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The Lisbon Summit highlighted social policy as a core element in Europe’s strategy for becoming
‘the most competitive and dynamic knowledge-based economy in the world capable of sustainable
economic growth with better jobs and greater social cohesion’ by 2010. This objective defines a
series of social policy challenges for the EU. A separate joint report of the Directorate General for
Employment and Social Affairs and the European Foundation for the Improvement of Living and
Working Conditions addresses several of these key issues, such as social exclusion and poverty, the
relationship between quality of life and quality of work, fertility, migration and mobility, satisfaction
with quality of life, care and intergenerational solidarity. 

This particular report, which provided some of the material for the above study, focuses on the issue
of social exclusion and social integration.

Examining quality of life in 28 European countries, including the acceding and candidate countries
as well as the current Member States of the EU, this report provides, for the first time, an analysis
of views and experiences of the citizens of the new Europe regarding the risk to social integration
arising from marginalisation, deprivation and poverty. The analysis is based on data from the
European Commission’s Eurobarometer survey carried out in the acceding and candidate countries
in Spring 2002 and standard EU 15 Eurobarometers. 

This report represents one in a series of reports on quality of life in an enlarging Europe that will be
published by the Foundation on the basis of its own survey’s findings in the next few years. 

Willy Buschak
Acting Director
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Note: Unless otherwise stated, the aggregate figures for EU 15, EU 25, AC 10 and ACC 13 
reported here are weighted to adjust for country population size.

Country codes in figures and tables
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The convergence of living conditions and the fight against poverty and social exclusion were given
high priority in the Maastricht Treaty, and policy discussions have paid much attention to this
subject since then. In particular, the Lisbon summit 2000 underlined the need to improve the
understanding of social exclusion and to organise policy cooperation so that knowledge of how to
effectively address social exclusion can be shared. These challenges will be even greater when the
acceding countries join the European Union in 2004 and the heterogeneity of living conditions
inevitably increases. It is of central importance to have comparable information about living
conditions and quality of life in the individual Member States during the course of European
integration. Social reporting and empirical social research can help to shed some light on the
ongoing processes; for example the fact that when disadvantages are reinforced, social integration,
social protection, and social rights are weakened. 

Social exclusion is a term with various meanings. This report focuses on social exclusion and social
integration as two sides of one coin. This is in line with the official EU view that precarious living
conditions such as long-term unemployment, poverty or multiple deprivation imply a risk to social
integration. It also follows the consensus that sufficient income, health, labour market attachment,
social support and family back-up are important factors that contribute to a decent life for people. 

However, the examination of social exclusion phenomena in this report has a unique perspective;
instead of taking the Laeken indicators as a starting point, which monitor a multidimensional
perspective on objective dimensions of social exclusion and poverty, the focus here is based on
individuals’ own perceptions, on how they evaluate their chances of belonging and being a part of
their society. Thus, social exclusion is viewed in terms of social relations and captures a sense of
subjective marginalisation. Perceiving oneself to be on the margins of society might result in a
dissenting attitude to consensual moral and political values, it might increase ignorance of
generally accepted rules and laws, it is very likely to diminish well-being and result in
aggressiveness, depression or socio-psychological break-down; all in all, widespread self-
perceptions of marginalisation could threaten social order and the stability of society.
Consequently, overall recognition and a sense of belonging are taken as indicators of successful
integration, and the lack of them as an indication of serious integration deficits.

The analysis of the underlying determinants that lead to such a perception is of major importance
to policy makers and is therefore the core task of this report. Social exclusion is understood as a
relational term, and encompasses more than deprivation issues. Such a research perspective is
especially fruitful, when living conditions in 28 countries are compared: The adequacy of
dimensions such as unemployment or poverty, accepted as representing social exclusion risks even
in highly divergent European regions, becomes a matter to scrutinise. The question is, if the same
risks and disadvantages bring about a perception of marginalisation even if political, economic,
social and cultural circumstances are different.

This report focuses on an empirical analysis of comparable, representative and comprehensive
survey data for 28 European countries. The aim is to get a sound and comprehensive picture of the
perception, distribution, main characteristics and determinants of social integration and social
exclusion, as well as the groups most at risk and related policy implications. However, there are
several limitations of the data, that have to be kept in mind. 

Introduction
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Unfortunately, the Eurobarometer data do not provide satisfying information on income, moreover
reliable information on household and family composition is missing, so that it was impossible to
calculate equivalent household income measures for all countries or to draw a poverty line that
matches international standards. Instead, alternative poverty measures are used, mostly relying on
the self-reported experience of economic strain. Since we harmonised the survey for the candidate
countries with existing data from the Member States, some interesting information can only be
displayed for the candidates: health data for example as well as the availability of consumer good
and basis essentials for a decent standard of living. In addition, the analysis of multidimensional
disadvantages is severely limited through the small number of cases in some countries. Last, it has
to be kept in mind, the study does not include ethnic minorities, particularly Roma. 

Towards an inclusive society: social exclusion and its policy relevance

The issue of social exclusion is of particular concern to European policy makers and those who
have attempted to promote a European social model since the beginning of the 1990s. Focusing on
social exclusion means turning attention to the problem that comes with high unemployment rates,
increasing inequality and poverty, i.e. that people have fewer opportunities to participate in social
life. It has been predicted that divisions will beset modern European societies as a result of
changing labour market organisation and significant challenges to social protection systems.
Widespread long-term unemployment, poverty and the fear of the rise of an urban underclass in
particular contribute to the notion of polarised societies with an unbridgeable gap between insiders
and outsiders. Therefore, access to employment and the fight against poverty play a major role in
achieving equal distribution of life chances and promoting social integration and cohesion
throughout Europe. The term social exclusion can be described as comprehensive,
multidimensional and dynamic; it generally refers to limited chances for individual participation,
economically, socially, culturally as well as politically, and addresses the issues of reinforcing
processes of accumulated disadvantages and the weakening of social rights (Barnes et al, 2002;
Sen, 2000; Littlewood, 1999; Abrahamson, 1998; Kronauer, 1998; Room, 1998; 1995; Silver, 1994). 

Although the term ‘social exclusion’ was rooted in the academic discussions of the 1960s and
1970s, it was not placed in a European Union context until the late 1980s, when it became a
broader social policy issue. The term was originally used in the French political debate of the 1960s
to describe a broad notion of detachment from mainstream values and social order. In 1974 René
Lenoir estimated that one-tenth of the French population belonged to the excluded: the mentally
and physically handicapped, suicidal people, aged invalids, abused children, drug addicts,
delinquents, single parents, multi-problem households and others (Silver, 1994: 532). Issues of
reintegration and solidarity have been at the centre of the debate on exclusion sociale, which has
identified risk groups marginalised from labour market participation, unprotected by social
insurance and ‘invisible’ in political debates.

In the early 1990s this understanding of social exclusion was taken on board in the European
discussion on poverty. Until then the European debate had been mainly influenced by the Anglo-
Saxon research tradition, which focuses on issues of relative deprivation and concentrates on
access to resources (Townsend, 1979, 1987). Thereafter, an understanding of disadvantages which
tackled lack of resources as well as inadequate social participation was developed. The fight
against social exclusion has been a major concern of EU policy since the early 1990s. Facilitating
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participation in employment and access to resources, rights, goods and services for all have
become key European goals. In order to increase transnational policy cooperation, all Member
States have been asked to prepare national action plans on social inclusion. The first action plans,
on which the European guidelines for the fight against social exclusion were supposed to be based,
were submitted in August 2001. This open method of coordination for social inclusion has also
been agreed by the candidate countries in order to facilitate efforts to translate the EU social
objectives into their national policies: In December 2003 the ten future Member States and the
European Commission signed the Joint Inclusion Memoranda, setting out key challenges to be
faced in combating social exclusion in these countries.

In principle, social exclusion can be related to any lack of essentials in the domain of daily life, be
it income, employment, housing, education, social networks, health etc. However, the
accumulation process, which focuses on labour market access as being a major factor in the risk
of social exclusion, is central to the social exclusion approach. Employment and job security
promise an income to satisfy basic needs, and provide social integration and social identity at the
same time. The hypothesis underlying the social exclusion approach is that the interdependence
of social disadvantages and weak labour market attachment is key to the vicious cycle primarily
responsible for social exclusion. It is not the analytical substance of the concept of social exclusion
that contributes to its prevalence. Instead, the comprehensive and general nature of the term
encapsulates what recent social changes have been predicted to cause: the emergence of a
permanently excluded section of the population which is severely limited in its ability to
participate. At the same time, the ambiguous meaning of the term incorporates the widespread fear
that ongoing social change represents a threat to middle class integration and mainstream values.

At the European level the shift from poverty to social exclusion is not merely a shift in terminology.
It reflects the need for a multidimensional approach to the study of disadvantages and the major
concern that the notion of poverty, which has until recently been predominantly restricted to its
financial dimension, should be broadened. When analysing social inequality, this implies a shift
from concentrating on the just distribution of material resources to equal opportunities for social
participation, integration and the realisation of social rights. Apart from basic essentials and the
guarantee of a minimum standard of living, the social exclusion approach draws attention to
inadequate social participation, lack of social integration and lack of power, or in other words, to
the process of becoming detached from the moral, social and political order of a community (Room,
1995, p.5).

Thus, such an understanding of social exclusion is closely linked to notions of citizenship and
social rights as defined by T. H. Marshall (1950). Despite its analytical and theoretical weakness,
the concept of social exclusion has helped foster a particular vision of the importance of basic
social rights, including access to education, training, employment, housing etc, and of the
important role this should play in European integration.1 In this view, the debate on social
exclusion is at the same time a debate on European labour market and social policy reforms. The
goal is to avoid extreme disparities and polarised societies which have a highly integrated core
work force on the one hand and a marginalised group persistently dependent on social benefits on

3
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the other. The aim of an ‘inclusive Europe’ means reducing barriers to participation and allowing
everyone to be fully integrated into the economic and social life of society.

The link between social exclusion and quality of life

Quality of life refers to the overall well-being of individuals in a society, defined according to
desirable value-based societal goals such as the equal distribution of life chances, the assured
achievement of a minimum standard of living for everyone, or access to employment and social
protection systems. Moreover, as has already been mentioned, the aim of an inclusive society
which enables participation and integration is of central concern to European policy makers.
Several policy documents underline the public consensus in the European Union about the
importance of the attainment of social rights, social cohesion and social integration. This
consensus includes an understanding that people should have equal opportunities to participate:
they should have easy access to employment and to social protection systems and institutions
which promise a generally accepted minimum of basic essentials (European Foundation for the
Improvement of Living and Working Conditions, 2003). As a consequence, the link between
quality of life and the debate on social exclusion is direct and of utmost importance. Policy thinking
which aims at promoting social integration, access to employment, the reduction of poverty and
the creation of a strong sense of solidarity and belonging automatically implies an improvement in
quality of life for everyone. Thus, quality of life can serve as an overarching framework for concepts
that stress social integration and exclusion issues. 

The overall wellbeing of people living in a society not only reflects living conditions and their
control over resources, but also the way in which people feel about their lives. Descriptive and
evaluative aspects are both crucial conceptual issues for capturing individual quality of life. For the
exclusion perspective this means that although sufficient resources and satisfying outcomes are
key elements, subjective assessments about solidarity, a sense of belonging and the ability to
participate are also important when it comes to a comprehensive understanding of social exclusion
processes and how to avoid them. 

Shedding light on poverty and inequality issues from the quality-of-life perspective brings decisive
benefits. Integration, not the distribution of resources, is at the heart of this research and policy
perspective; this is a turning point in the study of social disadvantages and vulnerable groups. For
Dahrendorf and Sen for example, whose thinking about ‘life chances’ and ‘capability deprivation’
comes very close to the quality of life perspective, one important aspect of establishing quality of
life is the creation of an institutional and political setting which enables people to take advantage
of opportunities and fulfil their potential. Such a perspective focuses on substantial liberties in
democracies and is closely connected with the idea of social rights and equal opportunities for
everyone (Sen, 1999; Dahrendorf,1988). 

It goes without saying that the risk of social exclusion diminishes quality of life. Theoretical and
conceptual thinking about the measurability of relevant societal goals both recognise a basic idea
concerning the interplay of welfare and quality of life: that social and employment policy impact
on life chances and the chance to participate, and that there are structural preconditions which
enable people to live decent lives. The debates on quality of life and social exclusion focus
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attention on one main characteristic of immediate policy relevance: the improvement of living
conditions in a general sense and the realisation of equal life chances. 

Data and methodology

Up to now there has been a considerable gap between conceptual thought and the empirical
analysis of social exclusion phenomena. Not even the small consensus about multidimensionality
and the dynamic nature of social exclusion has been given much attention in empirical research
(exceptions are Paugam, 1996; Burchardt, 2000). The so-called Atkinson Report (Atkinson et al,
2002), which was published on behalf of the Belgian government during its EU presidency, looked
at the question of which social indicators are suitable for providing comparable information about
a country’s exposure to social exclusion, as well as the individual’s. The report concentrates mostly
on indicators like income and employment, and there is additional information about education,
housing and health. Additional non-monetary indicators that measure social exclusion are left to
individual countries in order to ensure that specific cultural, historical and political circumstances
are not ignored.

Most studies start with the assumption that an analysis of poverty, unemployment or multiple
deprivation captures social exclusion in all its dimensions. Of course, there are arguments and
empirical results that sustain this position. Labour market access, for example, significantly
increases social integration in the EU Member States. However, marginalisation and exclusion are
also experienced subjectively, for example in terms of the feeling of not belonging to society or
feeling left out of it. Consequently, there are good reasons to distinguish between several forms of
deprivation on the one hand, and the perception of social exclusion and belonging on the other. 

The analysis presented in this report starts from the hypothesis that there are indisputably some
decisive factors which promote social integration and a sense of belonging: 1) basic essentials in
terms of material resources, 2) access to employment and 3) family integration or social support in
general. The overall research question this report deals with concerns the interrelationship of these
social integration dimensions in different European countries, and the circumstances under which
deficits in these areas of life lead to the perception of feeling left out of society. This kind of analysis
is directly associated with the large amount of work done in the field of poverty, deprivation and
unemployment research, which deals with the impact of disadvantages on social contacts, social
and political participation and subjective well-being (for example Gallie, Gershuny and Vogler,
1994; Gallie and Paugam, 2000; Gallie, Kostovar and Kuchar, 2001).

Additionally, it is worth including interfering or mediating aspects in the research that would
prevent respective disadvantages from resulting in perceived exclusion. The age of the respondent
could be such a mediating aspect if it is understood as a proxy for biographic experiences and
future expectations that influence the evaluation of certain living conditions. Available support
might vary according to household composition and family situation. Moreover, the different
meaning several integration domains have in specific national or regional value systems might
influence determinants of social exclusion as well. This points to the importance of historically-
and culturally-influenced relationships between the market, state and family, such as different
types of national welfare mixes. 
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Such a focus on the subjective perception of social exclusion should not be mistaken for an
argument in favour of the relativity of social disadvantages. Of course, it only makes sense to argue
for an improvement in living conditions, if objective (in the sense of consensually agreed) criteria
and guidelines, which are politically modifiable, exist. Nevertheless, asking for subjectively
perceived degrees of belonging and integration gives us the chance to analyse which integration
deficits have significant consequences for quality of life, to what extent, and under what
circumstances. Beyond a basic consensus about a minimum standard of living, the perception of
precarious living conditions and its consequences promise insights into detailed risk determinants
and the circumstances under which integration deficits are perceived to severely restrict
opportunities to participate in social life.

Such arguments become even stronger when a comparative analysis of social exclusion across
several countries with different historical, cultural, social and economic developments is made. The
EU, in its fight against social exclusion in the last decade, has focussed on growing difficulties with
labour market access and on increasing poverty in countries accustomed to a relatively high
standard of living. In the acceding countries – which are coping with a considerably lower standard
of living, widespread poverty even in absolute terms, and severe system changes in the recent past
– the understanding of social exclusion might vary considerably. What people regard as necessities
for integration might differ between Member States; there might be different comparative yardsticks
and reference groups when evaluating whether living conditions are appropriate or insufficient,
because the overall welfare level in a country or in the neighbouring countries might influence the
perception of social exclusion and how people feel about their lives.

Hence, this comparative report on social integration and social exclusion is based on the
perceptions of respondents. The aim is to find out how people feel about their lives when it comes
to opportunities for participation and integration, how perceived marginalisation is distributed in
the acceding countries compared to the Member States, and how it is related to poverty and
unemployment. Furthermore the report aims to detect what similarities and differences there are in
risk groups in different countries and to relate these findings to policy relevant contexts.
Additionally, there is information available showing what people think the preconditions for social
integration are and what they think the reasons for social exclusion are. Finally, differences and
similarities in integration patterns are explored: how important are basic essentials, labour market
attachment, family integration and social back-up in providing a general feeling of belonging and
affiliation?

Which data source can be relied on to answer such questions? The Candidate Countries
Eurobarometer questionnaire 2002 and the Standard Eurobarometer fielded in the 15 Member
States (EB 56.1, 2001) asked comparable questions about social integration and the perception of
exclusion, alienation, and insecurity. On behalf of the Foundation a harmonised data set has been
established to allow comparative analysis in several fields of quality of life in order to get an insight
into the heterogeneity of living conditions the EU will face after acceding in 2004 (see Nauenburg
et al, 2003).2 Table 1 gives an overview of the respective core variables used for the analysis of
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perceived social exclusion, shows which of them serve as breakdown variables or give additional
analytical input.

Table 1 Core variables for the analysis of perceived social integration and exclusion 

Domain Indicator

Perceived social exclusion and Reasons why people live in need

integration Reasons for social exclusion in general

Necessities for a good life

Perceived lack of recognition

Perceived marginalisation

Perceived uselessness

Perceived inferiority and lack of acceptance

Social network and family Lacking social network support

integration Feeling left out of family

Satisfaction with family life

Loneliness

Satisfaction with social life

Having children

Labour market attachment Working conditions: self-reported stressful working conditions; coming home from work exhausted

Employed/unemployed or temporarily not working

Unemployment experience in the past

Economic resources Experience of long-term economic strain

Serious solvency problems

Income 

Perception of poverty

Future expectation of improvement of the standard of living

Breakdown variables Country/country groups

Occupational class

Marital status

GDP per capita

Unemployment rate

Gender

Educational level

Employment status

Household income quartiles

Unemployment experience

Long-standing illness

Source: European Commission, Eurobarometer CC EB 2002 and EB 56.1 Sept-Oct 2001.

To sum up, this report deals with the following questions and hypotheses:

1. What are the perceived preconditions for social integration in different countries and how do
evaluations differ between disadvantaged and non-disadvantaged groups? First is the
hypothesis that access to material resources is the most important factor preventing social
exclusion (the more deprived people are, the more important it is). Country profiles may be
expected to show differences in the priority that is given to social networks and family
integration compared to material resources.

2. What do European citizens perceive to be the reasons for social exclusion processes in general
and how are these opinions related to European social policy? Structural reasons such as
unemployment or social welfare cuts are expected to be more prevalent in the former
communist countries and individual failure like alcoholism or even laziness, for example, to be
the predominant reasons in liberal and conservative welfare state regimes.
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3. How is perceived social exclusion, measured as a lack of recognition, and feeling useless,
inferior and left out of society, distributed in different countries? What are the determinants of
perceived social exclusion from a comparative perspective: are there gender-, class- or group-
specific risks of social exclusion and is labour market access crucial for the exposure to social
exclusion? Here the analysis starts from the hypothesis that the level of perceived social
exclusion will differ between countries according to their overall level of welfare: the lower the
GDP per capita or the higher the unemployment rate in a country, the higher the exposure to
social exclusion. On the micro level, the hypothesis underlying EU social policy, that multiple
deprivation and individual unemployment experience are crucial factors that launch social
exclusion processes, will be investigated.

4. Is perceived social exclusion inevitably combined with lack of social ties, weak participation
and disrupted social networks? What role does family support play in mitigating the
consequences of material shortcomings and helping to promote a feeling of belonging? In what
way and to what extent is socio-economic precariousness connected with reduced social
participation? It is assumed that multiple deprivation and labour market access will be the most
important factors influencing subjectively perceived social exclusion, and that the weaker the
family is, the more pronounced social exclusion will be. Different integration patterns will be
investigated with respect to the relative importance of different integration providers (income,
job, family integration, social network support, social participation) to the perception of
affiliation.

8

Perceptions of social integration and exclusion in an enlarged Europe



social integration

Reasons for social exclusion 

Politicians regard unemployment and poverty as the main drivers of social exclusion processes. For
policy planning reasons it is important to know whether European citizens in different countries
share this view, and whether there are considerable deviations in opinions about the nature of
social exclusion in the acceding and candidate countries and the Member States. Table 2 and
Figure 1 (overleaf) summarise opinions about why people live in need and indicate how the
respondents explain the existence of poverty and social exclusion in their own countries.
Respondents were asked to choose between, on the one hand, reasons that emphasise external and
structural factors such as social injustice or unemployment, and on the other hand, reasons that
stress individual failure such as laziness and lack of willpower. Research in this area shows that
respondents in affluent countries and countries with a dominant policy practice enforcing
individual responsibility more than governmental protection were more likely to explain social
exclusion by individual failure. Additionally, individual living conditions can influence judgements
as well: the better off people are, the more likely it is that they stress individual responsibility; and
the poorer they are, the more they will blame living conditions for weakening social integration.
This assumption is in line with attribution theory in social psychology research, which holds that
success is more often attributed to individual capabilities, and that failure is attributed to external
causes like bad luck or structural change.

Table 2 European citizens’ perceptions of why people live in need, % of population

EU 25 ACC 13 EU 15 AC 10

Total Poor Total Poor Total Poor Total Poor

Injustice in society 37 53 60 72 35 49 50 63

Inevitable part of modern progress 22 16 14 8 23 16 20 16

Laziness and lack of willpower 18 11 15 8 18 13 16 8

Because they have been unlucky 17 17 9 10 19 20 9 10

None of these 5 3 3 1 6 2 5 3

Source: European Commission, Eurobarometer CC EB 2002 and EB 56.1 Sept-Oct 2001.
Survey question: Why in your opinion are there people who live in need? Here are four opinions: which is closest to yours? 
Notes: ‘Poor’ is measured as serious solvency problems (experience of serious problems during last year on either paying

rent/mortgage, paying water, gas, electricity bills, repaying loans), which is an indicator of acute poverty.
Unfortunately another poverty indicator is not available, household equivalent income, for example, or self-
assessment of the living standard is not available in the respective standard Eurobarometer source that contains the
question on perceived reasons for social exclusion.

Injustice in society is seen as the main reason why people live in need throughout the enlarged
Europe (Table 2). However, in the acceding countries every second citizen shares this view (in the
acceding and candidate countries the figure is even higher), compared to only one third of the
respondents in the Member States. Instead, they are more likely to agree with arguments that stress
fate and bad lack. External causes such as injustice in society and bad luck are seen as even more
important by the poorer respondents; individual failure is less important. Living in poverty
increases the view that social injustice in society is the main driver of social exclusion processes,
and diminishes the view that individuals themselves are responsible for their poor living conditions

Overview of the causes of social
exclusion and the preconditions for 
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because they are lazy or they lack willpower. This pattern is observable in all country groups,
although differences between the total population and the poor are more obvious in the Member
States. 

As the country-specific analysis shows, there is widespread support for the idea that society and
government are responsible, especially in those countries with a very low level of national affluence
and – another plausible and obvious explanation – which have a socialist past (where equality,
justice and state responsibility played an important role). This view is supported by the fact that
Cyprus and Malta show considerably different results from the other acceding countries. Finland
and Sweden, which are very close with respect to ideas about their general policy strategy, put more
emphasis on social justice and the idea that social and economic change is a driver of social
exclusion than the other Member States. 

Figure 1 Europeans’ perceptions of the reasons people live in need, by country 

Source: European Commission, Eurobarometer CC EB 2002 and EB 56.1 Sept-Oct 2001.
Survey question: Why in your opinion are there people who live in need? Here are four opinions:- which is closest to yours?

weight by weight2.
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Tables 3 and 4 offer insights into the more detailed circumstances that could lead to poverty or
social exclusion. Unfortunately the questionnaire does not distinguish between poverty and social
exclusion here, although different conceptional logics are behind these terms. However, long-term
unemployment is considered to be the main determinant of social exclusion processes throughout
Europe; more than half of the acceding and candidate countries’ population and also every second
citizen in the Member States share this view. Respondents also believe that alcoholism, sickness
and family break-ups play a key role in causing poverty or social exclusion. There are also
pronounced differences between the acceding countries and the Member States. Social welfare cuts
are widely perceived as determinants of social exclusion in the acceding countries, but only the
poor in the Member States themselves are of the same opinion; approximately a quarter of the poor
in the enlarged Europe considers restricted social welfare benefits to be responsible for serious
disadvantage. Respondents in the Member States see drug abuse and immigration as being more
important than do people in the acceding and candidate countries; this corresponds with higher
immigration rates in EU15. 

Table 3 Europeans’ perceptions of the most common reasons why people are poor or
socially excluded, % of population choosing each item

EU 25 EU 25 ACC 13 ACC 13 EU 15 EU 15 AC 10 AC 10

poor poor poor poor

Long-term unemployment 52 59 63 66 50 54 62 69

Alcoholism 36 27 36 21 32 19 55 44

Sickness 31 33 27 24 30 29 38 43

Family break-ups 28 27 29 25 27 26 31 29

Drug abuse 24 17 6 3 27 22 10 7

Lack of education 22 18 27 32 23 20 17 14

Social welfare cuts 14 24 25 26 12 21 20 30

Laziness 14 8 13 9 14 8 14 9

Lack of community spirit in society 13 14 12 14 14 16 9 12

Their parents were poor 10 15 17 23 10 14 12 17

They live in a poor area 10 10 14 21 10 12 6 6

They don’t plan for the future 9 5 7 7 10 6 7 4

They are immigrants 8 6 1 2 9 9 1 1

They have too many children 6 10 9 14 6 11 5 7

They have chosen to be like this 6 5 3 2 6 5 5 4

Lack of concern amongst neighbours 5 6 3 4 5 7 2 2

Source: European Commission, Eurobarometer CC EB 2002 and EB 56.1 Sept-Oct 2001.
Survey question: Here are some reasons, which might explain why people are poor or socially excluded. Which three do you

think are the most common? 
Note: ‘poor’ is measured as serious solvency problems, see table 2, Q42, weight by weight2.

The poor themselves stress living conditions such as long-term unemployment, social welfare cuts,
having too many children and – especially in the acceding and candidate countries – living in a
poor area and lack of education as reasons for social exclusion. They relate personal failures such
as laziness and alcoholism to social exclusion less than the overall population does. Country-
specific analysis shows that unemployment is one of the most important reasons for social
exclusion in most European countries other than Luxembourg, Portugal, Denmark, and Cyprus.
Alcoholism and sickness, indicating health as the key dimension of social integration, are regarded
as main drivers as well (Table 4). 
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Table 4 The three most common reasons why people are poor or socially excluded, country-
specific analysis, % of population in brackets

Country Most common reasons

Bulgaria Unemployment (87) Sickness (34) Social welfare cuts (27)
Lithuania Unemployment (74) Alcoholism (60) Social welfare cuts (40)
Poland Unemployment (69) Alcoholism (53) Sickness (42)
Slovakia Unemployment (68) Alcoholism (52) Family break-ups (40)
Estonia Unemployment (67) Alcoholism (61) Lack of education (24)
Finland Unemployment (67) Alcoholism (62) Sickness (41)
France Unemployment (64) Sickness (30) Family break-ups (27)
Latvia Unemployment (62) Alcoholism (58) Sickness (28)
Turkey Unemployment (61) Lack of education (45) Social welfare cuts (29)
Romania Unemployment (59) Alcoholism (35) Social welfare cuts (31)
Hungary Unemployment (56) Alcoholism (56) Sickness (43)
Germany Unemployment (53) Alcoholism (41) Sickness (40)
Italy Unemployment (49) Sickness (29) Drug abuse (26)
Sweden Unemployment (49) Alcoholism (46) Drug abuse (42)
Ireland Unemployment (47) Alcoholism (43) Family break-ups (33)
Belgium Unemployment (46) Sickness (41) Alcoholism (35)
Spain Unemployment (44) Drug abuse (38) Alcoholism (30)
United Kingdom Unemployment (44) Drug abuse (43) Alcoholism (32)
Greece Unemployment (43) Drug abuse (26) Sickness (24)
Netherlands Unemployment (42) Family break-ups (39) Sickness (39)
Czech Republic. Alcoholism (58) Family break-ups (45) Unemployment (44)
Slovenia Alcoholism (53) Unemployment (47) Sickness (36)
Luxembourg Alcoholism (45) Drug abuse (42) Sickness (30)
Portugal Alcoholism (37) Drug abuse (36) Sickness (35)
Malta Sickness (54) Unemployment (47) Drug abuse (31)
Denmark Sickness (47) Alcoholism (46) Family break-ups (34)
Austria Sickness (47) Alcoholism (44) Unemployment (39)
Cyprus Family break-ups (49) Sickness (46) Laziness (33)

Source: European Commission, Eurobarometer CC EB 2002 and EB 56.1 Sept-Oct 2001.
Survey question: Here are some reasons which might explain why people are poor or socially excluded. Which three do you

think are the most common? 
Note: Q42, weight by weight3.

It can be concluded that the prevalence of unemployment and deprivation in a country as well as
changes in the social welfare system, including cuts which affect a large number of people,
determine the view that external developments on the political and societal level rather than
individuals themselves are held responsible for poverty and social exclusion. Justice, equality and
solidarity are highly appreciated values in the acceding and candidate countries and they are also
valued in societies with a long-standing socio-democratic tradition, like the Scandinavian welfare
states. Moreover, there is a Europe-wide consensus that health and family integration are another
two main domains that provide integration and quality of life.

Preconditions for social integration

This brings us to the general question of which life domains are perceived as important
preconditions for social integration. Is there a European consensus, or do evaluations vary
between countries depending on their specific historical, cultural and political developments, and
reflect actual levels of welfare and general economic development? The data provide information
about what people regard as the necessities of a good life; the questions were formulated to be
compatible with everyday comprehension.3
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which is, as other studies show, evaluated as one of the most central preconditions for social integration.



Generally, there are three main areas which ensure social integration, defined by Erik Allardt
(1993) as having, loving and being: 

1. having: resources and standard of living, including living conditions and prerequisites for
attaining them, such as employment and income;

2. loving: social networks and emotional support, family, children, friends;

3. being: general recognition and participation. 

First of all, Having, which means resources like a job, accommodation or a good education, is the
most important factor in facilitating social integration and a good life in all Member States and the
acceding and candidate countries. Despite lower average percentages in the Member States, the
rankings of necessities are basically the same. Nevertheless, there are differences which should be
noted: family life (living with a partner and having children) is reported to be very important in the
acceding and candidate countries, whereas the Member States also put strong emphasis on social
integration outside the family (leisure time and seeing friends) as well as on participation and
recognition (feeling recognised by society, participation in associations). This structure remains
more or less stable, with only slight deviations, when the results are displayed separately for the
poor (those experiencing serious solvency problems). Overall recognition (Being) is not important
to citizens who are likely to face economic problems in either the acceding countries or the Member
States. 

Table 5 Necessities of a good life, % of population saying that the item is absolutely
necessary

EU 25 ACC 13 EU 15 AC 10

Total Poor Total Poor Total Poor Total Poor

Having

Having a good job 91 89 97 98 90 87 95 96

Having sufficient accommodation 89 86 88 92 90 86 84 86

Having a good education 84 79 85 89 85 81 79 73

Having sufficient leisure time 83 78 79 82 84 84 74 64

Going out with friends or family 79 72 77 83 82 77 65 59

Having at least one holiday a year 69 67 81 85 68 65 74 72

Loving

Living with a partner 80 77 90 92 79 76 84 82

Seeing friends regularly 72 67 68 75 75 75 57 47

On friendly terms with neighbours 69 70 79 87 69 70 69 70

Having children 60 66 80 83 57 62 73 74

Being

Being able to help others 80 79 82 88 81 81 75 74

Feeling recognised by society 67 64 68 73 68 67 60 57

Having a successful career 54 51 67 77 55 52 51 47

Participation in associations, etc. 23 23 25 33 24 26 14 13

Source: European Commission, Eurobarometer CC EB 2002 and EB 56.1 Sept-Oct 2001.
Survey question: Not everybody has the same idea about what the necessities of good life are. For each of the following,

please tell me if you think it absolutely necessary to live with nowadays or not? 
Note: q36, weight by weight2, ‘poor’ is measured as experiencing serious solvency problems.

In order to get an impression of country specifics which are not visible when reporting results for
groups of countries, it is appropriate to point out the high value Member States (especially
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Scandinavian Member States) attribute to friends, leisure and participation; this is as high as the
respective results for employment and resources. The vast majority, however, around 80% of the
Member States from mainland and south Europe perceive living with a partner (but not necessarily
having children) to be an absolute necessity for a good life nowadays; this is similar to opinion in
the 10 ex-communist acceding and candidate countries. The high value of family integration in
Spain, Portugal, Greece and Italy and its relatively low value in the Scandinavian countries is a
well-known difference between the Scandinavian and the southern European countries.
Recognition by society and participation is seen as of low importance in the ten ex-communist
societies. One explanation might be that a general feeling of belonging and solidarity is less
important if the level of welfare and standard of living is lower, and basic problems like supply
shortages, poverty and unemployment are widespread (for country-specific results see Delhey,
2003).

All in all, despite country specifics the results show a general pattern of consensus about domains
necessary for social integration: Employment, material resources, family integration and social
support are the main forces which provide protection from being left out of society throughout the
enlarged Europe. As a consequence, fighting unemployment and poverty, providing equal access
to social security systems and strengthening family support are the most important policy areas for
attaining an inclusive Europe. Bearing in mind the differences between the countries – the
emphasis on social justice in the acceding and candidate countries, the different value people in
different countries put on family integration – it can be assumed that integration patterns, and the
distribution and the determinants of perceived social exclusion in the respective countries might
differ as well. 
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Distribution of perceived social exclusion in 28 European countries

What evidence is there about perceived social exclusion in the acceding and candidate countries
and the Member States? The available survey data provide important information on the
perception of belonging, alienation and powerlessness. People were asked whether they agree or
disagree with the following statements: 

■ ‘I don’t feel that the value of what I do is recognised by the people I meet’ (this measures perceived
worthlessness and a sense that recognition is lacking), 

■ ‘I feel left out of society’ (paraphrasing perceived marginalisation), 

■ ‘I don’t feel that I have the chance to play a useful part in society’ (uselessness) and

■ ‘Some people look down on me because of my income or job situation’ (feeling of inferiority and
lack of acceptance). 

Agreement with these items points to living conditions in the respondent’s society which do not
meet the demands of a widely accepted and consensually agreed minimum of social integration,
participation and standard of living. Perceiving oneself to be on the margins of society might result
in a dissenting attitude towards consensual moral and political values, it might increase ignorance
of generally accepted rules and laws, it is very likely to diminish well-being and result in
aggressiveness, depression or socio-psychological break-down; all in all, widespread self-
perceptions of social exclusion could threaten social order and the stability of society.
Consequently, overall recognition and a sense of belonging are taken as indicators for successful
integration, and the lack of them as an indication of serious integration deficits.4

In a further analysis, agreement with these four items was taken to construct an index on perceived
social exclusion.5 Table 6 shows the country-specific distribution of the index ranking from 0 (no
agreement with any of the four items) to 4 (agree or strongly agree with all four items); Figure 2
displays the country-specific percentages of those confirming two or more integration deficits. 

First of all, Table 6 clearly shows that the majority of European citizens perceive themselves as
socially integrated. In 25 out of 28 countries more than half of the population does not experience
any of the integration deficits listed; the exceptions are Turkey, Bulgaria and Slovakia. In the
enlarged Europe, 68% of the population perceive themselves to be fully socially integrated while
19% of the EU 25 population agree with only one of the four items from the exclusion index.
Furthermore, it can be seen that only a very small part of the enlarged European population (1%)
agrees with all four items indicating the experience of extreme marginalisation (which means
lacking recognition, and feeling worthless, left out of society and inferior all at the same time). 

However, there is much variation between these extremes and country differences are striking.
Figure 2 (p.17) shows how many people in each of the 28 countries perceive two or more of the
integration deficits listed and thus represent those most likely to be at risk of social exclusion.
Comparing the 13 acceding and candidate countries with the 15 Member States, it is striking that

The perception of social exclusion 2
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4 Country specific results for all items are displayed separately to give an overview of how agreement or disagreement with these statements
are distributed in the 28 European Countries.

5 The Cronbach test, measuring the reliability of such a construction procedure, gives a satisfactory result (alpha=.74). 



perceived social exclusion is more prevalent in the acceding and candidate countries; the highest
shares are in Turkey, Bulgaria and Slovakia, where more than a quarter of the population lacks a
sense of belonging. In these nations the perception of social exclusion, with its different
dimensions, is very prevalent. Only in Slovenia do a relatively small number of respondents (less
even than in the Member States) report the experience of social exclusion. In the acceding
countries group, Poland is below the EU15 average and Cyprus and Malta are close to it. In
conclusion, the acceding and candidate countries show a distinctly higher level of perceived social
exclusion than the acceding countries. Looking at the performance of the EU Member States, the
prevalence of perceived social exclusion ranks from 7% in Denmark and the Netherlands to 15%
in Portugal and France. 

Table 6 Index on perceived social exclusion, agreement with number of integration deficits,
% of population 

0 1 2 3 4

perceived social integration perceived social exclusion

Slovenia 81 14 4 1 0

Denmark 79 15 4 2 1

Spain 77 15 6 2 1

Austria 76 14 7 2 1

Cyprus 75 14 9 2 1

Malta 73 15 9 4 0

Ireland 73 16 5 3 2

Hungary 72 15 7 5 1

Germany 71 17 7 3 1

Netherlands 71 22 5 2 0

United Kingdom 69 17 8 4 2

Finland 69 18 7 3 4

Sweden 69 23 7 2 1

EU 15 69 19 8 3 1

Poland 68 21 8 2 1

Greece 68 21 8 3 1

Luxembourg 68 22 7 2 0

EU 25 68 19 8 3 1

Belgium 67 21 7 4 2

France 67 19 10 3 2

Portugal 65 20 9 5 1

AC 10 64 22 9 3 1

Italy 62 24 10 3 1

Estonia 59 24 12 4 2

Romania 59 22 10 6 3

Czech Republic 56 25 12 5 2

Lithuania 56 28 12 4 1

ACC 13 54 24 14 6 3

Latvia 53 28 15 4 1

Slovakia 45 29 18 7 2

Bulgaria 44 26 19 8 3

Turkey 39 27 20 10 5

Source: European Commission, Eurobarometer CC EB 2002 and EB 56.1 Sept-Oct 2001.
Notes: Social exclusion index, summing up agreement with four statements indicating the perception of social exclusion,

the respective items are ‘I don’t feel that the value of what I do is recognised by the people I meet’, ‘I feel left out of
society’, ‘I don’t feel that I have the chance to play a useful part in society’ and ‘Some people look down on me
because of my income or job situation’ (agree or strongly agree), weight by weight2 for country group comparison,
weight by weight3 for country-specific results.
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It is difficult to identify a pattern in the distribution of such negative perceptions. What kind of
assumptions can be made and what explanation do the results suggest for the level of perceived
social exclusion in a country? Generally, patterns of distribution of perceived marginalisation might
follow the overall level of welfare in a country as well as the type of welfare state regime and
institutional settings of the social protection system. But this argument does not explain why for
example French, Finnish or German respondents report perceived social exclusion to such a
relatively high degree; and although the Scandinavian Member States report the weakest
culmination of social exclusion experiences, the exception of Finland needs to be explained. Even
if the important role the family possibly plays for social integration in the Southern European
countries were to explain the low level of perceived social exclusion, it is not known why Portugal
ranks relatively high, close to Estonia and Lithuania. 

As Figure 2 shows quite clearly, Member States from central and south Europe show nearly the
same level of perceived social exclusion, so that the welfare state argument, and the high value of
family solidarity in southern Europe loses its persuasive strength as an explanation. Such
argumentation is obviously not sufficient; determinants of perceived social exclusion might result
from a mixture of macro and micro explanations with respect to the overall level of welfare, the
experience of change and deterioration, cultural and political traditions, the welfare mix, the
coverage of the social protection systems, and unemployment and poverty experiences. Further
analysis will check at least some of these aspects.

Figure 2 Perceived social exclusion

Source: European Commission, Eurobarometer CC EB 2002 and EB 56.1 Sept-Oct 2001.
Notes: weight by weight2 for country groups, weight by weight3 for country-specific results.

17

The perception of social exclusion

5.6

6.6

7

7.8

8.2

9

10.4

10.6

11.2

11.8

12

12.1

12.1

12.4

12.6

12.9

13.4

13.6

13.8

13.9

14.1

14.6

14.9

16.3

17.7

18.3

19

19.8

22.7

26.6

29.4

34

0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35

Slovenia

Denmark

Netherlands

Spain

Sweden

Luxembourg

Ireland

Austria

Poland

Greece

Germany

Belgium

EU 15

EU 25

Cyprus

Malta

Hungary

Italy

United Kingdom

Finland

AC 10

France

Portugal

Lithuania

Estonia

Czech Republic

Romania

Latvia

ACC 13

Slovakia

Bulgaria

Turkey

% of population



Macro analysis: what drives the level of social exclusion in a country?

Macro analysis focuses attention on the connection between economic performance and the level
of unemployment and poverty in different countries on the one hand, and the prevalence of
perceived social exclusion on the other. All three factors play a key role in the social policy debate
about enhancing equal life chances and combating social exclusion. GDP per capita, total
unemployment rate and poverty (which, due to the lack of income poverty data, is measured by
experiences of serious solvency problems) serve as macro indicators for overall economic and
welfare performance. 

GDP per capita
Figure 3 could suggest the following pattern: the higher the GDP per capita, the lower the level of
perceived social exclusion in a country. As noted above, Slovenia, Cyprus and Malta do not have
to cope with widespread perceived social exclusion, and they enjoy relatively high economic
prosperity compared to the other acceding and candidate countries. Nevertheless, in Poland, for
example, GDP per capita is considerably lower than in Malta and Cyprus, but this has not affected
the level of perceived exclusion in this country. 

Figure 3 The relationship between GDP per capita (ppp) and perceived social exclusion

Source: European Commission, Eurobarometer CC EB 2002 and EB 56.1 Sept-Oct 2001, and Eurostat 2002
Note: Correlation Coefficient (Pearson): -.603; p = .001, N=28

The same inconsistency can be seen with respect to Turkey, Romania, Latvia and Bulgaria; these
countries are coping with an extremely low GDP per capita, but there is a difference in the extent
to which people feel they are on the margins of society. Turning to the Member States, the overall
level of national wealth measured in GDP per capita does not offer any convincing insights into
why perceived social exclusion is differently distributed. There is a group of countries with a similar
level of GDP per capita (€25,000-30,000), but significantly different levels of perceived
worthlessness and lack of overall recognition. In United Kingdom, France, Italy and Finland in
particular, determinants other than economic prosperity on the macro level must be drivers of
social exclusion.
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Unemployment rate
Next, the unemployment rate in a country is taken as an indicator of the dispersal of insecurity,
poverty risk and general social and political instability, all of which could engender a feeling of
social exclusion. Again, when the analysis is run for the enlarged EU of 28 countries, the
association between the unemployment rate and the level of perceived social exclusion is positive
and significant: the higher the unemployment rate in a country, the more widespread is the
perception of social exclusion. 

Figure 4 The relationship between the unemployment rate and perceived social exclusion

Source: European Commission, Eurobarometer CC EB 2002, EB 56.1 Sept-Oct 2001, Employment in Europe 2001 and
Eurostat 2002.

Notes: Unemployment rates refer to the year 2000. Correlation Coefficient (Pearson): .458; p = .014, N=28.

Many of the acceding and candidate countries have a similar level of unemployment, with around
7% of the population in Hungary, Romania, Turkey and Slovenia, for example, experiencing
unemployment in the year 2000; however, the perception of social exclusion is distributed quite
differently, with the lowest rates in Slovenia and the highest in Turkey. The same is true for the
countries which have higher unemployment rates, of around 15% (Poland, Lithuania, Bulgaria and
Latvia); this does not mean that these countries perform equally in terms of the distribution of
perceived social exclusion. Instead, only a small group of people feels marginalised in Poland
compared to almost one out of three in Bulgaria.

In the Member States there are unemployment rates ranging from between 2% (Luxembourg) and
14% in Spain. Some countries, such as the Netherlands, Denmark and Sweden, perform well in
both dimensions – low unemployment and low alienation. On the other hand, there are countries
like Ireland, Austria, the United Kingdom and Portugal, which all have similar unemployment
experiences, but where the population report a much more pronounced level of perceived social
exclusion. Spain, which has a low level of distributed alienation despite a relatively high
unemployment rate, is an interesting exception. 

Obviously the connection between the level of unemployment and the level of perceived social
exclusion is rather weak and other factors must play a role. For example, social assistance
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networks for unemployed people may be rather different in different countries, as could the amount
of unemployment benefit. Furthermore, individual unemployment experiences and the effect of
unemployment on self-image might be different when a generally high level of unemployment is
prevalent in a country and accepted as a common societal structure one has to cope with. This
might explain the weak relationship between the total unemployment rate in a country and the
distribution of perceived social exclusion: the higher the unemployment rate and the more
widespread the unemployment experience is, the less affected is the self-esteem of the people
concerned, and the less individuals will be felt to be responsible for precarious living conditions.
Consequently, it can be assumed that the unemployed in countries with low unemployment rates
must feel far more excluded than the unemployed in countries where joblessness is widespread. 

In principle this assumption is true. Figure 5 shows the unemployment rate and an indicator of
polarisation: the lower the total unemployment rate is in a country, the more polarised is the
experience of social exclusion between the employed and the unemployed. Unemployed people in
the Member States feel far more excluded and left out of society than employed people in countries
with relatively low unemployment rates do. Almost no difference between labour market insiders
and outsiders can be found in Portugal, Spain and Greece, although these countries have quite
different total unemployment rates. It might be easier to cope with unemployment in Southern
European countries, where strong family solidarity helps to lessen the consequences of losing a job.
Generally there is less polarisation of the exclusion experience in the acceding and candidate
countries. The Baltic countries, Poland, Bulgaria and Slovakia suffer from high unemployment
rates, and differences in the perception of marginalisation between employed and unemployed are
not very pronounced. Although the official unemployment rates are lower in Hungary, Slovenia,
Romania, Turkey and the Czech Republic, there is no more polarisation. The generally weak
economic performance of these countries or the strong black market economy might play an
important role in explaining these patterns. 

Figure 5 Unemployment and the polarisation of exclusion experience

Source: European Commission, Eurobarometer CC EB 2002, EB 56.1 Sept-Oct 2001, Employment in Europe 2001 and
Eurostat 2002.

Notes: Unemployment rates refer to the year 2000. Correlation Coefficient (Pearson): -.463; p = .013, N=28
Reading example: In Malta, with a total unemployment rate of 5% in the year 2000, the perception of social exclusion

among the unemployed is nearly three times as high as among the employed.
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Poverty
The dispersal of poverty in a country is another indicator for instability and collective experiences
of disintegration. Deprivation and poverty are plausible explanations for social exclusion, because
financial resources and access to basic goods are prerequisites for participation in social life.
Unfortunately, comparable official poverty rates for all 28 European countries are not available,
and the harmonised data set on quality of life does not contain reliable information on income and
household composition from which an equivalent income measure to draw poverty lines can be
calculated. Again, self-reported serious solvency problems are used as a proxy for acute poverty,
because this is the only adequate alternative indicator. 

The overall picture shows the following pattern. The higher the prevalence of acute poverty in a
country, the more widespread are experiences of social exclusion throughout the population. This
is especially true in the acceding and candidate countries; serious solvency problems are
particularly widespread in Turkey, Bulgaria, Latvia, Lithuania, Romania and Estonia. In
comparison, only a small number of people in the Member States suffer from serious solvency
problems. Nevertheless, although it is less striking and less obvious, the distribution of perceived
social exclusion also follows the same logic. However, there are differences in the level of perceived
social exclusion among the Member States which cannot be explained by a simple reference to
collective poverty experience. There is a group of countries with similar rates of extreme poverty
(Netherlands, Luxembourg, Ireland, Germany, Italy), but different levels of perceived alienation.
This could be because the strong poverty indicator used might not be appropriate to assess those
who are at risk of relative poverty in affluent countries.

Figure 6 The relationship between poverty and perceived social exclusion

Source: European Commission, Eurobarometer CC EB 2002 and EB 56.1 Sept-Oct 2001. 
Notes: Poverty is measured as serious solvency problems (experience of serious problems during last year on either paying

rent/mortgage, paying water, gas, electricity bills, repaying loans). Correlation Coefficient (Pearson): .751; p = .000,
N=28

Once again, it is appropriate to test the assumption that polarisation between the poor and non-
poor is more pronounced when the overall level of poverty is small. Figure 7 confirms this view, at
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least when Member States and the acceding and candidate countries are compared. Being poor in
the Member States causes a distinct feeling of being an outsider and widens the gap between the
poor and non-poor as far as chances of integration are concerned. This gap is far more pronounced
than in the acceding and candidate countries. However, important questions remain. Why do
Denmark, the Netherlands, Spain, Germany, Ireland, Austria, Luxembourg and Italy differ strongly
in terms of polarisation between poor and non-poor when they do not differ in their prevalence of
serious solvency problems; and why do countries with different economic and welfare profiles
(Italy, the Czech Republic, Sweden, Slovakia, Poland, Romania, Estonia, Lithuania, Latvia,
Bulgaria and Turkey) not differ as far as polarisation is concerned?

Figure 7 Poverty and the polarisation of exclusion experience

Source: European Commission, Eurobarometer CC EB 2002 and EB 56.1 Sept-Oct 2001. 
Note: Correlation Coefficient (Pearson): -.587; p = .001, N=28.
Reading example: In Germany, where around 3% of the population experience serious solvency problems, the perception

of social exclusion among the poor is nearly five times as high as among the non-poor.

Conclusion
In order to explain country differences in the overall level of perceived social exclusion throughout
the enlarged Europe, three aggregate indicators have been used to operationalise economic and
welfare performance in different countries. GDP per capita, the total unemployment rate and the
prevalence of serious solvency problems used as a poverty indicator. They explained far less than
has been expected, but revealed some general patterns which will help a better understanding of
how social exclusion experiences are distributed. Generally, the results show that

■ the lower the GDP per capita, the higher the level of perceived social exclusion

■ the higher the unemployment rate, the higher the level of perceived social exclusion

■ polarisation between the employed and the unemployed is far more pronounced in countries
with a low total unemployment rate

■ the higher the prevalence of acute poverty, the higher the level of perceived social exclusion

■ polarisation between poor and non-poor is far more pronounced in countries with a low
dispersion of acute poverty.
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However, these patterns leave many questions unanswered and despite some coherence, several
inconsistencies and country differences remain unexplained. Next, the micro level is examined in
order to analyse the individual experience of social exclusion and its determinants.

Micro analysis: who is at risk of social exclusion?

Micro analysis can more efficiently establish who is affected by perceived social exclusion in
different countries, and which socio-demographic and socio-economic characteristics are shared
by those who perceive themselves to be on the margins of society. Are there similar risk groups in
different European countries and if not, how can the differences be explained? What drives the
individual experience of social exclusion, especially in the acceding and candidate countries, and
how far do the results reflect the EU social policy goals which have been identified as important in
the fight against social exclusion in the Member States? 

Occupational class, employment status, income and multiple deprivation are treated as important
variables which might explain the perception of social exclusion in individual countries.6 In a
second step, polarisation indicators will be shown in order to get an impression of how polarised
societies are as far as the perception of social exclusion in the higher and lower social positions is
concerned.

Income
Table 7, and Figures 8 and 9 show results for income groups and the numbers from each group
perceiving themselves to be socially excluded. Income groups are built as household income
quartiles, which are unfortunately not adjusted by household size, because the relevant
information for the Member States is missing from the Standard Eurobarometer Survey that
included the social exclusion questions. The results are therefore not very precise; even more
regrettable is the fact that a poverty line can not be derived. As an alternative the self-reported
experience of serious solvency problems is taken once again. 

One obvious result of these calculations is the overall pattern that the lower the income and the
worse the financial situation of a household is, the more people have to cope with a self-image
dominated by inferiority and worthlessness. This is especially true in Turkey, Finland, Bulgaria,
Slovakia and Latvia, where one third of the population in each country feel that living with a low
income means being left out. Precarious living conditions, such as poverty and solvency problems,
induce even worse self-esteem. In Germany and France, and also in Slovakia from the acceding
countries, more than half of the very poor lack acceptance and affiliation. The ratio of the
prevalence of exclusion in the highest and lowest income quartiles shows the concentration of such
negative self-esteem in disadvantaged circumstances, irrespective of the general level of exclusion
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6 In the appendix cross tabulations according to age, gender, education and health are also displayed for each country separately. These
socio-economic and demographic variables fail to explain much of the distribution of perceived social exclusion. Differences between men
and women are not very pronounced, and not even significant, in all countries. No clear age group patterns are visible when comparing
28 European countries. Instead, as expected, illness is clearly associated with the perception of social exclusion in all the acceding and
candidate countries; unfortunately data are not available for the Member States. The connection between social exclusion and education
follows the same structure as class and income: the lower the educational level, the higher is the risk that people perceive themselves as
socially excluded. Polarisation between the highly educated and those with low levels of education is not at all pronounced in Slovakia,
Romania, Portugal, Italy, Finland, Germany, Austria or Sweden. However, it must be borne in mind that the level of education is measured
in self-reported years of age (‘when did full-time education stop’), which is not very reliable.



in a country. Again, the fact that the more widespread precarious living conditions are in a country,
the less polarised is the experience of perceived social exclusion, is confirmed. Figure 9 shows that
in Finland, Germany, Belgium, France and Austria, all wealthy states, the poor are much more
strongly affected by negative self-esteem than the non-poor. The gap between inside and outside is
obviously most prevalent in countries which are accustomed to a relatively high standard of living,
and which are well protected by stable social security systems, so that poverty and precarious
living conditions are not the norm. 

Table 7 Perceived social exclusion and income, % of population

Total Highest Third Second Lowest Serious Ratio 

population income income income income solvency lowest -

quartile quartile quartile quartile problems highest

% experiencing social exclusion

Turkey 34 22 33 36 46 42 2.1

Bulgaria 29 17 29 32 39 42 2.3

Slovakia 27 18 28 32 38 54 2.1

ACC 13 23 15 21 26 34 38 2.3

Latvia 20 11 17 24 33 27 3

Romania 19 13 18 21 26 30 2

Czech Republic 18 15 15 23 26 38 1.7

Estonia 18 8 20 23 25 32 3.1

Lithuania 16 9 14 23 23 26 2.6

France 15 5 12 20 25 52 5

Portugal 15 14 11 19 21 25 1.5

Italy 14 15 10 17 21 28 1.4

United Kingdom 14 16 10 7 29 48 1.8

Finland 14 4 9 16 40 48 10

AC 10 14 10 12 15 24 29 2.4

Hungary 13 9 16 13 16 32 1.8

Malta 13 8 12 19 13 - 1.6

Cyprus 12 6 11 8 25 42 4.2

Belgium 12 4 9 16 21 33 5.3

Germany 12 4 7 18 24 56 6

Greece 12 7 13 13 22 22 3.1

EU 25 12 8 10 14 23 38 2.9

EU 15 12 8 9 14 23 41 2.9

Poland 11 8 9 10 24 25 3

Ireland 10 5 8 18 22 - 4.4

Austria 10 6 8 11 29 42 4.8

Luxembourg 9 3 6 11 11 - 3.7

Spain 8 5 7 5 19 - 3.8

Sweden 8 6 6 10 11 18 1.8

Denmark 7 3 5 7 14 - 4.7

Netherlands 7 4 5 7 12 - 3

Slovenia 6 5 5 6 11 21 2.2

Source: European Commission, Eurobarometer CC EB 2002 and EB 56.1 Sept-Oct 2001. 
Notes: ‘Ratio lowest – highest’ refers to percentages of excluded among the lowest income quartile as a multiple of

percentages of excluded among the highest income quartile; weight by weight2 for country group comparison,
weight by weight3 for country specific analysis. (-) indicates number of cases below 30.
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Figure 8 Perceived social exclusion and income groups 

Source: European Commission, Eurobarometer CC EB 2002 and EB 56.1 Sept-Oct 2001. 

Figure 9 Exclusion experiences and polarisation between high and low income groups

Source: European Commission, Eurobarometer CC EB 2002 and EB 56.1 Sept-Oct 2001 *Malta excluded.
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Occupational class
Another important indicator for social hierarchy is social status measured as occupational class
position. One might object that a high occupational class position is closely connected with
sufficient income and, thus, an analysis based on these grounds might not be very different from
the above-mentioned income differences. However, there are other aspects connected with
occupational class position which might vary with the economic and political system in a country,
and which could affect unemployment risks, reputation and income differently in different
occupational classes. Although all the countries of the enlarged Europe (with the exception of
Turkey), with their huge system differences, are included in the analysis, an overall pattern has
emerged: non-skilled workers are significantly more likely to be affected by perceived social
exclusion than those with higher class positions. The exceptions are Finland, the Czech Republic
and Italy. Differences between the other occupational classes are not very pronounced, although
service workers are best off. Lacking specific skills and training carries a high risk of living in
circumstances that cut off opportunities for satisfactory participation. All in all, polarisation is once
again more strongly accentuated in the Member States than in the acceding and candidate
countries. 

Table 8 Perceived social exclusion and occupational class, % of population

Total Service Clerks Technicians Farmers Skilled Non- ratio service
population and sales and associate workers skilled class and

workers professionals workers non-skilled
workers

Bulgaria 29 24 27 - - 32 41 1.7
Slovakia 27 24 26 18 - 35 31 1.3
Latvia 20 18 18 - 26 23 1.3
Romania 19 14 12 - - 21 18 1.3
Czech Republic 18 17 19 - - 24 11 0.6
Estonia 18 13 16 - - 25 26 2
Lithuania 16 13 13 - - 22 25 1.9
ACC 12 16 14 15 14 14 19 22 1.6
France 15 11 16 16 - 15 30 2.7
Portugal 15 12 9 13 22 17 18 1.5
Italy 14 14 15 9 - 12 13 0.9
United Kingdom 14 4 11 - - 14 18 4.5
Finland 14 18 10 - 19 19 7 0.4
AC 10 14 13 14 14 13 16 20 1.5
Hungary 13 15 14 - - 10 17 1.1
Malta 13 1 11 - - 13 29 29
Cyprus 12 6 10 - - 14 15 2.5
Belgium 12 7 11 7 - 10 15 2.1
Germany 12 10 10 7 - 16 18 1.8
Greece 12 8 11 10 9 23 17 2.1
EU 25 12 9 12 10 12 14 17 1.9
EU 15 12 9 11 10 11 13 17 1.9
Poland 11 9 9 8 13 14 21 2.3
Ireland 10 5 7 - 10 13 19 3.8
Austria 10 8 10 - - 9 19 2.4
Luxembourg 9 4 11 - - 11 13 3.3
Spain 8 3 5 12 - 8 12 4
Sweden 8 7 9 - - 8 11 1.6
Denmark 7 3 7 - - 7 8 2.7
Netherlands 7 4 6 - - 13 14 3.5
Slovenia 6 6 6 - 16 4 11 1.8

Source: European Commission, Eurobarometer CC EB 2002 and EB 56.1 Sept-Oct 2001.

Notes: There are no results for Turkey due to filter errors in the Turkish questionnaire; polarisation between service and sales workers and

non-skilled workers is measured as percentages of people feeling excluded among non-skilled workers as a multiple of people feeling

excluded among the service class, the higher the ratio the more non-skilled workers feel left out compared to the service class; (-)

indicates number of cases below 30.
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Figure 10 Perceived social exclusion and occupational class

Source: European Commission, Eurobarometer CC EB 2002 and EB 56.1 Sept-Oct 2001 (Turkey excluded).

Employment
With the exception of Spain, the unemployed in all countries suffer from the perception of social
exclusion more than any other group. In Cyprus, Germany, Turkey, Ireland, Estonia and Bulgaria,
more than one third of the respondents report low self-esteem. Employment, on the other hand,
promises integration, at least in comparison with precarious working conditions and
unemployment. As far as the overall differences between the countries is concerned, perceived
social exclusion among the employed varies; for example in Turkey one third of the employed
report serious perceived integration deficits, whereas in Slovenia only 6% of the employed feel
socially excluded (the figures for Cyprus and Denmark are even lower). 

However, it is not only labour market inclusion as such that promises social integration. Obviously,
working conditions and employment security are also determinants that bring about affiliation
deficits. Insecure and stressful working conditions, measured by self-reported stressful working
conditions combined with everyday exhaustion after work and unemployment experience in the
last few years, are also connected with the perception of social exclusion: one in four respondents
affected by stressful working conditions report negative self-image in Turkey, Bulgaria, Slovakia,
Latvia, Lithuania and also in France. Polarisation between the employed and the unemployed is
again more strongly accentuated in the Member States, where unemployment rates are
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comparatively low or where social security is dependent on labour market integration (especially
in Cyprus, Denmark, Ireland, the United Kingdom, Germany, and the Netherlands).7 Retired
people are out of the labour market as well, but in most countries this does not lead to an above-
average feeling of social exclusion. Retired people report a lack of integration less than the
unemployed do; the exceptions are Latvia, Lithuania, Portugal and Spain. 

Figure 11 Exclusion experiences and polarisation between the service class and non-skilled
workers

Source: European Commission, Eurobarometer CC EB 2002 and EB 56.1 Sept-Oct 2001 (Turkey excluded).

Multiple deprivation
One main characteristic of the debate on social exclusion, which distinguishes the concept from
poverty, is the emphasis on multidimensionality. The availability of consumer goods and basic
essentials, housing conditions and even health conditions usually serve as non-monetary
indicators for measuring precarious living conditions. Unfortunately, the structure of the data set
severely limits such an analysis. Information about deprivation and lack of basic essentials is only
available for the acceding and candidate countries, and no information at all on housing conditions
is included in the survey. Moreover, an analysis of the overlap of serious disadvantages shows a
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is not available.



very small number of cases. Table 10 and the following figures show the maximum information that
can realistically be drawn from the survey data. Three main indicators have been built to capture
multiple deprivation: economic strain, the experience of unemployment, and lack of social
support.8

Table 9 Perceived social exclusion and employment, % of population

Total Employed Precarious Unemployed/ Retired/unable Polarisation
population working temporarily to work through employed vs.

conditions not working illness unemployed

% experiencing social exclusion

Turkey 34 34 42 41 28 1.2
Bulgaria 29 26 25 39 32 1.5
Slovakia 27 27 46 35 27 1.3
ACC 13 23 20 26 32 21 1.6
Latvia 20 15 25 29 32 1.9
Romania 19 13 21 28 19 2.2
Czech Republic 18 16 20 31 26 1.9
Estonia 18 14 24 39 26 2.8
Lithuania 16 14 26 23 23 1.6
France 15 13 28 33 15 2.5
Portugal 15 13 17 16 19 1.2
Italy 14 13 16 26 12 2
United Kingdom 14 7 14 32 16 4.6
Finland 14 13 13 31 14 2.4
AC 10 14 13 17 21 18 1.6
Hungary 13 12 16 19 16 1.6
Malta 13 13 16 37 12 2.8
Cyprus 12 5 6 46 27 9.2
Belgium 12 9 17 26 13 2.9
Germany 12 10 8 42 11 4.2
Greece 12 11 9 17 15 1.5
EU 15 12 10 15 29 13 2.9
EU 25 12 10 15 25 14 2.5
Poland 11 9 9 19 15 2.1
Ireland 10 7 15 40 9 5.7
Austria 10 9 9 32 14 3.6
Luxembourg 9 10 18 25 8 2.5
Spain 8 7 10 4 8 0.6
Sweden 8 7 14 16 7 2.3
Denmark 7 3 9 22 11 7.3
Netherlands 7 5 12 21 8 4.2
Slovenia 6 6 6 9 5 1.5

Source: European Commission, Eurobarometer CC EB 2002 and EB 56.1 Sept-Oct 2001.
Notes: Precarious working conditions are measured as self-reported stressful working conditions (always or often) and

coming home from work exhausted (always or often) and experience of unemployment in last five years (periods of
up to one year or longer).

The overall impression is that cumulated disadvantages strongly reduce the chances of integration
in all the European countries investigated. Respondents who do not have to cope with financial
difficulties, who are integrated in the labour market and who can rely on social support are strongly
protected from the subjective evaluation that they are on the margins of society. Again, the
prevalence of perceived social exclusion in this group follows the overall differences between the
28 countries: Member States are better off than the acceding and candidate countries, and the
extremes are again Turkey, on the one hand, and Slovenia, with very low rates, on the other. 
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8 It would have been desirable to extract more precise categories, but the ability to make a calculation is limited by missing information in
the dataset and the extremely small number of cases. 



Figure 12 Perceived social exclusion and employment in 28 European countries

Source: European Commission, Eurobarometer CC EB 2002 and EB 56.1 Sept-Oct 2001.

The combination of financial restrictions with unemployment (as opposed to financial difficulties
only) severely limits chances of participation and feelings of belonging. If severely deprived people
also lack social support outside the family, the risk that they will feel that they are on the margins
of society is even higher. In Finland, Germany, Turkey and Slovakia, about every second person
who is unemployed and experiencing financial difficulties reports a perception of alienation,
worthlessness and of being left out of society. Again, the above-mentioned pattern is confirmed:
Deprived people suffer most in countries where the overall level of prosperity is relatively high,
where unemployment and poverty is not widespread. Polarisation between the non-deprived and
the deprived is highest in Finland, Germany, Ireland, Denmark and the Netherlands. Generally,
people in the Member States are much more affected by this gap between insiders and outsiders
in relation to multiple deprivation than those in the acceding and candidate countries, where the
level of perceived social exclusion is generally higher, but less concentrated at the bottom of
society. 
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Figure 13 Exclusion experiences and polarisation between the employed and unemployed

Source: European Commission, Eurobarometer CC EB 2002 and EB 56.1 Sept-Oct 2001.

Figure 14 Perceived social exclusion and multiple deprivation

Source: European Commission, Eurobarometer CC EB 2002 and EB 56.1 Sept-Oct 2001.
*Note: no data available for Czech Republic, Italy, Malta, Cyprus, Luxembourg, and Sweden.
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Table 10 Perceived social exclusion and multiple deprivation, % of population

Total No integration Financial Financial Financial Polarisation

population deficits1 difficulties2 difficulties and difficulties and between non-

unemployment lack of social deprived and

experience3 support4 multiply deprived

Turkey 34 29 39 47 48 1.6

Bulgaria 30 21 34 43 49 2

Slovakia 27 24 33 46 - 1.9

ACC 13 23 17 29 39 44 2.3

Latvia 20 13 28 34 32 2.6

Romania 19 12 24 35 37 2.9

Czech Republic 18 15 25 - - -

Estonia 18 12 25 46 42 3.8

Lithuania 16 12 23 29 35 2.4

France 15 12 24 46 - 3.8

Portugal 15 11 21 15 34 1.4

Italy 14 11 21 - - -

United Kingdom 14 10 26 44 - 4.4

Finland 14 9 39 68 - 7.6

AC 10 14 10 20 28 37 2.8

Hungary 13 9 18 23 42 2.6

Malta 13 13 12 - - -

Cyprus 12 8 21 - 32 -

Belgium 12 9 23 33 24 3.7

Germany 12 9 24 56 39 6.2

Greece 12 8 18 28 26 3.5

EU 25 12 9 21 37 34 4.1

EU 15 12 9 22 41 33 4.6

Poland 11 7 17 26 35 3.7

Austria 11 7 26 32 - 4.6

Ireland 10 8 22 45 - 5.6

Luxembourg 9 8 12 - - -

Spain 8 6 15 10 - 1.7

Sweden 8 7 13 - - -

Denmark 7 4 14 34 - 8.5

Netherlands 7 6 14 37 - 6.2

Slovenia 6 4 10 8 - 2

Source: European Commission, Eurobarometer CC EB 2002 and EB 56.1 Sept-Oct 2001.
1no integration deficits (no financial difficulties, no unemployment experience, social support available) 2Financial
difficulties (low income quartile or self-reported long-term deprived living conditions); 3unemployment experiences
(currently unemployed or more than two years of unemployment experience during the last five years); 4lack of social
support (help from outside the household in difficult situations not available); weight by weight2 for country group analysis,
weight by weight3 for country specific analysis. 

Multivariate analysis: determinants of perceived social exclusion
The descriptive results so far have revealed the above-average prevalence of perceived integration
deficits in certain population groups, which are – across country borders – non-skilled workers, the
poor, the unemployed and the multiply deprived. A multivariate analysis will give a more accurate
picture by considering a wide range of factors at the same time. Determinants of perceived social
exclusion can be calculated independently of their mutual interacting and overlap, e.g. it is
possible to find out if unemployment as such is a predictor of perceived social exclusion or if its
explanatory value vanishes when income level is controlled for. It might turn out that
unemployment and low income are interrelated, but the most decisive factor in predicting
perceived social exclusion is low income. Moreover, it is interesting to examine whether the risk of
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perceived social exclusion is linked to certain socio-demographic aspects like age, gender or
occupational class position, even when other determinants are considered.9

Figure 15 Exclusion experiences and polarisation between multiply deprived and non-
deprived

Source: European Commission, Eurobarometer CC EB 2002 and EB 56.1 Sept-Oct 2001.

First, two main group models are calculated for the acceding countries and the Member States.
Then separate models are calculated for six countries, which are quite different in terms of
perceived social exclusion and in terms of their welfare state regime characteristics. The models
include a range of explanatory variables for characterising socio-demographic and socio-economic
aspects. Marital status, age, gender, household size and illness are considered as important socio-
demographic variables. Unfortunately information on household composition is missing, although
this information would have been very useful in order to check if, for example, single parent
households or households with many children have an above average risk of social exclusion. In
addition, the model integrates variables on employment and resources (education, occupational
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9 The dependent variable is the perception of social exclusion, measured as the agreement with at least two out of four statements indicating
lack of recognition, perceived uselessness and inferiority (see Figure 2 for its distribution). The calculation is done with a logistic regression
model, because the dependent variable is coded binary (perceived exclusion or not) expelling exp(b) coefficients, which indicate the odds
ratio of the risk of becoming socially excluded in relation to the reference category of each independent variable. 



class, employment status, income information for the household measured in quartiles, long-term
household financial difficulties as assessed by the respondent, and the duration of the respondent’s
unemployment experience in the last five years). Finally, an indicator of multiple deprivation is
included – this measures the overlap of financial difficulties and unemployment experience in
order to explore whether there are countries where the overlap itself is the main characteristic of
the social exclusion risk, as is often assumed in the social exclusion policy debate.

There is a general difference between Member States and the acceding and candidate countries.
The experience of social exclusion, which is much more common among the acceding and
candidate countries, is closely related to multiple deprivation and long-term financial difficulties.
In the Member States, the risk of feeling like an outsider is also strongly connected with these
severe disadvantages, but belonging is also dependent on labour market integration and higher
education. Obviously, social integration in the acceding and candidate countries means first of all
ensuring sufficient basic essentials; whereas people in the Member States, which have a higher
standard of living, see labour market attachment and a certain level of education as prerequisites
for recognition and a feeling of affiliation. 

Occupational class position is no longer significant when multiple deprivation, low income and
unemployment are integrated in the model; this is because they are closely interrelated, and the
position at the lower end of the social hierarchy is not sufficient to promote a feeling of exclusion.
Moreover, it is clear that unmarried and divorced people in the Member States suffer from
alienation, too. This highlights the fact that not only are material and financial resources important
factors determining integration, but that social and emotional factors are also important. Marriage
seems to help integration, at least in the Member States.

Of course, these rough calculations hide major country specifics. The analysis run separately for at
least six countries reveals that the following determinants are significant, independent of other
interactions (see Table A5 in the appendix): 

■ Turkey: young age, low education, long-term unemployment experience, living alone, low
income, long-term financial difficulties, illness

■ Estonia: skilled worker, multiple deprivation, illness 

■ Hungary: multiple deprivation, illness, long-term financial difficulties

■ Italy: unmarried, long-term financial difficulties

■ Germany: divorce, young age, unemployment, retired, low income, long-term financial
difficulties

■ Sweden: multiple deprivation
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Table 11 Determinants of the exposure to perceived social exclusion, logistic regression
models (exp(b)) acceding countries and Member States compared

AC 10 EU 15

Marital status (ref.: married)

Unmarried ,869 1,317

Divorced/separated 1,275 1,572

Widowed 1,017 1,028

Age (ref. 15-24)

25-39 1,019 ,941

40-54 1,180 ,952

55+ ,812 ,702

Women (ref: men) ,828 ,869

Education (ref.: secondary level)

Primary (up to 15 years) ,940 1,035

Tertiary (20+) ,976 ,824

Still studying 1,005 ,575

Occupational class (ref.: service workers)

Clerks ,936 ,988

Technicians and associate professionals ,857 ,964

Farmers ,817 ,798

Skilled workers ,868 ,976

Non-skilled workers 1,072 1,046

Never did any paid work 1,306 1,208

Employment status, current (ref.: employed)

Unemployed/not working ,927 1,629

Retired/illness 1,278 1,573

Unemployment experience in last five years 

(ref.: no unemployment)

Less than 2 years 1,473 1,288

2 years and more 1,362 1,449

Multiple deprivation (ref: no integration deficits) 2,213 1,427

Household size (ref.: two persons)

One-person household 1,165

Three persons and more ,849

Illness (ref. healthy) 1,578

Income quartiles (ref.: highest)

3 1,107 ,914

2 1,204 1,261

lowest 1,435 1,589

Long term economic strain 

(ref.: no financial difficulties)

Difficulties up to 2 years 2,006 2,453

2-5 years 1,772 3,015

6 years and longer 1,682 2,661

Constant ,078 ,69

Total number 8900 15886

Chi square 202,341 1479,980

df 39 33

McFadden’s R2 0,07 0,10

Source: European Commission, Eurobarometer CC EB 2002 and EB 56.1 Sept-Oct 2001.
Notes: Logistic regression models (exp(b)) accession countries and Member States compared; no information on

household size and illness available in the Member States.

35

The perception of social exclusion



Despite the unsatisfactory explanatory value of the models as such, long-term economic strain and
labour market exclusion seem to be the most decisive factors independent of country specifics. The
overlap of both disadvantages is more decisive, but it is clear that social exclusion experiences are
also connected with disadvantages when either income or employment are considered separately;
both are necessary prerequisites for a decent standard of living. It is interesting that despite
different welfare regime characteristics, occupational class position and educational level lose their
explanatory power when integrated in a model with income and employment. It can be assumed,
though, that disadvantaged living conditions and material shortcomings are concentrated at the
lower end of the social ladder, but that low occupational class position is not sufficient to promote
social exclusion. Illness is another factor that diminishes integration chances regardless of country.
On the other hand, there are interesting country specifics. For example, the youngest age group
(15-24) in Turkey and in Germany have a higher risk of perceived social exclusion. The reason in
Germany might be a worse labour market entry situation for young cohorts, and, linked to this,
widespread pessimism concerning the future in general. In Italy unmarried people experience a
lack of belonging and acceptance compared to married people, and in Germany there is a high risk
that divorced people will feel left out. This, again, points to family integration as another important
factor that could deepen understanding of social exclusion processes. Social participation, network
support and family integration are important sources that provide overall well-being and protection
from social exclusion. The next chapters will explore these aspects in detail.

Conclusion
Some general observations can be made about the distribution of perceived social exclusion: First,
the perception of social exclusion, that is, alienation, perceived powerlessness and inferiority, is
strongly connected with the experience of unemployment and severe financial difficulties,
regardless of country. Respondents who have to cope with serious solvency problems report above-
average feelings of marginalisation, and multiple deprivation increases the risk of social exclusion
even more. Second, exclusion from the labour market seems to promote the perception of
marginalisation to a greater extent in the Member States. For EU citizens, access to the labour
market, which usually also means access to social protection systems in order to safeguard a
certain standard of living, is fundamental for the provision of integration and life chances. 

Generally, the results shown here imply that the higher the welfare level of a country, the more
people in the severely materially disadvantaged group suffer from the perception that they are
outsiders. In relatively affluent societies such as Finland, France, United Kingdom and Germany,
nearly half of all respondents associate the experience of acute poverty or unemployment with
perceived social exclusion; this exceeds the average level of perceived social exclusion in these
countries many times. Therefore, comparisons and reference groups may be relevant when the
evaluation of personal precariousness is concerned. Becoming unemployed might be less of a
personal failure if the general level of unemployment in a country is high; and personal
responsibility for poverty might be felt to be weaker when the standard of living is low nationwide.
It is evident that the gap between insiders and outsiders is most prevalent in countries that are
accustomed to a relatively high standard of living, where unemployment and poverty have only
recently been perceived as threats to the normal level of social security and political stability. The
specifics of the welfare mixes, and particularly the high value of family solidarity might also be
important when the key determinants of social exclusion processes are explored. It is obvious that
in Portugal, Italy, Greece and especially in Spain, poverty and unemployment have less severe
consequences than in the Member States situated in central Europe, and do not inevitably induce
desperation, alienation and personal failure.
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To get a clearer picture of the consequences of economic strain or precarious labour market
attachment for the perception of social integration in general, it is important to look at dimensions
other than alienation, uselessness and lack of recognition by society. The questionnaire also
provides information on the perception of how the family, social networks and social life in general
(all of which are important providers of social support) are affected when living conditions are
seriously disadvantaged. Family, social network support and social participation are indisputably
of major importance in providing integration. This can be seen by the empirical fact that one in
three people in the enlarged Europe believe that family break-ups bring about social exclusion, and
that living with a partner and seeing friends regularly are necessities of a good life (see Tables 3
and 5). The comparative survey data enables us to analyse whether deficits concerning family and
social network integration are distributed and determined in the same way as the perception of
social exclusion. Are there group-specific risks when emotional support is lacking? As a next step,
the importance of these integration domains in mitigating the consequences of disadvantages and
shortcomings like deprivation, poverty and unemployment will be seen.

Family integration

Lack of family integration is measured with a very strong indicator, which picks out those who
report a feeling of exclusion from their family, and which might transcend integration deficits and
indicate the total absence of family support. The only alternative indicator is satisfaction with
family life, which does not prove to be very selective. Bearing this restriction in mind, the results
show that lack of family integration is distributed quite differently in Europe. Six per cent of the
population in both the acceding and candidate countries and Member States feel left out of their
family. However, country specific analysis reveals huge differences in risk exposure. The
prevalence ranges from 14% in Slovakia to 3% in Slovenia on the one hand, from 13% in France
to 3% in Spain on the other. There is no visible pattern that distinguishes acceding and candidate
countries from Member States where lack of family support does not seem to follow vast cultural
or economic differences. 

Generally, the risk of losing family support is slightly higher in the low-income groups and increases
where the unemployed and the multiply deprived are concerned. This is particularly true for the
Member States. In the Member States family integration is most threatened in the case of
cumulated disadvantages when basic essentials are lacking and access to the labour market is
hampered. Unemployment itself does not in every case induce a higher risk of deterioration of
family ties. There is no big difference between the employed and the unemployed in Slovakia,
France, Portugal, Turkey and Spain; this is especially true in Spain and also in Slovakia, where the
unemployed report less problems with family integration than either the employed or the
population as a whole. Polarisation between high and low income groups concerning lack of family
integration is more evident, especially in the acceding countries group; all in all, there is no clear
cut pattern for the acceding and candidate countries and the Member States.

Other subjectively perceived
integration deficits

3
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Table 12 Lack of family integration, % of population and ratios

Total Unemployed Polarisation Low Polarisation Multiple

employed/ income high/low deprivation

unemployed income

Slovakia 14 10 0.8 28 4.7 17

France 13 16 1.2 23 4.6 26

Portugal 13 17 1.3 23 2.1 25

Turkey 10 13 1.4 13 2.6 12

Czech Republic 8 12 1.7 15 3 -

Luxembourg 8 - - 13 3.3 -

Finland 8 12 1.5 22 4.4 42

Lithuania 7 10 1.7 9 2.3 10

Belgium 7 13 2.6 15 3.8 17

United Kingdom 7 17 4.3 14 2.3 21

Latvia 6 9 2.3 13 4.3 9

EU 15 6 12 2.4 13 4.3 17

EU 25 6 12 2.4 12 4 16

ACC 13 6 10 2 11 3.7 11

Estonia 5 10 2.5 9 4.5 9

Malta 5 - - 8 4

Germany 5 16 4 10 5 26

Netherlands 5 9 2.3 7 7 24

AC 10 5 9 2.3 11 5.5 11

Poland 4 8 8 9 4.5 9

Denmark 4 9 4.5 7 3.5 23

Greece 4 4 2 10 10 2

Italy 4 9 2.3 8 2.7 -

Ireland 4 7 1.8 11 3.7 24

Austria 4 13 3.3 11 5.5 17

Bulgaria 3 3 1.5 10 10 4

Cyprus 3 9 3 8 8 -

Hungary 3 8 4 5 5 6

Romania 3 4 2 6 6 4

Slovenia 3 6 3 9 4.5 10

Spain 3 1 0.5 9 4.5 7

Sweden 3 5 2.5 7 7 -

Source: European Commission, Eurobarometer CC EB 2002 and EB 56.1 Sept-Oct 2001.
Notes: ‘Lack of family integration’ is measured as agreement (strongly agree or agree) with the statement ‘I feel left out of

my family’. Reading example: in Slovakia: 14 % of the total population report that they feel left out of their family.
One out of ten unemployed Slovakians lacks family support and the differences between employed and
unemployed is not pronounced. Low income instead is closely associated with lack of family integration: 25% of the
poor report feelings of family exclusion, and low income is nearly five times higher associated with lack of family
integration than high income.

Multivariate analysis shows that long-term financial difficulties, indicating a severe lack of material
resources, are particularly connected with lack of family back-up in both country groups, the
acceding countries and the Member States (Table 13). Another shared determinant is divorce (and
in the acceding countries also widowhood), which can be easily explained by the obvious loss of
established familiar networks and solidarity. In the acceding group illness is also connected with a
lack of family integration; this indicator is unfortunately not available for the Member States.
Again, risk factors are more diverse in the Member States: low income, experience of
unemployment and multiple deprivation determine family break-up. Moreover retired and
unmarried people and academics face a higher risk of losing family integration. 



Table 13 Determinants of the exposure to lack of family integration, logistic regression
models (exp(b)) acceding countries and Member States compared

AC 10 EU 15

Marital status (ref.: married)

Unmarried 1,328 1,616

Divorced/separated 2,992 2,273

Widowed 1,896 1,216

Age (ref. 15-24)

25-39 ,656 ,843

40-54 1,080 ,905

55+ ,912 ,857

Women (ref : men) ,964 1,192

Education (ref.: secondary level)

Primary (up to 15 years) ,873 ,936

Tertiary (20+) 1,155 1,233

Still studying ,926 ,670

Occupational class (ref.: service class)

Clerks 1,166 1,162

Technicians and associate professionals 1,214 ,739

Farmers 1,119 ,759

Skilled workers ,870 1,115

Non-skilled workers 1,118 ,865

Never did any paid work 1,784 1,274

Employment status, actual 

(ref.: employed)

Unemployed/not working ,942 1,026

Retired/illness ,699 1,384

Unemployment experience in last five years 

(ref.: no unemployment)

Less than 2 years 1,094 1,206

2 years and more 1,086 ,963

Multiple deprivation (ref: no integration deficits) 1,840 1,748

Household size (ref.: two persons)

One person household 1,605

Three persons and more ,566

Illness (ref. healthy) 1,772

Income quartiles (ref.: highest)

3 1,104 1,322

2 1,482 1,336

lowest 1,835 2,115

Long term financial difficulties 

(ref.: no financial difficulties)

Difficulties up to 2 years 2,491 2,906

2-5 years 1,983 2,778

6 years and longer 2,121 1,915

Constant ,014 ,019

Total number 9103 15800

Chi square 167,647 798,307

df 39 33

McFadden’s R2 0,12 0,08

Source: European Commission, Eurobarometer CC EB 2002 and EB 56.1 Sept-Oct 2001.
Notes: logistic regression models (exp(b)) acceding countries and Member States compared; no information on household

size and health available in the Member States
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Social support network

Lack of social support means that assistance and moral support is missing when people face
difficult life situations such as depression or short-term financial emergency. One in ten citizens of
the enlarged Europe lacks such support outside the household. Member State citizens, particularly
from the Scandinavian countries, are better off in this respect. Again, there is a wide range of
country specific distribution: the highest rates are in Cyprus and Turkey (24%), and the lowest in
Denmark, Ireland and Sweden (4%). Low income and unemployment increase the risk of losing
social support outside the household. Almost every second unemployed person in Cyprus must do
without social support, as must around 40% of those with low income in Cyprus, Turkey and
Greece. However, there are countries where social support does not diminish in cases of
disadvantaged living conditions: Sweden, Ireland, Denmark, Netherlands, Spain, Finland, Italy,
Slovenia and Hungary are countries where the needy can generally count on help from outside
their own household, at least to the same extent as the rest of the population can. 

Table 14 Lack of social network support, % of population and ratios

Total Unemployed Polarisation Low Polarisation

employed/ income high/low

unemployed income

Cyprus 24 46 2.4 40 5.7

Turkey 24 29 1.3 42 3.8

Greece 22 29 1.7 40 4.4

Bulgaria 20 30 2.1 29 1.9

Latvia 20 26 1.4 22 1.7

Romania 19 24 1.5 26 1.4

ACC 13 18 25 1.7 31 3.1

Lithuania 17 22 1.7 26 3.3

Belgium 16 13 1 26 2.6

Germany 16 18 1.2 23 2.3

Hungary 13 13 1.3 16 2.9

Malta 13 - - 14 2.3

Slovenia 13 14 1.6 15 1.7

Poland 12 20 2 25 5

AC 10 12 18 1.8 20 4

Estonia 11 11 0.9 21 3.5

Portugal 11 17 1.7 20 4

Austria 11 19 2.4 24 2.4

EU 25 11 14 1.6 16 2.3

EU 15 10 13 1.4 15 2.1

Italy 9 4 0.4 11 1.2

France 9 13 1.9 12 1.5

Luxembourg 9 - - 14 2.8

United Kingdom 9 19 2.4 12 2

Czech Republic 8 16 2.3 12 2.4

Slovakia 7 12 2 15 7.5

Finland 7 7 1 10 1.7

Spain 5 7 1.4 9 4.5

Netherlands 5 4 1 2 1

Denmark 4 2 0.7 6 2

Ireland 4 7 2.3 2 2

Sweden 4 2 0.7 5 2.5

Source: European Commission, Eurobarometer CC EB 2002 and EB 56.1 Sept-Oct 2001.
Notes: (-) number of cases below 30. ‘Lack of social support networks’ is measured as self-reported lack of help from
outside the household in case of depression and limited finances.
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Table 15 Determinants of the exposure to lack of social support, logistic regression models
(exp(b)) acceding countries and Member States compared

AC 10 EU 15

Marital status (ref.: married)

Unmarried 1,228 ,896

Divorced/separated 1,508 1,230

Widowed 1,251 1,370

Age (ref. 15-24)

25-39 1,743 1,118

40-54 2,342 1,247

55+ 3,234 1,452

Women (ref : men) ,603 ,607

Education (ref.: secondary level)

Primary (up to 15 years) 1,203 1,163

Tertiary (20+) ,795 ,866

Still studying ,844 ,885

Occupational class (ref.: service class)

Clerks 1,090 1,240

Technicians and associate professionals 1,240 ,901

Farmers ,969 1,069

Skilled workers 1,049 1,387

Non-skilled workers 1,470 1,322

Never did any paid work ,963 ,941

Employment status, actual 

(ref.: employed)

Unemployed/not working 1,260 1,118

Retired/illness ,893 1,156

Unemployment experience in last five years 

(ref.: no unemployment)

Less than 2 years 1,301 1,216

2 years and more 1,496 1,069

Household size (ref.: two persons)

One person household ,673

Three persons and more 1,080

Illness (ref. healthy) 1,273

Income quartiles (ref.: highest)

3 1,668 1,118

2 1,553 1,540

lowest 2,696 1,379

Long term economic strain 

(ref.: no financial difficulties)

Difficulties up to 2 years 1,642 1,209

2-5 years 1,734 1,506

6 years and longer 2,209 1,798

Constant ,019 ,058

Total number 7915 14134

Chi square 191,802 526,254

df 37 31

McFadden’s R2 0,08 0,04

Source: European Commission, Eurobarometer CC EB 2002 and EB 56.1 Sept-Oct 2001.
Notes: logistic regression models (exp(b)) acceding countries and Member States compared; no information on household
size and health available in the Member States; multiple deprivation is excluded from the analysis, because it would overlap
with the dependent variable.
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Multivariate analysis reveals an inconsistent picture. Low income and long-term economic strain
are important factors which increase the risk of losing social support in the acceding countries as
well as in the Member States. Other risk groups in the Member States are: divorced and widowed
people compared to married people, older compared to younger age groups, the highly educated
compared to those with low levels of education, and workers compared to service workers. In the
acceding countries older people are at a higher risk of losing social support than are younger
people. In both Member States and acceding counties women have better access to social networks
than men. 

Participation in social life

Another highly valued aspect of social integration is participation in a general sense: this
encompasses political participation as in the right to vote, to be a member of a political party or
generally to influence the shaping of public opinion. It also refers to voluntary membership and
involvement in organisations such as trade unions, action groups or even sports clubs. Finally, it
also means having the opportunity to take advantage of cultural opportunities and to contact other
people and foster social networks. There are important studies which explore the relationship
between material shortcomings, disadvantaged living conditions and social relationships; they
often come to the conclusion that the connection between both domains is surprisingly weak. 

Our survey data do not provide sufficient information to capture this domain in a comprehensive
manner with the available indicators. For example, there is no information on political and cultural
integration, questions about membership in organisations were only asked in the acceding and
candidate countries, and social relationships as such were not central to the questionnaire. As a
compromise, and in order to grasp at least some information about the connection between social
participation and overall integration, an indicator was built which paraphrases chances to
participate in social life. Self-reported loneliness and dissatisfaction with social life are put together
to build this variable in order to focus on those who feel that they are on their own and have little
prospect of participating in social life.

Participation deficits in such a sense are unevenly distributed throughout Europe. The acceding
and candidate countries, in particular Turkey, Latvia, Bulgaria, Estonia and Romania suffer most
in this respect; more than 15% of the population in these countries complain that their social life
is unsatisfactory and that they are lonely. In the Member States, those reporting limited
opportunities to participate range from 12% of the population in Greece to 3% of the Danish
population; again, the Scandinavian Member States report only low levels. Unemployment, low
income and multiple deprivation considerably diminish the quality of social life in almost every
country. Weak participation is most marked amongst the unemployed in Turkey, Lithuania, the
Czech Republic, Italy and Luxembourg. It prevails in the low income group in Latvia, Bulgaria,
Romania, Hungary, Slovakia, Portugal and Poland, and it is highest among the multiply deprived
in Estonia and in the majority of the Member States, namely Greece, the United Kingdom, Belgium,
Finland, Germany, France, Ireland, Netherlands, Austria and Denmark. 

Multivariate analysis adds some more information (Table 17, p.44). In both the acceding countries
and Member States the risk of having limited chances to participate in social life is connected with
multiple deprivation and long-term financial difficulties. Moreover, whereas married people are
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more or less assured of participation, divorced and widowed people complain about a dissatisfying
social life, regardless of their income level and employment status. Differences between old and
new EU Member States are related to unemployment and low income, which both have an
influence on weak social participation. In the acceding countries, however, these disadvantages do
not have consequences for social participation; this again shows the connection between the
overall level of living in a country and the relative relevance of disadvantage to social integration.
In the Member States younger age groups compared to older age groups, and men compared to
women do not feel that their chance to participate is limited. Illness, again, is a predictor of limited
participation in the acceding countries, and most probably in the Member States as well, but the
respective variable is not available for this calculation. 

Table 16 Limited opportunities to participate in social life, % of population and ratios

Total Unemployed Polarisation Low Polarisation Multiple

employed/ income high/low deprivation

unemployed income

Turkey 20 30 1.4 26 1.7 28

Latvia 18 28 2.5 38 7.6 26

Bulgaria 17 25 3.6 46 15.3 27

Estonia 15 35 2.7 24 3.4 44

Romania 15 13 1.3 29 3.2 18

Lithuania 14 25 2.5 18 3 23

ACC 13 14 22 2 25 2.8 22

Greece 12 22 2.8 31 7.8 35

Czech Republic 11 23 2.6 17 4.3 -

Cyprus 10 25 5 21 7

Hungary 10 11 1.8 24 4 10

Italy 10 19 2.1 17 2.4

Slovakia 9 13 1.9 21 4.2 13

United Kingdom 9 21 4.2 17 2.4 22

AC 10 9 13 2.2 19 1.6 14

Belgium 8 20 4 16 8 32

Portugal 8 8 1.1 19 6.3 18

Finland 8 22 3.7 20 20 31

EU 25 8 17 3.4 17 4.3 23

Poland 7 11 2.8 16 5.3 11

Sweden 7 9 1.8 14 3.5 -

EU 15 7 18 3.6 16 4 26

Malta 6 - - 14 14 -

Germany 6 18 6 15 7.5 28

France 6 18 3.6 17 17 36

Ireland 6 22 7.3 24 12 34

Spain 5 12 2.4 12 4 -

Luxembourg 5 33 6.6 6 1.5 -

Netherlands 5 8 4 14 4.7 21

Austria 5 25 8.3 18 18 32

Slovenia 4 3 1 12 6 5

Denmark 3 10 5 7 7 12

Source: European Commission, Eurobarometer CC EB 2002 and EB 56.1 Sept-Oct 2001.
Notes: (-) number of cases below 30. ‘limited opportunities to participate in social life’ are measured as self-reported

loneliness and dissatisfaction with social life.
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Table 17 Determinants of the exposure to limited opportunities of participation, logistic
regression models (exp(b)) acceding countries and Member States compared

AC 10 EU 15

Marital status (ref.: married)

Unmarried 1,663 1,551

Divorced/separated 4,504 2,052

widowed 4,054 2,277

Age (ref. 15-24)

25-39 1,819 1,224

40-54 2,159 1,383

55+ 2,030 1,349

Women (ref : men) 1,138 1,312

Education (ref.: secondary level)

Primary (up to 15 years) ,543 1,218

Tertiary (20+) ,962 1,183

Still studying ,573 ,843

Occupational class (ref.: service class)

Clerks 1,324 ,996

Technicians and associate professionals 1,038 ,578

Farmers 2,249 ,743

Skilled workers 1,261 ,934

Non-skilled workers 2,089 1,033

Never did any paid work 1,963 1,267

Employment status, actual 

(ref.: employed)

Unemployed/not working ,968 1,537

Retired/illness ,983 1,143

Unemployment experience in last five years 

(ref.: no unemployment)

Less than 2 years 1,402 1,166

2 years and more ,748 1,147

Multiple deprivation (ref: no integration deficits) 2,928 1,380

Household size (ref.: two persons)

One person household 1,362

Three persons and more ,784

Illness (ref. healthy) 1,905

Income quartiles (ref.: highest)

3 1,034 1,126

2 1,216 ,994

lowest ,991 2,007

Long term financial difficulties 

(ref.: no financial difficulties)

Difficulties up to 2 years 2,708 3,196

2-5 years 3,040 3,026

6 years and longer 2,342 4,331

Constant ,015

Total number 8500 15684

Chi square 306,265 1350,338

df 39 33

McFadden’s R2 0,18 0,14

Source: European Commission, Eurobarometer CC EB 2002 and EB 56.1 Sept-Oct 2001.
Notes: logistic regression models (exp(b)) acceding countries and Member States compared; no information on household

size and health available in the Member States.
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Conclusion

Lack of financial resources and restricted access to the labour market are associated with
deteriorating support from family, friends and social networks. Financial resources and labour
market attachment are, however, not sufficient to provide social integration; it is illness, divorce
and widowhood that determine limited chances to participate and lack of social networks
independently of lack of financial resources. There are differences between the acceding countries
and the Member States when they are treated as two country groups, as well as country-specific
relationships between precarious living conditions and social integration. Generally, social
integration deficits concerning networks and friends are less widespread in the Member States and
at the same time more strongly associated with precarious living conditions than in the acceding
countries. Family break-ups are more or less equally distributed between acceding countries and
Member States, although again they are, besides the determinants of divorce and illness, more
closely connected to multiple deprivation, unemployment and low income in the Member States.
Country-specific analysis reveals that the Scandinavians and also people in the Member States to
the south can count on solidarity within their social environment when facing precarious living
conditions. 
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In the enlarged Europe a considerable part of the population is affected by precarious living
conditions; about 27% have to cope with circumstances impaired by economic strain or
unemployment.10 As the previous analysis has shown, these shortcomings influence the degree of
social integration to a large extent, whether it be family integration and social support or overall
recognition and alienation. Nevertheless, the connection between precarious living conditions and
perceived social exclusion is not linear and unavoidable in every case. Country comparisons have
shown that whereas in some countries the connection is rather strong, in others protection
mechanisms that prevent precarious living conditions from resulting in the perception that people
are on the margins of society, are active.

In the social reporting research tradition a fourfold table which distinguishes ideal types of quality
of life and which refers to the overlap of objective living conditions and their subjective evaluation
has been established by Wolfgang Zapf (1984: 25, see Table 18). This schema can be adopted for
the field of social integration and exclusion, and distinguish people who do not suffer from
precarious living conditions (such as unemployment or a lack of financial resources) and who at
the same time perceive themselves to be well integrated and highly-valued members of society. The
aim of policy makers, of course, is to expand this type of quality of life denoted as ‘well-being’ as
effectively as possible. Two out of three Europeans in the enlarged Europe belong to this trouble-
free category. In the acceding and candidate countries percentages are lower, with half of the
population in the acceding group and less than half of the population (42%) of the candidate
countries sharing such carefree living conditions (Table 19). 

Table 18 Types of quality of life

INTEGRATION OBJECTIVE

Yes No

INTEGRATION Yes Well-being Adaptation/Protection

SUBJECTIVE

No Dissonance Deprivation/Exclusion

Source: Zapf 1984, p.25, with minor alterations.

Another type of quality of life is illustrated by those who perceive that their opportunity to
participate and be an accepted member of society is severely limited, but who do not suffer from a
precarious life situation because of their financial resources and labour market attachment. This
‘dissonant’ type of quality of life is, according to Zapf, likely to be a source of protest and social
change (Zapf 1984: 26). From the empirical results so far, it seems more likely that it is, for
example, illness, divorce and widowhood which are the decisive criteria in promoting negative self-
esteem even when financial resources are assured. Only around 6% of the European population
falls into this category. 

Relationship between precarious 
living conditions and perceived 

social exclusion

4
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10 In the following analysis precarious living conditions refer to either unemployment, low income or self-reported long-term financial
difficulties. Due to the data structure it is not possible to select the disadvantaged groups more precisely (because of the small number
of cases in some countries and the way the questions about income and unemployment were formulated).



Far more interesting for the research are those who experience precarious living conditions: for
some people the result of deprivation is perceived alienation (deprivation or exclusion type), but
others do not feel alienated, despite the fact that they are deprived in objective terms. Wolfgang
Zapf called this latter type ‘adaptation’ and referred to the fact that people belonging to this
category might have given up, feeling powerless to change their living conditions. If this is related
to the acceding and candidate countries and the results shown so far, it can also be said that this
group might have adapted to precarious living conditions because of a general low level of
prosperity, and because of reference groups experiencing precariousness as well. Another more
positive explanation points to possibly active mechanisms of protection: the aim is to explore the
role of family and social support with regard to their effectiveness in stopping precarious living
conditions from resulting in perceived social exclusion. What causes the difference between
adaptation and exclusion? 11

Table 19 Integration objective (distributive) and subjective (evaluative), % of population
aged 15 to 65 

EU 15 objective EU 25 objective

Yes No Yes No

subjective Yes 67 19 subjective Yes 66 21

No 7 6 No 6 6

ACC 13 objective AC 10 objective

Yes No Yes No

subjective Yes 42 35 subjective Yes 51 35

No 9 15 No 6 8

Source: European Commission, Eurobarometer CC EB 2002 and EB 56.1 Sept-Oct 2001.
Notes: Integration in objective terms is measured as neither experiencing unemployment or insufficient income; integration

in subjective terms is measured with the self-reported evaluation of belonging: feeling integrated or excluded.

Overall, only a minority of people experiences precarious living conditions and feels as an outsider
at the same time. Only 6% of the enlarged European population aged 15 to 65 suffer from financial
problems and unemployment and perceive themselves to be socially excluded. Country-specific
distributions of the four types of quality of life reveal extreme differences between individual
countries. Precarious living conditions are far more widespread in the acceding and candidate
countries; however, they are more strongly connected with the perception of social exclusion in the
Member States. As a consequence the ‘adapted/protected’ group is larger in the candidate and
acceding group (see tables A10 and A11 in the appendix). 

Country-specific results show that the ‘excluded’ (overlap objective and subjective integration
deficits) range from around 20% in Bulgaria and Turkey to 5% or less in Slovenia, Cyprus and
Malta. Variation in the Member States is less accentuated; percentages range from 8% in Finland
to 3% in Sweden, the Netherlands, Spain and Luxembourg. The protected part of the population
under 65 is most pronounced in Hungary and Romania, with levels of more than 40%. Of the
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11 Of course, there is another conceivable explanation, which is dependent on the data structure; since our indicators for precarious living
conditions are not very precise, living conditions might simply not be precarious enough to end up in perceived marginalisation. 



Member States, Greece, Spain, Portugal, Italy and France reveal the highest proportions of
protected population. 

Additionally, Figure 16 shows the ranking of countries according to their protection level. In Turkey,
Bulgaria and Slovakia every third person living in precarious circumstances feels socially excluded.
However, acceding countries are on average better protected than the Member States. This might
stem from the problem of reference groups and personal responsibility for precarious living
conditions in countries with different levels of economic prosperity. The distribution of protection
in the Member States is polarised; on the one hand there is a group consisting of Finland, Ireland,
Austria, United Kingdom and Germany, where protection is relatively weak and where between
26% and 34% of the disadvantaged population perceive themselves as worthless, inferior and not
belonging. On the other hand a mixture of Scandinavian and southern European countries show a
relatively high level of protection, and only around 15% of the disadvantaged population lacks a
feeling of affiliation.

Figure 16 Degree of protection in European countries: the perception of social exclusion
among disadvantaged people

Source: European Commission, Eurobarometer CC EB 2002 and EB 56.1 Sept-Oct 2001.
Notes: The analysis is restricted to people aged 15-65. Disadvantages are referred to as unemployment or economic strain;

% indicate how many of the so-measured disadvantaged population perceive themselves as socially excluded; the
lower the percentage, the higher the level of protection from social exclusion when experiencing precarious living
conditions
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Table 20 The impact of social support on the protection from social exclusion, logistic
regression model

AC 10 EU 15 Turkey Finland

Marital status (ref.: married)

Unmarried ,543 1,149 0,557 2,899

Divorced/separated ,870 1,141 1,109 2,078

Widowed ,539 1,066 (,145) (1,142)

Age (ref. 15-24)

25-39 ,834 1,041 ,837 4,247

40-54 ,966 1,099 ,924 5,445

55+ ,758 1,051 ,911 3,427

Women (ref : men) ,832 ,850 ,782 0,619

Education (ref.: secondary level)

Primary (up to 15 years) 1,422 ,809 1,295 2,424

Tertiary (20+) 1,159 ,610 1,189 1,052

Still studying ,693 ,294 ,746 0,606

Loneliness and dissatisfaction with social life

(ref. no respective problems) 3,170 5,002 2,982 10,048

Feeling left out of family 

(ref.: no respective problems) 4,951 6,310 8,157 3,720

Dissatisfied with family life 

(ref.: satisfied with family life) 1,303 1,389 1,221 2,296

Lack of social network support 

(ref. No respective problems) 1,690 1,266 1,361 1,963

Living in a poor area 

(ref.: no respective problems) ,935 2,131 2,820 2,535

Illness (ref. healthy) 1,057 ,895

Having children (ref. no children) ,527 ,597

Future expectations 

(ref.: trying to improve standard of living)

Cannot do anything to improve my standard 

of living 1,145 1,063

No need to improve my standard of living ,702 ,565

Household size (ref.: two persons)

One-person household ,996 5,551

Three persons and more 1,114 1,486

Constant ,304 ,153 ,270 ,037

Total number 2291 3193 857 223

Chi square 561,218 979,663 204,516 102,387

df 30 21 28 20

-2 log-likelihood 3280,967 3762,416 204,516 185,729

McFadden’s R2 0,14 0,20 0,18 0,34

Source: European Commission, Eurobarometer CC EB 2002 and EB 56.1 Sept-Oct 2001.
Notes: Logistic regression model restricted to disadvantaged population, in Member States, acceding countries, Turkey and

Finland. Analysis is restricted to disadvantaged population (experiencing economic strain or unemployment),
dependent variable is the perception of social exclusion.

In order to gain a more precise and statistically sound picture, multivariate analysis is again carried
out for the acceding countries and the Member States. In addition, a country-specific analysis is
carried out for Turkey and Finland as representatives of countries where the disadvantaged are
most likely to perceive social exclusion. The model is calculated for 15- to 65-year-olds facing
precarious living conditions, which are again measured in terms of economic strain or
unemployment. The aim is to explain the role social support plays in preventing the disadvantaged
from feeling like outsiders. Thus, analysis is restricted to the disadvantaged population and the
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dependent variable is the perception of social exclusion. Consequently, besides some demographic
variables like gender, education and age, family and social integration are highlighted as
explanatory mechanisms. The explanatory variables are marital status, social participation, family
integration, social network support and living in a poor area. For the acceding countries the model
can also be calculated using further information on household size, having children, future
expectations about the improvement of the current situation, and illness. It is estimated that the
weaker family and social support are in precarious life situations, the more likely it is that people
will suffer from the perception that they are marginalised. 

Generally, this assumption holds true for the acceding group as well as for the Member States:
loneliness and the lack of family integration promote feelings of social exclusion if at the same time
living conditions are influenced by financial hardship or unemployment. Moreover, having children
significantly reduces the descent into perceived worthlessness, as the model calculated for the
acceding country reveals. In addition, it can be seen that a low level of education has a significant
impact on perceived social exclusion when people are living in precarious circumstances, at least
in the acceding group. In the Member States the picture concerning level of education is
inconsistent; both those who finished their education at the primary level as well as those who
finished at tertiary level are better off than those who finished at secondary level as far as perceived
social exclusion is concerned. Instead, area deprivation is of importance when reasons for weak
protection from social exclusion are sought. Disadvantaged people who also live in a poor area are
more likely to feel like outsiders. The models calculated for disadvantaged people in Turkey and
Finland reveal country-specific characteristics. In Turkey, the impact of living alone on feelings of
alienation is relatively high among the deprived. In Finland, limited opportunities to participate,
loneliness and dissatisfaction with social life explain much of the reason for the exposure of the
disadvantaged population to perceived social exclusion. 
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This leads to the general question of whether different integration patterns predominate across
Europe. The analysis confirmed five important domains as providers for social integration; family
integration, social network support, participation chances, labour market attachment and basic
financial resources.12 Now the impact of these different domains on the perception of exclusion or
integration will be explored. The previous analysis leads us to expect a general consensus about
the importance of these main fields of social integration, and, as Table 5 (p.13) shows, slight
variations across the 28 countries as far as different levels of importance of the family domain (not
only between acceding countries and Member States, but also within the Member State group) are
concerned.

Table 21 Different integration patterns across Europe

ACC 13 AC 10 Correlation EU 15 EU 25
coefficient

� ,32 �
� ,31 �

PARTICIPATION � ,30 �
� ,29 � PARTICIPATION

FAMILY � ,28 � PARTICIPATION
FAMILY � ,27 �

� ,26 � FAMILY FAMILY
� ,25 �
� ,24 �
� ,23 �
� ,22 �
� ,21 �

PARTICIPATION � ,20 �
� ,19 �
� ,18 �
� ,17 �
� ,16 �
� ,15 �
� ,14 �
� ,13 �

SUPPORT � ,12 �
� ,11 � JOB

SUPPORT � ,10 � INCOME JOB
INCOME INCOME � ,09 � INCOME

� ,08 � SUPPORT
� ,07 � SUPPORT

JOB � ,06 �
� ,05 �
� ,04 �
� ,03 �

26% explained variance 19% 25% 24%

Source: European Commission, Eurobarometer CC EB 2002 and EB 56.1 Sept-Oct 2001.
Notes: Multiple Regression Analysis is restricted to 15-65 years old. The dependent variable is the index on social

exclusion ranging from 0 indicating no perceived integration deficits to 4 indicating agreement with four related
statements, see table 5 for its distribution); Measurement of the explanatory variables is as follows: Family: feeling
left out of family; Participation: felt lonely during last two weeks and dissatisfied with social life; Support: cannot
rely on social support outside the household in case of depression and lack of money; Income: experiencing serious
solvency problems; Job: unemployed or temporarily not working.

Family support and economic
resources

5
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12 Health is another important domain, which cannot be integrated in the analysis because of the structure of the available data. 



For this purpose simple multiple regression models with dichotomous variables for each domain
were calculated. The dependent variable is the perception of social exclusion (see Table 6 for its
distribution); thus, results show the independent impact of five integration domains on the
perception of being an insider or an outsider. When interpreting the results, it is important to note
the following restriction, which is due to the data structure of the survey: the income and labour
market domains do not focus very precisely on that part of the population suffering from the most
deprived living conditions. Because a clear-cut poverty indicator that relies on income data is
lacking, self-reported solvency problems are used as an alternative. The unemployed cannot be
distinguished from those temporarily not working, and additionally information about the length of
any periods of unemployment is not available. Indicators that measure precarious living conditions
by income level and labour market attachment, are therefore very broad and might not measure
deprivation precisely. On the other hand, the indicator that measures family integration focuses on
the feeling of being left out of the family; this is quite a strong measurement and brings about high
correlations.13

Family integration (family) and chances to participate in social life (participation) are highly
appreciated values for establishing an overall feeling of belonging and social integration. Losing
such social back-up causes a perception of alienation independently of precarious living conditions
like poverty or unemployment throughout Europe (Table 21). Solvency problems and
unemployment are of lower importance for the perception of integration when family support and
social networks are available. This is especially true for the candidate countries; in the acceding
countries, employment status is not even significant anymore. This might be explained by the
widespread experience of unemployment in these countries and the pronounced black market
economy. In the Member States unemployment and poverty have an influence on social
integration and exclusion independently of familial and social support. 

This general pattern is still visible when the results of the country-specific regression models are
considered. In only five of 13 acceding and candidate countries, but in nine of the 15 Member
States, does employment status play a significant role in determining the perception of being an
outsider independently of social and familial background. Perceived social exclusion is closely
related to the experience of unemployment, particularly in Germany and Ireland. For the
population of France, the Netherlands and Denmark, a precarious financial situation has a
relatively high impact on perceived integration deficits. Portugal, Spain and Greece, as well as
Sweden, are the exceptions: family integration and social support are the dominant providers of
social integration. Unemployment itself is of minor relevance for the subjective evaluation of
belonging and affiliation.

In the acceding and candidate countries the explained variance of the regression models is lower,
which confirms the above-mentioned assumption that the selected indicators might not be precise
enough to identify risk groups in countries where economic prosperity is weak and the prevalence
of poverty and precarious labour market access is quite common. The relevance of this assumption
is underlined by the fact that the explanatory power of the chosen variables is higher for Cyprus
and Malta, comparatively affluent and prosperous countries, than for the acceding countries. In
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13 We calculated the models with ‘dissatisfaction with family life’ instead and got lower correlation coefficients, but at the same time the
explained variance of the models declined significantly. The overall pattern, however, remained the same. 



general the impact of familial and social support by far exceeds the influence of precarious material
living conditions in the acceding and candidate countries. Of course, poverty and restricted access
to the labour market are objective social exclusion risks in the acceding and candidate countries
as well. However, the perception of social exclusion, and the evaluation that precarious personal
living conditions decreases the feeling of belonging, is not an absolute, but a strongly relative
phenomenon; it has to be interpreted in relation to the overall economic performance of a country,
its experiences of recent social changes and its common social protection structure, institutionally
as well as individually. 
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The focus of this report was Europeans’ perceptions of social integration and social exclusion and
the way in which their views depend on precarious living conditions such as unemployment or
economic strain. The perception of social exclusion was measured as a lack of recognition, and
feeling useless, inferior and left out of society, and thus refers to an overall feeling of alienation.
The preconditions of social integration and the perceived reasons for social exclusion were viewed,
then we explored how the perception of social exclusion varies between countries and examined
the determinants of negative self-esteem. Five main providers of social integration have been
selected: economic resources, labour market attachment, family integration, social networks and
opportunities to participate in social life. 

The first conclusion that can be drawn from the results is that the notion that social exclusion is
predominantly dependent on unemployment and economic strain must be expanded; the role
family and social support play in preventing social exclusion has been severely underestimated in
the recent debate. Second, like the notion of poverty, the perception of social exclusion is a largely
relative phenomenon, dependent on a country’s level of economic prosperity and employment
opportunities, as well as on general institutional and cultural settings. Nevertheless, and this is the
third lesson that can be learned, the approach to social exclusion is absolute in that the
prerequisites of social integration are quite similar, with only slight deviations, across the 28
countries. 

Injustice in society is reported to be the main reason that people live in need throughout Europe.
This is a challenge to policymakers and should appeal to their sense of responsibility in the fight
against social exclusion. However, this structural explanation for social exclusion processes is
more prevalent in the acceding and candidate countries, where approximately every second
respondent, and even more of those living in poverty, share this view. Respondents in the Member
States stress individual responsibility as well, although this pattern is only valid as far as the overall
population is concerned; it does not hold true for the poor in the Member States. When the specific
reasons for social exclusion are investigated, respondents in the ACC 13, and to a lesser extent the
EU 15, mention long-term unemployment and social welfare cuts. However, respondents also
believe that alcoholism, sickness and family break-ups play a key role in triggering social exclusion
processes. Personal failure is less accentuated by the poor who believe that social welfare cuts,
having too many children and living in a poor area are more important factors in social exclusion.

This result is in accordance with what people perceive as the necessities of a good life; economic
resources and employment are nowadays seen as the most important factors generating social
integration and a good life. Respondents in the acceding and candidate countries stress family
integration quite strongly as well, whereas the Member States also emphasise social support and
participation outside the family as an important factor. However, there are nonetheless differences
within the EU, especially if the high value of family integration in the southern European countries
is considered. All in all, there is a European consensus about what the important providers of social
integration are: labour market attachment, education and material resources are regarded as
important preconditions of a basic standard of living. In addition, family integration and social
support are also seen as important forces that protect people from being left out of society.
Differences primarily concern the different value family integration has in different parts of Europe.
This points to the possibility of different integration patterns with regard to the interplay of state,
market and family. 
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In conclusion, the majority of European citizens perceive themselves to be socially integrated.
Integration deficits manifested as perceived alienation are more prevalent in the acceding and
candidate countries, especially in Turkey, Bulgaria and Slovakia. In Poland, Cyprus and Malta this
feeling of marginalisation is less widespread and even below the EU average. Although it is at a
comparatively lower level, the perception of social exclusion varies in the Member States as well,
with low prevalence in Denmark and the Netherlands and high levels of concern in Portugal and
France. 

How can these differences in perceived alienation throughout Europe be explained? There is a
general pattern in the overall levels of social exclusion in European countries: the lower the GDP
per capita, the higher the unemployment rate, and the more widespread poverty is in a country, the
more people are affected by the perception of social exclusion. Country-specific analysis revealed
that social exclusion experiences are strongly connected with individual precarious living
conditions such as the experience of unemployment and economic strain, regardless of country;
and multiple deprivation increases the risk of feeling left out of society. Social groups at high risk
are non-skilled workers, those with low levels of education, the retired and the sick. Nevertheless
there are pronounced country-specific differences. Generally, the perception of social exclusion
seems to be more closely connected with unemployment and poverty when the overall level of
welfare in a country is high, and the affected groups might see unemployment or deprivation as
personal failure. In the Member States, citizens’ access to the labour market is fundamental to
integration and life chances, far more so than in the acceding and candidate countries (where
economic strain is more decisive than having a job, perhaps because many jobs are low paid and
do not meet a minimum standard of living).

Family integration, social support networks outside the household and chances to participate in
social life are also dependent on economic resources and labour market attachment, but are also
connected to illness, divorce and widowhood independently of material shortcomings. In general,
social support is easier to attain in the Member States than in the acceding and candidate
countries, but it is also more strongly connected with economic strain and unemployment in the
Member States. This is especially true for the Member States of central Europe. In southern and
Scandinavian Europe unemployment and poverty have less severe consequences for the
perception of integration and exclusion, which might be explained by the fact that the
disadvantaged can rely on family solidarity and stable social environments. 

The weaker family integration and social support are in precarious life situations, the more likely
people are to suffer from the perception that they are marginalised. Generally, social support
mitigates the consequences of financial hardship or denied labour market access for personal self-
esteem; family integration and children do obviously have a positive effect on self-image and the
feeling of belonging to society. 

Although these results might not be very surprising at first sight, they have important policy
implications: combating social exclusion means the reduction of unemployment and poverty, but
policy interventions have to be closely connected with family policy in order to facilitate and
strengthen social support and solidarity. The results also show that policy interventions which
prevent precarious living conditions from becoming long-term are required. Living in a poor area,
which suggests spatial segregation of the poor, contributes to feelings of alienation when people live
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in precarious circumstances, as the analysis shows. Therefore it can be concluded that housing
policy is a decisive factor to be taken into account in the fight against social exclusion. 

All in all, policy interventions which aim to prevent social exclusion must not concentrate solely
on reducing unemployment, but should establish links with other important and related policy
domains. Moreover, the country-specific results ask for country-specific policy interventions. The
concentration on unemployment seems reasonable in the Member States of central Europe, but in
the acceding and candidate countries other interventions, which aim at increasing the overall level
of economic prosperity, social security and political stability, are required. Combating social
exclusion in the the acceding and candidate countries means assuring a basic standard of living
and the urgent prevention of acute poverty.

From a research point of view, subjective indicators proved to be very useful for gaining an insight
into the consequences of precarious living conditions for subjective well-being in different
countries. Asking for determinants of alienation and deteriorating self-esteem helped to
differentiate relations between several integration domains and related fields of policy
interventions. 
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