7
4 3346 8 22.8 23.9 20.3 5.4 10.5
5+ 1342 8.1 24.1 21.1 27.1 5.5 14.1
7 NUMBER OF
| V'V CHILDREN
0 17318 12.5 25.3 16.6 23.6 11.4 10.7
1 4054 7.4 25.5 22.6 30.8 5 8.7
2 2677 8.5 23.6 23.4 32.2 4.1 8.2
3+ 747 6.1 24.4 25.2 32.9 2.4 9
“A HOUSEHOLD SIZE
‘ 1 5757 14.7 24 14.9 19.8 13.3 13.3
2 6984 13.6 25.5 14.9 22.6 13.5 9.9
3-4 9661 7.8 25.5 22.6 30.1 5.6 8.4
5+ 3243 8.9 23.8 21 30.3 4.4 11.6
HH'S LIVING
STANDARDS
Very poor 1325 7.4 28.9 9.4 20.7 16.5 17.1
Fairly poor 12003 9.3 26.7 18.3 23.8 10.8 11.1
Fairly wealthy 11710 12.7 23.1 20.2 28.5 6.9 8.5
Very wealthy 428 23.9 17.7 13.2 25.5 9.4 10.3
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Table 10a. Respondents’ level of concern about whether their income in old age would
be sufficient to enable them to live in dignity — by country

QUESTION: Q6. How worried are you, if at all, that your income in old age will not be adequate enough tenable
you to live in dignity. Please express your opinionn a scale of 1 to 10, where 1 means 'Not worried all' and 10
means 'Very worried'.

3

z - % >3 2

= X2 BN BN BN X X X BN X Xz BN

EUz27 25646 10.8 4.5 7.6 5.8 18 8.9 111 117 @ 4.2 14.1 3.3

COUNTRY

B0 Belgium 1002 9 58 96 55 i 206 122 121 9.2 @ 2.3 9 4.5
E=m Bulgaria 1002 7.6 3.1 4.4 3.8 11.6 4.8 7.3 8.1 6.4 32.2 10.7
b Czech Rep. 1011 7.4 4.3 6.6 5.6 22.1 8 11.3  12.6 | 5.5 12.6 3.9

mmm Denmark 1008 | 267 171 17.9 6.8 143 4.6 4.8 41 1 1.6 1
B|  Germany 1014 10.3 @ 4.8 9 7.1 25.1 101 111 @ 10 | 3.5 7.3 1.9
E=  Estonia 1007 10.4 4 10.3 5.6 15.2 6.5 9.3 10 5 15.6 8.1
2= Greece 1004 8.1 1.8 5 39 175 7.8 109 13.8 55 235 2.3
2  Spain 1006 10.2 3.2 7.1 5.3 18.9 7.6  12.3  13.3 4.8 15.1 2.1
|  France 1006 10.4 4 5.6 6.4 17.8 83 154 144 i 3.3 10.5 4.1
J I  Ireland 1000 13.5 5.5 9.4 7.8 204 102 101 86 | 24 10 2.2
Bl qialy 1006 8.2 2.7 5.1 6.1 13.2 | 13.2 | 114 | 13.9 | 5.3 16.3 4.7
Cyprus 501 11.9 3.6 7.1 5.1 20.2 9.1  10.2 115 4.1 13.7 3.4

== Latvia 1023 6.5 2.5 3.8 4.4 11.8 5.5 7.4 9.9 6.5 36.9 4.8
@ Lithuania 1000 7.4 2.7 4.7 = 3.6 12.8 58 88 13.2 4.9 26 10
== Luxembourg 503 13.2 | 7.7 13 99 224 | 76 1.7 | 51 @ 0.9 6.3 2.3
==  Hungary 1008 9.8 2 4.3 3.5 11.6 5.4 7.4 | 12.3 @ 6.1 35 2.6
B Malta 505 9.8 3.8 6.4 5.5 15.5 8 9.1 | 11.2 6.3 18.7 5.7
== Netherlands 1000 21.8  11.9  13.8 8.4 14.9 9.1 7.4 | 6.2 1.4 3.4 1.6
==  Austria 1002 15.9 7.6 | 10.7 7.8 21.4 7.7 | 10.1 6 1.8 6.4 4.6
= Poland 1013 7.3 26 57 @ 4.6 17.7 69 9.9 | 13.2 5.3 22.4 4.2
8 | Portugal 1005 9.6 2 4.5 @ 3.8 15.8 6.1 10.6 137 7.6 23 3.4

B ] Romania 1006 6.7 1.7 6.4 5 14 4.7 9.2 1.7 | 9.1 26.3 5
gmm Slovenia 1003 10.6 | 2.4 7.4 5.6 18.9 7.3 8.3 11 3.8 22.5 2.3
gim  Slovakia 1006 6.7 4.4 7.4 5.9 209 8.6 101 126 7.3 11 5.2
<= | Finland 1004 19.8 7 13.4 7.8 15.7 6.7 @ 8.9 9 2.2 5.5 4
==  Sweden 1001 254 | 9.2  14.6 7.2 15 53 7.3 7.2 13 4.1 3.3
gz %ﬁ;‘fﬁ)m 1000 13.3 6.6 9.8 4.9 16.9 10.2 | 10.9 111 @ 2.4 12.6 1.3
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Annex

Flash EB Ne 276 - Monitoring the social impact of the crisis

Table 10b. Respondents’ level of concern about whether their income in old age would
be sufficient to enable them to live in dignity — by segment

QUESTION: Q6. How worried are you, if at all, that your income in old age will not be adequate enough tenable

you to live in dignity. Please express your opinionn a scale of 1 to 10, where 1 means 'Not worried all' and 10

means 'Very worried'".
'z - el ~ <
5 5ig 52  Z
2 Z E® o« o™ < 1) © ~ © o > 5 v
= Xz X X X X X X X X Xz XA
EU27 25646 | 10.8 4.5 7.6 5.8 18 8.9 11.1 11.7 4.2 14.1 3.3
° SEX
|t/
1 Male 12400 | 11.8 5.1 9 6.4 17.8 8.9 11.8 11.1 3.8 11.4 2.8
Female 13246 9.8 3.9 6.3 5.3 18.3 8.8 10.4 | 12.3 4.6 16.6 3.7
AGE
15-24 3720 10.6 4.4 9 8.1 18.6 « 10.6 | 14.3 8.7 2.8 8.3 4.6
25-39 6112 6.4 4.6 7 5.9 16.9 9.1 12.8 | 14.7 5.1 16.3 1.2
40 - 54 6834 7.2 3.9 6.9 5.2 18.4 9.9 12.5 | 13.5 4.9 16.1 1.4
55+ 8821 16.3 4.9 8 5.4 18.2 7.2 7.5 9.6 3.6 13.7 5.6
EDUCATION (end
of)
Until 15 years of age 4784 | 10.7 3.3 5.9 5.4 17.5 6.9 7.9 12.1 4.4 20.4 5.4
16 - 20 11284 9.2 3.4 6.9 5.6 18.5 9.6 11.7 12.8 4.8 15.3 2.3
+ 20 6721 12.7 6.9 9.7 5.9 17.1 9.1 12.2 | 10.8 3.7 10 2
Still in education 2372 12 4.9 9.1 8.5 19.5 | 10.5 = 13.2 8.5 2.4 6.2 5.1
URBANISATION
Metropolitan 4203 11.2 4.9 9.4 5.4 18.7 8 11.2 11 3.8 13.4 2.9
Urban 11098 11 4.4 7.5 5.7 16.7 8.9 10.9 12.3 4 15.1 3.5
Rural 10271 = 10.4 4.4 7.1 6.2 19.1 9.2 11.2 11.5 4.6 13.2 3.1
OCCUPATION
Self-employed 2114 11.2 5 8.7 6.2 17.6 9.7 11.3 12.1 5.2 11.9 1
Employee 8426 7.9 5.2 8.5 6.7 18.7 9.8 14.4 | 12.8 3.6 11.5 0.9
Manual worker 2204 4.5 2.4 6.3 4.1 17.6 8.3 14.1 | 14.9 6.9 18.8 2
Not working 12861 | 13.6 4.3 7.1 5.5 17.7 8.3 8.4 10.4 3.9 15.4 5.4
. NUMBER OF
/N _PEOPLE IN HH 15+
1 5546 13.5 5 7.2 5.4 16.8 8 10.7 11.3 3.4 15.3 3.5
2 10407 @ 11.2 5.3 7.7 5.1 18.8 8.9 11 12.4 3.7 12.9 3
3 4738 79 3-3 8.7 7 17.5 9.7 1.3 10.6 5 15.3 3.6
4 3346 8.9 3.6 7.1 7 19.1 9.2 11.9 11 5.1 14 3.1
5+ 1342 10.3 2.5 7 5.6 16.4 9.2 10.4 | 13.5 5.8 16 3.4
. NUMBER OF
[/ _CHILDREN
' o 17318 12 4.6 7.6 5.8 18.7 8.6 10.5 11.2 3.7 13.6 3.7
1 4054 7.2 4 7.3 7.3 17.7 9.7 12.2 | 12.8 5.2 14.7 1.8
2 2677 7.9 4.5 7.5 4.7 16.1 9.8 13.5 14 4.6 15.4 2
3+ 747 8.1 4.2 6.1 3.4 17.2 9.3 8 14.4 5.1 22.1 2.1
° HOUSEHOLD SIZE
|t/
1 1 5757 14.1 4.9 7.9 5.7 16.5 8 10.8 | 10.3 3.8 13.8 4.2
2 6984 12.8 5.6 7.7 5.5 19.2 8.3 9.8 11.6 3.2 12.9 3.4
3-4 9661 7.7 3.7 7.6 6.3 18.4 9.6 12.5 12.3 4.7 14.2 2.8
5+ 3243 9.4 3.6 6.9 5.7 16.9 9.6 10 12.6 5.5 16.8 3
HH'S LIVING
STANDARDS
Very poor 1325 5.6 2.5 2.3 2 8 2.3 3.1 8 7.6 54.6 4
Fairly poor 12003 8.1 3.1 5.7 5.1 19.4 8 11 13.9 4.8 17.2 3.8
Fairly wealthy 11710 | 13.2 6.1 10.1 7.1 182 | 10.7 | 12.2 | 10.2 3.3 6.6 2.4
Very wealthy 428 32.6 6.4 12.1 3.6 9.6 3.9 7.4 7.1 1.5 12.4 3.3
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Flash EB Ne 276 - Monitoring the social impact of the crisis Annex

Table 11a. Has respondent’s household had no money to pay ordinary bills or to buy
food in past 12 months? — by country

QUESTION: Q9. Has your household at any time duringtie past 12 months run out of money to pay ordinarpills or
buying food or other daily consumer items?

Total N % Yes % No % DK/NA
EU27 25646 18 81.4 0.6
COUNTRY
B 1  Belgium 1002 16.1 83.4 0.4
mm  Bulgaria 1002 32.8 66.2 1
b | Czech Rep. 1011 14.6 84.2 1.1
EE Denmark 1008 5.2 4.8 o)
BN | Germany 1014 10.4 88.9 0.7
E=  Estonia 1007 20.8 68.4 1.8
(= Greece 1004 26 73.5 0.4
2~ | Spain 1006 15.1 84.9 0
BB France 1006 15.9 83.7 0.4
B  Ireland 1000 11.8 87.8 0.5
Bl ltaly 1006 20.4 78.9 0.7
Cyprus 501 18.8 81.2 0
== = Latvia 1023 40 59.6 0.5
@ Lithuania 1000 32.4 66.4 1.2
=== Luxembourg 503 9.4 90.4 0.2
= Hungary 1008 34.2 65.1 0.6
B Malta 505 16.7 82.3 1
== _ Netherlands 1000 7.7 91.3 0.9
== Austria 1002 11 88.8 0.3
mm Poland 1013 24.4 73.9 1.6
El  Portugal 1005 16.6 82.9 0.4
B ] Romania 1006 45.4 54 0.6
gmm  Slovenia 1003 13.1 86.9 0
Slovakia 1006 20.9 78.6 0.5
<=  Finland 1004 16.1 83.4 0.5
===  Sweden 1001 8.9 90.1 0.9
S United Kingdom 1000 16.7 83.1 0.2
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Table 11b. Has respondent’s household had no money to pay ordinary bills or to buy
food in past 12 months? — by segment

QUESTION: Q9. Has your household at any time duringtie past 12 months run out of money to pay ordinarpills or
buying food or other daily consumer items?

Total N % Yes % No % DK/NA

EUz27 25646 18 81.4 0.6

B SEX

< Male 12400 16.3 83.2 0.5
Female 13246 19.7 79.6 0.7
AGE
15-24 3720 16.1 82.6 1.3
25-139 6112 22.9 76.6 0.5
40 - 54 6834 19 80.7 0.3
55 + 8821 15 84.5 0.5
EDUCATION (end of)
Until 15 years of age 4784 24.3 75 0.7
16 - 20 11284 20.1 79.5 0.4
+ 20 6721 12.1 87.5 0.4
Still in education 2372 11.8 86.6 1.6
URBANISATION
Metropolitan 4203 16.4 83.1 0.4
Urban 11098 18.6 80.8 0.6
Rural 10271 17.9 81.5 0.6
OCCUPATION
Self-employed 2114 17.9 82.1 0
Employee 8426 14.7 84.7 0.5
Manual worker 2204 27.8 71.8 0.4
Not working 12861 18.6 80.6 0.7

g NUMBER OF PEOPLE IN HH

v 15+
1 5546 20.1 79.2 0.7
2 10407 16.3 83.4 0.3
3 4738 18.3 81.2 0.5
4 3346 17.6 81.7 0.7
5+ 1342 23.7 75.1 1.2

oy NUMBER OF CHILDREN

4 0 17318 15.8 83.6 0.6
1 4054 21.9 77.6 0.5
2 2677 21.4 78.2 0.4
3+ 747 34.5 65.3 0.2

Y HOUSEHOLD SIZE

5y 1 5757 17.7 81.3 1
2 6984 15.4 84.4 0.2
3-4 9661 18.4 81.1 0.5
5+ 3243 23.5 75.6 0.9
HH'S LIVING STANDARDS
Very poor 1325 62.2 37.3 0.6
Fairly poor 12003 23.3 76 0.7
Fairly wealthy 11710 8.1 91.5 0.4
Very wealthy 428 8.3 91.7 0.1
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Table 12a. Perceived view about respondents’ household financial situation in the
next 12 months ... will it be? — by country

QUESTION: Q7. What are your expectations for the 12 rmanths to come, will the next 12 months be better, avse or
the same when it comes to the financial situationf gour household? The next 12 months will be...

Total N % Better % Worse % The same % DK/NA
EU27 25646 15.5 25.9 54.7 3.8
COUNTRY
B 1  Belgium 1002 13.8 18.8 63.4 4
Em  Bulgaria 1002 18.1 35.7 37.5 8.7
b | Czech Rep. 1011 11.7 34.1 48.5 5.7
Emm  Denmark 1008 21.4 9.9 68.2 0.6
B  Germany 1014 10.1 22.3 65 2.6
= | Estonia 1007 17.5 41 35.8 5.6
i= | Greece 1004 12.2 40.8 42.7 4.3
o | Spain 1006 14.7 27.2 54.6 3.6
BB France 1006 12.5 20 63.8 3.7
Bl  Ireland 1000 10.6 43.3 44.4 1.6
Bl ltaly 1006 20.7 20.5 55.4 3.3
Cyprus 501 16.9 36.6 42.6 3.9
== Latvia 1023 5.2 64.8 24 6
@ss  Lithuania 1000 10.1 57.9 26.3 5.7
=== Luxembourg 503 11.9 16.7 68.4 3
= | Hungary 1008 13.6 48.4 34.1 3.9
B  Malta 505 20.5 28 43.4 8.1
== Netherlands 1000 10.2 21.2 66.3 2.3
=  Austria 1002 11.6 18.4 69 1
msm  Poland 1013 19 37.1 38.5 5.3
El  Portugal 1005 16.8 24.5 49.4 9.3
B ] Romania 1006 21.6 40.5 31.5 6.4
gmm Slovenia 1003 12.8 33.2 51.8 2.2
Slovakia 1006 17.3 28.5 47.3 6.9
==  Finland 1004 15.7 14.5 68.5 1.4
=== Sweden 1001 24.1 14.9 58.9 2
S | United Kingdom 1000 19.6 22.2 54.6 3.6
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Table 12b. Perceived view about respondents’ household financial situation in the
next 12 months ... will it be? — by segment

QUESTION: Q7. What are your expectations for the 12 rmanths to come, will the next 12 months be better, avse or
the same when it comes to the financial situationf gour household? The next 12 months will be...

Total N % Better % Worse % The same % DK/NA
EUz27 25646 15.5 25.9 54.7 3.8
A SEX
Uk Male 12400 17.7 25 53.7 3.6
Female 13246 13.5 26.8 55.7 4
AGE
15 - 24 3720 25.7 16.3 53.9 4.2
25-139 6112 21.7 22,7 51.6 4
40 - 54 6834 14.6 27.7 55.1 2.6
55+ 8821 7.8 30.8 56.9 4.5
EDUCATION (end of)
Until 15 years of age 4784 10.9 20.9 53.3 5.9
16 - 20 11284 16.1 26.5 54.1 3.4
+ 20 6721 15.2 25.2 56.8 2.7
Still in education 2372 24.5 15.2 56.7 3.5
URBANISATION
Metropolitan 4203 17.2 24.8 54.9 3.1
Urban 11098 16.6 25.6 54 3.8
Rural 10271 13.6 26.7 55.6 4.1
OCCUPATION
Self-employed 2114 19.4 26.3 50.5 3.7
Employee 8426 15.8 23.3 58 2.8
Manual worker 2204 17.7 27.8 50.3 4.2
Not working 12861 14.3 27.3 54.1 4.3
‘" NUMBER OF PEOPLE IN
/Y HH 15+
1 5546 13.5 27 54.8 4.7
2 10407 14.5 25.7 56.7 3.1
3 4738 16.9 25.3 539 3.9
4 3346 17.9 25.1 53.5 3-5
5+ 1342 21.7 28.5 45.2 4.6
A NUMBER OF CHILDREN
TTaR 17318 13.7 26.7 55.6 3.9
1 4054 19.8 24.4 52.6 3.3
2 2677 18.9 24.3 53.8 3.1
3+ 747 18 27.3 49.2 5.5
A HOUSEHOLD SIZE
B” 1 5757 13.6 26.2 55.2 4.9
2 6984 12 27.2 57.5 3.4
3-4 9661 17.9 24.6 54.1 3.3
5+ 3243 19.4 26.6 49.8 4.2
HH'S LIVING
STANDARDS
Very poor 1325 12.9 48.9 31 7.2
Fairly poor 12003 13.6 31 50.7 4.7
Fairly wealthy 11710 17.5 18.7 61.7 2.1
Very wealthy 428 25.9 14.6 55 4.4
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Table 13a. Level of risk that respondents will fall behind with rent or mortgage
payments over the next 12 months — by country

QUESTION: Q8_A. Looking at the next 12 months, would gu say there is a high risk, a moderate risk, a lowisk or
no risk at all of falling behind with...? - Payingyour rent or mortgage on time

G
% High Mod{:rate % Low % No risk % Not
Total N risk risk risk atall applicable : % DK/NA

EU27 25646 5.8 11.8 14.3 40.5 25.8 1.8

COUNTRY
B0 Belgium 1002 3.1 7.3 13.2 52.8 22.1 1.5
mm | Bulgaria 1002 5.6 4.6 4.8 4.3 78 2.6
b Czech Rep. 1011 6.6 19.2 22.9 27.5 22 1.7
EE Denmark 1008 0.9 2.6 13.3 78.6 4.1 0.5
BN Germany 1014 2.2 10.7 15.7 61 9.1 1.3
E=  Estonia 1007 15 18.1 22.5 28 11.1 5.3
= Greece 1004 8.8 12.1 8.7 18.5 51 0.9
J— Spain 1006 7.8 14.1 12.6 26 384 1
|  France 1006 5.2 9.7 11.3 49.4 23.8 0.5
B I Ireland 1000 7.3 16.5 19.4 41 14.6 1.2
Bl nlaly 1006 8.4 17.1 16 34.2 21.7 2.6

Cyprus 501 16.1 18.6 11.1 26.4 25.1 2.7
== Latvia 1023 20.1 28.5 17.5 17.2 6.2 1.5
@  Lithuania 1000 20.5 20 12.1 12.6 27.4 7.3
== = Luxembourg 503 0.6 4.1 19.5 57.8 15.6 2.3
== Hungary 1008 5.8 13.8 19 17.4 39.3 4.7

B Malta 505 6.9 10 8.8 26.5 45.1 2.7

== Netherlands 1000 2.1 5.5 10.5 71.1 9.2 1.7
== Austria 1002 2.4 5.5 16.5 61.9 12.7 1.1
msm Poland 1013 9.8 11.9 11.8 15.2 48.1 3.2
8 | Portugal 1005 8.7 22.7 17.8 15 35.1 0.7
B ] Romania 1006 7.5 11.1 5.8 12.6 59.2 3.8
gmm Slovenia 1003 6.2 10.6 8.3 30.7 43 1.1
gim  Slovakia 1006 7.1 16 21.9 34.5 17.8 2.7
<= Finland 1004 0.7 3.3 13.4 63.8 18 0.8
=== Sweden 1001 1.3 4.4 12.9 75.8 2.5 3.1
B %ﬁgﬁ)m 1000 4.3 10.2 19 45.4 19.6 1.4
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Table 13b. Level of risk that respondents will fall behind with rent or mortgage
payments over the next 12 months — by segment

QUESTION: Q8_A. Looking at the next 12 months, would gu say there is a high risk, a moderate risk, a lowisk or
no risk at all of falling behind with...? - Payingyour rent or mortgage on time

% % No
% High = Moderate | % Low risk at % Not %
Total N risk risk risk all applicable | DK/NA
EU27 25646 5.8 11.8 14.3 40.5 25.8 1.8
A SEX
{15y Male 12400 4.9 111 14.9 43.2 24.4 1.7
Female 13246 6.7 12.5 13.7 38 27.2 1.9
AGE
15 - 24 3720 5.5 13.1 16.6 39.9 20.1 4.8
25-139 6112 7.1 15.9 18.8 40.6 16 1.5
40 - 54 6834 6.3 14.2 17.1 41.5 19.8 1.1
55 + 8821 4.7 6.7 7.9 39.9 39.6 1.2
EDUCATION (end of)
Until 15 years of age 4784 7.8 11 11 31.3 37.5 1.5
16 - 20 11284 6.4 13.1 14.9 38.8 25.2 1.5
+ 20 6721 3.8 10.6 15 49.5 19.9 1.2
Still in education 2372 4.7 11.7 16.5 43.5 18.5 5.1
1 URBANISATION
E Metropolitan 4203 5.2 12.4 14.9 43.2 22.7 1.6
Urban 11098 6.1 12.2 14.4 39.4 25.9 2
Rural 10271 5.6 11.2 13.9 40.7 27 1.6
OCCUPATION
Self-employed 2114 5.6 13.3 16.8 40.4 23.2 0.7
Employee 8426 4.5 12.7 17.3 48.5 15.9 1.1
Manual worker 2204 9.8 16.3 17.9 31 23 2
Not working 12861 6.1 10.2 11.2 37 33.2 2.3
' NUMBER OF PEOPLE
VY IN HH 15+
‘ 1 5546 5.9 10.5 12.9 44 25.3 1.4
2 10407 5.5 11.4 14.3 43 24.8 1
3 4738 6.2 12.8 15 36.4 27.7 1.8
4 3346 5.4 12.6 15.8 37.5 25.1 3.7
5+ 1342 7.7 15.8 12.8 28.5 31.4 3.8
‘" NUMBER OF
/[ ¥ CHILDREN
‘ 0 17318 4.8 10.4 12.7 41.4 29.2 1.6
1 4054 7.8 15.3 17.9 37.9 19.1 2
2 2677 7.4 14.2 18.1 42.3 16.1 1.9
3+ 747 11.6 17.5 14.7 38 16.3 1.8
A HOUSEHOLD SIZE
B~ 1 5757 5.4 10.3 13 42.5 27 1.8
2 6984 4.4 9.6 12.2 43.3 29.6 0.9
3-4 9661 6.4 13.2 16 39.2 23.2 2
5+ 3243 7-9 15.2 15.7 34.7 23.6 2.9
HH'S LIVING
STANDARDS
Very poor 1325 21.7 13 11.6 17.6 32.6 3.4
Fairly poor 12003 7.3 14.2 13.7 33.3 29.9 1.6
Fairly wealthy 11710 2.6 9.5 15.3 50.1 20.8 1.7
Very wealthy 428 4 9 8.4 56.4 21.2 0.9
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Table 14a. Level of risk that respondents will not be able to cope with an unexpected
expense of €1,000 over the next 12 months — by country

QUESTION: Q8_B. Looking at the next 12 months, would gu say there is a high risk, a moderate risk, a lowisk or
no risk at all of falling behind with...? - Being @le to cope with an unexpected expense of Euros Q0

G
% High Mod{:rate % Low % No risk % Not
Total N risk risk risk at all applicable : % DK/NA

EU27 25646 23 20 16.6 35.1 2.5 2.8

COUNTRY
B0 Belgium 1002 14.7 16.1 14.1 49.3 3.1 2.6
mm | Bulgaria 1002 49.8 17.7 8.7 10.3 8.5 5.1
b Czech Rep. 1011 19.5 24.3 22.3 23.3 7.6 3.1
EE Denmark 1008 5.3 8.4 16.4 67 1.7 1.2
BN Germany 1014 13.3 16.3 19.5 46.7 1.6 2.6
E=  Estonia 1007 36.8 19.4 12.8 16.7 7.4 6.8
= Greece 1004 27.7 28.2 14.5 24.9 1.6 3.1
J— Spain 1006 24.8 25 15 32.2 1.5 1.5
|  France 1006 17.3 19.6 13.3 47.1 1.3 1.3
B I Ireland 1000 19.6 25.4 20.1 32.8 0.4 1.6
Bl nlaly 1006 21.6 23.8 22.3 28.4 1.6 2.4

Cyprus 501 25.1 24.2 15.2 29.1 2.1 4.3
== Latvia 1023 61 16.5 6.4 6.1 5.7 4.3
@  Lithuania 1000 33.2 21.7 9.2 12.3 12.5 11.1
== = Luxembourg 503 8.1 11.5 17.3 59.2 1.3 2.6
== Hungary 1008 42.6 22 15.5 14.4 2.3 3.2

B Malta 505 27.4 26.5 16.6 23 2.5 3.9

== Netherlands 1000 9.6 11.6 13.4 60.1 2.8 2.4
== Austria 1002 9.8 12.9 19.8 54.7 1.7 1
msm Poland 1013 40.3 22 15.8 12.7 4.5 4.7
8 | Portugal 1005 48.2 26.5 11 11.5 1.3 1.6
B ] Romania 1006 44.5 19.3 8.1 13 7.3 7.8
gmm Slovenia 1003 22.2 26.1 15.9 32.2 2 1.7
gim  Slovakia 1006 24.2 21.9 23.3 24.5 2.9 3.3
<= Finland 1004 11.2 9 17.4 59.7 1.8 0.9
=== Sweden 1001 10.7 8.5 15.2 60.1 1.9 3.6
B %ﬁgﬁ)m 1000 21 20.6 17.8 36.1 1.8 2.6
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Table 14b. Level of risk that respondents will not be able to cope with an unexpected
expense of €1,000 over the next 12 months — by segment

QUESTION: Q8_B. Looking at the next 12 months, would gu say there is a high risk, a moderate risk, a lowisk or
no risk at all of falling behind with...? - Being @le to cope with an unexpected expense of Euros Q0

% % No
% High = Moderate | % Low risk at % Not %
Total N risk risk risk all applicable | DK/NA
EU27 25646 23 20 16.6 35.1 2.5 2.8
A SEX
{15y Male 12400 19.8 19.4 17.5 38.7 2.3 2.4
Female 13246 26 20.6 15.8 31.7 2.6 3.2
AGE
15 - 24 3720 18 24.3 19.5 28.2 3.1 6.9
25-139 6112 26.6 23.4 18.2 28.4 1.4 2
40 - 54 6834 22.8 19.7 18.1 36.2 1.8 1.4
55 + 8821 22.8 16.3 13.1 41.7 3.4 2.7
EDUCATION (end of)
Until 15 years of age 4784 32.5 20.3 12.6 28.5 3.1 3
16 - 20 11284 25.2 20.2 17.3 32.4 2.5 2.4
+ 20 6721 14.3 19.2 17.4 46.5 1.3 1.3
Still in education 2372 15.8 22.1 20.1 30 4.1 7.9
1 URBANISATION
E Metropolitan 4203 21.3 19.4 18.3 37.1 2.1 1.9
Urban 11098 24.3 20.9 16.3 33.2 2.3 3
Rural 10271 22.1 19.4 16.2 36.6 2.8 2.9
OCCUPATION
Self-employed 2114 15.8 20.7 17.8 42.7 1.8 1.1
Employee 8426 17.9 21.9 19 38.6 1.2 1.4
Manual worker 2204 33.3 21.1 14.4 25.4 2.6 3.2
Not working 12861 25.7 18.5 15.2 33.3 3.4 3.9
' NUMBER OF PEOPLE
VY IN HH 15+
| 1 5546 27 17.3 14.3 359 2.4 31
2 10407 20.9 19.7 15.9 39.4 2.2 1.8
3 4738 22.8 21.8 18.4 31.2 2.7 3.1
4 3346 21.3 22.6 19.6 30.2 2.2 4.1
5+ 1342 28.7 22.1 17.2 24.6 3.7 3.7
‘" NUMBER OF
/[ ¥ CHILDREN
‘ 0 17318 22.3 19.5 15.9 37.1 2.4 2.7
1 4054 24.1 21.3 20.2 28.7 2.4 3.4
2 2677 22.4 22 16.3 34 2.3 3
3+ 747 34.7 20.1 11.2 30 1.6 2.5
A HOUSEHOLD SIZE
b’ 1 5757 25 17.1 15 36.8 3 3
2 6984 20.9 18.4 15.3 41 2.2 2.2
3-4 9661 22.1 22.6 18.4 32 2.4 2.6
5+ 3243 26.6 20.9 16.9 28.8 2.4 4.4
HH'S LIVING
STANDARDS
Very poor 1325 61.7 12.9 3.9 11.3 4.1 6.1
Fairly poor 12003 31.3 21.5 15 26.5 2.8 2.9
Fairly wealthy 11710 10.6 19.8 20 45.6 1.8 2.2
Very wealthy 428 8.9 10.8 13.3 61.6 3.1 2.2
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Table 15a. Level of risk that respondents will fall behind with repaying loans (e.g.
loans to buy electrical appliances, furniture, etc.) over the next 12 months — by
country

QUESTION: Q8_C. Looking at the next 12 months, would/ou say there is a high risk, a moderate risk, a i@ risk or
no risk at all of falling behind with...? - Repayirg consumer loans (such as loans to buy electricgd@liances, furniture,
etc.) on time

G
% High Mod/grate % Low % No risk % Not
Total N risk risk risk at all applicable = % DK/NA

EU27 25646 6.5 12.3 13 34.1 32.2 1.9

COUNTRY
Bl Belgium 1002 2.8 5.6 8.8 30.5 51 1.4
B  Bulgaria 1002 9.1 11.6 8.3 7.3 60.3 3.3
b Czech Rep. 1011 5.4 16.6 20 22.7 33.1 2.2
EE Denmark 1008 0.8 3.6 10 54.5 30.5 0.7
BN Germany 1014 2.3 7.6 11 50.4 27.2 1.5
E=  Estonia 1007 15.2 14.5 13.3 19.9 30.5 6.7
= Greece 1004 11 13.7 8.5 15 50.9 1
J— Spain 1006 10.5 16.7 12.1 29 30.3 1.4
|  France 1006 4.3 8.8 9.1 40.1 37.1 0.5
B I Ireland 1000 8.6 15.8 17.6 41.3 15.1 1.6
Bl nlaly 1006 9.4 21.5 22 31.9 11.9 3.3

Cyprus 501 21.9 23.9 14.2 22.5 14.6 2.9
== Latvia 1023 18.9 18.1 9.8 12.2 38.3 2.8
@ Lithuania 1000 18.2 11.9 7.1 8.2 48.8 5.8
== = Luxembourg 503 1.3 4.6 15.8 54.3 21.4 2.6
== Hungary 1008 5.9 11.2 13.2 12.2 52 5.4

B Malta 505 6.2 13.8 9.2 22.1 45.2 3.4

== Netherlands 1000 1.7 5.7 6.9 41.6 42.9 1.2
== Austria 1002 1.4 5.2 11.8 47.7 32.1 1.8
msm Poland 1013 10.8 14.3 14.8 16.6 41.2 2.4
8 | Portugal 1005 9.2 24.1 15.5 13.3 36.6 1.3
B I Romania 1006 12.1 18.5 9.7 16.1 40 3.5
gmm Slovenia 1003 6.4 12.8 10.3 32.6 36.1 1.9
gim  Slovakia 1006 6.2 13.6 20.1 22.1 34.8 3.2
<= Finland 1004 0.7 3.4 8 38.6 47 2.3
===  Sweden 1001 1.8 2.9 8 55.9 26.9 4.4
B %ﬁgﬁ)m 1000 5 9.3 15.2 39.7 29.7 1.1
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Table 15b. Level of risk that respondents will fall behind with repaying loans (e.g.
loans to buy electrical appliances, furniture, etc.) over the next 12 months — by
segment

QUESTION: Q8_C. Looking at the next 12 months, would gu say there is a high risk, a moderate risk, a lowisk or
no risk at all of falling behind with...? - Repayirg consumer loans (such as loans to buy electricgd@liances, furniture,
etc.) on time

% % No
% High | Moderate | % Low risk at % Not %
Total N risk risk risk all applicable | DK/NA
EU27 25646 6.5 12.3 13 34.1 32.2 1.9
A SEX
y & Male 12400 5.6 12.3 13.4 37.3 29.9 1.5
Female 13246 7.2 12.3 12.7 31.1 34.4 2.3
AGE
15 - 24 3720 5.2 15 16.5 36.5 22.5 4.2
25-39 6112 7.5 15.3 16.7 32.6 26.2 1.8
40 - 54 6834 7.3 13.8 14.8 36 26.8 1.3
55 + 8821 5.7 7.9 7.8 32.4 44.7 1.5
EDUCATION (end of)
Until 15 years of age 4784 9.7 13.1 10.9 26 38.2 2.1
16 - 20 11284 6.8 12.9 13.7 33.1 31.7 1.8
+ 20 6721 4.1 10.4 12.7 39.6 32.2 0.9
Still in education 2372 4.1 13.6 16.9 39.7 21.3 4.3
I URBANISATION
E Metropolitan 4203 6.2 11.2 13.5 34.7 33.1 1.2
Urban 11098 6.5 13.1 13.6 32.3 32.3 2.2
Rural 10271 6.4 11.7 12.4 35.9 31.9 1.8
OCCUPATION
Self-employed 2114 5.4 13.5 12.7 37.1 30.7 0.6
Employee 8426 5.2 11.7 15.5 39.7 26.4 1.3
Manual worker 2204 10.1 18.4 14.1 27.3 27.8 2.3
Not working 12861 6.8 11.4 11.3 31.1 37 2.4
' NUMBER OF PEOPLE
VY IN HH 15+
‘ 1 5546 6.7 8.5 10.4 31.9 40.5 2
2 10407 5.4 11.4 13 36.3 32.8 1.2
3 4738 7.2 15.2 15.1 33 27.6 1.8
4 3346 7.2 14.3 14.7 33.7 26.3 3.7
5+ 1342 9.6 18.9 13.9 20.6 25.4 2.6
' NUMBER OF
[V ¥ CHILDREN
‘ 0 17318 5.9 10.5 11.9 34.5 35.4 1.8
1 4054 6.6 17 15.6 33.4 25.1 2.3
2 2677 8 14.7 16 33.1 26.3 1.9
3+ 747 11.4 17.8 12.6 34.2 21.4 2.6
A HOUSEHOLD SIZE
B” 1 5757 6.2 8.8 10.3 32.2 40.5 2
2 6984 5.2 9 12 36.4 36.2 1.2
3-4 9661 6.6 15.3 14.8 34.1 27.2 2
5+ 3243 9.2 16.4 15.1 32.3 23.9 3.1
HH'S LIVING
STANDARDS
Very poor 1325 25.1 12.3 8.2 13 37.1 4.3
Fairly poor 12003 7.9 14.4 12.8 27 36 1.8
Fairly wealthy 11710 3 10.4 14 43.5 27.7 1.6
Very wealthy 428 3.9 5.7 11.8 46.9 30.4 1.2
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Table 16a. Level of risk that respondents will not be able to pay ordinary bills or buy
food or other daily consumer items over the next 12 months — by country

QUESTION: Q8_D. Looking at the next 12 months, would gu say there is a high risk, a moderate risk, a lowisk or
no risk at all of falling behind with...? - Payingordinary bills or buying food or other daily consumer items

G
% High Mod{:rate % Low % No risk % Not
Total N risk risk risk at all applicable : % DK/NA

EU27 25646 6.7 17.2 20.4 52.3 1.6 1.7

COUNTRY
B0 Belgium 1002 3.2 10.8 17.4 63 4.3 1.4
mm | Bulgaria 1002 14.9 25.2 20 34.2 1.2 4.5
b Czech Rep. 1011 4.6 19.7 26.9 41.2 5.5 2.2
EE Denmark 1008 1.2 3.6 13.1 80 1.8 0.4
BN Germany 1014 2.9 10.9 18.7 64.7 1.2 1.6
E=  Estonia 1007 13.6 21.4 23.8 32 5 4.1
= | Greece 1004 9.6 24.9 17.2 44.6 0.8 3
J— Spain 1006 5.3 19.4 17 56 1.6 0.7
B B  France 1006 5.1 14 17.5 61 1.5 0.8
B I Ireland 1000 8 20.9 22.4 48 0.1 0.7
Bl nlaly 1006 9.3 21.1 23.8 42 1.5 2.3

Cyprus 501 9.9 26 17.5 40.9 2.7 3
== Latvia 1023 22.9 30.7 23.5 20.1 0.8 2
@  Lithuania 1000 19.7 32.9 20 20.3 1.1 6
== = Luxembourg 503 2.4 8.1 15.6 70.9 1 1.9
== Hungary 1008 11.1 25.4 30.8 27.2 1.9 3.6

B Malta 505 9.5 22.8 19.7 38.6 6 3.4

== Netherlands 1000 1.9 7.4 12 75.8 1.7 1.2
== Austria 1002 1.9 6.9 17.2 70.4 2.7 0.9
msm Poland 1013 9.8 22.5 24 38 2.3 3.4
8 | Portugal 1005 6 28.1 29.7 34.7 1 0.5
B ] Romania 1006 20.8 28.2 20.4 27.2 1 2.4
gmm Slovenia 1003 6.2 24.1 19 48.5 1.2 1.1
gim  Slovakia 1006 5.4 17.8 28.5 42.7 2.7 2.9
<= Finland 1004 1.8 4.1 14.2 77.2 2 0.8
=== Sweden 1001 1.3 4.1 14.6 75.2 1.7 3
B %ﬁgﬁ)m 1000 6.2 17.8 23 51.2 0.8 1.1
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Table 16b. Level of risk that respondents will not be able to pay ordinary bills or buy
food or other daily consumer items over the next 12 months — by segment

QUESTION: Q8_D. Looking at the next 12 months, would gu say there is a high risk, a moderate risk, a lowisk or
no risk at all of falling behind with...? - Payingordinary bills or buying food or other daily consumer items

% % No
% High = Moderate | % Low risk at % Not %
Total N risk risk risk all applicable | DK/NA
EU27 25646 6.7 17.2 20.4 52.3 1.6 1.7
A SEX
{15y Male 12400 5.3 15.9 19.5 56.1 1.6 1.7
Female 13246 8 18.5 21.3 48.8 1.6 1.8
AGE
15 - 24 3720 3.5 15.4 22.4 52.5 2.3 3.9
25-139 6112 6.7 19.9 24.7 46.5 0.9 1.4
40 - 54 6834 7 18.1 21.4 51.1 1.1 1.2
55 + 8821 7.9 15.5 16 57 2.1 1.4
EDUCATION (end of)
Until 15 years of age 4784 11.8 21.1 20 43.4 1.8 1.8
16 - 20 11284 7.3 18.5 21.5 49.5 1.5 1.6
+ 20 6721 3.3 13.1 18.4 63.5 1 0.7
Still in education 2372 2.7 15 22.5 52.3 2.9 4.6
1 URBANISATION
E Metropolitan 4203 5.7 16.3 20.3 54.6 1.8 1.4
Urban 11098 7 17.8 20.6 51.4 1.4 1.9
Rural 10271 6.8 16.9 20.2 52.6 1.7 1.7
OCCUPATION
Self-employed 2114 5.5 17.8 19.3 55.4 1 0.9
Employee 8426 4.1 15.4 22.2 56.5 0.9 1
Manual worker 2204 8.3 22.4 23.2 42.4 0.9 2.7
Not working 12861 8.4 17.5 18.9 50.8 2.2 2.2
' NUMBER OF PEOPLE
VY IN HH 15+
‘ 1 5546 8.3 16.9 18.3 53 1.4 2.1
2 10407 5.5 16.2 20.2 55.6 1.5 1.1
3 4738 6.4 19.4 22.2 48.1 2 1.8
4 3346 7.1 17.5 21.6 49.9 1.2 2.6
5+ 1342 9.9 19.5 21.6 44.7 1.9 2.3
‘" NUMBER OF
/[ ¥ CHILDREN
‘ 0 17318 6.3 16.2 19.5 54.9 1.6 1.6
1 4054 6.5 19.8 23.3 47.1 1.3 2
2 2677 7.2 18.6 21.7 49.3 1.4 1.9
3+ 747 13.8 23.9 18.8 41.2 0.5 1.8
A HOUSEHOLD SIZE
B” 1 5757 7.5 16.1 18.6 53.8 1.8 2.2
2 6984 5.9 15.6 18.7 57.2 1.6 1
3-4 9661 6 18.2 22.7 49.7 1.6 1.7
5+ 3243 9.4 19.9 20.4 46.7 1 2.6
HH'S LIVING
STANDARDS
Very poor 1325 33 25.4 17 19.3 0.8 4.5
Fairly poor 12003 8.2 21.9 22 44.4 1.8 1.7
Fairly wealthy 11710 2.4 12 19.5 63.6 1.2 1.3
Very wealthy 428 4.3 5.9 14.7 70.6 3.3 1.1

page 82



Flash EB Ne 276 - Monitoring the social impact of the crisis Annex

Table 17a. Likelihood that respondents would have to leave accommodation because
they could no longer afford it, in next 12 months — by country

QUESTION: Q10. How likely do you think it is that you will need to leave your accommodation within the ext 12
months because you can no longer afford it? Is it..

% Very % Fairly % Fairly % Very
Total N likely likely unlikely unlikely % DK/NA
EU27 25646 2 3.6 16.2 75.2 2.9
COUNTRY
Bl Belgium 1002 1.4 3.6 9.8 78.6 6.5
B  Bulgaria 1002 2.4 2.3 7.1 78.6 9.6
b | Czech Rep. 1011 1.6 5.2 20.7 70.8 1.6
mm Denmark 1008 1.7 1.5 12.9 83.1 0.9
BN Germany 1014 0.8 1.8 21.9 73.9 1.6
B  Estonia 1007 2 7.5 21.4 63.8 5.3
2= Greece 1004 4.5 5.7 15.6 72 2.2
2 Spain 1006 3.8 5.8 17.5 71.4 1.5
B B France 1006 2 3 13.7 77.1 4.1
Bl Ireland 1000 2.5 2.7 15.8 78.2 0.8
Bl ltaly 1006 1.2 5.6 13.4 76.5 3.4
Cyprus 501 2.1 5.6 12.6 78.7 0.9
== Latvia 1023 4.8 14.8 25.6 49.1 5.7
mm Lithuania 1000 1.9 8.3 27.3 54 8.6
=== Luxembourg 503 1.8 0.2 10.6 84.2 3.3
== | Hungary 1008 2.4 3.7 16 74.6 3.4
B Malta 505 1.6 3.6 8.4 82.3 4.1
=== = Netherlands 1000 1.2 1.8 10.1 84.4 2.5
=  Austria 1002 1 1.3 13.6 82.9 1.3
mm Poland 1013 2.4 5.9 20 67.7 4.1
Bl Portugal 1005 2.6 7.2 21.4 65.7 3
B ] Romania 1006 2.5 2.3 4.3 85.6 5.4
gmm Slovenia 1003 1.3 3.4 14 79.7 1.5
Slovakia 1006 1.2 4.5 18.2 72.9 3.3
<=  Finland 1004 1.7 1.3 9.5 86.8 0.7
== Sweden 1001 1.7 2.7 11.2 82.7 1.8
EE | United Kingdom 1000 2.3 1.8 17.9 75.9 2.1
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Table 17b. Likelihood that respondents would have to leave accommodation because
they could no longer afford it, in next 12 months — by segment

QUESTION: Q10. How likely do you think it is that you will need to leave your accommodation within the ext 12

months because you can no longer afford it? Is it..

% Very % Fairly =~ % Fairly % Very

Total N likely likely unlikely unlikely % DK/NA
EUz27 25646 2 3.6 16.2 75.2 2.9
SEX
Male 12400 1.6 3.2 15.8 76.3 3
Female 13246 2.3 4 16.6 74.2 2.9
AGE
15-24 3720 2.1 4.4 15.5 73:5 4.5
25-139 6112 3.1 4.6 20.7 69.4 2.2
40 - 54 6834 1.5 3.2 17.9 75.2 2.2
55+ 8821 1.5 3 12.1 80.2 3.2
EDUCATION (end of)
Until 15 years of age 4784 2.4 4.4 15.1 74.3 3.7
16 - 20 11284 2.1 3.9 17.1 74 2.9
+ 20 6721 1.6 2.6 16.3 77.7 1.8
Still in education 2372 1.6 3.7 14 76.8 3.9
URBANISATION
Metropolitan 4203 2.4 4.3 16.6 74.1 2.6
Urban 11098 1.9 3.8 17.5 74 2.9
Rural 10271 1.9 3.2 14.6 77.2 3.1
OCCUPATION
Self-employed 2114 2.5 3.3 18.6 74.1 1.6
Employee 8426 1.3 2.9 17.2 76.7 1.9
Manual worker 2204 3.5 5.2 21 66.2 4.1
Not working 12861 2.1 3.9 14.4 76 3.7
NUMBER OF PEOPLE IN
HH 15+
1 5546 2.5 4.2 17.3 72.6 3.3
2 10407 1.9 3.2 16.7 76.1 2.2
3 4738 1.3 3.8 14.1 76.5 4.2
4 3346 2.1 3.2 15.2 76.6 2.9
5+ 1342 2.7 4.9 17.6 72.1 2.7
NUMBER OF CHILDREN
0 17318 1.8 3.5 14.9 76.8 2.9
1 4054 1.5 3.1 20.4 71.5 3.4
2 2677 2.7 3.9 18.1 72.9 2.4
3+ 747 5.4 4.8 15 71.2 3.5
HOUSEHOLD SIZE
1 5757 2.2 4.5 16.3 73-5 3-5
2 6984 1.9 2.9 15.6 77.4 2.2
3-4 9661 1.7 3.5 16.6 75.3 3
5+ 3243 2.7 4 16.3 73.7 3.3
HH'S LIVING
STANDARDS
Very poor 1325 8.5 12.3 16 54.8 8.4
Fairly poor 12003 2.3 4.6 19.5 70 3.7
Fairly wealthy 11710 1 1.8 13.2 82.6 1.4
Very wealthy 428 1.3 2.9 7.3 85.2 3.2
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Annex

Table 18a. Level of confidence in respondents’ ability to keep their job in the next 12

months — by country

QUESTION: Q11. How confident would you say you are iryour ability to keep your job in the next 12 montts?

Base: respondents with a professional activity

i Hari

--I;.I
HE B .

un TEFSELUOIN=TIOEN

Wi
/A

% Very % Fairly % Not very | % Not at all

Total N confident confident confident confident % DK/NA
EU27 13383 42.9 33.4 11.6 6.3 5.8
COUNTRY
Belgium 563 41.1 28.3 9.1 6.2 15.3
Bulgaria 397 25.8 35 21.1 117 6.5
Czech Rep. 625 38.1 40.6 11.2 4.3 5.9
Denmark 655 59.2 31.1 3.3 3.6 2.9
Germany 485 57.8 23.9 8.9 4.4 5.1
Estonia 652 16 34.2 26.3 17 6.5
Greece 476 44.1 28.3 10.3 10.9 6.4
Spain 531 37.4 31.1 21.4 7.6 2.5
France 611 38.6 37.8 11.7 7.9 4
Ireland 625 43.2 34.1 11.9 6.8 3.9
Ttaly 387 41.2 41.2 9.6 3.6 4.5
Cyprus 303 47.3 31.4 14.3 3.5 3.5
Latvia 595 15.4 27.7 34.8 18.8 3.3
Lithuania 479 13.1 27.1 29.8 19.4 10.6
Luxembourg 266 53.1 30.2 4.7 3.2 8.8
Hungary 485 40 33.4 9.8 10.8 6.1
Malta 246 43 30.9 14.8 5.9 5.4
Netherlands 519 49.1 28.3 4 4.4 14.3
Austria 571 67.4 19.4 4.8 1.3 7.1
Poland 465 20.6 38.1 16.8 9 6.4
Portugal 549 20.4 41.9 19.1 5.8 3.8
Romania 544 32.5 28.8 16 9.8 12.8
Slovenia 553 38.6 30.2 14.2 7.1 9.9
Slovakia 520 17.9 43.1 24.8 8.4 5.9
Finland 559 55.3 20.8 6.5 4.3 4.2
Sweden 593 49.5 35 4.5 5.5 5.5
United Kingdom 626 46.8 37 6.5 3.9 5.8
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Table 18b. Level of confidence in respondents’ ability to keep their job in the next 12
months — by segment

QUESTION: Q11. How confident would you say you are iryour ability to keep your job in the next 12 montts?
Base: respondents with a professional activity

% Not % Not at
% Very % Fairly very all
Total N | confident . confident | confident : confident | % DK/NA
EU27 13383 42.9 33.4 11.6 6.3 5.8
SEX
Male 7524 43.7 33.7 11.6 5.7 5.2
Female 5859 41.8 33 117 6.9 6.6
AGE
15 - 24 1165 33.1 36.1 10.1 6.5 14.2
25-39 4847 41.7 34 13.7 7.2 3-5
40 - 54 5434 44.3 34.5 1.4 6 3.7
55+ 1858 48.3 26.3 8.3 4.7 12.4
EDUCATION (end of)
Until 15 years of age 1353 36.1 33.1 13.2 9 8.6
16 - 20 6780 40.2 34.7 12.6 6.9 5.6
+ 20 4829 49.5 32.3 10 4.7 3.6
Still in education 278 24.6 31 8.1 5.6 30.7
URBANISATION
Metropolitan 2416 42.3 35.8 10.6 6.2 5
Urban 5768 42.1 33.4 12.4 6.1 6
Rural 5150 44.2 32.2 11.2 6.5 5.8
OCCUPATION
Self-employed 2114 46.5 33 9.7 5.6 5.3
Employee 8426 47.1 34.7 10.7 5.1 2.4
Manual worker 2204 30.6 34.6 19.1 11.3 4.4
Not working 598 17 14 3.8 7.1 58.1
NUMBER OF PEOPLE IN
HH 15+
1 2537 45.5 29.1 11.2 5.6 8.7
2 5712 44.6 34.8 10.6 5.6 4.4
3 2511 40.6 33.7 11.1 8.1 6.5
4 1822 38.8 34.8 14.3 6.7 5.5
5+ 681 38.4 33.3 16.9 7.1 4.2
NUMBER OF CHILDREN
0 7930 42.6 32.2 12 6.2 7
1 2651 40.8 36.4 11.6 6.9 4.2
2 1919 48.3 33.8 10 5.5 2.4
3+ 501 41.8 30.9 12.7 9.9 4.7
HOUSEHOLD SIZE
1 2515 45 29.8 10.1 5.3 9.9
2 3087 43 32.9 12.3 6.3 5.5
3-4 5957 42.6 34.9 114 6.2 4.8
5+ 1824 40.8 34.3 13.4 7.8 3.8
HH'S LIVING
STANDARDS
Very poor 426 23.7 22.4 21.8 19.3 12.8
Fairly poor 5918 36.7 34.7 14.4 8.2 6
Fairly wealthy 6763 49.2 33.4 8.7 3.7 5
Very wealthy 219 51 22.6 10.4 8.5 7.6
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Table 19a. Hypothetical likelihood of respondents being able to find a job in the next
six months — by country

QUESTION: Q12. If you were to be laid-off, how wouldyou rate on a scale from 1 to 10, the likelihood gfou finding
a job in the next six months? "1" means that it "wauld not at all be likely" and 10 means that "it woud be very
likely"

Base: respondents with a professional activity

Z E‘%’ & 2

= X=T X X EN EN EN X X EN X = X

EUz27 13383 15.4 5.8 7.8 56 14.1 6.1 89 11.3 4.6 12.8 7.6

COUNTRY

I 1 Belgium 563 82 43 3.7 5 1.2 3.6 | 117 108 5.3 141 | 21.9
= Bulgaria 397 16.4 5.7 7.1 6.5 15.6 5 5.7 5.2 4.1 19.1 9.5
B Czech Rep. 625 8.4 5 10.5 5.8 15.3 5.1 9.8 9 9.1 18.6 3.5
Em Denmark 655 6.3 21 47 25 106 5 9.2 | 154 9 30.2 5
BN Germany 485 13.8 4.9 6.5 4.5 128 54 7.8 152 | 5.2 16.5 7.5
E= Estonia 652 17.8 | 6.9 12 84 141 4.8 7.1 8 5.1 6.9 8.8
= Greece 476 273 | 37 7.9 | 5.3 13 3.8 5.1 71 | 2.9 10.1 | 13.7
2 Spain 531 24.1 @ 8.1 9.9 7.7 167 4.4 9.5 5.9 2.9 8.5 2.3
B B France 611 152 6.9 7.2 51 152 6.1  11.8 16.3 2.6 6.8 6.9
B I Ireland 625 28 83 10 6.7 13.9 52 @ 0.1 7 2 5.1 4.7
Bl Italy 387 24 85 84 101 152 97 | 59 @ 47 | 12 5.8 6.6
Cyprus 303 224 41 i 7.8 | 41 145 4 101 81 : 3.7 | 14.2 7.2
== Latvia 595 184 71 | 11.9 @ 8.6 20 5.7 7.9 5.5 3 7.7 4.3
@ Lithuania 479 15.3 | 9.3 119 7.6 16.3 5.6 7.3 6.6 1.9 5.2 12.9
= Luxembourg 266 12.3 4.9 8.4 6.5 106 9.2 108 113 5.3 11 9.5
= Hungary 485 16.1 9.5 7.3 53 128 5.7 4.2 7.4 9.1 16.5 6.1
B Malta 246 156 | 38 114 87 155 6.5 102 6.5 5.1 12.1 4.5
=== Netherlands 519 8.1 22 38 48 86 i 83 112 | 145 7.5 18.8 12.1
== Austria 571 11.9 4 57 39 81 33 94 127 59 25 9.9
mm Poland 465 6.9 4.1 77 56  17.6 7 87 106 5.2 19 7.6
El Portugal 549 188 114 | 131 | 55 | 15.8 4.1 6.4 9.9 3.3 8.7 3
I | Romania 544 17 8.8 8 4.9 10 3.8 5.4 9.5 5.4 14.4 12.9
gmm Slovenia 553 14.7 | 6.2 7.9 37 115 @ 51  10.7 @ 8.5 5.5 17.3 8.9
Slovakia 520 89 46 68 6.7 164 72 @ 122 115 6.4 13.3 6
== Finland 559 8.9 4.8 7 1.7 1 10.7 i 7.3 7.9 18.6 | 9.4 19.7 3.9
== Sweden 593 10.5 27 63 42 98 44 126 17.1 5.5 18.9 8
£ %ﬁ;i%m 626 131 34 89 44 149 74 @ 9.9 114 6.1 12.2 8.3
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Table 19b. Hypothetical likelihood of respondents being able to find a job in the next
six months — by segment

QUESTION: Q12. If you were to be laid-off, how wouldyou rate on a scale from 1 to 10, the likelihood gfou finding
a job in the next six months? "1" means that it "wauld not at all be likely" and 10 means that "it woud be very
likely"

Base: respondents with a professional activity

z I3 T
= Z~= ) < 1) © ~ ) o > E >
= Xz X X X X X X X X X= XA
EUz27 13383 154 58 @ 7.8 |56 | 141 6.1 8.9 11.3 4.6 12.8 7.6
A SEX
{57 Male 7524 i 13.6 6 7.9 | 5.4 14 5.9 87 1123 | 4.8 13.7 7.6
Female 5859 177 i 55 i 7.7 59 @ 14.2 6.2 9.1 10.1 | 4.4 11.5 7.6
AGE
15-24 1165 6.4 5.7 741 6.5  12.6 8.9 13.9 | 154 5.3 9.2 8.9
25-39 4847 9.1 4.8 8 5.6 | 15.6 6.6 11.3 | 144 5.6 14.3 4.6
40 - 54 5434 156 i 6.1 i 85 6.4 | 153 5.9 7.8 10.2 @ 4.6 13.3 6.4
55+ 1858 367 174 I 6.3 3.2 7.2 3.5 2.7 4.6 1.4 9.7 17.4
EDUCATION (end of)
Until 15 years of age 1353 30.6 72 68 |56 | 13.8 3.2 3.9 5.5 2.7 11.3 9.4
16 - 20 6780 147 57 | 87 |58 | 14.3 7 87 1109 | 3.9 13.6 6.7
+ 20 4829 i 12.3 57 6.8 55  14.5 5.2 9.9 13.9 | 64 12.4 | 7.3
Still in education 278 88 24 83 4 98 144 218 | 7.6 1.8 6.4 147
 URBANISATION
m Metropolitan 2416 | 13.1 5.5 | 6.9 4.6 @ 14.2 5.4 11.8 | 11.2 5.8 15.5 6.1
Urban 5768 147 164 84 68 148 @ 59 86 115 | 46 106 | 7.6
Rural 5150 : 17.2 i 54 i 7.6 4.9 | 13.1 6.5 8 11.2 4.1 14 8.1
OCCUPATION
Self-employed 2114 171 51 @ 7.6 4.8 107 5 5.8 9.1 2.9 16.7 | 15.4
Employee 8426 | 14.5 | 5.5 81 58 154 6.1 10.1 | 12.9 5.4 12.1 4.1
Manual worker 2204 i 17.6 8.3 | 82 6.6  14.4 6.1 8.1 9.7 4.2 132 @ 3.7
Not working 598 13.3 29 3.2 28 8.2 8.7 6.2 4 1.6 8 41
» NUMBER OF PEOPLE
| VN IN HH 15+
1 2537 1149 58 6.5 6.3 147 @ 4.2 8.1 11.6 5.5 12.5 | 9.8
2 5712 155 6.3 | 7.9 | 4.9 | 14.2 6.7 9.1 11.5 4.5 13 6.5
3 2511 | 14.9 | 4.5 8 6.2 | 14.9 7 8.8 11.1 4 11.9 8.7
4 1822 | 16.1 5 95 68 127 5.1 10.8 | 10.9 | 4.2 12.2 6.6
5+ 681 172 8.2 84 4.6 12 741 5.7 7.9 5.3 17 6.7
» NUMBER OF
| ¥ \: CHILDREN
o 7930 17.8 | 6.2 | 8.5 6 13.3 5.4 8.5 9.9 4.2 11.9 8.3
1 2651 | 11.6 | 4.3 6.1 5.4 | 15.5 7.7 9.8 15.1 3.9 13.1 7.5
2 1919 | 114 6.2 81 4.3 16.4 5.7 88 12.8 @ 6.3 16.1 3.8
3+ 501 167 i 51 i 6.6 3.8 125 8.9 101 7.9 8.2 12.8 74
'\ HOUSEHOLD SIZE
. 1 2515 | 14.4 | 6.5 @ 6.4 | 6.5 | 13.9 4.4 9 10.9 4.4 12.8 | 10.8
2 3087 195 6.6 8.6 49 @ 12.6 5.7 7.9 10.2 4.7 11.7 7.7
3-4 5957 i 13.5 5 7.8 6.1 | 15.2 6.8 9.7 12,5 | 4.2 12.7 | 6.5
5+ 1824 156 6.2 | 8.6 4.1  13.5 6.6 7.8 10.1 6.1 14.8 6.5
HH'S LIVING
- STANDARDS
Very poor 426 342 6.5 4.6 |22 12 4.4 3.2 2 1.1 16 13.8
Fairly poor 5018 185 7.5 9.7 6.2 i 158 | 5.2 7.5 8.9 3.1 1.2 | 6.5
Fairly wealthy 6763 114 4.5 @ 6.7 | 54 13 7 10.6  14.3 6.1 13.4 7.7
Very wealthy 219 177 1 0.6 21 | 6.1 | 10.8 3 6.9 4.5 7.7 1 30.3  10.3
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I1. Survey details

This general population surveonitoring the social impact of the crisis: public perceptions in the
European Union” (Flash Eurobarometer N276) was conducted for the European Commission, DG
Employement, Social Affairs and Equal Opportunitie®irectorate E — Unit E 2 Inclusion, Social
Policy Aspects of Migration, Streamlining of Sodralicies.

Telephone interviews were conducted in each countith the exception of the Bulgaria, Czech
Republic, Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania, Hungary, PodlaRomania and Slovakia where both telephone
and face-to-face interviews were conducted (70%G#eld and 30% F2F interviews).

Telephone interviews were conducted in each colgtween the 08/07/2009 and the 12/07/2009 by
the following institutes:

Belgium BE Gallup Europe (Interviews: 08/07/200L2/07/2009)
Czech Republic Ccz Focus Agency (Interviews: @81009 - 12/07/2009)
Denmark DK Hermelin (Interviews: 08/07/20082/07/2009)
Germany DE IFAK (Interviews: 08/07/2009 - 12/2009)
Estonia EE Saar Poll (Interviews: 08/07/2002/07/2009)
Greece EL Metroanalysis (Interviews: 08/07/20622/07/2009)
Spain ES Gallup Spain (Interviews: 08/07/20@2/07/2009)
France FR Efficience3 (Interviews: 08/07/26A2/07/2009)
Ireland IE Gallup UK (Interviews: 08/07/20092/@7/2009)
Italy IT Demoskopea (Interviews: 08/07/2002407/2009)
Cyprus CcY CYMAR (Interviews: 08/07/2009 - 12/RG09)
Latvia LV Latvian Facts (Interviews: 08/07/20012/07/2009)
Lithuania LT Baltic Survey (Interviews: 08/07(®- 12/07/2009)
Luxembourg LU Gallup Europe (Interviews: 088009 - 12/07/2009)
Hungary HU Gallup Hungary (Interviews: 08/0W20 12/07/2009)
Malta MT  MISCO (Interviews: 08/07/2009 - 12/2009)
Netherlands NL MSR (Interviews: 08/07/20024Q7/2009)
Austria AT Spectra (Interviews: 08/07/200247/2009)
Poland PL Gallup Poland (Interviews: 08/0D20 12/07/2009)
Portugal PT Consulmark (Interviews: 08/07/20602/07/2009)
Slovenia Si Cati d.o.o (Interviews: 08/07/20a2/07/2009)
Slovakia SK Focus Agency (Interviews: 08/07/26@2/07/2009)
Finland FI Norstat Finland Oy (Interviews: 08/07/2009 - 12/07/2009)
Sweden SE Hermelin (Interviews: 08/07/2002/0Z/2009)
United Kingdom UK  Gallup UK (Interviews: 08/07/2®0 12/07/2009)
Bulgaria BG Vitosha (Interviews: 08/07/20082/07/2009)
Romania RO Gallup Romania (Interviews: 08/07/2009/07/2009)

Representativeness of the results
Each national sample is representative of the @bjoul aged 15 years and above.
Sample sizes

In most EU countries the target sample size wa$) ¥@8pondents, but 500 interviews in Cyprus,
Luxembourg, Malta. The table below shows the agdesample size by country.

A weighting factor was applied to the national tesin order to compute a marginal total where each
country contributes to the European Union resuptrisportion to its population.
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The table below presents, for each of the countries
(1) the number of interviews actually carried out
(2) the population-weighted total number of intews

Total interviews

Total Interviews
EU27 % of Total
Conducted | % of Total weighted | (weighted)
Total 25646 100 25646 100
BE 1002 3.91 541 2.11
BG 1002 3.91 409 1.59
Cz 1011 3.94 542 2.11
DK 1008 3.93 273 1.06
DE 1014 3.95 4360 17.00
EE 1007 3.93 70 0.27
EL 1004 3.91 589 2.30
ES 1006 3.92 2338 9.12
FR 1006 3.92 3176 12.38
IE 1000 3.90 211 0.82
IT 1006 3.92 3125 12.19
CY 501 1.95 39 0.15
LV 1023 3.99 121 0.47
LT 1000 3.90 175 0.68
LU 503 1.96 24 0.09
HU 1008 3.93 525 2.05
MT 505 1.97 21 0.08
NL 1000 3.90 824 3.21
AT 1002 3.91 431 1.68
PL 1013 3.95 1975 7.70
PT 1005 3.92 551 2.15
RO 1006 3.92 1122 4.38
Si 1003 3.91 106 0.41
SK 1006 3.92 278 1.08
Fl 1004 3.91 269 1.05
SE 1001 3.90 465 1.81
UK 1000 3.90 3085 12.03

Questionnaires

1. The questionnaire prepared for this surveypsaguced at the end of this annex, in English.
2. The institutes listed above translated the gqusaire in their respective national language(s).
3. One copy of each national questionnaire is aghéx the results (volume tables).

Tables of results

VOLUME A: COUNTRY BY COUNTRY
The VOLUME A tables present the European Unionlteswountry by country.

VOLUME B: RESPONDENTS’ DEMOGRAPHICS
The VOLUME B tables present the European Union Iteswith the following socio-demographic
characteristics of respondents as breakdowns:
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Volume B:

Sex(Male, Female)

Age (15-24, 25-39, 40-54, 55+)

Subjective urbanisatiofMetropolitan zone, Other town/urban centre, Rural zone)
OccupationSelf-employed, Employee, Manual worker, Not working)

Education (15, 16-20, +20, Sill in full-time education)

Sampling error

Surveys are designed and conducted to provide tmags of a true value of characteristics of a
population at a given time. An estimate of a surigeynlikely to exactly equal the true population
quantity of interest for a variety of reasons. @f¢hese reasons is that data in a survey arectetle
from only some — a sample of — members of the o, this to make data collection cheaper and
faster. The “margin of error” is a common summafysampling error, which quantifies uncertainty
about (or confidence in) a survey result.

Usually, one calculates a 95 percent confidencavat of the format: survey estimate +/- margin of
error. This interval of values will contain thedrpopulation value at least 95% of time.

For example, if it was estimated that 45% of Elikzeits are in favour of a single European currency
and this estimate is based on a sample of 100 &téms, the associated margin of error is about 10
percentage points. The 95 percent confidence iltéior support for a European single currency
would be (45%-10%) to (45%+10%), suggesting thathe EU the support for a European single
currency could range from 35% to 55%. Because @fthall sample size of 100 EU citizens, there is
considerable uncertainty about whether or not ifiseas of the EU support a single currency.

As a general rule, the more interviews conductathfde size), the smaller the margin of error. Large

samples are more likely to give results closerhi true population quantity and thus have smaller
margins of error. For example, a sample of 500 pritiduce a margin of error of no more than about
4.5 percentage points, and a sample of 1,000 woliyce a margin of error of no more than about 3
percentage points.

Margin of error (95% confidence interval)

Survey Sample size (n)

estimate| 10 50 100 150 200 400 800 10002000 4000
5% | 135% 6.0% 43% 35% 3.0% 2.1% 15% 14% 1.0% 0.79
10% | 18.6% 8.3% 59% 4.8% 42% 29% 2.1% 1.9% 1.3% 0.99
25% | 26.8% 12.0% 85% 6.9% 6.0% 42% 3.0% 2.7% 1.9% 1.3
50% | 31.0% 13.9% 9.8% 8.0% 6.9% 4.9% 35% 3.1% 2.2% 1.59
75% | 26.8% 12.0% 85% 6.9% 6.0% 4.2% 3.0% 2.7% 19% 1.39
90% | 18.6% 8.3% 5.9% 4.8% 42% 29% 2.1% 19% 1.3% 0.99
95% | 135% 6.0% 43% 35% 3.0% 2.1% 15% 14% 1.0% 0.79
(The values in the table are the margin of err@t 95% confidence level — for a given

survey estimate and sample size)

The examples show that the size of a sample isuaiatrfactor affecting the margin of error.
Nevertheless, once past a certain point — a sasiggeof 800 or 1,000 — the improvement is smalk. Fo
example, to reduce the margin of error to 1.5% doabfjuire a sample size of 4,000.
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II1. Questionnaire

D1. Gender
[DO NOT ASK - MARK APPROPRIATE]

[1] Male

[2] Female

D2. How old are you?

[ ][] years old
[00][REFUSAL/NO ANSWER]

D3. How old were you when you stopped full-time eation?
[Writein THE AGE WHEN EDUCATION WAS TERMINATED]

[ | I years old

[00] [STILL IN FULL TIME EDUCATION]

[01] [NEVER BEEN IN FULL TIME EDUCATION]
[99] [REFUSAL/NO ANSWER]

DA4. As far as your current occupation is concermamyjld you say you are self-employed, an emplogee,
manual worker or would you say that you are witheprofessional activity? Does it mean that you are

a(n)...
[I(F)A RESPONSE TO THE MAIN CATEGORY ISGIVEN, READ OUT THE RESPECTIVE SUB-
CATEGORIES]
- Self-employed
>ie.: - farmer, forester, fiSherman ..o 11
- owner of a shop, CraftSman ..o e 12
- professional (lawyer, medical practitioner, aguant, architect,...) .............. 13
- manager Of @ COMPANY .......cuveiiureieiierreeeeseeesseeeesreessreeeesneeeesseesmmenees 14
B0 11 1T PRSPPI 15
- Employee
> i.e.: - professional (employed doctor, lawyecauntant, architect) ........................ 21
- general management, director or top management...........ccoecvveevvveeeiennnn. 22
- middle ManNAgEMENL..........ccciieiiiiteeeeceee e e e e nmmm s 23
= CIVIE SEIVANT ...ttt emmenr e 24
= OffICE CIEIK .o s 25
- other employee (salesman, NUISE, ELC...)uummmmmrrrreirreeeiieeeiiieeeiieeesssennns 26
0 1101 OSSR 27

- Manual worker

2>ie.: - supervisor / foreman (team manager,. BtC........cccccevvveerieeeesieeessiveeeanes 31
= MANUAI WOTKET ....ceieiee e s et sae et e e snate e e st e e e s emmmmmnseeeenn 32
- unskilled manual WOTKET .............ueiiicceeeeeee e emneeees 33
o 11 1= TR 34

- Without a professional activity

2ie.:  -looking after the NOME ........cceeceee e 41
- student (fUll IME)......vev e 42
(=1 11 1Yo SRR 43
= SEEKING @ JOD...ii e 44
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D6. Would you say you live ina ...?

- MEtroPOolitan ZONE........co oo 1

- other toWN/UrBaN CENIIE.........iiieeee e e eaea 2

O (0] 2= 0] (ST 3

S [RETUSAI] e 9
ASK ALL

D20. Including yourself, how many people who agdents of [COUNTRY], age 15 or over, currentlyeliv
in your household?

[DKINA] - ettt e e e e st e e e st e e eneeaeannaeeans 99
D21. How many children under 15 years of age are Inong in your household?
[DKINA] ettt et e e e snt e e s st e e eneeaeannaeeans 99

D22. Onascale from 1 to 10, where would you ptaeecurrent living standards of your householdsabé
choose one number from 1 to 10, where “1” stand$viery poor”, and “10” stands for “very wealthy”,
while the remaining numbers indicates somethinigeitween these two positions.

(READ OUT — ONE ANSWER ONLY)

01 Very poor 02 03 04 05 06 07 08 09 10 Very waalth DK/NA
01 02 03 04 05 06 07 0§ 09 10 99

Q1. Generally speaking, would you say that povertiias strongly decreased, slightly decreased,
slightly increased or strongly increased in the lasl2 months in...?
(ONE ANSWER ONLY PER LINE)

- SroNgly deCrEased ........u i 1

- Slightly decreased ... 2.

- Slightly INCreaSed........uuvuiiiiiiiieee et e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e 3.

- Strongly increased ... B

- Stayed the same (SPONTANEQOUS) ..........cvieemmmemeeereeeerieeeeeeeeeeeen 5

= [DKINA] et a s 9
A. ... The area Where YOU lIVE? ..........uuiiiicccceeiieeeeeeee e 123459
B. ... OUR COUNTRY)? . ettttiieiiiiiiiiieesiiiimemmssteeeeeessnstaeeeesssnnssaeeaesssssseeaaesnssens 123459
C. ... The EUropean UNION?........cuuiiieieies oo eeeeeeeeesesssssssssnssssssnsseneessesasssessnnn 123459
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Q2. If you were to say how many poor people thereain (OUR COUNTRY), would you say that... ?
(ONE ANSWER ONLY)

- 1 person out of 3 - or about 30% - is poor in OOUNTRY)......... 1
-1 person QUL Of 5 - OF 20%0......uueeeiiiiiieieaeee e a e 2
-1 person OUt Of 10 - OF 1090.......uuuereeeieeeaaeiiiiiiiieeeeeeeeeee e e e e aaeeaaae e 3
-1 person out Of 20 - OF 5%0.....uuuieeiiiiiieeeeeee e e e 4
- LeSS thAN 5Y0....eiiiiiiii e 5.
S [DKINA] et s 9

Q3. Which of the following best describes how younousehold is keeping up with all its bills and
credit commitments at present?
(ONE ANSWER ONLY)

- I am / we are keeping up without any difficulties.............c.cccccvnvrvrinnnnn.n. 1

- | am / we are keeping up but struggle to do smftime to time ................ 2

-l am/ we are keeping up but it is a constamtggte ....................coo e 3

- I am / we are falling behind with some bills édit commitments............... 4

- I am / we are having real financial problems hade fallen behind with many bills and
credit COMMITMENTS ... ... et a e e e 5

S [DKINA] et e e e nnees 9

Q4. a. In the last six months, have you noted anyanges in your ability to afford healthcare for you
or your relatives?
(IF YES)
Has it become much more easy, somewhat more easymewhat more difficult, much more
difficult?
(ONE ANSWER ONLY PER LINE)
b. And your ability to afford childcare for your children?
c. And your ability to afford long-term care for you or your relatives?

- YES, MUCH MOIE ASY ...cceeiii et e e e e e e e 1

- Yes, SOMEWhAt MOIE EASY .........cocuvere e e srreeesreeesseee e e 2

- Yes, somewhat more diffiCult...............oommmeroiieniieei e 3

- Yes, much more diffiCult ............cooviiieercmni e 4

= NO, NO CNANQGES ... .uuiiiiiiiiiiiii ettt ettt e e e e e e e e e e e e e e 5.

- Not applicable ... 8.

= [DKINA] ettt ettt ar e bbeeena 9
A. Healthcare for you or your relative? ... 1234589
B. Childcare for your Children?.............ueeeeriiiiiiiieecee e 1234589
C. Long-term care for you or YOUr relatiVeS? .ccccaevvveeiiiiieiaieiiieee 1234589
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Q5. From the following possible answers, how woulgou say your pension will fare in the future?
(READ OUT - ROTATE - ONE ANSWER ONLY)

- Your pension will not be affected by economic dindncial events........... 1
- You will receive lower pension benefits than wiiati expected................ 2
- You will have to retire later than you had pladne.................cccccoeuvnneeen, 3
- You will have to save more for when you are gatir..............ccccvvvvvveennnn. 4
- Other(SPONTANEOUS).....cciiiiiiiiiiie et ettt et e e 8
S [DKINA] ettt 9
Q6. How worried are you, if at all, that your incon®e in old age will not be adequate enough to enable

you to live in dignity. Please express your opinionn a scale of 1 to 10, where 1 means ‘Not
worried at all’ and 10 means ‘Very worried’.
(ONE ANSWER ONLY)

01 Not worried
at all

01 02 03 04 05 06 07 0§ 09 10 99

02 03 04 05 06 07 08 09 10 Very worried DK/NA

Q9. Has your household at any time during the past2 months run out of money to pay ordinary bills
or buying food or other daily consumer items?

(ONE ANSWER ONLY)
I =1 1
S [0 IS 2
= [DKINA] et et e e e e e e ————————————aaaaaaan 9

Q7. What are your expectations for the 12 months toome, will the next 12 months be better, worse or
the same when it comes to the financial situationf gour household?
(ONE ANSWER ONLY)
The next 12 months will be...

S B 1
=it WOISE e 2
= s TR SAME e 3
= [DKINA] e ettt enee e saeeene e 9
Q8. Looking at the next 12 months, would you say #re is a high risk, a moderate risk, a low risk or
no risk at all of falling behind with...?
(ONE ANSWER PER LINE)
(READ OUT — ROTATE)

S HIGN FISK e a e 1
- MOAErate FISK .....viiiiiiiie i 2
= LOW FISK ettt et 3
SINO FISK @t AllLceieie e 4
- Not applicable..........ccoc e ———————— 8
= [DKINA] ettt ettt b et e b e e enreeneeas 9
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A. ... Paying your rent or mortgage on tiMe....ccceeeveveeeeeeeeeeeie e 123489
B. ... Being able to cope with an unexpected expen€a,000 .............ccccovvrreeeeennns 1289%

C. ... Repaying consumer loans (such as loans teelaayrical appliances, furniture, etc.) on
L]0 01 PP PP 123489

D. ... Paying ordinary bills or buying food or othdaily consumer items.................... 123489

Q10. How likely do you think it is that you will need to leave your accommodation within the next 12
months because you can no longer afford it?

Is it...
(ONE ANSWER ONLY)

S VEEY TIKEIY e 1
=111 Y11= V2SR 2
= Fairly UNKKEIY .covveeecceeeeeeeee e 3
Y= VAU 11120 | 4
S IDKINAL e, 9

[Q11 AND Q12 NOT TO BE ASKED TO THOSE WHO ARE IN EITATION (D4 = 42 student) OR ARE
NO LONGER WORKING (D4 = 43 retired) OR ARE LOOKINBOR WORK (D4 = 44 seeking a job)
OR ARE LOOKING AFTER THE HOME (D4 = 41 looking aftéhe home)]

Q11. How confident would you say you are in your dhity to keep your job in the next 12 months?
(ONE ANSWER ONLY)

=Very CONFIAENT ... 1
- Fairly confident............ooo oo 2
- NOt very CONfident ... 3
-Notatall confident .........coooiiiiiiie 4
S IDKINAL e, 9

Q12. If you were to be laid-off, how would you raten a scale from 1 to 10, the likelihood of you fiting
a job in the next six months? “1” means that it “waild not at all be likely” and 10 means that “it
would be very likely”

(ONE ANSWER ONLY)

01 l'i\'kc;;ta" 02 | 03| 04| 05| 06| 07 08 09 10 Very likel DK/NA
01 02| 03| 04| 05| 08 07 04 09 10 99
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