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Since the Lisbon summit, attention to social policy and
its interplay with employment and economic policies
has been greatly heightened in the EU policy debate. In
the light of the European Social Agenda and the new
processes on social inclusion and pensions, the periodic
monitoring of the social situation in Europe offered by
this publication takes on new importance. 

Demographic and social trends, globalisation, transfor-
mations in the information and communication area
and the resulting new economy are major driving forces
raising new challenges and opportunities. The purpose
of this report is to shed light on the resulting social
developments and identify some implications for the
key policy domains. By developing capabilities to better
anticipate and manage change, both the economy and
society can respond to these challenges.

This publication serves as an executive summary of the
main Report. It is divided into 3 chapters. The first chap-
ter provides an overview of the main social trends bac-
ked by the latest facts and figures at European level.
The second chapter presents a brief analysis of trends in
social protection expenditure over the last decade.
Finally, the third chapter takes a closer look at this
year’s special theme of geographical mobility and, in
particular, how the various types of mobility ranging
from commuting to migration, interact with the social
fabric of European society.

In Brief The social situation in the European Union 2002
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1.1  Population Dynamics

Population developments offer a good starting point for
a portrait of the social situation.

Europeans live longer lives…Life expectancy both at birth
and at retirement age is expected to continue to grow. 

But  fertility levels remain very low … Although fertility is
no longer dropping to the extent it was a few years ago,
fertility levels have remained very low and there is no indi-
cation that they will recover in the near future. 

Consequently the EU population is ageing… As the num-
ber of young entrants drops and the larger age cohorts
come of age the labour force is greying. When the baby
boomers begin to retire from around 2010 the labour
force is likely to shrink and the old age dependency ratio
will suddenly increase. Today, elderly people represent
16% of the total population, equivalent to about 1/4 of
the working age population (15-64 year olds). By 2010,
the latter ratio is expected to rise to 27%. Meanwhile the
number of 'very old' people aged 80 and over will increa-
se by almost 50% over the next 15 years.

The overall size and growth of the EU population is chan-
ging. After centuries of continuous expansion the end of
European population growth is now in sight. The majori-
ty of EU regions are likely to see their populations sta-
gnating or declining before 2015. But, between countries,
there will be large differences in the timing and intensity
of these processes. 

While the internal drivers of population growth are run-
ning out of steam, international migration has rapidly
gained importance as a factor in population growth - in
the last five years it has constituted 70% of the increase in
the EU population. This phenomenon has acquired a new
prominence with the prospect of an ageing and shrinking
workforce.

Meanwhile households are becoming smaller… When it
comes to changes in household and family patterns three
trends deserve to be mentioned. The proportion of hou-
seholds  composed of two or more adults and dependent
children is gradually declining: from 52% in 1988 to 46%
in 2000. The number of people living alone is increasing
and the average size of households is getting smaller.
While the share of dependent children living in lone
parent families (primarily with their mother) continues to
be relatively small it has increased significantly over the
last 15 years - in 1998, 13% of all dependent children were
living with  one parent compared with just 8% in 1983.
The first phase of living as a couple increasingly takes the
form of cohabitation, as young people tend to postpone

marriage until they want to have children or feel certain
that their relationship will last. In 2001, 33% of young
people (under the age of 30) living in a couple were coha-
biting. 

Although these trends can be observed throughout the
Union, the degree to which they assert themselves varies
significantly between Member States.

1.2. Some aspects of living conditions

In recent years the living conditions of most EU citizens
have benefited from strong and sustained economic
growth and improvements in the employment situation.
In 2000, around 166 million people were in employment
in the Union, a rise of about 10 million since 1995, equal
to an employment rate of 63.3%. Women have been the
main component of employment growth. The total num-
ber of unemployed in the EU-15 dropped to about 14
million or 8.2% of the labour force, which is the lowest
unemployment rate since 1992. Despite these favourable
developments, unemployment remains too high;  the risk
of poverty and social exclusion still exists for a considera-
ble part of the EU population. Moreover, the more recent
less favourable economic developments raise further chal-
lenges in this area.

A brief look at three key aspects of living conditions which
play an important role in the overall quality of citizen's
everyday lives, - health, income and education - reveals
that: 

Health is improving but large social differences in health
status persist

Europeans see their health as a crucial factor in their qua-
lity of life (see Social Situation in the European Union,
2001). Studies on the social determinants of health
demonstrate that education, income, quality employment
and decent housing have a positive correlation with good
health. A number of studies point to large differences in
health status between social groups and a widening gap
in life expectancy between the richer and poorer mem-
bers of society1.

EU-wide, around 10% of adults (aged 16 and over) per-
ceive their health to be 'bad' or 'very bad'. 68% feel that
their health is 'good' or 'very good' while the remaining
22% describe it as 'fair’. The proportion of persons in the
category '(very) bad' increases with age: almost one in
four elderly people described their health as such. At all
ages, women are more likely than men to rate their
health as '(very) bad'. People in the lowest income quinti-
le are also significantly more likely to report bad or very
bad health (13%) than those in the highest (5%). 

In Brief The social situation in the European Union 2002
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1 See for example OECD, Regards sur la Santé, 2001. Preparing for an ageing world: the case for cross national research, NAS, 2001. 
World Health Report, 2000
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For both men and women, circulatory diseases are the
major cause of death throughout the Union (except
France). External causes of injury and poisoning prevail
among the young (aged 15-34) but account for only a
small proportion of those aged 55 and over. Cancer
represents the major cause of death among those aged
45-64. For those aged 75 and over, circulatory diseases
account for around half of all deaths.

Education: Access and attainment levels are improving
but not for everyone

Educational attainment has improved significantly over
the last thirty years, particularly among females. Today,
more than 76% of people aged 25-29 have an upper
secondary qualification. The improvement in educatio-
nal level has been one of the major achievements of the
last decades. In 2000, one out of five in the age group
45-54 and one out of four in the age group 25-34 had
completed tertiary level education.  Between the same
two groups,the share of low educational achievement
has declined from 41% to 26%. However, 20% of per-
sons aged 18-24 still leave the education system with
only lower secondary education at best. 

Throughout the Union, the higher the educational level
of adults, the greater the training opportunities affor-
ded to them. EU-wide, 8% of the population aged 25-64
had participated in education/training(at some point
during the last four weeks) in 2000. Such training activi-
ties seem to be more prevalent in the Nordic countries,
the Netherlands and the United Kingdom. Older per-
sons are much less likely to receive training than youn-
ger persons. Women are far better represented in trai-
ning activities in Member States in the North than in
Southern Member States.

Employment prospects at regional level: education plays
a key role

During 1996-2000, throughout regions, employment
increased strongly for workers with upper secondary
and tertiary education, but it fell for lower educational
levels. Different regions present a variety of prospects
depending on the existing employment rate and prog-
ress in educational achievement. Maps 1 and 2 over
the page show that some regions of Northern Spain,
for example, with a relatively low employment rate,
have made great progress in educational levels. There
is therefore significant scope for Spain to increase its
overall employment rate  and provide better jobs for
more qualified people. At the other end of the scale,
Denmark has a very high employment rate and alrea-
dy a favourable educational mix within the population
and therefore there is less scope for employment
growth.

Income Distribution: The situation of Low Income
Households remains unchanged

In 1998, the median equivalised net annual income was
around 11,700 PPS (EU-15 population weighted arith-
metic average). In most Member States, approximately
70% of income comes from work, around 25-30% from
pensions and other social benefits, and the small remai-
ning part from capital and other private sources. 

Although social benefits do not constitute a large share
of income, 73% of EU citizens benefit from such trans-
fers, either directly or indirectly, through other house-
hold members. 

At EU level, the bottom (poorest) 20% of the popula-
tion received 8% of total income in 1998, while the top
(richest) 20% received 39% of total income, i.e. 5.4
times as much. Member States with lower levels of ave-
rage income tend to have higher levels of inequality.
This gap between the most and least well-off persons is
smallest in Denmark (2.7), Finland (3.0) and Sweden
(3.4) but widest in the southern Member States,
Belgium, the United Kingdom and Ireland.

In 1998 around 18% of EU citizens or 68 million people
were at risk of poverty i.e. they had an equivalised inco-
me that was less than 60% of their respective national
median. About half of these people had been in this
situation for at least three consecutive years. Several
types of households have higher than average levels of
risk of poverty: single-parents with dependent children,
young people living alone, old people living alone and
women living alone. 

An important cause of poverty and social exclusion is
the lack of a job or low wages from employment. In
1998, the risk of poverty for persons living in households
where no persons of working age were in employment
was nearly 51% - around 2.3 times higher than when at
least one person was working.

In Brief The social situation in the European Union 2002
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Social protection is a cornerstone of EU policies for com-
bating poverty and strengthening social cohesion.
Moreover, recent European Summits have emphasised
that social protection is an integral part of economic
development in the EU. This chapter combines an exa-
mination of developments in social protection expendi-
ture with an analysis of the redistributive impact of
social transfers and a study of the prevalence and size of
social transfer receipts at household level2.

Social protection has a considerable impact on the social
situation

Social protection systems in the European Union involve
substantial amounts of expenditure. In 1998 gross
expenditure on social protection in the EU amounted to
27.7% of GDP. European social protection systems com-
bine social insurance elements (redistribution between
different life phases) with redistributive elements (redis-
tribution between income groups) and they have a
significant impact on the living conditions of a majority
of EU citizens. Differences in tax/benefit structures and
related policies among Member States affect the magni-
tude and character of this impact. 

The majority of people across the Union live in a house-
hold that receives at least one type of social protection
benefit3. In Greece, Italy and Spain the proportion ran-
ges from 50% to 60% but in the rest of the EU the pro-
portion of persons living in such households is between
80% and 95%.

Social benefits reduce the proportion of people at risk of
poverty in all Member States ranging from a 5-15% reduc-
tion in Greece and Italy to more than 70% in Finland, with
an EU average reduction of 31%.

Differences in social protection expenditure among
Member States

The 1998 figure for gross expenditure on social protec-
tion in the EU is equivalent to spending per head of
population of about 5600 Ecu (Ecu was changed to Euro
in 1999). Taking account of differences in price levels
between countries – i.e. measuring spending in terms of
purchasing power standards (PPS) – expenditure varied
from 8,600 PPS per head in Luxembourg and 7,100 PPS
in Denmark to 3,100 PPS per head in Greece and
Portugal. The EU average was about 5,500 PPS per head.

Thus, differences in social protection expenditure measu-
red as PPS per head are still very wide among Member
States. As seen in last year's report4, there is a fairly close
relationship between expenditure on social protection
and GDP per head. One should, however, remember that

differences in social protection expenditure are not
necessarily indicative of real differences in the degree to
which the well being of citizens or the development of an
efficient economy is promoted. What matters is the pre-
cise character (e.g. the relative accent on active and pas-
sive measures) and effect of provisions (e.g. their net
value and cost-effectiveness). Moreover, gross expenditu-
re measures may give a distorted image of what goes on.

Gross versus net expenditure

Indeed, gross expenditure can be an imprecise indica-
tion of the amount of money actually being moved.
Gross figures do not take account of taxes or social char-
ges which may be levied on benefits and they exclude
so-called ‘tax expenditures’, that is transfers made by
means of tax concessions or allowances rather than
directly through cash outlays.

EU-15 data on net social expenditure are not yet availa-
ble. But for 1995 the OECD5 has estimated the scale of
taxes and social charges levied on benefits and of tax
expenditures for some countries in the EU. If one then
looks at net instead of gross expenditure there is less
variation between Member States than in the gross
figures and a different ranking order of countries in
terms of spending relative to GDP. It is particularly note-
worthy that expenditure in Sweden is reduced to much
the same level as in Germany (around 281/2% of GDP)
and expenditure in Denmark and the Netherlands falls
to below the level in the UK or Belgium.

If we take one step further and use ECHP data to look at
social protection costs measured as net benefits in PPS
per head at household level the ranking of Member
States according to how much they spend is even further
changed. In this case it is suddenly Belgium and Finland
which emerge as the Member States spending the
highest amount on social protection.  Clearly one should
be careful about ranking Member States according to
their level of social protection expenditure and even
more cautious about inferring the relative impact on citi-
zens and the economy from expenditure data alone.

However, until data for net expenditure become availa-
ble for EU-15 reporting on expenditure developments
will have to rely on figures for gross expenditure.

Change in gross social expenditure, 1990-98

Movements in gross social protection expenditure as a
share of GDP over the last decade reflect cyclical deve-
lopments and a catching up effect on the part of some
Member States.

2 Trends in social protection expenditure and welfare

2 The main source is the data compiled by Eurostat in the European System of integrated Social Protection Statistics (ESSPROS).
3 European Community Household Panel 1997.
4 The Social Situation in the European Union, 2001: Section 2, pp 50-54.
5 Willem Adema, Net social expenditure, Labour Market and Social Policy Occasional Papers, No.39, OECD, 1999.

In Brief The social situation in the European Union 2002
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Gross expenditure on social protection in the Union
increased less than GDP between the end of the econo-
mic recession in 1994 and 1998, when economic recove-
ry was well under way. 

The decline in social spending relative to GDP6 has been
a common feature of most Member States over the per-
iod 1994 to 1998, just as the rise, which occurred over
the preceding four years, was equally widespread. 

Changes in gross social protection expenditure by func-
tion 1990-1998

From 1990-1998 one of the highest rates of expenditure
growth occurred not in old-age pensions or health care,
but in housing benefits.With a yearly growth rate at the
EU level of nearly 5% in purchasing power terms over
the 8-year period housing benefits stood out as the item
with one of the largest increases. Growth was concen-
trated in the early part of the period and may reflect
the increase in unemployment at the time. 

Family benefits (including maternity allowances) was
another high growth item with an increase of some
3.5% a year in purchasing power terms. Nevertheless, in
four countries (the Netherlands, Austria, Finland and
Sweden), spending on this item declined over the four
years 1994 to 1998, in contrast to the growth of over 6%
a year in Germany, Spain, Ireland and Luxembourg. 

Expenditure on disability benefits also grew by around
3.5%. Again the increase was concentrated in the early
part of the period, apart from in Greece and Ireland.
Yet, in the Netherlands, it fell by 6% a year over the
four years from 1994, reflecting the tightening of the
system and the shift in responsibility for payment from
the State to employers. 

Spending on old-age benefits and health care/sickness
both rose by around 2.5% a year in purchasing power
terms over the 8-year period. In both cases, the growth
rate was lower in the second half of the period.
Nevertheless, in 7 of the 15 Member States expenditure
rose by 3% a year or more in the four years from 1994
and in Greece and Portugal old-age benefits grew by
more than 7% a year. 

Finally, growth of spending on unemployment benefits
in the Union averaged less than 1.5% a year. 

The Redistributive effect of Social Protection Transfers

All Member States use their systems of social security
and taxation7 to apply a correction to the income distri-
bution created by the market. Looking at the redistri-
butive effect of social protection and taxation , the fin-
dings are quite interesting. The contribution from social
transfers (and taxes) to the reduction of market income
inequality at household level appears to be substantial
in all Member States despite the variations. These varia-
tions are related not only to the volume of social trans-
fers but also to the degree to which they are targeted.
The reduction of market inequality  ranges from around
40% in Sweden, Finland and France to about 20% in
Portugal.  Moreover, we also find that the contribution
from social protection benefits to the reduction of mar-
ket inequality8 is significantly larger than the contribu-
tion from taxation and that this applies to all Member
States.

Across Member States social protection is organised in
different mixes of public and private and formal and
informal provisions.  Under the challenge of an ageing
society the balance between these four components in
the mixes is likely to change.  As households are beco-
ming smaller and both men and women are working
the caring capacities of families will shrink and a larger
proportion of welfare services will have to be delivered
andfinanced in the formal sector. Similarly, as govern-
ments are trying to rebalance social insurance systems
related to such items as pensions, invalidity and sickness
benefit there is likely to be a certain move of tasks and
costs from public systems to occupational and individual
schemes.

In the future we can therefore expect expenditure data
to cover a larger share of welfare services. At the same
time it becomes crucial that all formal costs whether
public, occupational or private are included in the
expenditure data.

In Brief The social situation in the European Union 2002

6 It is important to keep in mind that changes in the share of social protection spending in GDP do not necessarily reflect policy changes. 
To a large extent they may just mirror changes in the business cycle: When GDP expands the relative share drops though expenditure may 
be the same or to some degree even growing - and vice versa.

7 Attention is limited to income replacement and income supplementing social security benefits and to direct taxes and social insurance 
contributions. For reasons of of data limitations indirect taxes (such as VAT and excise duty) and benefits, which are paid as reimbursement 
for specific costs (e.g. medical expenses) are left out of consideration.

8 Based on the calculation of the Gini coefficient.
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The main two categories of geographical mobility exa-
mined in this section are migratory flows of EU citizens
as well as those of third country nationals entering the
EU. 

The right to free movement is a fundamental right
under the EC Treaty. European citizens have access to
employment in any Member State, with an accompa-
nying right of residence for themselves and their family
members, and they must not be discriminated against
on grounds of nationality. Free movement can mean
moving to another Member State, or commuting daily
or weekly across a national border.

Mobility is often examined within the context of
employment policy, as one of the key elements for
increasing flexibility and managing imbalances in the
labour market. Continued job creation and fast changes
in the demand for labour, particularly since 1997,  have
accentuated the need for labour mobility. At EU level
the debate has been particularly relevant in the context
of the European Employment Strategy.  Labour mobility
has both an occupational and a geographical dimen-
sion. While occupational job-to-job mobility and life-
long training are by far the most important factors for
the adjustment of the workforce to the new economic
conditions, improved geographical mobility could play
an important role in addressing labour market shor-
tages and furthering economic development.

In addition to employment, geographical mobility has
important social and cultural implications.  In this
context, migration deserves particular attention. The
growing number of immigrants from third countries
face a variety of socio-economic conditions which brings
about new challenges for the host societies. However,
immigrants also bring together different cultural back-
grounds providing new opportunities for sharing kno-
wledge and cross-fertilization of different cultures.

3.1  Mobility of EU Citizens

Despite the important progress made in  removing obs-
tacles to the free movement of people over the last
decades in the EU, present levels of geographical mobi-
lity are very low compared to those observed in the
1950's and 60's. Today geographical mobility between
Member States is estimated to range between 0.1 and
0.2 per cent of the total population per year. Moreover,
it is only partly linked to employment. According to a
Eurobarometer survey9, EU citizens do not change resi-
dence very often; 38 % of them, on average, have
moved within the last ten years. But this European ave-
rage masks significant differences between the Member

States, with a clear North-South (plus Ireland) divide.
Moving to another house in the same city or village is
the most common type of mobility, with other moves
being less common as distance increases. Of all the peo-
ple who changed residence at least once during the last
ten years, 68% of them moved within the same city,
town or village, but during these ten years less than 5%
to another country within the European Union and
around the same proportion to another country outside
the EU. The main motive for moving house is for fami-
ly/personal reasons (54%), followed by housing (18%)
and work related reasons (15%). Research in the USA10

has reached similar conclusions when considering rea-
sons to move, although mobility in the USA is substan-
tially higher than in the EU. 

Several reasons explain this decline of intra-European
mobility over the last 3 decades. The southern regions,
which were heavily affected by serious economic and
social problems during the early post-war years, have
since made spectacular progress in reducing the gap
with their more prosperous European partners. Today,
they offer their citizens relatively high standards of
living conditions and social welfare. 

The gradual transition from the early post-war para-
digm of low skill, labour intensive production to today's
knowledge based economy, beginning in the early '70s,
may also have contributed to this drop in overall mobi-
lity and to a new focus on the migration of high skilled
people. 

Other important factors affecting EU mobility

Language continues to be one of the most important
barriers for moving to another country. Forty seven per-
cent of Europeans claim to know only their mother ton-
gue while a recent Eurobarometer survey reported that
only 29% of European citizens would be willing to live
in another EU country where the language is different
from their native tongue. The likelihood that Europeans
know a foreign language diminishes with age and
increases with the level of education. 

The potential loss of social networks also represents a
barrier to migration. The absence of family networks, as
well as social and cultural differences may be important
obstacles for rebuilding those networks in the host com-
munity. Usually, people with higher education levels
find it easier to rebuild their social networks.

The increasing participation of women in the labour mar-
ket is often seen as another factor restricting geographi-
cal mobility, as moving often means having to find new
jobs for two people with different professional careers. 

3 The challenge of mobility and migration

9 Eurobarometer 54.2, 2001

10 "An overview of labour mobility in the United States" – F.W. Horvarth (U.S. Bureau of Labour Statistics).

In Brief The social situation in the European Union 2002
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The availability of affordable and good quality housing
is another critical factor in decisions to move. Housing
conditions across Europe have generally improved in
recent decades. Most people even in the less wealthy
Member States enjoy reasonable quality housing.
However, housing expenditure has grown substantially
in most Member States particularly for the less wealthy
households. Moreover, despite massive construction of
new housing the supply has tended to lag behind the
growth in demand. Rising standards and the trend
towards more but smaller households are among the
factors which have made it increasingly difficult to
balance supply and demand. In most urban areas there
is a marked shortage of dwellings, in particular afforda-
ble housing of fair quality. The problems in finding an
affordable and suitable residence in another region or
country may play a negative role in people's decision to
move. The reluctance of people to move house as evi-
dent from a recent Eurobarometer is clearly linked to
some of the uncertainties and shortages which charac-
terise the housing market in most of Europe.

Future trends affecting mobility

Europe is changing in terms of its population structure
and behaviour, which has implications for future levels
of geographical mobility. Unsurprisingly, the majority
of young people have moved at least once during the
last ten years (45% of those aged 15-24 and close to
60% of the 25-39 years olds) mainly for family,
employment and education reasons. Young people are
mainly attracted to the large urban areas where they
enjoy more choice in terms of education, type of job
and lifestyle. There is an important North-South divide
in the Union in terms of timing and intensity of the
moves11, with young people in the South moving from
their parents' place at a later stage. It is also worth
noting that the overall level of mobility is likely be
affected by the gradual decline in the size of the youn-
ger age group (15-29) due to the significant drop in
fertility over the past 30 years. This group represented
23.2% of the EU population in 1990, 19.6% in 2000
and the Eurostat baseline scenario indicates a further
reduction to 17.8% by 2010. 

People with higher educational levels are the most
mobile; indeed, for 11 Member States people living in a
different Member State have higher educational levels
than their compatriots in the home country. Higher edu-
cational levels and growing economic integration, toge-
ther with improved policy co-ordination, will progressi-
vely enhance this mobility potential. 

Mobility and regional concerns

Measures for regional development are particularly
important both to prevent excesses in regional polarisa-
tion and to maximise the potential of geographical
mobility. Over the last  decades, there has been an
important flow of people mainly moving  from  rural  to
urban areas. This has contributed to a process of regio-
nal polarisation. 

Within the EU, there are 70 regions (approximately one
in every three) where over 50% of the population lives
in a “densely populated area”12. These 70 regions make
up 14.7% of the total territory of EU-15, and comprise
45.2 % of the EU-15 population. Large urban areas have
experienced growth and rejuvenation of their popula-
tion, while remote rural areas have been confronted by
an acceleration of their population ageing and econo-
mic decline. 

Current demographic projections indicate that this
divergence between regions will keep growing, particu-
larly in relation to the working age population.
Between 2000 and 2015, at regional (Nuts2) level, the
working age population in the 10 worst off regions is
projected to decrease by 12%, while in the 10 better off,
it would increase by 15 %. 

Further to the implications for economic activity, this
regional polarisation has affected the quality of living
conditions. Sustained population decrease renders the
delivery of public services (e.g. education, health) to
those regions with low population more costly, while
population concentrations in the large urban districts
cause different but equally difficult problems such as
traffic congestion, pollution etc..   It is therefore impor-
tant to pay particular attention to the regional dimen-
sion in setting up policies to promote geographical
mobility.

In considering the longer term mobility trends, fast
technological change, particularly the expected prog-
ress in telecommunications and transport, may progres-
sively reduce the importance of geographical mobility
(compared to skills mobility) as a means for improving
the allocation of human resources.

Migration and Enlargement

The next enlargement may contribute to higher cross-
border mobility at an initial stage. The size of migration
pressures will mainly depend on the income gaps and
the differences in the labour market situation between
the current and future Member States. It is worth
noting that previous enlargements to Greece, Spain and
Portugal did not bring about any increase of migratory

In Brief The social situation in the European Union 2002

11 Some research suggests that this delay in leaving the parental home is related to the fact that young people in the South rely more on family
support than in the North – see G. B. Sgritta - Family and Welfare systems in the transition to adulthood- European Observatory on the Social 
Situation, Demography and Family.

12 This is a contiguous set of local areas, each of which has a density superior to 500 inhabitants per square km, where the total population for 
the set is at least 50,000 inhabitants. The EU average density is 116 inhabitants per square km.
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flows from these countries to other Member States.
Moreover, given the economic and social progress made
in these countries, they are now countries of destination
for third country nationals. 

3.2 Immigration from Third Countries 

Third country immigrants entering the EU are another
important form of mobility. An irregular pattern of
growth in net migration has been observed over the last
decades. The size and origin of immigrants vary consi-
derably over time depending on the political and eco-
nomic situation in different areas of the world. The
growth has been particularly strong after the mid 80s
when there was a significant inflow from Eastern
Europe. Following this, the war in the former
Yugoslavia and the unstable situation in the Balkans
have generated an important wave of immigrants main-
ly coming from the former Yugoslavian Republics and
Albania. There are also a considerable number of flows
from other parts of the world, mainly from different
areas of Asia and North Africa, related to a combination
of economic, political and demographic factors.

In 1999, 13 million13 or 3.4% of the EU population were
third country nationals- a 50% increase from 1985.  The
share was much higher in some central European
Member States (Austria, 9.3% and Germany, 6.7%) and
much lower in Spain and Italy14. The growing immigra-
tion from outside the Union is mainly concentrated in
the economically thriving regions. Most large urban
areas are becoming more multicultural and need to
develop adequate strategies for the social and econo-
mic integration of newcomers and their families.  Unlike
EU citizens, third country nationals do not enjoy the
right to free movement in the European Union.

Managing the flow of third country immigrants repre-
sents an increasingly important challenge for employ-
ment and social policy in the Member States and the
Union as a whole. Although Europe has experienced
inflows of highly skilled people in response to specific
labour supply shortages, a large share of these migrants
are young people with low qualifications. Push factors
in the country of origin combine with a variety of pull
factors of the host countries e.g. caused by labour shor-
tages at regional level, the ageing of the labour force .
Looking at the registered inflows of 1999, people from
the former Yugoslavia were the most numerous, follo-
wed by Poles, people from Northern Africa, those from
the former Soviet Union, and Turkey; but registered
people represent only part of the full picture. A consi-
derable number of people enter or stay within the EU
illegally and carry out undeclared work, often in sectors
and regions where the underground economy is more
developed. Both illegal and legal immigrants are more
vulnerable than  national workers; they are often ready
to make concessions concerning their wage and other
work-related rights.

Participation in the labour market

Labour market participation varies a lot between diffe-
rent groups of migrants. For the EU citizens living in ano-
ther Member State and for workers coming from the
candidate countries in Central and Eastern Europe it is
equal to or higher than the EU average. For some other
groups of migrants employment rates are significantly
lower, particularly among women coming from North
Africa and Turkey. For the 15-24 age group, the average
unemployment rate is 16% for EU nationals, 15% for
nationals from Turkey, 14% for nationals from the other
12 candidate countries and 21 % for people from other
countries. 

Immigration is often seen as a factor that increases the
flexibility of the labour market. However, this entails the
risk of increasing the segregation of the labour market
with an over-representation of third country nationals in
poorer jobs. The great majority of employed third coun-
try nationals appear to hold jobs in the low-skill/low-pay
end of the labour market. Female migrants tend to work
in the hotel and restaurant sector and in domestic servi-
ces. And this is not just an effect of the low average level
of qualifications among third country nationals. Workers
from the Central and Eastern European countries tend to
hold jobs with a skill content which is lower than their
average formal skill certification. Migrants' susceptibility
to discrimination, exploitation and abuse is often exacer-
bated by language barriers, but also by lack of familiari-
ty with local custom and culture and underdeveloped
social networks. There are, however, several initiatives,
such as inter-cultural mediators, which are developing in
workplaces or in social and health services to increase the
accessibility of these institutions. 
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13 Most recent data from Eurostat refers to 1998 (France 1990)

14 This figure does not include the foreign born population, which took up EU citizenship, but it includes the children of third country nationals
born in Europe if they did not take up EU citizenship.
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Graph 1 Net Migration, European Union 1960 - 2000
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Net migrants is the difference between people entering the European Union 
and people who exit.
Source: Eurostat - Migration statistics
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Concluding remarks

In relation to intra-EU mobility, it has been seen that
despite the important progress made in  removing obsta-
cles to the free movement of people over the last deca-
des in the EU, present levels of geographical mobility are
very low compared to those observed in the 1950's and
60's.  To a great extent this has been the result of the
spectacular progress of the less prosperous European
regions in reducing the gap with their more prosperous
partners. In the years to come, higher educational levels
and growing economic integration, together with impro-
ved policy co-ordination could have a more visible contri-
bution to intra-EU mobility. The European Commission in
its Communication "New European Labour Markets,
Open to All, with Access for All"  has proposed a new
strategy including  concrete policy initiatives to ensure
free movement of people and the openness of the New
European Labour Markets. Developing these positive
dynamics would require the active participation of all the
stakeholders at EU, national and local levels. Particular
attention is also needed to some specific barriers not
directly linked with the labour market such as the relati-
vely low record in learning foreign languages in several
Member States and the growing difficulties in relation to
housing in most economically booming regions and the
trend towards regional polarisation observed in several
regions across the EU. 

In examining trends in geographical mobility, the flow of
third country immigrants represents an increasingly
important challenge for employment and social policy in
the Member States and the Union as a whole. Most
researchers agree that migration inflows will be a rather
volatile but lasting phenomenon which increasingly
deserves close attention from policy makers. The growing
number of immigrants from third countries brings about
both challenges and opportunities for European society.
Participation in economic and social life constitutes the
main route to integration for migrant groups and their
families. In turn, successful integration of migrants in the
host societies is important for their economic progress and
social cohesion. Promoting integration requires targeted
policy efforts towards both the immigrants and the host
societies. The fight against discrimination is  particularly
important. Barriers to social participation - whether in the
structures, capacities and attitudes of the receiving com-
munities or in those of the arriving immigrants – reduces
possibilities for integration and weakens social cohesion.
Facilitating access to education for low-education immi-
grants and their offspring, promoting employment
opportunities and removing barriers related to housing
are among the key issues for immigrants.

Managing migrant inflows, fighting against illegal immi-
gration and developing an optimal model of integration
while respecting diversity are major challenges requiring
the commitment of all the actors involved. At EU level,
with the entry into force of the Treaty of Amsterdam on 1
May 1999 , the policy on asylum, the free movement of
persons, visa policy, rules governing the crossing of the

EU's external borders, immigration policy, the rights of
nationals of third countries and the fight against illegal
immigration are essential parts of the common and com-
prehensive asylum and immigration policy of the
European Union. Further to this process of setting up the
institutional and legislative framework,  European social
policy, provides a range of measures in employment,
social inclusion, anti-discrimination, social protection and
gender equality which support and strengthen  policy
efforts at national, regional and local levels.   

Recent policy action related to mobility and
migration

Various Community instruments developed in the
European Employment Strategy15 support the efforts
of Member States to enhance labour mobility and facilita-
te access to lifelong learning. The strategy to promote the
development of new European Labour Markets16 was
endorsed by the Stockholm European Council in March,
2001, with a particular emphasis on skills and mobility.

Several initiatives in the field of social security17 were
proposed to improve effective co-ordination and to give
more opportunities for workers and job seekers to make
use of their right to free movement.

In the new European Strategy to promote social
inclusion18, the National Action Plans of several Member
States recognised the growing ethnic and cultural diversi-
ty and the higher risk of social exclusion for ethnic mino-
rities and immigrants.

Common policies in the field of immigration and asy-
lum19 are being built in line with the conclusions of the
Tampere European Council (October 1999). In order to
manage migrant flows successfully and to cut illegal
migration, the Commission has proposed a co-ordinated
approach integrating all aspects of the migratory system
and strengthening the partnership with the countries of
origin. This is complemented by vigorous20 integration and
anti-discrimination policies in the host countries, on the
basis of Article 13 of the Amsterdam Treaty.

It is recognised that there are both pull and push factors
which account for the immigration of third country natio-
nals in the EU and that both must be taken into account
in the development of appropriate policies to manage
migration effectively.  Labour market demand is a strong
pull factor while poor living conditions and limited pro-
spects for a better quality of life in the countries of origin
are important push factors. Community development
policy contributes in the long term to normalising migra-
tory flows by supporting sustainable economic and social
and evnvironmental development and combating poverty
and inequality in the regions from which migrants origi-
nate.  Migration issues must also be taken into account in
the development of EU external relations and trade poli-
cy in the context of an enhanced dialogue with countries
of origin on the ways to manage migration flows and to
maximise its benefits for all concerned.
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15 Guidelines for Member States' employment policies for the year 2002 - COM(2001) 511 - Draft Joint Employment Report – COM(2001)438
16 New European Labour Market, Open to All with Access to All -  COM(2001)116
17 COM(1997) 586
18 Joint Inclusion Report of the Council and the Commission, adopted by the Council on 3/12/2001
19 See scoreboard included in COM(2001)628
20 Implementation of the principle of equal treatment between persons irrespective of race or ethnic origin (Directive 2000/43/EC); 

Establishment of a general framework for equal treatment in employment and occupation (Directive 2000/78/EC).
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Ageing of the population

Key indicator

Old age dependency ratio (1)

2000
2010

(1) Population aged 65 and over as a  percentage of the working age population (15-64)

Source: Eurostat - Demographic Statistics.
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In 2000, there were 61 million elderly people aged 65 and over in the EU compared with only 34 million in 1960. Today, elderly peo-
ple represent 16% of the total population or 24% of what is considered to be the working age population (15-64 year olds). By 2010,
the latter ratio is expected to rise to 27%. Over the next fifteen years, the number of 'very old' people aged 80 and over will rise by
almost 50%.
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Migration and asylum

Key indicator

Net migration rate (per 1 000 population)

2000

Average annual net migration rate

1995-99
1990-94

Source: Eurostat - Demographic Statistics
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2.0 1.6 1.8 2.5 2.1 1.0 0.8 5.3 2.0 10.9 2.8 2.4 1.0 0.7 1.5 2.8

1.8 1.1 3.0 2.5 1.9 1.1 0.7 4.3 2.1 10.0 2.0 1.0 1.1 0.8 1.1 2.0
2.9 1.9 2.0 7.0 5.7 0.4 1.3 -0.4 1.9 10.5 2.7 7.5 -1.3 1.8 3.7 1.3

Since 1989, net migration has been the main component of annual population change in the Union. In 2000, the annual net migra-
tion rate was 2.0 per 1 000 population, representing around 65% of total population growth. Around 5% of the EU population are
non-nationals (3.4% are non-EU nationals and 1.5% EU nationals). In 1999, there were just over 400 000 asylum applications in the
fifteen Member States.
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Education outcomes

Key indicator
Early school leavers not in further education or training (Share of thepopulation aged 18-24 with less than upper secondary education (ISCED 0-2) and not in education or training)

2000

Population aged 18-24 by activity status (%), 2000

In education and employment
In education and not in employment
Not in education and in employment
Not in education and not in employment

Note: 1997 data for IRL and A. 
Source: Eurostat - European Union Labour Force Survey
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16 6 40 27 2 6 9 11 3 5 44 13 7 24 16 29
35 47 23 29 42 46 48 32 35 49 19 28 37 29 42 19
34 36 31 33 34 35 30 42 31 39 32 51 46 33 34 39
15 11 6 11 22 14 14 14 32 7 5 8 10 13 8 13

Attainment levels of the population have improved significantly over the last thirty years, particularly among females. Today, more
than 76% of young people aged 25-29 in the Union have a upper secondary qualification. At the same time, however, 20% of per-
sons aged 18-24 leave the education system with only lower secondary education at best.
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Lifelong learning

Key indicator
Lifelong learning (adult participation in education and training) 
Percentage of population, aged 25-64, having participated in education or training 
in the last four weeks,  2000

Total, 25-64
25-34
35-44
45-54
55-64

Note: IRL, A - 1997 data. F, P - see methodological notes.
Source: Eurostat - European Union Labour Force Survey

EU-wide, 8% of the population aged 25-64 participated in education/training (in the last four weeks) in 2000. Such training activi-
ties seem to be more prevalent in the Nordic countries, the Netherlands and the United Kingdom. Older persons are less likely to
receive training than younger persons. Higher qualified persons are more likely than the low-qualified to participate in such trai-
ning.
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Graph 6 Percentage of population that has completed
at least upper secondary education, by 
age-group, 2000

Graph 7 Unemployment rates of the population aged
25-59 by sex and level of education, EU-15, 2000

Graph 8 Lifelong learning (Percentage of population, 
aged  25-64, having participated in education 
or training in the last four weeks) by  level of 
education, EU-15, 2000

Graph 9 Total public expenditure on education as a
percentage of GDP, 1999

Notes: UK - GCSE ‘O’ levels are included under upper secondary (ISCED 3).
IRL, A - 1997 data. F, P - see methodological notes of the main Report.

Source: Eurostat - European Union Labour Force Survey
Source: Eurostat - UOE (Unesco, OECD and Eurostat) questionnaires on 

education statistics

Source: Eurostat - European Union Labour Force Survey. IRL: 1997 data.
Note: UK - GCSE ‘O’ levels are included under upper secondary (ISCED 3).

Source: Eurostat - European Union Labour Force Survey
Note: UK - GCSE ‘O’ levels are included under upper secondary (ISCED 3).
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Employment

Key indicator
Employment rate (Employed persons aged 15-64 as a share of the total population aged 15-64)

2000
1999

Trend in employment

Total employment 2000 (millions)
Total employment 1999 (millions)
Total employment 1995 (millions)
2000/1995 (% av. annual empl. growth)
2000/1999 (% annual empl. growth)

Note: EL and L on employment growth have 1999 data instead of 2000 data: figures refer to 1999/1995 and 1999/1998.

Source: Eurostat - Quarterly labour force data, European Union Labour Force Survey and National Accounts (ESA 95)
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In 2000, an estimated 166 million people were in employment in the Union, a rise of more than 10 million since 1995. This repre-
sents annual growth of around 1.3% per annum. In 2000, employment increased by 1.7%. The employment rate for the population
aged 15-64 stood at 63.2% in 2000.
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Employment of older workers

Key indicator

Employment rate of older workers (Employed older [aged 55-64] 
workers as a share of total population aged 55-64), 2000

Total
Men
Women

Persons in employment 
aged 55-64, 2000 (1000)

Source: Eurostat - comparable estimates based on the European Union Labour Force Survey
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37.5 25.0 54.6 37.4 39.0 36.6 29.3 45.1 27.3 27.2 37.9 29.2 51.7 41.2 64.3 50.5
47.6 35.1 61.9 46.2 55.3 54.8 32.8 63.0 40.3 37.9 49.9 41.4 62.5 41.8 67.0 59.8
27.7 15.4 46.2 28.7 24.4 19.9 26.0 27.1 15.2 16.8 25.8 17.8 42.3 40.7 61.7 41.4

16530 247 322 4515 496 1672 1644 149 2044 17 627 291 552 216 663 3076

During the last decade, the EU employment rate of 55-64 year-old men fell by around 3 percentage points to stand at 48% in 2000.
The decline may be the result of a combination of job shortages, lower mobility and inadequate skills rather than the wish to reti-
re early. In contrast, the comparable female rate rose by almost 4 points to reach 28% in 2000. Overall, 38% of the population aged
55-64 were in employment in 2000.
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Graph 12 Employment rates by age-group and sex, 
EU-15, 2000

Graph 13 Employment rates of older (aged 55-64) 
workers, 2000

Source: Eurostat - Quarterly labour force data Source: Eurostat - National Accounts (ESA 95)
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Key indicator

Youth unemployment/population ratio
2000
1999
1994

Youth unemployment rate

2000, males and females
2000, males
2000, females

1999
1994

Source: Eurostat - comparable estimates based on the European Union Labour Force Survey.
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Unemployment

Key indicator

Unemployment rate

2000
1999
1994

Unemployment (in 1000s), 2000

Source: Eurostat - comparable estimates based on the European Union Labour Force Survey.

In 2000, the total number of unemployed in the European Union dropped to 14.2 million. This represents 8.2% of the labour force.
This is the lowest rate since 1992. Between 1999 and 2000, Belgium, Spain and France recorded the largest fall in their unemploy-
ment rate although Spain continues to have the highest figure (14.1%). It decreased in all Member states, except in Luxembourg
where it remained at a low 2.4%.
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7.8 6.5 5.3 4.6 11.3 11.4 7.1 3.3 11.8 2.5 4.0 2.9 4.2 11.1 5.5 8.3
8.6 8.2 7.0 4.7 12.5 12.5 8.6 4.3 12.5 2.4 4.8 3.1 4.3 10.8 6.6 8.7

10.7 8.8 7.8 4.8 10.2 19.4 10.8 10.7 12.6 3.3 7.0 3.5 6.8 15.5 11.7 11.2

16.2 17.7 7.3 9.1 29.6 26.2 20.1 6.5 30.8 7.3 5.6 5.3 8.9 21.4 11.3 12.8
14.9 15.1 7.0 9.8 22.2 20.6 18.1 6.1 27.2 6.5 4.6 4.8 6.8 21.1 10.7 13.8
17.6 20.8 7.5 8.2 37.9 33.2 22.3 7.0 35.1 8.3 6.6 5.8 11.6 21.6 11.9 11.5
17.9 23.7 9.6 9.1 31.3 29.5 24.3 8.4 32.7 7.1 7.2 5.3 9.0 21.4 13.6 13.2
22.0 24.2 11.1 8.8 27.7 45.1 29.2 23.0 32.3 7.3 11.5 5.7 15.0 34.0 22.0 17.0

EU-wide, 7.8% of young people (aged 15-24) were unemployed in 2000. The unemployment rate (as a percentage of the labour
force) among young people was 16.2%. The differences between these two percentages vary significantly between countries. While
the first figure shows that a relatively small proportion of young people is unemployed, the second one gives an indication as to the
labour market situation for young people. For most countries, youth unemployment fell between 1999 and 2000, in line with the
overall drop in unemployment.
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Graph 14 Unemployment rates by sex, 2000 Graph 15 Trend in the unemployment rate by sex, 
EU-15, 1992-2000

Graph 16 Youth unemployment/population ratio 
(15-24 years), 2000

Graph 17 Youth unemployment rates (15-24 years) 
by sex, 2000

Source: Eurostat - comparable estimates based on the European Union 
Labour Force Survey

Source: Eurostat - comparable estimates based on the European Union 
Labour Force Survey

Male
Female

Source: Eurostat - comparable estimates based on the European Union 
Labour Force Survey

Source: Eurostat - comparable estimates based on the European Union 
Labour Force Survey

Male
Female

Male

Female

Total

EU-15 B DK D EL E F IRL I L NL A P FIN S UK

8.2 7.0 4.7 7.9 11.1 14.1 9.5 4.2 10.5 2.4 3.0 3.7 4.1 9.8 5.9 5.5
9.1 8.8 5.2 8.6 11.6 15.9 11.2 5.6 11.3 2.4 3.4 4 4.5 10.2 7.2 6.1

11.1 10.0 8.2 8.4 8.9 24.2 12.3 14.3 11.1 3.2 7.1 3.8 6.9 16.6 9.4 9.6

14193.3 311.3 134.6 3132.5 492.6 2379.9 2455.0 73.6 2465.7 4.5 238.6 142.4 210.7 252.9 264.4 1630.4



Key indicator

Long-term unemployment rate (12 months or more)
2000
1999
1994

Persons unemployed for 12 months or more as a percentage of total unemployed
2000
1999
1994

Youth long-term unemployment rate (6 months or more)
2000
1999
1994

Young persons unemployed for 6 months or more as a percentage of total young unemployed
2000
1999

Source: Eurostat - comparable estimates based on the European Union Labour Force Survey.
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Long-term unemployment

EU 15 B DK D EL E F IRL I L NL A P FIN S UK

3.6 3.8 1.0 : 6.1 5.9 3.7 1.6 6.3 : 0.8 1.0 1.6 2.8 1.7 1.5
4.2 4.9 1.2 4.4 6.5 7.3 4.4 2.6 6.7 0.7 1.2 1.1 1.7 3.0 2.2 1.7
5.2 5.6 2.9 3.8 4.4 12.9 4.7 9.4 6.5 0.9 3.1 0.9 2.6 6.1 2.5 4.2

44 54 21 : 55 42 39 38 60 : 27 27 39 29 29 27
46 56 23 51 56 46 39 46 59 29 35 28 38 29 31 28
47 56 35 45 49 53 38 66 59 28 44 24 38 37 27 44

8.4 9.6 0.4 4.4 15.9 18.6 8.5 : 24.2 1.8 1.3 1.6 3.7 3.1 3.2 3.9
9.5 14.0 1.6 4.8 18.5 21.4 8.8 : 25.6 3.1 5.9 1.7 4.8 2.6 3.7 4.3

14.2 16.5 3.6 4.4 19.8 32.7 14.1 17.3 26.5 3.6 9.4 : 6.6 : : 9.4

51.6 54.2 6.1 48.0 53.9 71.0 42.3 : 78.7 24.2 23.3 29.7 41.9 14.3 27.9 30.2
53.1 59.1 15.9 52.4 72.6 59.2 36.3 : 78.3 : 82.0 31.3 53.7 12.5 27.1 32.3

In Brief The social situation in the European Union 2002

In 2000 3.6% of the EU-15 labour force were affected by long-term unemployment. Put another way, 44 % of unemployed people were
jobless for at least one year. The long-term unemployment rate has fallen in recent years but remains about 6% in Greece, Spain and
Italy. For young people between 15 and 24 years old, 8.4% (as a percentage of the labour force) were unemployed for at least six months.
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Social protection expenditure

Key indicator

Expenditure on social protection as a percentage of GDP

1999
1993
1990

Source: Eurostat - European System of integrated Social Protection Statistics (ESSPROS).

EU 15 B DK D EL E F IRL I L NL A P FIN S UK

27.6 28.2 29.4 29.6 25.5 20.0 30.3 14.7 25.3 21.9 28.1 28.6 22.9 26.7 32.9 26.9
28.8 29.5 31.9 28.4 22.0 24.0 30.7 20.2 26.4 23.9 33.6 28.9 20.7 34.6 38.6 29.1
25.5 26.4 28.7 25.4 22.9 19.9 27.9 18.4 24.7 22.1 32.5 26.7 15.2 25.1 33.1 23.0

In 1999, EU social protection expenditure represented 27.6% of GDP (as in 1998), confirming the downward trend in this indicator obs-
erved since the peak of 28.8% in 1993. However, it still compares favourably with the 1990 level of 25.5%. There are considerable dif-
ferences between Member States with quite a clear north/south divide. Despite these disparities, social protection expenditure is ten-
ding to converge with the largest increases in recent years being observed in the countries with the lowest levels of expenditure.
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Graph 18 Unemployment rates by duration, 2000 Graph 19 Youth unemployment rates by duration, 2000

Graph 20 Expenditure on social protection per head 
of population, 1999

Graph 21 Social protection receipts by type as a 
percentage of total receipts, EU-15, 1999

Source: Eurostat - comparable estimates based on the European Union
Labour Force Survey

PPS

Less than 12 months
12 months or more

Source: Eurostat - comparable estimates based on the European Union
Labour Force Survey

Less than 6 months
6 months or more

Source: Eurostat - European System of integrated Social Protection Statistics
(ESSPROS)

Source: Eurostat - European System of integrated Social Protection Statistics
(ESSPROS)

General
Government

contributions
35.7%

Social contribu-
tions of protected

persons
22.7%

Other receipts
3.7%

Employers' social
contributions
37.9%



23

In Brief The social situation in the European Union 2002

Old age benefits

Key indicator

Old age and survivors benefits as a percentage of total social benefits

1999
1990

Source: Eurostat - European System of integrated Social Protection Statistics (ESSPROS).

EU 15 B DK D EL E F IRL I L NL A P FIN S UK

46.0 43.0 38.0 42.1 50.7 46.2 44.2 25.2 64.0 41.4 41.5 47.4 43.7 35.1 39.5 46.1
45.9 41.8 36.7 45.8 51.7 42.9 42.7 30.4 57.6 46.7 37.4 50.1 41.9 33.8 : 45.3

In most Member States in 1999, the largest share of social protection expenditure was assigned to the old age and survivors func-
tions. This was especially true of Italy (64.0% of total benefits against the EU average of 46.0%). EU-wide, benefits paid under the
old-age and survivors functions rose by 25% in real terms per capita during the period 1990-1999. This growth is primarily explained
by demography. Furthermore the retirement policy (notably early retirement) also influences the development of these benefits.
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Income distribution and regional cohesion

Key indicator

Distribution of income (S80/S20 ratio) (1)

1998

(1) The share of entire national income received by the top 20% of the population to that of the bottom 20%. EU-15 estimate excludes L and FIN. L 1996 data, FIN 1997 data.

Source: Eurostat - European Community Household Panel - UDB version December 2001

EU-15 B DK D EL E F IRL I L NL A P FIN S UK

5.4 5.8 2.7 4.8 6.5 6.8 4.7 5.3 5.9 4.6 4.4 3.8 7.2 3.0 3.4 5.7

At EU level, the bottom (poorest) 20% of the population received 8% of total income in 1998, while the top (richest) 20% received
39% of total income, i.e. 5.4 times as much. This gap between the most and least well-off persons is smallest in Denmark (2.7),
Finland (3.0, 1997) and Sweden (3.4). It is widest in the southern Member States, Belgium, the United Kingdom and Ireland.

L

DK
FIN

S

A

NL

D
F

IRL

B

EU-15

I

EL
E

UK

P

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

5 7 9 11 13 15 17 19 21
0

10

20

30

40

50

60

B DK D EL E F IRL I (1) NL A P FIN S UK
(2)

UK
(3)

%

0

10

20

30

40

50

60

Graph 22 Social benefits by groups of functions as a 
percentage of total benefits, EU-15, 1999

Graph 23 Old age and survivors benefits as a 
percentage of total social benefits, 1999

Graph 24 Level of income and income inequality, 1998 Graph 25 Regional cohesion, Coefficient of variation of
GDP per capita in PPS for NUTS 3 regions, 1998

Source: Eurostat - European Community Household Panel - UDB,  version
December 2001

Median equivalised income (x 1,000 PPS)

Source: Eurostat - European System of integrated Social Protection Statistics
(ESSPROS)

Source: Eurostat - European System of integrated Social Protection Statistics
(ESSPROS)

Source: Eurostat - Regional accounts.'(1) NUTS II only. (2) All UK. 
(3) = All UK except "Inner London - West" (newly created region
with very high GDP/head).
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Low income households

Key indicator
Risk of poverty rate before and after social transfers (Percentage of the population below the poverty line before and after social transfers. Poverty line defined as 60% of the
median equivalised income (1), 1998

Before social benefits
After social benefits

National currency (NC) symbol
60% of median annual income (NC)
60% of median annual income (PPS)

EU-15 estimate excludes L and FIN. (1) Pensions are included 'before' and 'after'. (2) I - data in 1000s. 
Source: Eurostat - European Community Household Panel UDB, version December 2001. L 1996 instead of 1998. FIN 1997 instead of 1998.

EU-15 B DK D EL E F IRL I L NL A P FIN S UK

26 28 26 24 23 25 28 33 23 26 21 25 27 27 30 33
18 16 9 16 22 19 18 17 20 12 12 13 20 8 10 21

. BEF DKK DEM GRD ESP FRF IEP ITL LUF NLG ATS PTE FMK SEK GBP

. 336484 79620 16820 1159200 654128 52290 4526 9627 (2) 463848 17064 120150 581876 43250 74220 5883
7 010 8 381 8 443 8 040 4 526 4 838 7 495 6 242 5 591 11 409 8 004 8 224 4 035 6 324 6 834 8 170
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When looking at the total population, around 18% of EU citizens had an equivalised income that was less than 60% of their respective
national median in 1998. This figure represents around 68 million people. Using 60% of the national median as a cut-off threshold, the
proportion of people at risk of poverty was relatively higher (over 20%) in Greece and United Kingdom - and was relatively lower in
Belgium, Germany, Luxembourg (1996), Netherlands, Austria and Sweden (10 to 16%). It was particularly low in Denmark (9%) and
Finland (8%, 1997).  Social benefits reduce the proportion of people at risk of poverty in all Member States but to very differing degrees:
the reduction ranging from 5-15% in Greece and Italy to more than 70% in Finland, with an EU average reduction of 31%.
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Jobless households and low wages

Key indicator

People in jobless households (Percentage of people living in households with no member in employment among all people living in households with at least one person belonging to
the labour force)
2000

Source: Eurostat - European Union Labour Force Survey 2000. IRL - 1997 data. 

Risk of poverty rates (%) among the persons living in households where … of the working age persons are in employment, 1998

… none …
… some -but not all- …
… all …

Source: Eurostat -  European Community Household Panel UDB, version December 2001. FIN: 1997.
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4.5 4.5 : 4.7 4.2 5.1 5.5 6.6 5.0 0.9 1.1 2.4 1.2 : : 3.9

51 50 25 56 41 52 55 63 45 :  :  45 49 28 :  49
22 9 6 23 23 18 26 9 26 :  :  14 23 5 :  21
5 2 2 3 12 6 5 3 4 :  :  6 13 3 :  7

An important cause of poverty and social exclusion is the lack of a job or low wages from employment. In 1998, the 'at-risk-of-pover-
ty' rate for persons living in households where no persons of working age are in employment was 51% - around 2.3 times as high
as the rate where at least one person is working.
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Graph 26 Percentage of the population living in 
(persistent) risk of poverty, 1998

Graph 27 Risk of poverty rate before and after social 
transfers, 1998

Graph 28 Percentage of people living in households
with no member in employment among all
people living in households with at least 

one person belonging to the labour force, 2000

Graph 29 Risk of poverty rates among the persons 
living in households where … of the working
persons are in employment, 1998

L 1996 instead of 1998. FIN 1997 instead of 1998.
Source: Eurostat - European Community Household Panel.

Source: Eurostat - European Community Household Panel. L 1996 data. 
FIN 1997 data.

Source: Eurostat - European Union Labour Force Survey
Source: Eurostat - European Community Household Panel UDB, version 

December 2001; FIN: 1997 data.
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Women in decision making 

Key indicator

Female share in national Parliaments (Percentage of seats occupied by women in the national Parliaments 
(or Lower House)), spring 2001

Percentage of seats occupied by women 
in the European Parliament

Percentage of women in the national governments, 
spring 2001

Source: European database - Women in decision making.

EU 15 B DK D EL E F IRL I L NL A P FIN S UK

23 23 38 32 9 28 10 13 11 17 35 28 20 37 44 18

30 28 38 36 16 34 40 33 10 33 32 38 20 44 50 24

25 22 43 39 13 18 29 22 14 29 36 31 10 39 50 33

At the EU level, women's representation in the European Parliament has increased steadily with each election since 1984 and now
reaches 30%. In national Parliaments women continue to be under-represented in all Member States as the percentages of seats
occupied by women in these bodies range from 9% in Greece to 44% in Sweden.
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Female employment

Key indicator

Employment rate, 15-64 years, 2000

Females
Males

°D, L: 1999 data

Source: Eurostat - comparable estimates based on the European Union Labour Force Survey.

EU 15 B DK D EL E F IRL I L NL A P FIN S UK

54.0 51.5 71.6 57.1° 41.2 40.3 55.1 54.1 39.6 48.6° 63.6 59.5 60.3 64.3 69.3 64.8
72.5 69.5 80.8 72.4° 71.1 69.7 69.1 76.2 67.9 74.5° 82.1 76.9 76.5 70.2 72.3 78.1

Between 1995 and 2000, the EU employment rate for males rose by more than 2 percentage points. Over the same period, the rate
for females however rose by 4 points, thereby narrowing the gap between the sexes. Nevertheless, the rate for males (72.5%)
remains considerably higher than that of females (54.0%). Female employment rates are highest in the three Nordic countries,
United Kingdom and the Netherlands.
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Graph 30 Percentage of seats occupied by women 
in Parliaments, 2001

Graph 31 Percentage of women in the national 
governments, spring 2001

Graph 32 Female employment rates (15-64 years), 
1990 and 2000

Graph 33 Percentage of persons in employment 
working part-time, by sex, 2000

Source: Eurostat - comparable estimates based on the European Union
Labour Force Survey

Source: Eurostat - European Union Labour Force Survey

Source: European database - Women in decision making Source: European database - Women in decision making
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Key indicator

Gender pay gap (Average gross hourly earnings of women as % of average gross hourly earnings of men. 
The population consists of all paid employees aged 16-64 that are 'at work 15+ hours per week'.)

1998
1997
1996
1995
1994
Source: Eurostat - European Community Household Panel UDB version December 2001 (except F: National Labour Force Survey, S: Structure of Earnings Survey.)

Average monthly earnings of women as a percentage of men’s in some service sectors in the EU

Financial services
Hotels and restaurants
Business services

Sources: Eurostat - 1) Harmonised statistics on earnings 1999, 2) Statistics on the Structure of Earnings 1995. Data coverage within services varies from country to country.
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Earnings of men and women

EU 15 B DK D EL E F IRL I L NL A P FIN S UK

84 93 90 81 87 86 88 80 91 : 79 79 94 : 82 76
85 89 87 81 89 84 88 82 92 : 83 77 94 82 83 79
84 89 85 79 85 87 87 81 91 83 81 80 94 83 83 75
83 88 85 79 83 86 87 81 92 82 79 78 95 : 85 74
83 87 89 79 87 90 87 81 92 83 77 : 90 : 84 72

1995 1996 1997 1998 1999

68.2 68.4 67.3 66.6 66.5
82.9 82.4 83.4 83.5 83.1
75.4 76.2 75.1 75.6 75.5
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EU-wide, the average gross hourly earnings of women in 1998 were estimated at 16% less than the gross hourly earnings of men.
The smallest differences are found in Portugal, Belgium, Italy and Denmark. The gap is narrowing but only slowly. The gap can part-
ly be explained – there probably still remains some “pure” gender discrimination in pay.  
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Life and health expectancies

Key indicator

Life expectancy at birth, 1999

Males
Females

Disability-free life expectancy (at birth), 1996

Males
Females

Source: Eurostat - Mortality Statistics and European Community Household Panel.

EU-15 B DK D EL E F IRL I L NL A P FIN S UK

74.6 74.3 74.0 74.5 75.5 75.3 74.9 73.5 75.5 73.7 75.2 74.4 71.7 73.7 77.1 74.8
80.9 80.5 78.8 80.6 80.6 82.5 82.3 79.1 81.8 80.5 80.5 80.9 78.9 81.0 81.9 79.7

63 65 62 63 67 65 60 64 67 61 63 62 59 56 : 61
66 69 62 69 70 68 63 67 70 64 63 66 61 59 : 62

Life expectancy continues to rise and now stands at 81 years for women and 75 for men. In all Member States, women live longer
than men. EU-wide, women can expect to live to 66 and men to 63 years of age without any disability. 
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Graph 34 Gender pay gap 1997 and 1998 Graph 35 Average monthly earnings of women as 
percentage of men's in some service sectors 
in the EU 1995-1999

Graph 36 Major causes of death by age-group, EU-15, 
1998

Graph 37 Proportion of population whose perceived 
health is bad or very bad, by level of 
education, EU-15, 1997

Source: Eurostat - European Community Household Panel UDB version 
December 2001 (except F: National Labour Force Survey, 
S: Structure of Earnings Survey).

Source: Eurostat - Harmonised statistics on earnings

Source: Eurostat - Mortality Statistics
Source: Eurostat - European Community Household Panel UDB, version September 2001.
Note: UK - GCSE ‘O’ levels are included under upper secondary (ISCED 3).
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Accidents and work-related health problems

Key indicator

Quality of work (serious accidents at work) Incidence rate (number per 100 000 persons in employment) 
based index of accidents at work resulting in more than 3 days' absence from work, 1998 - Index 1994 = 100 (1)

Total

Age-group 18-24
Age-group 45-54

(1) Except IRL and A : 1996 = 100.

Source: Eurostat - European Statistics on Accidents at Work (ESAW)

EU-15 B DK D EL E F IRL I L NL A P FIN S UK

90 116 121 89 79 115 89 96 88 105 91 93 93 88 118 79

74 137 111 97 64 118 97 100 94 110 96 115 : 94 111 74
97 132 130 98 78 111 88 90 82 107 92 92 : 95 108 73

In 1998, around 4.1% of EU workers were victims of a working accident resulting in more than three days' absence, 6.4% including
accidents with no absence from work or an absence up to 3 days. From 1994, the number of accidents at work with more than three
days' absence decreased by 10% (the value of the index 1994 = 100 was 90 in 1998). During 1998-99 5.4% of employees per year suf-
fered from work-related health problems. A total of around 500 million working days are lost every year as a result of accidents at
work (150 million days lost) and work-related health problems (350 million days lost).  Road transport fatalities have fallen by 44%
since 1970 but there were still over 40 000 deaths on EU roads recorded in 2000.
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Graph 38 Accidents at work by type of activity, EU-15, 
1998

Graph 39 Number of road traffic deaths per million 
population, 2000

Source: Eurostat - European Statistics on Accidents at Work (ESAW) Source: Eurostat - Transport Statistics.  EL, IRL, I and L: estimates based on
national sources.
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no. Key indicator Unit Year EU-15 B DK D EL E F IRL I L NL A P FIN S UK

3 Old age dependency ratio % 2000 24 26 22 24 26 25 24 17 27 21 20 23 23 22 27 24
4 Net migration rate per 1000 inhab. 2000 2.0 1.6 1.8 2.5 2.1 1.0 0.8 5.3 2.0 10.9 2.8 2.4 1.0 0.7 1.5 2.8
5 Early school-leavers not in further 

education or training % 2000 20* 12 12 15 17 28 13 19° 29 17 17 11° 43 10 8 :
6 Lifelong learning (adult participation 

in education and training) % 2000 8 7 21 5 1 5 3° 5° 5 5 16 8° 3° 20 22 21
7 Employment rate % 2000 63.2 60.5 76.3 64.8° 55.7 54.8 62.0 65.2 53.7 61.7° 72.9 68.2 68.3 67.3 70.8 71.5
8 Employment rate of older workers % 2000 37.5 25.0 54.6 37.4 39.0 36.6 29.3 45.1 27.3 27.2 37.9 29.2 51.7 41.2 64.3 50.5
9 Unemployment rate % 2000 8.2 7.0 4.7 7.9 11.1 14.1 9.5 4.2 10.5 2.4 3.0 3.7 4.1 9.8 5.9 5.5

10 Youth unemployment/population ratio % 2000 7.8 6.5 5.3 4.6 11.3 11.4 7.1 3.3 11.8 2.5 4.0 2.9 4.2 11.1 5.5 8.3
11 Long-term unemployment rate % 2000 3.6 3.8 1.0 4.4 6.1 5.9 3.7 1.6 6.3 0.7 0.8 1.0 1.6 2.8 1.7 1.5
12 Social protection expenditure 

as a percentage of GDP % 1999 27.6 28.2 29.4 29.6 25.5 20.0 30.3 14.7 25.3 21.9 28.1 28.6 22.9 26.7 32.9 26.9
13 Old age and survivors benefits as a 

percentage of total social benefits % 1999 46.0 43.0 38.0 42.1 50.7 46.2 44.2 25.2 64.0 41.4 41.5 47.4 43.7 35.1 39.5 46.1
14 Distribution of income 

(S80/S20 ratio) Ratio 1998 5.4 5.8 2.7 4.8 6.5 6.8 4.7 5.3 5.9 4.6 4.4 3.8 7.2 3.0 3.4 5.7
15a Risk of poverty rate before 

social transfers % 1998 26 28 26 24 23 25 28 33 23 26 21 25 27 27 30 33
15b Risk of poverty rate 

after social transfers % 1998 18 16 9 16 22 19 18 17 20 12 12 13 20 8 10 21
16 People in jobless households % 2000 4.5 4.5 : 4.7 4.2 5.1 5.5 6.6 5.0 0.9 1.1 2.4 1.2 : : 3.9
17 Female share in national Parliaments % 2001 23 23 38 32 9 28 10 13 11 17 35 28 20 37 44 18
18 Female employment rate % 2000 54.0 51.5 71.6 57.1* 41.2 40.3 55.1 54.1 39.6 48.6° 63.6 59.5 60.3 64.3 69.3 64.8
19 Gender pay gap % 1998 84 93 90 81 87 86 88 80 91 83° 79 79 94 82° 82 76

20a Life expectancy at birth - males Years 1999 74.6 74.3 74.0 74.5 75.5 75.3 74.9 73.5 75.5 73.7 75.2 74.4 71.7 73.7 77.1 74.8
20b Life expectancy at birth - females Years 1999 80.9 80.5 78.8 80.6 80.6 82.5 82.3 79.1 81.8 80.5 80.5 80.9 78.9 81.0 81.9 79.7
20c Disability-free life expectancy (at birth)

- males Years 1996 63 65 62 63 67 65 60 64 67 61 63 62 59 56 : 61
20d Disability-free life expectancy (at birth)

- females Years 1996 66 69 62 69 70 68 63 67 70 64 63 66 61 59 : 62
21 Quality of work (serious accidents at work) 

Index points (1994 = 100) 1998 90 116 121 89 79 115 89 96° 88 105 91 93° 93 88 118 79

° = See comment in the corresponding portrait. The figure may be from another year or may have some other limitation.

Reading note for each key indicator

3 EU-wide, the number of persons aged 65 and over corresponded to 24% of what is considered to be the working age 
population (15-64 years) in 2000.

4 The net migration rate for the EU in 2000 was 2.0 per 1000 inhabitants.
5 In 2000, 20% of 18-24 year-olds in the EU had left the education system without completing a qualification beyond lower

secondary schooling.
6 EU-wide, 8% of the population aged 25-64 participated in education/training (in the last four weeks) in 2000.
7 63.2% of the EU population aged 15-64 were in employment in 2000.
8 37.5% of the EU population aged 55-64 were in employment in 2000.
9 8.2% of the EU labour force (those at work and those seeking work) were unemployed in 2000.

10 7.8% of the EU population aged 15-24 were unemployed in 2000.
11 3.6% of the EU labour force (those at work and those seeking work) had been unemployed for at least one year in 2000.
12 In 1999, EU social protection expenditure represented 27.6% of Gross Domestic Product (GDP).
13 EU-wide, old-age and survivors benefits make up the largest item of social protection expenditure 

(46.0% of total benefits in 1999).
14 At EU level, the bottom (poorest) 20% of the population received only 8% of total income in 1998, while the top (richest) 

20% received 39% of total income, i.e. 5.4 times as much.
15a EU-wide before social transfers, 26% of the population would have been living below the poverty line in 1998.
15b EU-wide after social transfers, 18% of the population were actually living below the poverty line in 1998.

16 EU-wide, 4,5% of people living in active households (i.e. at least one person belongs to the labour force) were living in 
jobless households in 2000, i.e. no member of the household was in employment.

17 EU-wide, 23% of the seats in the national Parliaments (or Lower House) were occupied by women in 2001.
18 54.0% of the EU female population aged 15-64 were in employment in 2000.
19 EU-wide, the average gross hourly earnings of women were 84% of the average gross hourly earnings of men in 1998. 

The population consists of all paid employees aged 16-64 that are 'at work 15+ hours per week'.
20a The average life expectancy at birth of a male citizen in the EU was 74.6 years in 1999. 
20b The average life expectancy at birth of a female citizen in the EU was 80.9 years in 1999. 
20c On average, a male citizen in the EU should live to 63 without disability (1996 data).
20d On average, a female citizen in the EU should live to 66 without disability (1996 data).

21 EU-wide there occurred 10 % (100-10=90) less working accidents (resulting in more than three days' absence) 
per 100 000 persons in employment in 1998 than in 1994.

Key social indicators per Member State
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Belgique/
België Eurostat Data Shop Bruxelles/Brussel

Planistat Belgique
Rue du Commerce 124
Handelsstraat 124
B-1000 Bruxelles/Brussel
Tel. (32-2) 234 67 50
Fax (32-2) 234 67 51
E-mail: datashop@planistat.be
http://www.datashop.org/

Languages spoken:
ES, DE, EN, FR

Danmark DANMARKS STATISTIK
Bibliotek og Information
Eurostat Data Shop
Sejrøgade 11
DK-2100 København Ø
Tlf. (45) 39 17 30 30
Fax (45) 39 17 30 03
E-mail: bib@dst.dk
http://www.dst.dk/bibliotek

Languages spoken:
DA, EN

Deutschland Statistisches Bundesamt
Eurostat Data Shop Berlin
Otto-Braun-Straße 70-72
(Eingang: Karl-Marx-Allee) 
D-10178 Berlin
Tel. (49) 1888-644 94 27/28 
Fax (49) 1888-644 94 30 
E-Mail: datashop@destatis.de
http://www.eu-datashop.de/

Languages spoken:
DE, EN

España INE
Eurostat Data Shop
Paseo de la Castellana, 183
Oficina 011
Entrada por Estébanez Calderón 
E-28046 Madrid
Tel. (34) 91 583 91 67
Fax (34) 91 579 71 20
E-mail: datashop.eurostat@ine.es
http://www.datashop.org/
Member of the MIDAS Net

Languages spoken:
ES, EN, FR

France INSEE Info service
Eurostat Data Shop
195, rue de Bercy
Tour Gamma A
F-75582 Paris Cedex 12
Tel. (33) 1 53 17 88 44
Fax (33) 1 53 17 88 22
E-mail: datashop@insee.fr
Member of the MIDAS Net

Languages spoken:
FR

Italia - Roma ISTAT
Centro di informazione statistica 
— Sede di Roma
Eurostat Data Shop
Via Cesare Balbo, 11a
I-00184 Roma
Tel. (39) 06 46 73 31 02/06
Fax (39) 06 46 73 31 01/07
E-mail: dipdiff@istat.it
Member of the MIDAS Net

Languages spoken:
IT

Italia - Milano ISTAT
Ufficio regionale per la Lombardia
Eurostat Data Shop
Via Fieno, 3
I-20123 Milano
Tel. (39) 02 80 61 32 460
Fax (39) 02 80 61 32 304
E-mail: mileuro@tin.it
Member of the MIDAS Net

Languages spoken:
IT

Luxembourg Eurostat Data Shop Luxembourg
BP 453 
L-2014 Luxembourg
4, rue Alphonse Weicker
L-2721 Luxembourg
Tél. (352) 43 35-2251
Fax (352) 43 35-22221
E-mail: dslux@eurostat.datashop.lu
http://www.datashop.org/
Member of the MIDAS Net

Languages spoken:
ES, DE, EN, FR, IT

Eurostat Data Shops



In Brief The social situation in the European Union 2002

32

Nederland STATISTICS NETHERLANDS
Eurostat Data Shop — Voorburg
Postbus 4000
2270 JM Voorburg
Nederland
Tel. (31-70) 337 49 00
Fax (31-70) 337 59 84
E-mail: datashop@cbs.nl

Languages spoken:
EN, NL

Portugal Eurostat Data Shop Lisboa
INE/Serviço de Difusão
Av. António José de Almeida, 2
P-1000-043 Lisboa
Tel. (351) 21 842 61 00
Fax (351) 21 842 63 64
E-mail: data.shop@ine.pt

Languages spoken:
EN, FR, PT

Suomi/Finland STATISTICS FINLAND
Eurostat DataShop Helsinki
Tilastokirjasto
PL 2B
FIN-00022 Tilastokeskus 
Työpajakatu 13 B, 2. kerros, Helsinki
P. (358-9) 17 34 22 21
F. (358-9) 17 34 22 79
Sähköposti: datashop@stat.fi
http://tilastokeskus.fi/tk/kk/datashop/

Languages spoken:
EN, FI, SV

Sverige STATISTICS SWEDEN
Information service
Eurostat Data Shop
Karlavägen 100
Box 24 300
S-104 51 Stockholm
Tfn (46-8) 50 69 48 01
Fax (46-8) 50 69 48 99
E-post: infoservice@scb.se
http://www.scb.se/info/datashop/
eudatashop.asp

Languages spoken:
EN, SV

United Eurostat Data Shop
Kingdom  Office for National Statistics

Room 1.015
Cardiff Road
Newport
South Wales
NP10 8XG
UK
Tel: (44) 1633 813369
Fax: (44) 1633 813333
E-mail: eurostat.datashop@ons.gov.uk

Languages spoken:
EN

Norge Statistics Norway
Library and Information Centre 
Eurostat Data Shop
Kongens gate 6
Boks 8131 Dep.
N-0033 Oslo
Tel. (47) 21 09 46 42/43 
Fax (47) 21 09 45 04 
E-mail: Datashop@ssb.no

Languages spoken:
EN, NO

Schweiz/ Statistisches Amt des Kantons Zürich
Suisse/ Eurostat Data Shop
Svizzera Bleicherweg 5

CH-8090 Zürich
Tel. (41-1) 225 12 12
Fax (41-1) 225 12 99
E-mail: datashop@statistik.zh.ch
http://www.statistik.zh.ch

Languages spoken:
DE, EN

USA HAVER ANALYTICS
Eurostat Data Shop
60 East 42nd Street
Suite 3310
New York, NY 10165
Tel. (1-212) 986 93 00
Fax (1-212) 986 69 81
E-mail: eurodata@haver.com

Languages spoken:
EN

Eurostat home page
http://www.europa.eu.int/comm/eurostat/

has an updated list of Eurostat Data Shops


