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Abstract

In this paper, we analyze pesty dynamics in Europe for the period 192@01 using the
European Community Household Panel (ECHP) and for the period2R085usingthe
European Union Statistics on Income and Living ConditlldSILC)The study first focuses on
poverty profiles whth depict the poverty duration, recurrence and persistence and then on
the trigger events (income, demographic, labour market) associated with movements into and
out of poverty, using a modified version of the Bane and Ellwood (1986) framework of event
andysis. Multivariate logit analysis is employed at a second step in order to identify the
socioeconomic factors that affect the transitions into and out of poverty. Croastry
differences, as well as differences in poverty dynamic trends between thepesiods, are
examined. Poverty profiles show a consistency with the welfare regime typology during the
period 19942001, but the results are not entirely clear in the fomésis period. Moreover, the
results show that new MembeS$tates cannot be clusterddto one group. The resultdiffer
significantly across countries when the events associated with poverty exits and entries are
examined in detail with the event and multivariate logit analysis, reflecting the different
importance of the various householdcome components, as well as the different effect that
the demographic changes have to transitions into and out of poverty in each country. The
general patterns that can be observed are five: a) In both periods, income events and
especially changes in lRQ& €t 62NJ SIFENyAy3aa asSSy G2 o8
transitions in all countries, but more so in the Mediterranean countries, while demographic
events seem to be relatively more important in Northern countries; b) Employment events are
more impor@ant for ending a poverty spell than unemployment events for starting a poverty
spell; ¢) The importance of second income earners (finding a job or increasing earnings) for
bringing the household out of poverty was established in both periods; d) The depiogr
events have a stronger effect in the 8lLC than the ECHP for poverty entries and weaker for
poverty exits; e) The socioeconomic characteristics of the household and the household head
present a rather similar patterns across countries in both mkriexamined.

Keywords:Poverty EU ECHPEUSILCevent analysis
JEL codd32, 131, J64
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1. Introduction

In the late 2000s Europe plunged into a crisis that, in most merstages, was the deepest
since the end of World War Il. Along with drops inPG&hd increases in unemployment,
poverty measured with the poverty line anchored in time in real terms increased, in some
countries sharply, while relative poverty rose in most countries. The aim of the present paper
is to investigate one particular aspgeaf poverty, namely entries to and exits from poverty, in
the EU in the period just before the onset of the crisis, using the information of the European
Union Survey of Income and Living Conditions -$HILC) for the period 20&008.
Furthermore, theseresults will be compared with similar results for the period 12801
obtained using the European @munity Household Panel (ECHP).

Three types of analysis are performed aiming to identify similarities and differences across
European countries as well @sne periods. The first is an analysis of poverty profiles in a

window of time that enables us to identify the extent that the poverty in the countries under
examination is persistent, intermittent or transient. The second analysis is a modified version

2F GKS aadlyRINRE . IyS FyR 9ftfg22R 6mpycy FNIY.
try to identify whether particular transitions into or out of poverty can be associated with

specific demographic or employment events or they should be cBRifi I & ¢ LJdzZNBé¢ Ay O
events. In this framework, a detailed analysis is carried out to identify the specific
demographic, employment or income event that is associated with the transition under
examination. The third analysis is a multivariate probabditglysis of transitions into or out

of poverty, where we examine simultaneously the impact of several state and event
explanatory variables. The state variables are characteristics of the household or the
household head, while the event variables incledeumber of demographic and employment

changes. Finally, an attempt is made to associate these results with particular welfare state

regimes encountered in Europe.

The structure of the paper is the following. The second section reports the main firaitiges
relevant empirical literature. In the third section, we present the two main types of
methodology applied (event analysis and multivariate logit analysis), as well as the datasets
used. The fourth section contains the empirical resultys; we firesent the results of the
examination of poverty profiles in the two periods, then the results of the event analysis and,
finally, the results of the multivariate logit analysis. In section 5 we conclude. A technical
annex provides details on how we hded the income, education, marital status and
household headship variables in both datasets, whiehkisy issue for our analysis.

1.1Survey of literature

The pioneering work of Bane and Ellwo¢P86) was the first to focus on the events
associated with movements into and out of poverty. The idea behind the use of event analysis
for explaining poverty dynamics is that an income or demographic event, happening at the
household levelmight affect the beginning or ending of the poverty spell. Contrary to the
belief that, family changes are not important for poverty dynamics because they do not
happen often or to a large proportion of the population or mainly are voluntaryclfde
changes(Gottschalk 198 Bane and Ellwood notice that family events do happen close to
poverty transitions and, thus, are important for the sgioup of the population that moves
over and under the poverty line. They find that only 38% of all spell begmriag be
F3a20AFGSR 6A0GK | RSOftAYS Ay KSFRQa fFo62dzNJ St
focusing only on the earnings of household head cover a relatively small number of poverty
transitions. In total, in their analysis, income events accountafgproximately 60% of all



poverty beginnings, while demographic events for 40%. When they examine spell endings,
they find that income events are much more important than demographic events and
LI NI A Odzf F NI &8 GKS NRAS 27F rKs8% ¢t &llSpelSehdingsa y 3a | 002 dz

Duncaret al. (1993 add employment events tthe Bane and Ellwood framework and find that

in the US, Canada and six European courtr@sployment events are by far the most
frequent causes of both poverty exits and entries. Oxewl. (2000 also examine six OECD
countrie with respect to the importance of changes in family structure and in the labour
market which are associated with poverty transitions. One of thegst interesting findings is

that events relaéd to family status are relatively more important for entries than for exits.
McKernan and Ratcliff@002 focus onlyon the US, using two longitudinal data sets: the Panel
Study of Income Dynamics (PSID) and the Survéyofme and Program Participation (SIPP).

In line with previous research, they notice that changes in household structure are relatively
rare events in the population, but individuals who experience these events are the most likely
to experience transitiorinto or out of poverty. On the contrary, individuals who experience
employment shifts are less likely to experience a poverty transition. Yet, as shifts in
employment are more common events in the population at large, they are associated with a
larger shae of transitions into and out of poverty.

Jenkins(2000 applies the event methodology of Bane and Ellwood to the BHPS data and
identifies another important factor for poverty entries and exits. Compared to Bane and
Ellwood(1986x WS 2QOAyFAAY RA Yy 3a 3IA GBS Y2NB A YLIAdET yOS G2
than the household head) both for poverty entries and exits than to demographic effects.
Jenkinset al. (20013 2001b also introduce the analysis of nanutually exclusive events using
four relevant statistics In a subsequent study focusing on child poverty transitions, Jenkins
and Schluter(2003 examine the chances of making a transition in Britain compared to
Germany conditional on experiencing a trigger event rather than just examining differences in
the prevalence of trigger event per se. At the same time, thegmine certain joint events
(e.g. chances in labour market attachment combined with household formation or dissolution).
They find that Anglkiserman differences in child poverty occur from differences in the
financial consequences associated with evaatler than differences in the event prevalence.
They attribute the differences in the financial consequences associated with events to the
nature of the two welfare statés

Following Jenkins and Schlut€2003, Canto (2003 also controls for the fact that the
prevalence of events may differ between the poor and the poor and she examines nen
mutually exclusive events, ugj the Spanish Household Expenditure Survey. Her main finding
is that only around 7% of all movements out of poverty are due to demographic events in
Spain. She underlines that Spain is a particular case, compared to the other European
Countries, given theoutstandingly low occurrence of important demographic events like
childbirth, divorce, departure of children from parental home etc. in the population in general.
Focusing also on Spain, but with the ECHP data, BaMartin et al. (2006 study the trigger

! France (province of Lorraine), Germany, The Netherlands, Luxembourg, Ireland and Sweden.

2 canada, Germany, the Netherlands, Sweden, the Unitegtdin and the United States.

% The prevalence of each trigger event, the prevalence of each trigger event among the poor, the probability of a

poverty transition associated with having experience the event and the share of all poverty transitions accounted

for each even{seeJdenkins et al. 2001a, p. 1Q®enkins et al. 2001b, p. 27

* For instance, they referit & G KS DSNXIFYy GFE YR 60SySTAl 48aiSY LINROARS:
against adverse events than the British system, as well as reinforces the effect of positive events (e.g. benefits from

taxation for married coupleg))enkins and Schluter 2003

6 ImMPRoVE Discussion Paper 15/13



events that may be related to poverty exits by household type. Their main finding is that
different types of households have difé:t routes for escaping poverty e.g. while for young
households the increase in labour income is the main route to exit poverty for older families
social benefits play this role. Therefore, they suggest differentiation of antipoverty policies
depending orthe type of household. This is in accordance with the results that Jeakials
(20019 find using the BHPS. The importance of +advour income is obvious for pensioner
household and demographic events for lone parent households, suggesting that when applying
the Bane and Ellwood analysike division of the sample according to household type makes
sense.

Using the first three waves of the ECHP, Bourfaboiset al. (2003 examine the trigger

events for poverty entries and exits, separately for men and women. They find that women are

more vulnerable both to market and demographic events (especially to spouse death and
unionda A2t dziA2y 03 KAES YSyQa LIRIGSNIe SyaiNRSa I NB
main route out of poverty is access to employment and then union, whereas for sninsti

separation and then aess to employment. The results reveal a dependence ahen to

their male partners concerning poverty entries and exits. Layte and WI{20803) is the only

work that applies event analysis to 10 EU Memi&tates using the first five waves of the

ECHP. Contrary to the research supporting that poverty transitions have become increasingly
GOA2ANI LIKAASRE oFaASR 2y AT Y2003 &6 wrifyQhial y 23S 4 >
transitions into poverty tend to be associated with decreases in income rather than changes in

the demographic makap of households.

Vandecasteel€2010 focuses on two of the life eventpdrtnershipdissolution and leaving the
parental home), studyinghe main poverty trajectories after experiencing these events. She
identifies four broad latent classes: persistent Rowor, people with a transient or transient
recurrent / poverty risk, people with a longéerm poverty risk and late poverty entrants.
According to the resultghe transient poverty risk is less structured by gender, educational
and social class inequality than the longem poverty risk.

Polin and Raitandq2014) analyze thedemographic and economic events associated with
households falling into or exiting poverty through both descriptive analyses and logit
regressions using the ERILC up to 2006, and this is the first poverty event analysis that
AyOf dzZRSa GKS éStaBs theiraésultsasBowatatNaost poverty transitions are
associated with economic events, but the entry rates after the occurrericéemographic
events are also crucial. Poverty entry patents seem to be consistent with their welfare regime
typologies but a less clear ranking among them emerges when considering poverty exit rates.
Moreover, an interesting finding ithat when they use regression analysis controlling for
household and household head characteristics, the economic events do not havejestr
effect on poverty mobility in lessgenerous welfareregimes, as shown by the descriptive
analysis andno differences related to welfare regimes typologies emerge with respect to the
conditional transition rates associated with demographic events.

The Bane and Ellwood analysis of events associatepeaific predetermined event that
happens within a one year period with a transition into or out of poverty occurring at the same
period of time (e.g. in the same year). Neverthelsssjeral events (tggers) may occur in the
same period. In order to allow events to happen simultaneously and also examine other
socioeconomic determinants of poverty entries and exi®e may wish to estimatea
probability model in which trigger events as well particular household characteristics are
usedas regressors.



Multivariate logit analysis has been used extensively in many studies in order to test the
validity of event analysigesults, as well as to disentangle the effect of events from other
factors affectng transitions into and out of povertiany researchers find that event variables

in logit regressions are significant even when controlling for the corresponding state variable
For example, two important OECD studies on poverty dynamitds]in et al. (1999 and Oxley

et al. (2000 find that both employment status and employnt change variables affect
transitions into and out of poverty. When examining the effect of event variables to poverty
transitions, Muffelg2000) and Muffelset al. (2000) find that all variables retad to changes in
employment status of household members are significant indicators of transitions into and out
of poverty.

Finnie and Sweetmaf2003 report that, in Canada, family status and family changes are
strong determinants of poverty entries and exits. Having a first chiddenthan doubles the
probability of entering poverty for couples, while moving back to the parental home is
associated with large declines in the probability of entering low income for single and lone
parents. Van Laeven and Pannekoef002 use a binary dynamic logistic model with event
variables in order to examine the effect of finding work by one of the household members on
the probability of ending a poverty spell in the Netherlands. Titegprt that although finding

ajob by the household head increases by 22% the probability of escaping poverty, it does not
guarantee the end of the poverty spelewilde (2004 highlights that the impact of both
demographic and labour market events for poverty entries is stronger in Britain than in
Belgium, possibly because in Belgium both the family and the welfare state assume a greater
responsibility for negative life course events (e.g. young adults stay longer in their parental
household, the unemployment benefits are more generais.).

Cantoet al. (2006 use both descriptive and multivariate analysis, in order to anatiise
impact of demographic, labour market and welfare state transfers events in promoting exits
from deprivation for childbearinfpouseholds in SpainThey showhat the impact of labour
market events is lower for childbearing households despite the fact that their prevalence is
particularly high.

Callens and CrouX2009 use a multileel recurrent discretdime hazard analysis to
simultaneously model the impact of life cycle events and structural processes on poverty entry
and exit across European Regions. They identify a gender differentiation with respect to the
effect of marriage ad divorce. Thuswhile marriage and divorce have a strong, but opposite
impact on poverty dynamics for women, these events are of little or no importance for men to
whom the effect of employment or unemployment i&ar more important. Welfare regimes
have an impact on poverty entry, but this was not detected for poverty exit.

Discrete time hazard analysis has been used extensively for identifying poverty entry and exits
determinants in combination with duration dependence. Many papers have focused on the
issue of whether duration into/out of poverty affects the probability of exitingfetering
poverty (see for exampl8etti et al. 2000Makovec 2006Fertig and Tamm 200Ayli6n 2008
Andriopoulou and Tsaklagh 20113. Complementary to this question related to the state of
poverty rather than transitions is the question on whether current poverty status is related to
past poverty experiences and this is the issue of stipendence, which in the recent
literature is examined with controls for unobserved heterogeneity and initial conditions
(Cappellari and Jenkins 2Q0¥ylI6n 2009 Biewen 2009Andriopoulou and Tsakloglou 201)1b

8 ImMPRoVE Discussion Paper 15/13



2. Methodology& data

2.1 The hierarchical classification system of incona@d demographic events

The analysis of Bane and Ellwo@d®86) distinguishes two mutually exclusive categories of
events, which may affect the beginning/ending of poverty spells: ircamd demographic
events. Income events happen when certain income components of the household income
increase or decline. Demographic events are practically changes in the household size. As
Oxleyet al. (2000 underline, changes in the household size such as the arrival of a child affect
individual equivalent incomes because total household income is spread among more
household members. Alternatively, in the case ofarations or divorce, economies of scale

are lost as two new households are set up.

The starting point for the classification of events into income and demographic events is the
definition of the equivalised household income or needfusted household irmme (Jenkins
2000

a ax
EHI =212
e{n 3

where i is the number of individuals in the householdthe varioss household income
components,x the income of the individual household members from the various income
components for period andesthe equivalence scale depending on the numbemnd the age

h of the household members.

When a poverty spell begins fan individual this is usually due to a decline in his equivalised
household income. If the equivalised household income has remained stable or has increased
and neverthelessthe individual enters poverty, then the beginning of the poverty spell is
attributed to the increase of the poverty line (poverty line effect). The same appitbsthe
poverty exits which are not due to an increase in the neadjsisted income. In order to
minimized U dertyt A y S , @& divBettiet household income (the nunaor of the
equivalised household income formula) by the mean household income of the specific country
for the specific wave In this way, a purely relativistic analysis is performed, which limits the

® The results of making all household incomes relative to the national mean for the specific period can be better
illustrated by an example. L'stassura that in country A in period 1, an individual has a total household income of
100 euros, while the poverty line is 90 euros and the mean income 160 euros. In period 2 the poverty line increases
quicker than his income to 120 euros, while his income ardyeiase to 105. The mean national is now 220 euros. If

we do not express incomes in relative terms, the beginning of the poverty spell for this individual is due to the
poverty line effect, since he entered poverty while his nominal income increased; quoerstty, no further event
analysis is performed on this case. What we want to achieve is to reduce the growth effect and also the poverty line
effect, by making all household incomes relative to the national mean for the specific period. In this wayhevhile

. . . . .. .. 105 100
relative difference of household income wausni);oozo_05 for period 1, now it 'Sﬁ' 1—60: 0.48 0.63 _ 024
100 0.63 '
160

This last figure is then compared to the relative difference of the equivalence scale (denominator), in order to
conclude whetler the main event associated with the beginning of the poverty spells is an income or demographic
event. Thus, the second consequence of this method is that it redefines the balance between the income and
demographic events. For instance, lets assume thatresult of the first method was also a small decrease of
individuals income by 0.05 and that there is an increase in equivalence scale of the household from 2.1 to 2.3

680l das 27 GNR &S A y23y28 & R)a AccoriyBof tHe first rtho® AhE ERABHED S
2.1



transitions that are due to the poverty line effech the following tables, the results using a
purely relativistic approach are presented.

Hence, as shown in the algorithm figure, if a decline in the equivalised household income
causes the poverty entry, then five alternatives may have happened: first,nbusehold
income (numerator) might have decreased; second, the household equivalence scale
(denominator) might have increased; third, the household income might have decreased and
at the same time the equivalence scale might have increased; fourth,thetincome and the
equivalence scale might have increased, but the effect of the equivalence scale is greater than
that of income and fifth, both the income and the equivalence scale might have decreased, but
the income effect is greater.

The micrelevelevents that may lie behind the decrease of the household income (numerator)

or the increase of the equivalence scale (denominator) are exactly what the Bane and Ellwood
methodology is trying to identify. The events that may be associated with the decoédise
K2dziSK2fR AyO02YS IINB OFffSR aAyO02YS S@gSyitaész 2
more income components of one or more household members. Using the individual and
household income components availablge have formulated eight types of @Gome events

RSTAYSR o6& OKlFy3dSa AyY K2dzaSK2f R KSIFRQa f I 62 dzN.
O2FFALINRYIAQaA0 fFo02dzNJ SIEINYAy3Iazr 2 woskMlivde? dza SK2 f R
income, nonpension social benefits, pensions and any otimeome component. The events,

GKAOK OFdzasS OKIFIy3aSa Ay SldaAglitSyoS aoltS | NB
related to household formation or dissolution. In the case of poverty entries, the events which

make the equivalence scale rise may bgeion, a new householdmember moving ia the

family, the birth of a baby, a child reaching the age of 14 and, thus, becomingaadalding

to the equivalence scale usddrise in need§) or any other demographic event (residual

category). In the same wathe income events associated with a poverty exit, are increases in

the above income components, while the demographic events associated with a decline in
equivalence scale are: divorce, death, a houselioh@mber moving out and the residual

category ofother demographic events.

¢CKS FTANRG ljdSadAazy GKFG FNRAEASA Aa aoKIFG KIFLLSYy
OYV2YAYFG2NL FYR GKS Sljdza @I £ Sy OS weekamineSvhiohRSy 2 YA y |
change is proportionally greater. For iaste, if eg es, hiy and hp are the values for

equivalence scale and household income in periods 1 and 2, the demographic effect is greater

than the income effect if

es- es, N -hi
es hi

Yet, even ifwe identify whether the stronger effect on thneedsadjusted income originates

FNRBY (GKS y2YAYFG2N) 2N 0KS RSy2YAyl G2N& (GKS as
identify which specific income or demographic event is associated with this change, since more

than one income components might haveariyed and more than one demographic events

YAIKG KIFI@S GF{1Sy L}fI OSKe ¢tKS 2NRSNAy3I 2F GKS
demographic events, since the magnitude of change of the income component can be taken

into account. Thus, for exampleje identify the decrease in social benefits to be the main

demographic event is stronger (0.05 is smaller than 0.1), while according to the second method, the income effect
prevails (0.24 greater than 0.1).

10 ImMPRoVE Discussion Paper 15/13



event associated with the beginning of a poverty spell, if the absolute decrease in the social
0SYSTFAGAQ AyO02YS O2YLRYySyida FTNRBY LISNA2ZR m G2 |
income declines obserde

With regard to the demographic eventte hierarchicabystem is based on the importance of

the event. For all the individuals that entered poverty while being in a household with the
same household head as last year, the demographic events assb@idte the beginning of

the poverty spell are ordered as follows: union (concerning the head codpiember moving

ing, birth, drise in need§, and "other demographic everit The unionis considered more
important than all the other demographic eventsdaeise it concerns the household head. The
GNR&S Ay ySSRa¢ Aa GKS tSrad AYLERNIIFIyd o6SOI dz
equivalence scale (only 0.2 units in the case of the modified OECDusedlén our analysjs
Finally, the birth increasefi¢ modified OECD scale by 0.3 units, while it is more probable that
a new household member joining the household would be an adult and, thus, would increase
the household needs by 0.5 units. The demographic events for poverty exits are ordered as
follows: divorce, death, a household member moving out and then the residual catexfor
"other demographic eventsDivorcé is more important since it concerns the household head
couple. Death is arbitrarily defined as more important than the departure of a Hmlde
member from the household. Yet, the households in which the two demographic events
happen simultaneously are few.

¢tKS GKANR ljdSadAzy GKIG ySSRa G2 oS | RRN’aaSR
escapes poverty in a different householdyha f I &G 61 @OSKé¢ Ly (GKA&a OFasSxs
members nor the income composition are the same as last yeattendomparison makes no

sense. Herepur analysis differs from previous studies ana group these individuals in a

separate categoryWe then check whether the household under examination is a new panel
household or an old panel household (for example young individuals returning to their
parental household after their studies). In the case of the new househ@@dssume that the

main event asociated with the beginning or ending of the poverty spell is the demographic

event that caused the creation of the new household: union, divorce, a child leaving the
parental home (but not for union), and any other demographic event. These demographic

events are mutually exclusive and, thuge do not have to set a hierarchical order for them.

In line with previous studies, we consider the change of the household head to be a major
demographic event associated with spell beginnings and endings. Thus, avitkange in
household head occurs, while the household enters or escapes poverty, we consider this event
as the main event associated with the spell beginning or ending and we examine what is the
particular event behind the head change: divorce, deatlottrer demographic event. These
events are also mutually exclusive, the household head can either divorce or die or leave the
household for other reasons.

In Figure 1, we summarize in a flow diagram all the steps described above. The first step is to
check whether the poverty entry (exit) is due to a decrease (increase) in the equivalised
household income or due to the poverty line effedVe then examine if the individual enters

® For the purposes of the analysis, we have merged the separatidrthe divorce cases into one category that we

OFftf GRAG2NDS¢ @

" For the cases that the beginning or ending of the poverty spell is caused by the general income growth effect no
FANILKSNI Fylféara Aa R2ySs 0SSO0l da& ¢REGGKS aNVyONBe SBBYA
cause the beginning of the poverty spell.



(exits) poverty in a different household compared to last wave. If thieascase, in a third

step, we check whether he/she returns to an old panel household or to a new panel
household. For the individuals that escape (enter) poverty by returning to an old household,
we assume that this is the main demographic event assatiaith the beginning or ending of

the poverty spell. For the individuals that enter (escape) poverty by moving into a new
household, we attribute the poverty entry (exit) to the reason for the household creation:
union, divorce, child leaving parental halwld (not for union) and any other demographic
event. Going back to the second step, if the individual who begins (ends) the poverty spell lives
in the same household as in the previous wave, we move to step three and check whether a
change in householddad has taken place. If the household head has changed, we consider
this demographic event to be the main event associated with the transition into (out) of
poverty and we then investigate the reasons for this head change: divorce, death or other
event. Ifl KS K2dzaSK2f R KSIR NBYFIAya (G(KS alyYySzI ¢S
Ellwood analysis of events and we examine whether the relative change in the equivalence
scale is greater than the income change. If the income event is stronger, we movefifththe

step and we examine which income component has the greatest decrease (increase) and we
finally consider the decline (rise) of this income component to be the main income event
associated with the beginning (ending) of the poverty spell. If the deapdgc event is
greater, we check through the hierarchical system described above which of the following
events has taken place: union (concerning the couple he&a@mber moving ig, birth, drise

in needs, other demographic event for poverty entries; divorce, deathgdmember moving

out¢, other demographic event for poverty exits.

In order to analyze income events further, in a variation of the above algoritimen the
programme runs step 4a, a further step is added that concerns only the incoméseVée
AyO2YS RSOfAySa INB RAGARSR (G2 GK2asS GKIG | NB
income decreases. The unemployment event is defined as a move frotimfailbr parttime
employment to unemploymeftor inactivity or as a move from fitime employment to part

time employment. Thus, beforave classify the main event associated with the beginning of
the poverty spell to be an income evemwie check whether an unemployment event has
happened for one of the household members (head, spoulsiidren, other); if notwe then

move on to examine which income component had the largest absolute decrease. Essentially,
what we want to test is the effect of unemployment as opposed to pure income decreases
with regad to transitions into poverty.

2.2 Multivariate logit analysis of poverty transition determinants

Complementary to the event analysis is the multivariate logit analysis, which controls at the
same time both for events that happen to household members and for other socioeconomic
determinants br the household and household head and thus aims to establish causality
between poverty determinants and transitions into or out of poverty.the analysis that
follows, we do not control for state or duration dependence, but we only focus on the
determinants of transition into and out of povertyfocusing on employment, income and
demographic eventsThus, themodel usedsa simplebinary multivariate logistic model:

Y 2

8C2NJ GKS 9/1t RFEGE 68 KE@S YSNEHSR (GKS dzySYLX 288SR 6AGK (KS

Yet only 0.53% of observations belong to the latter category.

° The tansitions from full employment to pattme employment are very few in both samples, therefore we have
merged the categories despite the fact that a transition from full time to part time employment is different from a
transition from employment to unempianent.
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Priy, =1) =% ®) &
and
Pry, =0) =1l Flbx &) 17,
wherey, is the dependent variable capturing the transition in question (transition into or out
of poverty). y, =1 when the individual has a transition (enters or exits poverty) and=0

when the individual is in the samstatus as in the previous yeakF is the logistic distribution

F(z):m = (@, x and b, the vector of explanatory variables and the
1+exp)

correspondingcoefficients, whilee and g are the vectors for the explanatory everdnables
and their coefficients.

When we control for unobserved heterogeneity or frailty, an individsgkcific unobserved
characteristiau is addedu follows a given parametric distributibh{gamma or normal).

Prly,=1) F®Gbx & uw p

We have estimatedu using random effect techniques. When using random effect techniques
all different specifications of the model converge and this is expected singadem-effects
approach leads to more efficient estimators if the distributional assumptions are satisfied.

In the analysis that followssing the ECH&nd EUSILCwe use all transitions into and out of
poverty observed irthe waves under examinatior8nce, the aim of this paper is to study
transition events irrespectively of the length of spelhd thuswe do not focus on spell
duration or state dependence, there is no particular reason to excludedésfsored spellsr
control for initialconditions

Finally, given that the data include repeated observations from the same individual and from
the same family, dllowing most researchers in the fieldwe use the robust or sandwich
estimator of variance in place of the traditional calculation, whialthws observations to be
dependent within cluster, although they must be independent between clugtelisber 1967
White 1980.

2.3 ECHP and ESILC

The data we use for the analysis come from the European Community Had$&dmeel (ECHP)
for the period 19942001 and from th€eUStatistics on Income and Living Conditions-§LC)
for the precrisis period (2002008).

Both surveysan be defined as a harmonizedssnational longitudinal surveys, which focus
on income andiving conditions of households and individualshe European Union. Due to
their multidimensional nature, thg provide information at micrelevel across countries and
across time on: income, employment, health, education, housing, migration, soaiafdra
and social participation, as well as demographiath main aim to offer appropriate data for
the analysis of income andocial dynamicsn the European Union.The main dirence
between the two panels ithat the ECHP has a full panel structureeaning that the same
individuals aredllowed every year, whiléhe EUSILC is a rotational panel with one fourth of

1% The specification for unobserved heterogeneity can also be fullypamametric by using one or multiple mass
points, following Heckman and Sind&884).



the sample being replaced every yedhe country participatin in the ECHP is presented in
Table 11 and for ELSILC in Table 1zlong wih the availability of different income
componentsacross countriegnd waves. The ECHP covers4 EUMember-States of the EU
while the EUSILC the ER8 plus Norway and Switzerland.

Another difference between the two panels is that the ECHP is basadpurt, while EUSILC

on output harmonization® This means that the sample design, the mode of survey
implementationand the questionnaire were harmonized-arte for all the EU Member States
in the ECHP, while in the BILC the maimim is to deliver aharmonizedlist of target
variables, but there is flexibility in the data collection methodology that can be followed.

With regards to the particular analysis undertaken in this paper, the difference between the
tracing rules of the two panels creates sodiscrepancies. Ithe ECHRill sample individuals
over 16 were followed throughout the survein the ELSILC mong households experiencing

a split, large percentages of those remaining in the original sample household are followed,
however fewof thosemoving to a spli#off householdare followed According to lacovou and
Lynn (2013, this indicates that the ESILC may not be suitable for longitudinal analysis of
specific groups such as individuals leaving tmeilffahome following divorce or separation or
young homeleavers.Thishasimportant implications for the event analysis for individuals that
change household, and thus the relevant results should be interpretedoaiition

As far as specific variableseaconcerned, we have imputed missing values in marital status

and educational variables following certain algorithms that we have developed and are
presented in theTechnical Anex. In the ECHP, due to the large number of household head
changes without @articular reason (death, household head moving out, divorce etc.) we have
also developed an algorithm for refining this variable, this was not necessary in Bi¢SILC

Finally, the most important difference with regards to the income variables usetieiECHP

we have reconstructed the household income, by moving one year back all the individual
income components and attributethem to the household composition in the previous year.

In this way the time lag between the income variables and the otbeiogconomic variables

of the individual andhe household is being eliminatetlVe attemptedalsoto reconstruct the
income in the EWBILC for the countries that had the individual net income components
available. Yet, th@econstruction has noyield the expected results with regards to certain
controls that we rann comparing the new with the previous income distributiomainly due

the rotational structure of the panel which by definition resultslasingone quarter of the
observations when income omponents are lagged one wave badlerefore, for the analysis
with the EUSILCwe use the household income as it has been calculated from Eurdstat.
two methodologies for the reconstruction of household income in both the ECHP and the EU
SILC are psented in the Technical Annex.

1 Input harmonization is always @nte, while outputharmonization may be both egost and exante, depending

on whether the survey design has taken into account the conversion of data to be carried ou{Hhlieg and
Rendtel 2003 However, there were certain departures from harmonization. First of all, not all the EU Member
States started participating from the first wave and in some countries cloned national sources were used to fill in
the ECHP data instead of conducting an origb@HP survey. In particular, Germany, the UK and Luxembourg
switched from input harmonization to output harmonization, after 19B®UNet 2004
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3. Results

3.1 Poverty profiles

We start bydevelopng a modification of the poverty profiles typology of Muffelsal. (1999.

In Table 1, we combine in four poverty profiles the threaotions of poverty prevalence,

duration and recurrenceusing the ECHRhe basis for the construction of these profiles are

the spells that each individual experiences and not the poverty rates. As Megidala2009

define it, when examining young adults persistent poverpell analysigakes into account

explicitly the temporal sequencing of the episodes of povdrtyour definition, he first profile

GONI yaArASyild LR22NETZ AyOftdRSa Iff (K2aS85 SELISNRASYO
aSO02yR LINBWNXt $R2@WER Ay Of dzZRSa (KS AYyRAGARdZ fa (K
F2NJ I LISNRA2R 2F Gg2 @S linttBasthoseiivBo havidBebropbdidBoyell LJ2 2 NI
GKFy 2y0S o0dzi ySOSNI f2y3ISNI (KIy -y OZ3/2NE0 dii R&
those who are continuously poor for a period of at least three years.

In most countries, the proportion of the transient poiw greater than the other categories,

with the exception of Portugal and Greece, where the kewgn (or persistent) poor are the
majority (39.35 and 35.02 respectively), and in Italy, where the difference is very small (35.68%
transient poverty and 34.77%ermanent poverty). The highest proportion of transient poor is
found in countries with low poverty rates: Denmark, Finland and the Netherlands. From all
countries which have an average headcount ratio for this period over 18%, Greece and
Portugal have th lowest proportion of transient poor to the poor population. Thus, G5%e

poor in these countrieexperience poverty for more than one year. Finland has the highest
percentage of tweyear poverty, but it has the lowest percentage of recurrent and Eeremt

poor. Also, it should be underlined that for Finland only five waves of the ECHP are available
and this may bias the results for recurrent and permanent poverty. The same holds for
Luxembourg and Austridhat have very low rates of recurrent and peanent poverty. The
problem of multiple spells (recurrent poverty) seems to be more important in Spain, Greece
and ltaly. Particularly, in Spain the percentage is 3% more than the other two countries; thus,
while Spain has a low migrm and a relativelydw percentage of persistent poverty, the
LINE L2 NIGA2Y 2F AYRAQDGARIzZE & aSOSNI-pdardoNdne ab K2 NI (i d:
more years, is high.

Almost 29% (28.83) of the poor in the EU, experience a poverty spell lasting more than 2 years
(long-term poor). This corresponds to 10% (9.94%) of the total population. Apart from

Portugal, Greece, Italy, Ireland and the UK which have high proportions of persistent poverty,

odzi | faz2 KIF@S KAIK LIR2GSNIeE NI GSas figd#sdfyo 2 dzNE |
permanent poverty nedy 30%, which corresponds to almost 7% of the total population in
Luxembourg and 9.51% in FraffceResultsactually reveal that the EU14 countries differ

widely in the extent of poverty persistence with the Southern Eearpcountries, Ireland and

the UK showing high rates, particularly when compared to countries such as Denmark, Finland

and the Netherlands. Similar results are found by Layte and WH2R208, when analysing

poverty persistence using the first five waves of the ECHP.

If we take into account thevelfare regime typology of Espisgndersen(1990), expanded also
to include the Southern welfare regime ty@eerrera 199§ the results for all theseven waves
of the ECHP (excluding Austria, Finland and Luxembalm@)y that the MemberStates

2 own calculations from the ECHP.



belonging to the social democratic regim®enmarkand the Netherland$ have higher

proportion of their population not experiencing poverty than the countriésthe corporatist
regime(Belgium, Germany, Franca)d at the same time lower poverty rates, followed by the

liberal regime(lreland and the UK) while the Southern countriefGreece, Italy, Spain and
Portugal)come last. Regarding the distribution ofetipoor among the four poverty types, in

social democratic regimes, the proportion of the transient paorthe countries associated

with the sociatldemocratic regimas larger tharin the corporatist countries and in corporatist

countries larger than in # two remainingregimes. Concerning the mtdrm poverty, the

O2NLIR2 N} GAad O2dzyiNARSa KIFIPS KAIKSNI NI GSaz oKATS
from recurrent and persistent poverty than the social democratic and the corporatist regimes.

Social democratic and corporatist regimes are expected to have lower permanent and

recurrent poverty rates than the other two regimes due to the more effective antipoverty and
FOGADBS 1 062dz2NJ YFN] SO LRftAOASA | yR RdzShityil2 GKS O
systems. The only exception to this is Sptiat has a relatively low percentage of permanent

poverty compared to the other Mediterranean countries. Yet, Spain has the highest
percentage of recurrent poverty in Europe. Particularly, Greece and ¢rdriare the only

countries, where the percentage of permanent poverty is greater than that of transient

poverty.

For the precrisis period 2002008 (Table 2) as expected the percentage of individuals
experiencing poverty iany ofthese four yearss bwer than in the ECHP period whichivace

as long(8 years) with the exception of Luxemboulgross all countries, th@ransient pook is

the category with by far the largest percentages. Yet, this might also be due to the rotational
structure of the @nel which offers a small observation period, and thus many left or right
censored spellsThe lowest proportion of transient poor to poor in total are observed in
Lithuania, Cyprs and Poland, indicating that almost have of individuals experiencing povert

in that period, stay in poverty for dkeasttwo years.Relatively high percentages are also
observed with regards to the Ilgrterm (persistent) poverty in Cyprus (22.8k)jxembourg
(20.86) Lithuana (19.31), Poland (18.02), Italy (17.90) and Gree@e6@l}®. The observation
about Luxembourg is also consistent with the ECHP findings indicating that while poverty rates
are very low, those in povertsemain poor for long timeln Ireland(16.27) Denmark(15.43)
Sweden(14.82)and Cyprug14.74)the recurent poverty is also more than 14% within the
poor, indicating that a substantial number of individuals that escape poverty is prone to re
enter poverty within the next coming year&iven that the observation period is very short,
this figure could be ean larger if wecould observe individualsvithin a larger timeframe.In
Norway (18.46), France (18.19), Lithuania (17.92), Poland (16.61) and Ireland (16.22)-the mid
term poverty (2 years) is relatively high compared to the recurrent and-@mg poverty.

No clear pattern emerges with regards to the welfare regimekus, while some general
remarks remain the same as in the previous period (like the fact that the percentage of
individualsthat do not experience poverty at all in all the waves is highédorthern that in
Southern Countries), there are maulfferencesespecially when analysing the profildsor
instancePortugalhas a very large percentage of transient poverty and very low percentage of
long-term poverty, which is exactly the oppositéan in the previous periodThe liberal
regimes of Ireland and the UK seem to perform better than Luxembourg and France in terms

13 Results on longerm persistent poverty are slightly different for some countries than those presented in Jenkins
and Van Kern2012 due to a different definition, as they measure the persistent poverty rate in a speedict yo
be the faction of individuals who are poor in t and poor in at least two of the three preceding years.
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of the proportion of the poor not experiencing poverty, and do not cluster together in terms of
the picture of transient poveyt compared to the other three categories.

Another finding is thatle new MemberfStates cannot be growal together. In Estonia Latvia

and Poland we observe a similar poverty profiles pattern whér@nsientpoverty is relatively

high. YetCyprus and thuania have relatively high rates of lotgym poverty, whileSlovenia,
Slovakia, and Bulgaria could probably form another group with high rates of transient poverty
and relative low rates of persistent povertflungaryand Malta perform better than allew
Member-States presenting similar patterns with teecialdemocraticregimes.

It should be highlighted that figures cannot be directly compared with Table 1 due to the
difference in the period of time which is embedded in the definition of the differgoverty
profiles.Moreover country participation is not the same in all waves both in the ECHP and EU
SILC and this should also been taken into account when interpreting the results further.

3.2 BEvent analysis for poverty spell beginnings

3.2.1Resultausingthe ECHP (1992001)

Table 3 presents all the events that can be associated with poverty spell beginnings and their
relative frequency within each country usitige ECHP. The sample includes all spell beginnings
that are observed in the period 192001 and the cases have been weighted using the €ross
sectionalweights. Thelast row of the table shows the sample size (number of spell beginnings)
for each country.

What immediately draws the attention is that pure income events are more often assdcia
with a poverty entry in all European countries under examination than unemployment or
demographic events. The percentages rafrgen 67.23% in Finland to 84.51% in Belgium.

When the particular income events entries are analysed, in all countriestivétexception of

Denmark, Ireland and the WE G KS RSOt AYyS 2F KSFRQa f1 62dzNJ S|
There are two exceptions to thisile. In Denmark, the decrease in pensions is the most

important factor and in Ireland the decrease in social dgaeThe effect of social benefits to

poverty spell beginnings is by far the lowest in Grégcahere declines insocial benefits

account only for 5.44% of all poverty entries. This is expected, since in Greece, the social

benefits (excluding pensions) @wnt on averagefor only 6.53% of the total household

income, while in Ireland the respective figusasmore than 23%n this period®.

Ly DNBSOS> FfY2ad nnotT: 2F FEf LRGGSNIE& SyidNR
earnings5 SOf A y Sa labolr earhiiysizieSr@r@ important for transitions into poverty

in Austria (15.88%). Yet, it should be underlined that in Austria the household headship is

almost equally divided among the two genders, meaning that 50% of all households declare

that the household head is a female, while for instance in Greece the figure is less than 25%.

CKS OFLas 2F t2NIdaAlt A4 AydSNBaELERNE 3O ORMS (AN

“The high number of imputed income values in the UK has resulted in a high proportion of the household income
(7%) to originate from unknowrpgrces in this country. Therefore, when interpreting the results for the UK, this
drawback should be taken into account.

> The second lowest is found in Italy (10.25), which is almost double.

% The distribution of income to different income components &l countries is available from the authors on
request.
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Greece (3.69%), Spain (4.59%) and Italy (4.71%), while for Pattigyl40%Note though

thati KS LINBPLIR2NILIAZ2Y 27T alL&tadzif@éholdincan® dziicSds NighA y 3a G
AY t 2NIdzaF f  dl&UR2 MEgungied’sh the deko8 NIP4a001.

hFFALINARYIAQE 1 02dz2NJ SENYyAy3aa | FFSOG LRGSNIe Syi
and especially in the case of Irelanddabhuxembourg, they are more important than the

a2 dzasSQa f102dzNJ SINYyAy3Iad Ly 5SYyYIENyJZ G4KS bSi
2FFALINRAYIQE fF062dz2NJ SFENYyAYy3a R2 y2id YFGGSNI aAx3aya
fact that in these contries few economically independent children stay with their parents in

the same householdParissi 2008 The last category of labour earnings (that of other

household members) does neeem to be important in any country. Finally, declines in-non

work private income, bring relatively more individuals into poverty in Belgium, France and

Greece.

The importance oemployment events ranges from 8.84% in Belgium to 24.48% in Spain. In
Spain Ireland, Portugal, Germany and Greece, the total unemployment effect accounts for
more than 19% of poverty entries. The unemployment eventhie household head are more
important for poverty entries than the unemployment events that occur to other letwdd
members in all EU countries with the exception of Luxembourg, where spouse unemployment
events are more importantlf we add the unemployment events with income events, we get
the total number of transitions into poverty due to the decrease in thenimator (disposable
household income) of the equivalised household incoiffee results in this table show that a
large proportion of income events in many European countries is due to the transitions from
employment to unemployment rather thain pukes dedine in earnings.

With respect to the demographic events, fibre individuals that experience a poverty entry,

while being in the same household as in the previous wave, when they werpawn the

change of the household head seems to be an imporfaator for poverty entries in Finland

and, to a lesser extentin Luxembourg and the UK. For the majority of individuals that enter

L2 OSNIie gAGK2dzi | K2dzaSK2f Retasdi® | . KF8z2a E Rt Rt KB R
analysis for the importance of incanversus the demographic effects is performed.

In all countries, income events are much more important than demographic events for poverty
spell beginnings. Yet, in Luxembourg, Ireland, the UK and the Netherlands, the demographic
events account for morepoverty entries than in the remaining EU countries. What is
interesting is that in Finland and Denmark, where the demographic effect of household change
is very strong, for the individuals that remain in the same household, the demographic effects
are of \ery low importance. When analysing further the demographic events, no common
patterns can be identified with respect to their importance, since most of the figures are below
1%. Only the birth of a baby in Ireland is associated with 2.42% of all poverigsein this
country, while 2.46% of poverty spell beginnings in Luxembourg happen when a new
household member moves into the household.

Yitcoud t 42 68 LRaaAroftS GKIG GKS KAIK LINRBLRNIAZ2Y 2F &Lk dzaSQ:
is due a higher number of female household heads compared to the other EU csunteg the proportion of

female-headed households does not differ in Portugal from the EU average, although it is higher than in the other

Southern European countries.
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In Greece, Spain, Portugal, Ireland, Italy and Belgium the household change does not seem to
be related with povertyentries. Yet, in Denmark and Finland more than 10% of spell
beginnings occur when the individual changes household. This proportion is also relatively high
in the UK (6.73%), Germany (5.87%) and France (5.Ti&Yyesult could reflect differences in
household structure and mobility among the EU countries. For instance, the general
population in Denmark and Finland might change households more often than in the other EU
countries. Tabulations on the frequency of household changes show that in theseiesuh&
household changes are more often observed to poor than-poor individuals. For, instance

in Denmark, only 2.25% of the ngoor population changes households in the period of
survey;the figure istwice as higtor the poor (5.64%$. The same hdk for Finland and to a
lesser extent for the UK, Germany and France. Thus, although in these countries the mobility
of nonpoor individuals into different househadds higher than the EU mean, the mobility of
poor individuals is much higher, reflectingpassible association between household changes
and transitions into poverty.

The movement into a new rather than an old household seems to be important for the
beginning of the poverty spells and when the reasons for the creation of the new household
are examined further, it is clear that most spell beginnings due to a household change start for
young individuals who leave the parental household. The effect is stronger in Denmark, where
almost 7.5% of all poverty entries concern young individuals wheeléze parentahome, but

not through union. On the contrary,n the four Mediterranean countries, iheffect accounts

less than 0.5%of poverty entrieand for Irelandit is less than 1%. This is expected since in
these countries, it is common for youmgdividuals to live in their parental household until
they get married/Aassve et al. 20Q@®arissi 2008 Cantoet al. (2006 highlight that, in Spain,

in 1995, more than 50% of individuals aged less than 30 lived in their parental household.

When all the demographic effects are addmgether (categories 1.1.3, 1.2 and 2 of Table 3),
the highest proportion of transitions into poverty associated with demographic events is found
in Finland (17.88%), followed by Denmark (13.81%), the UK (13.44%) and Luxembourg
(11.25%), while the incomeffect is stronger in Greece (96.48%) and Spain (96.38%) followed
by Italy (95.76%), and Portugal (95.06%)total, the effect of income events as opposed to

the demographic events prevails in all Memisates.

3.2.2Results usinthe EUSILC (2002008)

When we examine th@re-crisis period 2002008,in Tables 5A and 5Bhe general pattern

for income events dominating over unemploymeabhd demographic events remains the
same The association of income events with transitions into poveatyges from68.91% in
Iceland t082.42% inEstonia In almost half of the countries examinedecreasein KS | RQ a
labour earnings accounts for more than 30% of total poverty entries and this is just pure
income events (decrease in income) without taking account thecebf unemployment. The
highest figure appears in Norway (48.33%) and the lowesteland (9.32%).The role of

& LJ2 dzabsu® &arning is particularly high in Poland (16.15%), Portugal (14.46%), Lithuania
(13.31%), Slovenia (13.06%) and Austria (P2)s&nd has low importance ithe Czech
Republic (4.68%), Belgium (5.38%) and Norway (5.Zétjakia is the only country where the
decrease in2 ¥ T & LJABW éhfdidgsis more important (11.26%) than the decrease in

& LJ2 dz& S Qearnifigs(D52%yNE patternof very low percentages faffspringand other

'8 The results for all countries are available from the authors on request.



household member$or the sociedemocratic state®bserved in the ECHP remains alsthe
EUSILC resultsDeclines in nomvork private income are relative highly associated with
poverty entries inthe Netherlands(12.47%),Belgium (11.94%) and Denmark (11.89%). The
importance of norwork private income for poverty entriéa the previous period (1992001)
was apparent onlyn Belgium The decrease in social benefits is important for poverty estrie
in France (21.29%), Luxembourg (16.51%), the UK (15.48%juaigairy(15.21%). In general
though, decreasem social benefits and pensions in the pasis period are much less related
to poverty entrieshan during theperiod 19942001.0nly in the UKhe effect has remainedt
the same level (around 12%ih all other countries the effealeclineddramatically probably
signalling that there are nanhany pensions decreasdgyisa-vis the mean national incoma)
the pre-<crisis era.

As far as the uneployment events are concerned, in total they account for 7.13% of total

poverty entries in Czech Republic to 23.52% in Latvia suggesting that there are huge country
differences, probably related to the unemployment rate in each courtrythe majority of

O2dzy iNASaz Al Aa GKS KSIRQa dzyS wnsifRdandSgdd G KF G
Norway where the presence of other unemployment household members matten®, as

Sttt ad 5SYYIEN] FYR ! dzZAGONAI gKSNBE idik&actyyFFSOG 2
the same.

The demographicevents are again more important in Northern and Central European
countries than in Mediterranean countrieas was also observed in the previous period, with
the exception of Cyprus where 11.20% of poverty entries associated wittdemographic
events.In particular, the effect of the demographic everftgith the same headj)angesfrom
3.17% in Bulgariaand 3.326 in Greece t0l0.99%and 11.74%in the Netherlandsand
Luxembourgrespectively The strongestdemographicevent for entering into povertywhile
living into the same household witheé same household head as irethreviousperiod, seems

to be the birth ofa baby or a new householsinembermoving irf the household Changes in
household head seerto be an impotant factor for entering poverty in Denmark amceland

Yet, the association with a particular event (as main eve@th or divorcewas not possible

in most of the cases, since the residual category is predominant in most of the countries,
suggestingpossibledata discrepancies imeasuring these eventét any arte the picture was
not that different in the ECHP

Unfortunately, the low percentagesassociatedvith changes in householktbmposition do not

allow usto analyze furthemwith the EUSILGhese results suggesting that there is low tracking

of the split households. In general, this might bias the comparisons across the two periods to
the direction that there might be an underestimation of the effect of the demographic events.
This actually s a very interesting finding, because without taking into account this
underestimation, demographic events seem to have a larger effect to poverty entries in the
pre-crisis peria than in the period 1992001.

19 At this point it should be noted that both in the ECHP and3LC, the household head variable has not been
simply defined as the reference person in each wave, but in amore complex way presented in the Annex that
ensures that there are no unnecessary changeshefhousehold head. In otherwords, the household head as
defined in the first wave, does not change if he/she is present in the household.
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3.3 BEvent analysis for poverty spell endings

3.3.1Results using ECHP (199D1)

Table 4 presents the results for poverty spell endings. In line with event analysis for transitions
into poverty, the sample for transitions out of poverty includes all spell endings that are
observed in the period994-2001.

For the individuals that escape poverty while being in the same household with the same
household head, the income effect is again mdalger than the employment and the

demographic effect. Yet, in all countries the demographic effect is gaorwompared to

poverty entries. The highest proportion is found in Luxembourg (9.92%), Finland (9.00%), and

France (8.07%) and the lowest in SP&{a.09%) and Greece (1.72%). The income events have

again the highest effect in Greece, Italy and SpairSIBER> Ay ONBI aSa Ay KSI RQa
are related with more than 30% of the total number of poverty spell erslimgthese
O2dzy i NAS&d ¢2 6S Y2NB ALISOATFTAOT Ay Ftyvyzad Ittt ¢
is the main event associated Wipoverty exits. Only in Luxembourg and thé\dKe increase

in social benefits is moremportant i Ky GKS Ay ONBIasS Ay KSIFIRQa f1I 6
Luxembourg and the UK, the effect of social benefits in bringing individuals out of poverty is

alsovery high in all the corporatist states (Germany, France and Belgium) and the Netherlands.

In Denmark the social benefits have almost the same effect as pensions. Pensions are also an
important income component associated with poverty exits in Germanyy, lemd Belgium
F2tft26SR 0& DNBSOS I yR CNI $dS@0%|inIpaiaicS1@ 6%t I 6 2 dzNJ
AY [dzZESYO02dzNA® ¢Kdzd>X 6KAES &L1R2dzaSQa 1 62dzNJ S N
poverty spell beginning, thelyave almostwice as highan effect for poverty spell endings. In

general, the effect othanges i LJ2 dza SQa S NYyAy3a Ay oOoNAYy3IAYy3I (GKS
much stronger than for dragging it into poverty. The same holds in most countries for

2 T T a Lwduyearaiys. Fingl in line with poverty entries, the effect of namork private

income igelatively strongn Belgium, as well as Denmark and Greece.

The employment events that we add into analysis are defined as transitions from
unemployment or inactivity to fullime or part-time employment and from pa#time to full-

% When comparing demographic to income everBgrcenaMartin et al. (2006 find that 15.65% of all poverty

exits in Spain are due to changes in family structure, while 84.36% is due to increases in a certain income
component.In our analysis, th@revalence of demographic events in Spain is much lower 6.24% in total, while

income events account for more than 93% of poverty exits. This difference may be due to two reasons. First, the

definition of household head differs in the two papeBarcenaMartin et al. (2006 use the original reference

person as household head, while we define the household head a different way (seeparh€.3. In the original

definition of household head in the ECHP as the reference person, the reference person changes without obvious
NBlFadaz2zy o0Sod3d RSFGK 2F K2dzZaSK2f R KSIR 2NJ RAG2NDSUO |yR (KAZ
increases the importancef demographic events. Second, we use the unbalanced pamkile BarcenaMartin et

al. (2006 use the balaned panel. As they, also, underline in their paper, the longer a household is observed the

higher the chances of experiencing a demographic event. Consequently, the use of the balanced panel increases the
prevalence of the demographic events versus theoime events, since it excludes the households that were

observed only for few waves.

% The results for the UK should be interpreted with care due to the large number of imputed values classified as
Gdzy1y26yé Ay 02 ¥ebkingdtaly(2021y 8shd thePBHPS find that 33% of all spell mgglican be
Faa20AF0SR 6AGK I NRaAS Ay KSIFIRQa fFo02dzNJ SENYyAy3Iaz gKAES |
labour earningsin total, they find that81% of poverty exits are due to income events and 19% due to demographic

effects whch is almost the same result shown in Table 3. Consequenthmn ibe claimedhat a large number of the
Gdzyly26yé AyO02YS O02YLRySyida o0St2y3a G2 GKS KSIR wWa f I 062dzNJ



time employment?. In all countries, apart from Germany and Luxembourg the employment
effect is stronger in bringing individuals out of poverty than the unemployment effect for
poverty entries. The propoidn of individuals that escape poverty because a household
member finds a job is exceptionally high in Ireland (39.17%), Spain (31.63%) and Portugal
(28.22%). Especially in Ireland, the employment effect for poverty exits is twice as high as the
unemployment effect for poverty entries. This is expected since the period 2001 was a period
of rapid growth for Ireland and when growth is high unemployment usually declines. Yet, the
difference between the effect of employment events to transitions into and oupaferty

may be attributed to the fact that when an unemployment event occurs there is usually an
unemployment benefit that decreasegadually thus, the poverty entry does not take plaice

the year of the unemployment event, but later depending on ttyg@e of sociakafetynet or it

can be due to the effect obmoothing annual earnings. Since our analysis associates
unemployment events with beginnings of poverty spells that happen almost at the same time,
we may lose some of the effects of unemploymémt appear later on. On the contrary, the
effectiveness of employment on spell endings is direct and immediate and this may be why the
effect appears to be so stronger for poverty exits.

When the employment events are studied further with regard to fheaticular household
member to whom they happen, the interest shifts from household head to offspring in many
EU countries. Thus, in the Southern EU countries (Spain, Greece, Italy and Portugal), it is the
employment ofoffspringsthat is more important fo bringing the household out of poverty

than the employment of household head. The same is obsemvédixembourg. The income

effect as compared to Table 3 weakens significantly for Spain (from 93.51% it falls to 61.88%)
that had the highest income effeetith two types of events in the analysis. However, it still
remains strong for ltaly (72.89%) and Greece (74.00%), but not stronger than for Belgium
(74.85%).

Tosum up,regarding the impact athe differenttypesof demographic effects, in all countries

the demographic effect for poverty exits is stronger than for poverty entries. In Finland, almost
25% of all poverty exits are associateith demographic rather than income events, while for

the other EU Membe6tates the figure varies from 18.38% in Lmkeurg to around 6% in
Greece, Spain and Italy. Income events are again the most important category and are highly
associated with poverty exits in Greedtlyand Spain.

Regarding the demographic effscthousehold change seems to be associated wikiepty

exits in Finland (7.70%), Denmark (6.82%) and the UK (6.04%). The percentage of individuals
GKIFIG Saol LIS LRGSNIeE oSOl dzasS (K Guee lagsin mzxy G 2
countries, indicating that the return e.g. of a student to the paed household may be
associated with the ending of the poverty spell. The percentage is relatively high in the UK
(4.28%) and Denmark (3.14%). The change in household head seems to be a much more
important factor for poverty exits than entries for the indtluals that remain in the same
household as in the previous wave. The effect of the new household head for poverty exits
ranges from 2.32% in Italy to 7.88% in Finland, while for poverty entries it ranges from 0.14%
in Ireland to 5.47% in Finland.

2 \When an individual undertakes a second job, while bémfull-time employment,higher employmentstatus
does not change according to the ILO classification. Thus, the second job results in a pure income increase and is not
registered as an employment event.
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Finaly, the poverty line effect is almost zero for poverty exits. This is expected since it is very
rare that there are cases of individuals escaping poverty because of a decreaseriy poge
in a period of growth.

3.3.2Results usinthe EUSILC (2002008)

In Tables 6A and 6B, tmesultsof the event analysis fgooverty spell endings are presented.
What first draws the attention is a result also observed in the ECHP data: the effect of the
employment events for povertgxitsis much stronger than thefect of unemployment for
poverty entries meaning alsahat there are fewer transitions nowassociated with pure
income events.In more detail, theeffect of the employment events ranges from 14.70%
France to 49.0%in Bulgaria, where almost half of perty exits are associated with finding a
job by a household membein 10 out of 26 countries analyzed, the effect & ¥ ¥ a LINA y 3 Qa
employment event is more important than that of the household head, and in another four
countries the effect is almost the . With regards to the spouse moving from
unemployment or inactivity to employment, in 10 out of 26 countries the effect is greater than
for the household headln this way, the role of the second income earners in bringing the
household out of poverty iverified, in line with the ECHP results

Income events amunt for 65% to 75% in most countries with the exception of Belgium,

France and Ireland where the effect of pure income increases rises to more than 79% and
Bulgaria Finland, Norway and Swedenheve the effect drops to less than 55%n the
YI22NR(Ge 2F O2dzyiNASa (KS AyONBlFaS Ay KSIRQa
associated with the ending of a poverty sp&lkt, in many countries the effect of other income
components is also quitamiportant: a) second income earners are important in Denmark,

Finland, Lithuania, Latvia, Luxembourg, Poland, Portigi@bden, Slovenia and Slovakia, b)

non-work private income in Denmark, Iceland and the Netherlan)isydal benefits arevery

important in Irelard (21.834), followed bythe Luxembourg (16.98 and Hungary (16.2%),

the UK (15.8%), Belgium (14.5%) and Czech Republic (14988 d) pensionsin Ireland

(29.03%) followed by the UK (18.55%) and Portugal (17,6A%stria (15.49%), Lithuania

(15.10%) and France (14.98%jhencomparing with poverty entries there is more diversity in

the main income event associated with the ending of the poverty spelh thdah the
0SIAAYYAYyIS 6KSNB RSONBdomifaie. Ay KSIFRQa fFo2dz2NJ S|

The effect of deographic events both with the same or different household head is lower

than in poverty entries, with the exception of Finland, Norway, Sweden and theAUK.
GYSYOSNI Y2@Ay3 2dzié 2F GKS K2 dza StedthsBociae8SY a (2
with the decrease in the equivalence scale that brings the household out of poverty. The effect

is particularly strong irbweden, Finlad, Norway, the UK and Ireland.

3.4. logit analysis for povertyentries in theEU

In the following paragraphs, we first identifiyget main determinants of poverty entries in 14 EU
Member-States for the period 1992001 and then for the period 20€B008 using the
multivariate logit model presented in 3.2. Four model specifications have been tested, but
here we present only the resultsf the final specificationThe event variables which are
included in all specifications are divided into three groups. The first gronpists ofsariables

that are related to changes in the employment status of household members and, more
specifically transitions from employment to unemployment or inactivity. The second group



consists of variables indiocating thiadividuals have changed household from one wave to
the other. More specifically, thee variables describe the events that may have occumead

led the individual to change household (divorce, union or child leaving parental household).
This division is only tested with the ECHP, since in thRBIEO very few households from split
households were followed. The third group of event variabiekides all demographic events
that take place, while the individuaémains inthe same household as in ti@reviouswave
(death of the household head, divorce of the household head, union of the household head,
omember moving in/out, death of a househdlmember, birth of a baby, a child reaching the
age of 14).

It should be underlined that not all types of events presented in the Bane and Ellwood analysis
are captured with corresponding dummies in logit analysis in order to avoid endogeneity

problems. $ecifically, income events (decrease in household members labour earnings, non

work private income, social benefits, pensions and other income components) cannot be
added in the regression, because they are included in the calculation of the equivalised
household income which is used in order to define the dependent variable of the model (the

change in poverty status of individualSrm one wave to the next).

The state variables included in the analysis are divided into two groups. The first group
concerrs characteristics of the household head (gendaye, educational level, employment
status, citizenship) and the second group includes variables that describe the household in
total (household type,presenceof unemployed members, or disabled individuats the
household, as well as home ownership). In the final specification presented, we have removed
the variables that may cause possible multicollinearity problems: the unemployment status of
the household head, the dummy indicating the presence of otheemployed household
members in the household, which partly measure what the employment event variables also
capture; as well as the household type dummtieat may be correlated with the demographic
event variables in the sense that certain demographicnévdnappen to specific household
types. From the specifications that have been testedtuihed out that, among all the
household typeS, young or elderly singe adults and households with dependent children were
the most vulnerable categories to povertyntees, therefore, in the final specification we
include age dummies for household head as well as a variable capturing the presence of
dependent children in thdousehold

3.4.1Results usinthe ECHP (1992001)

Table 7 presents the results of the fimabdel specification examining transitions into poverty
using ECHP. The baseline probability shows that the probability for entering poverty for the
baseline group is 1% or 2% in all countries. The small differences have a positive impact to the
analysis,meaning that the selection of the baseline group is appropriate for facilitating
comparisons.

The age dummies are significantly higher than one in all MerSbates, meaning that the risk
of entering poverty increases for these households in comparisdhd baseline group. Living
in a femaleheaded household increases significantly the risk of having a transition into

2 With regard to the household type, nine dummies describing nine diffenenisehold types were used: singe

adult aged less than 30 years old, single adult aged from 30 to 64 years old, single adult older than 64, couple with
at least one adult older than 64, couple with 1 or 2 dependent children, couple with 3 or more depefuleinén,

lone parent household and other household types with and without dependent children.
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poverty in many European countries. On the contrary, in Greece and Portugal, the risk
decreases. The effect of education of the househwadd on the risk of poverty entry is very
strong and negative for higher education and positive for primary education in all countries
with the exception of the Netherlands, where a household head having completed only
primary education decreases the clw@s of the household to entry poverty \dsvis the
reference group (secondary education). On the contrary, in Portugal, Greece, Italy and Spain,
the odds ratios for primary education are particularly high as compared to the Northern
European Membeftates Having another citizenship in many countries increases the risk of
entering poverty and particularly for the ndBU citizens with the highest effect being
observed for the notEU citizen in Luxembourg. In Austria and Germany living in a household
with a household head that has another Eifizenship decreases the risk to enter poverty at
0.05 level of significance.

The variable capturing thpresenceof dependent children in the household is also greater
than 1 in all countries with the exception of Deark (0.72)where the risk islower for these
families compared to those with no dependent children. Finally, as it is expected, having a
disabled household member in the family increases the risk of having a transition into poverty
in all European counts that present a statistically significant result.

With regards to the event variables, the transition from employment to unemployment of the
household head is one of the most important determinants of entering poverty and even more
important in ltaly 6.83), Luxembourg (6.14) and Ireland (5.46). In terms of probabfitige
highest risk appears in Ireland (9,8%), while in Italy and Luxembourg the probabilities are 6.3%
and 5.7% respectively, while Belgium and France have 8.3% and 6,8% which ismiejines

of probability while lower in terms of odds of coefficients, because they haige the risk of

the baseline group.

In general, transitions from employment to unemployment or inactivity increase the odds
ratios for transitions into poverty inllacountries and in most case¢he effect is significant at

the 0.1% level (p<0.001). The transitions from employment to unemployment or inactivity that
concern the household head seem to be more important than transitions from employment to
unemployment ¢ the other household members with the exception of Austria, where the
most important factor is the transition from employment to unemployment of the spouse.
Nevertheless, it should be underlined that Austria is the only country where household
headship idivided equally between men and wonf@nconsequently the group of what we
Orff GKSIFIR &alLl2dzaS¢ Ay ! dZAGNRIF Aa y20 FSYIFIES R:
Transitions from employment to unemployment or inactivity for other household members
(uswally children or upward relatives) ams important as the relevargventsof spouse or
even more in some cases (Spain, Greece, Finland, Italy and the Netherlands).

In Table 7, what draws the attention in relation to demographic events are the particula
high odds ratios in most EU Memb@tates related to the demographic variable that describes
household change due to leaving parental household. In particular, in the Netherlands (19.45),
the UK (15.66) and Denmark (14.97), the odds are significaigheihvis-a-vis the baseline
group. Yet, in terms of probabilities also France and Finland present high risk for this group of

% The formula for calculating odds to probabilities is:
Probability=odds_constant*odds_coefficient/(1+odds_constant*odds_coefficient)

% n Austria almost 50%f the households answer, in the household questionnaire, that the head of the household
is female (own calculations from the ECHP data).



young people living their parentabmes On the contrary, in Spain, Greece, Italy and Portugal
the corresponding odds ratios arelatively low or insignificant. This can be attributed to the
fact that children in Mediterranean families do not easily move out of the parental household,
actually, they might live in the parental household until they get mar(ladovou and Davia
2006 Parissi 2008 and when they move out, it is when they can economically support
themselves quite weff. On the contrary, in Northern Europe, considerable proportion of
offspringsleave their parental household during their late teens or early twer{hessve et al.
2006; lacovou and Davia 200Parissi 2008 Actually, Aassvet al. (2006) also use data from

the European Community Household Panel and by applying propensity score estimation
techniques, they find that the event of leaving home does have a particularly strong effect in
entering poverty in Scandinavian countrieqt lrather weak effect among Mediterranean
countries. This finding is in accordance with the results of the Bane and Ellwood analysis of
events presented in Tables 3 and 4.

In general, all demographic events increase the risk of entering poverty in albbfeStates
whenever the effect is significant. There are three exceptions to this pattern. First, in Spain and
Ireland, the death of the household head decreases significantly and strongly the chances of
entering poverty. This may mean that the decreas¢he equivalence scale (due to the death

of a household member) has a greater impact than tieeline inhousehold income. The
effect is insignificant in the remaining European countries. This is also verified from the low
number of poverty entries ass@ted with the relevant event that are presented in the Bane
and Ellwood analysis (Table 1). Second, Denmark is the only country where the birth of a baby
is related to lower hazard of transition into poverty. The corresponding odds ratio is 0.69.
Given tha the household equivalence scale increases with the birth of a baby, the fact that the
risk decreases means thiae birth of a baby iselated to income increase probably due to social
transfers. Indeed, the distribution of household income componenthénECHP shows that

the share of social benefits in the household income of families with children in Denmark is
higher than in all other Membe®tate$’. Third, in Portugal the death of a household member
(apart from household head) decreases the riskpolerty entry, while in most of the
Member-States, the effect inot significant.

Regarding the event of divorce at household entries, there are two different effects that need
to be examined. The first concerns the individuals that change household avtimorce takes

place and the second the individuals that remain to the same household (usually the spouse
that is responsible for the custody of children). In Belgium, Germany, France, Luxembourg, the
Netherlands and Portugal, the individuals that chargmisehold after the divorce are in
greater risk of entering poverty than the individuals that stay in the same household, the
opposite is observed in Denmark, Spain, Finland, Ireland and the UK. Particularly, for the UK,
the corresponding odds ratio is theghest across all countries, 5.07. In terms of probabilities,

it means that, in the UK, 9,2% of the individuals that experience a divorce and remain in the
same household (usually wives with children) are in danger of entering poverty.

The event of unio is also captured with two variables. The first refers to the individuals that
get married and change household and these are normally adult children that leave their

% Neverthelessit should also be noted thaacovou and Davig2006) report that in several countrig, a substantial
percentage of young people are supporting their parents economically. In particular, in the Southern European
countries, a sizeable minority live in poor households due to their continuingsidence with their parents, but
would most lkely had escaped poverty if they moved out of the parental home.

*"Results are available from the authors on request.
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parental household and the second to individuals that do not change household, but a new
household member (spouse) moves into the household and in that case the household
equivalence scale increases. Nevertheless, the union is expected also to have a positive effect
on the equivalised household income, because the new household member mayamav
income and the resources are pooled. Yet, the event of union, in both cases increases the risk
of moving into poverty, whenever the effect is significant. The mobility of household members,
irrespective of whether members move in or out of the houddhancreases the risk of
entering poverty in all countries when the result is significant. As expected the risk of moving
into poverty increases when a househatttmber reaches the age of 14, because of the
increase in the equivalence scale and, thus,dberease of the equivalised household income

per capita, given that the household income does not change.

Finally, the likelihoodatio test for rho shows that unobserved heterogeneity is important in
all countries. As measured by sigma_u, the magnitafi@nobserved heterogeneity ranges
from 0.77 in Finland and 1.43 in Italy (see bottom of Talple 7

3.4.2Results usinthe EUSILC (2002008)

The results of the logit analysis for poverty entries are presented in Tables 9A aithedB.
results are in lia with most of the findings of the ECHP for the previous period examifled.
regards to the socioeconomic characteristics of the household head, living with a household
head aged less than 30 or more than 64 increases the risk of entering poverty 26 all
countries with the exception Hungary, Luxembourg and Poland for the households headed by
elderly, where the effect goes to the opposite directidrhe effect is very strong for young
headed households in Denmark, Norway and Iceland and tldmdjris h accordancewith the
results of the descriptive event analysis presented in previous sectiomy. in Norway, the
female headship does nadncreasethe risk of entering poverty across countries with a
significant oddgatio for this variable Primary education increases the risk, while higher
education decreases the risk of experiencing a poverty spell in all countries with the exception
of primary education in Norwayl.he protective effect of higher education (for the household
head) is very strong inotugal, Cyprus and Hungary where the oddso is less than 0.30.

The risk of entering poverty rises for households with dependent children with the exception
of Finland and Norway, while the presence of disabled individuatseases the risk of
entering poverty in ten countriesand decreases the risk of entering poverty in Denmark,
Hungary, Italy, Lithuania and Poland.

The effect of moving from employment to unemployment increases the risk of entering
poverty in all countriesvhere the effect is sigificant The effect is particularly strong ftne
transition from employment to unemployment for the household head in the UK (36.5),
Belgium (8.24) and Ireland (6.28).Iceland, the UK, Czech Republic and Bulgaria the effect of
the spouse moving intonemployment is strongefThe effect of other household members,
mainly2 ¥ ¥ & Ldnenhd@iftidunemployment for poverty entries is significant only in ten out
of 26 countriesand only in Blgium and France the oddstio is quite large The results for
moving from employment to inactivity are more mixdebr household head, in nir®untries

the effect is positive, while in three countries (Estonia, Finland and the Netherlands) the effect
is negativeForthe spouse, the effect is weaker in terms oftstical significance, positive only

in eight countries and negativia two (France and Iceland). Also, in eight countries the effect
of having a transition from employment to inactivity for other household members (usually



grandparents) is positive on thprobability of entering poverty, while it is negative in the case
of Estonia, Lithuania, Poland and Slovakia.

Demographic events are stroagin terms of level of oddsatio and significant than income
events in mostof the muntries examinedThe evers of death (head or other members),
divorce, dmember moving if, birth always increase the risk of entering povevihien the
variable has a significant coefficiefithe effect of the death of the household head presents
very high oddsatios in the majoty of countries.The effect of the union andt YSY 6 S NJ
Y 2 @A y e hbubeholdis more mixed and in most of the cases goes to the direction of
decreasing the risk of entering into povertfinally, the unobserved heterogeneity is
significant in most of theountries.

When comparing with the ECHP, there are three conclusion to be drawn: a) The socioeconomic
variables of the household head and the household have very similar effects on transition into
poverty in both periods, b) the effect of unemployment et®is also significant, but the effect

of inactivity is more mixed going in many cases to the opposite direction and this was not
observed in the ECHP, c) the effect of demographic events is strongerSHLEUesults than

the ECHP and the events of umianddmember movingné seem to decrease the chances of
entering poverty in most countries, while in the ECHP the pattern observed is that all
demographic events increasee poverty risk.

3.5 Logit analysis for poverty exits in th&U

In the following @ragraphs, the determinants of transitions out of poverty are examined for

the same periods as for transitions into poverty (12801 & 20052008).The variables are

divided in the same categories as in the analysis of poverty entries with the diffetfestcine

employment event variables concern transitions from unemployment or inactivity to

SYLX 28YSyidod ''faz2sx Ay fAYyS gAGK GKS . IFyS IyR 9f-
GNRA&S Ay ySSRa¢ FINB y2i Ay Of deRiSrRlatell 16 pavétts NB I NS 3
entries and not exits.

3.5.1Results usinthe ECHP (1992001)

In Table 8, the results of the final specification presented;This specification includes only
state variables that do not capture similar effects with eventakalgs. Contrary to the results

for poverty entries, the baseline probability across countries differs a lot. The probability of
exiting poverty from one wave to the other for the baseline group ranges from 0.20 in Finland
to 0.41 in Spain. This is expecteihce now the population in question is a ssdmple of the

total population (those already in poverty) and the poverty exit rates differ significantly across
countries.

Regarding the socioeconomic characteristics of the household head, the oddSoatios age
dummies are significantly lower than one in most of the countries, meaning that households
headed by young or elderly individuals escape poverty with more difficulty than the
households with middle aged household heads. Living in a fehesdded poor household
decreases significantly the chances of exiting poverty in all countries that the effect is
significant. With respect to the educational level of the household head, it is interesting to
note that while, in all MembeS6tates, the chancesf @ntering povertydecline strongly for
individuals that live in a household with a household head that has completed higher
education, this does not hold for poverty exits. Specifically, only in eight (Finland, Belgium,
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Italy, Germany, Greece, France Aissand Denmark) out of 14 countries, the relevant effect is
significant, meaning that while higher education may protect individuals from entering
poverty, it does not always help them to exit poverty if they are already poor.

The effect of householddad citizenship on transitions out of poverty is mixed. Specifically, the
STTSOG A& aAIYATFAOLYyG FT2NJ a2GKSNJ 9! OAGAT Sy&aka
the effect is negative; and in Austria (3.34) and France (2.00), where the effedieon t

probability of exit is positive. Individuals living in households with aBldnhousehold head

have lower exit probabilities in almost all Memb8tates, where the relevant odds ratios are

significant, with the exception of Italy, where the effect isiive (3.42).

The existence of dependent children in the household decreases the chances of exiting poverty
in eight out of 14 Membef6tates visa-vis the reference group. In Denmark, Ireland, Austria
and Finland, the result goes to the opposite direatand the presence of dependent children

in the household seems to increase the chances of exiting poverty. The effect of disability on
the chances to exit poverty is negative when the effect is significant (Portugal, Italy, the UK,
France, Greece, Ireland

la ¢+FotftS y RSY2yaidaNlGdSaszx GKS SFFSOOG 2F aSyYLX 2
poverty exits is not the most important factor that helps households to escape poverty. In

most countries, it is the transition of the secondary income earners (spausether

household member) from unemployment to employment that has stronger effects for bringing

the household out of poverty and thionfirmsthe results of the Bane and Ellwood analysis

presented in the previous section. In Luxembourg, Denmark theeMetids and Belgium, the

transition from unemployment to employmenif the spouse is one of the most important

factors for bringing the household out of poverty.

The effect of demographic events on poverty exits is mixed and the results for certairs event
go to the opposite direction than anticipated. For instance, divorce increases the chances of
exiting poverty in France, Finland and Austria (only for individuals that do not change
household after the divorce). This positive effect is much strongeinftividuals that change
household, (usually the husbaff}j than for the individuals that do not change household after

the divorce, (usually the wife with childréh The odds ratios are 7.21 for the former category

in Finland and 4.78 in France, while tbe latter category 2.20 in Finland,08 in France and

2.16 in Austria. Only, in Germany and Spain the divorce has a negative impact on poverty exit
for individuals that change household for Germany and for individuals that stay in the same
household forFrance.

On the contrary, in Greece, union is the most important factor that brings individuals out of
poverty (6.19).For individuals that change household when they get married, the event of
union®is also important in Denmark (7.78), Italy (3.40) &udtugal (2.86), but insignificant in
other MembetrStates.On the contrary, for most MembeBtates and especially for Austria,
Luxembourg and Germany, the event of union has a strong effect on transition out of poverty

2 Calculation from the relation file in the ECHP data.
2 calculation from the relation file in the ECHP data.
%0The event of union includealso the cohabitation cases.



for unions that happen in the same hsehold". In general, it can be concluded that the event
of union is more important for poverty exits than for poverty entries in all Merfhiates.

A paradox that appears is that in the same way as for poverty entries, the mobility of
individualsboth into andout of the household has a positive effect on poverty exit. This may
be attributed to the double effect that mobility of individuals has on household income. For
instance, if an individual leaves the household, the equivalence scale of the halidebbhes

and this has a positive effect on the equivalised household income, but at the same time the
household income and, thus, the equivalised household income may decreaheeéritlividual

who moved out of the household was an income earner. Wheniradividual changes
household because he leaves parental household, the effect on poverty ex@ssgnificant.

On the contrary, apresentedabove this event is very significant for poverty eias. This
means that when young individuals leave their parental household for other reasons than
getting married, their risk for entering poverty increases. Yet, when they already live in a poor
household, changing household does not help them exit pgvert

Moreover, the death of the household head increases the chances of exiting poverty, when the
effect is significant and at first sight this is another paradox. Practically, this means that the
effect of the decrease on the equivalence scale due todbath of the household head is
greater than the decrease in the household income. In total, the finding of the Bane and
Ellwood analysis that demographic events are more important for poverty exits than for
poverty entries is verified strongly through thegit analysis for individuals that experience a
demographic event and stay in the same householih élse previousyear.

Finally, the likelihoodatio test for rho shows that unobserved heterogeneity is important in

all countries also for poverty enéis. As measured by sigma_u, the magnitude of unobserved
heterogeneity ranges from 0.72 in the Netherlands and 1.28 in Belgium (see bottom of Table
8).

3.5.2 Results usintpe EUSILC (2003008)

Contrary to poverty entries and in line with the ECHP residt poverty exits, the baseline
probabilities in Tables 10A and 10B are high, because they concern a baseline group that was
poor in the previousperiod and exits poverty in the current period. Thusmach smaller

group that that of poverty entries, whe all the observatins in the sample apart from tise

already in poverty are possibéeandidates.

With regards to the age of the household head, while an elderly household head clearly
decreass the chances of exiting poverty, the pattern of young &ebiold heads is mixedn
Austria, Finland, Hungary, Netherlands, Norway, Slovakia and the UK the chances of exiting
decrease, while ifEstonia, Lithuania, Latvia and Poland the chances incrEasealeheadship

clearly deceases the chances of exiting @ty whenever the effect is significanf clear
pattern is also depicted for the level of education of the household head with primary
education increasing the risk of remaining into poverty, while higher education decreasing it.
Having dependent childreor disabled individuals in the household decreases the chances of
exiting poverty in most countries with the exception of Denmark for both regressors, Cyprus,

i Meaning that the household is the same as in the previous wave and a new household member (spouse to
household head) moves into the household. The union may have the form of marriage or cohabitation.
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and Latvia for dependent children, as well as Hungary and Lithuania for disabled indjviduals
where the effect goes towards increasing the chances of exiting poverty

Only in Sweden and the UK the effect of havimgtransition from unemployment to

employment for the household head &a large and significant coefficient. In most countries

the transition from inactivity to employmentof the household head is more important for

bringing the household out of povertyMoving from unemployment or inactivity to

employment for second income earners increases the chawéeaxiting poverty in most

countries and for some countries the effect is particularly high. For exanaptbe transition

from unemployment to employment for other household members in the UK (18.48) and

Czech Republic (16.20), ))KS NRf S 2F &aLJl2dzaSQa G(GNImgmmhdAz2y TN
Latvia (11.53) an®enmark(10.48),c) the transition from inactivity to employment for other

household members in Cyprus (8.11)

Demographic events present a mixed pattern with the events of unionéer&mber moving
ingé exercising a positive f&fct on spell endings, while death, divorce amdember moving
outé havea negative effect, althougim many countrieshe corresponding coefficients aret
significant.

When comparing with the ECHP, we observe thatY@)ng heaship increases the chame of

exiting poverty in many countries; this effect was observed with the ECHP data only in
Luxembairg, b) Most of theother socioeconomic variables present a similar patterrossr

the two periods, c) The effect of moving from inactivity to employmsnnuch stronger than

the effect of moving from unemployment to employment for the household. This was not
observed in the ECHP, d) The important role of second income earners when finding a job for
bringing the household out of poverty was verified in bp#riods,e) Demographic events are

not so strongly significant as in the ECHP and in many ,cte®s present a mixed pattern

Thus, while in the ECHP most demographic events increased the chances of exiting poverty, in
the EUSILC, some events (deathvalice anddmember moving owt) decrease the chances of
exiting poverty in specific countries.

4. Gonclusions

This paper studied the different profiles of poverty (transient, #&idn, recurrent and long
term poverty) in European countries using spell gaigl anddentified themain determinants
of poverty transitionswith particular emphasis on labour market, income afemographic
events using event analysis, as well as multivariate logit analyfssanalysis was split in two
periods, the first coverig the years 1992001 using ECHRBnd thesecond covering there-
crisis period 2002008 using EA$ILC.

As far as poverty profiles are concernéal, the period 19942001, we observe a consistency
with the welfare regime typology as developed by Espgingersen(1990), expanded also to
include the Southern wtare regime type(Ferera 1996, in the sense that the Member
States belonging to the social democratic have higher proportion of their population not
experiencing poverty than the countries of the corporatist regime and at the same time lower
poverty rates, followed by thdiberal regime, and then the Southern countries. At the same
time, in social democratic regimes, the proportion of the transient poor is larger itihéme
corporatist countries and in corporatist countrieg turn, larger than in the other two
regimes.The corporatist countries have highextes of mid-term poverty compared to the



20KSN) NBIAYSaz:r gKAES GKS €t A0SNI ¢ YR { 2dzi KSNY
persistent poverty than the social democratic and the corporatist regimes

The above pt#terns are notas clear irthe period 20052008 and there are mangiversions
from what one would expect according to the welfare regitypology. Moreover, the new
MemberStates cannot be clustered togethas we observelarge difference across them
From the Eastern countriegstonia Latvia and Poland have similaritiagerms of the poverty
profile patterns observed, while Lithuania seeno suffer more from longerm poverty, as
well as CyprusSlovenia, Slovakia, and Bulgaria could probably famotheer group with high
rates of transient poverty and relatilyelow rates of persistent poverty, while Hungary and
Malta perform better than all new MembeBtates presenting similar patterns with the saci
democratic regimes.

Then, a modified version oftheBane and Ellwood methodology was used as a first step in
order to identify income labour marketor demographic eventdhat might have been
associategoverty entries and exits.

For the period 19942001, mth poverty entries and exitarere found to ke associated more

closely with income rather than demographic events in all EU countries. However, income
SPpSyida |yR SalLlSOAlLftfte OKFry3aSa Ay KSIFIRQa 062N
with poverty transitions in Mediterranean countries, whilerdographic events seem to be

relatively more important in Finland, Denmark, the UK and Luxembourg.
Employment/unemployment events account in many cases for more than 20% of transitions

into/out of poverty. Yet, employment events seem to be more closelatesl with poverty

exits than unemployment events with poverty entries.

Event analysis for the perio2l0052008 revealsthat the general pattern for income events

dominating over (un)/employment and demographic events remains the same. The result that
emplyment events for poverty exits are more important than unemployment events for

poverty entries is alseonfirmed as well as the role of second income earners in getting the

household out of povertyFor poverty entries, in almost half of the countriesamined,
RSONBIFaS Ay KSIFRQ&a fFo2dz2NJ SINYyAy3Ia | ORRdzyia F2
poverty exits, there is more diversity in the main income event associated with the ending of

the poverty spellChanges inlsl2 dza S @& T 1a Y BhduyearQikgsplay important role in

many countries, whilehanges irsocial benefits are very important in Ireland, Luxembourg,

Hungary and the UK, as well@sanges irpensions in Ireland, the UK and Portugal for getting

the household out of poverty.

The efect of demographic eventin EUSILCis much stronger that in the ECHP both for
poverty entries and exits. The demographic events are again more important in the Northern
and Central European countries than in Mediterranean countiiésreover, in the ELSILC,

the demographic events are more closely linked with poverty entries than exits, while this was
not clearly observed in the ECHMhe strongest demographic event for entering into poverty,
while living in the same household with the same householddh&sems to be the birth of a
baby or a new householdmemberY 2 @ A y tHe haugehold while for exiting poverty the
eventofanewd YS Y 06 S NJ YtAedhaugeRoldA v ¢

In contrastto the event analysis that simply associates events with the beginningdingeof a
poverty spell that happens at the santiene period , Thelogit analysighat was employed in
the next stageoffers a more comprehensive examination of poverty determinants and their
significance. In parallel with identifying the maina (i ldéekniinéants of poverty entries and
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exits, event variablesvere also included in the analysiEven when both state and change
(event) variables are included in the model specification, event variaiglesin strongly
significant signaling that the inclusiof event variables in the modeldgsirable

For the period 1992001, when comparing the results of state variables across countries both
for poverty entries and exits five points need to be underlined. First, there is no common
pattern across MembheStates for the reglts concerning female headship aaitizenship of the
household headSecond, the effect of the education of the household head on the risk of
poverty entry is negative for higher education and positive for primary education withfexwry
exceptions, where a primary educated household head also decreases the chances of the
household members to enter poverty. Yet, this does not hold in all countries for poverty exits,
meaning that while higher education may protect individuals from entgpoverty, it does not
always help them to exit poverty if they are already poor. Third, unemployment or inactivity of
the household head significantly increases the chances of entering poverty and decreases the
chances of exiting poverty in all Memb&ates, as expected. Fourth, families headed by young
adults and families with children seem to haaehigherhazard to enter poverty and lower
probability to exit poverty than the baseline group in almost all MermBetes.

As far as specific poverty tisition determinants are concernedor the period 1994001,

Gt S PAYy3I GKS LINBydlt K2daSK2tRé A& G(KS Y24ad
Gb2NIKSNYé 9dzNRPLISIY O2dzyiNASad hy G(KS 0O2yiNt

corresponding oddsatios are very low or insignificant. In Italy, Spain, Greece, as well as in
Luxembourg, Ireland and Belgium, the most important event for entering poverty is the
transition from employment to unemployment of the household head. The transitions from
employment to unemployment or inactivity that concern the household head seem to be
more important than the transitions from employment to unemployment of the other
household members with the exception of Austria. Yet, this is not verified for poverty exits,
where the transition of the secondary income earners (spouse or other household member)
from unemployment to employment has stronger effects for bringing the household out of
poverty than the relevant transitions of the household head. In general, all dembigra
eventsexamined tend toincrease the risk of enterigxiting poverty in all MembeiStates
whenever the effect is significant.

For the period 2002008, the logit analysisconfirms most of the findings of the previous
periodfor the socioeconomic vables of the household head and the househwith veryfew
exceptions (e.g.young heads increase the chance of exiting poverty in many countries, while in
the ECHP this was observed only in LuxemBodtg effect of unemployment events is also
signifiant, but the effect of inactivitfor poverty entriesis mixed going in many cases to the
opposite directiorthan expected; something thatas not observed in the ECHWoreover, for
poverty exits, the effect of moving from inactivity to employment is mustionger than the
effect of moving from unemployment to employment for the househb&hd The important

role of second income earners when finding a job for bringing the household out of poverty
wasconfirmedin both periods.

With regards to thelemograhic eventstheir effect is stronger inthe EUSILGhanin the ECHP

for poverty entries and weaker for poverty exit@rfpoverty entriesthe events of union and
omember moving iA seem to decrease the chances of entering poverty in mosht@s,

while in the ECHRIlI demographic events increasiee risk ofpoverty. For poverty exits, the
results presenta mixed pattern. Thus, while in the ECHP most demographic events increased

y
)
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the chances of exiting poverty, in the 8IL.C, some events (death, divomed émember
moving out) decrease the chances of exiting poverty in specific countries.

Finally, nocleapattern can bedentified across welfare regimes, while tmew MemberStates
present very diversessultsand, certainly, cannot be grouped all togkeer.
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Annex 1- Figures& Tables

Figure 1: Event analysis of poverty spell beginnings and endings

EVENT ANALYSIS OF POVERTY SPELL
BEGINNINGS AND ENDINGS

STEP 1: Check whether there is a decrease (for entries) and an increase (for exits) in
the equivalised household income
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escapes poverty in a different household than last wav

l

Same Household ‘ Different Household ‘

Y

STEP 3a: Check whether thereis a
change in household head

k.

‘ STEP 3b: Is this a new or an old household?

Old Household

STEP 4c: What are the reasons for the
creation of the new household?

o

Union
Divorce
Child leaving parental household
Other demographic event

STEP 4b: What are the reasons for the
change in household head?

¥

STEP 4a: Check whether the change in
household income is relatively greater than
the change in equivalence scale

Divorce
Death
Other

¥

‘ Income effect greater ‘ ‘ Demographic effect greater ‘
L 4 h 4
STEP 5a: Which is the main income event STEP Sb: Which is the main demographic |
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Pensions 1. divorce, 2. death, 3. household member moving out,

Head's labour earnings A. Demographic events associated with spell beginnings:
Spouse's labour earnings 1. union, 2. new household member moving in
Offspring’s labour eanring 3. birth, 4.rise in needs,

Others’ labour earnings 5. other demographic event (residual category)
Non-work private income

Social benefits B. Demographic events associated with spell endings:
Other/Unknown income component 4. other demographlc event (residual category)
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Tablel: Poverty occurrencand persistence (as a percentage to the poor populati@gECHP (1992001)

Non-poor
AT 72.38 27.62 100.00 51.30 12.56 12.56 23.57 100.00
BE 67.89 32.11 100.@® 45.94 11.96 15.04 27.06 100.00
DE 70.69 29.31 100.00 48.24 14.47 13.48 23.81 100.00
DK 72.59 27.41 100.00 56.51 12.84 13.75 16.89 100.00
EL 57.74 42.26 100.00 34.50 12.57 17.91 35.02 100.00
ES 61.38 38.62 100.00 40.76 11.68 20.97 26.59 100.00
Fl 7920 20.8 100.00 53.65 16.97 8.89 20.48 100.00
/R 67.60 32.0 100.00 41.54 14.38 14.72 29.35 100.00
IE 63.41 36.59 100.00 40.75 11.45 14.29 33.51 100.00
IT 61.86 38.14 100.00 35.68 11.88 17.67 34.77 100.00
LU 77.40 22.60 100.00 43.54 15.00 10.66 30.80 100.00
NL 76.21 23.79 100.00 51.74 11.69 15.59 20.98 100.00
PT 59.97 40.03 100.00 35.20 11.34 14.11 39.35 100.00
UK 57.88 42.12 100.00 41.81 12.84 15.05 30.29 100.00

Source: ECHP UDB (Dec 20D3d issue)

Table2 : Poverty occurrence and persisten¢as a percentage to the poor populatio@ EUSILC (2082008
Non-poor
AT 81.92 18.08 100.00 70.51 11.24 9.56 8.69 100.00
BE 78.57 21.43 100.00 66.90 9.81 13.72 9.57 100.00
BG 72.37 27.63 100.00 62.43 14.41 13.30 9.85 100.00
CY 77.13 22.87 100.00 52.17 10.23 14.74 22.85 100.00
CzZ 86.71 13.29 100.00 61.18 13.08 12.64 13.10 100.00
DK 85.97 14.03 100.00 61.92 10.11 15.43 12.54 100.00
EE 73.85 26.15 100.00 56.35 14.81 12.90 15.94 100.00
EL 73.58 26.42 100.00 56.14 12.23 13.99 17.64 100.00
ES 72.13 27.87 100.00 63.38 13.80 10.71 12.11 100.00
Fl 81.22 18.78 100.00 59.22 11.36 14.50 14.91 100.00
/R 78.46 21.54 100.00 59.45 18.19 8.85 13.51 100.00
HU 80.78 1922 100.00 68.59 11.43 11.48 8.50 100.00
IE 77.95 22.05 100.00 55.69 16.22 16.27 11.82 100.00
IS 85.42 14.58 100.00 68.59 11.43 11.48 8.50 100.00
IT 75.12 24.88 100.00 54.19 14.12 13.79 17.90 100.00
LT 71.55 28.45 100.00 51.27 17.92 11.51 19.31 100.00
LU 68.90 31.10 100.00 58.08 11.04 10.02 20.86 100.00
LV 68.64 31.36 100.00 58.04 13.52 11.97 16.47 100.00
MT 80.04 19.96 100.00 72.98 6.97 13.54 6.51 100.00
NL 87.94 12.06 100.00 67.88 9.73 12.03 10.35 100.00
NO 76.48 23.52 100.00 71.07 18.46 4.03 6.44 100.00
PL 74.57 25.43 100.00 54.41 16.61 10.96 18.02 100.00
PT 84.06 15.94 100.00 80.23 8.19 8.90 2.68 100.00
SE 83.83 16.17 100.00 65.42 10.85 14.82 8.91 100.00
Sl 86.65 13.35 100.00 60.37 12.07 13.33 14.23 100.00
SK 81.52 18.48 100.00 60.86 15.52 10.73 12.88 100.00
UK 73.53 26.47 100.00 71.57 10.23 9.33 8.88 100.00

Source: ELSILG2008 Longitudinadlataset revision 3




Table3: Events Associated with Poverty Entries (3 types of evegt§ICHP (1992001)

Associated Event

1. Same household 96.76 97.15 94.13 89.43 98.58 99.02 94.01 88.43 98.24 96.66 97.42 95.66 97.59 | 93.05
1.1 Same head 95.46 96.50 93.24 88.28 97.80 98.19 92.57 82.96 97.65 96.52 94.48 95.26 96.96 | 90.66
1.1.1 Unemployment events 13.30 8.84 22.05 15.44 24.48 19.80 14.20 14.89 15.51 21.45 11.78 14.90 21.01| 14.18
Head 7.55 5.54 13.78 7.86 11.25 8.56 8.54 10.97 7.55 10.44 3.49 6.75 9.18 7.89
Spouse 4.47 1.89 5.39 5.85 5.40 5.53 3.72 2.53 3.48 4.96 4.67 5.48 7.62 4.25
Offspring 1.16 1.41 2.80 1.63 7.39 5.27 1.81 1.33 3.91 5.74 2.52 2.56 3.94 1.87
Others 0.12 0.00 0.08 0.10 0.44 0.44 0.13 0.06 0.57 0.31 1.10 0.11 0.27 0.17
1.1.2 Income events (decrease in:) 80.21 84.51 69.25 70.75 71.90 76.68 75.66 67.23 80.25 70.54 76.82 77.11 74.05| 72.15
Head's labour earnings 24.71 25.19 17.05 15.87 33.35 44.77 23.20 24.05 37.62 19.85 23.02 28.51 30.69| 11.14
Spouse's labour earnings 15.88 412 6.31 7.98 4.59 3.69 6.52 8.60 471 3.39 6.53 7.34 6.40 7.10
Offsprings labour earnings 4.90 2.40 5.28 1.28 4.18 5.24 2.62 1.61 3.46 6.30 12.69 0.41 7.78 3.03
Others' labour earnings 1.74 1.17 0.15 1.28 1.03 0.74 0.11 0.51 1.21 0.36 0.96 0.19 1.36 0.48
Nonwork private income 2.99 7.05 4.78 451 4.67 5.48 6.38 2.85 4.32 275 4.97 2.72 5.07 3.86
Social benefits 14.59 14.42 12.22 13.51 12.13 5.44 18.81 13.15 10.25 20.63 19.50 16.21 12.86| 16.57
Pensions 12.95 16.79 13.15 20.49 7.47 10.33 15.64 12.73 15.65 11.34 7.23 10.94 7.24 8.48
Other income component 2.45 13.37 10.31 5.83 4.48 0.99 2.38 3.73 3.03 5.92 1.92 10.79 2.65| 21.49
1.1.3 Demographic events 1.95 3.15 1.94 2.09 142 171 2.71 0.84 1.89 4.53 5.88 3.25 1.90 4.33
Union 0.10 0.26 0.59 0.41 0.08 0.10 0.19 0.28 0.05 0.01 0.21 0.92 0.01 0.45
Member moving in 0.39 1.46 0.21 1.62 0.53 0.99 1.06 0.21 0.33 1.05 2.46 0.76 0.54 1.90
Birth 0.70 1.08 0.80 0.00 0.41 0.32 1.05 0.23 0.75 2.42 1.62 0.22 0.66 1.46
Rise in needs 0.76 0.35 0.33 0.00 0.35 0.14 0.41 0.12 0.76 1.05 0.81 1.20 0.57 0.52
Other demographic event 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.06 0.05 0.16 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.78 0.15 0.12 0.00
1.2 Different head 1.30 0.65 0.89 1.15 0.78 0.83 1.44 5.47 0.59 0.14 2.94 0.40 0.63 2.39
Divorce 0.10 0.51 0.71 0.14 0.29 0.15 0.42 0.90 0.27 0.00 1.08 0.19 0.03 1.02
Death 0.09 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.06 0.17 0.00 0.12 0.22 0.06 0.27 0.00 0.14 0.13
Other 1.11 0.14 0.18 1.01 0.43 0.51 1.02 4.45 0.10 0.08 1.59 0.21 0.46 1.24
2. Different household 3.24 2.56 5.87 10.57 1.26 0.96 5.77 11.57 1.52 2.20 2.43 4.10 241 6.73
2.1 Old household 0.02 0.18 0.07 0.31 0.05 0.03 0.16 0.96 0.00 0.20 0.00 0.38 0.04 0.91
2.2 New household 3.22 2.38 5.80 10.26 1.21 0.93 5.61 10.61 1.52 2.00 2.43 3.72 2.37 5.82
Union 0.13 0.18 1.03 0.34 0.27 0.20 0.27 0.30 0.37 0.09 0.10 0.18 0.52 0.15
Divorce 0.00 0.90 0.63 0.90 0.01 0.02 0.40 0.24 0.18 0.04 1.03 0.35 0.52 0.14
Child leaving parental hh 2.37 0.75 3.02 7.49 0.27 0.48 3.64 6.51 0.47 0.95 0.72 2.56 0.00 4.42
Other demographic event 0.72 0.55 1.12 1.53 0.66 0.23 1.30 3.56 0.50 0.92 0.58 0.63 1.33 1.11
3.Poverty lineeffect 0.00 0.29 0.00 0.00 0.16 0.02 0.22 0.00 0.24 1.14 0.15 0.24 0.00 0.22
Number of spells 1,352 1,464 2,717 1,196 5,315 4,162 3,149 1,181 5,015 2,359 687 1,907 3,380 | 3,090

Source: ECHP UDB (Dec 20D3d issue)
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Table4: Events Assaated with Poverty Exits (3 types of eventg)ECHP (1992001)

1. Same household 97.22 97.34 97.46 92.47 98.30 98.87 96.95 91.92 98.43 98.61 99.04 98.91 98.48 93.96
1.1 Same head 93.69 93.96 92.15 88.54 95.60 95.63 91.19 84.04 96.11 95.84 91.20 94.84 94.98 87.48
1.1.1 Employment events 2412 13.89 19.24 19.39 31.63 19.90 20.27 21.46 20.81 39.17 10.94 26.17 28.22 17.51
Head 9.21 4.92 10.69 9.01 8.66 5.12 7.07 14.64 4.67 18.08 3.87 12.74 7.95 8.73
Spouse 7.13 4.69 4.36 3.73 5.95 6.60 6.36 4.03 3.64 8.58 3.07 6.56 9.20 4.26
Offspring 5.01 4.28 4.18 6.65 15.93 8.03 6.84 2.79 11.85 12.43 4.00 6.67 10.26 4.41
Others 2.77 0.00 0.01 0.00 1.09 0.15 0.00 0.00 0.65 0.08 0.00 0.20 0.81 0.11
1.1.2 Income events (increase in:) 64.43 74.85 68.85 62.61 61.88 74.00 62.86 53.57 72.89 51.13 70.34 64.54 60.44 65.15
Head's labour earnings 22.04 23.04 15.72 14.88 30.02 38.81 20.56 24.12 31.65 22.91 17.05 25.27 20.63 9.67
Spouse's labour earnings 11.83 5.84 7.58 7.77 5.20 5.03 6.30 10.00 5.37 3.17 13.76 5.06 10.11 6.07
Offspring's labour earnings 4.71 2.46 2.61 2.01 5.54 5.43 3.69 1.59 5.39 5.68 8.61 1.20 6.87 1.93
Others' labour earnings 0.71 0.21 0.29 0.28 1.11 0.34 0.65 0.08 0.63 0.02 1.57 0.43 1.98 0.77
Nonwork private income 3.96 8.46 4.50 8.40 4.14 6.34 4.13 5.05 4.27 1.46 4.44 1.95 3.34 2.99
Social benefits 9.91 13.93 17.45 11.26 8.82 6.31 14.77 9.20 10.62 8.17 22.47 12.17 7.96 16.42
Pensions 9.86 12.36 13.86 14.43 4.27 10.68 10.84 2.24 12.78 3.98 1.97 10.10 5.77 7.59
Other income component 1.41 8.55 6.84 3.58 2.78 1.06 1.92 1.29 2.18 5.74 0.47 8.36 3.78 19.71
1.1.3 Demographic events 5.14 5.22 4.06 6.54 2.09 1.73 8.06 9.01 2.41 5.54 9.92 4.13 6.32 4.82
Divorce 0.36 0.11 0.40 0.49 0.07 0.02 0.55 1.61 0.04 0.00 0.71 0.15 0.00 0.27
Death 0.86 0.74 0.60 141 0.60 0.47 0.61 2.15 0.30 0.68 0.92 0.00 3.31 0.64
Member moving out 3.92 4.37 3.06 4.64 142 1.24 6.90 5.25 2.05 4.86 8.29 3.98 2.85 3.91
Other demographu event 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.16 0.00
1.2 Different head 3.53 3.38 5.31 3.93 2.70 3.24 5.76 7.88 2.32 2.77 7.84 4.07 3.50 6.48
Divorce 0.82 1.14 0.64 0.40 0.10 0.24 0.88 0.84 0.10 0.60 1.67 0.52 0.65 1.00
Death 240 1.90 4.14 2.37 2.07 1.97 3.18 3.80 2.08 1.78 3.48 0.00 2.24 2.55
Other 0.31 0.34 0.53 1.16 0.53 1.03 1.70 3.24 0.14 0.39 2.69 3.55 0.61 2.93
2. Different household 2.52 2.39 2.39 6.82 1.45 1.10 2.98 7.70 1.57 1.39 0.62 1.09 1.23 6.04
2.1 Old househdl 0.67 0.34 1.40 3.14 0.30 0.17 1.31 1.69 0.05 0.58 0.25 0.63 0.52 4.28
2.2 New household 1.85 2.05 0.99 3.68 1.15 0.93 1.67 6.01 1.52 0.81 0.37 0.46 0.71 1.76
Union 0.05 0.17 0.06 0.15 0.12 0.22 0.15 0.26 0.30 0.16 0.00 0.07 0.31 0.03
Divorce 0.20 0.37 0.22 0.80 0.02 0.05 0.59 2.15 0.04 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.06 0.23
Child leaving parental hh 0.25 0.43 0.20 0.38 0.09 0.31 0.34 0.43 0.09 0.07 0.11 0.02 0.00 0.50
Other demographic event 1.35 1.08 0.51 2.35 0.92 0.35 0.59 3.17 1.09 0.58 0.26 0.37 0.34 1.00
3.Poverty line effect 0.26 0.27 0.15 0.71 0.25 0.03 0.07 0.38 0.00 0.00 0.34 0.00 0.29 0.00
Number of spells 1,411 1,485 2,996 1,033 5,560 4,118 3,019 814 5,599 2,036 734 2,033 4,023 3,204

Source: ECHP UDB (Dec 20P3d isue)



Table 5AEvents Associated with Poverty Entries (3 types of evegtElUSILC (2002008)

1.1 Same head 98.19 98.24 99.15 99.59 98.19 93.02 99.49 99.51 99.09 98.96 97.22 98.44 99.73
1.1.1 Unemployment events 11.94 10.37 23.15 7.13 12.32 7.75 11.21 14.99 16.94 18.20 10.50 19.16 20.54
Head 5.86 5.97 9.83 3.05 5.83 3.88 5.10 6.00 8.03 4.65 5.52 10.36 10.61
Spouse 5.86 2.84 7.40 1.83 4.30 3.88 3.44 4.78 4.74 5.05 2.71 4.07 6.67
Offspring 0.00 1.57 4.12 1.83 1.81 0.00 2.17 2.59 3.18 2.17 1.46 3.35 2.31
Others 0.21 0.00 1.80 0.41 0.38 0.00 0.51 1.62 0.99 6.34 0.80 1.38 0.95
1.1.2. Income events 81.13 81.70 72.83 81.26 80.04 75.45 82.42 81.20 77.43 74.18 80.07 71.92 71.97
Head's labour earning 29.10 28.38 23.47 29.74 35.63 33.33 32.36 35.25 31.59 41.62 27.87 22.93 19.32
Spotise's labour earning 12.58 5.38 9.51 7.13 4.68 14.99 10.32 9.72 11.36 8.98 10.86 8.32 6.12
h ¥ T a LIbhuy eafiag 3.30 1.17 7.82 5.09 2.10 0.00 6.11 7.37 6.44 1.92 1.68 2.99 1.50
Others' labour earnings 0.32 0.20 1.37 2.24 0.00 0.00 2.68 0.97 2.29 1.68 0.51 0.42 0.27
Nonwork private income 6.18 11.94 4.23 9.78 4.78 11.89 4.46 4.70 5.97 7.62 6.36 0.78 9.25
Social benefits 12.47 9.59 11.84 8.55 12.03 5.43 9.17 6.56 2.06 6.74 21.29 15.21 11.97
Pensions 9.70 2.74 2.33 2.44 1.91 1.03 3.44 0.73 3.75 0.08 2.78 5.51 5.85
Other income component 7.46 22.31 12.26 16.29 18.91 8.79 13.89 15.88 13.97 5.53 8.71 15.75 17.69
1.1.3. Demographic events 5.12 6.16 3.17 11.20 5.83 9.82 5.86 3.32 4.69 6.58 6.66 7.37 7.21
Union 0.53 0.49 0.00 0.00 0.10 0.26 0.00 0.24 0.10 0.00 0.04 0.12 0.68
Member moving in 1.39 2.05 0.85 1.63 0.96 1.03 0.38 1.46 1.85 0.48 1.98 1.80 1.36
Birth 1.39 0.78 0.32 1.02 2.01 4.13 1.02 1.30 1.22 3.21 1.35 2.16 1.63
Rise in needs 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.57 0.00 0.76 0.00 0.00 0.40 0.00 0.00 1.36
Other demographic event 1.81 2.84 2.01 8.55 2.20 4.39 3.69 0.32 1.51 2.49 3.29 3.29 2.18
1.2 Different head 1.60 1.37 0.85 0.41 1.62 6.98 0.25 0.49 0.83 1.04 2.45 1.14 0.27
Divorce 0.43 0.00 0.00 0.41 0.29 0.00 0.13 0.00 0.21 0.00 0.15 0.48 0.00
Death 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Other 1.17 1.37 0.85 0.00 1.34 6.98 0.13 0.49 0.63 1.04 2.30 0.66 0.27
| 2. Differenthousehold [ 021[  039[  000[  000[ 019[ 000[ 025[ 000[ 008[ 000[ 033[ 042[  000]
Number of entries 938 1,022 946 491 1,047 387 785 1,234 3,837 1,247 2,734 1,670 735

EUSILC (2008 Longitudinal dataset, revision 3)
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Table 5BEvents Associated with Poverty Entries (3 types of evetE)lUSILC (2062008)

ASSOcClatead e O P P

1.1 Same head 95.34 98.35 97.76 98.74 99.60 99.01 96.27 99.29 98.19 98.33 98.80 9942 98.96
1.1.1. Unemployment events 14.77 15.75 15.31 13.50 23.52 6.30 15.69 11.34 14.86 12.71 15.06 18.04 18.56
Head 7.77 8.45 6.60 6.71 10.13 1.48 3.73 5.01 6.83 7.80 6.89 8.08 12.36
Spouse 4.40 3.54 2.83 4.95 5.58 1.98 1.86 4.06 351 4.12 3.04 6.49 4.21
Offspring 0.00 3.33 4.48 1.34 5.82 2.22 0.88 1.76 3.51 0.78 2.64 231 1.28
Others 2.59 0.43 141 0.50 1.99 0.62 9.22 0.51 1.00 0.00 2.48 1.15 0.71
1.1.2. Income events 68.91 77.59 77.86 73.51 72.73 81.73 74.31 81.28 81.43 77.48 77.16 76.62 76.99
Head's labour earning 36.79 30.46 29.45 20.70 25.28 30.49 48.33 31.65 26.61 34.34 29.01 32.90 23.82
Spouse's labour earning 10.62 8.64 13.31 12.32 9.49 12.84 5.29 16.15 14.46 7.36 13.06 9.52 8.05
h ¥ T a Libhuy eaidg 1.81 5.68 1.77 2.10 5.98 1.60 0.29 6.53 5.22 1.56 8.49 11.26 2.70
Others' labour earnings 0.00 1.33 1.53 1.51 1.44 0.37 2.16 1.52 2.81 6.24 4.81 0.00 0.76
Nonwork private income 2.85 8.80 2.24 6.29 0.88 12.47 6.47 0.41 291 8.47 2.24 0.43 8.48
Social benefits 6.48 9.46 8.72 16.51 8.05 8.64 7.16 7.96 10.14 9.81 10.74 9.81 15.48
Pensions 1.81 1.28 3.77 1.01 3.27 1.23 0.39 1.15 3.11 1.56 0.40 2.16 12.59
Other income component 8.55 11.94 17.08 13.08 18.34 14.07 4.22 15.91 16.16 8.14 8.41 10.53 5.11
1.1.3. Demographic events 11.66 4.98 459 11.74 3.35 10.99 6.27 6.67 1.91 8.14 6.57 4.76 3.41
Union 0.00 0.24 0.47 0.84 0.32 0.00 0.10 1.18 0.50 0.78 0.64 0.00 0.24
Member moving in 3.11 1.57 0.35 2.35 1.36 1.73 4.71 1.08 0.50 0.56 1.92 0.00 1.52
Birth 4.66 1.23 1.65 6.62 0.64 2.47 1.18 1.35 0.30 1.11 0.40 0.87 0.85
Rise in needs 0.00 0.16 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.58 0.00 0.67 0.64 0.00 0.80
Other demographic event 3.89 1.79 2.12 1.93 1.04 6.79 0.29 2.47 0.60 5.02 2.96 3.90 0.00
1.2 Different head 4.66 1.57 2.00 1.17 0.40 0.99 3.73 0.68 0.60 1.67 1.20 0.58 0.85
Divorce 0.52 0.19 0.12 0.50 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.07 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Death 0.00 0.08 0.00 0.17 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Other 4.15 1.31 1.88 0.50 0.40 0.99 3.73 0.61 0.60 1.67 1.20 0.58 0.85

| 2. Differenthousehold | 0.00] 008 024 008 000[ 000] o000[ 003[ 120[ o000[ o000[ o0o00[ 019]

Number of entries 386 3,752 849 1,193 1,254 810 1,020 2,954 996 897 1,248 693 2,112

Source: ELSILG2008 Longitudinal dataset, revision 3)
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Table6A: Events Associated with Poverty Exits (3 types of evergtE)lUSILC (2002008)

1.1 Same head 98.51 98.61 98.57 97.40 96.99 98.91 98.99 102.33 98.03 95.84 96.90 97.34 98.29
1.1.1 Employment events 21.67 15.03 49.05 18.92 27.40 17.76 32.80 20.16 25.58 35.33 14.70 30.70 15.54
Head 8.06 5.84 17.68 4.34 11.91 8.74 6.86 5.60 6.97 18.27 4.62 10.97 7.31
Spouse 6.89 3.43 10.46 7.29 8.90 5.74 7.77 5.53 8.38 8.22 5.64 9.72 2.86
Offspring 5.09 5.47 17.11 6.77 6.21 3.28 14.03 8.15 9.39 8.32 3.83 8.65 5.37
Others 1.64 0.28 3.80 0.52 0.38 0.00 4.14 0.87 0.85 0.51 0.60 1.36 0.00
1.1.2. Income events 76.45 81.26 48.95 74.65 67.35 78.69 65.19 76.78 69.85 53.20 79.16 64.84 79.31
Head's labour earning 24.49 27.55 11.50 23.96 27.08 18.85 22.30 28.82 22.15 16.55 22.46 16.17 6.06
Spouse's labar earning 7.59 5.75 7.79 7.64 6.85 13.39 9.28 8.15 9.04 10.15 7.29 6.27 4.00
h ¥ T a Libhuy eaidg 5.79 4.36 6.27 5.38 3.78 5.46 7.97 9.17 7.68 2.94 491 5.43 4.23
Others' labour earnings 0.00 0.46 1.24 0.00 0.13 0.55 3.13 0.22 0.98 0.00 0.51 0.40 0.00
Nonwork private income 1.25 5.75 0.48 3.65 0.70 8.47 0.40 291 2.84 4.16 6.11 0.17 4.34
Social benefits 10.80 14.56 4.75 11.46 14.28 12.30 5.85 5.82 5.98 7.01 13.53 16.45 21.83
Pensions 15.49 12.62 6.65 13.37 5.57 9.84 5.65 6.91 11.46 3.35 14.98 11.31 29.03
Other income component 11.03 10.20 10.27 9.20 8.96 9.84 10.60 14.77 9.70 9.04 9.38 8.65 9.83
1.1.3. Demographic events 0.39 2.32 0.57 3.82 2.24 2.46 1.01 1.97 2.61 7.31 3.04 1.81 3.43
Divorce 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.06 0.00 0.00 0.07 0.05 0.00 0.06 0.40 0.00
Death 0.00 0.19 0.00 0.35 0.26 0.00 0.30 0.29 0.45 0.30 0.13 0.34 0.00
Member moving out 0.16 1.39 0.57 1.56 1.66 0.00 0.40 0.22 1.44 6.50 1.84 0.96 3.43
Other demographic event 0.23 0.74 0.00 1.91 0.26 2.46 0.30 1.38 0.66 0.51 1.01 0.11 0.00
1.2 Different head 1.49 1.02 1.43 2.43 2.24 1.09 1.01 1.09 1.73 4.16 2.69 2.43 1.71
Divorce 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Death 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.05 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Other 1.49 1.02 1.43 2.43 2.24 1.09 1.01 1.09 1.65 4.16 2.69 2.43 1.71
| 2.Differenthousehold | 000[  037[ 000[ o017] o77[ oo0o[ o000 000o] o024 o000[ o041[ 023]  000]
Number of exits 1,278 1,078 1,052 576 1,562 366 991 1,374 3,761 985 3,157 1,769 875

Source: EUSILG2008 Longitudinal dataset, revision 3)
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Table 6B: Events Associated with Poverty Exits (3 types of es)erE USILC (2002008)

1.1 Same head 91.54 98.47 98.97 98.10 96.76 98.29 91.10 98.48 97.37 96.53 98.28 98.00 98.96
1.1.1. Employment events 22.64 22.08 29.18 17.96 27.52 21.73 28.5%2 27.65 19.01 27.92 27.12 32.53 22.61
Head 6.72 7.82 9.15 4.67 7.46 9.15 12.65 7.75 2.75 19.44 6.24 6.49 10.48
Spouse 12.44 4.69 7.78 8.54 8.81 8.85 9.03 6.49 6.99 4.86 6.15 6.79 7.60
Offspring 3.48 8.35 11.44 4.11 7.19 3.72 5.55 11.73 8.82 3.61 11.93 17.17 3.82
Others 0.00 1.23 0.80 0.63 4.05 0.00 1.29 1.68 0.46 0.00 2.80 2.10 0.71
1.1.2. Income events 67.16 73.93 67.73 76.03 68.26 75.45 54.32 67.82 76.86 56.11 67.27 64.77 71.31
Head's labour earning 29.60 23.08 19.91 16.77 26.53 26.96 14.32 24.94 19.24 11.25 19.80 26.45 14.91
Spouse's labour earning 8.21 7.87 10.87 15.59 10.70 7.55 8.39 10.03 7.45 9.58 9.40 11.38 6.89
h ¥ T a Libhuy eaidg 4.23 8.67 4.23 5.14 10.61 3.92 3.10 10.34 10.54 4.17 10.40 12.77 2.27
Others' labour earnings 0.00 0.60 0.00 0.55 1.44 0.40 1.16 1.75 1.60 0.56 181 0.80 0.85
Nonwork private income 6.22 5.04 0.92 3.09 0.18 6.24 2.19 0.29 4.12 1.94 0.90 0.00 3.16
Social benefits 2.99 11.73 6.06 16.93 3.06 12.37 7.10 4.41 9.28 3.47 7.50 6.29 15.86
Pensions 5.97 9.32 15.10 4.43 2.52 8.75 3.48 4.14 17.64 2.36 3.44 3.39 18.55
Other income component 9.95 7.62 10.64 13.53 13.22 9.26 14.58 11.91 6.99 22.78 14.01 3.69 8.82
1.1.3. Demographic events 1.74 2.46 2.06 411 0.99 1.11 8.26 3.00 1.49 12.50 3.89 0.70 5.05
Divorce 0.00 0.13 0.00 0.63 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.18 0.00 0.97 0.36 0.00 0.57
Death 0.00 0.20 0.80 0.24 0.45 0.00 0.26 0.27 0.00 0.00 0.45 0.00 0.33
Member moving out 1.49 1.58 0.00 2.53 0.54 1.11 4.00 2.17 0.00 11.53 2.98 0.50 3.11
Other demographic event 0.25 0.55 1.26 0.71 0.00 0.00 4.00 0.38 1.49 0.00 0.09 0.20 1.04
1.2 Different head 8.46 1.48 1.03 1.90 3.24 1.71 8.90 1.46 1.72 3.47 1.72 2.00 1.04
Divorce 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.09 0.00 0.00 0.54 0.00 0.00
Death 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Other 8.46 1.48 1.03 1.90 3.24 1.71 8.90 1.37 1.72 3.47 1.18 2.00 1.04
Number of exits 402 3,990 874 1,264 1,112 994 775 4,466 873 720 1,106 1,002 2,119

Source: ELBILG2008 Longitudinal dataset, revision 3)
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Table7: Logit analysis for poverty entries (final specificatioQECHP (1992001)

Baseline probability

Household head

Aged <30

Aged >64

Female

Higher elucation

Primary education

OtherEU citizenship

Non-EU citizenship

Household

Atleast one dep child

Severe disability or chronic disease
Events

Employment (transition)
Employment to unemp. (head)
Emplg/ment to inactivity (head)
Employment to unemp. (spouse)
Employmento inactivity (spouse)
Employment to unemp. (other)
Employment to inactity (other)
Demographics (change hh)
Change hh due to divorce
Change hh due to union

Child leaving parental hh
Demographicgsame hh)

Death of hh head

Divorce of hh head

Union of hhhead

Member moving in

Member moving out

Death

Birth

Risein needs

_constant

Number of obs

Wald chi2
Log likelihood

46

0.02

1.80***
l. 60***
1.04
0.55***
2. 16***
0.24*
2. 14***

1.51***
1. 96***

1.78**
1.61***
2.10***
1.34*
0.68
0.61*

1.88
0.54
5.13%+*

0.31
1.65
1.25
1.05
1.73***
0.76
1.16**
1.33
0.02***

39,024
551***
-7,529

0.02

1.51%**
1.73%*
1.70%**
0.36***
2.14%*
1.63***
2.37**

1.42%x
1.15

4.51%**
2.90%**
0.64
0.69
0.84
1.63

3.24*
0.84
3.79***

0.44
1.38
0.67
2.27%*
1.39**
0.58
1.55%**
1.33*
0.02%**

43,033
935***
-7,823

0.01

1.84%*
1.33%*
1.39%**
0.45***
2.04%**
0.82*

1.43%**

1.33%**
1.62%*

4.08*+*
2.14%*
2.73%**
1.48***
1.35*
1.58**

5.19%**
2.52%**
8.36***

0.33
4.48%
1.15
2,65
1,520
1.06
1,53
2,07
0.01%*

90,095
2,063**
-14,738

0.02

2.35%**
4.23%*
1.31%**
0.54***
1.50%+*
2
2.44*

0.72%**
1.58%+*

1.66**
2.82%*
1.28
1.07
S.n.o.
1.45

2.53
2.22*
14.97*+*

S.n.o.
2.82**
0.94
3.89%**
0.98
S.n.o.
0.69*
2.38%**
0.02%**

34,336
1,295**
-5,726

0.01

1.54%**
1.14*
1.22%**
0.41***
2.99%**
1.66
1.22

2.08***
1.36%+*

3.12%**
1.10
0.78
0.91
1.29%*
1.10

0.93
1.84*
1.69

0.12%**
2.22*
1.44
1.13
1.37**
1.02
1.66***
1.54%**
0.01%**

91,599
1,982
-23,123

0.02

1,85+
1.53%**
0.77***
0.38***
3.85%**
S.n.o.
0.47

1 .53***
1 .52***

3. 11***
1 .52***
2 .03***
1 .48***
1 .68***
1 .76***

1.63
1.56
4.22***

0.82
1.10
1.93
1 .55***
1.16
0.97
1 .48***
1 .44***
0.02***

66,105
1,824
-17,225

0.02

2.00***
1.01

1.68***
0.42%**
2.16%**
2.24%+*
3.76%**

1.44%**
1.43%x*

3.67**
2.22%**
0.95
1.75%*
1.27
1.13

4.02**
2.40**
11.72%**

0.72
1.70*
1.20
2.43%*
1.33***
0.39
1.27*
1.76%**
0.02%**

84,362
2,084+
-16,551

0.02

3.04***
1.53%*
1.68***
0.45%*
1.71%*
3.40%**
3.29*

114
1.41%**

2.65%**
1.30
0.94
0.72
0.72
2.10%*

1.87
2.84**
11.37***

2.95
3.80%**
0.94
3.13%**
1.84%**
0.76
1.34*
2.90%+*
0.02%**

38,764
1,279**
-6,108

0.01

1.32*
1.31%**
0.95
0.51%**
3.49%*
0.49
2.46*

2.10%**
1.31%x*

6.83***
1.55%**
131
1.37%
2.31%**
1.12

1.64
2.29%**
3.51%**

1.41
1.89*
0.86
1.68***
1.52%**
0.72
1.69%+*
1.64***
0.01***

102,197
1,969**
-23,633

0.02 0.01 0.01 0.01
1.25 1.52%*  243%*  1.39%*
2.02%*  1.34* 1.87%*  2.23%*
158 1.1 1.76**  0.90*

0.23***  0.16**  0.24**  0.19***
2.12%*  2.72%*  0.59%*  4.28%*
2.91%**  2.18"*  s.n.o. 3.99*
2.08 5.73***  1.67 3.30*

1.54%x  249%* 2 12%* ] 43%*
2,42 d.c. 1.92%*  1.26%**

5.46%*  6.14%*  3.42%*  2.63**
1.32* 2.62%* 178 121

2.03** 2.91* 1.25 1.39*
1.22 1.17 1.35* 2.29%**
1.54%*  2.66%*  2.97* 1.75%*
1.43* 1.08 2.84%* 091
2.6 5.99* 3.61* 4.97*
0.80 1.80 0.62 1.34
4.83%*= 3.87* 19.45**  0.46
0.15** 1.78 d.c. 0.67
3.00** 3.41** 2.36** 1.03
1.07 1.72 1.74% 2.82%%*
0.89 2507 4027  1.04
0.93 1577 0.90 1.85%**
0.50* 1.28 d.c. 0.40***
1.35** 178 1.2 1.36%**
1.357*  1.16 2.02%*  2.02%**

0.02**  0.01***  0.01**  0.01%*
50,375 32,577 71,944 67,659

1,307** 942+ 1,193** 1,115
-11,419  -4,349 -10,685 -16,243
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0.02

2.08***
2.34***
1.34***
0.44***
1.11~*
0.76
2.39**

1 i 88***
1 i 49***

1.98***
1. 70***
1.60*
0.94
1.52*
0.90

2.19
0.79
15.66***

1.66
5.07***
1.25

2. 27***
1.21*
0.77

1. 70***
1.38***
0.02***

66,198
1,732
-14,709



sigma_u 1.24** 1.23* 1.264** 0.97+** 1.31** 1.26** 1.28** 0.77* 1.43** 1.20"* 1.03** 1.26* 1.35%** 1.15**
rho 0.32+** 0.32* (.32 0.22** 0.34** 0.33** 0.33** 0.15** 0.38** 0.30** 0.24%**  0.32%*  0.36**  0.20%*
1. Source: ECHP UDB 12800 (Dec 20032nd issue)
2. Odds ratios are reported
3. *p<0.05, **<0.01, ***p<0.001
4. d.c.- variable dropped due to collinearity
5. s.n.o- variable dropped due to small number of observations, variable predicts failure efailare perfectly
6. Baseline probability:
hh head:male, aged [30,64], having completed secondary etianand being a citizen of the country under examination;
hh: without dependent children, none of the household members has severe disability or chronic disease; none of the evekéenhdadea
Table8: Logit analysis for poverty exitfinal specifcation) ¢ ECHP (1992001)
Baseline probability 0.23 0.38 0.38 0.38 0.41 0.40 0.38 0.20 0.39 0.24 0.29 0.38 0.33 0.40
Household head
Aged <30 0.72* 1.03 0.93 0.54** 115 0.82 0.96 0.57**  0.82 0.66** 1.38* 0.74** 1.05 0.61%**
Aged >64 0.58** (0.51** 0.51** 0.43** 0.68** 0.50*** 0.66*** 0.44** 0.94 0.98 0.58** 1.17 0.55***  (0.59***
Female 1.05 0.76** 0.83** 0.94 0.69***  0.85* 0.74=*  0.98 0.65%**  0.61*** 0.57*** 0.78**  0.88** 0.87**
Higher education 1.84*  1.65%*  1.81** 1.43* 1.07 1.56** 1.18 2.47%*  1,75%* 1 55* 1.67 1.30 0.55 1.08
Primary education 0.93 0.82* 0.99 0.87 0.68**  0.64**  0.59***  0.99 0.67**  0.64** 0.76* 1.18* 0.55%**  0.75%*
Other EU citizenship 3.34* 0.61* 1.12 2.10 0.25**  d.c. 2.05*** 0.88 s.n.o. 0.68 1.22 151 0.88 0.95
Non-EU citizenship 1.16 0.38**  0.58*** (0.12** 0.57 0.32** 0.31***  0.40 3.42%* 1.36 0.58*** 0.33***  1.00 1.14
Household
At least one dep.child 1.37%* 1.04 0.72%* 157  0.79%*  (0.84* 0.69***  1.32* 0.67%x* 1 .52%* 0.79 0.66***  0.84**  (0.73**
Severe disability or chronic disease 0.96 0.83 1.03 1.22 0.93 0.71%*  0.77** 1.24 0.87* 0.63*** d.c. 0.89 0.88** 0.82%*
Events
Employment (transition)
Unemployment to employhead) 1.80* 2.70%*  1.70***  1.66* 1.03 1.23 1.74%xx 1. 72% 1.03 2.02%** 1.34 1.82%**  1.90*** 1.16
Inactivity to employment (head) 1.46 2.96** 1.83** 1.14 0.89 1.15 1.54* 2.14%* 131 2.57%x* 1.87 1.41* 1.05 1.17
Unemployment to employ. (spouse) 3.51**  3.88**  1.82**  4.10** 1.29 1.92%*  2.24%x 127 0.82 2.96** 477 3.45%*  2.60**  1.55*%
Inactivity to employment (spouse)  2.04*** 3. 57**  196** 4.01*** 154** 108 2.18***  3.33%*  1.37* 2.97%** 1.16 1.52* 1.41%**  1.48*
Unemployment to employ(other) 5.21*=*  1.50 2.44**  sn.o. 2.08***  1.41*=* 252%* (55 2.08*** D B 1.16 0.80 3.27%*  1.44
Inactivity to employment (other) 4.69**  1.651* 1.78**  1.66 2.57%* 147 213"  1.38 2.01%* 1 71x*x 24 5% 1.36* 1.99%*  2.90***
Demographics (change hh)
Change hh due to divorce s.n.o. 1.48 0.29* 0.74 0.84 s.n.o. 4.78* 7.21% s.n.o. s.n.o. d.c. s.no. 0.97 1.64
Change hh due to union 3.93 2.35 1.15 7.78* 1.26 6.19**  0.93 2.44 3.40**  3.31 s.n.o. s.n.o. 2.83***  3.79
Child leaving parental hh 0.57 0.39 0.48 3.56 2.68 0.67 0.59 1.01 1.25 2.67 0.60 0.39 2.76 1.24
Demographics (same hh)
Death of hh head 2.62*  1.97* 4.66%**  3.91%*  2.83*x 1. 74%%  Z 0L 2.76% 2.21%*  3.38%** 16.02**  d.c. 2.30%*  3.50%**



Divorce of hh head
Union of hh head
Member moving in
Member moving out
Death

_constant

Number of obs
Wald chi2

Log likelihood
sigma_u

rho

2.16*
5.5***
2.86%**
2.40%+*
1.18
0.30***

6,409

297
-3,506
1.23**
0.32**

0.95
0.61
1.91*
0.95
2.94*
0.60***

6,547

222+
-3,712
1.28**
0.33**

1.38
4.19%*
1.64**
1.19
3.15%*
0.62***

11,883
397*
-7,019
1.20*
0.31***

0.9
3.62***
1.76**
1.72%*
1.73
0.60***

3,852

2544**
-2,227
1.03**
0.24¢**

0.54*
3.16%**
1.00
1.56%+*
1.34*
0.70***

22,173
564+*+*
-12,962
1.03**
0.24+**

0.99
1.42
3.23***
1.52%*
1.84%*
0.67***

19,563
533 **
-10,562
1.05**
0.25**

3.04%**
2.66***
1.44%

1.66%**
4.01%**
0.62*%*

15,967
701***
-8,421
1.09**
Q.27

2.90%
3.48%*
1.46
1.90%**
4.24%+*
0.25%*

3,736

201***
-2,046
1.16"**
0.29**

0.49
2.12*
1.27
1.52%*
1.74*
0.65***

25,652
520+**
-14,308
l.m***
Q.24+

0.68
1.54
2.43***
2.49***
3.18***
0.32***

9,588

537+
-5,147
1.00*
0.23**

1.22
4.91***
2.05**
2.70***
32.73%**
0.41***

4,029

223+
-2,068
1.09**
0.26"*

1.29
0.96
2.01***
1.55***
d.c.
0.66***

7,264

185***
-4,596
0.72%*
0.14**

1.60

2.90***
2. 12***
1.56***
2l 18***
0.50***

25,495
836+*
-11,948
1.18**
0.30**

1.31
2717
1.34%
1.29%
1.68*
067+

14,507
408+*
-8,299
0.96**
0.22+**

Notes: se€Table 7
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Table9A: Logit analysis for poverty entries EUSIIC (20052008)

Baseline probability

Household head

Aged <30

Aged >64

Female

Highereducation
Primaryeducation

Household

At least one dep child
Severe disability or chronic diseas
Events

Employment (transition)
Employment to unemp. (head)
Employ to inactivity (head)
Employ to unemp. (spouse)
Employ to inactivity (spouse)
Employment to unemp(other)
Employ. to inactivity (other)
Demographics (change hh)
Demographics (same hh)
Death of hh head

Divorce of hh head

Union of hh head

Member moving in

Member moving out

Death

Birth

Rise in needs

_constant

Number of obs
Wald chi2

Log likelihood
sigma_u

rho

0.01

1.48
1.84***
1.04
0.77
3.16***

1747
0.91

2.66***
1.27
2.99***
1.03
0.00
0.54
10.20*

24 5%
5.34***
0.30**
1.17
1.39
0.85
1.84**
1.91***
0.01***

18318
287***
-3,504
1.29
0.34%**

0.01

2.69%**
1.85**

3.37%*
0.35***
1.78%*

1.43*
2.21%+*

8.24%
0.31*
0.13*
1.83
0.44
8.43*
2.87

0.00
16.7***
1.75
1.26
4.33%*
45.97**
0.63
0.94
0.00***

18,271
98***
-3,712
2.66
0.68***

0.02

3.17%*
3.59%**
1.01

0.41***
2.79%**

1.53%**
1.34%**

3.89***
0.57
5.80%+*
0.58
1.42
1.05
0.00

8.62%+*
0.49
0.73
0.60*
4.10%**
2.13%**
0.83
0.95
0.02%+*

9,893
208***
-3,242
1.37
0.36***

0.01

1.62

2.66***
2.20%*
0.24***
2.62%**

1.23
1.58%**

0.00
0.87
0.00
1.35
0.79
0.23
0.00

32.7%*
4.14%**
0.20**
1.73*
2.11%
0.64
1.26
0.78
0.01%+*

12,708
168***
-2,052
1.11
0.27*

0.01

1.3%
0.88
5.48%+*
0.36***
2.40%**

2.87***
1.39%**

3.50%**
1.57*
6.91%+*
0.75
4,69+
0.90
0.48

53.8
7475
0.31*
1.29
2.92%%
171
1.49
1.47%
0.00%**

43,430
488***
-5,354
2.00
0.55***

0.01

7.34%**
3.42%**
111
0.75
1.67*

1.44*
0.58**

2.71*
1.28
0.00
0.75
0.00
0.00
d.c.

d.c.
2.69
0.61
2.83***
d.c.
d.c.
1.48
2.16***
0.00***

15,731
94***
-1,743
1.84
0.51***

0.05

0.79
2.16%**
1.16*
0.59***
1.66***

1.19*
1.24*

3.48%**
0.50**
1.57
1.03
2.00*
0.39**
3.79

13.5%**
1.72%**
0.49*
0.42**
1.94%**
8.63***
1.08
1.77%*
0.05***

12,772
573***
-3,375
0.03
0.00

0.04

1.76**
0.90

1 .49***
0.40***
1 .59***

1 .55***
1.08

4.06***
1.18
0.92
1.52*
1.19
1.26
d.c.

15,7
2.38*
0.94
1.12
1.18
2.56***
1.60**
0.89
0.04***

16,759
275***
-4,408
0.72
0.14

0.02

0.96
1.70%**
1.09
0.39***
1.91%*

1.95%**
1.12*

1.80***
1.79%*
0.78
1.17
1.16
1.82%*
1.38

164***
3.14%x*
1.63**
1.2
2.30%**
2.07***
1.44*
1.22
0.02%**

37,708
611***
12,217
1.60
0.44

0.01

2.29***
1.32
0.88
0. 25***
1. 61***

0.81*
1.31*

0.86
0.52**
2.00*
1.26
1.38
3.77***
d.c.

0.66
1.52
0.39*
1.78*
9.55***
9. 74***
3. 27***
1. 64***
0.01***

22,551
563***
-4,539
1.93
0.53***

0.01

2 . 17***
0.84

l i 41***
0 . 35***
2 .48***

2 . 10***
0.99

3. 73***
1.20
0.91
0.42***
1.84*
4.2+
1.25

66.3**
1.91*
0.76
1.83***
4.32***
2.71%
1.10
0.72**
0.01***

45,920
717***
-10,233
1.75
0.48***

0.01

2 . 18***
0 i 52***
l i 55***
0 . 25***
3 .40***

2 . 66***
0.85*

4.90***
1.33
2.84***
0.66
1.46
0.94
1.43

47.5**
4.42***
0.60*
1.02

3. 20***
2 . 76***
1.%**
0.73*
0.01***

26,138
406***
-5,860
2.10
0.57*%**

0.02

2.87***
2. 66***
1.28*
0.54**
2.63***

1. 59***
1.12

6.23***
4.11***
3.23*
2.03**
1.19
2.31***
d.c.

36.5**
Q.84**+
0.50
0.44*
PRV
4.47*
1.61
1.49*
0.02%**

10,298
249+
-2,609
0.89
0.19%*

Notes:2-5 seeTable 7

1. SourceEUSILG2008 Longitudinal dataset, revision 3)

6. Baseline probability:

hh head'male, aged [30,64], having completed secondary educatibnyithout dependent children, none of the household members has severe disability or chronic disease; not

the events has taken place



Table 9B Logit analysis for poverty entries EUSILC (2002008)

Baseline probability 0.01 0.01 0.03 0.01 0.07 0.01 0.02 0.02 0.03 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.02
Household head

Aged <30 3.43%* 2. 75%*  1.88* 1.47 0.60*** 1.96** 4.07%* 1.77%x  2.74%x 1.97%*  1.77* 1.14 2.25%**
Aged >64 191 0.92 2.76**  0.59* 3.51 %+ 1.05 1.37 0.66*** 1.58**  3.07***  1.26 1.52%* 2.65%+*
Female 0.85 1.69**  1.58***  0.96 1.32%** 1.28** 0.62%* 1.24%* 1.26* 0.90 1.17* 1.51%*= 1.38%**
Higher education 0.62 0.45**  0.47***  0.73 0.55%*  0.54**  (0.42**  0.18***  0.09***  0.56**  0.20™*  0.46***  0.49***
Primaryeducation 1.32 2.32%xx 177 4.84%* QB3 2.26***  (0.58*** 1.90%** 1.13 1.13 2.72%% 2 11%x 2 B3
Household

Having at least one dep child 1.34 2.42%*% 1 A7 34T 1.04 1.24* 0.59**  2.39**  d.c. 1.02 1.25% 2,35 1.56***
Severe disability or chronic disease 1.31 0.87* 0.78* 1.08 1.09 1.28** 1.27* 0.84*** 1.05 1.09 1.28%** 1.05 1.04
Events

Employment (transition)

Employment to unemp. (head) 0.00 11 .4px* 1.78* 3.90** 195  0.83 0.94 3.85%* 1.58 3.63**  2.81%* 9 74%* 3.5
Employnent to inactivity (head) 1.25 1.77%*  1.38 1.56 2.02%*  0.22* 2.43***  1.06 2.96%*  1.87* 1.33 2.00** 4.29%*
Employment to unemp. (spouse)  60.4** 2.61%** 3.78%* 0.46 1.73* 0.00 0.00 1.12 1.73 1.64 1.93** 6.60*** 10.6***
Employment to inactivity (spoe$  0.12***  1.40* 0.66 2.52%*  1.45* 0.98 0.59 1.51* 0.77 1.59* 0.94 0.83 1.42*
Employment to unemp. (other) 0.00 1.83* 1.92%* 4.07%x* 217+ 12 2%** 2.19 1.10 2.13**  0.00 1.79%*  1.42 151
Employment to inactivity (other)  0.55 1.57* 0.25** 0.28 1.10 1.19 3.15%* Q.42+ 1.57 0.70 2.09** 0.32* 1.60*
Demographics (change hh) d.c. 0.61 16.11* 3.02 0.00 d.c. d.c. 2.87 3.19* d.c. d.c. 0.00 5.07
Demographics (same hh)

Death of hh head d.c. s.n.o. 11.9%*  60.2** 8.58**  s.n.o. 4.10* 108+ 30.9%** 0.00 10.9%*  11.7*%* 5 Ggr*
Divorce of hh head 2.88 36.9***  1.68 20 4 2.24**  sn.o 2.39 3.17¥* 238 14 8+* 1.95* 1.64 3.99%*
Union of hh head 0.24* 1.51 0.28* 2.60** 1.52* 0.00 0.62 1.11 0.29** 0.39**  1.21 0.54 1.12
Member moving in 1.02 2.58***  0.52 1.52 1.05 2.45%=*  §.26%*  1.48* 0.66 0.63 0.54** 0.80 0.63**
Member moving out 4.87**  3.94% 142 2.95%% 2. 13%x g .p2%r 12 4** 1.74%* 13.6%%*  7.14%*  3.22%*  1.70* 2.10%*
Death 0.00 8.14%x% 2 42%** 11.4%*  1.57* 8.33** 3.91* 3.19%* 4277  1.68 2.99%* 367 245
Birth 3.59%*  1.49* 0.74 2.58**  1.20 1.24 2.46**  1.03 1.20 1.99%*  1.49* 3.30** 1.55%*
Rise in needs 0.37** 0.98 0.38*** 1.36 0.92 0.89 1.09 0.91 1.24 1.52* 1.68**  1.40* 1.51%x*
_constant 0.00**  0.01**  0.03***  0.00*** 0.07**  0.00***  0.02**  0.02***  0.03**  0.01***  0.01***  0.01***  0.02***
Number of obs 8,977 60,586 14,552 20,550 12,317 34,913 22,654 49,004 12,964 20,313 34,478 19,203 24,333
Wald chi2 700> 10712+ 270%** 389x** 427 358+ 758%** T776%** 260*** 341 xx* 262%* 305%** 543xx*
Log likelihood -1,572 -13,224  -3,927 -4,085 -4,863 -3,739 -3,115 -12,298  -3,279 -3,613 -5,406 -3,593 -6,719
sigma_u 2.59 2.20 1.31 2.21 0.87 1.76 0.42 1.79 1.16 1.38 1.19 1.17 1.57
rho 0.67*** 0.60*** 0.34*** 0.60*** 0.19 0.49*** 0.05 0.49 0.29** 0.37*** 0.30*** 0.29*** 0.43***

Notes: se€lable 9A
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Table10A Logit analysis for poverty exstc EUSILC (2002008)

Baseline probabity 0.55
Household head

Aged <30 0.64*
Aged >64 0.45%*
Female 1.16
Highereducation 1.66*
Primaryeducation 0.64**=*
Household

Having at least one dep child 1.10

Severe disabilityrochronic disease 0.91
Events

Unemployment (transition)

Unemployment to employ.(head) 0.59
Inactivity to employment (head) 1.67
Unemployment to empl. (spouse) 1.03
Inactivity to employment (souse)  1.80*
Unemployment to employ. (other) 0.87
Inactivity to employment (other) 2.28***

Demographics (change hh) d.c.
Demographics (same hh)

Death of hh head 0.00
Divorce of hh head 0.55
Union of hh head 3.73%*
Member moving in 3.27%+*
Member moving out 0.43**
Death 0.00
_constant 1.20
Number of obs 2,647
Wald chi2 127 %
Log likelihood -1,735
sigma_u 0.95
rho 0.22%*+*

0.55

1.24
0.61**
0.61%**
1.50
0.63***

0.53*+*
0.78*

0.91
0.67
0.34
1.00
4.56%+*
0.39**
0.89

0.75
0.14**
0.92
2.16**
0.28***
1.36
1.22

3,100
85***
-1,918
1.84
0.51***

0.60

0.93
0.46***
0.71%**
1.48
0.67***

0.48***
0.76**

1.15
5.83***
1.67%**
0.81
2.66***
8.11%**

d.c.
0.10%**
0.52*
0.28***
0.86
0.48***
0.18**
1.52%*

2,813
309***
-1,669
0.01
0.00

0.20

1.60
0.51%**
0.59%**
2.70*
0.89

2.91%**
0.75*

0.33*
1.40
2.57
0.74
16.2%**
2.11*
d.c.

0.41
0.00
0.85
2.12*
0.75
0.20
0.25%**

2,551
129***
-1,220
1.05
0.25**

0.55

1.28
0.58***
0.66***
1.07
0.42%**

0.77*
0.83*

1.10
6.29***
1.58*
1.46
2.83%*
0.95
0.65

0.00
0.54
3.29%**
3.82%**
114
5.92*
1.20

3,849
189***
-2,453
0.90
0.20***

0.38

0.61
0.36***
0.93
2.25**
0.59*

1.57*
1.82**

1.88
0.43*
s.n.o.
10.48**
d.c.
0.85
d.c.

d.c.
0.02**
0.48
6.67***
d.c.
d.c.
0.62*

1,038
61***
-624
1.07
0.26

0.40

2.86%**
04 *kk
0.63***
1.26

0.64***

1.10
0.70%*

0.68
0.94
5.08%**
0.81
2.49%**
5.06%**
d.c.

0.00
1.15
1.62
17.0%**
1.41
0.84
0.66***

3,007
183***
-1,713
0.87
0.19

0.45

1.18
0.27***
1.14
2.61*
0.59***

0.64***
0.73**

0.61
3.34*
1.09
1.54
1.24
2.29**
d.c.

0.39*
0.84
0.12***
2.43%
0.94
0.78
0.82

4,514
117***
-2,672
1.89
0.52***

0.51

1.20
0.47%%
0.89
2.54%
0.84*

0.53***
0.69***

0.78
2.38%*
2.33%+*
131
1.43*
1.96%**
S.n.o.

0.89
0.94
0.86
2.34%%*
0.94
0.86
1.06

10,610
283***
-6,696
1.44
0.39***

0.34

0.61**
0.21***
0.98
2.16**
1.00

1.21
0.80

1.37
3.32***
0.80
3.47***
2.25
2.69***
d.c.

S.n.o.
1.82
28.8***
3.08%***
1.24
0.61
0.51**

2,684
147***
-1,611
1.14
0.28

0.64

0.95
0.64+%
0.70%%
1.61%

0.69*+

0.56%**
0.96

0.71
0.32%**
151
0.79
0.59*
1.46*
1.94

0.17**
1.16
1.23
1.15
0.68**
2.96
1.76%*

7,400
146***
-4,878
1.49
0.40***

0.55

0.35%**
1.78**
1.15
3.34**
0.34%**

0.60***
1.20*

1.16
1.47
0.86
3.52%**
2.85%**
3.01%*
1.74

0.11%**
0.43*
1.02
0.93
1.93*
0.59
1.20

4,340
244***
-2,697
1.20
0.30***

0.38

0.93
0.95
0.83
1.16
0.78

0.83
1.45**

1.91
1.19
0.58
2.28
1.74
1.17
d.c.

0.00
0.16*
6.04***
3.64***
0.96
4.08
0.61**

2,387
52***
-1,522
1.23
0.31***

Notes: seelable 9A
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Baseline probability 0.69
Household head

Aged <30 0.78
Aged >64 0.35*
Female 0.98
Highereducation 2.78*%
Primaryeducation 1.21
Household

Having at least one dep child 0.41%**

Severe disability or chronic disease 0.98
Events

Unemployment (transition)
Unemployment to employ.(head)  0.20*
Inactivity to enployment (head) 0.76
Unemployment to employ. (spouse 0.66
Inactivity to employment (spouse) 1.65
Unemployment to employ. (other) 0.00
Inactivity to employment (other) 2.50

Demographics (change hh) d.c.
Demographics (same hh)

Death of hh head d.c.
Divorce of hh head 0.21
Union of hh head 0.83
Member moving in 1.55
Member moving out 1.12
Death d.c.
_constant 2.20**
Number of obs 785
Wald chi2 24
Log likelihood -518
sigma_u 1.13
rho 0.28**

0.38

1.12
0.48***
0.83**
1.77*
0.61***

0.82**
0.92

0.72
2.19%**
0.56*
3.07**
3.68***
1.84%**
1.85

0.44*
2.61
2.60*
1.23
1.27
0.59
0.60%*
13,641
362***
-7,959
1.51
0.41 %

0.28

4.89%**
0.70
0.56***
2.49*
0.42%+*

1.03
21 *kk

0.31%**
0.67
221
4.18***
3.11%**
3.61%**
0.00

0.54
1.11
2.65
1.70
2.10%
1.16
0.38%+*
2,882
128***
-1,640
1.47
0.40%*

0.32

0.88
2.67*
0.70**
1.57
0.79

0.64**
1.09

0.24x+*
0.38*
0.28***
0.69
1.05
1.88*
0.00

S.n.o.
0.83
1.29
1.95*
0.81
2.95
0.47%+*
4,855
83***
-2,653
2.05
0.56***

0.31

3.35%**
0.29***
1.10
1.97*
0.34%+*

1.29*
0.77*

1.01
0.40**
1.98*
11.53***
0.77
1.29

d.c.

0.15%
1.02
0.96
2.60%**
0.42%
1.73
0.44%%
4,059
182***
2,174
1.65
0.45

0.67

0.18***
0.67
0.93
155
0.78

0.45***
0.72*

0.46
0.65
0.00
3.42***
d.c.
1.95*
d.c.

d.c.
s.n.o.
s.n.o.
11.54%**
1.06
d.c.
2.05***
2,251
85.94***
-1,456
1.35
0.36***

0.63

0.45%**
0.24»*
1.15
0.80
0.71*

0.89
0.90

0.34**
0.67
0.32
2.76%*
2.34
1.03
d.c

0.00
1.65
2.42
1.50
0.73
s.n,0
1.73**
1,733
63.27***
-1,130
1.37
0.36***

0.43

1.40*
0.73*
1.01
3.60%**
0.55%**

0.70***
0.91

0.86
1.09
0.83
1.44*
1.31*
1.49%x*
1.97

0.54*
0.78
2.08%x
1.50*
1.18
0.60*
0.76%*
12,754
235***
-8,076
1.11
0.27%+

0.26

0.50
0.86
0.93
7.60*
1.03

d.c.
0.76**

0.12%**
0.77
0.62
2.30**
4.30%**
2.86%**
1.49

0.10%
0.45
3.72%
3.65%**
0.09***
1.09
0.36***
3,410
113***
-1,844
1.08
0.26***

0.37

1.23
0.32%**
0.92
0.97
1.04

0.59%+*
0.87

3.53%*
2.83%**
0.96
0.99
1.28
6.58***
d.c.

S.no.
0.57
2.92%%*
2.99**
1.90%**
0.00
0.58***
2,046
115***
-1,237
0.97
0.22**

0.33

0.87
0.36***
0.82*
141

0. 67***

1.07
0.75**

0.84
2.80*
3.77***
1.50
1.74**
5.21***
d.c.

0.18
0.43
0.93
7.65***
2.66***
1.28
0.49***
3,523
192***
-1,989
1.03
0.24%**

0.37

0.23***
1.06
1.06
2.80*
0.22***

0.87
0.71*

0.99
0.35
0.68
0.64
5.29***
3.59***
d.c

0.33
0.75
1.81
3.30
6.19***
0.00
111
2,349
122***
-1,462
1.40
0.37***

0.59

0.23%**
0.79
0.70**
1.55
0.44%**

0.67**
0.79*

5.54***
2. 20***
3.07*
8.85***
18.78*+*
9.45***
0.00

0.91
1.25
0.17%
4.05%
1.90%
1.06
1.45%
5,326
216***
3,317
2.04
0.56

Notes: se€lable 9A
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Annex 2: Technical annex

A2.1. Income measures and the reconstruction of household income in the ECHP

Most of the income components included in the ECHP UDB weectell at the individual level. This
means that each household member aged more than 15 answered a detailed set of questions concerning
his/her income sources. The total personal income was derived by adding the following income
components: total income frm work (wage and salary earnings, self employment income);wark

private income (capital income, assigned property rental income, private transfers received), social
benefits (unemploymentelated benefits, old ISk & dzZNIDA @2 N& Qrela@edS ¥l@varicdsd >  F |
sickness/invalidity benefits, educatigrlated allowances, any other personal benefits, assigned social
assistance, assigned housing allowance). The three income components that are characterised as
GraardySRé gSNB O2f t 8Han8 kenlwére divid&l edualiyzantig2all Rdultt S &
household member§in the current wavgEurostat 200R The total household income was calculated by
adding all the total personal incomes df Bousehold members, plus an imputation comporérhat

adjusts the household income for within household rresponse.

Most of the income components were collected net of personal income taxes and social insurance
contributions, apart from the incomedures of France and Finland, which were collected in gross form. A
net-to-gross factor for converting gross amounts to net and vice versa is available in the dataseted

the netto-gross factor so as to convert the income figures for France and &iflam gross to net, in
order to have comparable national mean and median incomes, in all the EU Mtdies. Yet, in
certain parts ofour analysis, we have tested for the validity of the #etgross factor by calculating e.g.
certain poverty measure®f France and Finland both from the gross and net incomes.

Most of the income components in the ECHP have an annual time frame of the calendar year preceding
the interview. In all the ECHP countries, apart from the UK, the calendar year coincidesevdl ffear,

which is the reference period for income components. Although, in this way income comparability is
ensured, the other variables like the household composition variables, the economic activity status etc.
refer to the time of interview and mightot relate well to income measured over a period up to twelve
months in the pasfEurostat 2001

The above mismatch between the income variables and the remaining individual and householtsariab

is particularly undesirable for the Bane and Ellwood analysis of events associated with the entries and
exits from poverty. For example, if a divorce takes place in period t and is indeed associated with a drop in
the household income, which resultsbininging the household into poverty, the income decline appears

in the data one wave later. Yet, this would not be a problem if the interviews took place at the beginning
of the year and were referring to the year that has just ended. Yet, in the fiestteuof the year, less

than 14% of both household and personal interviews took place, while the bulk of interviews were being
contacted during the last four months of the y&arConsequently the timéag between the income
variables and the remaining ofhé household and personal variables is even greater. Therefore, for the
needs of the dynamic analysis that follows, we reconstruct the household income, transferring all the
income components one year back.

% The relevant quesdins are included in the household questionnaires and the information is provided by the respondent to the
household questionnaire.

#|n the ECHP all individuals aged 16+ are considered as adults.

3 During the first two waves an imputation factor was dafale for multiplication with the household income, in order to adjust

for within household nofresponse.

% A table of results, showing the distribution of interviews throughout the calendar year, is available from the authors on
request.



On the other hand, we do not simply lag one ave back the total net household income, as is leeen
constructed by Eurostat because of thgnamic nature of household, the composition of which changes
over time. For instance, in period t, an individual may live alone in a household whereashanight

had been in another household e.g. with his parents. The income that he reports in period t is actually the
AyOo2YS GKFd KS KIFa SINYSR FyR KS KIFa aLR2t-ERéE gA
By simply lagging his household inawf wave t and assuming that this is his household incomelin t

the fact that his household composition might be different in the previous wave is completely ignored.
Consequently, members of the same household have different household incomes anddifferent
equivalised household incomes in the same period. This violates the hypothesis, which we have already
made, that household members completely share their income and, hence, have the same equivalised
household income for the same period, and a@mmonly characterised as poor or npoor. Another
solution would be to use the current total monthly income (of the month preceding the interview), which

is also available, in order to mstruct the annual income. Yatonthly income is prone to underperting.
Therefore, we decided that the best solution would be to match the annual income variables with the
remaining individual and household variables, so that they all refer to the same wave.

The methodology developed for the reconstruction of houdei® Ay O2YS F2ftf26a (KS
(2003 construction of household income variable and is similar to the one applied by Debels and
Vandecasteele(2005 2008). In order to offer an easy to read description of the reconstruction process,

we do not use in the following paragraphs the oraiwariable names.

The first step for the reconstruction of income is to transfer one wave back (lag) all the necessary income
components: at the individual level, the total personal income, the assigned property rental income, the
assigned social assasice and the assigned housing allowance; at the household level, the total property
rental income, the total social assistance the total housing allowance, the imputed income (adjusting
household income for within household neasponse) and the neb-gross factor.

The second step is to remove the assigned income components from the total personal income: the
assigned property rental income, the assigned social assistance and the assigned housing alltiweance.
assigned income components are income sosritgt the household receives and are divided to all adult
individuals in the current wave. Yet, the number of individuals may differ from the previous wave, so it is
not correct to take into account these income components at the individual level, mibgtter to use

them at the household level (see steps 4 and 6).

The third step is to identify all the individuals that belong to the same household &nd add all their

total personal incomes, which we have lagged from t (after subtracting thegressi income
O2YLRYySylaoad CNRY y2¢ 2y ¢S gAftt OFtf GKAA &adzy
K2dziSK2fR YSYoSNER:éD® 2KI G S YAaa y26 INB 2yt
collected/calculated at the household level: the total property tedrincome, the total social assistance

the total housing allowance, and the imputed income.

The problem that arises in the fourth step is that the household members may be in different households
in the next wave and, thus, have different figures foe thove householtevel variables. Hence, how am

we going to select the individual from which we will collect the relevant values? For solving this problem,
we have constructed an algorithm that copies first the value of the responder to the househaldente

and if this information is not available (either the value is missing or there is no indication of who is the
householdinterview responder) the value is copied from the reference person. If the information from
the reference person is also missitigen the maximum value for the relevant income variable among the
household members is chosen. In the same way, at a fifth step, we select the-geiss factor for the
transformation of French and Finnish income components from gross to net.
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At the sixh step, we construct the new total household income variable by adding the household level
income components that we selected in step 4 to the reduced sum of the total personal incomes of the
household members that we calculated in step 3. For France enxtah#, in order to get the total net
household income, we multiply all the income components (except for the imputation factor, which is
already in net form) with the netio-gross factor that we selected in step 5.

In this way, we manage to eliminategahime-lag between the reference period of the income variables

and the reference period of the other household and individual variables. Yet, the use of the
reconstructed income has an important disadvantage: the reduction of observations availablaligisan

This happens because of two reasons. First, the last survey wave is lost, second if an individual abandons
0KS ada2NBSe Ay ¢ @S G ¢gKSy 1 33Ay3a KAa AyO0z2yYS Oz
one wave back, so attrition appearsone WS S| NI ASNX , Six AF GKS AYRAGJA
imputed valued is transferred ink, and since we add to the household income the imputation factor
(adjusting income for within household neasponse) the value is included in the reconsted
household income. The loss of cases is near 18% for the unbalanced panel and 14% for the balanced
panel, when comparing with the cases available for the original annual household income of Eurostat
(referring to the previous calendar year). Nevesigss, for the needs ajur analysis it seems better to

loose this number of observations than having, for example, unemployed individuals with high annual
earnings at the same period

Table 11: Country Participation in the ECHP

Belgium, Denmark, France, Greece, Ireland, Italy, the NetherlBodsigal, Spain 19942001
Austria 19952001
Finland 19962001
Germany 19941996
Luxembourg 19941996
United Kingdom 19941996

SourceECHP UDB (Dec 20(nd issue)



Figure2: Algorithm for the reconstruction of household income in the ECHP

Monstruction of household income >

1. Lag all the necessary income components one wave back

lag_pi100: total personal income

lag_pi122a: assigned property/frental income

lag_pi137a: assigned social assistance

lag_pi138a: assigned housing allowance

lag_hi122: total household property/rental income

lag_hi137: total household social assistance

lag_hi138: total household housing allowance

lag_hi140: adjusting household income for within household non-response
lag_hi020: net-to-gross factor

2. Remove the assigned income components from the total personal
income

h 4

lag_pi100_reduced=lag_pi100-lag_pi122a-lag_pi137a-lag_pi138a

STEPS

3. Produce the sum of the reduced total personal income within each
household

sum_lag_pi100_reduced=Z(lag_pi100_reduced)

4. Choose the household income components that will be used (from
which household member?)

Choose the lag_hi122_selected, lag_hi137_selected, lag_hi138_selected,
lag_hi140_selected using the following algorithm:
1. From the responder to the household interview, and if not available
2. From the reference person, and if not available
3. The maximum value among the household members

5. Choose the net-to-gross factor in the same process as in step 5.

lag_hi020_selected }

6. Calculated the final reconstructed household income.

+hi138_selected+hi140_selected

For France and Finland:
hi100_rec=(sum_lag_pi100_reduced+lag_hi122_selected+hi137_selected
+hi138_selected)*lag_hi020_selected+hi140_selected

FH 00_rec=sum_lag_pi100_reduced+lag_hi122_selected+hi137_selected ‘
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A2 2. Definition of the household head ireCHP

The definition of the household head is very important for dynamic poverty analysis, particularly for the
event analysis, since a changehiousehold head is considered a major demographic event that could be
associated with transitions into and out of poverty. Therefore, the way that the household head is defined

Y FTFFSOG (GKS NBadzZ Gaod Ly (GKS 9FISNBYyDRS LEANIR §E 2
which was used in the first wave for establishing the relationship of all the household members to this
person. Moreover, the notion of the reference person was used for selecting the respondent to the
household questionnaire anftbr attaching to them some socieconomic variables, concerning mainly

the measurement of income, as well as for classification purp@Sesostat 1994 Nevertheless, after

the second wave, Eurostat dped the concept of household head and started recording relationships

using a matrix allowing the specification of mutual relationships between all the members of a household.
C2NJ GKA&A NBlFaz2y 2N RdzS (G2 &aAYLI S VYable premB g i SN
problems. First, dependefftchildren appear to be the head of the household, while their parents are
present; second, in many cases the household head changes from one wave to another without an
obvious reason while the previous housethdlead is still present in the household. Both problems could
distortourNB a dzt 64> &AYyOS 6Fl1S¢ K2dz@SK2tR KSIR OKIy3S:¢
problems, we have decided to generate a new household head variable, which is bage&ond NB ¥ S N JS Y
LISNB2Yyaé OFNRFOES odzi O2yiNRBfa F2NJ 4KS 020S (g2
algorithm that we developed for the definition of household head.

First, we choose the household head in the first wave that the houdedqmbears giving priority to: 1) the
reference person and if missing, 2) the reference person in the next wave and if missing, 3) the person
responsible for the household accommodation and if missing, 4) the person responsible for the
accommodation from th next wave and if missing, 5) the adult individual with the highest personal
income and if missing, 6) the oldest individual. If a couple in the household exists, we require that one of
the individuals in the couple must be the household head. If the &lolsl is a lone parent family, the

lone parent must be the head. Then, we keep the household head stable throughout the waves, if the
individual is still present in the household. If there is a split and the household head leaves the household
or dies, wedefine the new household head with the same criteria and keep it stable until we have a
second head change and so on. In the case that the household head defined in the first wave changes
(e.g. because of separation) and then returns back, we considehbmagain to be the household head,

in this way we also capture mariteeunions.

A2 3. Corrections in the marital status and education variables in tRECHP

Another important variable, to which we have made some corrections, in order to improve theyoofalit
ourNBadzZ 6azx Aa GKS YIFENRGEFEE adl (dza @&ésphhse. dlie&lgoritink A O K
we developed consists of five steps: First, we change the missing values in the marital status variable to
Yl NNRSR¢ AT ( KiBualachd2bezidétified In thie Kefatiorh fifeRaks Being present in the
household. In the ECHP, there is no distinction between marriage and cohabitation, so all couples
identified in a household are classified in the same way. Second, we consider adpeneddnt children

G2 0SS adaySOSNJI YFENNASRE AT GKS @lFfdzS F2NJ 0KS YIF NR
surrounded by two valid but same valdésve replace the missing value by the valid one. Four, if one or a
series of missingvalie A& F2ff26SR o6& G2 2Niher alNE missh§s@BENI Y |

% wel define thedependent children based on the economic household typology of the ECHP. Therefore, the dependent child is:
an individual aged less than 16 or an individual age@4éhat lives with his parents in the same household and he/she is
economically inactiverad not married.

" For instance, if the missing patternis 1 9 1 9 1 1, then the two missing values are changed to 1, if itis 1 1 9 i&aBray si
change is done (1=married, 3=divorced, 9=missing).
% Such a patternis: 999555 0r 9955 1KIA ti
YA&ZEAAY3I LFGGSNY Aa tA1S
(1=married, 5=never married, 9=missing).

S +tit GKS YAaaay3a O2ddR oS al F§
>

I a
@ p m M mZI Al NBYlIAya dZ)fOKI-YHSR

0
e



GdzNYy SR (2 aySOSNI YINNASRe¢Z AAYyOS |y AYRAGARMZ €
married in t1, t-2 etc. Fifth, there are few measurement errors in the r@rstatus variable e.g. an
AYRAGARIzZE £ GKFG FLIISFNB G2 0S RAG2NOSR F2N | ydzy
In this case, we compute the frequency of the two values and we change them all to the value the
frequency of which prevaiy

In case of missing values in the educational variable, we impute the relevant information from the
previous or next year or the closest year with a valid value. In case of measurement error in the
educational variable (e.g. an individual that appearfiave completed higher education in the first three
waves, he then appears to have completed primary education), we compute the frequency of the two
values in all waves and we change them all to the value of which the frequency préesili§.more than

two different values are involved, no change is made.

The application of the above procedure decreased significantly the number of missing values in both
GFNAlFofSa FyR aAyO0S (GKS LINROSaa o6l & LISNF2N¥FSR Ay
GKIFIG GKS O2NNBOlA2Yya AYLNROSR GKS ljdzrftAGe 2F GKS
all Gddzaé¢ YR GKS aSRdAzOFGA2Yy It @FNARFotSeésx A oStf
definition of the household head were deepled using the programming features of STATA software, and

are available from thauthorson request.

A2 4. Income measures and the reconstruction of household income in Ei@SILC

The main differences between ECHP andSHLC with regards to the incomeomponents for
reconstruction of HH income, are:

In the EUSILC data a total personal income is not available. Only the@ubonents are available.

Taxes on income and SSCs are calculated at household level along with tax adjustment. Thus, it is a
mistake to use thisaggregatevariable and lag it one year back and attribute it to the household head,
because it is a major variable and would concern another household composition.

The best proxy, in order to reconstruct the household income, in a wallasita the ECHP is to use all
individual components net, move them one year back and then add the other variables at household level
based on the reference person (household head). Thus, taxes on wealth and the tax adjustment will come
from the referenceperson but all other income components from the household members.

The tricky issue about the reconstruction is that there is no availability of all net personal income
components in all countries. In Takl®, wepresent the main differences acrossettt USILC countries

with regards to the collection of income components at personal and household level in gross and net
form. In the countries were neindividualincome components are not availabléhe reconsruction of
income is not possible.

* For example, 3 3 35 5. In this case, the value that appears most times prevails and the two fives are changed to three. Yet, if
more than two different values are involved e.g. 3 3 3 1 5, no change is made (3=divorced, 5=never married).
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Table12A EUSILCCountry Participation &lncome Components availability in countries AAS

20042011 ok

20042006 mis

20042011 ok

20042011 ok | 20072011 ok | 20042011 ok
20042011 ok | 20042011 ok | 20042011 ok
2004 mis

20042011 ok

20052011 ok

20042011 ok

20042011 ok

20042011 ok

20042011 ok

20042011 ok

20042011 ok

20042006 mis
20072011 ok

20042011 ok

20042011 ok

20042011 ok

20042011 ok

20042011 ok

20042006 mis
20072011 ok

20042011 ok

20042011 ok

20042011 ok

20042011 ok

20042011 ok

20042011 ok

20042006 mis
20072011 ok

20042011 ok

20042011 ok

20042011 ok

20042011 ok

20042011 ok

20042011 ok

20042006 mis
20072011 ok

20042011 ok

20042011 ok

20042011 ok

20042011 ok

20042011 ok

20042011 ok

20042006 mis
2007-2011 ok

20042011 ok

20042011 ok

20042011 ok

20042011 ok

20042011 ok

20042011 ok

20042006 mis
20072011 ok

20042011 ok

20042011 ok

20042011 ok

20042011 ok

20042011 ok

20042011 ok

20042006 mis
20072011 ok

20042011 ok

20042011 ok

20042011 ok

20042011 ok

20042011 ok

200420110k

20042006 mis
20072011 ok

20042011 ok

20042011 ok

20042011 ok

20042011 ok

20042011 ok

20042011 ok

20042006 mis
20072011 ok

20042011 ok

VAR
Employee cash or near cash incom
PYO010G| (gross) 20042011 ok | 20042011 ok | 20062011 ok | 20052011 ok | 20052011 ok
Employee cash or near cash incom
PYO10N| (net) 20042011 ok | 20042011 ok | 20062011 ok 20052011 ok
2006 missing
PY021G| Company car (gross) 20042011 ok | 20072011 ok | 20052011 ok | 20052011 ok
2006 missing
PY021N| Company car (net) 20042011 ok | 20072011 ok
Cash benefits or losses from self
PY050G| employement (gross) 20042011 ok | 20042011 ok | 20062011 ok | 20052011 ok | 20052011 ok
Cash benef# or losses from self
PYO50N| employement (net) 20042011 ok | 20042011 ok | 20062011 ok
Pensions received from individual 20062007 mis
PY080G| private plans (gross) 20042011 ok 20042011 ok 20082011 ok 20052011 ok 20052011 ok
20062007 mis
20082009 ok
Pensions received from individual 2010 missing
PYO80N| private plans (net) 20042011 ok 20042011 ok 2011 ok 20052011 ok
PY090G| Unemployment benefits (gross) 20042011 ok | 20042011 ok | 20062011 ok | 20052011 ok | 20052011 ok
PYO90N | Unempgdoyment benefits (net) 20042011 ok | 20042011 ok | 20062011 ok | 20052011 ok | 20052011 ok
PY100G| Old-age benefits (gross) 20042011 ok 20042011 ok 20062011 ok 20052011 ok 20052011 ok
PY100N| Old-age benefits (net) 20042011 ok 20042011 ok 20062011 ok 20052011 ok 20052011 ok
PY110G| Survivor benefits (gross) 20042011 ok | 20042011 &k 20062011 ok | 20052011 ok | 20052011 ok
PY110N| Survivor benefits (net) 20042011 ok | 20042011 ok | 20062011 ok | 200520110k | 20052011 ok
PY120G| Sickness benefits (gross) 20042011 ok 20042011 ok 20062011 ok 20052011 ok 20052011 ok
PY120N| Sickness benefits (net) 20042011 ok 20042011 ok 20062011 ok 20052011 ok 20052011 ok
PY130G| Disability benefits (gross) 20042011 ok | 20042011 ok | 20062011 ok | 20052011 ok | 20052011 ok
PY130N| Disability benefitsret) 20042011 ok | 20042011 ok | 20062011 ok | 20052011 ok | 20052011 ok
PY140G| Educationrelated allowances (gross| 20042011 ok | 20042011 ok | 20062011 ok | 20052011 ok | 20052011 ok
PY140N| Educationrelated allowances (net) | 20042011 ok | 20042011 ok | 20062011 ok | 20052011 ok | 20052011 ok
Income from rental of a property or
HY040G| land (goss) 20042011 ok | 20042011 ok | 20062011 ok | 20052011 ok | 20052011 ok
Income from rental of a property or
HYO40N| land (net) 20042011 ok 20062011 ok 20052011 &

20042011 ok

20042011 ok

20042011 ok




DESCRIPTION

Family/children related allowances

HYO050G| (gross) 20042011 ok 20042011 ok 20062011 ok 20052011 ok 20052011 ok
Family/chitiren related allowances

HYO50N| (net) 20042011 ok | 20042011 ok | 20062011 ok | 20052011 ok | 20052011 ok
Social exclusion not elsewhere

HYO060G| classified (gross) 20042011 ok 20042011 ok 20062011 ok 20052011 & 20052011 ok
Social exclusion not elsewhere

HYOG6ON| classified (net) 20042011 ok 20062011 ok | 20052011 ok | 20052011 ok

HY070G| Housing allowances (gross) 20042011 ok | 20042011 ok | 20062011 ok | 20052011 ok | 20052011 ok

HYO70N| Housing allowances (net) 20042011 ok 20062011 ok | 20052011 ok | 20052011 ok
Regular intethousehold cash

HYO080G,| transfers received (gross) 20042011 ok | 20042011 ok | 20062011 ok | 20052011 ok | 20052011 ok
Regular intethousehold cash

HYO80N| transfers received (net) 20042011 ok ‘
Interests, dividents, profits from
capital investment in

HY090G| unincorporated profits (gross) 20042011 ok 20042011 ok 20062011 ok 20052011 ok 20052011 ok
Interests, dividents, profits from
capital investment in

HYO90N| unincorporated profits (net) 20042011 ok | 20042011 ok | 20062011 ok
Income received by people aged

HY110G| under 16 (gross) 20042011 ok | 20042011 0ok | 20062011 ok | 20052011 ok
Income received by people aged
Regular taxes on wealttHousehold

HY120G| (gros$ ‘ 20062011 ok | 20052011 ok | 20052011 ok
Regular taxes on wealttHousehold

rvzon e
Regular intethousehold cash

HY130G| transfer paid (gross) 20042011 ok 20062011 ok | 20052011 ok | 20052011 ok
Regular intethousehold cash

Y130, raorpa (o) 2004201 0 0062011 o |
Tax on income and social insurance

HY140G| contributions (gross) 2004-2011 ok 20062011 ok | 20052011 ok | 20052011 ok
Tax on income and social insurance

HY140N| contributions (net) ‘
Repayment/receipts for tax

HY145N| adjustment (net) 20042011 ok ‘

60

20042011 ok

20042011 ok

20042006 mis
20072011 ok

20042011 ok

20042011 ok

20042011 ok

20042011 ok

20042011 ok

20042011 ok

20042006 mis
20072011 ok

20042011 ok

20042011 ok

20042011 ok

20042011 ok

20042011 ok

20042011 ok

20042006 mis
20072011 ok

20042011 ok

20042011 ok

20042011 ok

20042011 ok

20042011 ok

20042011 ok

20042006 mis
20072011 ok

20042011 ok

20042011 ok

20042011 ok

20042011 ok

20042011 ok

20042011 ok

20042006 mis
20072011 ok

20042011 ok

20042011 ok

20042011 ok

20042011 ok

20042011 ok

20042011 ok

20042006 mis
20072011 ok

20042011 ok

20042011 ok

20042011 ok

20042011 ok

20042011 ok

20042011 ok

20042006 mis
20072011 ok

20042009 ok
20102011 mis

20042011 ok

20042011 ok

20042009 ok
20102011 mis

20042011 ok

20042011 ok

20042006 mis
20072011 ok

2004-2011 ok

20042011 ok

20042011 ok

20042011 ok

20042011 ok

20042011 ok

20042011 ok

20042006 mis
20072011 ok

20042011 ok

20042011 ok
20042007 ok
20082011 mis

20042011 ok
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Tabk 12B EUSILC Income Components availability in countriddV

VAR DESCRIPTION FI FR | HU
Employee cash or near 2004 mis
PY010G | cash income (gross) 20042011 ok | 20052011 ok | 20102011 ok | 20052011 ok
Employee cash or near
PYO10N | cash income (net) ‘ 20042011 ok | 20102011 ok
PY021G | Company car (gross) 20042011 ok 20102011 ok | 20052011 ok
20042006 mis ‘-
PY021N | Conpany car (net) 2007-2011 ok 20102011 ok
Cash benefits or losses
from selfemployement 20042005 mis
PYO050G | (gross) 20042011 ok | 20062011 ok | 20102011 ok | 20052011 ok
Cash benefits or losses
from selfemployement
PYO50N | (net) 20042011 ok | 20102011 ok
Pensions received from
individual private plans 20042005 mis 20052010 ok
PY080G | (gross) 20042011 ok | 20062011 ok | 20102011 ok | 2011 mis
Pensions received from
individual private plans | 20042010 ok
PYO80ON | (net) 2011 mis 20042011 ok | 20102011 ok
Unemployment benefits 2004 mis 20052010 ok
PY090G | (gross) 20042011 ok | 20052011 ok | 20102011 ok | 2011 mis
Unemployment benefits
PYO90ON | (net) -I 20042011 ok | 20102011 ok
20042005 mis 20052010 ok
PY100G | Old-age benefits (gross)| 20042011 ok | 20062011 ok | 20102011 ok | 2011 mis
PY100N | Old-age benefits (net) -I 20042011 ok | 20102011 ok
20042005 mis 2006-2010 ok
PY110G | Survivor benefits (gross) 20042011 ok | 20062011 ok | 20102011 ok | 2011 mis
PY110N | Survivor benefits (net) -I 20042011 ok | 20102011 ok
20042006 mis 20052010 ok
PY120G | Sickness benefits (gross| 20042011 ok | 20072011 ok | 20102011 ok | 2011 mis
2010 mis
PY120N | Sickness benefits (net) 20042011 ok | 2011 ok
Disability benefits 20042005 mis 20052010 ok
PY130G | (gross) 20042011 ok | 20062011 ok | 20102011 ok | 2011 mis
PY130N | Disability benefits (net) - 20042011 ok | 201020110k
PY140G | Educationrelated 20042011 ok | 20042006 mis | 20102011 ok | 20052010 ok

20042009 ok

20042009 ok

20042006 mis
2007-2009 ok

20042009 ok

20042009 ok

200420090k

20042009 ok

20042009 ok

20042009 ok

20042009 ok

20042009 ok

20042009 ok

20042009 ok

20042009 ok

20042009 ok

20042009 ok

20042009 ok

20042009 ok

20042011 ok

20042006 mis
2007-2011 ok

20042011 ok

20042011 ok

20042011 ok

20042011 ok

20042011 ok

20042011 ok

20042011 ok

IT LT LU LV

20042006 mis 2003 mis 20052006 mis

20072011 ok | 20052011 ok | 20042011 ok | 2007-2011 ok
2003 mis

20042011 ok 20052011 ok 20042011 & 20052011 ok

20042006 mis
20072011 ok

2004 mis
20042011 ok
20042006 mis
20072011 ok

20052006 mis
2007-2011 ok

20052011 ok

20032011 ok

2003 mis
20042011 ok

20052006 mis
20072011 ok

20052011 ok

20052006 mis
20072011 ok

20042011 ok

20052011 ok

2003 mis
20042011 ok

20052011 ok

20042006 mis
20072011 ok

20042011 ok

20052006 mis
2007-2011 ok

2003 mis
20042011 ok

20052006 mis
2007 ok
20082009 mis
20102011 ok

20052006 mis
2007 ok

2003 mis 20082009 mis
20042011 ok 20102011 ok
20042006 mis 2003 mis 20052006 mis
20072011 ok | 20052011 ok | 20042011 ok | 2007-2011 ok
2003 mis
20042011 ok 20052011 ok 20042011 ok 20052011 ok
20042006 mis 2003 mis 20052006 mis
20072011 ok | 20052011 ok | 20042011 ok | 2007-2011 ok
2003 mis
20042011 ok | 20052011 ok
20042006 mis 2003 mis 20052006 mis
20072011 ok 20052011 ok 20042011 ok 20072011 ok
2003 mis
20042011 ok | 20052011 ok
20052006 mis | 2003 mis 20052006 mis
20072011 ok 20042011 ok 20072011 ok
20052006 mis | 2003 mis
20072011 ok | 20042011 ok | 20052011 ok
20042006 mis 2003 mis 20052006 mis
20072011 ok 20052011 ok 20042011 ok 20072011 ok
2003 mis
20042011 ok | 20052011 ok
20042006 mis | 20052011 ok 2003 mis 20052006 mis




VAR

DESCRIPTION

IE

IS

IT

LT

LU

allowances (gross) 2007-2011 ok | 201imis | | 1200720110k | | 20042011 ok | 2007-2011 ok
Educationrelated 2010 mis - - 2003 mis
PY140N | allowances (net) 20042011 ok 2011 ok 20042009 ok 20042011 ok 20042011 ok 20052011 ok
Income from rental of a 20042006 mis 20052010 ok 20042006 mis 2003 mis 20052006 mis
HY040G | property or land (gross) | 20042011 ok | 20072011 ok | 20102011 ok | 2011 mis 20042009 ok | 20042011 ok | 2007-2011 ok | 20052011 ok | 20042011 ok | 2007-2011 ok
2003 mis
Income from rental of a 20042005 ok
HYO40N | property or land (net) 20042011 ok | 20102011 ok 20042009 ok 20042011 ok | 20052011 ok | 20062011 mis | 20052011 ok
Family/children related 2004 mis 20052010 ok 20042006 mis 2003 mis 20052006 mis
HY050G | allowances (gross) 20042011 ok 20052011 ok 20102011 ok 2011 mis 20042009 ok 20042011 ok 2007-2011 ok 20052011 ok 20042011 ok 2007-2011 ok
Family/children related - 2003 mis
HYO50N | allowances (net) 20042011 ok | 20102011 ok 20042009 ok 20042011 ok | 20052011 ok | 20042011 ok | 20052011 ok
Social exclusion not
elsewhere classified 20042006 mis 200520100k 20042006 mis 2003 mis 20052006 mis
HY060G | (gross) 20042011 ok | 20072011 ok | 20102011 ok | 2011 mis 20042009 ok | 20042011 ok | 2007-2011 ok | 20052011 ok | 20042011 ok | 20072011 ok
Social exclusion not
elsewhere classified 2003 mis
HYO60N | (net) 20042011 ok 20102011 ok 20042009 ok 20042011 ok 20042011 ok 20052011 ok
Housing allowances 20042005 mis 20052010 ok 20042006 mis 2003 mis 20052006 mis
HY070G | (gross) 20042011 ok | 20062011 ok | 20102011 ok | 2011 mis 20042009 ok | 20042011 ok | 2007-2011 ok | 20052011 ok | 20042011 ok | 20072011 ok
Housing allowances - - 2003 mis
HYO70N | (net) 20042011 ok | 20102011 ok 20042009 ok 20042011 ok 20042011 ok | 20052011 ok
Regular intethousehold
cash transfers received 20042005 mis 20052010 ok 20042006 mis 2003 mis 20052006 mis
HY080G | (gross) 20042011 ok 20062011 ok 20102011 ok 2011 mis 20042009 ok 20042011 ok 2007-2011 ok 20052011 ok 20042011 ok 2007-2011 ok
Regular intethousehold
cash traners received
HYO80ON | (net) 20042011 ok 20102011 ok 20042009 ok 20042011 ok 20052011 ok
Interests, dividents,
profits from capital
investment in
unincorporated profits 20042006 mis 20052010 ok 20042006 mis 2003 mis 20052006 mis
HY090G | (gross) 20042011 ok | 20072011 ok | 20102011 ok | 2011 mis 20042009 ok | 20042011 ok | 2007-2011 ok | 20052011 ok | 20042011 ok | 20072011 ok
Interests, dividents,
profits from capital
investment in
uninarporated profits
HYO90N | (net) 20042011 ok 20102011 ok 20042009 ok 20042011 ok 20052011 ok 20052011 ok
Income received by
people aged under 16 20042006 mis 20052010 ok | 2004 mis 20042006 mis 2003 mis 20052006 mis
HY110G | (gross) 20042011 ok 2007-2011 ok 2010-2011 ok 2011 mis 20052009 ok 20042011 ok 2007-2011 ok 20052011 ok 20042011 ok 2007-2011 ok
Income received by
people aged under 16 2005mis 2003 mis
HY110N | (net) 20042011 ok | 20102011 ok 20052009 ok 20042011 ok | 20052011 ok | 20042011 ok | 20052011 ok
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HY120G

DESCRIPTION | FI | FR
20042006 mis

20072011 ok

Regular taxes on wealth

- Household (gross) 20042011 ok

HR

20102011 ok

20052010 ok
2011 mis

HY120N

Regular taxes on wealth

- Household (net) 20042011 ok

20102011 ok

HY130G

Regular intethousehold
cash transfer paid
(gross)

20042005 mis

20042011 ok | 20062011 ok

20102011 ok

20052010 ok
2011 mis

HY130N

Regular intethousehold

cash transfer paid (net) 20042011 ok

20102011 ok

HY140G

Tax on income and soci{
insurance contributions
(gross)

20042005 mis
20062011 ok

20042011 ok

HY140N

Tax on income and socid
insurance conibutions
(net)

HY145N

Repayment/receipts for
tax adjustment (net)

20042011 ok

20102011 ok

20052010 ok
2011 mis

Table12C EUSILC Income Componts availability in countries MTUK
\ MT

DESCRIPTION | NL

20042009 ok

20042009 ok

20042009 ok

20042011 ok

20042011 ok

20042009 ok

20042011 ok

20042006 mis
20072011 ok

20042011 ok

20042006 mis
20072011 ok

20052011 ok

20052011 ok

2003 mis
20042007 ok
20082011 mis

20032011 ok

20042011 ok

20042006 mis
20072011 ok

20042011 ok

20052011 ok

20102011 ok 20042009 ok

2010 mis
2011 ok

20032011 ok

2003 mis
20042011 ok

20052006 mis
20072011 ok

20052011 ok

2006-2006 mis
20072011 ok

20052011 ok

20052006 mis
20072011 ok

20052011 ok

PY010G

Employee cash or near

cash incore (gross) 20062011 ok | 20052011 ok

PYO10N

Employee cash or near
cash income (net)

PY021G

Company car (gross) 20062011 ok | 20052011 ok

PY021N

Company car (net)

PY050G

Cash benéfs or losses
from selfemployement
(gross)

PYO50N

Cash benefits or losses
from selfemployement
(net)

.

PY080G

Pensions received from
individual private plans
(gross)

20062011 ok | 20052011 ok

20042011 ok

2004 mis
20052006 ok
2007 mis

20082011 ok

I

20062011 ok | 20052011 ok | 20042011 ok

20042011 ok

20052011 ok

20042006 mis
20072011 ok

20072011 ok

20042011 ok

20052011 ok

20052011 ok

20042011 ok

20072011 ok

20042011 ok

20052011 ok

20052011 ok

20052011 ok

20042007 ok
20082009 mis
20102011 ok

20072011 ok

20042011 &

20052011 ok

20052011 ok

20042006 mis
2007 ok
20082009 mis
20102011 ok

20072011 ok

20042011 ok

20052011 ok

20052011 ok

20052011 ok

20042006 mis
20072011 ok

20072011 ok

20042011 ok

20052011 ok

20052011 ok

20052011 ok

20052011 ok | 20052011 ok

20052011 ok

20042011 ok

20072011 ok

20042011 ok

20052011 ok

20052009 ok
2010 mis
20110k

20042006 mis

20072011 ok

20072011 ok

20042011 ok

20052011 ok

20052011 ok

20052011 ok




DESCRIPTION
Pensions received from
individual private plans

20052009 ok
2010 mis
2011 ok

20042011 ok

20072011 &

20042011 ok

20052011 ok

20052011 ok

20042006 mis
20072011 ok

20072011 ok

20042011 ok

20052011 ok

20052011 ok

20052011 ok

20042011 ok

20072011 ok

20042011 ok

20052011 ok

20052011 ok

20042006 mis
20072011 ok

20072011 ok

20042011 ok

20052011 ok

20052011 ok

20052011 ok

20042011 ok

20072011 ok

20042011 ok

20052011 ok

20052011 ok

20042006 mis
20072011 ok

20072011 ok

20042011 ok

20052011 ok

20052011 ok

20052011 ok

20042011 ok

20072011 ok

20042011 ok

20052011 ok

20052011 ok

20042006 mis
2007-2011 ok

20072011 ok

20042011 ok

20052011 ok

20052011 ok

20052011 ok

20042011 ok

20072011 ok

20042011 ok

20052011 ok

20052011 ok

20042006 mis
20072011 ok

20072011 ok

20042011 ok

20052011 ok

20052011 ok

20052011 ok

20042011 ok

20072011 ok

20042011 ok

20052011 ok

20052011 ok

20042006 mis
20072011 ok

20072011 ok

20042011 ok

20052011 ok

20052011 ok

20052011 ok

20042011 ok

20072011 ok

20042011 ok

20052011 ok

20052011 ok

20042006 mis
20072011 ok

200720110k

20042011 ok

20052011 ok

20052011 ok

20052011 ok

20042011 ok

2007-2009 ok
2010 mis
2011 ok

20042011 ok

20052011 ok

20052011 ok

20042006 mis
20072011 ok

20072011 ok

20042011 ok

20052011 ok

20052011 ok

20052011 ok

20052011 ok

20052011 ok

20052011 ok

20052011 ok

20052011 ok

20052011 ok | 20052011 ok

20052011 ok

20042011 ok

2007-2009 ok
2010 mis
2011 ok

20042011 ok

20052011 ok

20052011 ok

20042006 mis
20072011 ok

20072011 ok

20042011 ok

20052011 ok

20052011 ok

20052011 ok

20042011 ok

20052011 ok

20042006 mis
20072011 ok

20052011 ok

20042011 ok

20052011 ok

20042006 mis
20072011 ok

2007-2011 ok

20072011 ok

20042011 ok

20052011 ok

20042011 ok

20052011 ok

20052011 ok

20042011 ok

20052011 ok

20042011 ok

20052011 ok

20052011 ok

20052011 ok

20052011 ok

20052011 ok

PYOSON | (net)
Unemployment benefits
PY090G | (gross) 20062011 ok | 20052011 ok | 20042011 ok
Unemploymeat benefits
PYO90N | (net)
PY100G | Oldage benefits (gross)| 20062011 ok | 20052011 ok | 20042011 ok
PY100N_| Old-age benefits (net) _|IE00BE0NEIN00SS0 RSN NR00 420N
PY110G | Survivorbenefits (gross) | 20062011 ok | 20052011 ok | 20042011 ok
PY110N | Survivor benefits (net)
PY120G | Sickness benefits (gross| 20062011 ok | 20052011 ok | 20042011 ok
PYLDN | Sickness benefis (nel)
Disability benefits
PY130G | (gross) 20062011 ok | 20052011 ok | 20042011 ok
PY130N_| Disability benefits (net) | 0NGR0NNINISNA00S20NNISH N00R20NNIS
Educatiorrelated
PY140G | allowances (gross) 20062011 ok | 20052011 ok | 20042011 ok
Educationrelated
Income from rental of a
HY040G | property or land (gross) | 20062011 ok | 20052011 ok | 20042011 ok
Income from rental of a
HYO40N | property or land (net)
HYO050G | allowances (gross) 20062011 ok | 20052011 ok | 20042011 ok
Family/children related
HYO50N | allowances (net)
Social exclusion not
elsewhere classified
HY060G | (gross) 20062011 ok | 20052011 ok | 20042011 ok
Social exclusion not
elsewhere classified
HYO60N | (net)
Housing allowances
HY070G | (gross) 20062011 ok | 20052011 ok | 20042011 ok
Housing allowances
HYO70N | (net)
Regular intethousehold
cash transfers received
HY080G | (gross) 20062011 ok | 20052011 ok | 20042011 ok
64
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HYO80N

DESCRIPTION
Regular intethousehold
cash transfers received
(net)

HY090G

Interests, dividents,
profits from capital
investment in

unincorporated profits
(gross)

HYO90N

Interests, dividents,
profits from capital
investment in

unincorporated profits
(net)

HY110G

Income received by
peaple aged under 16
(gross)

HY110N

Income received by
people aged under 16
(net)

HY120G

Regular taxes on wealth
- Household (gross)

HY120N

Regular taxes on wealth
- Household (net)

HY130G

Regular intethousehold
cash transfer paid
(gross)

HY130N

Regular intethousehold
cash transfer paignet)

HY140G

Tax on income and soci{
insurance contributions

\NL

\No

20062011 ok | 20052011 ok | 20042011 ok

20052011 ok | 20042011 ok

20062007 ok

20082009 mis

20102011 ok

-

20062011 ok

(gross)

HY140N

Tax on income and soci{
insurance contributions
(net)

HY145N

Repayment/receipts for
tax adjustment (net)

20062011 ok

20052011 ok

20052011 ok

20042011 ok

20042011 ok

20052011 ok

20042011 ok

20072011 ok

20042011 ok
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20042011 ok
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20052011 ok
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20052011 ok

20052011 ok

20052011 ok

20052011 ok

20052011 ok

20052011 ok | 20052011 ok

20052011 ok

20052011 ok
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