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INTRODUCTION
The ageing of the population in European countries has raised questions on the viability of national pension schemes. Several reforms have taken place in the last years and a certain number of common approaches have emerged inside a country (across different occupational schemes) and across countries.
Several studies analyze the impact of these reforms. However, most of these studies focus on the financial viability of pension schemes and equity/redistribution across generations. Little interest has been put on the redistributive aspects in a given generation of these reforms. Consequently, the purpose of this research is to gather, organize and synthesize the literature pertaining to the redistributive effect of pension systems in the European Union.

The redistributive impact of pension systems can be examined from different perspectives. Thus analyses have focused notably on redistribution between:

1. Different age groups (intergenerational perspective);

2. Successive cohorts (generational accounting perspective); 

3. Between different groups in a given cohort over the life cycle (intragenerational longitudinal perspective), i.e. the balance between total contributions and total benefits for e.g. men, vs. women; blue collar vs. white collar workers, etc.

4. Across groups or individuals in a given cohort for a given age class (intragenerational cross-sectional perspective): in the case of old age, the idea is to measure the redistributive incidence of pension benefits in terms of inequality or of poverty.

The present study focuses mainly on the intragenerational longitudinal perspective.
This redistributive incidence of pension system is an important though ambiguous issue. It is at the heart of political debates over the reforms of pension schemes. Focusing on intragenerational redistribution, the question can be approached in two different ways. 

The first approach is to compute for each individual the present value of lifetime benefits and contributions. So doing, yearly contributions and benefits are taken into account but also the length of the contributory period as well as that of the retirement period. Instead of computing such present values, one can calculate the rate of return of contributions in terms of expected benefits. In such an approach, key variables such as the work career, the age of retirement and life expectancy play an important role. 
The central issue here is whether contributions match benefits within a generation. A public scheme matching exactly contributions to benefits is sometimes called “actuarially neutral”, “actuarially fair”, etc. These terms have no normative or ethical connotation in our discussion. One might think of alternative criteria for the assessment of the situation e.g. comparison of current situation with alternative policy scenarios, etc.
The intragenerational longitudinal perspective adopted here is one of insurance, the idea being to see whether or not some categories of people – women, unskilled workers, single, civil servants etc. – have benefits that exceed their contribution in present value. This perspective is often dichotomous: women are compared to men, unskilled to skilled, single to married people, civil servants to private sector workers. The intragenerational longitudinal perspective is generally devoid of equity concerns as it mainly focuses on the actuarial fairness of the pension system and its neutrality as opposed to its capacity to redistribute resources from well-to-do individuals to deprived ones (intragenerational cross-sectional perspective).

If the system of pensions were totally privatised, one would expect zero redistribution. Note that even in such a setting, legal restrictions such as the impossibility of gender discrimination in the level of premiums would generate some redistribution from men to women, these having a greater longevity (more or less 5 years). 
Economists tend to prefer such a longitudinal approach to the cross-sectional one wherein the distribution of resources across individuals in old age with or without pensions is compared. This latter approach is politically more attractive and methodologically easier. It also leads to conclusions, which are orthogonal to those reached with the longitudinal approach. To keep the gender illustration, in most European countries, women appear to benefit from the pension system according to the longitudinal approach and not at all according to the cross-sectional approach.

The extent of redistribution depends on the prevailing systems of pension in which contributions matter as much as benefits. 
We discuss in Part I the main characteristics of pension systems and their implications regarding redistribution. Among these characteristics, we can cite a number of dichotomies: pay-as-you-go versus fully-funded scheme, defined contributions versus defined benefits, flat rate benefits versus earnings related benefits, mandatory or optional etc.
Part II discusses similarities and differences across countries and identifies the main channels through which redistribution takes place. Part III presents an analysis by socio-economic group. Part IV comes back on the difference between longitudinal and cross-sectional approaches to redistributions and presents some evidence regarding poverty alleviation and inequality reduction. Part V elaborates some conclusions and recommendations.
PART I - METHODOLOGICAL ISSUES AND GENERAL CONTEXT

1.1
Characteristics of Pension Systems
There exists a wide range of pension systems that can each be defined by a certain number of characteristics, which are relevant for the issue at hand.

· Generosity most often measured by the share of pension spending in GDP. It ranges from 4.6 in Ireland to 13.9 in Italy.
· Pay-as-you-go (PAYG) versus funded systems. Most public pension systems are unfunded. This feature has been widely discussed in the literature for its implications regarding the viability of the system and intergenerational redistribution. It will not be very relevant for our discussion of intragenerational redistribution.

· Defined benefits (DB) versus defined contributions (DC). This is an important distinction with distributive implications. In a defined contribution system, workers know how much they contribute, but not how much they will get in retirement as pension benefits will depend on these contributions but also on their returns. In a fully-funded system the returns are the financial returns; in a PAYG scheme the returns consist of population and productivity growth; they can be called "notional". 
There are very few notional defined contributions (NDC) systems:
 Poland, Latvia, Sweden and Italy have recently shifted to that kind of formula. DC systems are more transparent and easier to manage; they put all the burden of risks on the shoulder of retirees. In the case of NDC, the risk is demographic and economic whereas in the fully-funded case, it is financial. Defined benefits systems insure the retirees fulfilling some conditions in terms of career length to get a preset replacement ratio. In that case, the working generation bears most of the burden of unexpected changes in economic growth or in demographic variables.

· Annuitization or lump-sum payout of accumulated entitlements. Almost all public pension systems provide upon retirement a stream of payment which may have some provisions for inflation payable until the death of the beneficiary or of a surviving spouse. Lump-sum payment is frequent in (second pillar) private schemes but not in public ones. By doing so, individuals trade a stock of wealth for a flow of income, that is higher than what can be achieved from a non-annuitized asset.

For the issue at hand, one can imagine an annuitization that is perfectly neutral. However, even in the private sector, some regulations imply redistributions from one group to the other. Typically, even though there exists strong evidence that some groups live longer than other, the distinction cannot be made in actual contracts. Beside the legal point, there is the informational dimension. Adverse selection may lead to unwanted redistribution.

· Means of financing: payroll taxation or general revenue. Traditionally pensions are financed by payroll taxation which, in the Bismarckian social insurance tradition, is viewed as the equivalent of insurance premium. There are countries which diverge from this tradition. Denmark is a canonical example. Without going that far, general revenue intervenes as a supplement to payroll taxation in a number of countries. The reason is that various benefits to which we presently return are not backed by contributions: survival benefits, minimum pensions … This has clear redistributive implications.

· Household or individual unit. In general, in the private sector, contracts are based on individuals, their contribution and their benefits. There are pension systems that keep the individuals as the basic unit but other use the household for calculating entitlements and benefits with the consequence that we may have at the same time a marriage premium and a marriage tax. In Belgium, when the two spouses have a pension of their own, they are better off splitting; when one of them has no pension, being married is attractive.

· Mandatory or optional scheme. Given that we are concerned by public pensions, the issue of mandatory versus optional is quite irrelevant. It remains that the possibility of opting out the public system exists in some countries such as the UK. Workers who decide to opt out are however expected to purchase a private scheme that is at least as generous as the public one they leave.

· Benefit rule: earnings related or redistributive rule. This distinction is undoubtedly the most important and to discuss it, let us use canonical examples. A pure earning related rule, also called Bismarckian or contributory, is the one used by the private sector. To keep the discussion simple, we assume that we deal with a fully funded system or that the financial rate of return is equal to the notional return of PAYG. Accordingly, in a pure earnings-related rule, the present value of a worker's future benefits minus that of his contribution is equal to 0 on average. At the other extreme, we have means-tested flat rate benefits, wherein a uniform pension benefit would be given to a retiree regardless of his/her contribution and life expectancy but granted that he/she does not have any other resources. If not, the benefits are reduced accordingly. Without going that far, we have the so-called Beveridgean formula also called flat rate benefit formula, wherein all retirees receive a uniform benefit regardless of resources available to them. The implication of the benefit rule chosen is important for at least two reasons:
· Only a pure Bismarckian rule implies zero lifetime redistribution. As soon as we depart from it, there is redistribution which is generally from well-to-do workers to poorer workers. This is however not always the case; as we show in the next section and in the survey of empirical studies. There is a lot of work in the US (see Coronado et al. (2000) showing that the higher life expectancy of high income workers makes the American social security system less progressive, if not regressive, than usually thought.
·  The other implication of the benefit rule is that it has some bearing on the political sustainability of pension systems. We now discuss further these two implications. To avoid ambiguity, we will use the concept of (actuarially) neutrality to mean zero lifetime redistribution, regressivity (progressivity) to mean that there is some redistribution which goes from those with a lower (higher) lifetime income to those with a higher (lower) lifetime income
1.2
Contributory versus Redistributive Pension Systems
1.2.1
Lifetime Redistribution
In this subsection, we present formally what we call a contributory versus a redistributive benefit formula and show the implication of this distinction regarding lifetime redistribution and political sustainability. Given that in the present study we are focusing on intragenerational redistribution, there is no loss of generality in assuming zero rate of interest and zero population growth. We also abstract from the dynamic dimension by assuming that we are in the steady-state. Let us introduce the following equation for the present values of net benefits of an individual i:
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where

τ = rate of payroll taxation,
wi =
annual earnings (assumed to be constant),
zi = age of retirement,
ei = age of the first job,
pi = pension benefits,
hi = age of death,
i = replacement rate.
The pension system is balanced if
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where i is the proportion of individuals of type i. If NBi = 0 for all i, we say that the system is actuarially neutral. In other words, in that case
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The yearly pension benefits are positively related to the amount of contribution and to the length of contribution; it is negatively related to the length of retirement. More specifically, they are positively related to the age of retirement and negatively to both the age of the first job and to the expected lifetime. A pension system consistent with this formula is labelled purely contributory. With such a system, there is no intragenerational redistribution.

At the other extreme one has the flat rate benefit system also called Beveridgean. A version of such a system implies a uniform benefit 
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 such that the net benefit writes:
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One clearly sees that with flat rate benefits the net lifetime benefit increases with hi and ei and decreases with wi and zi. Overall balance implies:
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To sum up with a pure contributory system there is no lifetime income redistribution; with a flat rate benefit, there is redistribution from high to low income, low longevity to high longevity, long to short contributory career.

In the real life, there does not exist pension systems that are purely Bismarckian or purely Beveridgean. In particular, even the most Bismarckian countries have within or aside their pension systems non contributory schemes such as minimum pensions, survival benefits or entitlements related to maternity leaves which are basically targeted to retirees who otherwise would be extremely deprived. With these qualifications Bismarckian pension systems if they happen to be extremely generous will contribute to poverty alleviation more effectively than a meagre Beveridgean system.

A number of recent theoretical and empirical works have been addressed to this view: which one of the two systems one ought to adopt if one of our goals is to fight poverty in old age. It is shown below that a Bismarckian system with the above non contributory elements tends to be politically robust because it concerns everyone in society.

Consider 3 hypothetical systems:
a) Pure Bismarckian
b) Real live Bismarckian system with a given rate of replacement and a minimum pension;
c) Beveridgean, flat rate benefit system that is generous.

We assume that retirees have saved, besides social security, so as to ensure a replacement ratio of 0.8 and we also assume that the cost of the minimum pension is negligible. The system is balanced in aggregate terms in the three alternatives. We consider three deciles (1, 5, 10) as well as the average. The results are presented in Table 1 below.
This example shows that a Bismarckian system with minimums and benefits invariant to longevity generate redistribution that is not always progressive. Such a system is yet the most widespread in Europe.

The redistributive effect of pension ideally should be studied using a microsimulation model allowing for behavioural changes in labour supply, retirement choice and saving. Not all microsimulation models have that feature; many of them assume away behavioural response. Microsimulation studies of pension reforms are in that respect very interesting. Quite often they allow for comparing two equilibria: that before the reform and that after the reform taking into account behavioural changes induced by the reform.

Besides the distinction between microsimulation models with and without behavioural responses, there is another one between microsimulation models based on an actual representative sample and those which are purely theoretical, but calibrated to approximate the reality of society.

Table 1 - Three pension systems
	
	Deciles
	Average

	
	1
	5
	10
	

	Common  features

	Yearly earning
	10
	50
	200
	50

	Retirement length
	20
	20
	25
	20

	Career length
	40
	40
	40
	40

	a) Pure Bismarckian

	Yearly benefit
	7
	35
	112
	35

	Other income
	1
	5
	48
	5

	Net benefits
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Ratio pension/income
	7/8
	35/40
	118/160
	35/40

	Tax rate
	
	
	
	35%

	b) Real life Bismarck (minimum pension p = 25; constant replacement rate  = 0.7)

	Yearly benefit
	(7+18) = 25
	35
	140
	35

	Other income
	0
	5
	20
	5

	Net benefits
	-140 + 500
	0
	-2200 + 2800
	0

	Ratio pension/income
	1
	35/40
	140/160
	35/40

	Tax rate
	
	
	
	35%

	c) Beveridge (uniform pension p = 20)

	Yearly benefit
	20
	20
	20
	20

	Other income
	0
	20
	140
	20

	Net benefits
	-80 + 400
	-400 + 400
	-1600 + 50
	0

	Ratio pension/income
	1
	1/2
	2/16
	1/2

	Tax rate
	
	
	
	20%

	Summary of systems redistribution

	
	Cross-sectional redistribution
	Life-time redistribution

	a) Pure Bismarck
	0
	0

	b) Real life Bismarck
	Slightly progressive
	Benefit the poor and the rich

	c) Beveridge
	Very progressive
	Progressive


1.2.2
Political Sustainability

One of the main concerns of governments designing pension system is their political sustainability. The term sustainability is itself ambiguous as it has a positive and a negative tone. It is positive because one does not want to see a good system being progressively dismantled by lack of political support. It is negative when we consider the difficulty, if not the impossibility, to reform pension systems that are not anymore adapted to the current economic and demographic setting. Here, we only want to discuss the positive aspect of sustainability. It has been shown that pension systems that are too redistributive –e.g., with means-tested flat rate benefits – are subject to slow erosion as most people do not benefit from it. This has led to the famous line "Programs for the poor are poor programs". At the other extreme, a purely Bismarckian system is not terribly attractive for the majority of workers. If we have a skewed distortion of earnings with the median income well below the average income, some redistribution is likely to be supported by a majority of voters.

There exists a number of works [Casamatta et al. (2000, 2002), Conde-Ruiz and Profeta (2003), Moene and Wallenstein (2004), Koethenbuerger et al. (2006)] that study this issue by characterizing a pension system with two parameters: the payroll tax rate which measures the degree of generosity and the so-called Bismarckian factor which measures how close one is to a pure contributory system. Table 2 presents these two dimensions to characterize a number of European pension systems.
Table 2 - Taxonomy of pension systems

	Degree of generosity
	Bismarckian parameters

	
	Weak
	Strong

	Weak
	Anglo-Saxon countries
	-

	Strong
	Nordic countries
	France, Germany


In these political economy models, the Bismarckian parameter is either chosen constitutionally beforehand or along with the parameter tax in a simultaneous vote. In either case, it appears that there is a positive relation between generosity and the contributory feature. In other words, societies with contributory pension systems tend to spend more than societies with flat rate pension benefits. Going back to Table 2, the position of the UK, Ireland, France, Germany and many other countries would be consistent with such a theory. The Nordic countries would be outliers.

1.3
Longitudinal Approach and Microsimulation
Longitudinal analysis as opposed to a cross-sectional one is particularly relevant for pensions that are supposed to redistribute income over the life-cycle. It is also more complicated because lifetime data which can permit such an approach are seldom available. As a consequence, microsimulation techniques are required in order to generate lifetime income. The study of Wolfson (1979) is likely to be the first that looked at the lifetime incidence of a pension system for Canada. Typically a microsimulation model is used to reconstruct the socio-economic life history of a given population from a given year on and to simulate its future developments. To simulate future developments, behavioural reactions to policy changes have to be taken into account and this makes the microsimulation both dynamic and behavioural.

The main and indeed only objections to the use of longitudinal approach rest on practical and methodological problems. The most important practical problem is the lack of sufficient data. Only in few countries (US, UK, Sweden) do we find longitudinal income covering a sufficiently large sample over a long period. Another problem of methodological nature is the uncertainty with respect to future income flows, which is unavoidable. There is also the valuation of the income flows when individuals have different risk aversion and time preferences. Concretely, we find here the issue of what discount rate ought to be chosen.

Microsimulation models are often used not just to assess the redistributive impact of pensions, but the incidence of reforms. For this, it is important to use microsimulation models with endogenous labour supply and saving choice given that any reform is expected to have not just a mechanical effect (fixed behaviour), but also a general equilibrium effect. All microsimulation models surveyed in this report are not behavioural.

To take an example, let us assume that one wants to study the redistributive incidence of increasing the legal age of retirement of women to line it with that of men. Assuming unchanged behaviour could be a mistake. Such a reform is likely to modify not only the effective age of retirement of women but also of that of their spouses. It might also modify private saving and even living arrangement. There are cases when these endogenous (indirect) effects are more important than the mechanical (direct) effects.

To measure lifetime redistribution, one can either use the concept of internal rate of return (IRR) or that of the present value of net transfers (PVT). Let us introduce the following notation:

ps = pension benefits in year s,
s = contribution (payroll taxation) in year s,
s = survival probability,
 = the internal rate of return (IRR),
r = the actual rate of interest (time invariant).
We write
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The internal rate of return is the discount rate that makes the present value of contribution equal to that of benefits. If  were equal to r, the pension system would be neutral (PVT = 0).

The present value of net benefits is indeed the difference between the discounted sum of benefits minus taxes, the rate of discount being the rate of interest.
1.4
Migration and Redistribution 
One of the reasons one can be concerned by the issues of redistribution is that with labour mobility redistribution can induce migration. At the outset it is important to distinguish four types of labour mobility: 
(i) at the beginning of (active) life; 
(ii) in the middle of the working phase of life cycle; 
(iii) at the start of retirement; 

(iv) occurring for people living near a border and working and residing in different countries.
We are here mainly concerned by the first type of mobility. Mobility (ii) involves the issue of portability; mobility (iii) raises an issue for taxes and social benefits in old age; mobility (iv) is very technical.

At the outset of a working life an individual who can find a job equally paid in two countries and does not face any cultural obstacles can base his migration decision on the net pension benefits he can count on.

Note that these benefits depend on both intra and intergenerational redistribution. If both countries are purely contributive, moving to the country with the lower pension liabilities is well-advised. In other words, countries with fully funded scheme have a hedge over the pay-as-you-go countries. Assuming away intergenerational redistribution, consider the choice between two countries identical in all respects but for their pension system. In one country, the net benefits are zero for everyone and in the other it is positive for unskilled and negative for skilled workers. One can expect an out-migration of the skilled workers from the redistributive countries to the non redistributive countries and vice versa for the unskilled. It is very likely that the redistributive country will be forced to reform its system towards more neutrality in order to avoid being plagued by what is called a "brain drain". So doing, we have the famous phenomenon of "a race to the bottom". In Jousten and Pestieau (2002), it is argued that the relative stability one observes in Europe comes from the fact that redistributive countries such as the Netherlands or the UK are redistributive in intragenerational terms but not at all in intergenerational terms
.

There are two ways to avoid the race to the bottom. One way is to change the pension system from redistributive to contributive. In other words, this means keeping the insurance component but not the redistributive component of the pension system. Another way is to restrict the benefits to people who have been residing in the country concerned for a certain number of years. This latter policy that has been discussed by Sinn (2002) raises a number of ethical and political questions. Recently Lagos and Lacomba (2004) have dealt with this question in a political economy framework. They show that the young voters more than the old ones are likely to favour a policy of discrimination in providing benefits. 
PART II - COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS AND IDENTIFICATION OF CHANNELS

2.1
Comparison of European Pension Systems
A pension system cannot easily be summarized in a few words and numbers. Table 3 here below, we just give 5 features for the EUI5.

(v) The generosity of the first pillar measured by the share of pension spending in GDP. It is the level of public statutory pensions including most replacement income to people aged 55+, measured by the share of pension spending in GDP, for year 2000;
(vi) The type of minimum pension one finds in each of them. Generally, there are two minimal pensions: a minimal pension for those having fulfilled a minimal contribution requirement but who would get too little with the normal benefit rule and a targeted (means-tested) pensions reserved for those without entitlement;
(vii) The contributory feature: with the exception of the Netherlands, Ireland and the UK, most countries have a earnings-related pension system with a number of redistributive accommodations;
(viii) The size of the second pillar in % of GDP. It is the size of second pension assets in % of GDP, for year 2000. Not surprisingly the countries with sizeable pension funds are the UK, the Netherlands, Ireland and Sweden;
(ix) The size of assets in all pension funds in % of GDP. It is the value of assets in pension funds, including reserves funds of social security schemes, funds of statutory private schemes and funds of occupational pension schemes in Netherlands and Sweden.
(x) The redistribution index is the ratio of the share of pension in the first quintile income to the same share in the fifth quintile. It shows how Beveridgean a pension system is. 

All things being equal, a pension system that is Beveridgean is not generous (lower share of pension expenditures in GDP), has an important second pillar and a high redistributive index, e.g. Ireland and United Kingdom.
A certain number of countries have recently introduced ‘notional defined contributions” (notional accounts). They include notably Italy, Sweden, Poland and Latvia. In such systems “an earnings-based formula for pension entitlements is replaced by an actuarial-based formula, even though the method of finance remains PAYG” (Disney, 2004).The Latvian reform was introduced in 1995-96 and bears the hallmarks of a ‘test bed’ for the Swedish reform (Disney, 2004).
The Polish pension reform introduced in 1999, has several similar features to that of Latvia. It set up a three-pillar system
. Krieger and Sauer (2002) note that there is no Beveridgean component in the Polish pension system. Hungary was the first of the new Member States to introduce a funded statutory scheme. The first pillar is a reformed version of the old “traditional style” pension system and not an NDC system as in Poland (Krieger and Sauer, 2002). 
Table 3 - Characteristics of pension systems
	Country
	(i)
	(ii)
	(iii)
	(iv)
	(v)
	(vi)

	
	Public pensions expenditures  (in 2000, % GDP)
	Type of minimum pension
	Contributory feature
	Second pillar size

(in 2000, % GDP)
	All assets  of pension funds ( in 2004, % GDP
	Redistribution index

	Belgium
	11.1
	Minimum/Targeted
	Earnings related
	5.9
	4.4
	1.12

	Czech R.
	8.7
	Minimum/Targeted
	Earnings related
	n.a.
	0.3
	n.a.

	Denmark
	10.5
	Universal flat rate
	
	23.9
	n.a.
	4.34

	Estonia
	6.9
	Targeted
	Earnings related
	n.a.
	2.8
	n.a.

	Germany
	13.0
	Minimum/Targeted
	Earnings related
	16.3
	0.1
	1.38

	Greece
	12.5
	Minimum/Targeted
	Earnings related
	4.2
	n.a.
	1.85

	Spain
	9.6
	Minimum
	Earnings related
	7.0
	n.a.
	2.03

	France
	13.0
	Minimum/Targeted
	Earnings related
	6.6
	1.2
	1.11

	Ireland
	3.6
	Targeted
	Flat rate pension
	51.0
	7.3
	4.38

	Italy
	14.7
	Minimum/Targeted
	Earnings related          (NDC after 1995)
	2.6
	n.a.
	1.41

	Cyprus
	n.a.
	Minimum/Targeted
	Earnings related
	n.a.
	39.3
	n.a.

	Latvia
	9.6
	Minimum/Targeted
	Earnings related          (NDC after 1996)
	n.a.
	0.3
	n.a.

	Lithuania
	7.8
	Targeted
	Earnings related
	n.a.
	0.3
	n.a.

	Luxembourg
	9.7
	Minimum/Targeted
	Earnings related
	0.2
	23.6
	n.a.

	Hungary
	9.7
	Minimum/Targeted
	Earnings related
	n.a.
	4.0
	n.a.

	Malta
	8.2
	Minimum/Targeted
	Earnings related
	n.a.
	n.a.
	n.a.

	Netherlands
	13.0
	Minimum
	Flat rate old age
	111.1
	135.5
	2.88

	Austria
	14.2
	Minimum/Targeted
	Earnings related
	12.0
	n.a.
	1.52

	Poland
	13.0
	Minimum/Targeted
	Earnings related          (NDC after 1999)
	n.a.
	7.1
	n.a.

	Portugal
	10.5
	Minimum/Targeted
	Earnings related
	11.5
	4.3
	1.45

	Finland
	10.7
	Minimum/Targeted
	Earnings related
	8.9
	52.4
	6.13

	Slovak R.
	7.5
	Targeted
	Earnings related
	n.a.
	n.a.
	n.a.

	Slovenia
	11.4
	Minimum
	Earnings related
	n.a.
	1.4
	n.a.

	Sweden
	11.7
	Minimum/Targeted
	Earnings related          (NDC after 1999)
	56.6
	38.6
	1.35

	United Kingdom
	12.2
	Targeted
	Flat rate, earnings related (possibility of opting out)
	80.9
	n.a.
	3.37

	EU15
	12.6
	
	
	29.2
	
	


Sources: (i) OMC pensions statistics, Eurostat (2006); (ii) and (iii) The impact of ageing on public expenditure (2004-2080), EC Special Report, n° 1, 2006; (iv) Adequate and sustainable pensions, European Commission, 2003, (v) Adequate and sustainable pensions, European Commission, 2006, (vi) Forster and Mira d’Ercole (2005).
2.2
Discussion of Main Channels
As we have seen there are a number of ways a pension system can depart from a pure contributory (Bismarckian) rule. Most of the ways are motivated by equity concerns; some others are due to informational or budgetary aspects. Main channels of redistribution are:
· Number of years taken into account for the computation of pension benefits.
· Relevant years for the benefit formula: that may differ according to systems. For example, a person with a work career of 42 years will get a fraction 42/45 of benefits if the minimum career length required is 45. But to make the link with the previous point, these benefits can be computed on the basis of the last ten years of earnings;
· Life expectancy differentials: unsegmented annuities between high risk and low risk individuals are not distinguished;
· Ceilings: maximum amount of benefits. It penalizes high income workers, except if there is also a ceiling on contributions;

· Floors: minimum pension guarantee (means tested or not) in favour of low contributors;
· Assimilated years: the government is paying the contribution for these unworked years due to unemployment, parental leaves etc.;
· Indexation or up rating, namely increases in benefits by reference to a price index or to an index of average earnings; crucial for long lived individuals;
· Retirement age (normal, legal, early) that may differ according to sex, occupation, family status;

· Additional benefits for non contributing spouses (and widows);

· Adjustment for early retirement within the window (period between the early retirement year and the statutory retirement age: in many countries, 60-65).
All these departures from the contributory principle unavoidably create some redistribution. In the literature we survey the analysis is often dichotomous. For example, one looks at redistribution between men and women, skilled and unskilled, etc. 
The axes of segmentation are various; the most usual are:

· Gender: men-women,

· Education: levels of education,

· Skill: skilled-unskilled,

· Marriage: couples versus singles,

· Occupational schemes: salaried versus self-employed,

· Origin: nationals versus aliens,

· Location: regions,
· Ethnicity.

Most of these segmentations are self-explanatory and they will be supported by the evidence presented below. Some segmentations are not used. For example, even though one knows that there is an important gap between life expectancy in the North and in the South of France, this implying obvious redistribution, it is doubtful that there exist studies on this subject.

The elements of redistribution just discussed have been introduced in pension systems for different reasons: poverty alleviation, inequality reduction, budgetary concerns, and legal constraints. What they have in common is that by departing from the pure contributory rule, they generate redistributions that are not necessarily progressive. One can however conjecture that redistribution induced by equity concerns is likely to be more progressive than redistribution induced by channels without equity reasons. Table 4 here below summarizes these points. In this table, we use the term "corporatist" to mean that the departure from neutrality is to be explained by the political strength of a group of workers vis-à-vis another. Typically, it is civil servants versus private sector workers.
Table 4 - Channels and motivations
	Channels
	Motivation
	Type of redistribution

	Number of years taken into account
	Budgetary
	Ambiguous

	Life expectancy differentials
	Legal
	Ambiguous

	Floor (minimum) pension
	Poverty alleviation
	Progressive

	Ceiling (maximum) pension
	Inequality reduction Budgetary
	Progressive

	Assimilated years
	Equity
	Progressive

	Relevant years for the benefit formula
	Corporatist
	Ambiguous

	Differential benefit rules
	Corporatist
	Ambiguous


Before concluding this Part II, let us go back to some of the key channels of redistribution.
2.2.1
Number of Years Taken into Account

In every type of pension systems, the number of years individuals contribute to the system is a crucial parameter. Systems differ in the period of contribution required for a full pension benefit and within a given system, the required period can change from a group to another: difference between women and men for example. This has obvious redistributive purpose, offering generous pension benefits to categories that have contributed less than others, or at least for a shorter period of contribution. Redistribution can then operate from men to women if the required number of years is smaller for the latter or it can also redistribute from a scheme to another if civil servant pensions require less years than pension for private sector employees.
Some earnings related pension systems compute benefit only on the basis of final years of the working career. This is obviously not neutral in term of intragenerational redistribution since workers with a steeper wage profile will gain a pension representing a much higher share of overall average earnings than those with a flat earnings history. Indeed, computing pensions on the basis of final earnings clearly implies correlating any worker’s rate of return to his earnings dynamics. In this case, redistribution operates in a perverse way since the system discriminates against low-income groups.
Figure 1 shows the earnings profile of two educational groups. It is clear that computing pension rights on the last 10 years of activity instead of the whole career is going to have a regressive impact. This impact is relatively smaller, when we take into account gender differences for the same level of education.
Figure 1 – Labour income by age and educational level in Belgium, 2001.
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Source : Institut national de statistique (2001).
2.2.2
Life Expectancy Differentials

Table 5 provides an example of differential life expectancy across occupations and over time. It corresponds to the case of France.
Table 5 – France: Life expectancy at 35 years old by occupational group, 1976-1999

	
	Managers
	Intermediary
	Farmers
	Manual workers
	Employees
	All workers

	Men
	
	
	
	
	
	

	1976-1984
	41.5
	40.5
	40.5
	35.5
	37.0
	38.0

	1983-1991
	43.5
	41.5
	41.5
	37.5
	38.5
	39.0

	1991-1999
	46.0
	43.0
	43.5
	39.0
	40.0
	41.0

	Women
	
	
	
	
	
	

	1976-1984
	47.5
	46.5
	45.5
	44.5
	45.5
	45.0

	1983-1991
	49.5
	48.0
	47.0
	46.5
	47.5
	46.5

	1991-1999
	50.0
	49.5
	48.5
	47.0
	48.5
	48.0


Source: Monteil and Robert-Bobée (2005)
An important determinant of the return on pension contributions is age at death. Therefore the extent of intragenerational redistribution is affected by differential mortality given the absence of individual risk-rating in most public pension schemes. When assessing the redistribution of the pension system, we compare the contributions paid to the benefits received. People arriving at the retirement age are not equal in terms of period left until death. If we consider two individuals that have contributed the same amount but they do not have the same life expectancy, the one with lower mortality probability will get higher return from the system than the one who will die earlier. Since we consider a lifetime perspective of redistribution, the differences in the length of life benefit the highest longevity group.

Because life expectancy is positively correlated with income, pension systems are likely to redistribute from the low earners to the high earners. Thus the redistributive impact of a flat-rate benefit, for instance, can be reduced by considering the differences in lifetime expectancies across people. We will see in the analysis by socio-economic groups that even if they may contribute more, the high earners, since they live longer, will receive benefits for a longer period and the return of the system might be higher for them than for the low earners. 

Women also benefit from a longer life expectancy and they have more erratic careers which make them gainers of a lifetime perspective of redistribution. They contribute less because of low income or interrupted career but they will receive (admittedly small) benefits for a longer period than men. This could obviously give them a higher return from the system pension than men.

2.2.3
Floors and Ceilings

Floors and ceilings play a double redistributive role. First, when applied to contributions, they can limit the claim of pension of higher income. Second, applied to benefits, they help to narrow the range of incomes across the pensioners. 

If benefits, once determined, are lower than a given floor, they are raised to it. This is clearly a measure in favour of lower incomes. It has a redistributive aim but it can be sometimes mistaken. Because being entitled to a very low pension does not mean necessarily being poor. 

On the other side, contributions (earnings related taxes) are computed within an upper limit when assessing the entitled benefits. This is apparently a redistributive measure. In a contribution-based system, for example, if taxes are not totally proportional to wages because of ceilings, lifetime income distribution will change after taking pensions into account. If a ceiling is set for contributions, pensions will be capped too. 

Contributions can also benefit from floors. In Germany, contributions below a certain minimum are ex post topped up to lie between 50% and 75% of average contributions. This is another way to introduce a minimum pension.
2.2.4
Early retirement and lifetime redistribution
One of the main characteristics of a number of European pension systems is that in spite of increasing longevity it has induced its elderly workers to exit the labour market at an age well before the statutory age of retirement. Countries such as Belgium, Hungary and France, e.g., have an effective age of retirement of 58 for men. The reason for such a low participation rate of workers aged 55-64 is not just the public pension system but also the other components of social protection: disability insurance, unemployment compensation and early retirement schemes. It is surprising that the microsimulation models that we surveyed are not paying more attention to this phenomenon as it clearly may generate important lifetime redistribution. In Belgium, e.g., secondary school teachers quite often quit working at age 55 with one of the highest life expectancy particularly for women. In this particular case, just the pension system is concerned. In most cases admittedly computing redistribution is more complicated as early retirement is not financed by the pension system.

In a recent paper, Lefèbvre and Pestieau (2006) study the correlation across a dozen of OECD countries between the generosity of early retirement benefits (55-64) and that of regular retirement benefits (65+).It appears that there is a negative correlation between the early retirement benefits (replacement ratio) and the effective age of retirement. In other words, in countries where people retire early, early retirement benefits tend to be relatively high. At the same time, there is a positive correlation between early retirement benefits and normal retirement benefits. This seems to imply that there exists quite a sizable redistribution from "normal" to early retirees. Some caution is however needed in interpreting these results that are based on national averages.

The redistributive effects of early retirement have also been studied within the NBER network devoted to an International Comparison of early retirement and social security.

The model used in each country is a micro-simulation model of the behavior of a cohort of 50 years old individuals over the rest of their lifetime. The question raised was: suppose that the incentives to early retirement are removed, what will be the impact of such a reform on the distribution of the lifetime income of these individuals. It appears that in most cases such a reform has the effect of reducing inequality in lifetime income. The intuition is clear. By inducing people to work later, more resources are made available and given the redistributiveness of most pension systems, inequality is reduced. See on this the Belgian study by Desmet et al. (2006).
From a different perspective, Hénin and Weitzenblum (2003) use a life-cycle equilibrium model and find that delaying retirement in France alleviates the required adjustment in pensions or contributions but increases wealth and consumption inequality. Also, pensions are higher but for the agents with the smallest life expectancy (low-qualified workers) the gain will bear on a smaller period. They conclude that delaying the age of retirement may strongly hurt people in their 50’s and 60’s, especially within the less advantaged occupational groups.
Finally, in a recent paper, Sorensen et al. (2006), one observes that in Denmark, early retirement is more redistributive than normal retirement on a lifetime basis. 
PART III  -  ANALYSIS BY SOCIO-ECONOMIC GROUP
In the previous parts, we have defined how the pensions systems may differ. We have also seen how a pension system can depart from neutrality. In this part, we give evidence on the way redistribution operates. With this intention, we survey studies that have assessed the redistribution of the pension systems for various European countries. In each of these studies, we can identify axes of segmentation that allow us to see the way the redistribution takes place. Table 8 below summarizes the different studies surveyed with this purpose. The objective was to cover the 25 European Union countries but only for a few (seven) of them studies analyzing intragenerational longitudinal redistribution exist.
 
They are not numerous and concern only a few countries. As explained in Part I, analysis of lifetime redistribution needs lifetime data which are largely unavailable. The alternative method consists in using microsimulation techniques but it has not been implemented in each country.

We see in Table 8, for each country, the axes of segmentation that have been analyzed and the key channels that have been identified by the different studies. The different countries presented allow as well differentiating between the types of pension systems that are contributory versus redistributive pension systems. 
The following sections present the results while opposing one group of population to another. That is we look at the redistribution between men and women, low income and high income, married and single, etc. For each of these, we identify which institutional feature generates redistribution in a way or another. 

3.1
Redistribution by Income Levels
Here, we are concerned with the redistribution that may occur from the rich (the poor) to the poor (the rich) along the life cycle. We have seen in the previous part that some channels generate redistribution along the income distribution. Some play in favour of the poor while others tend to favour the rich.

With a few exceptions, most European pension systems redistribute from high incomes to low incomes. That is low incomes obtain higher return from the system than high incomes. The principal effect comes from institutional measures like floors and ceilings that favour low contributors. But these progressive effects can somehow be mitigated by the difference in longevity as well as by computation rules.
3.1.1
Minimum and Maximum Pensions

Most European countries have a minimum level of pension. This obviously benefits to the low income levels which are often entitled to really small pensions. If benefits, once determined, are lower than a given floor, they are raised to it. But because being entitled to a very low pension does not mean necessarily being poor, some countries like Italy, Spain or France
 have conditioned the minimum pension to a means test. On the other hand, high earners pay high contributions during their work career but once at retirement the ceilings of pensions limit the return they might obtain from these contributions. In the same way, if a ceiling is set for contributions, pensions will be capped too.

Colin et al (1999), Walraet and Vincent (2003) and Privat (2005) have shown that, in France, the lower earners are favoured by the pension system. In Walraet and Vincent, it is shown that the return of the pension system decreases with the decile of income. It only stabilizes for the highest levels. For these highest incomes, wages are closer to ceilings (in terms of contributions) and then contributions and pensions are insensitive to the level of income. 

In Germany, Borsch-Supan (2000) and Borsch-Supan and Reil-Held (2005) confirm this direction in redistribution. The latter paper disentangles the transfer component from the insurance component of the German public pension system. There are non-insurance benefits, which do not correspond to contributions that add redistribution to the insurance effect. Indeed, the German system increases all contributions that are smaller than a certain minimum; there is also assimilation of some non worked years, etc. This leads to redistribution from the rich to the poor since these non-insurance benefits represent huge amounts for the lowest quintile of the income distribution.
3.1.2
Difference in Life Expectancy
In Goodman et al. (2003) and Disney and Emmerson (2005), it is shown that the UK system redistributes towards the low earners. Both consider the impact of the last reforms the Labour Party has implemented to target the lower income families. They show that pensioners with lower lifetime earnings obtain higher replacement rates given the redistribution intrinsic to the system design. Nevertheless if such features aim at redistributing, they are somehow limited by the mortality differential. Since high earners have higher survival probabilities, they may gain from the pension systems because they receive benefits for a longer period. Creedy et al. (1993) and Disney and Whitehouse (1993), adopting a lifetime perspective, show that the UK state pension leads to some redistribution from high to low lifetime earners although this effect is blurred by the presence of differential mortality among earners.

In The Netherlands, Nelissen (1995) points also the negative effect of difference of longevity on the progressivity. He shows that the higher the decile of income, the higher the contributions. Since the Dutch old age state pension offer flat-rated benefits, this results in a smaller net return for the high deciles. Nevertheless, the smaller decile contains a high proportion of people who die at young age and so they get a smaller return. Thus the redistributive impact of a flat-rate benefit can be reduced by considering differences in life expectancy across groups.

3.1.3
Final Earnings Based Pension

Another limitation to redistribution towards the poorest comes from the calculation method of the pension. Although the purpose of floors and ceilings is to redistribute from the rich to the poor, some systems have a perverse redistributive effect. In country like Spain and Italy (before the 1995 reform), benefits are calculated on the basis of final years of earnings. Such a rule clearly implies correlating any worker’s rate of return with his earning dynamics (Castellino, 1995). This is obviously not neutral in terms of intragenerational redistribution since workers with a steeper wage profile will gain a pension representing a much higher share of overall average earnings than those with a flat earnings history (Baldini and Mazzafero, 2003). Gil and Lopez-Casanovas (1999) in Spain and Borella (2004) in Italy show that these pension systems, because of final years based pensions, have a social regressive impact.

3.1.4
The Recent Reforms

This possible regressivity has been an argument for Italy to substitute its defined benefit wage related pension scheme to a new fully contribution based system. Benefits are now calculated as a function of the whole of the paid contributions during the working years. Borella and Moscarolla (2005) have assessed the distributive properties of the reform from a defined benefit system to a notional defined contribution. They show how the reform will wipe out the perverse redistribution, leaving only redistribution in favour of the low income individuals, due to the presence of means tested income support. But it is worth noticing that the new system will be overall more neutral (Borella, 2004).

Sweden has also opted in 1999 for a new system that consists of a notional defined contribution PAYG system and an advanced funded defined contribution system in the place of the former defined benefits system. Flood (2003) has evaluated the change of redistribution induced by this new pension system. He shows that the new system is less generous but it still remains redistributive from high earners to low earners thanks in particular to minimum guaranteed pensions.

In a very recent paper, Sorensen et al. (2006) compare the redistributive effect of social insurance, including public pensions, from a cross-sectional and a longitudinal viewpoint for Denmark. They show that whereas Danish public pensions seem to be highly redistributive when studied on a yearly basis they are not so on a lifetime perspective. They provide some evidence on the same exercise for other countries that is given in Table 5 below.
Table 5 - Share of social insurance that represents intrapersonal redistribution over own life cycle
	Country
	Share
	Authors and year

	Denmark
	26%
	Hansen (2005)

	Sweden
	21%
	Hurenius and Selen (1994)

	
	18%
	Petterson and Petterson (2003)

	UK
	48-62%
	Faltingham and Harding (1996)

	Australia
	29-38%
	Faltingham and Harding (1996)

	Ireland
	45%
	O'Donoghue (2001)

	Italy
	23%
	O'Donoghue (2001)


Source: Sorensen, P., Hansen, M. and Bovenberg, A., (2006).
Table 6 concerns the totality of social insurance, not only pensions but also disability, family allowances, unemployment, housing and sickness. The share of 26% fro Denmark means that 74% of social spending is devoted to consumption smoothing over the lifecycle. If consumption smoothing could be achieved with individual savings accounts, payroll taxes could be reduced to a quarter of what is now, implying less distortions.
To conclude, we could say that there is in general redistribution towards the low earners. Even if the system is more contributory, the widespread use of minimum pension level give generous pension compared to contributions paid. The desire to fulfil socially motivated purposes leads to progressivity.

3.2
Redistribution by Gender
Turning to the redistribution effects by gender, all studies conclude that women obtain higher return from the pension system than men, in spite of (or because of) the fact that they have lower wages. There are a few reasons for this advantage but the main one is obviously life expectancy. Women have on average a 5-years bonus of longevity compared to men. Being added to this effect we have the previously seen contributions ceiling, minimum pension and non-contributive bonuses that favour the low earners and the interrupted careers.

3.2.1
Life expectancy and Minimum Pension

In France, Colin et al. (1999) and Walraet and Vincent (2003) have shown how women, and especially low-income women, emerge as the main beneficiaries of redistribution fostered by the pension system. The financial return is higher for women than men mainly because of the combination of higher longevity and ceilings and floors. Indeed, since women live longer than men, they benefit from a pension for a longer period. This effect is the same as described for lower income in the previous subsection. Like lower income, women benefit from minimum pension and are also less subject to the ceilings on earnings since they have on average lower wages than men. Since women are more represented in lower income levels they benefit more from the minimum pensions. This contributes to redistribute from men to women and this appears to be true whatever the scheme considered (Colin et al., 1999).

Gil and Lopez-Casasnovas (1999), in Spain, conclude also to redistribution from men to women. Their results show that the internal rate of return is higher for women in spite of the fact that they have lower wage profile increase. They conclude to the positive effect of higher survival rate. Borella and Moscarolla (2005) find the same effect for Italy.

Schnabel (1999) and Wilke (2005), in Germany, find also the same positive effect of longer life expectancy of women on the return of the system they benefit from. 

Considering Beveridgean systems, we may expect that they are highly redistributive from men to women since they offer flat-rate benefits. Nelissen (1995) has shown for The Netherlands that like in other countries, the system redistributes more towards women and that this is mainly due to a higher life expectancy. Nevertheless, in The Netherlands like in the United Kingdom, the public old-age pension system is rather small and its redistributive impact is largely offset by the supplementary mandatory occupational pension. Thus it is important to take into account the impact of this second pillar to obtain a clear figure of the overall redistributive effects of pensions. The same author (Nelissen, 2000) has explored the redistributive impact of the fully funded Dutch supplementary pension. He finds in this case that men obtain higher benefits than women. This is due to the women’s lower labour force participation but he concludes also that it might be reversed in the future with the growing labour participation of women.
Falkingham and Johnson (1993) found the same result for the UK. They simulated various cases on the basis of the British pension system and found that the women are often better off because of their longer longevity and because they have low wage earnings and following low contributions.
Thus we see that life expectancy is predominant in the determination of the return of the system. It is true for women versus men and we have seen above that it gives also an advantage to high levels of income. Italy has taken this difference into account in their last reforms towards a notional defined contribution system. But it is not so easy to reduce the inequality generated by differences in life expectancy. Caselli et al. (2003) have shown that the adjustment factors that take into account the survival probabilities have to be computed at a very disaggregated level otherwise it does not take into account the variability on gender, region and even income. Consequently, it is difficult to wipe out the redistribution from high mortality groups to low mortality groups.

3.2.2
Non-contributive Bonuses

A number of non-contributive devices display also distributive features in favour of women. Women can gain from earlier age of retirement and/or smaller period of contributions required for full pension. They also benefit from additional pension rights for raising children. The non-worked period is eventually taken into account in the contribution duration used in the benefit’s calculation.

In France, for instance, mothers are entitled to 2 years per child additional pension rights if they grew children up
 (Colin et al., 1999). Walraet and Vincent (2003) show that this contribution length bonus gives them higher rates of return. They show also that it allows redistribution between women according to the number of children they have. It is worth noting that a pension extra is also allocated to the couples (men and women) as a function of the number of children. Men in couple are then also favoured if they have children in comparison with single men.

Austria and Germany have also arrangements for childcare periods; they are towards the qualifying period for benefits (Knell, 2005). In Germany, all mothers receive some child allowance from the pension system independent of actual employment or corresponding contributions. Some fictitious service years are credited for each child (Borsch-Supan and Reil-Held, 2001).
3.3
Redistribution by Marital Status
The marital status can play an important role in the determination of the return of the system. First, in countries like Belgium, the head can claim a pension complement if the spouse does not receive a sufficient pension. This complement will replace the too low pension of the spouse. Second, in married couples, the surviving spouse will in general receive a survivor’s pension. Third, it appears that on average, single men have a higher mortality rate than married men. This leads to redistribution from the single men to the married ones. The evidence for women is different. Married and single women tend to have the same length of life.
In Spain, Gil and Lopez-Casanovas (1999) show that married contributors get a positive transfer while the opposite is true for single contributors because of lower life expectancy and no widow’s surviving pension. They show that a single contributor with an identical profile obtains a rate or return that is smaller than a married one.

Schnabel (1999) finds the same positive impact of survivor benefits in Germany. Married persons constitute the vast majority of retirees and due to survivor benefits; the expected value of social security pensions for this group is much higher than for single persons. Since on average a wife is younger than her husband and will outlive him, she receives survivor’s benefits as a widow for a while. As a consequence, this gives to married men a higher return than single ones because survivor benefits will add to their own benefits. 

Finally, Nelissen (1995) focuses on the net lifetime income an individual receives. He shows that in the Netherlands, single males are the less favoured since they pay on average a lot of contributions but have on average lower life expectancy. He shows also that among single individuals, separated people are better off than never-married people. On average, married women receive the highest net income. He concludes that the Dutch state pension redistributes from single males and separated persons to married persons and single females. But the same author considers as well the supplementary mandatory pension system in another study (Nelissen, 2000). In this case the net gain goes to single men whereas the married and separated men lose out. This is connected to the decreasing labour force participation of married and separated men.

3.4
Redistribution by Occupational Schemes
There exist often different schemes according to the sector of employment. The usual distinction is between civil servant, private sector employee and self-employed. In most countries, we find different rules applying to each of this status but we also have different schemes for other occupational differences in countries such as in Spain.

3.4.1
Public versus Private Sector versus Self-employed

Colin et al. (1999) have focused on the differences in return between the French private sector scheme and the civil servant scheme. They show that the civil servant pensions are more generous than the private sector workers ones. The advantage of the civil servant workers would come from two main characteristics. First, as Coeffic (2004) has showed with administrative data, the public sector offers better replacement rates. Second, the length of the retirement period of a civil servant is higher. Public sector workers have on average a higher life expectancy but they also quit their jobs earlier than employees. 

Borella and Moscarola (2005) show also for Italy that given the contributions paid, public sector employees receive higher benefits and Baldini and Mazzafareo (2003) show that the self-employed are less favoured than the private sector employee. In The Netherlands, Nelissen (1995, 2000) shows that both the first and second pillars offer better return for civil servants. They have the best pension provisions among all workers.

3.4.2
Various Occupational Schemes
In Spain, Bandres and Cuenca (1999) consider many more different schemes. They find that the transfers reach high figures in the domestic help scheme as well as in the agricultural workers, the farmers and the self-employed schemes. They argue as well that the differences between the schemes are easy to detect in the initial pension itself and in the additions for minimum pensions. The combination of different calculation rules for the initial pension, for revaluation and for minimum pensions implies a better redistributive effect in these schemes compared with the general scheme of employees. 

3.4.3
Additional Non-insurance Pensions

Another redistributive channel pointed by Börsch-Supan and Reil-Held (2001) for Germany is the role of certain pension benefits that are pure transfers. They supplement the original task of pension by adding redistribution. This is the case of benefits due to World War II or benefits due to colonial experience. They are not related at all to work circumstances or past contributions. 

3.5
Quantifying the factors of redistribution
In the studies surveyed in this report authors are reluctant to quantify the source of redistribution. At best they give an order of magnitude. One of the reasons is that their estimates depend on a variety of assumptions and are presented for alternative scenarios. To illustrate this kind of results we would like to have, we use the widely cited paper by Coronado et al. (2000) who quantify the sources of redistribution. This research is based on estimated wage profiles and actual earnings data for a sample of 1800 US individuals. They start from a cross-sectional view of redistribution and progressively introduce lifetime features. As a first cut, they obtain in a cross-sectional approach an indicator of progressivity of 1.27 (a value of 1 implies no progressive redistribution). Taking into account both contributions and benefits, the indicator falls to 1.05. Then, they take into account the cap that Social Security puts on earnings; this puts the progressivity indicator under 1.05. Introducing part time work and career breaks which are viewed as leisure or home production, the indicator is reduced to 1.01. The fourth step reflects the resources pooling of couples and this yields a lower indicator of progressivity. Finally, using a "more realistic" discount rate of 4% instead of the usual 2%, they find that Social Security is actually slightly regressive with an effective progression measure of 0.998.
These results are summarized on Table 7

Table 6 - Summary of Progressivity Measures for Social Security

	
	Income measure
	Type of mortality
	Discount

rate
	Effective progression
	Overall

	Benchmark
	Annual capped earnings
	Standard
	NA
	1.2734
	Progressive

	Lifetime view
	Lifetime capped earnings
	Standard
	2%
	1.0537
	Less progressive

	Earning cap
	Lifetime uncapped earnings
	Standard
	2%
	1.0498
	Less progressive

	Part time
	Individual potential income
	Standard
	2%
	1.0100
	Less progressive

	Couples
	Household potential income
	Standard
	2%
	1.0024
	Less progressive

	Different longevity
	Household potential income
	Income differentiated
	2%
	1.0008
	Less progressive

	Discount rate
	Household potential income
	Income differentiated
	4%
	0.9977
	Regressive


Source: Coronado et al. (2000)

Table 7 - Review of studies on lifetime redistributive impact of pensions systems
	Country
	Source
	Method
	Year
	Axes
	Channels
	Results

	Italy
	Castellino (1995)
	Lifetime micro-simulation without behavioural response
	1960 to 2020 
	· Income level
	· Floors and Ceilings

· Base years taken into account in the benefit formula

· Age of retirement
	· Existence of a perverse redistribution 

	
	Baldini and Mazzafero (2003)
	Lifetime micro-simulation without behavioural response
	1985 and 2000
	· Employees versus self-employed
	· Base years taken into account in the benefit formula
	· Defined benefits versus defined contribution system

· The contribution-based system is more neutral concerning redistribution than the earnings-related system. The new system will not be a redistribution tool.

· The self-employed are the less favoured.

	
	Caselli et al. (2003)
	Computation of mortality rates and implications for pension system
	1997 to 2020
	· Women Versus men

· Regions
	· Life expectancy
	· Redistribution from high mortality versus low mortality groups.

	
	Borella (2004)
	Simulation of earnings profile and contributions of male employees.
	
	· Private sector versus public sector

· Education levels
	· Floors and ceilings

· Number of years in activity (Working careers)

· Base years taken into account in the benefit formula

· Indexation
	· Defined benefits versus defined contribution system.

· Mixed effect: contribution-based scheme reduces inequality compared to previous earning-related (among most groups of workers) scheme but offers lower benefit level.

	
	Borella and Moscarola (2005)
	Lifetime micro-simulation without behavioural response.
	Cohorts born since 1955 to 1995
	· Level of income

· Women versus men

· Employee versus self-employed
	· Base years taken into account in the benefit formula

· Number of years in activity and age of retirement

· Life expectancy
	· Defined benefits versus defined contribution system.
· Existence of a perverse redistribution in old system.

· The new system reduces both good and perverse redistribution.

· Better situation for private sector employees.
· Women are better than men.

	Spain
	Gil and Lopez-Casasnovas (1999)
	Lifetime micro-simulation without behavioural response.
	Cohorts born since 1935 to 1965
	· Level of income

· Marital status

· Women versus men
	· Life expectancy

· Floors and ceilings in contributions

· Number of years in contributing in excess to 35

· Base years taken into account in the benefit formula
	· Social regressive impact of the system.

· Women are favoured by their longer life expectancy.

· Married contributors are favoured compared to single ones thanks to their longer life expectancy and the survivor’s benefits.

	
	Bandrès and Cuenca (1999)
	Lifetime microsimulation without behavioural response.
	1992
	· Level of income

· Women versus men

· Various schemes: according to professional activity
	· Minimum pension

· Floors and ceilings

· Base years taken into account in the benefit formula
	· The most favoured schemes are the domestic help and farm workers schemes.

· Women are also favoured and much more when survivors benefits are taken into account.

· The system favoured also the lowest income.

	France
	Colin et al. (1999)
	Lifetime micro-simulation with behavioural response.
	1997
	· Private versus public sector

· Level of income

· Women versus men
	· Age of retirement

· Life expectancy

· Minimum guaranteed pension

· Assimilated years

· Floors and ceilings
	· Replacement rates and internal rates of return are higher among civil servants and the system is more generous compared to the contributions paid.

· On average women are favoured in both systems but much more in the public sector.

· Low earners are also favoured but more in the private sector scheme.

· An increase of the retirement age would induce a much bigger reduction of generosity in the public sector scheme.

	
	Walraet and Vincent (2003)
	Lifetime micro-simulation with behavioural response.
	1998
	· Level of income

·  Women versus men

· Number of children

· Single versus couple
	· Life expectancy

· Assimilated years 

· Number of years in activity (working careers)

· Ceilings and floors
	· Redistribution from the high earners to the low earners.

· Redistribution from men to women.

· Low income women are the highest beneficiaries of redistribution thanks to higher life expectancy and bonuses for the number of children.

· Redistribution within the household from men to women.

	
	Coeffic (2004)
	Administrative data. No life cycle effect.
	2001
	· Private versus public sector

· Women versus men

· Level of income
	· Floors and ceilings

· Number of years in activity (Working careers)
	· Civil servants have higher replacement rates.

· In both private and public sector, replacement rates decrease with income. 

·  Women have lower replacement rates in the private.

	
	Privat (2005)
	Simulation of replacement rates with behavioural response.
	Cohorts born from 1935 to 1970
	· Women versus men

· Level of income
	· Number of years in activity (Working careers)

· Age of retirement 

· Assimilated years

· Floors and ceilings
	· Impact of 1993 and 2003 reforms
.

· Lower replacement rates for women than men due to less favourable situation on the labour market. Inequality reduced by women specific bonuses.

· Both reforms will increase the age of retirement and will reduce the average pension but lower income individuals will experiment an increase of their pension.

· Inequality between men and women is reduced, but still remains.

	Germany
	Schnabel (1999)
	Lifetime micro-simulation without behavioural response
	Cohorts born from 1930 to 1980
	· Women versus men

· Married versus single
	·  Life expectancy

· Survivors benefits
	· Women have better return thanks of their higher life expectancy.

· Married people and especially women are favoured thank to survivor’s benefit and higher life expectancy.

· Projections show that the return will fall in the course of the ageing process due to higher contributions and not higher benefits.

	
	Borsch-Supan and Reil-Held (2005) 
	Lifetime simulation based on microdata
	Cohort born from 1914 to 1941
	· Women versus men

· Level of income

· Education levels
	· Bonus for child raising

· Minimum guaranteed pension
	· Women gain from redistribution thank to bonus for child raising and minimum guarantee.
· High income levels redistribute to low income levels.

	
	Wilke (2005)
	Lifetime microsimulation without behavioural response
	
	· Women versus men

· Married versus single
	· Life expectancy

· Survivors benefits
	· Estimation of changes due to the 2004 reform.
· Women are more favoured than men.
· Married men are better than single men and near of single women.

	Netherlands
	Nelissen (1995)
	Lifetime micro-simulation without behavioural response.
	Cohorts born from 1930 to 1960
	· Women versus men

· Level of income

· Marital status

· Education levels

· Occupation: Private sector employees, civil servants and self -employed
	· Life expectancy

· Floors and ceilings
	· Redistribution from men to women.

· Among women the most favoured are married women.

· Civil servants are worse off than private sector workers.

· Higher educated redistribute to lower educated.

· Pensions reduce the income inequality and this effect is bigger for women than for men.

	
	Nelissen (2000)
	Lifetime micro-simulation without behavioural response
	Cohorts born from 1930 to 1970
	· Women versus men

· Marital status

· Occupation: Private sector employees, civil servants and self-employed

· Education level
	· Life expectancy

· Number of years in activity (Working careers)
	· To the horizon 2030, supplementary pension become more important for the income of the elderly and will almost equal flat rate benefits.

· In the future, women will get increased benefits due to labour force participation increases.

· Public servants have the largest net benefits.

· Supplementary pensions increase income inequality because of back services.

	United Kingdom
	Creedy et al. (1993)
	Lifetime microsimulation for men with uninterrupted careers without behavioural response.
	
	· Level of income
	· Life expectancy

· Floors and Ceilings

· Indexation
	· The main source of lifetime inequality is the differential mortality.

· The UK system is highly progressive as those who have the smallest lifetime income have also the highest benefit/cost ratio.

· A flat rate pension scheme rather than an earnings related scheme give a more equal distribution of net lifetime income than gross lifetime income.

	
	Falkingham and Johnson (1993)
	Microsimulation without behavioural response
	1985
	· PAYG versus funded systems.
	· Life expectancy
· Floors and ceilings
	· Women benefit much more than men in a flat-rate PAYG system.
· In funded pension system men accumulate much more pension capital.

	
	Disney and Whitehouse (1993)
	Lifetime microsimulation for men without behavioural response.
	
	· Level of income
	· Life expectancy

· Floors and Ceilings

· Age of retirement
	· Redistribution from high to low earners but the possibility to contract-out weakens the scope for intragenerational redistribution.

	
	Goodman et al. (2003)
	Microsimulation without behavioural response (No lifetime perspective)
	2002
	· Level of income
	· Increase of generosity of the system during the 1997-2004 period
	· Increase of the average pension, mostly in low income groups.

· The reform had no impact on relative poverty but has clearly reduced absolute poverty.

· Problems of take-up of pension explain partially poverty.

	
	Disney and Emmerson (2005)
	Simulation of earnings profile and pension entitlements
	2005-2050
	· Level of income

· Women versus men
	· Work careers

· Minimum guaranteed pension

· Indexation
	· Impact of past reforms
 on current pensioners and future pensioners.

· Replacement rates are higher for lower earnings and will be as high in the future

· The income-tested component will play a bigger role.

· The means-tested component will be reduced.

	Sweden
	Flood (2003)
	Lifetime microsimulation with behavioural response
	2000-2050
	· Level of income
	· Age of retirement

· Years of contribution 
	· Analysis of the new Swedish system
.

· Replacement rates are lower in the new system but there is still redistribution from high income to low income.

· Crucial role of the first and third pillar to compensate the reduced generosity.

· Delay of retirement age.

	Denmark,
Germany, 
Italy 
and 
United

Kingdom
	Mantovani et al. (2005)
	Microsimulation with behavioural response
	1998
	· Level of income
	· Minimum guaranteed pension
	· Impact of three reforms
 of pensions system in each country.

· Proportional reduction in pensions affects disproportionately the lower incomes but cross-country differences are substantial.

· The minimum pension effect makes a big difference for low earners in Germany but also in other countries. Big reduction of poverty.

· Higher contributions are more problematic in Italy because of the bigger part of lower income.


PART IV  -  POVERTY, INEQUALITY AND REDISTRIBUTION
4.1
Lifetime Redistribution versus Cross-Sectional Redistribution
The redistributive incidence of pension system is an important though ambiguous issue. Focusing on intragenerational redistribution, the question can be approached in two different ways. 

The undoubtedly correct approach is to compute for each individual the present value of lifetime benefits and contributions presented above. When dealing with the issue of the redistribution effects of the pension system, the lifetime perspective is clearly the most desirable and yet it is quite often overshadowed, by cross-sectional analyses of redistribution. Basically one looks at the way pension benefits affect the income distribution of the population of elderly at a given period of time. The reason for this alternative approach is twofold. First, it is much easier and second, it corresponds to what most people understand as the most relevant way of looking at redistribution. In the political debate, the idea that women have a higher expected rate of return than men is dominated by the observation that elderly women benefit from lower benefits than men and therefore are generally poorer than the men.

Whereas the lifetime approach is based on individual units, the cross-sectional approach generally uses the family unit and therefore has to resort to equivalence scales to compare the well-being of households of different sizes.

Because the transversal approach is more convenient it allows for international comparison. For example, to test the relative redistributive effectiveness of alternative pension systems, the transversal approach can be useful.

Can we reconcile the two approaches? Not really. The only case where the two approaches would give about the same result is if all retirees had contributed the same amount and had the same life expectancy. This is obviously not the case.

In this part of the report, we briefly present some evidence concerning cross- sectional redistribution. Some results are quite at odds with those found above. Typically, in cross-sectional study women appeared to be left in the cold even though the longitudinal approach shows that they are generally benefiting from public pensions.

4.2
Poverty and Inequality
There exist three main sources available when one has to compare income distribution across European countries: Eurostat, Luxembourg Income Study (LIS) and OECD. Eurostat data come from the European Community Household Panel (ECHP) and for the years to come from the new EU-SILC. It is a survey based on a standardised questionnaire subjected to a representative panel of households. LIS is the most important international data archive providing access to micro data. Information comes from various cross-section surveys and sources but the original data have been harmonised across countries. OECD data, unlike LIS and ECHP, are drawn from national sources. Indeed, a questionnaire is sent to national experts with several tables on income distribution to fill but an effort is made to harmonise concepts by using common terms of reference (Förster, 2003). Whereas the two first sources of data use household’s surveys to collect information, OECD data come mainly from fiscal data.  At first sight, these sources appear quite different and yet poverty and income inequality levels based on each dataset are rather similar. 

In all these datasets, income is available on a household basis but in order to adjust for family size, an equivalence scale is used. There exists a variety of equivalence scales and in Table 9 it is important to note that it differs among the three dataset. Whereas in OECD and LIS data, the adjustment factor is calculated as the square root of the number of household’s members, in Eurostat it is calculated according to the OECD-modified scale which gives a weight of 1.0 to the first person aged 14 or more, a weight of 0.5 to other persons aged 14 or more and a weight of 0.3 to persons aged 0-13. This could be one of the reasons why we observe some difference between Eurostat data and the two others.

To measure the effect of public pensions on either poverty or inequality, we take the value of the relevant indicator (poverty rate or Gini coefficient) applied to disposable income including public transfers, if any, minus the value of the same indicator applied to disposable income excluding transfers. This latter value is particularly low for a majority of households particularly in a country with high replacement ratio. This is why we observe effects that are surely bigger than they would be in a world where before hand workers would know that there is no public pension and where hence they have to save for retirement. However, to catch such effects one needs to work with microsimulation models that allow for behavioural reaction to a cut in public pensions and provide a reliable counterfactual.

Besides using the head count poverty measure and the Gini coefficient, we will use the OECD redistributive index (used above) that is the ratio of the income share of pensions for the first and the last quintile. As it will appear this redistribution index gives results that are quite different from those obtained by comparing the Gini coefficient with and without pensions.
Table 8 - Comparison of inequality and poverty for elderly (65 and over) 
LIS, Eurostat  and OECD

	Country
	Reference year
	Poverty rate
(50% median)
	Gini
	S80/S20

	
	OECD
	Eurostat
	LIS
	OECD
	Eurostat
	LIS
	OECD
	LIS
	LIS
	Eurostat

	Austria
	1999
	1999
	2000
	9
	10
	14
	25
	26
	2.2
	4.1

	Belgium
	1995
	1995
	1995
	13
	14
	16
	25
	26
	1.9
	4.9

	Czech R.
	1996
	n.a.
	1996
	9
	n.a.
	7
	n.a.
	21
	1.6
	n.a.

	Denmark
	1994
	n.a.
	1992
	5
	n.a.
	11
	21
	22
	1.7
	n.a.

	Finland
	2000
	2000
	2000
	10
	6
	9
	21
	25
	1.9
	3.0

	France
	1994
	1995
	1994
	8
	11
	10
	28
	28
	2.3
	4.8

	Germany
	2001
	2000
	2000
	10
	5
	10
	26
	25
	2.0
	3.5

	Greece
	1999
	1999
	2000
	24
	25
	28
	38
	34
	2.9
	7.0

	Hungary
	2000
	n.a.
	1999
	5
	n.a.
	4
	23
	23
	1.9
	n.a.

	Ireland
	2000
	2000
	2000
	36
	19
	36
	29
	32
	2.5
	4.5

	Italy
	2000
	2000
	2000
	15
	7
	14
	30
	32
	2.3
	3.8

	LUX
	2001
	2001
	2000
	6
	4
	4
	n.a.
	23
	1.9
	3.0

	NL
	2000
	1999
	1999
	2
	4
	5
	23
	24
	2.0
	3.8

	Poland
	2000
	n.a.
	1999
	4
	n.a.
	4
	n.a.
	25
	1.9
	n.a.

	Spain
	2000
	2000
	2000
	14
	11
	23
	n.a.
	31
	2.7
	4.3

	Sweden
	2000
	n.a.
	2000
	8
	n.a.
	8
	20
	23
	1.8
	n.a.

	UK
	2000
	2000
	1999
	14
	12
	20
	28
	30
	2.2
	4.2

	Correlation coefficients between the sources

	OECD
	1.000
	
	
	1.000
	
	n.a
	

	Eurostat
	0.801
	1.000
	
	n.a.
	n.a
	0.737
	1.000

	LIS
	0.931
	0.853
	1.000
	0.914
	1.000
	1.000
	0.737


Source and notes: LIS (2006), Eurostat (2006), Förster and Pellizari (2000) and Förster and Mira d’Ercole (2005). Poverty rates are defined as the percent of elderly with income less than 50% of adjusted median disposable income. In OECD and LIS, the equivalence scale is the square root while in Eurostat, it is the modified OECD scale. Gini coefficients are multiplied by 100.
4.3
Redistributiveness of Transferts

We have seen that the levels of poverty and inequality among the old differ across the European countries. Most countries fight poverty thanks to income maintenance public transfers and in this section, we try to assess to what extent these transfers succeed in reducing poverty and inequality in old age. This is done by estimating the measure of redistribution based on income before and after transfers. Income before transfers includes all forms of earnings plus capital income. Then we add the public transfers and we obtain the disposable income used in estimating indicators of Section 4.2.

First, we present the results for the whole population of elderly, then we move to subgroups. These measures are based on LIS data. OECD data provide similar results as LIS. In fact, the poverty alleviation coming from LIS and OECD are highly correlated. Remind that they are based on the same methodology of poverty estimation. Poverty alleviation coming from Eurostat (at 50% or 60% level) is not significantly correlated with the two other estimates.

Table 9 - Relative income poverty for people aged 65 and over – LIS
	Country
	Poverty before transfers
	Poverty after transfers
	Poverty alleviation

	Austria (2000)
	95.8
	13.7
	82.1

	Belgium (2000)
	94.0
	16.4
	77.6

	Czech R. (1996)
	82.4
	7.4
	75.0

	Denmark (1992)
	78.6
	11.1
	67.5

	Estonia (2000)
	98.4
	11.0
	87.4

	France (1994)
	93.0
	9.8
	83.2

	Finland (2000)
	54.4
	8.5
	45.9

	Germany (2000)
	85.7
	10.1
	75.6

	Greece (2000)
	74.6
	27.6
	47.0

	Hungary (1999)
	97.8
	3.7
	94.1

	Ireland (2000)
	80.3
	35.8
	44.5

	Italy (2000)
	88.1
	13.7
	74.4

	Luxembourg (2000)
	93.9
	3.5
	90.4

	Netherlands (1999)
	61.1
	5.1
	56.0

	Poland (1999)
	79.8
	3.5
	76.3

	Slovenia (1999)
	97.5
	17.9
	79.6

	Spain (2000)
	92.7
	23.4
	69.3

	Sweden (2000)
	85.6
	7.7
	77.9

	UK (1999)
	69.1
	20.5
	48.6


Sources and notes: LIS database (2006). Poverty rates are defined as the percent of population with income less than 50% of adjusted median disposable income. Adjustment elasticity is 0.5. In Austria, Estonia, Belgium, Greece, Hungary, Ireland, Italy, Luxembourg, Spain, Slovenia, Slovak Republic, earnings are net of taxes and contributions.

We see that older people do not have sufficient earnings and private resources to eliminate poverty but the results are quite different according to countries. Some countries like Finland, Ireland, Netherlands, Greece or the UK have poverty rates before transfers really lower than others like Austria, Belgium or France. There are two explanations for this difference. First, some countries have higher labour force participation among elderly. Second, some countries rely more on occupational pension schemes, which are included in the income before transfers. This is the case of Finland, The Netherlands and UK. A third reason might be the family structure of the household. In southern Europe, the household is often wider than in the north and includes other family members, which contributes to the household income.  

The third column allows us to measure the impact of public transfers on poverty. Thus, Hungary, Luxembourg, Estonia, France and Austria have the largest effect on poverty with 82 to 94 percentage point reduction for the elderly. In Ireland, Greece, UK, Finland, and The Netherlands, the effect on poverty is less. As we said before, the last three rely more on private pension schemes.

We can also see how public transfers reduce inequality in doing the same exercise for Gini indices as for poverty. Table 11 presents the results. We see that except for Finland which has a pre-transfers Gini of 30.7, countries face more similar pre-transfers inequality than post-transfers inequality. More than half of the countries (12 countries) have a reduction of inequality due to public transfers that is more than 50% of the original level. Czech Republic, Denmark and Hungary have the most powerful effect with a reduction of 37, 36 and 38 points respectively.
Table 10 - Pre and post transfers Gini indices for people aged 65 and over - LIS
	Country
	Gini indices

before transfers
	Gini indices

after transfers
	Inequality reduction

	Austria (2000)
	54.6
	25.9
	28.7

	Belgium (2000)
	53.5
	26.2
	27.3

	Czech R. (1996)
	57.9
	20.5
	37.4

	Denmark (1992)
	58.3
	21.9
	36.4

	Estonia (2000)
	60.4
	29.3
	31.1

	France (1994)
	56.4
	28.4
	28.0

	Finland (2000)
	39.7
	24.7
	15.0

	Germany (2000)
	57.7
	25.1
	32.6

	Greece (2000)
	54.5
	34.1
	20.4

	Hungary (1999)
	60.9
	23.3
	37.6

	Ireland (2000)
	57.6
	32.3
	25.3

	Italy (2000)
	59.1
	32.3
	26.8

	Luxembourg (2000)
	53.8
	23.3
	30.5

	Netherlands (1999)
	51.7
	24.3
	27.4

	Poland (1999)
	58.6
	25.1
	33.5

	Slovenia (1999)
	50.0
	25.8
	24.2

	Spain (2000)
	56.5
	31.1
	25.4

	Sweden (2000)
	54.9
	22.5
	32.4

	UK (1999)
	54.9
	29.5
	25.4


Source and notes: LIS database. Gini coefficients are based on incomes, which are bottom coded at 1 percent of income and top coded at 10 times the median income and are multiplied by 100. In Austria, Estonia, Belgium, Greece, Hungary, Ireland, Italy, Luxembourg, Spain, Slovenia, Slovak Republic, income is net of taxes and contributions.

4.4
Subgroups of Elderly
In this subsection, we present poverty alleviation for the countries and various subgroups of elderly. Figure 2 displays the poverty alleviation impact of public transfers for two age groups: elderly aged 65-74 and elderly aged 75 and more. Persons aged 75 + are more likely to be poor than persons aged 65-74. In all countries, except for The Netherlands and Poland, the poverty rate of the very old is at least higher than that of the younger old. The poverty rate after transfers on average for persons aged 75 and older is about 5 percentage points higher than for the younger old. 
Figure 2 - Poverty and poverty alleviation due to transfers by age – LIS
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Source: Own calculations from LIS (2006).
Looking at the poverty alleviation induced by public transfers, it appears that the effect of transfers is not bigger for the very old than for the younger old. On average, the alleviation effect of transfers is the same, 71 percentage points. This would mean that the oldest start with fewer resources before transfers. If we look at country level, there are a number of countries (DE, DK, FI, IE, IT, NL, SE and UK) where the poverty alleviation is bigger for the very old but in all these countries, the biggest improvement of poverty rates due to transfers is offset by a higher poverty situation of the very old at the beginning. This explains that for every country, the observed poverty is higher for the very old than the younger old.
Figure 3 - Poverty and poverty alleviation due to transfers by sex - LIS
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Source: Own calculations from LIS (2006).

Another distinction among the elderly is the gender of individuals. Figure 3 gives the poverty rates for women and men separately. It appears that women are poorer than men, on average, 6.5 percentage points higher. This difference varies by countries, ranging from 21 percentage points in Ireland to 2 in The Netherlands. Poverty alleviation is lower on average for women than for men. This is true for every country, except Denmark, The Netherlands and Sweden.  Moreover, they are poorer before transfers. These both effects (a smaller alleviation impact and a higher poverty before transfers) lead to a worse situation of women in term of poverty.

Figure 4 - Poverty and poverty alleviation due to transfers for men by age - LIS
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Source: Own calculations from LIS (2006).

Because of difference in life expectancy, older women make up the majority of the elderly population. We can couple sex and age in order to see the difference between men and women as they grow older. On Figure 4 and Figure 5, poverty rates are represented according to sex and age of the person: 65-74 and 75 and older. These figures confirm the results obtained in Figure 2 and Figure 3. The older you are the poorer you are; and women are poorer than men. Thus, oldest women are the poorest individuals of the elderly population. This is due to the combined effect of a higher poverty rate before transfers and a smaller poverty alleviation impact of transfers. Women start with fewer resources out of transfers than men and this is truer as they grow older. Moreover the public transfers reduce poverty by a smaller amount for women than for men. As shown by Figure 6, being lonely increases the extent of poverty.

Figure 5 - Poverty and poverty alleviation due to transfers for women by age
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Source: Own calculations from LIS (2006).

Figure 6 -  Relative poverty before and after transfers for single women by age
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Source: own calculation from LIS (2006)
So far we have been concerned by the effect of public transfers on poverty. We now turn to inequality measured by the Gini coefficient. Table 12 looks at the contribution of public pension on inequality. It gives the marginal increase in inequality that a 1% increase in the four main channels of elderly resource generates. Not surprisingly, without exception, public pension have a negative impact on inequality particularly in Denmark, Estonia, the Netherlands and the UK. Earnings and capital income have as expected a positive but uneven effect on inequality. Private pensions have a positive effect in all but two countries. Caution is needed as private pensions are negligible in many countries
Table 12 - Marginal changes in inequality

	Country
	Marginal changes in total inequality

	
	Earnings
	Property income
	Private pensions
	Public transfers

	Austria
	0.241
	0.009
	0.019
	-0.269

	Belgium
	0.149
	0.142
	n.a.
	-0.301

	Czech R.
	0.461
	0.042
	0.310
	-0.389

	Denmark
	0.403
	0.247
	n.a.
	-0.444

	Estonia
	0.459
	0.018
	n.a.
	-0.426

	France
	0.052
	0.083
	-0.163
	-0.080

	Finland
	0.294
	0.244
	0.035
	-0.143

	Germany
	0.217
	0.119
	0.026
	-0.293

	Greece
	0.138
	0.044
	n.a.
	-0.207

	Hungary
	0.176
	0.068
	n.a.
	-0.244

	Ireland
	0.358
	0.030
	-0.002
	-0.388

	Italy
	0.186
	0.111
	0.015
	-0.296

	Luxembourg
	0.157
	0.203
	0.594
	-0.374

	Netherlands
	0.089
	0.104
	0.001
	-0.571

	Poland
	0.133
	0.010
	0.009
	-0.125

	Slovenia
	0.157
	0.004
	0.008
	-0.169

	Spain
	0.296
	0.032
	0.077
	-0.336

	Sweden
	0.263
	0.009
	0.228
	-0.294

	UK
	0.152
	0.142
	0.019
	-0.480


Source: own calculation from LIS (2006). Interpretation: an increase of 1% of elderly earnings will increase inequality by 0.241%.
Interestingly, we see from Table 13 to Table 15 that the within inequality is more important than the between inequality in most countries. This applies to 3 dichotomies: men versus women, old versus very old and single versus non-single. The only notable exception is the Czech Republic for gender. This means that even though there would be no more inequality between men and women, rich and poor, old and very old most inequality would remain.
Table 13 - Sex groups contributions to inequality
	Country
	Inequality – Gini coefficients
	Contribution to total inequality   by sex groups (in %)

	
	Male
	Female
	Total
	Within inequality
	Between inequality

	Austria 
	29.1
	26.6
	25.9
	52.2
	21.1

	Belgium 
	28.6
	20.7
	26.2
	53.3
	19.7

	Czech R. 
	20.7
	15.8
	20.5
	44.9
	47.1

	Denmark 
	24.0
	20.1
	21.9
	49.6
	22.9

	Estonia 
	25.4
	23.7
	29.3
	46.8
	32.6

	France 
	29.0
	27.4
	28.4
	52.4
	21.1

	Finland 
	27.5
	21.1
	24.7
	55.8
	31.8

	Germany 
	23.9
	24.8
	25.1
	51.8
	24.2

	Greece 
	34.0
	35.8
	34.1
	54.8
	12.7

	Hungary 
	22.6
	21.4
	23.3
	47.6
	33.1

	Ireland 
	34.7
	32.0
	32.3
	54.5
	21.7

	Italy 
	34.7
	30.2
	32.3
	55.8
	18.1

	Luxembourg 
	23.1
	22.9
	23.3
	52.4
	11.8

	Netherlands 
	23.8
	20.1
	24.3
	53.9
	20.0

	Poland 
	21.8
	20.3
	25.1
	48.7
	33.4

	Slovenia 
	27.2
	29.7
	25.8
	53.4
	21.4

	Spain 
	33.7
	35.8
	31.1
	54.0
	10.1

	Sweden 
	21.6
	15.7
	22.5
	51.8
	37.9

	UK 
	30.1
	27.8
	29.5
	51.6
	27.4


Interpretation: In Austria, 52.2% of inequality is explained by the inequality inside each group while 21.1% is explained by the inequality that exists between the two groups. The % left are for overlapped effect.

Table 14 - Age groups contributions to inequality
	Country
	Inequality – Gini coefficients
	Contribution to total inequality by households groups (in %)

	
	65-74
	75+
	Total
	Within   inequality
	Between inequality

	Austria
	29.8
	27.4
	25.9
	51.3
	10.8

	Belgium
	24.6
	28.0
	26.2
	49.9
	1.3

	Czech R.
	17.6
	14.0
	20.5
	55.9
	20.1

	Denmark
	23.5
	20.9
	21.9
	48.8
	22.6

	Estonia
	28.7
	23.7
	29.3
	58.5
	9.9

	France
	29.0
	29.5
	28.4
	54.1
	8.9

	Finland
	27.8
	26.9
	24.7
	53.8
	18.3

	Germany
	25.2
	25.0
	25.1
	52.5
	7.1

	Greece
	34.2
	35.0
	34.1
	50.9
	12.6

	Hungary
	23.9
	24.6
	23.3
	52.0
	3.4

	Ireland
	36.0
	31.4
	32.3
	50.8
	19.5

	Italy
	35.4
	30.5
	32.3
	52.5
	12.4

	Luxembourg
	22.2
	25.2
	23.3
	52.9
	0.5

	Netherlands
	23.5
	22.9
	24.3
	52.2
	8.6

	Poland
	23.5
	21.8
	25.1
	60.4
	1.7

	Slovenia
	28.5
	29.2
	25.8
	59.3
	9.4

	Spain
	34.3
	34.9
	31.1
	50.2
	8.0

	Sweden
	23.0
	19.8
	22.5
	48.7
	29.3

	UK
	31.2
	29.0
	29.5
	50.2
	14.3


Interpretation: In Austria, 51.3% of inequality is explained by the inequality inside each group while 10.8% is explained by the inequality that exists between the two groups. The % left are for overlapped effect.

Table 15  - Household status contributions to inequality
	Country
	Inequality – Gini coefficients
	Contribution to total inequality      by households groups (in %)

	
	Single
	Non-single
	Total
	Within   inequality
	Between inequality

	Austria
	24.0
	29.5
	25.9
	53.1
	27.0

	Belgium
	21.1
	29.3
	26.2
	48.4
	24.3

	Czech R.
	19.4
	16.2
	20.5
	38.5
	53.5

	Denmark
	21.3
	22.7
	21.9
	48.9
	28.8

	Estonia
	15.7
	27.5
	29.3
	50.5
	38.2

	France
	29.1
	28.1
	28.4
	50.4
	19.4

	Finland
	20.7
	27.7
	24.7
	52.1
	34.9

	Germany
	24.2
	24.1
	25.1
	49.6
	26.6

	Greece
	35.0
	33.8
	34.1
	55.1
	18.2

	Hungary
	24.0
	21.2
	23.3
	46.1
	26.1

	Ireland
	32.9
	27.7
	32.3
	50.8
	35.9

	Italy
	32.0
	33.6
	32.3
	55.0
	17.2

	Luxembourg
	24.8
	22.0
	23.3
	51.1
	5.8

	Netherlands
	21.3
	24.4
	24.3
	49.9
	12.6

	Poland
	20.4
	22.6
	25.1
	52.5
	25.3

	Slovenia
	26.1
	27.6
	25.8
	61.0
	24.6

	Spain
	26.5
	34.7
	31.1
	60.4
	24.4

	Sweden
	17.5
	20.9
	22.5
	44.5
	42.4

	UK
	29.2
	29.1
	29.5
	47.4
	27.9


Interpretation: In Austria, 53.1% of inequality is explained by the inequality inside each group while 27.0% is explained by the inequality that exists between the two groups. The % left are for overlapped effect.

PART V  -  CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
The redistributive incidence of pension system is an important though ambiguous issue. It is at the heart of political debates over the reforms of pensions. Focusing on intra-generational redistribution, the question can be approached in two different ways. 

The undoubtedly correct approach is to compute for each individual the present value of lifetime benefits and contributions presented above. So doing, yearly contributions and benefits are taken into account but also the length of the contributory period as well as that of the retirement period. Instead of computing such present values, one can calculate the rate of return of contributions in terms of expected benefits. In such an approach, key variables such as the work career, the age of retirement and life expectancy play an important role. 
In a pure contributory system there is no lifetime income redistribution; On the other hand, with a flat rate benefit, there is redistribution notably from high to low income, long to short contributory career and low longevity to high longevity.

In the real life, there does not exist pension systems that are purely contributory (Bismarckian) or purely Beveridgean. In particular, even the most Bismarckian countries have within or aside their pension systems non contributory schemes such as minimum pensions, survival benefits or entitlements related to maternity leaves which are basically targeted to retirees who otherwise would be extremely deprived. With these qualifications Bismarckian pension systems if they happen to be extremely generous will contribute to poverty alleviation more effectively than a meagre Beveridgean system.
Some systems have perverse redistributive effects leading to a social regressive impact.

Some earnings related pension systems compute benefit only on the basis of final years of the working career. This is obviously not neutral in term of intragenerational redistribution since workers with a steeper wage profile will gain a pension representing a much higher share of overall average earnings than those with a flat earnings history. In this case, redistribution operates in a perverse way since the system discriminates against low-income groups.
Because life expectancy is positively correlated with income, pension systems are likely to redistribute from the low earners to the high earners. Thus the redistributive impact of a flat-rate benefit, for instance, can be reduced by considering the differences in lifetime expectancies across people. Even if they may contribute more, the high earners, since they live longer, will receive benefits for a longer period and the return of the system might be higher for them than for the low earners. 

Women also benefit from a longer life expectancy and they have more erratic careers which make them gainers of a lifetime perspective of redistribution. They contribute less on average because of low income or interrupted career but they will receive (admittedly small) benefits for a longer period than men. This could obviously give them a higher return from the system pension than men.

Floors and ceilings play a double redistributive role. First, when applied to contributions, they can limit the claim of pension of higher income. Second, applied to benefits, they help to narrow the range of incomes across the pensioners. 

With a few exceptions, most European pension systems redistribute from high incomes to low incomes. That is low incomes obtain higher return from the system than high incomes. The principal effect comes from institutional measures like floors and ceilings that favour low contributors. But these progressive effects can somehow be mitigated by the difference in longevity as well as by computation rules.

There exist often different schemes according to the sector of employment. The usual distinction is between civil servant, private sector employee and self-employed. In most countries, we find that the civil servant pensions are more generous than the private sector workers ones. This advantage stems from two main characteristics: a better replacement rate and a higher life expectancy. Also, they quit their jobs earlier than employees. 
All things being equal, a pension system that is Beveridgean is not generous (low share of pension spending in GDP), has an important second pillar and a high redistributive index.

It has been shown that pension systems that are too redistributive –e.g., with means-tested flat rate benefits – are subject to slow erosion as most people do not benefit from it.  At the other extreme, a purely Bismarckian system is not terribly attractive for the majority of workers. However, if the median income is well below the average income, some redistribution is likely to be supported by a majority of voters.

Concerning the redistribution effects by gender, all studies conclude that women obtain higher return from the pension system than men, in spite of (or because of) the fact that they have lower wages. There are a few reasons for this advantage but the main one is obviously life expectancy. Being added to this effect we have the previously seen contributions ceiling, minimum pension and non-contributive bonuses that favour the low earners and the interrupted careers.

These results are quite at odds with those found by cross-sectional studies. Typically, in cross-sectional studies women appear to be left in the cold even though the longitudinal approach shows that they are generally benefiting from public pensions.

Most countries fight poverty thanks to income maintenance public transfers. It appears that women are poorer than men, on average. This difference varies across countries. 
Our estimations find that poverty alleviation is lower on average for women than for men. This is true for most countries. Moreover, they are poorer before transfers. These both effects (a smaller alleviation impact and a higher poverty before transfers) lead to a worse situation of women in term of poverty.

Concerning age, it appears that the older you are the poorer you are; and women are poorer than men. Thus, oldest women are the poorest individuals of the elderly population. This is due to the combined effect of a higher poverty rate before transfers and a smaller poverty alleviation impact of transfers. Women start with fewer resources out of transfers than men and this is truer as they grow older. Moreover the public transfers reduce poverty by a smaller amount for women than for men.
Recent reforms have strengthened the contributive elements of the pension systems. This has reversed a certain number of socially regressive elements and has favoured the financial sustainability of the pension system. However, these reforms might be insufficient to eliminate poverty among certain groups. A certain number of corrective elements implying some kind of redistribution and ensuring a minimum income at old age might be desirable.
ANNEX  -  LIST OF STUDIES
Table A - 1: Review of national studies on intragenerational cross-sectional redistributive impact of pensions
	Country
	Source
	Year
	Object
	Characteristics

	Denmark
	Pedersen (1999)
	Cohorts (1913-1920)
	Lifetime redistribution
	· Negative effect of female widowhood.

· Negligible role of private income explains the low level of inequality

· Vindicate the idea that a Bismarckian is more effective in reducing poverty and inequality than a Beveridgean one.

· Denmark is viewed as an outlier.

	Denmark
	Danish Ministry of Finance (2003) 
	2000
	Income distribution and simulation of changes of policy on the distribution
	· Income has increased through time but faster for the richest.

· elderly receive (transfers) more from the state than they pay (taxes) and the poorer receive a bigger amount, as a consequence, whatever the financing scheme of an increase in pension benefits, it reduces the inequality.

	France
	Math (2002)
	1990s
	Review of impact of change from a PAYG to a Funded system.
	· Funded system reduces replacement rates, especially for low incomes, compared to PAYG

· PAYG system has a negative impact on Gini inequality, Funded system has a positive impact.

	Hungary
	Grootaert, C. (1997)
	1993
	Consumption based poverty and impact of transfers
	· Pensions reduce inequality in the distribution of living standards.

· 62% of people who receive pension are lifted above the poverty line.

	Italy
	Castellino (1995)
	
	Redistribution through pension schemes
	· Floor and Ceiling in the pension formula aim at reducing inequality and redistributing from the rich to the poor.

· Earnings based benefits work against equity.

	Netherlands
	Caminada and Goudswaard (2001)
	1997
	Redistribution by social security
	· Pensions are the transfers that reduce the most the inequality (45%).

	Poland
	Grootaert, C. (1995)
	1993
	Consumption based poverty and impact of transfers
	· 63% of people who receive pension are lifted above the poverty line.

· This effect is lower in village than in cities.

	Portugal
	Rodriguez (2003)
	1999-2000
	Poverty and inequality among 65+
	· Social transfers reduce inequality in old age (68% of resources, 52% of inequality).

· Social assistance reduces poverty.

· Social transfers: 96% of bottom quintile; 70% of top quintile.

· Factor of poverty: non-working, rural areas.

	UK
	Johnson, P. and Stears, G (1996)
	1993
	Income distribution of 65+
	· Pension is the main source of income of elderly but decrease across decile (10% for the richest).

· Single female are the poorest persons.

· Pensions contribute negatively to inequality.


Table A - 2: Review of international studies on intragenerational cross-sectional redistributive impact of pensions
	Country
	Source
	Year
	Object
	Characteristics

	Czech Republic and Hungary
	Förster (2003)
	1992 and 1996/1998
	Poverty and inequality and social transfers
	· Equalising effect of pension that decreases with time. But a marginal increase would reduce inequality in Czech R.

· Equalising effect of pension that disappears in 1998. But a marginal increase would reduce inequality in Hungary

	Czech Republic and Slovak Republic
	Garner, T. and Terrell, K. (1997)
	1989 and 1993
	Change in distribution of income due to transition in Slovak and Czech Republic
	· In both countries: Pensioners are worse off in 1993, the distribution is more skewed to the right. The pension was less generous, the share in the first decile income has decreased.

	EU 25
	SSO (2005)
	Around 2000
	Income distribution 
	· Key role of GDP and Pension expenditure in reducing poverty and inequality.

	Denmark, Netherlands, Germany, Sweden and UK
	Pedersen (1999)
	1990’s
	Income redistribution
	· In every country, pension represents more than 65% of average income.

· Pensions have a marginal negative effect on inequality in all countries.

	Belgium, Denmark, Finland, Germany, Italy, Netherlands, Sweden and UK.
	Behrendt (2000)
	1980-1995
	Distributive effects of private pensions.
	· Private pension mainly in high income and for men. 

· In country in which public pension does not reduce poverty enough, private pension complete it.

	Austria, Belgium, Denmark, France, Germany, Greece, Ireland, Italy, Luxembourg, Netherlands, Portugal, Spain and UK.
	Cohen-Solal and Loisy (2001)
	1995
	Poverty and social transfers
	· Impact of pension on poverty depends of its share in the GDP. Italy has the biggest share with 16% while Ireland has only about 4%. Consequently elderly poverty is higher in Ireland than in Italy.

	Austria, Belgium, Denmark, France, Germany, Greece, Ireland, Italy, Luxembourg, Netherlands, Portugal, Spain and UK.
	Heady et al. (2001)
	1995
	Distribution of income and social transfers
	· Pensions contribute negatively to inequality in all countries except France and Ireland.

· In all countries, poverty alleviation due to pensions is enormous.

· A cut of 10% in pension benefits would increase poverty by 12% in Denmark to 2.3% in the Netherlands.

	France, Germany, Netherlands, Sweden and UK
	Smeeding (2001)
	Mid 90s
	Impact of income maintenance program on poverty in old age.
	· Reduction of poverty thank to private pension, public pension and other income components.

	Austria, Belgium, Denmark, Finland France, Germany, Greece, Ireland, Italy, Netherlands, Portugal, Spain and UK.
	Ras et al. (2002)
	1997
	Income distribution and redistribution
	· Old-age transfers reduce poverty by 16% for the overall population.

· Ireland is the less generous country in terms of person coverage with pensions system while Italy is the most one.

	Germany, Italy, Netherlands, Sweden and UK
	Casey and Yamada (2002)
	Mid 90s
	Examination of the economic situation of older people
	· Income decrease as people grow older.

· Pension takes a biggest and biggest part in their income as they grow older.

	Austria, Belgium, Denmark, France, Germany, Greece, Ireland, Italy, Luxembourg, Netherlands, Portugal,  Spain and UK.
	Cohen-Solal and Lelièvre (2003)
	1996
	Poverty and standard of living of elderly
	· Pension represents the major part of income of elderly (from 77% in Netherlands to less than 50% in UK).

	Denmark, Germany, Netherlands, Sweden and UK
	Brown and Prus (2003)
	1996
	Analysing and determination of the equalizing effect of public pensions on income distribution
	· The biggest the transfers/total income ratio is, the smallest the Gini indicator is.

	Belgium, Finland, France, Germany, Netherlands, Sweden and UK
	Garfinkel et al. (2005)
	Mid 90s
	Describe the size and the redistributive effects of welfare state expenditures.
	· Poorest elderly household receive the biggest share of income.

· The net benefits are positive.

	Germany, Italy, Finland, Sweden and UK
	Smeeding and Sandström (2005)
	2000
	Focus on poverty of elderly women and especially single women during retirement.
	· Single women are poorer than other elderly. The effect of transfers is bigger than for other elderly.

	Austria, Belgium, Finland, Germany, Greece, Ireland, Italy, Netherlands, Spain, Sweden and UK
	Munzi and Smeeding (2005)
	2000
	Analysis of poverty and inequality in several European countries with focus on Greece.
	· Highest poverty rates for elderly-only household and especially in single household. 

· Poverty alleviation is mitigated between elderly and elderly-only household.

	Austria, Belgium, Finland, France, Germany, Ireland, Italy, Luxembourg, Netherlands, Sweden and UK. 
	Wu (2005)
	Around 2000
	Analysis of how social security keeps elderly out of poverty across nations.
	· The older you are the poorer you are. 

· Women are poorer than men and poverty alleviation does not reduce the difference between men and women poverty before transfers.
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� NDC systems are publicly managed individual account-retirement systems that are run on a PAYG basis. Individual accounts are credited annually with a return that is normally linked to some macroeconomic income measure such as the wage base or the output, and accumulated funds are converted into income streams only near retirement. There is an automatic adjustment to increasing life expectancy.


� T. Krieger and C. Sauer (2002) investigate whether there exist noticeable incentives with regard to the pension systems for eastern European workers to move westwards. They argue that for the mobile groups in society the German system is relatively unattractive compared to the newly reformed pension systems in the New Member States. They note that the reformed systems, e.g. in Poland or Hungary, are quite similar to the German one. Also, they introduced relatively strong funded pillars in their pension systems which does not involve redistribution. This is an attractive feature for young and skilled workers.


� We make use here of the pillar concepts introduced by the Geneva Association. According to them, the first pillar corresponds to the public PAYG schemes, the second pillar recovers the occupational pension schemes and the third pillar is reserved for individual old-age insurance schemes.


� The new first pillar is a Notional Defined Contribution (NDC) system which bases benefits on individual contributions during the working years (T. Krieger and C. Sauer, 2002). The contribution rate is fixed at 12,22%. The second pillar consists of individual, privately managed savings accounts. The contribution rate is fixed at 7,3%. 





� We conducted a survey among the best specialists of pensions in Europe. The turnout was high but the result relatively disappointing. 


� See the report of the European Commission on the adequate and sustainable pensions for a list of countries that do have a minimum income guarantee and how it is applied (EC, 2006).


� A recent court decision gives the same right to men as to women in France.


� The 1997 Italian reform will gradually transform the Italian system from an earning-related system to a contribution-based system.


� The 1993 reform increased the number of years on which pension is calculated from 10 to 25 years and increased the proratization. The 2003 reform increased the number of years of contribution to obtain the full rate pension and increased the length of proratization. 


� The 1986 social security act reduced the accrual rate for contributions made by younger individuals. The 1995 pensions act changed the indexation of the lower earnings limit and increased the age of retirement for women.


� In 1999, a new system has been implemented. It consists of a notional defined contribution PAYG system and an advance-funded defined contribution system. It will replace gradually the former defined benefits system.


� The reforms are: the introduction of a common minimum pension scheme of 40% of average earnings in all four countries, an increase in the rate of contribution, a proportional reduction of benefits.
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		Average		88.2157894737		18.8631578947				18.9		69.4

		Men aged 65 and over

										Poverty after transfers		Poverty alleviation

		FIN		43.2		3.2				3.2		40

		NLD		53.6		4.3				4.3		49.3

		UK		62.7		13.4				13.4		49.3

		GRE		72.3		24				24		48.3

		DEN		73		8.4				8.4		64.6

		IRE		74.5		24				24		50.5

		SWE		79.6		4.1				4.1		75.5

		average		81.5		9.2				9.2		72.3

		POL		81.5		2				2		79.5

		GER		82.1		5.4				5.4		76.7

		CZE		83.4		3.1				3.1		80.3

		ITA		85.6		10.4				10.4		75.2

		FRA		92		7.8				7.8		84.2

		SPA		92.6		19.8				19.8		72.8

		BEL		93.1		14.9				14.9		78.2

		LUX		93.1		2.4				2.4		90.7

		AUS		93.5		7.9				7.9		85.6

		SLO		96.7		12.3				12.3		84.4

		HUN		97.2		1.1				1.1		96.1

		EST		98.3		5.9				5.9		92.4

		Women aged 65 and over

										Poverty after transfers		Poverty alleviation

		FIN		43.2		11.8				11.8		31.4

		NLD		66.6		5.7				5.7		60.9

		UK		73.9		25.8				25.8		48.1

		GRE		76.6		29.4				29.4		47.2

		POL		78.7		4.5				4.5		74.2

		CZE		81.8		10.4				10.4		71.4

		DEN		82.6		13				13		69.6

		IRE		84.8		44.9				44.9		39.9

		average		85.4		15.9				15.9		69.6

		GER		87.9		13.1				13.1		74.8

		ITA		89.8		16.2				16.2		73.6

		SWE		89.9		10.3				10.3		79.6

		SPA		92.8		26.2				26.2		66.6

		FRA		93.7		11.2				11.2		82.5

		LUX		94.4		4.2				4.2		90.2

		BEL		94.7		17.5				17.5		77.2

		AUS		97.2		17.3				17.3		79.9

		SLO		97.9		21.1				21.1		76.8

		HUN		98.2		5.3				5.3		92.9

		EST		98.5		13.8				13.8		84.7
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Figure 1b: Poverty and poverty alleviation for people aged 75+
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Figure 1a Poverty and poverty alleviation for people aged 65+



		40% of occupational pension are transfered to public transfers

		Poverty rates for elderly				own calaculations from LIS

		People aged 65 and over		Poverty before transfers		Poverty after transfers

										Poverty after transfers		Poverty before transfers

		FIN		71.7		9.8				9.8		61.9

		NLD		72.9		5.1				5.1		67.8

		GRE		75.3		27.6				27.6		47.7

		UK		75.6		20.5				20.5		55.1

		POL		79.8		3.5				3.5		76.3

		IRE		80.3		35.8				35.8		44.5

		DEN		81.4		11.1				11.1		70.3

		CZE		82.4		7.4				7.4		75.0

		GER		86.7		10.1				10.1		76.6

		SWE		86.7		7.7				7.7		79.0

		ITA		88.9		13.7				13.7		75.2

		FRA		93		8.5				8.5		84.5

		SPA		93		23.4				23.4		69.6

		LUX		93.4		3.5				3.5		89.9

		BEL		94.2		16.4				16.4		77.8

		AUS		96.5		13.7				13.7		82.8

		HUN		97.8		3.7				3.7		94.1

		SLO		98.1		17.9				17.9		80.2

		EST		98.4		11				11		87.4

		People aged 65 to 74

				Poverty before transfers		Poverty after transfers				Poverty after transfers		Poverty before transfers

		FIN		64.3		4.4				4.4		59.9

		UK		70.8		16.7				16.7		54.1

		NLD		71		6.6				6.6		64.4

		GRE		74.1		25.7				25.7		48.4

		IRE		74.2		30.2				30.2		44.0

		DEN		74.8		6.4				6.4		68.4

		SWE		79.4		4.1				4.1		75.3

		POL		81.1		3.9				3.9		77.2

		CZE		83.2		5.6				5.6		77.6

		GER		84.5		9.2				9.2		75.3

		ITA		87.4		13				13		74.4

		FRA		92.1		7.5				7.5		84.6

		SPA		92.6		20.9				20.9		71.7

		LUX		93.4		2.1				2.1		91.3

		BEL		94.3		16.4				16.4		77.9

		AUS		96.3		11.6				11.6		84.7

		HUN		97.8		3.6				3.6		94.2

		SLO		98		16.6				16.6		81.4

		EST		98.3		10.3				10.3		88.0

		People aged 75+

										Poverty after transfers		Poverty before transfers

		NLD		76.1		3.4				3.4		72.7

		POL		76.5		2.8				2.8		73.7

		GRE		77.5		30.4				30.4		47.1

		CZE		81		10.8				10.8		70.2

		FIN		81.6		14				14		67.6

		UK		81.9		25.6				25.6		56.3

		IRE		89		43.7				43.7		45.3

		DEN		89.6		17				17		72.6

		GER		89.7		11.4				11.4		78.3

		ITA		90.7		14.7				14.7		76.0

		SPA		93.5		26.7				26.7		66.8

		SWE		93.5		11				11		82.5

		BEL		94		16.4				16.4		77.6

		FRA		94.2		13.3				13.3		80.9

		LUX		94.8		5.7				5.7		89.1

		AUS		96.8		16.4				16.4		80.4

		HUN		97.8		4				4		93.8

		SLO		98.2		20.2				20.2		78.0

		EST		98.6		12.4				12.4		86.2

		Men aged 65-74

										Poverty after transfers		Poverty before transfers

		FIN		55.9		2.1				2.1		53.8

		UK		65.6		10.2				10.2		55.4

		NLD		66.2		5.1				5.1		61.1

		IRE		67.0		23.5				23.5		43.5

		DEN		68.6		6.4				6.4		62.2

		GRE		71.6		22.6				22.6		49.0

		SWE		72.1		2.7				2.7		69.4

		POL		81.4		2				2		79.4

		FRA		81.4		6.7				6.7		74.7

		CZE		82.2		2.4				2.4		79.8

		ITA		84.7		10.2				10.2		74.5

		FER		90.8		5.3				5.3		85.5

		SLO		92.2		11.9				11.9		80.3

		BEL		93.2		14.8				14.8		78.4

		LUX		93.7		1.8				1.8		91.9

		AUS		94.7		6.1				6.1		88.6

		HUN		97.9		1.7				1.7		96.2

		EST		97.9		6.6				6.6		91.3

		SPA		97.9		18.2				18.2		79.7

		Men aged 75+

										Poverty after transfers		Poverty before transfers

		NLD		68.30889		2.4				2.4		65.9

		FIN		75.45354		5.3				5.3		70.2

		GRE		76.21153		26.6				26.6		49.6

		UK		78.71943		18.6				18.6		60.1

		POL		81.76933		2.1				2.1		79.7

		CZE		86.15906		4.6				4.6		81.6

		IRE		87.08392		24.7				24.7		62.4

		DEN		87.12121		11.5				11.5		75.6

		FRA		87.38795		9.5				9.5		77.9

		ITA		88.76047		10.7				10.7		78.1

		FER		90.77205		5.7				5.7		85.1

		SWE		90.91713		5.6				5.6		85.3

		LUX		92.47517		3.6				3.6		88.9

		BEL		93.4388		14.8				14.8		78.6

		AUS		93.51553		11.2				11.2		82.3

		SLO		94.29225		13.2				13.2		81.1

		HUN		95.88518		0.1				0.1		95.8

		SPA		97.41627		2.2				2.2		95.2

		EST		99.46648		4				4		95.5

		Wome, aged 65 to 74

										Poverty after transfers		Poverty before transfers

		FRA		70.97085		7.9				7.9		63.1

		NLD		75.11965		6.9				6.9		68.2

		UK		75.24716		22.2				22.2		53.0

		GRE		76.19587		27.1				27.1		49.1

		DEN		79.91903		6.4				6.4		73.5

		IRE		80.42709		36.1				36.1		44.3

		POL		80.93614		5.2				5.2		75.7

		CZE		83.93047		8.1				8.1		75.8

		SWE		85.79881		5.3				5.3		80.5

		GER		86.87303		12.4				12.4		74.5

		ITA		89.55175		15.3				15.3		74.3

		SLO		93.02109		19.6				19.6		73.4

		LUX		93.07707		2.2				2.2		90.9

		FIN		93.13927		6.2				6.2		86.9

		BEL		95.18474		17.5				17.5		77.7

		AUS		97.62016		15.9				15.9		81.7

		HUN		97.81502		4.8				4.8		93.0

		SPA		98.15734		23.2				23.2		75.0

		EST		98.55595		12.6				12.6		86.0

		woemn aged 75 and over

										Poverty after transfers		Poverty before transfers

		POL		73.93725		3.2				3.2		70.7

		CZE		78.03762		14.4				14.4		63.6

		GRE		78.55011		32.9				32.9		45.7

		NLD		80.49574		4.1				4.1		76.4

		UK		83.98135		29.8				29.8		54.2

		FRA		84.53816		15.8				15.8		68.7

		IRE		90.29767		56.3				56.3		34.0

		GER		90.6682		13.9				13.9		76.8

		DEN		91.09091		20.3				20.3		70.8

		ITA		91.93661		17.2				17.2		74.7

		SLO		92.97406		23.6				23.6		69.4

		FIN		94.38766		18.1				18.1		76.3

		BEL		94.43683		17.4				17.4		77.0

		SWE		95.13052		14.4				14.4		80.7

		LUX		95.9841		6.6				6.6		89.4

		AUS		98.29848		18.8				18.8		79.5

		EST		98.3314		15.7				15.7		82.6

		SPA		98.63309		29.8				29.8		68.8

		HUN		98.86815		6.1				6.1		92.8

		Men aged 65 and over

										Poverty after transfers		Poverty before transfers

		FIN		62.8		3.2				3.2		59.6

		NLD		66.8		4.3				4.3		62.5

		UK		70.6		13.4				13.4		57.2

		GRE		73.2		24				24		49.2

		IRE		74.5		24				24		50.5

		DEN		75.9		8.4				8.4		67.5

		SWE		80.9		4.1				4.1		76.8

		POL		81.5		2				2		79.5

		CZE		83.4		3.1				3.1		80.3

		GER		83.4		5.4				5.4		78.0

		ITA		86.3		10.4				10.4		75.9

		FRA		92		7.8				7.8		84.2

		SPA		93		19.8				19.8		73.2

		BEL		93.3		14.9				14.9		78.4

		LUX		93.3		2.4				2.4		90.9

		AUS		94.3		7.9				7.9		86.4

		HUN		97.2		1.1				1.1		96.1

		SLO		97.8		12.3				12.3		85.5

		EST		98.3		5.9				5.9		92.4

		Women aged 65 and over

										Poverty after transfers		Poverty before transfers

		GRE		77.1		29.4				29.4		47.7

		NLD		77.3		5.7				5.7		71.6

		FIN		77.4		11.8				11.8		65.6

		POL		78.6		4.5				4.5		74.1

		UK		79.3		25.8				25.8		53.5

		CZE		81.8		10.4				10.4		71.4

		IRE		84.8		44.9				44.9		39.9

		DEN		85.2		13				13		72.2

		GER		88.7		13.1				13.1		75.6

		ITA		90.6		16.2				16.2		74.4

		SWE		90.9		10.3				10.3		80.6

		SPA		92.9		26.2				26.2		66.7

		FRA		93.7		11.2				11.2		82.5

		LUX		94.4		4.2				4.2		90.2

		BEL		94.8		17.5				17.5		77.3

		AUS		97.9		17.3				17.3		80.6

		HUN		98.2		5.3				5.3		92.9

		SLO		98.3		21.1				21.1		77.2

		EST		98.5		13.8				13.8		84.7
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		Poverty before transfers by age								Poverty after transfers by age

				people aged 65 to 74		people aged 75 and over						people aged 65 to 74		people aged 75 and over

		AT		95.8		95.8				AT		11.6		16.4

		BE		94		94				BE		16.4		16.4

		CZ		83.2		81				CZ		5.6		10.8

		DE		83.5		88.6				DE		9.2		11.4

		DK		71.7		87.4				DK		6.4		17

		EE		98.3		98.6				EE		10.3		12.4

		ES		92.2		93.3				ES		20.9		26.7

		FI		44.3		68				FI		4.4		14

		FR		92.1		94.2				FR		7.5		13.3

		GR		73.4		76.8				GR		25.7		30.4

		HU		97.9		97.8				HU		3.6		4

		IE		74.2		89				IE		30.2		43.7

		IT		86.2		90.6				IT		13		14.7

		LU		93.2		94.9				LU		2.1		5.7

		NL		59		64.7				NL		6.6		3.4

		PL		81.1		76.5				PL		3.9		2.8

		SE		78.2		92.5				SE		4.1		11

		SI		97.3		97.8				SI		16.6		20.2

		UK		63.5		76.6				UK		16.7		25.6

		Average		82.1		87.3				Average		11.3		15.8

		Poverty before transfers by sex								Poverty after transfers by sex

				Men aged 65 and over		Women aged 65 and over						Men aged 65 and over		Women aged 65 and over

		AT		93.5		97.2				AT		7.9		17.3

		BE		93.1		94.7				BE		14.9		17.5																										fgqerg

		CZ		83.4		81.8				CZ		3.1		10.4

		DE		82.1		87.9				DE		5.4		13.1

		DK		73		82.6				DK		8.4		13

		EE		98.3		98.5				EE		5.9		13.8

		ES		92.6		92.8				ES		19.8		26.2

		FI		43.2		43.2				FI		3.2		11.8

		FR		92		93.7				FR		7.8		11.2

		GR		72.3		76.6				GR		24		29.4

		HU		97.2		98.2				HU		1.1		5.3

		IE		74.5		84.8				IE		24		44.9

		IT		85.6		89.8				IT		10.4		16.2

		LU		93.1		94.4				LU		2.4		4.2

		NL		53.6		66.6				NL		4.3		5.7

		PL		81.5		78.7				PL		2		4.5

		SE		79.6		89.9				SE		4.1		10.3

		SI		96.7		97.9				SI		12.3		21.1

		UK		62.7		73.9				UK		13.4		25.8

		Average		81.5		85.4				Average		9.2		15.9

		Poverty before transfers for men by age								Povertyafter transfers for men by age

				Men aged 65 to 74		Men aged 75 and over						Men aged 65 to 74		Men aged 75 and over

		AT		94.1		92.5				AT		6.1		11.2

		BE		92.9		93.4				BE		14.8		14.8

		CZ		82.2		86.2				CZ		2.4		4.6

		DE		90.8		93.9				DE		6.7		9.5

		DK		65.3		84.7				DK		6.4		11.5

		EE		97.9		99.5				EE		6.6		4

		ES		91.6		93.9				ES		18.2		2.2

		FI		80.3		85.6				FI		5.3		5.7

		FR		35.2		58.2				FR		2.1		5.3

		GR		70.5		75.6				GR		22.6		26.6

		HU		97.9		95.9				HU		1.7		0.1

		IE		67		87.1				IE		23.5		24.7

		IT		83.5		88.8				IT		10.2		10.7

		LU		93.4		92.5				LU		1.8		3.6

		NL		51.7		57.7				NL		5.1		2.4

		PL		81.4		81.8				PL		2		2.1

		SE		70.7		89.8				SE		2.7		5.6

		SI		96.6		97				SI		11.9		13.2

		UK		57.5		71.2				UK		10.2		18.6

		Average		79.0		85.5421052632				Average		8.4		9.2842105263

		Poverty before transfers for women by age								Povertyafter transfers for women by age

				Women aged 65 to 74		Women aged 75 and over						Women aged 65 to 74		Women aged 75 and over

		AT		97.1		97.2				AT		15.9		18.8

		BE		94.9		94.4				BE		17.5		17.4

		CZ		83.9		78				CZ		8.1		14.4

		DE		85.9		89.9				DE		12.4		13.9																												fsd

		DK		76.9		89				DK		6.4		20.3

		EE		98.6		98.3				EE		12.6		15.7

		ES		92.7		92.9				ES		23.2		29.8

		FI		51.6		72.7				FI		6.2		18.1

		FR		93.1		94.4				FR		7.9		15.8

		GR		75.9		77.7				GR		27.1		32.9

		HU		97.8		98.9				HU		4.8		6.1

		IE		80.4		90.3				IE		36.1		56.3

		IT		88.3		91.7				IT		15.3		17.2

		LU		93.1		96				LU		2.2		6.6

		NL		65.3		68.6				NL		6.9		4.1

		PL		80.9		73.9				PL		5.2		3.2

		SE		84.6		94.2				SE		5.3		14.4

		SI		97.8		98.2				SI		19.6		23.6

		UK		68.7		79.8				UK		22.2		29.8

		Average		84.6052631579		88.2157894737				Average		13.4157894737		18.8631578947

		Poverty before transfers for single women by age								Poverty after transfers for single women by age

				Women aged 65 to 74		Women aged 75 and over				Women aged 65 to 74		Women aged 75 and over

		AT		99		98.1				24.2		27.2

		BE		97.1		99.4				21.6		19.1

		CZ		97.7		99.7				14.2		21.7

		DE		91.2		96.8				22.5		17.9

		DK		84.2		90.3				11.4		24.9

		EE		100		99.7				17.7		21.3

		ES		99.2		98.5				47.6		61.1

		FI		68.6		82.8				13.7		26.4

		FR		94.8		94.8				12.9		20.9

		GR		93.8		95				34.7		42

		HU		99.1		100				9.2		10.6

		IE		97.6		98.8				48.4		88

		IT		94.5		98.2				29.3		28.3

		LU		93.5		94.2				4.1		8.4

		NL		76.1		76.2				1		1.1

		PO		98.5		99.4				8.2		2.2

		SE		93.8		97.3				10.1		19.6

		SI		100		100				31.6		45.9

		UK		87.6		92				39.9		40.9

		Average		92.9631578947		95.3263157895				21.1736842105		27.7631578947
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Figure 1a: Poverty rates before transfers by age



		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0



people aged 65 to 74

people aged 75 and over

Figure 1b: Poverty after transfers by age
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Figure 2a: Poverty rates before transfers by sex
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Figure 2b: Poverty rates after transfers by sex
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Figure 3a: Poverty rates before transfers for men by age
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Figure 3b: Poverty rates after transfers for men by age
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Figure 4a: Poverty rates before transfers for women by age
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Figure 4b: Poverty rates after transfers for women by age
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Figure 5a: Poverty rates before transfers for single women by age
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Figure 5b: Poverty rates after transfers for single women by age
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Poverty

		Poverty rates for elderly				own calaculations from LIS

		People aged 65 to 74

				Poverty before transfers		Poverty after transfers				Poverty after transfers		Poverty alleviation

		AT		95.8		11.6				11.6		84.2

		BE		94		16.4				16.4		77.6

		CZ		83.2		5.6				5.6		77.6

		DE		83.5		9.2				9.2		74.3

		DK		71.7		6.4				6.4		65.3

		EE		98.3		10.3				10.3		88

		ES		92.2		20.9				20.9		71.3

		FI		44.3		4.4				4.4		39.9

		FR		92.1		7.5				7.5		84.6

		GR		73.4		25.7				25.7		47.7

		HU		97.9		3.6				3.6		94.3

		IE		74.2		30.2				30.2		44

		IT		86.2		13				13		73.2

		LU		93.2		2.1				2.1		91.1

		NL		59		6.6				6.6		52.4

		PL		81.1		3.9				3.9		77.2

		SE		78.2		4.1				4.1		74.1

		SI		97.3		16.6				16.6		80.7

		UK		63.5		16.7				16.7		46.8

		Average		82.1		11.3				11.3		70.8

		People aged 75+

										Poverty after transfers		Poverty alleviation

		AT		95.8		16.4				16.4		79.4

		BE		94		16.4				16.4		77.6

		CZ		81		10.8				10.8		70.2

		DE		88.6		11.4				11.4		77.2

		DK		87.4		17				17		70.4

		EE		98.6		12.4				12.4		86.2

		ES		93.3		26.7				26.7		66.6

		FI		68		14				14		54

		FR		94.2		13.3				13.3		80.9

		GR		76.8		30.4				30.4		46.4

		HU		97.8		4				4		93.8

		IE		89		43.7				43.7		45.3

		IT		90.6		14.7				14.7		75.9

		LU		94.9		5.7				5.7		89.2

		NL		64.7		3.4				3.4		61.3

		PL		76.5		2.8				2.8		73.7

		SE		92.5		11				11		81.5

		SI		97.8		20.2				20.2		77.6

		UK		76.6		25.6				25.6		51

		Average		87.3		15.8				15.8		71.5

		Men aged 65-74

										Poverty after transfers		Poverty alleviation

		AT		94.1		6.1				6.1		88

		BE		92.9		14.8				14.8		78.1

		CZ		82.2		2.4				2.4		79.8

		DE		80.3		5.3				5.3		75

		DK		65.3		6.4				6.4		58.9

		EE		97.9		6.6				6.6		91.3

		ES		91.6		18.2				18.2		73.4

		FI		35.2		2.1				2.1		33.1

		FR		90.8		6.7				6.7		84.1

		GR		70.5		22.6				22.6		47.9

		HU		97.9		1.7				1.7		96.2

		IE		67		23.5				23.5		43.5

		IT		83.5		10.2				10.2		73.3

		LU		93.4		1.8				1.8		91.6

		NL		51.7		5.1				5.1		46.6

		PL		81.4		2				2		79.4

		SE		70.7		2.7				2.7		68

		SI		96.6		11.9				11.9		84.7

		UK		57.5		10.2				10.2		47.3

		Average		79.0		8.4				8.4		70.5

		Men aged 75+

										Poverty after transfers		Poverty alleviation

		AT		92.5		11.2				11.2		81.3

		BE		93.4		14.8				14.8		78.6

		CZ		86.2		4.6				4.6		81.6

		DE		85.6		5.7				5.7		79.9

		DK		84.7		11.5				11.5		73.2

		EE		99.5		4				4		95.5

		ES		93.9		2.2				2.2		91.7

		FI		58.2		5.3				5.3		52.9

		FR		93.9		9.5				9.5		84.4

		GR		75.6		26.6				26.6		49

		HU		95.9		0.1				0.1		95.8																				dvc

		IE		87.1		24.7				24.7		62.4

		IT		88.8		10.7				10.7		78.1

		LU		92.5		3.6				3.6		88.9

		NL		57.7		2.4				2.4		55.3

		PL		81.8		2.1				2.1		79.7

		SE		89.8		5.6				5.6		84.2

		SI		97		13.2				13.2		83.8

		UK		71.2		18.6				18.6		52.6

		Average		85.5421052632		9.2842105263				9.3		76.3

		Wome, aged 65 to 74

										Poverty after transfers		Poverty alleviation

		AT		97.1		15.9				15.9		81.2

		BE		94.9		17.5				17.5		77.4

		CZ		83.9		8.1				8.1		75.8

		DE		85.9		12.4				12.4		73.5

		DK		76.9		6.4				6.4		70.5

		EE		98.6		12.6				12.6		86

		ES		92.7		23.2				23.2		69.5

		FI		51.6		6.2				6.2		45.4

		FR		93.1		7.9				7.9		85.2

		GR		75.9		27.1				27.1		48.8

		HU		97.8		4.8				4.8		93

		IE		80.4		36.1				36.1		44.3

		IT		88.3		15.3				15.3		73

		LU		93.1		2.2				2.2		90.9

		NL		65.3		6.9				6.9		58.4

		PL		80.9		5.2				5.2		75.7

		SE		84.6		5.3				5.3		79.3

		SI		97.8		19.6				19.6		78.2

		UK		68.7		22.2				22.2		46.5

		Average		84.6052631579		13.4157894737				13.4		71.2

		woemn aged 75 and over

										Poverty after transfers		Poverty alleviation

		AT		97.2		18.8				18.8		78.4

		BE		94.4		17.4				17.4		77

		CZ		78		14.4				14.4		63.6

		DE		89.9		13.9				13.9		76

		DK		89		20.3				20.3		68.7

		EE		98.3		15.7				15.7		82.6

		ES		92.9		29.8				29.8		63.1

		FI		72.7		18.1				18.1		54.6

		FR		94.4		15.8				15.8		78.6

		GR		77.7		32.9				32.9		44.8

		HU		98.9		6.1				6.1		92.8

		IE		90.3		56.3				56.3		34

		IT		91.7		17.2				17.2		74.5

		LU		96		6.6				6.6		89.4

		NL		68.6		4.1				4.1		64.5

		PL		73.9		3.2				3.2		70.7

		SE		94.2		14.4				14.4		79.8

		SI		98.2		23.6				23.6		74.6

		UK		79.8		29.8				29.8		50

		Average		88.2157894737		18.8631578947				18.9		69.4

		Men aged 65 and over

										Poverty after transfers		Poverty alleviation

		AT		93.5		7.9				7.9		85.6

		BE		93.1		14.9				14.9		78.2

		CZ		83.4		3.1				3.1		80.3

		DE		82.1		5.4				5.4		76.7

		DK		73		8.4				8.4		64.6

		EE		98.3		5.9				5.9		92.4

		ES		92.6		19.8				19.8		72.8

		FI		43.2		3.2				3.2		40

		FR		92		7.8				7.8		84.2

		GR		72.3		24				24		48.3

		HU		97.2		1.1				1.1		96.1

		IE		74.5		24				24		50.5

		IT		85.6		10.4				10.4		75.2

		LU		93.1		2.4				2.4		90.7

		NL		53.6		4.3				4.3		49.3

		PL		81.5		2				2		79.5

		SE		79.6		4.1				4.1		75.5

		SI		96.7		12.3				12.3		84.4

		UK		62.7		13.4				13.4		49.3

		Average		81.5		9.2				9.2		72.3

		Women aged 65 and over

										Poverty after transfers		Poverty alleviation

		AT		97.2		17.3				17.3		79.9

		BE		94.7		17.5				17.5		77.2

		CZ		81.8		10.4				10.4		71.4

		DE		87.9		13.1				13.1		74.8

		DK		82.6		13				13		69.6

		EE		98.5		13.8				13.8		84.7

		ES		92.8		26.2				26.2		66.6

		FI		43.2		11.8				11.8		31.4

		FR		93.7		11.2				11.2		82.5

		GR		76.6		29.4				29.4		47.2

		HU		98.2		5.3				5.3		92.9

		IE		84.8		44.9				44.9		39.9

		IT		89.8		16.2				16.2		73.6

		LU		94.4		4.2				4.2		90.2

		NL		66.6		5.7				5.7		60.9

		PL		78.7		4.5				4.5		74.2

		SE		89.9		10.3				10.3		79.6

		SI		97.9		21.1				21.1		76.8

		UK		73.9		25.8				25.8		48.1

		Average		85.4		15.9				15.9		69.6
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Figure 1b: Poverty and poverty alleviation for people aged 75+
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Figure 3a: Poverty and poverty alleviation for men aged 65 to 74
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Figure 3b: Poverty and poverty alleviation for men aged 75+
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Figure 4a: Poverty and poverty alleviation for women aged 65 to 74
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Poverty rates for women aged 75 and over
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Figure 2a: Poverty and poverty alleviation for men aged 65+
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Figure 2b: Poverty and poverty alleviation for women aged 65+
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Figure 1a Poverty and poverty alleviation for people aged 65 to 74



		40% of occupational pension are transfered to public transfers

		Poverty rates for elderly				own calaculations from LIS

		People aged 65 and over		Poverty before transfers		Poverty after transfers

										Poverty after transfers		Poverty before transfers

		FIN		71.7		9.8				9.8		61.9

		NLD		72.9		5.1				5.1		67.8

		GRE		75.3		27.6				27.6		47.7

		UK		75.6		20.5				20.5		55.1

		POL		79.8		3.5				3.5		76.3

		IRE		80.3		35.8				35.8		44.5

		DEN		81.4		11.1				11.1		70.3

		CZE		82.4		7.4				7.4		75.0

		GER		86.7		10.1				10.1		76.6

		SWE		86.7		7.7				7.7		79.0

		ITA		88.9		13.7				13.7		75.2

		FRA		93		8.5				8.5		84.5

		SPA		93		23.4				23.4		69.6

		LUX		93.4		3.5				3.5		89.9

		BEL		94.2		16.4				16.4		77.8

		AUS		96.5		13.7				13.7		82.8

		HUN		97.8		3.7				3.7		94.1

		SLO		98.1		17.9				17.9		80.2

		EST		98.4		11				11		87.4

		People aged 65 to 74

				Poverty before transfers		Poverty after transfers				Poverty after transfers		Poverty before transfers

		FIN		64.3		4.4				4.4		59.9

		UK		70.8		16.7				16.7		54.1

		NLD		71		6.6				6.6		64.4

		GRE		74.1		25.7				25.7		48.4

		IRE		74.2		30.2				30.2		44.0

		DEN		74.8		6.4				6.4		68.4

		SWE		79.4		4.1				4.1		75.3

		POL		81.1		3.9				3.9		77.2

		CZE		83.2		5.6				5.6		77.6

		GER		84.5		9.2				9.2		75.3

		ITA		87.4		13				13		74.4

		FRA		92.1		7.5				7.5		84.6

		SPA		92.6		20.9				20.9		71.7

		LUX		93.4		2.1				2.1		91.3

		BEL		94.3		16.4				16.4		77.9

		AUS		96.3		11.6				11.6		84.7

		HUN		97.8		3.6				3.6		94.2

		SLO		98		16.6				16.6		81.4

		EST		98.3		10.3				10.3		88.0

		People aged 75+

										Poverty after transfers		Poverty before transfers

		NLD		76.1		3.4				3.4		72.7

		POL		76.5		2.8				2.8		73.7

		GRE		77.5		30.4				30.4		47.1

		CZE		81		10.8				10.8		70.2

		FIN		81.6		14				14		67.6

		UK		81.9		25.6				25.6		56.3

		IRE		89		43.7				43.7		45.3

		DEN		89.6		17				17		72.6

		GER		89.7		11.4				11.4		78.3

		ITA		90.7		14.7				14.7		76.0

		SPA		93.5		26.7				26.7		66.8

		SWE		93.5		11				11		82.5

		BEL		94		16.4				16.4		77.6

		FRA		94.2		13.3				13.3		80.9

		LUX		94.8		5.7				5.7		89.1

		AUS		96.8		16.4				16.4		80.4

		HUN		97.8		4				4		93.8

		SLO		98.2		20.2				20.2		78.0

		EST		98.6		12.4				12.4		86.2

		Men aged 65-74

										Poverty after transfers		Poverty before transfers

		FIN		55.9		2.1				2.1		53.8

		UK		65.6		10.2				10.2		55.4

		NLD		66.2		5.1				5.1		61.1

		IRE		67.0		23.5				23.5		43.5

		DEN		68.6		6.4				6.4		62.2

		GRE		71.6		22.6				22.6		49.0

		SWE		72.1		2.7				2.7		69.4

		POL		81.4		2				2		79.4

		FRA		81.4		6.7				6.7		74.7

		CZE		82.2		2.4				2.4		79.8

		ITA		84.7		10.2				10.2		74.5

		FER		90.8		5.3				5.3		85.5

		SLO		92.2		11.9				11.9		80.3

		BEL		93.2		14.8				14.8		78.4

		LUX		93.7		1.8				1.8		91.9

		AUS		94.7		6.1				6.1		88.6

		HUN		97.9		1.7				1.7		96.2

		EST		97.9		6.6				6.6		91.3

		SPA		97.9		18.2				18.2		79.7

		Men aged 75+

										Poverty after transfers		Poverty before transfers

		NLD		68.30889		2.4				2.4		65.9

		FIN		75.45354		5.3				5.3		70.2

		GRE		76.21153		26.6				26.6		49.6

		UK		78.71943		18.6				18.6		60.1

		POL		81.76933		2.1				2.1		79.7

		CZE		86.15906		4.6				4.6		81.6

		IRE		87.08392		24.7				24.7		62.4

		DEN		87.12121		11.5				11.5		75.6

		FRA		87.38795		9.5				9.5		77.9

		ITA		88.76047		10.7				10.7		78.1

		FER		90.77205		5.7				5.7		85.1

		SWE		90.91713		5.6				5.6		85.3

		LUX		92.47517		3.6				3.6		88.9

		BEL		93.4388		14.8				14.8		78.6

		AUS		93.51553		11.2				11.2		82.3

		SLO		94.29225		13.2				13.2		81.1

		HUN		95.88518		0.1				0.1		95.8

		SPA		97.41627		2.2				2.2		95.2

		EST		99.46648		4				4		95.5

		Wome, aged 65 to 74

										Poverty after transfers		Poverty before transfers

		FRA		70.97085		7.9				7.9		63.1

		NLD		75.11965		6.9				6.9		68.2

		UK		75.24716		22.2				22.2		53.0

		GRE		76.19587		27.1				27.1		49.1

		DEN		79.91903		6.4				6.4		73.5

		IRE		80.42709		36.1				36.1		44.3

		POL		80.93614		5.2				5.2		75.7

		CZE		83.93047		8.1				8.1		75.8

		SWE		85.79881		5.3				5.3		80.5

		GER		86.87303		12.4				12.4		74.5

		ITA		89.55175		15.3				15.3		74.3

		SLO		93.02109		19.6				19.6		73.4

		LUX		93.07707		2.2				2.2		90.9

		FIN		93.13927		6.2				6.2		86.9

		BEL		95.18474		17.5				17.5		77.7

		AUS		97.62016		15.9				15.9		81.7

		HUN		97.81502		4.8				4.8		93.0

		SPA		98.15734		23.2				23.2		75.0

		EST		98.55595		12.6				12.6		86.0

		woemn aged 75 and over

										Poverty after transfers		Poverty before transfers

		POL		73.93725		3.2				3.2		70.7

		CZE		78.03762		14.4				14.4		63.6

		GRE		78.55011		32.9				32.9		45.7

		NLD		80.49574		4.1				4.1		76.4

		UK		83.98135		29.8				29.8		54.2

		FRA		84.53816		15.8				15.8		68.7

		IRE		90.29767		56.3				56.3		34.0

		GER		90.6682		13.9				13.9		76.8

		DEN		91.09091		20.3				20.3		70.8

		ITA		91.93661		17.2				17.2		74.7

		SLO		92.97406		23.6				23.6		69.4

		FIN		94.38766		18.1				18.1		76.3

		BEL		94.43683		17.4				17.4		77.0

		SWE		95.13052		14.4				14.4		80.7

		LUX		95.9841		6.6				6.6		89.4

		AUS		98.29848		18.8				18.8		79.5

		EST		98.3314		15.7				15.7		82.6

		SPA		98.63309		29.8				29.8		68.8

		HUN		98.86815		6.1				6.1		92.8

		Men aged 65 and over

										Poverty after transfers		Poverty before transfers

		FIN		62.8		3.2				3.2		59.6

		NLD		66.8		4.3				4.3		62.5

		UK		70.6		13.4				13.4		57.2

		GRE		73.2		24				24		49.2

		IRE		74.5		24				24		50.5

		DEN		75.9		8.4				8.4		67.5

		SWE		80.9		4.1				4.1		76.8

		POL		81.5		2				2		79.5

		CZE		83.4		3.1				3.1		80.3

		GER		83.4		5.4				5.4		78.0

		ITA		86.3		10.4				10.4		75.9

		FRA		92		7.8				7.8		84.2

		SPA		93		19.8				19.8		73.2

		BEL		93.3		14.9				14.9		78.4

		LUX		93.3		2.4				2.4		90.9

		AUS		94.3		7.9				7.9		86.4

		HUN		97.2		1.1				1.1		96.1

		SLO		97.8		12.3				12.3		85.5

		EST		98.3		5.9				5.9		92.4

		Women aged 65 and over

										Poverty after transfers		Poverty before transfers

		GRE		77.1		29.4				29.4		47.7

		NLD		77.3		5.7				5.7		71.6

		FIN		77.4		11.8				11.8		65.6

		POL		78.6		4.5				4.5		74.1

		UK		79.3		25.8				25.8		53.5

		CZE		81.8		10.4				10.4		71.4

		IRE		84.8		44.9				44.9		39.9

		DEN		85.2		13				13		72.2

		GER		88.7		13.1				13.1		75.6

		ITA		90.6		16.2				16.2		74.4

		SWE		90.9		10.3				10.3		80.6

		SPA		92.9		26.2				26.2		66.7

		FRA		93.7		11.2				11.2		82.5

		LUX		94.4		4.2				4.2		90.2

		BEL		94.8		17.5				17.5		77.3

		AUS		97.9		17.3				17.3		80.6

		HUN		98.2		5.3				5.3		92.9

		SLO		98.3		21.1				21.1		77.2

		EST		98.5		13.8				13.8		84.7
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Poverty rates for women aged 75 and over



		Poverty before transfers by age								Poverty after transfers by age

				people aged 65 to 74		people aged 75 and over						people aged 65 to 74		people aged 75 and over

		AT		95.8		95.8				AT		11.6		16.4

		BE		94		94				BE		16.4		16.4

		CZ		83.2		81				CZ		5.6		10.8

		DE		83.5		88.6				DE		9.2		11.4

		DK		71.7		87.4				DK		6.4		17

		EE		98.3		98.6				EE		10.3		12.4

		ES		92.2		93.3				ES		20.9		26.7

		FI		44.3		68				FI		4.4		14

		FR		92.1		94.2				FR		7.5		13.3

		GR		73.4		76.8				GR		25.7		30.4

		HU		97.9		97.8				HU		3.6		4

		IE		74.2		89				IE		30.2		43.7

		IT		86.2		90.6				IT		13		14.7

		LU		93.2		94.9				LU		2.1		5.7

		NL		59		64.7				NL		6.6		3.4

		PL		81.1		76.5				PL		3.9		2.8

		SE		78.2		92.5				SE		4.1		11

		SI		97.3		97.8				SI		16.6		20.2

		UK		63.5		76.6				UK		16.7		25.6

		Average		82.1		87.3				Average		11.3		15.8

		Poverty before transfers by sex								Poverty after transfers by sex

				Men aged 65 and over		Women aged 65 and over						Men aged 65 and over		Women aged 65 and over

		AT		93.5		97.2				AT		7.9		17.3

		BE		93.1		94.7				BE		14.9		17.5																										fgqerg

		CZ		83.4		81.8				CZ		3.1		10.4

		DE		82.1		87.9				DE		5.4		13.1

		DK		73		82.6				DK		8.4		13

		EE		98.3		98.5				EE		5.9		13.8

		ES		92.6		92.8				ES		19.8		26.2

		FI		43.2		43.2				FI		3.2		11.8

		FR		92		93.7				FR		7.8		11.2

		GR		72.3		76.6				GR		24		29.4

		HU		97.2		98.2				HU		1.1		5.3

		IE		74.5		84.8				IE		24		44.9

		IT		85.6		89.8				IT		10.4		16.2

		LU		93.1		94.4				LU		2.4		4.2

		NL		53.6		66.6				NL		4.3		5.7

		PL		81.5		78.7				PL		2		4.5

		SE		79.6		89.9				SE		4.1		10.3

		SI		96.7		97.9				SI		12.3		21.1

		UK		62.7		73.9				UK		13.4		25.8

		Average		81.5		85.4				Average		9.2		15.9

		Poverty before transfers for men by age								Povertyafter transfers for men by age

				Men aged 65 to 74		Men aged 75 and over						Men aged 65 to 74		Men aged 75 and over

		AT		94.1		92.5				AT		6.1		11.2

		BE		92.9		93.4				BE		14.8		14.8

		CZ		82.2		86.2				CZ		2.4		4.6

		DE		90.8		93.9				DE		6.7		9.5

		DK		65.3		84.7				DK		6.4		11.5

		EE		97.9		99.5				EE		6.6		4

		ES		91.6		93.9				ES		18.2		2.2

		FI		80.3		85.6				FI		5.3		5.7

		FR		35.2		58.2				FR		2.1		5.3

		GR		70.5		75.6				GR		22.6		26.6

		HU		97.9		95.9				HU		1.7		0.1

		IE		67		87.1				IE		23.5		24.7

		IT		83.5		88.8				IT		10.2		10.7

		LU		93.4		92.5				LU		1.8		3.6

		NL		51.7		57.7				NL		5.1		2.4

		PL		81.4		81.8				PL		2		2.1

		SE		70.7		89.8				SE		2.7		5.6

		SI		96.6		97				SI		11.9		13.2

		UK		57.5		71.2				UK		10.2		18.6

		Average		79.0		85.5421052632				Average		8.4		9.2842105263

		Poverty before transfers for women by age								Povertyafter transfers for women by age

				Women aged 65 to 74		Women aged 75 and over						Women aged 65 to 74		Women aged 75 and over

		AT		97.1		97.2				AT		15.9		18.8

		BE		94.9		94.4				BE		17.5		17.4

		CZ		83.9		78				CZ		8.1		14.4

		DE		85.9		89.9				DE		12.4		13.9																												fsd

		DK		76.9		89				DK		6.4		20.3

		EE		98.6		98.3				EE		12.6		15.7

		ES		92.7		92.9				ES		23.2		29.8

		FI		51.6		72.7				FI		6.2		18.1

		FR		93.1		94.4				FR		7.9		15.8

		GR		75.9		77.7				GR		27.1		32.9

		HU		97.8		98.9				HU		4.8		6.1

		IE		80.4		90.3				IE		36.1		56.3

		IT		88.3		91.7				IT		15.3		17.2

		LU		93.1		96				LU		2.2		6.6

		NL		65.3		68.6				NL		6.9		4.1

		PL		80.9		73.9				PL		5.2		3.2

		SE		84.6		94.2				SE		5.3		14.4

		SI		97.8		98.2				SI		19.6		23.6

		UK		68.7		79.8				UK		22.2		29.8

		Average		84.6052631579		88.2157894737				Average		13.4157894737		18.8631578947

		Poverty before transfers for single women by age								Poverty after transfers for single women by age

				Women aged 65 to 74		Women aged 75 and over				Women aged 65 to 74		Women aged 75 and over

		AT		99		98.1				24.2		27.2

		BE		97.1		99.4				21.6		19.1

		CZ		97.7		99.7				14.2		21.7

		DE		91.2		96.8				22.5		17.9

		DK		84.2		90.3				11.4		24.9

		EE		100		99.7				17.7		21.3

		ES		99.2		98.5				47.6		61.1

		FI		68.6		82.8				13.7		26.4

		FR		94.8		94.8				12.9		20.9

		GR		93.8		95				34.7		42

		HU		99.1		100				9.2		10.6

		IE		97.6		98.8				48.4		88

		IT		94.5		98.2				29.3		28.3

		LU		93.5		94.2				4.1		8.4

		NL		76.1		76.2				1		1.1

		PO		98.5		99.4				8.2		2.2

		SE		93.8		97.3				10.1		19.6

		SI		100		100				31.6		45.9

		UK		87.6		92				39.9		40.9

		Average		92.9631578947		95.3263157895				21.1736842105		27.7631578947
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Figure 1a: Poverty rates before transfers by age
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Figure 1b: Poverty after transfers by age
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Figure 2a: Poverty rates before transfers by sex
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Figure 2b: Poverty rates after transfers by sex
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Figure 3a: Poverty rates before transfers for men by age
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Figure 3b: Poverty rates after transfers for men by age
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Figure 4a: Poverty rates before transfers for women by age
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Figure 4b: Poverty rates after transfers for women by age
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Figure 5a: Poverty rates before transfers for single women by age
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Figure 5b: Poverty rates after transfers for single women by age
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Poverty

		Poverty rates for elderly				own calaculations from LIS

		People aged 65 to 74

				Poverty before transfers		Poverty after transfers				Poverty after transfers		Poverty alleviation

		AT		95.8		11.6				11.6		84.2

		BE		94		16.4				16.4		77.6

		CZ		83.2		5.6				5.6		77.6

		DE		83.5		9.2				9.2		74.3

		DK		71.7		6.4				6.4		65.3

		EE		98.3		10.3				10.3		88

		ES		92.2		20.9				20.9		71.3

		FI		44.3		4.4				4.4		39.9

		FR		92.1		7.5				7.5		84.6

		GR		73.4		25.7				25.7		47.7

		HU		97.9		3.6				3.6		94.3

		IE		74.2		30.2				30.2		44

		IT		86.2		13				13		73.2

		LU		93.2		2.1				2.1		91.1

		NL		59		6.6				6.6		52.4

		PL		81.1		3.9				3.9		77.2

		SE		78.2		4.1				4.1		74.1

		SI		97.3		16.6				16.6		80.7

		UK		63.5		16.7				16.7		46.8

		Average		82.1		11.3				11.3		70.8

		People aged 75+

										Poverty after transfers		Poverty alleviation

		AT		95.8		16.4				16.4		79.4

		BE		94		16.4				16.4		77.6

		CZ		81		10.8				10.8		70.2

		DE		88.6		11.4				11.4		77.2

		DK		87.4		17				17		70.4

		EE		98.6		12.4				12.4		86.2

		ES		93.3		26.7				26.7		66.6

		FI		68		14				14		54

		FR		94.2		13.3				13.3		80.9

		GR		76.8		30.4				30.4		46.4

		HU		97.8		4				4		93.8

		IE		89		43.7				43.7		45.3

		IT		90.6		14.7				14.7		75.9

		LU		94.9		5.7				5.7		89.2

		NL		64.7		3.4				3.4		61.3

		PL		76.5		2.8				2.8		73.7

		SE		92.5		11				11		81.5

		SI		97.8		20.2				20.2		77.6

		UK		76.6		25.6				25.6		51

		Average		87.3		15.8				15.8		71.5

		Men aged 65-74

										Poverty after transfers		Poverty alleviation

		AT		94.1		6.1				6.1		88

		BE		92.9		14.8				14.8		78.1

		CZ		82.2		2.4				2.4		79.8

		DE		80.3		5.3				5.3		75

		DK		65.3		6.4				6.4		58.9

		EE		97.9		6.6				6.6		91.3

		ES		91.6		18.2				18.2		73.4

		FI		35.2		2.1				2.1		33.1

		FR		90.8		6.7				6.7		84.1

		GR		70.5		22.6				22.6		47.9

		HU		97.9		1.7				1.7		96.2

		IE		67		23.5				23.5		43.5

		IT		83.5		10.2				10.2		73.3

		LU		93.4		1.8				1.8		91.6

		NL		51.7		5.1				5.1		46.6

		PL		81.4		2				2		79.4

		SE		70.7		2.7				2.7		68

		SI		96.6		11.9				11.9		84.7

		UK		57.5		10.2				10.2		47.3

		Average		79.0		8.4				8.4		70.5

		Men aged 75+

										Poverty after transfers		Poverty alleviation

		AT		92.5		11.2				11.2		81.3

		BE		93.4		14.8				14.8		78.6

		CZ		86.2		4.6				4.6		81.6

		DE		85.6		5.7				5.7		79.9

		DK		84.7		11.5				11.5		73.2

		EE		99.5		4				4		95.5

		ES		93.9		2.2				2.2		91.7

		FI		58.2		5.3				5.3		52.9

		FR		93.9		9.5				9.5		84.4

		GR		75.6		26.6				26.6		49

		HU		95.9		0.1				0.1		95.8																				dvc

		IE		87.1		24.7				24.7		62.4

		IT		88.8		10.7				10.7		78.1

		LU		92.5		3.6				3.6		88.9

		NL		57.7		2.4				2.4		55.3

		PL		81.8		2.1				2.1		79.7

		SE		89.8		5.6				5.6		84.2

		SI		97		13.2				13.2		83.8

		UK		71.2		18.6				18.6		52.6

		Average		85.5421052632		9.2842105263				9.3		76.3

		Wome, aged 65 to 74

										Poverty after transfers		Poverty alleviation

		AT		97.1		15.9				15.9		81.2

		BE		94.9		17.5				17.5		77.4

		CZ		83.9		8.1				8.1		75.8

		DE		85.9		12.4				12.4		73.5

		DK		76.9		6.4				6.4		70.5

		EE		98.6		12.6				12.6		86

		ES		92.7		23.2				23.2		69.5

		FI		51.6		6.2				6.2		45.4

		FR		93.1		7.9				7.9		85.2

		GR		75.9		27.1				27.1		48.8

		HU		97.8		4.8				4.8		93

		IE		80.4		36.1				36.1		44.3

		IT		88.3		15.3				15.3		73

		LU		93.1		2.2				2.2		90.9

		NL		65.3		6.9				6.9		58.4

		PL		80.9		5.2				5.2		75.7

		SE		84.6		5.3				5.3		79.3

		SI		97.8		19.6				19.6		78.2

		UK		68.7		22.2				22.2		46.5

		Average		84.6052631579		13.4157894737				13.4		71.2

		woemn aged 75 and over

										Poverty after transfers		Poverty alleviation

		AT		97.2		18.8				18.8		78.4

		BE		94.4		17.4				17.4		77

		CZ		78		14.4				14.4		63.6

		DE		89.9		13.9				13.9		76

		DK		89		20.3				20.3		68.7

		EE		98.3		15.7				15.7		82.6

		ES		92.9		29.8				29.8		63.1

		FI		72.7		18.1				18.1		54.6

		FR		94.4		15.8				15.8		78.6

		GR		77.7		32.9				32.9		44.8

		HU		98.9		6.1				6.1		92.8

		IE		90.3		56.3				56.3		34

		IT		91.7		17.2				17.2		74.5

		LU		96		6.6				6.6		89.4

		NL		68.6		4.1				4.1		64.5

		PL		73.9		3.2				3.2		70.7

		SE		94.2		14.4				14.4		79.8

		SI		98.2		23.6				23.6		74.6

		UK		79.8		29.8				29.8		50

		Average		88.2157894737		18.8631578947				18.9		69.4

		Men aged 65 and over

										Poverty after transfers		Poverty alleviation

		AT		93.5		7.9				7.9		85.6

		BE		93.1		14.9				14.9		78.2

		CZ		83.4		3.1				3.1		80.3

		DE		82.1		5.4				5.4		76.7

		DK		73		8.4				8.4		64.6

		EE		98.3		5.9				5.9		92.4

		ES		92.6		19.8				19.8		72.8

		FI		43.2		3.2				3.2		40

		FR		92		7.8				7.8		84.2

		GR		72.3		24				24		48.3

		HU		97.2		1.1				1.1		96.1

		IE		74.5		24				24		50.5

		IT		85.6		10.4				10.4		75.2

		LU		93.1		2.4				2.4		90.7

		NL		53.6		4.3				4.3		49.3

		PL		81.5		2				2		79.5

		SE		79.6		4.1				4.1		75.5

		SI		96.7		12.3				12.3		84.4

		UK		62.7		13.4				13.4		49.3

		Average		81.5		9.2				9.2		72.3

		Women aged 65 and over

										Poverty after transfers		Poverty alleviation

		AT		97.2		17.3				17.3		79.9

		BE		94.7		17.5				17.5		77.2

		CZ		81.8		10.4				10.4		71.4

		DE		87.9		13.1				13.1		74.8

		DK		82.6		13				13		69.6

		EE		98.5		13.8				13.8		84.7

		ES		92.8		26.2				26.2		66.6

		FI		43.2		11.8				11.8		31.4

		FR		93.7		11.2				11.2		82.5

		GR		76.6		29.4				29.4		47.2

		HU		98.2		5.3				5.3		92.9

		IE		84.8		44.9				44.9		39.9

		IT		89.8		16.2				16.2		73.6

		LU		94.4		4.2				4.2		90.2

		NL		66.6		5.7				5.7		60.9

		PL		78.7		4.5				4.5		74.2

		SE		89.9		10.3				10.3		79.6

		SI		97.9		21.1				21.1		76.8

		UK		73.9		25.8				25.8		48.1

		Average		85.4		15.9				15.9		69.6
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Figure 1b: Poverty and poverty alleviation for people aged 75+
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Figure 3a: Poverty and poverty alleviation for men aged 65 to 74
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Figure 3b: Poverty and poverty alleviation for men aged 75+
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Figure 4a: Poverty and poverty alleviation for women aged 65 to 74
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Figure 4b: Poverty and poverty alleviation for women aged 75+
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Figure 2a: Poverty and poverty alleviation for men aged 65+
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Figure 2b: Poverty and poverty alleviation for women aged 65+
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Figure 1a Poverty and poverty alleviation for people aged 65 to 74



		40% of occupational pension are transfered to public transfers

		Poverty rates for elderly				own calaculations from LIS

		People aged 65 and over		Poverty before transfers		Poverty after transfers

										Poverty after transfers		Poverty before transfers

		FIN		71.7		9.8				9.8		61.9

		NLD		72.9		5.1				5.1		67.8

		GRE		75.3		27.6				27.6		47.7

		UK		75.6		20.5				20.5		55.1

		POL		79.8		3.5				3.5		76.3

		IRE		80.3		35.8				35.8		44.5

		DEN		81.4		11.1				11.1		70.3

		CZE		82.4		7.4				7.4		75.0

		GER		86.7		10.1				10.1		76.6

		SWE		86.7		7.7				7.7		79.0

		ITA		88.9		13.7				13.7		75.2

		FRA		93		8.5				8.5		84.5

		SPA		93		23.4				23.4		69.6

		LUX		93.4		3.5				3.5		89.9

		BEL		94.2		16.4				16.4		77.8

		AUS		96.5		13.7				13.7		82.8

		HUN		97.8		3.7				3.7		94.1

		SLO		98.1		17.9				17.9		80.2

		EST		98.4		11				11		87.4

		People aged 65 to 74

				Poverty before transfers		Poverty after transfers				Poverty after transfers		Poverty before transfers

		FIN		64.3		4.4				4.4		59.9

		UK		70.8		16.7				16.7		54.1

		NLD		71		6.6				6.6		64.4

		GRE		74.1		25.7				25.7		48.4

		IRE		74.2		30.2				30.2		44.0

		DEN		74.8		6.4				6.4		68.4

		SWE		79.4		4.1				4.1		75.3

		POL		81.1		3.9				3.9		77.2

		CZE		83.2		5.6				5.6		77.6

		GER		84.5		9.2				9.2		75.3

		ITA		87.4		13				13		74.4

		FRA		92.1		7.5				7.5		84.6

		SPA		92.6		20.9				20.9		71.7

		LUX		93.4		2.1				2.1		91.3

		BEL		94.3		16.4				16.4		77.9

		AUS		96.3		11.6				11.6		84.7

		HUN		97.8		3.6				3.6		94.2

		SLO		98		16.6				16.6		81.4

		EST		98.3		10.3				10.3		88.0

		People aged 75+

										Poverty after transfers		Poverty before transfers

		NLD		76.1		3.4				3.4		72.7

		POL		76.5		2.8				2.8		73.7

		GRE		77.5		30.4				30.4		47.1

		CZE		81		10.8				10.8		70.2

		FIN		81.6		14				14		67.6

		UK		81.9		25.6				25.6		56.3

		IRE		89		43.7				43.7		45.3

		DEN		89.6		17				17		72.6

		GER		89.7		11.4				11.4		78.3

		ITA		90.7		14.7				14.7		76.0

		SPA		93.5		26.7				26.7		66.8

		SWE		93.5		11				11		82.5

		BEL		94		16.4				16.4		77.6

		FRA		94.2		13.3				13.3		80.9

		LUX		94.8		5.7				5.7		89.1

		AUS		96.8		16.4				16.4		80.4

		HUN		97.8		4				4		93.8

		SLO		98.2		20.2				20.2		78.0

		EST		98.6		12.4				12.4		86.2

		Men aged 65-74

										Poverty after transfers		Poverty before transfers

		FIN		55.9		2.1				2.1		53.8

		UK		65.6		10.2				10.2		55.4

		NLD		66.2		5.1				5.1		61.1

		IRE		67.0		23.5				23.5		43.5

		DEN		68.6		6.4				6.4		62.2

		GRE		71.6		22.6				22.6		49.0

		SWE		72.1		2.7				2.7		69.4

		POL		81.4		2				2		79.4

		FRA		81.4		6.7				6.7		74.7

		CZE		82.2		2.4				2.4		79.8

		ITA		84.7		10.2				10.2		74.5

		FER		90.8		5.3				5.3		85.5

		SLO		92.2		11.9				11.9		80.3

		BEL		93.2		14.8				14.8		78.4

		LUX		93.7		1.8				1.8		91.9

		AUS		94.7		6.1				6.1		88.6

		HUN		97.9		1.7				1.7		96.2

		EST		97.9		6.6				6.6		91.3

		SPA		97.9		18.2				18.2		79.7

		Men aged 75+

										Poverty after transfers		Poverty before transfers

		NLD		68.30889		2.4				2.4		65.9

		FIN		75.45354		5.3				5.3		70.2

		GRE		76.21153		26.6				26.6		49.6

		UK		78.71943		18.6				18.6		60.1

		POL		81.76933		2.1				2.1		79.7

		CZE		86.15906		4.6				4.6		81.6

		IRE		87.08392		24.7				24.7		62.4

		DEN		87.12121		11.5				11.5		75.6

		FRA		87.38795		9.5				9.5		77.9

		ITA		88.76047		10.7				10.7		78.1

		FER		90.77205		5.7				5.7		85.1

		SWE		90.91713		5.6				5.6		85.3

		LUX		92.47517		3.6				3.6		88.9

		BEL		93.4388		14.8				14.8		78.6

		AUS		93.51553		11.2				11.2		82.3

		SLO		94.29225		13.2				13.2		81.1

		HUN		95.88518		0.1				0.1		95.8

		SPA		97.41627		2.2				2.2		95.2

		EST		99.46648		4				4		95.5

		Wome, aged 65 to 74

										Poverty after transfers		Poverty before transfers

		FRA		70.97085		7.9				7.9		63.1

		NLD		75.11965		6.9				6.9		68.2

		UK		75.24716		22.2				22.2		53.0

		GRE		76.19587		27.1				27.1		49.1

		DEN		79.91903		6.4				6.4		73.5

		IRE		80.42709		36.1				36.1		44.3

		POL		80.93614		5.2				5.2		75.7

		CZE		83.93047		8.1				8.1		75.8

		SWE		85.79881		5.3				5.3		80.5

		GER		86.87303		12.4				12.4		74.5

		ITA		89.55175		15.3				15.3		74.3

		SLO		93.02109		19.6				19.6		73.4

		LUX		93.07707		2.2				2.2		90.9

		FIN		93.13927		6.2				6.2		86.9

		BEL		95.18474		17.5				17.5		77.7

		AUS		97.62016		15.9				15.9		81.7

		HUN		97.81502		4.8				4.8		93.0

		SPA		98.15734		23.2				23.2		75.0

		EST		98.55595		12.6				12.6		86.0

		woemn aged 75 and over

										Poverty after transfers		Poverty before transfers

		POL		73.93725		3.2				3.2		70.7

		CZE		78.03762		14.4				14.4		63.6

		GRE		78.55011		32.9				32.9		45.7

		NLD		80.49574		4.1				4.1		76.4

		UK		83.98135		29.8				29.8		54.2

		FRA		84.53816		15.8				15.8		68.7

		IRE		90.29767		56.3				56.3		34.0

		GER		90.6682		13.9				13.9		76.8

		DEN		91.09091		20.3				20.3		70.8

		ITA		91.93661		17.2				17.2		74.7

		SLO		92.97406		23.6				23.6		69.4

		FIN		94.38766		18.1				18.1		76.3

		BEL		94.43683		17.4				17.4		77.0

		SWE		95.13052		14.4				14.4		80.7

		LUX		95.9841		6.6				6.6		89.4

		AUS		98.29848		18.8				18.8		79.5

		EST		98.3314		15.7				15.7		82.6

		SPA		98.63309		29.8				29.8		68.8

		HUN		98.86815		6.1				6.1		92.8

		Men aged 65 and over

										Poverty after transfers		Poverty before transfers

		FIN		62.8		3.2				3.2		59.6

		NLD		66.8		4.3				4.3		62.5

		UK		70.6		13.4				13.4		57.2

		GRE		73.2		24				24		49.2

		IRE		74.5		24				24		50.5

		DEN		75.9		8.4				8.4		67.5

		SWE		80.9		4.1				4.1		76.8

		POL		81.5		2				2		79.5

		CZE		83.4		3.1				3.1		80.3

		GER		83.4		5.4				5.4		78.0

		ITA		86.3		10.4				10.4		75.9

		FRA		92		7.8				7.8		84.2

		SPA		93		19.8				19.8		73.2

		BEL		93.3		14.9				14.9		78.4

		LUX		93.3		2.4				2.4		90.9

		AUS		94.3		7.9				7.9		86.4

		HUN		97.2		1.1				1.1		96.1

		SLO		97.8		12.3				12.3		85.5

		EST		98.3		5.9				5.9		92.4

		Women aged 65 and over

										Poverty after transfers		Poverty before transfers

		GRE		77.1		29.4				29.4		47.7

		NLD		77.3		5.7				5.7		71.6

		FIN		77.4		11.8				11.8		65.6

		POL		78.6		4.5				4.5		74.1

		UK		79.3		25.8				25.8		53.5

		CZE		81.8		10.4				10.4		71.4

		IRE		84.8		44.9				44.9		39.9

		DEN		85.2		13				13		72.2

		GER		88.7		13.1				13.1		75.6

		ITA		90.6		16.2				16.2		74.4

		SWE		90.9		10.3				10.3		80.6

		SPA		92.9		26.2				26.2		66.7

		FRA		93.7		11.2				11.2		82.5

		LUX		94.4		4.2				4.2		90.2

		BEL		94.8		17.5				17.5		77.3

		AUS		97.9		17.3				17.3		80.6

		HUN		98.2		5.3				5.3		92.9

		SLO		98.3		21.1				21.1		77.2

		EST		98.5		13.8				13.8		84.7
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Poverty before transfers

Poverty rates for women aged 75 and over



		Poverty before transfers by age								Poverty after transfers by age

				people aged 65 to 74		people aged 75 and over						people aged 65 to 74		people aged 75 and over

		AT		95.8		95.8				AT		11.6		16.4

		BE		94		94				BE		16.4		16.4

		CZ		83.2		81				CZ		5.6		10.8

		DE		83.5		88.6				DE		9.2		11.4

		DK		71.7		87.4				DK		6.4		17

		EE		98.3		98.6				EE		10.3		12.4

		ES		92.2		93.3				ES		20.9		26.7

		FI		44.3		68				FI		4.4		14

		FR		92.1		94.2				FR		7.5		13.3

		GR		73.4		76.8				GR		25.7		30.4

		HU		97.9		97.8				HU		3.6		4

		IE		74.2		89				IE		30.2		43.7

		IT		86.2		90.6				IT		13		14.7

		LU		93.2		94.9				LU		2.1		5.7

		NL		59		64.7				NL		6.6		3.4

		PL		81.1		76.5				PL		3.9		2.8

		SE		78.2		92.5				SE		4.1		11

		SI		97.3		97.8				SI		16.6		20.2

		UK		63.5		76.6				UK		16.7		25.6

		Average		82.1		87.3				Average		11.3		15.8

		Poverty before transfers by sex								Poverty after transfers by sex

				Men aged 65 and over		Women aged 65 and over						Men aged 65 and over		Women aged 65 and over

		AT		93.5		97.2				AT		7.9		17.3

		BE		93.1		94.7				BE		14.9		17.5																										fgqerg

		CZ		83.4		81.8				CZ		3.1		10.4

		DE		82.1		87.9				DE		5.4		13.1

		DK		73		82.6				DK		8.4		13

		EE		98.3		98.5				EE		5.9		13.8

		ES		92.6		92.8				ES		19.8		26.2

		FI		43.2		43.2				FI		3.2		11.8

		FR		92		93.7				FR		7.8		11.2

		GR		72.3		76.6				GR		24		29.4

		HU		97.2		98.2				HU		1.1		5.3

		IE		74.5		84.8				IE		24		44.9

		IT		85.6		89.8				IT		10.4		16.2

		LU		93.1		94.4				LU		2.4		4.2

		NL		53.6		66.6				NL		4.3		5.7

		PL		81.5		78.7				PL		2		4.5

		SE		79.6		89.9				SE		4.1		10.3

		SI		96.7		97.9				SI		12.3		21.1

		UK		62.7		73.9				UK		13.4		25.8

		Average		81.5		85.4				Average		9.2		15.9

		Poverty before transfers for men by age								Povertyafter transfers for men by age

				Men aged 65 to 74		Men aged 75 and over						Men aged 65 to 74		Men aged 75 and over

		AT		94.1		92.5				AT		6.1		11.2

		BE		92.9		93.4				BE		14.8		14.8

		CZ		82.2		86.2				CZ		2.4		4.6

		DE		90.8		93.9				DE		6.7		9.5

		DK		65.3		84.7				DK		6.4		11.5

		EE		97.9		99.5				EE		6.6		4

		ES		91.6		93.9				ES		18.2		2.2

		FI		80.3		85.6				FI		5.3		5.7

		FR		35.2		58.2				FR		2.1		5.3

		GR		70.5		75.6				GR		22.6		26.6

		HU		97.9		95.9				HU		1.7		0.1

		IE		67		87.1				IE		23.5		24.7

		IT		83.5		88.8				IT		10.2		10.7

		LU		93.4		92.5				LU		1.8		3.6

		NL		51.7		57.7				NL		5.1		2.4

		PL		81.4		81.8				PL		2		2.1

		SE		70.7		89.8				SE		2.7		5.6

		SI		96.6		97				SI		11.9		13.2

		UK		57.5		71.2				UK		10.2		18.6

		Average		79.0		85.5421052632				Average		8.4		9.2842105263

		Poverty before transfers for women by age								Povertyafter transfers for women by age

				Women aged 65 to 74		Women aged 75 and over						Women aged 65 to 74		Women aged 75 and over

		AT		97.1		97.2				AT		15.9		18.8

		BE		94.9		94.4				BE		17.5		17.4

		CZ		83.9		78				CZ		8.1		14.4

		DE		85.9		89.9				DE		12.4		13.9																												fsd

		DK		76.9		89				DK		6.4		20.3

		EE		98.6		98.3				EE		12.6		15.7

		ES		92.7		92.9				ES		23.2		29.8

		FI		51.6		72.7				FI		6.2		18.1

		FR		93.1		94.4				FR		7.9		15.8

		GR		75.9		77.7				GR		27.1		32.9

		HU		97.8		98.9				HU		4.8		6.1

		IE		80.4		90.3				IE		36.1		56.3

		IT		88.3		91.7				IT		15.3		17.2

		LU		93.1		96				LU		2.2		6.6

		NL		65.3		68.6				NL		6.9		4.1

		PL		80.9		73.9				PL		5.2		3.2

		SE		84.6		94.2				SE		5.3		14.4

		SI		97.8		98.2				SI		19.6		23.6

		UK		68.7		79.8				UK		22.2		29.8

		Average		84.6052631579		88.2157894737				Average		13.4157894737		18.8631578947

		Poverty before transfers for single women by age								Poverty after transfers for single women by age

				Women aged 65 to 74		Women aged 75 and over				Women aged 65 to 74		Women aged 75 and over

		AT		99		98.1				24.2		27.2

		BE		97.1		99.4				21.6		19.1

		CZ		97.7		99.7				14.2		21.7

		DE		91.2		96.8				22.5		17.9

		DK		84.2		90.3				11.4		24.9

		EE		100		99.7				17.7		21.3

		ES		99.2		98.5				47.6		61.1

		FI		68.6		82.8				13.7		26.4

		FR		94.8		94.8				12.9		20.9

		GR		93.8		95				34.7		42

		HU		99.1		100				9.2		10.6

		IE		97.6		98.8				48.4		88

		IT		94.5		98.2				29.3		28.3

		LU		93.5		94.2				4.1		8.4

		NL		76.1		76.2				1		1.1

		PO		98.5		99.4				8.2		2.2

		SE		93.8		97.3				10.1		19.6

		SI		100		100				31.6		45.9

		UK		87.6		92				39.9		40.9

		Average		92.9631578947		95.3263157895				21.1736842105		27.7631578947
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Figure 1a: Poverty rates before transfers by age
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Figure 1b: Poverty after transfers by age
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Figure 2a: Poverty rates before transfers by sex



		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0



Men aged 65 and over

Women aged 65 and over

Figure 2b: Poverty rates after transfers by sex
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Figure 3a: Poverty rates before transfers for men by age
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Figure 3b: Poverty rates after transfers for men by age
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Figure 4a: Poverty rates before transfers for women by age
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Figure 4b: Poverty rates after transfers for women by age
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Figure 5a: Poverty rates before transfers for single women by age
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Figure 5b: Poverty rates after transfers for single women by age
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Poverty

		Poverty rates for elderly				own calaculations from LIS

		People aged 65 to 74

				Poverty before transfers		Poverty after transfers				Poverty after transfers		Poverty alleviation

		AT		95.8		11.6				11.6		84.2

		BE		94		16.4				16.4		77.6

		CZ		83.2		5.6				5.6		77.6

		DE		83.5		9.2				9.2		74.3

		DK		71.7		6.4				6.4		65.3

		EE		98.3		10.3				10.3		88

		ES		92.2		20.9				20.9		71.3

		FI		44.3		4.4				4.4		39.9

		FR		92.1		7.5				7.5		84.6

		GR		73.4		25.7				25.7		47.7

		HU		97.9		3.6				3.6		94.3

		IE		74.2		30.2				30.2		44

		IT		86.2		13				13		73.2

		LU		93.2		2.1				2.1		91.1

		NL		59		6.6				6.6		52.4

		PL		81.1		3.9				3.9		77.2

		SE		78.2		4.1				4.1		74.1

		SI		97.3		16.6				16.6		80.7

		UK		63.5		16.7				16.7		46.8

		Average		82.1		11.3				11.3		70.8

		People aged 75+

										Poverty after transfers		Poverty alleviation

		AT		95.8		16.4				16.4		79.4

		BE		94		16.4				16.4		77.6

		CZ		81		10.8				10.8		70.2

		DE		88.6		11.4				11.4		77.2

		DK		87.4		17				17		70.4

		EE		98.6		12.4				12.4		86.2

		ES		93.3		26.7				26.7		66.6

		FI		68		14				14		54

		FR		94.2		13.3				13.3		80.9

		GR		76.8		30.4				30.4		46.4

		HU		97.8		4				4		93.8

		IE		89		43.7				43.7		45.3

		IT		90.6		14.7				14.7		75.9

		LU		94.9		5.7				5.7		89.2

		NL		64.7		3.4				3.4		61.3

		PL		76.5		2.8				2.8		73.7

		SE		92.5		11				11		81.5

		SI		97.8		20.2				20.2		77.6

		UK		76.6		25.6				25.6		51

		Average		87.3		15.8				15.8		71.5

		Men aged 65-74

										Poverty after transfers		Poverty alleviation

		AT		94.1		6.1				6.1		88

		BE		92.9		14.8				14.8		78.1

		CZ		82.2		2.4				2.4		79.8

		DE		80.3		5.3				5.3		75

		DK		65.3		6.4				6.4		58.9

		EE		97.9		6.6				6.6		91.3

		ES		91.6		18.2				18.2		73.4

		FI		35.2		2.1				2.1		33.1

		FR		90.8		6.7				6.7		84.1

		GR		70.5		22.6				22.6		47.9

		HU		97.9		1.7				1.7		96.2

		IE		67		23.5				23.5		43.5

		IT		83.5		10.2				10.2		73.3

		LU		93.4		1.8				1.8		91.6

		NL		51.7		5.1				5.1		46.6

		PL		81.4		2				2		79.4

		SE		70.7		2.7				2.7		68

		SI		96.6		11.9				11.9		84.7

		UK		57.5		10.2				10.2		47.3

		Average		79.0		8.4				8.4		70.5

		Men aged 75+

										Poverty after transfers		Poverty alleviation

		AT		92.5		11.2				11.2		81.3

		BE		93.4		14.8				14.8		78.6

		CZ		86.2		4.6				4.6		81.6

		DE		85.6		5.7				5.7		79.9

		DK		84.7		11.5				11.5		73.2

		EE		99.5		4				4		95.5

		ES		93.9		2.2				2.2		91.7

		FI		58.2		5.3				5.3		52.9

		FR		93.9		9.5				9.5		84.4

		GR		75.6		26.6				26.6		49

		HU		95.9		0.1				0.1		95.8

		IE		87.1		24.7				24.7		62.4

		IT		88.8		10.7				10.7		78.1

		LU		92.5		3.6				3.6		88.9

		NL		57.7		2.4				2.4		55.3

		PL		81.8		2.1				2.1		79.7

		SE		89.8		5.6				5.6		84.2

		SI		97		13.2				13.2		83.8

		UK		71.2		18.6				18.6		52.6

		Average		85.5421052632		9.2842105263				9.3		76.3

		Wome, aged 65 to 74

										Poverty after transfers		Poverty alleviation

		AT		97.1		15.9				15.9		81.2

		BE		94.9		17.5				17.5		77.4

		CZ		83.9		8.1				8.1		75.8

		DE		85.9		12.4				12.4		73.5

		DK		76.9		6.4				6.4		70.5

		EE		98.6		12.6				12.6		86

		ES		92.7		23.2				23.2		69.5

		FI		51.6		6.2				6.2		45.4

		FR		93.1		7.9				7.9		85.2

		GR		75.9		27.1				27.1		48.8

		HU		97.8		4.8				4.8		93

		IE		80.4		36.1				36.1		44.3

		IT		88.3		15.3				15.3		73

		LU		93.1		2.2				2.2		90.9

		NL		65.3		6.9				6.9		58.4

		PL		80.9		5.2				5.2		75.7

		SE		84.6		5.3				5.3		79.3

		SI		97.8		19.6				19.6		78.2

		UK		68.7		22.2				22.2		46.5

		Average		84.6052631579		13.4157894737				13.4		71.2

		woemn aged 75 and over

										Poverty after transfers		Poverty alleviation

		AT		97.2		18.8				18.8		78.4

		BE		94.4		17.4				17.4		77

		CZ		78		14.4				14.4		63.6

		DE		89.9		13.9				13.9		76

		DK		89		20.3				20.3		68.7

		EE		98.3		15.7				15.7		82.6

		ES		92.9		29.8				29.8		63.1

		FI		72.7		18.1				18.1		54.6

		FR		94.4		15.8				15.8		78.6

		GR		77.7		32.9				32.9		44.8

		HU		98.9		6.1				6.1		92.8

		IE		90.3		56.3				56.3		34

		IT		91.7		17.2				17.2		74.5

		LU		96		6.6				6.6		89.4

		NL		68.6		4.1				4.1		64.5

		PL		73.9		3.2				3.2		70.7

		SE		94.2		14.4				14.4		79.8

		SI		98.2		23.6				23.6		74.6

		UK		79.8		29.8				29.8		50

		Average		88.2157894737		18.8631578947				18.9		69.4

		Men aged 65 and over

										Poverty after transfers		Poverty alleviation

		AT		93.5		7.9				7.9		85.6

		BE		93.1		14.9				14.9		78.2

		CZ		83.4		3.1				3.1		80.3

		DE		82.1		5.4				5.4		76.7

		DK		73		8.4				8.4		64.6

		EE		98.3		5.9				5.9		92.4

		ES		92.6		19.8				19.8		72.8

		FI		43.2		3.2				3.2		40

		FR		92		7.8				7.8		84.2

		GR		72.3		24				24		48.3

		HU		97.2		1.1				1.1		96.1

		IE		74.5		24				24		50.5

		IT		85.6		10.4				10.4		75.2

		LU		93.1		2.4				2.4		90.7

		NL		53.6		4.3				4.3		49.3

		PL		81.5		2				2		79.5

		SE		79.6		4.1				4.1		75.5

		SI		96.7		12.3				12.3		84.4

		UK		62.7		13.4				13.4		49.3

		Average		81.5		9.2				9.2		72.3

		Women aged 65 and over

										Poverty after transfers		Poverty alleviation

		AT		97.2		17.3				17.3		79.9

		BE		94.7		17.5				17.5		77.2

		CZ		81.8		10.4				10.4		71.4

		DE		87.9		13.1				13.1		74.8

		DK		82.6		13				13		69.6

		EE		98.5		13.8				13.8		84.7

		ES		92.8		26.2				26.2		66.6

		FI		43.2		11.8				11.8		31.4

		FR		93.7		11.2				11.2		82.5

		GR		76.6		29.4				29.4		47.2

		HU		98.2		5.3				5.3		92.9

		IE		84.8		44.9				44.9		39.9

		IT		89.8		16.2				16.2		73.6

		LU		94.4		4.2				4.2		90.2

		NL		66.6		5.7				5.7		60.9

		PL		78.7		4.5				4.5		74.2

		SE		89.9		10.3				10.3		79.6

		SI		97.9		21.1				21.1		76.8

		UK		73.9		25.8				25.8		48.1

		Average		85.4		15.9				15.9		69.6
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Figure 1b: Poverty and poverty alleviation for people aged 75+
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Figure 3a: Poverty and poverty alleviation for men aged 65 to 74
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Figure 3b: Poverty and poverty alleviation for men aged 75+
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Figure 2a: Poverty and poverty alleviation for men aged 65+
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Figure 2b: Poverty and poverty alleviation for women aged 65+
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Figure 1a Poverty and poverty alleviation for people aged 65 to 74



		40% of occupational pension are transfered to public transfers

		Poverty rates for elderly				own calaculations from LIS

		People aged 65 and over		Poverty before transfers		Poverty after transfers

										Poverty after transfers		Poverty before transfers

		FIN		71.7		9.8				9.8		61.9

		NLD		72.9		5.1				5.1		67.8

		GRE		75.3		27.6				27.6		47.7

		UK		75.6		20.5				20.5		55.1

		POL		79.8		3.5				3.5		76.3

		IRE		80.3		35.8				35.8		44.5

		DEN		81.4		11.1				11.1		70.3

		CZE		82.4		7.4				7.4		75.0

		GER		86.7		10.1				10.1		76.6

		SWE		86.7		7.7				7.7		79.0

		ITA		88.9		13.7				13.7		75.2

		FRA		93		8.5				8.5		84.5

		SPA		93		23.4				23.4		69.6

		LUX		93.4		3.5				3.5		89.9

		BEL		94.2		16.4				16.4		77.8

		AUS		96.5		13.7				13.7		82.8

		HUN		97.8		3.7				3.7		94.1

		SLO		98.1		17.9				17.9		80.2

		EST		98.4		11				11		87.4

		People aged 65 to 74

				Poverty before transfers		Poverty after transfers				Poverty after transfers		Poverty before transfers

		FIN		64.3		4.4				4.4		59.9

		UK		70.8		16.7				16.7		54.1

		NLD		71		6.6				6.6		64.4

		GRE		74.1		25.7				25.7		48.4

		IRE		74.2		30.2				30.2		44.0

		DEN		74.8		6.4				6.4		68.4

		SWE		79.4		4.1				4.1		75.3

		POL		81.1		3.9				3.9		77.2

		CZE		83.2		5.6				5.6		77.6

		GER		84.5		9.2				9.2		75.3

		ITA		87.4		13				13		74.4

		FRA		92.1		7.5				7.5		84.6

		SPA		92.6		20.9				20.9		71.7

		LUX		93.4		2.1				2.1		91.3

		BEL		94.3		16.4				16.4		77.9

		AUS		96.3		11.6				11.6		84.7

		HUN		97.8		3.6				3.6		94.2

		SLO		98		16.6				16.6		81.4

		EST		98.3		10.3				10.3		88.0

		People aged 75+

										Poverty after transfers		Poverty before transfers

		NLD		76.1		3.4				3.4		72.7

		POL		76.5		2.8				2.8		73.7

		GRE		77.5		30.4				30.4		47.1

		CZE		81		10.8				10.8		70.2

		FIN		81.6		14				14		67.6

		UK		81.9		25.6				25.6		56.3

		IRE		89		43.7				43.7		45.3

		DEN		89.6		17				17		72.6

		GER		89.7		11.4				11.4		78.3

		ITA		90.7		14.7				14.7		76.0

		SPA		93.5		26.7				26.7		66.8

		SWE		93.5		11				11		82.5

		BEL		94		16.4				16.4		77.6

		FRA		94.2		13.3				13.3		80.9

		LUX		94.8		5.7				5.7		89.1

		AUS		96.8		16.4				16.4		80.4

		HUN		97.8		4				4		93.8

		SLO		98.2		20.2				20.2		78.0

		EST		98.6		12.4				12.4		86.2

		Men aged 65-74

										Poverty after transfers		Poverty before transfers

		FIN		55.9		2.1				2.1		53.8

		UK		65.6		10.2				10.2		55.4

		NLD		66.2		5.1				5.1		61.1

		IRE		67.0		23.5				23.5		43.5

		DEN		68.6		6.4				6.4		62.2

		GRE		71.6		22.6				22.6		49.0

		SWE		72.1		2.7				2.7		69.4

		POL		81.4		2				2		79.4

		FRA		81.4		6.7				6.7		74.7

		CZE		82.2		2.4				2.4		79.8

		ITA		84.7		10.2				10.2		74.5

		FER		90.8		5.3				5.3		85.5

		SLO		92.2		11.9				11.9		80.3

		BEL		93.2		14.8				14.8		78.4

		LUX		93.7		1.8				1.8		91.9

		AUS		94.7		6.1				6.1		88.6

		HUN		97.9		1.7				1.7		96.2

		EST		97.9		6.6				6.6		91.3

		SPA		97.9		18.2				18.2		79.7

		Men aged 75+

										Poverty after transfers		Poverty before transfers

		NLD		68.30889		2.4				2.4		65.9

		FIN		75.45354		5.3				5.3		70.2

		GRE		76.21153		26.6				26.6		49.6

		UK		78.71943		18.6				18.6		60.1

		POL		81.76933		2.1				2.1		79.7

		CZE		86.15906		4.6				4.6		81.6

		IRE		87.08392		24.7				24.7		62.4

		DEN		87.12121		11.5				11.5		75.6

		FRA		87.38795		9.5				9.5		77.9

		ITA		88.76047		10.7				10.7		78.1

		FER		90.77205		5.7				5.7		85.1

		SWE		90.91713		5.6				5.6		85.3

		LUX		92.47517		3.6				3.6		88.9

		BEL		93.4388		14.8				14.8		78.6

		AUS		93.51553		11.2				11.2		82.3

		SLO		94.29225		13.2				13.2		81.1

		HUN		95.88518		0.1				0.1		95.8

		SPA		97.41627		2.2				2.2		95.2

		EST		99.46648		4				4		95.5

		Wome, aged 65 to 74

										Poverty after transfers		Poverty before transfers

		FRA		70.97085		7.9				7.9		63.1

		NLD		75.11965		6.9				6.9		68.2

		UK		75.24716		22.2				22.2		53.0

		GRE		76.19587		27.1				27.1		49.1

		DEN		79.91903		6.4				6.4		73.5

		IRE		80.42709		36.1				36.1		44.3

		POL		80.93614		5.2				5.2		75.7

		CZE		83.93047		8.1				8.1		75.8

		SWE		85.79881		5.3				5.3		80.5

		GER		86.87303		12.4				12.4		74.5

		ITA		89.55175		15.3				15.3		74.3

		SLO		93.02109		19.6				19.6		73.4

		LUX		93.07707		2.2				2.2		90.9

		FIN		93.13927		6.2				6.2		86.9

		BEL		95.18474		17.5				17.5		77.7

		AUS		97.62016		15.9				15.9		81.7

		HUN		97.81502		4.8				4.8		93.0

		SPA		98.15734		23.2				23.2		75.0

		EST		98.55595		12.6				12.6		86.0

		woemn aged 75 and over

										Poverty after transfers		Poverty before transfers

		POL		73.93725		3.2				3.2		70.7

		CZE		78.03762		14.4				14.4		63.6

		GRE		78.55011		32.9				32.9		45.7

		NLD		80.49574		4.1				4.1		76.4

		UK		83.98135		29.8				29.8		54.2

		FRA		84.53816		15.8				15.8		68.7

		IRE		90.29767		56.3				56.3		34.0

		GER		90.6682		13.9				13.9		76.8

		DEN		91.09091		20.3				20.3		70.8

		ITA		91.93661		17.2				17.2		74.7

		SLO		92.97406		23.6				23.6		69.4

		FIN		94.38766		18.1				18.1		76.3

		BEL		94.43683		17.4				17.4		77.0

		SWE		95.13052		14.4				14.4		80.7

		LUX		95.9841		6.6				6.6		89.4

		AUS		98.29848		18.8				18.8		79.5

		EST		98.3314		15.7				15.7		82.6

		SPA		98.63309		29.8				29.8		68.8

		HUN		98.86815		6.1				6.1		92.8

		Men aged 65 and over

										Poverty after transfers		Poverty before transfers

		FIN		62.8		3.2				3.2		59.6

		NLD		66.8		4.3				4.3		62.5

		UK		70.6		13.4				13.4		57.2

		GRE		73.2		24				24		49.2

		IRE		74.5		24				24		50.5

		DEN		75.9		8.4				8.4		67.5

		SWE		80.9		4.1				4.1		76.8

		POL		81.5		2				2		79.5

		CZE		83.4		3.1				3.1		80.3

		GER		83.4		5.4				5.4		78.0

		ITA		86.3		10.4				10.4		75.9

		FRA		92		7.8				7.8		84.2

		SPA		93		19.8				19.8		73.2

		BEL		93.3		14.9				14.9		78.4

		LUX		93.3		2.4				2.4		90.9

		AUS		94.3		7.9				7.9		86.4

		HUN		97.2		1.1				1.1		96.1

		SLO		97.8		12.3				12.3		85.5

		EST		98.3		5.9				5.9		92.4

		Women aged 65 and over

										Poverty after transfers		Poverty before transfers

		GRE		77.1		29.4				29.4		47.7

		NLD		77.3		5.7				5.7		71.6

		FIN		77.4		11.8				11.8		65.6

		POL		78.6		4.5				4.5		74.1

		UK		79.3		25.8				25.8		53.5

		CZE		81.8		10.4				10.4		71.4

		IRE		84.8		44.9				44.9		39.9

		DEN		85.2		13				13		72.2

		GER		88.7		13.1				13.1		75.6

		ITA		90.6		16.2				16.2		74.4

		SWE		90.9		10.3				10.3		80.6

		SPA		92.9		26.2				26.2		66.7

		FRA		93.7		11.2				11.2		82.5

		LUX		94.4		4.2				4.2		90.2

		BEL		94.8		17.5				17.5		77.3

		AUS		97.9		17.3				17.3		80.6

		HUN		98.2		5.3				5.3		92.9

		SLO		98.3		21.1				21.1		77.2

		EST		98.5		13.8				13.8		84.7
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		Poverty before transfers by age								Poverty after transfers by age

				people aged 65 to 74		people aged 75 and over						people aged 65 to 74		people aged 75 and over

		AT		95.8		95.8				AT		11.6		16.4

		BE		94		94				BE		16.4		16.4

		CZ		83.2		81				CZ		5.6		10.8

		DE		83.5		88.6				DE		9.2		11.4

		DK		71.7		87.4				DK		6.4		17

		EE		98.3		98.6				EE		10.3		12.4

		ES		92.2		93.3				ES		20.9		26.7

		FI		44.3		68				FI		4.4		14

		FR		92.1		94.2				FR		7.5		13.3

		GR		73.4		76.8				GR		25.7		30.4

		HU		97.9		97.8				HU		3.6		4

		IE		74.2		89				IE		30.2		43.7

		IT		86.2		90.6				IT		13		14.7

		LU		93.2		94.9				LU		2.1		5.7

		NL		59		64.7				NL		6.6		3.4

		PL		81.1		76.5				PL		3.9		2.8

		SE		78.2		92.5				SE		4.1		11

		SI		97.3		97.8				SI		16.6		20.2

		UK		63.5		76.6				UK		16.7		25.6

		Average		82.1		87.3				Average		11.3		15.8

		Poverty before transfers by sex								Poverty after transfers by sex

				Men aged 65 and over		Women aged 65 and over						Men aged 65 and over		Women aged 65 and over

		AT		93.5		97.2				AT		7.9		17.3

		BE		93.1		94.7				BE		14.9		17.5																										fgqerg

		CZ		83.4		81.8				CZ		3.1		10.4

		DE		82.1		87.9				DE		5.4		13.1

		DK		73		82.6				DK		8.4		13

		EE		98.3		98.5				EE		5.9		13.8

		ES		92.6		92.8				ES		19.8		26.2

		FI		43.2		43.2				FI		3.2		11.8

		FR		92		93.7				FR		7.8		11.2

		GR		72.3		76.6				GR		24		29.4

		HU		97.2		98.2				HU		1.1		5.3

		IE		74.5		84.8				IE		24		44.9

		IT		85.6		89.8				IT		10.4		16.2

		LU		93.1		94.4				LU		2.4		4.2

		NL		53.6		66.6				NL		4.3		5.7

		PL		81.5		78.7				PL		2		4.5

		SE		79.6		89.9				SE		4.1		10.3

		SI		96.7		97.9				SI		12.3		21.1

		UK		62.7		73.9				UK		13.4		25.8

		Average		81.5		85.4				Average		9.2		15.9

		Poverty before transfers for men by age								Povertyafter transfers for men by age

				Men aged 65 to 74		Men aged 75 and over						Men aged 65 to 74		Men aged 75 and over

		AT		94.1		92.5				AT		6.1		11.2

		BE		92.9		93.4				BE		14.8		14.8

		CZ		82.2		86.2				CZ		2.4		4.6

		DE		90.8		93.9				DE		6.7		9.5

		DK		65.3		84.7				DK		6.4		11.5

		EE		97.9		99.5				EE		6.6		4

		ES		91.6		93.9				ES		18.2		2.2

		FI		80.3		85.6				FI		5.3		5.7

		FR		35.2		58.2				FR		2.1		5.3

		GR		70.5		75.6				GR		22.6		26.6

		HU		97.9		95.9				HU		1.7		0.1

		IE		67		87.1				IE		23.5		24.7

		IT		83.5		88.8				IT		10.2		10.7

		LU		93.4		92.5				LU		1.8		3.6

		NL		51.7		57.7				NL		5.1		2.4

		PL		81.4		81.8				PL		2		2.1

		SE		70.7		89.8				SE		2.7		5.6

		SI		96.6		97				SI		11.9		13.2

		UK		57.5		71.2				UK		10.2		18.6

		Average		79.0		85.5421052632				Average		8.4		9.2842105263

		Poverty before transfers for women by age								Povertyafter transfers for women by age

				Women aged 65 to 74		Women aged 75 and over						Women aged 65 to 74		Women aged 75 and over

		AT		97.1		97.2				AT		15.9		18.8

		BE		94.9		94.4				BE		17.5		17.4

		CZ		83.9		78				CZ		8.1		14.4

		DE		85.9		89.9				DE		12.4		13.9																												fsd

		DK		76.9		89				DK		6.4		20.3

		EE		98.6		98.3				EE		12.6		15.7

		ES		92.7		92.9				ES		23.2		29.8

		FI		51.6		72.7				FI		6.2		18.1

		FR		93.1		94.4				FR		7.9		15.8

		GR		75.9		77.7				GR		27.1		32.9

		HU		97.8		98.9				HU		4.8		6.1

		IE		80.4		90.3				IE		36.1		56.3

		IT		88.3		91.7				IT		15.3		17.2

		LU		93.1		96				LU		2.2		6.6

		NL		65.3		68.6				NL		6.9		4.1

		PL		80.9		73.9				PL		5.2		3.2

		SE		84.6		94.2				SE		5.3		14.4

		SI		97.8		98.2				SI		19.6		23.6

		UK		68.7		79.8				UK		22.2		29.8

		Average		84.6052631579		88.2157894737				Average		13.4157894737		18.8631578947

		Poverty before transfers for single women by age								Poverty after transfers for single women by age

				Women aged 65 to 74		Women aged 75 and over				Women aged 65 to 74		Women aged 75 and over

		AT		99		98.1				24.2		27.2

		BE		97.1		99.4				21.6		19.1

		CZ		97.7		99.7				14.2		21.7

		DE		91.2		96.8				22.5		17.9

		DK		84.2		90.3				11.4		24.9

		EE		100		99.7				17.7		21.3

		ES		99.2		98.5				47.6		61.1

		FI		68.6		82.8				13.7		26.4

		FR		94.8		94.8				12.9		20.9

		GR		93.8		95				34.7		42

		HU		99.1		100				9.2		10.6

		IE		97.6		98.8				48.4		88

		IT		94.5		98.2				29.3		28.3

		LU		93.5		94.2				4.1		8.4

		NL		76.1		76.2				1		1.1

		PO		98.5		99.4				8.2		2.2

		SE		93.8		97.3				10.1		19.6

		SI		100		100				31.6		45.9

		UK		87.6		92				39.9		40.9

		Average		92.9631578947		95.3263157895				21.1736842105		27.7631578947
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Figure 1a: Poverty rates before transfers by age
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Figure 1b: Poverty after transfers by age
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Figure 2a: Poverty rates before transfers by sex
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Figure 2b: Poverty rates after transfers by sex
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Figure 3a: Poverty rates before transfers for men by age
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Figure 3b: Poverty rates after transfers for men by age
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Figure 4a: Poverty rates before transfers for women by age
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Figure 4b: Poverty rates after transfers for women by age
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Figure 5a: Poverty rates before transfers for single women by age
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Figure 5b: Poverty rates after transfers for single women by age
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Poverty

		Poverty rates for elderly				own calaculations from LIS

		People aged 65 to 74

				Poverty before transfers		Poverty after transfers				Poverty after transfers		Poverty alleviation

		AT		95.8		11.6				11.6		84.2

		BE		94		16.4				16.4		77.6

		CZ		83.2		5.6				5.6		77.6

		DE		83.5		9.2				9.2		74.3

		DK		71.7		6.4				6.4		65.3

		EE		98.3		10.3				10.3		88

		ES		92.2		20.9				20.9		71.3

		FI		44.3		4.4				4.4		39.9

		FR		92.1		7.5				7.5		84.6

		GR		73.4		25.7				25.7		47.7

		HU		97.9		3.6				3.6		94.3

		IE		74.2		30.2				30.2		44

		IT		86.2		13				13		73.2

		LU		93.2		2.1				2.1		91.1

		NL		59		6.6				6.6		52.4

		PL		81.1		3.9				3.9		77.2

		SE		78.2		4.1				4.1		74.1

		SI		97.3		16.6				16.6		80.7

		UK		63.5		16.7				16.7		46.8

		Average		82.1		11.3				11.3		70.8

		People aged 75+

										Poverty after transfers		Poverty alleviation

		AT		95.8		16.4				16.4		79.4

		BE		94		16.4				16.4		77.6

		CZ		81		10.8				10.8		70.2

		DE		88.6		11.4				11.4		77.2

		DK		87.4		17				17		70.4

		EE		98.6		12.4				12.4		86.2

		ES		93.3		26.7				26.7		66.6

		FI		68		14				14		54

		FR		94.2		13.3				13.3		80.9

		GR		76.8		30.4				30.4		46.4

		HU		97.8		4				4		93.8

		IE		89		43.7				43.7		45.3

		IT		90.6		14.7				14.7		75.9

		LU		94.9		5.7				5.7		89.2

		NL		64.7		3.4				3.4		61.3

		PL		76.5		2.8				2.8		73.7

		SE		92.5		11				11		81.5

		SI		97.8		20.2				20.2		77.6

		UK		76.6		25.6				25.6		51

		Average		87.3		15.8				15.8		71.5

		Men aged 65-74

										Poverty after transfers		Poverty alleviation

		AT		94.1		6.1				6.1		88

		BE		92.9		14.8				14.8		78.1

		CZ		82.2		2.4				2.4		79.8

		DE		80.3		5.3				5.3		75

		DK		65.3		6.4				6.4		58.9

		EE		97.9		6.6				6.6		91.3

		ES		91.6		18.2				18.2		73.4

		FI		35.2		2.1				2.1		33.1

		FR		90.8		6.7				6.7		84.1

		GR		70.5		22.6				22.6		47.9

		HU		97.9		1.7				1.7		96.2

		IE		67		23.5				23.5		43.5

		IT		83.5		10.2				10.2		73.3

		LU		93.4		1.8				1.8		91.6

		NL		51.7		5.1				5.1		46.6

		PL		81.4		2				2		79.4

		SE		70.7		2.7				2.7		68

		SI		96.6		11.9				11.9		84.7

		UK		57.5		10.2				10.2		47.3

		Average		79.0		8.4				8.4		70.5

		Men aged 75+

										Poverty after transfers		Poverty alleviation

		AT		92.5		11.2				11.2		81.3

		BE		93.4		14.8				14.8		78.6

		CZ		86.2		4.6				4.6		81.6

		DE		85.6		5.7				5.7		79.9

		DK		84.7		11.5				11.5		73.2

		EE		99.5		4				4		95.5

		ES		93.9		2.2				2.2		91.7

		FI		58.2		5.3				5.3		52.9

		FR		93.9		9.5				9.5		84.4

		GR		75.6		26.6				26.6		49

		HU		95.9		0.1				0.1		95.8

		IE		87.1		24.7				24.7		62.4

		IT		88.8		10.7				10.7		78.1

		LU		92.5		3.6				3.6		88.9

		NL		57.7		2.4				2.4		55.3

		PL		81.8		2.1				2.1		79.7

		SE		89.8		5.6				5.6		84.2

		SI		97		13.2				13.2		83.8

		UK		71.2		18.6				18.6		52.6

		Average		85.5421052632		9.2842105263				9.3		76.3

		Wome, aged 65 to 74

										Poverty after transfers		Poverty alleviation

		AT		97.1		15.9				15.9		81.2

		BE		94.9		17.5				17.5		77.4

		CZ		83.9		8.1				8.1		75.8

		DE		85.9		12.4				12.4		73.5

		DK		76.9		6.4				6.4		70.5

		EE		98.6		12.6				12.6		86

		ES		92.7		23.2				23.2		69.5

		FI		51.6		6.2				6.2		45.4

		FR		93.1		7.9				7.9		85.2

		GR		75.9		27.1				27.1		48.8

		HU		97.8		4.8				4.8		93

		IE		80.4		36.1				36.1		44.3

		IT		88.3		15.3				15.3		73

		LU		93.1		2.2				2.2		90.9

		NL		65.3		6.9				6.9		58.4

		PL		80.9		5.2				5.2		75.7

		SE		84.6		5.3				5.3		79.3

		SI		97.8		19.6				19.6		78.2

		UK		68.7		22.2				22.2		46.5

		Average		84.6052631579		13.4157894737				13.4		71.2

		woemn aged 75 and over

										Poverty after transfers		Poverty alleviation

		AT		97.2		18.8				18.8		78.4

		BE		94.4		17.4				17.4		77

		CZ		78		14.4				14.4		63.6

		DE		89.9		13.9				13.9		76

		DK		89		20.3				20.3		68.7

		EE		98.3		15.7				15.7		82.6

		ES		92.9		29.8				29.8		63.1

		FI		72.7		18.1				18.1		54.6

		FR		94.4		15.8				15.8		78.6

		GR		77.7		32.9				32.9		44.8

		HU		98.9		6.1				6.1		92.8

		IE		90.3		56.3				56.3		34

		IT		91.7		17.2				17.2		74.5

		LU		96		6.6				6.6		89.4

		NL		68.6		4.1				4.1		64.5

		PL		73.9		3.2				3.2		70.7

		SE		94.2		14.4				14.4		79.8

		SI		98.2		23.6				23.6		74.6

		UK		79.8		29.8				29.8		50

		Average		88.2157894737		18.8631578947				18.9		69.4

		Men aged 65 and over

										Poverty after transfers		Poverty alleviation

		AT		93.5		7.9				7.9		85.6

		BE		93.1		14.9				14.9		78.2

		CZ		83.4		3.1				3.1		80.3

		DE		82.1		5.4				5.4		76.7

		DK		73		8.4				8.4		64.6

		EE		98.3		5.9				5.9		92.4

		ES		92.6		19.8				19.8		72.8

		FI		43.2		3.2				3.2		40

		FR		92		7.8				7.8		84.2

		GR		72.3		24				24		48.3

		HU		97.2		1.1				1.1		96.1

		IE		74.5		24				24		50.5

		IT		85.6		10.4				10.4		75.2

		LU		93.1		2.4				2.4		90.7

		NL		53.6		4.3				4.3		49.3

		PL		81.5		2				2		79.5

		SE		79.6		4.1				4.1		75.5

		SI		96.7		12.3				12.3		84.4

		UK		62.7		13.4				13.4		49.3

		Average		81.5		9.2				9.2		72.3

		Women aged 65 and over

										Poverty after transfers		Poverty alleviation

		AT		97.2		17.3				17.3		79.9

		BE		94.7		17.5				17.5		77.2

		CZ		81.8		10.4				10.4		71.4

		DE		87.9		13.1				13.1		74.8

		DK		82.6		13				13		69.6

		EE		98.5		13.8				13.8		84.7

		ES		92.8		26.2				26.2		66.6

		FI		43.2		11.8				11.8		31.4

		FR		93.7		11.2				11.2		82.5

		GR		76.6		29.4				29.4		47.2

		HU		98.2		5.3				5.3		92.9

		IE		84.8		44.9				44.9		39.9

		IT		89.8		16.2				16.2		73.6

		LU		94.4		4.2				4.2		90.2

		NL		66.6		5.7				5.7		60.9

		PL		78.7		4.5				4.5		74.2

		SE		89.9		10.3				10.3		79.6

		SI		97.9		21.1				21.1		76.8

		UK		73.9		25.8				25.8		48.1

		Average		85.4		15.9				15.9		69.6
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Figure 1b: Poverty and poverty alleviation for people aged 75+
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Figure 3a: Poverty and poverty alleviation for men aged 65 to 74
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Figure 3b: Poverty and poverty alleviation for men aged 75+
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Figure 2a: Poverty and poverty alleviation for men aged 65+
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Figure 2b: Poverty and poverty alleviation for women aged 65+
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Figure 1a Poverty and poverty alleviation for people aged 65 to 74



		40% of occupational pension are transfered to public transfers

		Poverty rates for elderly				own calaculations from LIS

		People aged 65 and over		Poverty before transfers		Poverty after transfers

										Poverty after transfers		Poverty before transfers

		FIN		71.7		9.8				9.8		61.9

		NLD		72.9		5.1				5.1		67.8

		GRE		75.3		27.6				27.6		47.7

		UK		75.6		20.5				20.5		55.1

		POL		79.8		3.5				3.5		76.3

		IRE		80.3		35.8				35.8		44.5

		DEN		81.4		11.1				11.1		70.3

		CZE		82.4		7.4				7.4		75.0

		GER		86.7		10.1				10.1		76.6

		SWE		86.7		7.7				7.7		79.0

		ITA		88.9		13.7				13.7		75.2

		FRA		93		8.5				8.5		84.5

		SPA		93		23.4				23.4		69.6

		LUX		93.4		3.5				3.5		89.9

		BEL		94.2		16.4				16.4		77.8

		AUS		96.5		13.7				13.7		82.8

		HUN		97.8		3.7				3.7		94.1

		SLO		98.1		17.9				17.9		80.2

		EST		98.4		11				11		87.4

		People aged 65 to 74

				Poverty before transfers		Poverty after transfers				Poverty after transfers		Poverty before transfers

		FIN		64.3		4.4				4.4		59.9

		UK		70.8		16.7				16.7		54.1

		NLD		71		6.6				6.6		64.4

		GRE		74.1		25.7				25.7		48.4

		IRE		74.2		30.2				30.2		44.0

		DEN		74.8		6.4				6.4		68.4

		SWE		79.4		4.1				4.1		75.3

		POL		81.1		3.9				3.9		77.2

		CZE		83.2		5.6				5.6		77.6

		GER		84.5		9.2				9.2		75.3

		ITA		87.4		13				13		74.4

		FRA		92.1		7.5				7.5		84.6

		SPA		92.6		20.9				20.9		71.7

		LUX		93.4		2.1				2.1		91.3

		BEL		94.3		16.4				16.4		77.9

		AUS		96.3		11.6				11.6		84.7

		HUN		97.8		3.6				3.6		94.2

		SLO		98		16.6				16.6		81.4

		EST		98.3		10.3				10.3		88.0

		People aged 75+

										Poverty after transfers		Poverty before transfers

		NLD		76.1		3.4				3.4		72.7

		POL		76.5		2.8				2.8		73.7

		GRE		77.5		30.4				30.4		47.1

		CZE		81		10.8				10.8		70.2

		FIN		81.6		14				14		67.6

		UK		81.9		25.6				25.6		56.3

		IRE		89		43.7				43.7		45.3

		DEN		89.6		17				17		72.6

		GER		89.7		11.4				11.4		78.3

		ITA		90.7		14.7				14.7		76.0

		SPA		93.5		26.7				26.7		66.8

		SWE		93.5		11				11		82.5

		BEL		94		16.4				16.4		77.6

		FRA		94.2		13.3				13.3		80.9

		LUX		94.8		5.7				5.7		89.1

		AUS		96.8		16.4				16.4		80.4

		HUN		97.8		4				4		93.8

		SLO		98.2		20.2				20.2		78.0

		EST		98.6		12.4				12.4		86.2

		Men aged 65-74

										Poverty after transfers		Poverty before transfers

		FIN		55.9		2.1				2.1		53.8

		UK		65.6		10.2				10.2		55.4

		NLD		66.2		5.1				5.1		61.1

		IRE		67.0		23.5				23.5		43.5

		DEN		68.6		6.4				6.4		62.2

		GRE		71.6		22.6				22.6		49.0

		SWE		72.1		2.7				2.7		69.4

		POL		81.4		2				2		79.4

		FRA		81.4		6.7				6.7		74.7

		CZE		82.2		2.4				2.4		79.8

		ITA		84.7		10.2				10.2		74.5

		FER		90.8		5.3				5.3		85.5

		SLO		92.2		11.9				11.9		80.3

		BEL		93.2		14.8				14.8		78.4

		LUX		93.7		1.8				1.8		91.9

		AUS		94.7		6.1				6.1		88.6

		HUN		97.9		1.7				1.7		96.2

		EST		97.9		6.6				6.6		91.3

		SPA		97.9		18.2				18.2		79.7

		Men aged 75+

										Poverty after transfers		Poverty before transfers

		NLD		68.30889		2.4				2.4		65.9

		FIN		75.45354		5.3				5.3		70.2

		GRE		76.21153		26.6				26.6		49.6

		UK		78.71943		18.6				18.6		60.1

		POL		81.76933		2.1				2.1		79.7

		CZE		86.15906		4.6				4.6		81.6

		IRE		87.08392		24.7				24.7		62.4

		DEN		87.12121		11.5				11.5		75.6

		FRA		87.38795		9.5				9.5		77.9

		ITA		88.76047		10.7				10.7		78.1

		FER		90.77205		5.7				5.7		85.1

		SWE		90.91713		5.6				5.6		85.3

		LUX		92.47517		3.6				3.6		88.9

		BEL		93.4388		14.8				14.8		78.6

		AUS		93.51553		11.2				11.2		82.3

		SLO		94.29225		13.2				13.2		81.1

		HUN		95.88518		0.1				0.1		95.8

		SPA		97.41627		2.2				2.2		95.2

		EST		99.46648		4				4		95.5

		Wome, aged 65 to 74

										Poverty after transfers		Poverty before transfers

		FRA		70.97085		7.9				7.9		63.1

		NLD		75.11965		6.9				6.9		68.2

		UK		75.24716		22.2				22.2		53.0

		GRE		76.19587		27.1				27.1		49.1

		DEN		79.91903		6.4				6.4		73.5

		IRE		80.42709		36.1				36.1		44.3

		POL		80.93614		5.2				5.2		75.7

		CZE		83.93047		8.1				8.1		75.8

		SWE		85.79881		5.3				5.3		80.5

		GER		86.87303		12.4				12.4		74.5

		ITA		89.55175		15.3				15.3		74.3

		SLO		93.02109		19.6				19.6		73.4

		LUX		93.07707		2.2				2.2		90.9

		FIN		93.13927		6.2				6.2		86.9

		BEL		95.18474		17.5				17.5		77.7

		AUS		97.62016		15.9				15.9		81.7

		HUN		97.81502		4.8				4.8		93.0

		SPA		98.15734		23.2				23.2		75.0

		EST		98.55595		12.6				12.6		86.0

		woemn aged 75 and over

										Poverty after transfers		Poverty before transfers

		POL		73.93725		3.2				3.2		70.7

		CZE		78.03762		14.4				14.4		63.6

		GRE		78.55011		32.9				32.9		45.7

		NLD		80.49574		4.1				4.1		76.4

		UK		83.98135		29.8				29.8		54.2

		FRA		84.53816		15.8				15.8		68.7

		IRE		90.29767		56.3				56.3		34.0

		GER		90.6682		13.9				13.9		76.8

		DEN		91.09091		20.3				20.3		70.8

		ITA		91.93661		17.2				17.2		74.7

		SLO		92.97406		23.6				23.6		69.4

		FIN		94.38766		18.1				18.1		76.3

		BEL		94.43683		17.4				17.4		77.0

		SWE		95.13052		14.4				14.4		80.7

		LUX		95.9841		6.6				6.6		89.4

		AUS		98.29848		18.8				18.8		79.5

		EST		98.3314		15.7				15.7		82.6

		SPA		98.63309		29.8				29.8		68.8

		HUN		98.86815		6.1				6.1		92.8

		Men aged 65 and over

										Poverty after transfers		Poverty before transfers

		FIN		62.8		3.2				3.2		59.6

		NLD		66.8		4.3				4.3		62.5

		UK		70.6		13.4				13.4		57.2

		GRE		73.2		24				24		49.2

		IRE		74.5		24				24		50.5

		DEN		75.9		8.4				8.4		67.5

		SWE		80.9		4.1				4.1		76.8

		POL		81.5		2				2		79.5

		CZE		83.4		3.1				3.1		80.3

		GER		83.4		5.4				5.4		78.0

		ITA		86.3		10.4				10.4		75.9

		FRA		92		7.8				7.8		84.2

		SPA		93		19.8				19.8		73.2

		BEL		93.3		14.9				14.9		78.4

		LUX		93.3		2.4				2.4		90.9

		AUS		94.3		7.9				7.9		86.4

		HUN		97.2		1.1				1.1		96.1

		SLO		97.8		12.3				12.3		85.5

		EST		98.3		5.9				5.9		92.4

		Women aged 65 and over

										Poverty after transfers		Poverty before transfers

		GRE		77.1		29.4				29.4		47.7

		NLD		77.3		5.7				5.7		71.6

		FIN		77.4		11.8				11.8		65.6

		POL		78.6		4.5				4.5		74.1

		UK		79.3		25.8				25.8		53.5

		CZE		81.8		10.4				10.4		71.4

		IRE		84.8		44.9				44.9		39.9

		DEN		85.2		13				13		72.2

		GER		88.7		13.1				13.1		75.6

		ITA		90.6		16.2				16.2		74.4

		SWE		90.9		10.3				10.3		80.6

		SPA		92.9		26.2				26.2		66.7

		FRA		93.7		11.2				11.2		82.5

		LUX		94.4		4.2				4.2		90.2

		BEL		94.8		17.5				17.5		77.3

		AUS		97.9		17.3				17.3		80.6

		HUN		98.2		5.3				5.3		92.9

		SLO		98.3		21.1				21.1		77.2

		EST		98.5		13.8				13.8		84.7
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Poverty before transfers

Poverty rates for women aged 75 and over



		Poverty before transfers by age								Poverty after transfers by age

				people aged 65 to 74		people aged 75 and over						people aged 65 to 74		people aged 75 and over

		AT		95.8		95.8				AT		11.6		16.4

		BE		94		94				BE		16.4		16.4

		CZ		83.2		81				CZ		5.6		10.8

		DE		83.5		88.6				DE		9.2		11.4

		DK		71.7		87.4				DK		6.4		17

		EE		98.3		98.6				EE		10.3		12.4

		ES		92.2		93.3				ES		20.9		26.7

		FI		44.3		68				FI		4.4		14

		FR		92.1		94.2				FR		7.5		13.3

		GR		73.4		76.8				GR		25.7		30.4

		HU		97.9		97.8				HU		3.6		4

		IE		74.2		89				IE		30.2		43.7

		IT		86.2		90.6				IT		13		14.7

		LU		93.2		94.9				LU		2.1		5.7

		NL		59		64.7				NL		6.6		3.4

		PL		81.1		76.5				PL		3.9		2.8

		SE		78.2		92.5				SE		4.1		11

		SI		97.3		97.8				SI		16.6		20.2

		UK		63.5		76.6				UK		16.7		25.6

		Average		82.1		87.3				Average		11.3		15.8

		Poverty before transfers by sex								Poverty after transfers by sex

				Men aged 65 and over		Women aged 65 and over						Men aged 65 and over		Women aged 65 and over

		AT		93.5		97.2				AT		7.9		17.3

		BE		93.1		94.7				BE		14.9		17.5																										fgqerg

		CZ		83.4		81.8				CZ		3.1		10.4

		DE		82.1		87.9				DE		5.4		13.1

		DK		73		82.6				DK		8.4		13

		EE		98.3		98.5				EE		5.9		13.8

		ES		92.6		92.8				ES		19.8		26.2

		FI		43.2		43.2				FI		3.2		11.8

		FR		92		93.7				FR		7.8		11.2

		GR		72.3		76.6				GR		24		29.4

		HU		97.2		98.2				HU		1.1		5.3

		IE		74.5		84.8				IE		24		44.9

		IT		85.6		89.8				IT		10.4		16.2

		LU		93.1		94.4				LU		2.4		4.2

		NL		53.6		66.6				NL		4.3		5.7

		PL		81.5		78.7				PL		2		4.5

		SE		79.6		89.9				SE		4.1		10.3

		SI		96.7		97.9				SI		12.3		21.1

		UK		62.7		73.9				UK		13.4		25.8

		Average		81.5		85.4				Average		9.2		15.9

		Poverty before transfers for men by age								Povertyafter transfers for men by age

				Men aged 65 to 74		Men aged 75 and over						Men aged 65 to 74		Men aged 75 and over

		AT		94.1		92.5				AT		6.1		11.2

		BE		92.9		93.4				BE		14.8		14.8

		CZ		82.2		86.2				CZ		2.4		4.6

		DE		90.8		93.9				DE		6.7		9.5

		DK		65.3		84.7				DK		6.4		11.5

		EE		97.9		99.5				EE		6.6		4

		ES		91.6		93.9				ES		18.2		2.2

		FI		80.3		85.6				FI		5.3		5.7

		FR		35.2		58.2				FR		2.1		5.3

		GR		70.5		75.6				GR		22.6		26.6

		HU		97.9		95.9				HU		1.7		0.1

		IE		67		87.1				IE		23.5		24.7

		IT		83.5		88.8				IT		10.2		10.7

		LU		93.4		92.5				LU		1.8		3.6

		NL		51.7		57.7				NL		5.1		2.4

		PL		81.4		81.8				PL		2		2.1

		SE		70.7		89.8				SE		2.7		5.6

		SI		96.6		97				SI		11.9		13.2

		UK		57.5		71.2				UK		10.2		18.6

		Average		79.0		85.5421052632				Average		8.4		9.2842105263

		Poverty before transfers for women by age								Povertyafter transfers for women by age

				Women aged 65 to 74		Women aged 75 and over						Women aged 65 to 74		Women aged 75 and over

		AT		97.1		97.2				AT		15.9		18.8

		BE		94.9		94.4				BE		17.5		17.4

		CZ		83.9		78				CZ		8.1		14.4

		DE		85.9		89.9				DE		12.4		13.9																												fsd

		DK		76.9		89				DK		6.4		20.3

		EE		98.6		98.3				EE		12.6		15.7

		ES		92.7		92.9				ES		23.2		29.8

		FI		51.6		72.7				FI		6.2		18.1

		FR		93.1		94.4				FR		7.9		15.8

		GR		75.9		77.7				GR		27.1		32.9

		HU		97.8		98.9				HU		4.8		6.1

		IE		80.4		90.3				IE		36.1		56.3

		IT		88.3		91.7				IT		15.3		17.2

		LU		93.1		96				LU		2.2		6.6

		NL		65.3		68.6				NL		6.9		4.1

		PL		80.9		73.9				PL		5.2		3.2

		SE		84.6		94.2				SE		5.3		14.4

		SI		97.8		98.2				SI		19.6		23.6

		UK		68.7		79.8				UK		22.2		29.8

		Average		84.6052631579		88.2157894737				Average		13.4157894737		18.8631578947

		Poverty before transfers for single women by age								Poverty after transfers for single women by age

				Women aged 65 to 74		Women aged 75 and over				Women aged 65 to 74		Women aged 75 and over

		AT		99		98.1				24.2		27.2

		BE		97.1		99.4				21.6		19.1

		CZ		97.7		99.7				14.2		21.7

		DE		91.2		96.8				22.5		17.9

		DK		84.2		90.3				11.4		24.9

		EE		100		99.7				17.7		21.3

		ES		99.2		98.5				47.6		61.1

		FI		68.6		82.8				13.7		26.4

		FR		94.8		94.8				12.9		20.9

		GR		93.8		95				34.7		42

		HU		99.1		100				9.2		10.6

		IE		97.6		98.8				48.4		88

		IT		94.5		98.2				29.3		28.3

		LU		93.5		94.2				4.1		8.4

		NL		76.1		76.2				1		1.1

		PO		98.5		99.4				8.2		2.2

		SE		93.8		97.3				10.1		19.6

		SI		100		100				31.6		45.9

		UK		87.6		92				39.9		40.9

		Average		92.9631578947		95.3263157895				21.1736842105		27.7631578947
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people aged 65 to 74
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Figure 1a: Poverty rates before transfers by age
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Figure 1b: Poverty after transfers by age
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Figure 2a: Poverty rates before transfers by sex
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Figure 2b: Poverty rates after transfers by sex
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Figure 3a: Poverty rates before transfers for men by age
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Figure 3b: Poverty rates after transfers for men by age
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Figure 4a: Poverty rates before transfers for women by age
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Figure 4b: Poverty rates after transfers for women by age
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Figure 5a: Poverty rates before transfers for single women by age
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Figure 5b: Poverty rates after transfers for single women by age
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Poverty

		Poverty rates for elderly				own calaculations from LIS

		People aged 65 to 74

				Poverty before transfers		Poverty after transfers				Poverty after transfers		Poverty alleviation

		AT		95.8		11.6				11.6		84.2

		BE		94		16.4				16.4		77.6

		CZ		83.2		5.6				5.6		77.6

		DE		83.5		9.2				9.2		74.3

		DK		71.7		6.4				6.4		65.3

		EE		98.3		10.3				10.3		88

		ES		92.2		20.9				20.9		71.3

		FI		44.3		4.4				4.4		39.9

		FR		92.1		7.5				7.5		84.6

		GR		73.4		25.7				25.7		47.7

		HU		97.9		3.6				3.6		94.3

		IE		74.2		30.2				30.2		44

		IT		86.2		13				13		73.2

		LU		93.2		2.1				2.1		91.1

		NL		59		6.6				6.6		52.4

		PL		81.1		3.9				3.9		77.2

		SE		78.2		4.1				4.1		74.1

		SI		97.3		16.6				16.6		80.7

		UK		63.5		16.7				16.7		46.8

		Average		82.1		11.3				11.3		70.8

		People aged 75+

										Poverty after transfers		Poverty alleviation

		AT		95.8		16.4				16.4		79.4

		BE		94		16.4				16.4		77.6

		CZ		81		10.8				10.8		70.2

		DE		88.6		11.4				11.4		77.2

		DK		87.4		17				17		70.4

		EE		98.6		12.4				12.4		86.2

		ES		93.3		26.7				26.7		66.6

		FI		68		14				14		54

		FR		94.2		13.3				13.3		80.9

		GR		76.8		30.4				30.4		46.4

		HU		97.8		4				4		93.8

		IE		89		43.7				43.7		45.3

		IT		90.6		14.7				14.7		75.9

		LU		94.9		5.7				5.7		89.2

		NL		64.7		3.4				3.4		61.3

		PL		76.5		2.8				2.8		73.7

		SE		92.5		11				11		81.5

		SI		97.8		20.2				20.2		77.6

		UK		76.6		25.6				25.6		51

		Average		87.3		15.8				15.8		71.5

		Men aged 65-74

										Poverty after transfers		Poverty alleviation

		AT		94.1		6.1				6.1		88

		BE		92.9		14.8				14.8		78.1

		CZ		82.2		2.4				2.4		79.8

		DE		80.3		5.3				5.3		75

		DK		65.3		6.4				6.4		58.9

		EE		97.9		6.6				6.6		91.3

		ES		91.6		18.2				18.2		73.4

		FI		35.2		2.1				2.1		33.1

		FR		90.8		6.7				6.7		84.1

		GR		70.5		22.6				22.6		47.9

		HU		97.9		1.7				1.7		96.2

		IE		67		23.5				23.5		43.5

		IT		83.5		10.2				10.2		73.3

		LU		93.4		1.8				1.8		91.6

		NL		51.7		5.1				5.1		46.6

		PL		81.4		2				2		79.4

		SE		70.7		2.7				2.7		68

		SI		96.6		11.9				11.9		84.7

		UK		57.5		10.2				10.2		47.3

		Average		79.0		8.4				8.4		70.5

		Men aged 75+

										Poverty after transfers		Poverty alleviation

		AT		92.5		11.2				11.2		81.3

		BE		93.4		14.8				14.8		78.6

		CZ		86.2		4.6				4.6		81.6

		DE		85.6		5.7				5.7		79.9

		DK		84.7		11.5				11.5		73.2

		EE		99.5		4				4		95.5

		ES		93.9		2.2				2.2		91.7

		FI		58.2		5.3				5.3		52.9

		FR		93.9		9.5				9.5		84.4

		GR		75.6		26.6				26.6		49

		HU		95.9		0.1				0.1		95.8																				dvc

		IE		87.1		24.7				24.7		62.4

		IT		88.8		10.7				10.7		78.1

		LU		92.5		3.6				3.6		88.9

		NL		57.7		2.4				2.4		55.3

		PL		81.8		2.1				2.1		79.7

		SE		89.8		5.6				5.6		84.2

		SI		97		13.2				13.2		83.8

		UK		71.2		18.6				18.6		52.6

		Average		85.5421052632		9.2842105263				9.3		76.3

		Wome, aged 65 to 74

										Poverty after transfers		Poverty alleviation

		AT		97.1		15.9				15.9		81.2

		BE		94.9		17.5				17.5		77.4

		CZ		83.9		8.1				8.1		75.8

		DE		85.9		12.4				12.4		73.5

		DK		76.9		6.4				6.4		70.5

		EE		98.6		12.6				12.6		86

		ES		92.7		23.2				23.2		69.5

		FI		51.6		6.2				6.2		45.4

		FR		93.1		7.9				7.9		85.2

		GR		75.9		27.1				27.1		48.8

		HU		97.8		4.8				4.8		93

		IE		80.4		36.1				36.1		44.3

		IT		88.3		15.3				15.3		73

		LU		93.1		2.2				2.2		90.9

		NL		65.3		6.9				6.9		58.4

		PL		80.9		5.2				5.2		75.7

		SE		84.6		5.3				5.3		79.3

		SI		97.8		19.6				19.6		78.2

		UK		68.7		22.2				22.2		46.5

		Average		84.6052631579		13.4157894737				13.4		71.2

		woemn aged 75 and over

										Poverty after transfers		Poverty alleviation

		AT		97.2		18.8				18.8		78.4

		BE		94.4		17.4				17.4		77

		CZ		78		14.4				14.4		63.6

		DE		89.9		13.9				13.9		76

		DK		89		20.3				20.3		68.7

		EE		98.3		15.7				15.7		82.6

		ES		92.9		29.8				29.8		63.1

		FI		72.7		18.1				18.1		54.6

		FR		94.4		15.8				15.8		78.6

		GR		77.7		32.9				32.9		44.8

		HU		98.9		6.1				6.1		92.8

		IE		90.3		56.3				56.3		34

		IT		91.7		17.2				17.2		74.5

		LU		96		6.6				6.6		89.4

		NL		68.6		4.1				4.1		64.5

		PL		73.9		3.2				3.2		70.7

		SE		94.2		14.4				14.4		79.8

		SI		98.2		23.6				23.6		74.6

		UK		79.8		29.8				29.8		50

		Average		88.2157894737		18.8631578947				18.9		69.4

		Men aged 65 and over

										Poverty after transfers		Poverty alleviation

		AT		93.5		7.9				7.9		85.6

		BE		93.1		14.9				14.9		78.2

		CZ		83.4		3.1				3.1		80.3

		DE		82.1		5.4				5.4		76.7

		DK		73		8.4				8.4		64.6

		EE		98.3		5.9				5.9		92.4

		ES		92.6		19.8				19.8		72.8

		FI		43.2		3.2				3.2		40

		FR		92		7.8				7.8		84.2

		GR		72.3		24				24		48.3

		HU		97.2		1.1				1.1		96.1

		IE		74.5		24				24		50.5

		IT		85.6		10.4				10.4		75.2

		LU		93.1		2.4				2.4		90.7

		NL		53.6		4.3				4.3		49.3

		PL		81.5		2				2		79.5

		SE		79.6		4.1				4.1		75.5

		SI		96.7		12.3				12.3		84.4

		UK		62.7		13.4				13.4		49.3

		Average		81.5		9.2				9.2		72.3

		Women aged 65 and over

										Poverty after transfers		Poverty alleviation

		AT		97.2		17.3				17.3		79.9

		BE		94.7		17.5				17.5		77.2

		CZ		81.8		10.4				10.4		71.4

		DE		87.9		13.1				13.1		74.8

		DK		82.6		13				13		69.6

		EE		98.5		13.8				13.8		84.7

		ES		92.8		26.2				26.2		66.6

		FI		43.2		11.8				11.8		31.4

		FR		93.7		11.2				11.2		82.5

		GR		76.6		29.4				29.4		47.2

		HU		98.2		5.3				5.3		92.9

		IE		84.8		44.9				44.9		39.9

		IT		89.8		16.2				16.2		73.6

		LU		94.4		4.2				4.2		90.2

		NL		66.6		5.7				5.7		60.9

		PL		78.7		4.5				4.5		74.2

		SE		89.9		10.3				10.3		79.6

		SI		97.9		21.1				21.1		76.8

		UK		73.9		25.8				25.8		48.1

		Average		85.4		15.9				15.9		69.6
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Figure 1b: Poverty and poverty alleviation for people aged 75+
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Figure 3a: Poverty and poverty alleviation for men aged 65 to 74
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Figure 3b: Poverty and poverty alleviation for men aged 75+
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Figure 2a: Poverty and poverty alleviation for men aged 65+
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Figure 2b: Poverty and poverty alleviation for women aged 65+
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Figure 1a Poverty and poverty alleviation for people aged 65 to 74



		40% of occupational pension are transfered to public transfers

		Poverty rates for elderly				own calaculations from LIS

		People aged 65 and over		Poverty before transfers		Poverty after transfers

										Poverty after transfers		Poverty before transfers

		FIN		71.7		9.8				9.8		61.9

		NLD		72.9		5.1				5.1		67.8

		GRE		75.3		27.6				27.6		47.7

		UK		75.6		20.5				20.5		55.1

		POL		79.8		3.5				3.5		76.3

		IRE		80.3		35.8				35.8		44.5

		DEN		81.4		11.1				11.1		70.3

		CZE		82.4		7.4				7.4		75.0

		GER		86.7		10.1				10.1		76.6

		SWE		86.7		7.7				7.7		79.0

		ITA		88.9		13.7				13.7		75.2

		FRA		93		8.5				8.5		84.5

		SPA		93		23.4				23.4		69.6

		LUX		93.4		3.5				3.5		89.9

		BEL		94.2		16.4				16.4		77.8

		AUS		96.5		13.7				13.7		82.8

		HUN		97.8		3.7				3.7		94.1

		SLO		98.1		17.9				17.9		80.2

		EST		98.4		11				11		87.4

		People aged 65 to 74

				Poverty before transfers		Poverty after transfers				Poverty after transfers		Poverty before transfers

		FIN		64.3		4.4				4.4		59.9

		UK		70.8		16.7				16.7		54.1

		NLD		71		6.6				6.6		64.4

		GRE		74.1		25.7				25.7		48.4

		IRE		74.2		30.2				30.2		44.0

		DEN		74.8		6.4				6.4		68.4

		SWE		79.4		4.1				4.1		75.3

		POL		81.1		3.9				3.9		77.2

		CZE		83.2		5.6				5.6		77.6

		GER		84.5		9.2				9.2		75.3

		ITA		87.4		13				13		74.4

		FRA		92.1		7.5				7.5		84.6

		SPA		92.6		20.9				20.9		71.7

		LUX		93.4		2.1				2.1		91.3

		BEL		94.3		16.4				16.4		77.9

		AUS		96.3		11.6				11.6		84.7

		HUN		97.8		3.6				3.6		94.2

		SLO		98		16.6				16.6		81.4

		EST		98.3		10.3				10.3		88.0

		People aged 75+

										Poverty after transfers		Poverty before transfers

		NLD		76.1		3.4				3.4		72.7

		POL		76.5		2.8				2.8		73.7

		GRE		77.5		30.4				30.4		47.1

		CZE		81		10.8				10.8		70.2

		FIN		81.6		14				14		67.6

		UK		81.9		25.6				25.6		56.3

		IRE		89		43.7				43.7		45.3

		DEN		89.6		17				17		72.6

		GER		89.7		11.4				11.4		78.3

		ITA		90.7		14.7				14.7		76.0

		SPA		93.5		26.7				26.7		66.8

		SWE		93.5		11				11		82.5

		BEL		94		16.4				16.4		77.6

		FRA		94.2		13.3				13.3		80.9

		LUX		94.8		5.7				5.7		89.1

		AUS		96.8		16.4				16.4		80.4

		HUN		97.8		4				4		93.8

		SLO		98.2		20.2				20.2		78.0

		EST		98.6		12.4				12.4		86.2

		Men aged 65-74

										Poverty after transfers		Poverty before transfers

		FIN		55.9		2.1				2.1		53.8

		UK		65.6		10.2				10.2		55.4

		NLD		66.2		5.1				5.1		61.1

		IRE		67.0		23.5				23.5		43.5

		DEN		68.6		6.4				6.4		62.2

		GRE		71.6		22.6				22.6		49.0

		SWE		72.1		2.7				2.7		69.4

		POL		81.4		2				2		79.4

		FRA		81.4		6.7				6.7		74.7

		CZE		82.2		2.4				2.4		79.8

		ITA		84.7		10.2				10.2		74.5

		FER		90.8		5.3				5.3		85.5

		SLO		92.2		11.9				11.9		80.3

		BEL		93.2		14.8				14.8		78.4

		LUX		93.7		1.8				1.8		91.9

		AUS		94.7		6.1				6.1		88.6

		HUN		97.9		1.7				1.7		96.2

		EST		97.9		6.6				6.6		91.3

		SPA		97.9		18.2				18.2		79.7

		Men aged 75+

										Poverty after transfers		Poverty before transfers

		NLD		68.30889		2.4				2.4		65.9

		FIN		75.45354		5.3				5.3		70.2

		GRE		76.21153		26.6				26.6		49.6

		UK		78.71943		18.6				18.6		60.1

		POL		81.76933		2.1				2.1		79.7

		CZE		86.15906		4.6				4.6		81.6

		IRE		87.08392		24.7				24.7		62.4

		DEN		87.12121		11.5				11.5		75.6

		FRA		87.38795		9.5				9.5		77.9

		ITA		88.76047		10.7				10.7		78.1

		FER		90.77205		5.7				5.7		85.1

		SWE		90.91713		5.6				5.6		85.3

		LUX		92.47517		3.6				3.6		88.9

		BEL		93.4388		14.8				14.8		78.6

		AUS		93.51553		11.2				11.2		82.3

		SLO		94.29225		13.2				13.2		81.1

		HUN		95.88518		0.1				0.1		95.8

		SPA		97.41627		2.2				2.2		95.2

		EST		99.46648		4				4		95.5

		Wome, aged 65 to 74

										Poverty after transfers		Poverty before transfers

		FRA		70.97085		7.9				7.9		63.1

		NLD		75.11965		6.9				6.9		68.2

		UK		75.24716		22.2				22.2		53.0

		GRE		76.19587		27.1				27.1		49.1

		DEN		79.91903		6.4				6.4		73.5

		IRE		80.42709		36.1				36.1		44.3

		POL		80.93614		5.2				5.2		75.7

		CZE		83.93047		8.1				8.1		75.8

		SWE		85.79881		5.3				5.3		80.5

		GER		86.87303		12.4				12.4		74.5

		ITA		89.55175		15.3				15.3		74.3

		SLO		93.02109		19.6				19.6		73.4

		LUX		93.07707		2.2				2.2		90.9

		FIN		93.13927		6.2				6.2		86.9

		BEL		95.18474		17.5				17.5		77.7

		AUS		97.62016		15.9				15.9		81.7

		HUN		97.81502		4.8				4.8		93.0

		SPA		98.15734		23.2				23.2		75.0

		EST		98.55595		12.6				12.6		86.0

		woemn aged 75 and over

										Poverty after transfers		Poverty before transfers

		POL		73.93725		3.2				3.2		70.7

		CZE		78.03762		14.4				14.4		63.6

		GRE		78.55011		32.9				32.9		45.7

		NLD		80.49574		4.1				4.1		76.4

		UK		83.98135		29.8				29.8		54.2

		FRA		84.53816		15.8				15.8		68.7

		IRE		90.29767		56.3				56.3		34.0

		GER		90.6682		13.9				13.9		76.8

		DEN		91.09091		20.3				20.3		70.8

		ITA		91.93661		17.2				17.2		74.7

		SLO		92.97406		23.6				23.6		69.4

		FIN		94.38766		18.1				18.1		76.3

		BEL		94.43683		17.4				17.4		77.0

		SWE		95.13052		14.4				14.4		80.7

		LUX		95.9841		6.6				6.6		89.4

		AUS		98.29848		18.8				18.8		79.5

		EST		98.3314		15.7				15.7		82.6

		SPA		98.63309		29.8				29.8		68.8

		HUN		98.86815		6.1				6.1		92.8

		Men aged 65 and over

										Poverty after transfers		Poverty before transfers

		FIN		62.8		3.2				3.2		59.6

		NLD		66.8		4.3				4.3		62.5

		UK		70.6		13.4				13.4		57.2

		GRE		73.2		24				24		49.2

		IRE		74.5		24				24		50.5

		DEN		75.9		8.4				8.4		67.5

		SWE		80.9		4.1				4.1		76.8

		POL		81.5		2				2		79.5

		CZE		83.4		3.1				3.1		80.3

		GER		83.4		5.4				5.4		78.0

		ITA		86.3		10.4				10.4		75.9

		FRA		92		7.8				7.8		84.2

		SPA		93		19.8				19.8		73.2

		BEL		93.3		14.9				14.9		78.4

		LUX		93.3		2.4				2.4		90.9

		AUS		94.3		7.9				7.9		86.4

		HUN		97.2		1.1				1.1		96.1

		SLO		97.8		12.3				12.3		85.5

		EST		98.3		5.9				5.9		92.4

		Women aged 65 and over

										Poverty after transfers		Poverty before transfers

		GRE		77.1		29.4				29.4		47.7

		NLD		77.3		5.7				5.7		71.6

		FIN		77.4		11.8				11.8		65.6

		POL		78.6		4.5				4.5		74.1

		UK		79.3		25.8				25.8		53.5

		CZE		81.8		10.4				10.4		71.4

		IRE		84.8		44.9				44.9		39.9

		DEN		85.2		13				13		72.2

		GER		88.7		13.1				13.1		75.6

		ITA		90.6		16.2				16.2		74.4

		SWE		90.9		10.3				10.3		80.6

		SPA		92.9		26.2				26.2		66.7

		FRA		93.7		11.2				11.2		82.5

		LUX		94.4		4.2				4.2		90.2

		BEL		94.8		17.5				17.5		77.3

		AUS		97.9		17.3				17.3		80.6

		HUN		98.2		5.3				5.3		92.9

		SLO		98.3		21.1				21.1		77.2

		EST		98.5		13.8				13.8		84.7
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Poverty after transfers

Poverty before transfers

Poverty rates for women aged 75 and over



		Poverty before transfers by age								Poverty after transfers by age

				people aged 65 to 74		people aged 75 and over						people aged 65 to 74		people aged 75 and over

		AT		95.8		95.8				AT		11.6		16.4

		BE		94		94				BE		16.4		16.4

		CZ		83.2		81				CZ		5.6		10.8

		DE		83.5		88.6				DE		9.2		11.4

		DK		71.7		87.4				DK		6.4		17

		EE		98.3		98.6				EE		10.3		12.4

		ES		92.2		93.3				ES		20.9		26.7

		FI		44.3		68				FI		4.4		14

		FR		92.1		94.2				FR		7.5		13.3

		GR		73.4		76.8				GR		25.7		30.4

		HU		97.9		97.8				HU		3.6		4

		IE		74.2		89				IE		30.2		43.7

		IT		86.2		90.6				IT		13		14.7

		LU		93.2		94.9				LU		2.1		5.7

		NL		59		64.7				NL		6.6		3.4

		PL		81.1		76.5				PL		3.9		2.8

		SE		78.2		92.5				SE		4.1		11

		SI		97.3		97.8				SI		16.6		20.2

		UK		63.5		76.6				UK		16.7		25.6

		Average		82.1		87.3				Average		11.3		15.8

		Poverty before transfers by sex								Poverty after transfers by sex

				Men aged 65 and over		Women aged 65 and over						Men aged 65 and over		Women aged 65 and over

		AT		93.5		97.2				AT		7.9		17.3

		BE		93.1		94.7				BE		14.9		17.5																										fgqerg

		CZ		83.4		81.8				CZ		3.1		10.4

		DE		82.1		87.9				DE		5.4		13.1

		DK		73		82.6				DK		8.4		13

		EE		98.3		98.5				EE		5.9		13.8

		ES		92.6		92.8				ES		19.8		26.2

		FI		43.2		43.2				FI		3.2		11.8

		FR		92		93.7				FR		7.8		11.2

		GR		72.3		76.6				GR		24		29.4

		HU		97.2		98.2				HU		1.1		5.3

		IE		74.5		84.8				IE		24		44.9

		IT		85.6		89.8				IT		10.4		16.2

		LU		93.1		94.4				LU		2.4		4.2

		NL		53.6		66.6				NL		4.3		5.7

		PL		81.5		78.7				PL		2		4.5

		SE		79.6		89.9				SE		4.1		10.3

		SI		96.7		97.9				SI		12.3		21.1

		UK		62.7		73.9				UK		13.4		25.8

		Average		81.5		85.4				Average		9.2		15.9

		Poverty before transfers for men by age								Povertyafter transfers for men by age

				Men aged 65 to 74		Men aged 75 and over						Men aged 65 to 74		Men aged 75 and over

		AT		94.1		92.5				AT		6.1		11.2

		BE		92.9		93.4				BE		14.8		14.8

		CZ		82.2		86.2				CZ		2.4		4.6

		DE		90.8		93.9				DE		6.7		9.5

		DK		65.3		84.7				DK		6.4		11.5

		EE		97.9		99.5				EE		6.6		4

		ES		91.6		93.9				ES		18.2		2.2

		FI		80.3		85.6				FI		5.3		5.7

		FR		35.2		58.2				FR		2.1		5.3

		GR		70.5		75.6				GR		22.6		26.6

		HU		97.9		95.9				HU		1.7		0.1

		IE		67		87.1				IE		23.5		24.7

		IT		83.5		88.8				IT		10.2		10.7

		LU		93.4		92.5				LU		1.8		3.6

		NL		51.7		57.7				NL		5.1		2.4

		PL		81.4		81.8				PL		2		2.1

		SE		70.7		89.8				SE		2.7		5.6

		SI		96.6		97				SI		11.9		13.2

		UK		57.5		71.2				UK		10.2		18.6

		Average		79.0		85.5421052632				Average		8.4		9.2842105263

		Poverty before transfers for women by age								Povertyafter transfers for women by age

				Women aged 65 to 74		Women aged 75 and over						Women aged 65 to 74		Women aged 75 and over

		AT		97.1		97.2				AT		15.9		18.8

		BE		94.9		94.4				BE		17.5		17.4

		CZ		83.9		78				CZ		8.1		14.4

		DE		85.9		89.9				DE		12.4		13.9																												fsd

		DK		76.9		89				DK		6.4		20.3

		EE		98.6		98.3				EE		12.6		15.7

		ES		92.7		92.9				ES		23.2		29.8

		FI		51.6		72.7				FI		6.2		18.1

		FR		93.1		94.4				FR		7.9		15.8

		GR		75.9		77.7				GR		27.1		32.9

		HU		97.8		98.9				HU		4.8		6.1

		IE		80.4		90.3				IE		36.1		56.3

		IT		88.3		91.7				IT		15.3		17.2

		LU		93.1		96				LU		2.2		6.6

		NL		65.3		68.6				NL		6.9		4.1

		PL		80.9		73.9				PL		5.2		3.2

		SE		84.6		94.2				SE		5.3		14.4

		SI		97.8		98.2				SI		19.6		23.6

		UK		68.7		79.8				UK		22.2		29.8

		Average		84.6052631579		88.2157894737				Average		13.4157894737		18.8631578947

		Poverty before transfers for single women by age								Poverty after transfers for single women by age

				Women aged 65 to 74		Women aged 75 and over				Women aged 65 to 74		Women aged 75 and over

		AT		99		98.1				24.2		27.2

		BE		97.1		99.4				21.6		19.1

		CZ		97.7		99.7				14.2		21.7

		DE		91.2		96.8				22.5		17.9

		DK		84.2		90.3				11.4		24.9

		EE		100		99.7				17.7		21.3

		ES		99.2		98.5				47.6		61.1

		FI		68.6		82.8				13.7		26.4

		FR		94.8		94.8				12.9		20.9

		GR		93.8		95				34.7		42

		HU		99.1		100				9.2		10.6

		IE		97.6		98.8				48.4		88

		IT		94.5		98.2				29.3		28.3

		LU		93.5		94.2				4.1		8.4

		NL		76.1		76.2				1		1.1

		PO		98.5		99.4				8.2		2.2

		SE		93.8		97.3				10.1		19.6

		SI		100		100				31.6		45.9

		UK		87.6		92				39.9		40.9

		Average		92.9631578947		95.3263157895				21.1736842105		27.7631578947
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Figure 1a: Poverty rates before transfers by age
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Figure 1b: Poverty after transfers by age



		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0

		0		0



Men aged 65 and over

Women aged 65 and over

Figure 2a: Poverty rates before transfers by sex
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Figure 2b: Poverty rates after transfers by sex
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Figure 3a: Poverty rates before transfers for men by age
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Figure 3b: Poverty rates after transfers for men by age
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Figure 4a: Poverty rates before transfers for women by age
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Figure 4b: Poverty rates after transfers for women by age
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Figure 5a: Poverty rates before transfers for single women by age
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Figure 5b: Poverty rates after transfers for single women by age
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Poverty

		Poverty rates for elderly				own calaculations from LIS

		People aged 65 to 74

				Poverty before transfers		Poverty after transfers				Poverty after transfers		Poverty alleviation

		AT		95.8		11.6				11.6		84.2

		BE		94		16.4				16.4		77.6

		CZ		83.2		5.6				5.6		77.6

		DE		83.5		9.2				9.2		74.3

		DK		71.7		6.4				6.4		65.3

		EE		98.3		10.3				10.3		88

		ES		92.2		20.9				20.9		71.3

		FI		44.3		4.4				4.4		39.9

		FR		92.1		7.5				7.5		84.6

		GR		73.4		25.7				25.7		47.7

		HU		97.9		3.6				3.6		94.3

		IE		74.2		30.2				30.2		44

		IT		86.2		13				13		73.2

		LU		93.2		2.1				2.1		91.1

		NL		59		6.6				6.6		52.4

		PL		81.1		3.9				3.9		77.2

		SE		78.2		4.1				4.1		74.1

		SI		97.3		16.6				16.6		80.7

		UK		63.5		16.7				16.7		46.8

		Average		82.1		11.3				11.3		70.8

		People aged 75+

										Poverty after transfers		Poverty alleviation

		AT		95.8		16.4				16.4		79.4

		BE		94		16.4				16.4		77.6

		CZ		81		10.8				10.8		70.2

		DE		88.6		11.4				11.4		77.2

		DK		87.4		17				17		70.4

		EE		98.6		12.4				12.4		86.2

		ES		93.3		26.7				26.7		66.6

		FI		68		14				14		54

		FR		94.2		13.3				13.3		80.9

		GR		76.8		30.4				30.4		46.4

		HU		97.8		4				4		93.8

		IE		89		43.7				43.7		45.3

		IT		90.6		14.7				14.7		75.9

		LU		94.9		5.7				5.7		89.2

		NL		64.7		3.4				3.4		61.3

		PL		76.5		2.8				2.8		73.7

		SE		92.5		11				11		81.5

		SI		97.8		20.2				20.2		77.6

		UK		76.6		25.6				25.6		51

		Average		87.3		15.8				15.8		71.5

		Men aged 65-74

										Poverty after transfers		Poverty alleviation

		AT		94.1		6.1				6.1		88

		BE		92.9		14.8				14.8		78.1

		CZ		82.2		2.4				2.4		79.8

		DE		80.3		5.3				5.3		75

		DK		65.3		6.4				6.4		58.9

		EE		97.9		6.6				6.6		91.3

		ES		91.6		18.2				18.2		73.4

		FI		35.2		2.1				2.1		33.1

		FR		90.8		6.7				6.7		84.1

		GR		70.5		22.6				22.6		47.9

		HU		97.9		1.7				1.7		96.2

		IE		67		23.5				23.5		43.5

		IT		83.5		10.2				10.2		73.3

		LU		93.4		1.8				1.8		91.6

		NL		51.7		5.1				5.1		46.6

		PL		81.4		2				2		79.4

		SE		70.7		2.7				2.7		68

		SI		96.6		11.9				11.9		84.7

		UK		57.5		10.2				10.2		47.3

		Average		79.0		8.4				8.4		70.5

		Men aged 75+

										Poverty after transfers		Poverty alleviation

		AT		92.5		11.2				11.2		81.3

		BE		93.4		14.8				14.8		78.6

		CZ		86.2		4.6				4.6		81.6

		DE		85.6		5.7				5.7		79.9

		DK		84.7		11.5				11.5		73.2

		EE		99.5		4				4		95.5

		ES		93.9		2.2				2.2		91.7

		FI		58.2		5.3				5.3		52.9

		FR		93.9		9.5				9.5		84.4

		GR		75.6		26.6				26.6		49

		HU		95.9		0.1				0.1		95.8

		IE		87.1		24.7				24.7		62.4

		IT		88.8		10.7				10.7		78.1

		LU		92.5		3.6				3.6		88.9

		NL		57.7		2.4				2.4		55.3

		PL		81.8		2.1				2.1		79.7

		SE		89.8		5.6				5.6		84.2

		SI		97		13.2				13.2		83.8

		UK		71.2		18.6				18.6		52.6

		Average		85.5421052632		9.2842105263				9.3		76.3

		Wome, aged 65 to 74

										Poverty after transfers		Poverty alleviation

		AT		97.1		15.9				15.9		81.2

		BE		94.9		17.5				17.5		77.4

		CZ		83.9		8.1				8.1		75.8

		DE		85.9		12.4				12.4		73.5

		DK		76.9		6.4				6.4		70.5

		EE		98.6		12.6				12.6		86

		ES		92.7		23.2				23.2		69.5

		FI		51.6		6.2				6.2		45.4

		FR		93.1		7.9				7.9		85.2

		GR		75.9		27.1				27.1		48.8

		HU		97.8		4.8				4.8		93

		IE		80.4		36.1				36.1		44.3

		IT		88.3		15.3				15.3		73

		LU		93.1		2.2				2.2		90.9

		NL		65.3		6.9				6.9		58.4

		PL		80.9		5.2				5.2		75.7

		SE		84.6		5.3				5.3		79.3

		SI		97.8		19.6				19.6		78.2

		UK		68.7		22.2				22.2		46.5

		Average		84.6052631579		13.4157894737				13.4		71.2

		woemn aged 75 and over

										Poverty after transfers		Poverty alleviation

		AT		97.2		18.8				18.8		78.4

		BE		94.4		17.4				17.4		77

		CZ		78		14.4				14.4		63.6

		DE		89.9		13.9				13.9		76

		DK		89		20.3				20.3		68.7

		EE		98.3		15.7				15.7		82.6

		ES		92.9		29.8				29.8		63.1

		FI		72.7		18.1				18.1		54.6

		FR		94.4		15.8				15.8		78.6

		GR		77.7		32.9				32.9		44.8

		HU		98.9		6.1				6.1		92.8

		IE		90.3		56.3				56.3		34

		IT		91.7		17.2				17.2		74.5

		LU		96		6.6				6.6		89.4

		NL		68.6		4.1				4.1		64.5

		PL		73.9		3.2				3.2		70.7

		SE		94.2		14.4				14.4		79.8

		SI		98.2		23.6				23.6		74.6

		UK		79.8		29.8				29.8		50

		Average		88.2157894737		18.8631578947				18.9		69.4

		Men aged 65 and over

										Poverty after transfers		Poverty alleviation

		AT		93.5		7.9				7.9		85.6

		BE		93.1		14.9				14.9		78.2

		CZ		83.4		3.1				3.1		80.3

		DE		82.1		5.4				5.4		76.7

		DK		73		8.4				8.4		64.6

		EE		98.3		5.9				5.9		92.4

		ES		92.6		19.8				19.8		72.8

		FI		43.2		3.2				3.2		40

		FR		92		7.8				7.8		84.2

		GR		72.3		24				24		48.3

		HU		97.2		1.1				1.1		96.1

		IE		74.5		24				24		50.5

		IT		85.6		10.4				10.4		75.2

		LU		93.1		2.4				2.4		90.7

		NL		53.6		4.3				4.3		49.3

		PL		81.5		2				2		79.5

		SE		79.6		4.1				4.1		75.5

		SI		96.7		12.3				12.3		84.4

		UK		62.7		13.4				13.4		49.3

		Average		81.5		9.2				9.2		72.3

		Women aged 65 and over

										Poverty after transfers		Poverty alleviation

		AT		97.2		17.3				17.3		79.9

		BE		94.7		17.5				17.5		77.2

		CZ		81.8		10.4				10.4		71.4

		DE		87.9		13.1				13.1		74.8

		DK		82.6		13				13		69.6

		EE		98.5		13.8				13.8		84.7

		ES		92.8		26.2				26.2		66.6

		FI		43.2		11.8				11.8		31.4

		FR		93.7		11.2				11.2		82.5

		GR		76.6		29.4				29.4		47.2

		HU		98.2		5.3				5.3		92.9

		IE		84.8		44.9				44.9		39.9

		IT		89.8		16.2				16.2		73.6

		LU		94.4		4.2				4.2		90.2

		NL		66.6		5.7				5.7		60.9

		PL		78.7		4.5				4.5		74.2

		SE		89.9		10.3				10.3		79.6

		SI		97.9		21.1				21.1		76.8

		UK		73.9		25.8				25.8		48.1

		Average		85.4		15.9				15.9		69.6
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Figure 1b: Poverty and poverty alleviation for people aged 75+
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Figure 3a: Poverty and poverty alleviation for men aged 65 to 74
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Figure 3b: Poverty and poverty alleviation for men aged 75+
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Figure 2a: Poverty and poverty alleviation for men aged 65+
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Figure 1a Poverty and poverty alleviation for people aged 65 to 74



		40% of occupational pension are transfered to public transfers

		Poverty rates for elderly				own calaculations from LIS

		People aged 65 and over		Poverty before transfers		Poverty after transfers

										Poverty after transfers		Poverty before transfers

		FIN		71.7		9.8				9.8		61.9

		NLD		72.9		5.1				5.1		67.8

		GRE		75.3		27.6				27.6		47.7

		UK		75.6		20.5				20.5		55.1

		POL		79.8		3.5				3.5		76.3

		IRE		80.3		35.8				35.8		44.5

		DEN		81.4		11.1				11.1		70.3

		CZE		82.4		7.4				7.4		75.0

		GER		86.7		10.1				10.1		76.6

		SWE		86.7		7.7				7.7		79.0

		ITA		88.9		13.7				13.7		75.2

		FRA		93		8.5				8.5		84.5

		SPA		93		23.4				23.4		69.6

		LUX		93.4		3.5				3.5		89.9

		BEL		94.2		16.4				16.4		77.8

		AUS		96.5		13.7				13.7		82.8

		HUN		97.8		3.7				3.7		94.1

		SLO		98.1		17.9				17.9		80.2

		EST		98.4		11				11		87.4

		People aged 65 to 74

				Poverty before transfers		Poverty after transfers				Poverty after transfers		Poverty before transfers

		FIN		64.3		4.4				4.4		59.9

		UK		70.8		16.7				16.7		54.1

		NLD		71		6.6				6.6		64.4

		GRE		74.1		25.7				25.7		48.4

		IRE		74.2		30.2				30.2		44.0

		DEN		74.8		6.4				6.4		68.4

		SWE		79.4		4.1				4.1		75.3

		POL		81.1		3.9				3.9		77.2

		CZE		83.2		5.6				5.6		77.6

		GER		84.5		9.2				9.2		75.3

		ITA		87.4		13				13		74.4

		FRA		92.1		7.5				7.5		84.6

		SPA		92.6		20.9				20.9		71.7

		LUX		93.4		2.1				2.1		91.3

		BEL		94.3		16.4				16.4		77.9

		AUS		96.3		11.6				11.6		84.7

		HUN		97.8		3.6				3.6		94.2

		SLO		98		16.6				16.6		81.4

		EST		98.3		10.3				10.3		88.0

		People aged 75+

										Poverty after transfers		Poverty before transfers

		NLD		76.1		3.4				3.4		72.7

		POL		76.5		2.8				2.8		73.7

		GRE		77.5		30.4				30.4		47.1

		CZE		81		10.8				10.8		70.2

		FIN		81.6		14				14		67.6

		UK		81.9		25.6				25.6		56.3

		IRE		89		43.7				43.7		45.3

		DEN		89.6		17				17		72.6

		GER		89.7		11.4				11.4		78.3

		ITA		90.7		14.7				14.7		76.0

		SPA		93.5		26.7				26.7		66.8

		SWE		93.5		11				11		82.5

		BEL		94		16.4				16.4		77.6

		FRA		94.2		13.3				13.3		80.9

		LUX		94.8		5.7				5.7		89.1

		AUS		96.8		16.4				16.4		80.4

		HUN		97.8		4				4		93.8

		SLO		98.2		20.2				20.2		78.0

		EST		98.6		12.4				12.4		86.2

		Men aged 65-74

										Poverty after transfers		Poverty before transfers

		FIN		55.9		2.1				2.1		53.8

		UK		65.6		10.2				10.2		55.4

		NLD		66.2		5.1				5.1		61.1

		IRE		67.0		23.5				23.5		43.5

		DEN		68.6		6.4				6.4		62.2

		GRE		71.6		22.6				22.6		49.0

		SWE		72.1		2.7				2.7		69.4

		POL		81.4		2				2		79.4

		FRA		81.4		6.7				6.7		74.7

		CZE		82.2		2.4				2.4		79.8

		ITA		84.7		10.2				10.2		74.5

		FER		90.8		5.3				5.3		85.5

		SLO		92.2		11.9				11.9		80.3

		BEL		93.2		14.8				14.8		78.4

		LUX		93.7		1.8				1.8		91.9

		AUS		94.7		6.1				6.1		88.6

		HUN		97.9		1.7				1.7		96.2

		EST		97.9		6.6				6.6		91.3

		SPA		97.9		18.2				18.2		79.7

		Men aged 75+

										Poverty after transfers		Poverty before transfers

		NLD		68.30889		2.4				2.4		65.9

		FIN		75.45354		5.3				5.3		70.2

		GRE		76.21153		26.6				26.6		49.6

		UK		78.71943		18.6				18.6		60.1

		POL		81.76933		2.1				2.1		79.7

		CZE		86.15906		4.6				4.6		81.6

		IRE		87.08392		24.7				24.7		62.4

		DEN		87.12121		11.5				11.5		75.6

		FRA		87.38795		9.5				9.5		77.9

		ITA		88.76047		10.7				10.7		78.1

		FER		90.77205		5.7				5.7		85.1

		SWE		90.91713		5.6				5.6		85.3

		LUX		92.47517		3.6				3.6		88.9

		BEL		93.4388		14.8				14.8		78.6

		AUS		93.51553		11.2				11.2		82.3

		SLO		94.29225		13.2				13.2		81.1

		HUN		95.88518		0.1				0.1		95.8

		SPA		97.41627		2.2				2.2		95.2

		EST		99.46648		4				4		95.5

		Wome, aged 65 to 74

										Poverty after transfers		Poverty before transfers

		FRA		70.97085		7.9				7.9		63.1

		NLD		75.11965		6.9				6.9		68.2

		UK		75.24716		22.2				22.2		53.0

		GRE		76.19587		27.1				27.1		49.1

		DEN		79.91903		6.4				6.4		73.5

		IRE		80.42709		36.1				36.1		44.3

		POL		80.93614		5.2				5.2		75.7

		CZE		83.93047		8.1				8.1		75.8

		SWE		85.79881		5.3				5.3		80.5

		GER		86.87303		12.4				12.4		74.5

		ITA		89.55175		15.3				15.3		74.3

		SLO		93.02109		19.6				19.6		73.4

		LUX		93.07707		2.2				2.2		90.9

		FIN		93.13927		6.2				6.2		86.9

		BEL		95.18474		17.5				17.5		77.7

		AUS		97.62016		15.9				15.9		81.7

		HUN		97.81502		4.8				4.8		93.0

		SPA		98.15734		23.2				23.2		75.0

		EST		98.55595		12.6				12.6		86.0

		woemn aged 75 and over

										Poverty after transfers		Poverty before transfers

		POL		73.93725		3.2				3.2		70.7

		CZE		78.03762		14.4				14.4		63.6

		GRE		78.55011		32.9				32.9		45.7

		NLD		80.49574		4.1				4.1		76.4

		UK		83.98135		29.8				29.8		54.2

		FRA		84.53816		15.8				15.8		68.7

		IRE		90.29767		56.3				56.3		34.0

		GER		90.6682		13.9				13.9		76.8

		DEN		91.09091		20.3				20.3		70.8

		ITA		91.93661		17.2				17.2		74.7

		SLO		92.97406		23.6				23.6		69.4

		FIN		94.38766		18.1				18.1		76.3

		BEL		94.43683		17.4				17.4		77.0

		SWE		95.13052		14.4				14.4		80.7

		LUX		95.9841		6.6				6.6		89.4

		AUS		98.29848		18.8				18.8		79.5

		EST		98.3314		15.7				15.7		82.6

		SPA		98.63309		29.8				29.8		68.8

		HUN		98.86815		6.1				6.1		92.8

		Men aged 65 and over

										Poverty after transfers		Poverty before transfers

		FIN		62.8		3.2				3.2		59.6

		NLD		66.8		4.3				4.3		62.5

		UK		70.6		13.4				13.4		57.2

		GRE		73.2		24				24		49.2

		IRE		74.5		24				24		50.5

		DEN		75.9		8.4				8.4		67.5

		SWE		80.9		4.1				4.1		76.8

		POL		81.5		2				2		79.5

		CZE		83.4		3.1				3.1		80.3

		GER		83.4		5.4				5.4		78.0

		ITA		86.3		10.4				10.4		75.9

		FRA		92		7.8				7.8		84.2

		SPA		93		19.8				19.8		73.2

		BEL		93.3		14.9				14.9		78.4

		LUX		93.3		2.4				2.4		90.9

		AUS		94.3		7.9				7.9		86.4

		HUN		97.2		1.1				1.1		96.1

		SLO		97.8		12.3				12.3		85.5

		EST		98.3		5.9				5.9		92.4

		Women aged 65 and over

										Poverty after transfers		Poverty before transfers

		GRE		77.1		29.4				29.4		47.7

		NLD		77.3		5.7				5.7		71.6

		FIN		77.4		11.8				11.8		65.6

		POL		78.6		4.5				4.5		74.1

		UK		79.3		25.8				25.8		53.5

		CZE		81.8		10.4				10.4		71.4

		IRE		84.8		44.9				44.9		39.9

		DEN		85.2		13				13		72.2

		GER		88.7		13.1				13.1		75.6

		ITA		90.6		16.2				16.2		74.4

		SWE		90.9		10.3				10.3		80.6

		SPA		92.9		26.2				26.2		66.7

		FRA		93.7		11.2				11.2		82.5

		LUX		94.4		4.2				4.2		90.2

		BEL		94.8		17.5				17.5		77.3

		AUS		97.9		17.3				17.3		80.6

		HUN		98.2		5.3				5.3		92.9

		SLO		98.3		21.1				21.1		77.2

		EST		98.5		13.8				13.8		84.7
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		Poverty before transfers by age								Poverty after transfers by age

				people aged 65 to 74		people aged 75 and over						people aged 65 to 74		people aged 75 and over

		AT		95.8		95.8				AT		11.6		16.4

		BE		94		94				BE		16.4		16.4

		CZ		83.2		81				CZ		5.6		10.8

		DE		83.5		88.6				DE		9.2		11.4

		DK		71.7		87.4				DK		6.4		17

		EE		98.3		98.6				EE		10.3		12.4

		ES		92.2		93.3				ES		20.9		26.7

		FI		44.3		68				FI		4.4		14

		FR		92.1		94.2				FR		7.5		13.3

		GR		73.4		76.8				GR		25.7		30.4

		HU		97.9		97.8				HU		3.6		4

		IE		74.2		89				IE		30.2		43.7

		IT		86.2		90.6				IT		13		14.7

		LU		93.2		94.9				LU		2.1		5.7

		NL		59		64.7				NL		6.6		3.4

		PL		81.1		76.5				PL		3.9		2.8

		SE		78.2		92.5				SE		4.1		11

		SI		97.3		97.8				SI		16.6		20.2

		UK		63.5		76.6				UK		16.7		25.6

		Average		82.1		87.3				Average		11.3		15.8

		Poverty before transfers by sex								Poverty after transfers by sex

				Men aged 65 and over		Women aged 65 and over						Men aged 65 and over		Women aged 65 and over

		AT		93.5		97.2				AT		7.9		17.3

		BE		93.1		94.7				BE		14.9		17.5																										fgqerg

		CZ		83.4		81.8				CZ		3.1		10.4

		DE		82.1		87.9				DE		5.4		13.1

		DK		73		82.6				DK		8.4		13

		EE		98.3		98.5				EE		5.9		13.8

		ES		92.6		92.8				ES		19.8		26.2

		FI		43.2		43.2				FI		3.2		11.8

		FR		92		93.7				FR		7.8		11.2

		GR		72.3		76.6				GR		24		29.4

		HU		97.2		98.2				HU		1.1		5.3

		IE		74.5		84.8				IE		24		44.9

		IT		85.6		89.8				IT		10.4		16.2

		LU		93.1		94.4				LU		2.4		4.2

		NL		53.6		66.6				NL		4.3		5.7

		PL		81.5		78.7				PL		2		4.5

		SE		79.6		89.9				SE		4.1		10.3

		SI		96.7		97.9				SI		12.3		21.1

		UK		62.7		73.9				UK		13.4		25.8

		Average		81.5		85.4				Average		9.2		15.9

		Poverty before transfers for men by age								Povertyafter transfers for men by age

				Men aged 65 to 74		Men aged 75 and over						Men aged 65 to 74		Men aged 75 and over

		AT		94.1		92.5				AT		6.1		11.2

		BE		92.9		93.4				BE		14.8		14.8

		CZ		82.2		86.2				CZ		2.4		4.6

		DE		90.8		93.9				DE		6.7		9.5

		DK		65.3		84.7				DK		6.4		11.5

		EE		97.9		99.5				EE		6.6		4

		ES		91.6		93.9				ES		18.2		2.2

		FI		80.3		85.6				FI		5.3		5.7

		FR		35.2		58.2				FR		2.1		5.3

		GR		70.5		75.6				GR		22.6		26.6

		HU		97.9		95.9				HU		1.7		0.1

		IE		67		87.1				IE		23.5		24.7

		IT		83.5		88.8				IT		10.2		10.7

		LU		93.4		92.5				LU		1.8		3.6

		NL		51.7		57.7				NL		5.1		2.4

		PL		81.4		81.8				PL		2		2.1

		SE		70.7		89.8				SE		2.7		5.6

		SI		96.6		97				SI		11.9		13.2

		UK		57.5		71.2				UK		10.2		18.6

		Average		79.0		85.5421052632				Average		8.4		9.2842105263

		Poverty before transfers for women by age								Povertyafter transfers for women by age

				Women aged 65 to 74		Women aged 75 and over						Women aged 65 to 74		Women aged 75 and over

		AT		97.1		97.2				AT		15.9		18.8

		BE		94.9		94.4				BE		17.5		17.4

		CZ		83.9		78				CZ		8.1		14.4

		DE		85.9		89.9				DE		12.4		13.9																												fsd

		DK		76.9		89				DK		6.4		20.3

		EE		98.6		98.3				EE		12.6		15.7

		ES		92.7		92.9				ES		23.2		29.8

		FI		51.6		72.7				FI		6.2		18.1

		FR		93.1		94.4				FR		7.9		15.8

		GR		75.9		77.7				GR		27.1		32.9

		HU		97.8		98.9				HU		4.8		6.1

		IE		80.4		90.3				IE		36.1		56.3

		IT		88.3		91.7				IT		15.3		17.2

		LU		93.1		96				LU		2.2		6.6

		NL		65.3		68.6				NL		6.9		4.1

		PL		80.9		73.9				PL		5.2		3.2

		SE		84.6		94.2				SE		5.3		14.4

		SI		97.8		98.2				SI		19.6		23.6

		UK		68.7		79.8				UK		22.2		29.8

		Average		84.6052631579		88.2157894737				Average		13.4157894737		18.8631578947

		Poverty before transfers for single women by age								Poverty after transfers for single women by age

				Women aged 65 to 74		Women aged 75 and over				Women aged 65 to 74		Women aged 75 and over

		AT		99		98.1				24.2		27.2

		BE		97.1		99.4				21.6		19.1

		CZ		97.7		99.7				14.2		21.7

		DE		91.2		96.8				22.5		17.9

		DK		84.2		90.3				11.4		24.9

		EE		100		99.7				17.7		21.3

		ES		99.2		98.5				47.6		61.1

		FI		68.6		82.8				13.7		26.4

		FR		94.8		94.8				12.9		20.9

		GR		93.8		95				34.7		42

		HU		99.1		100				9.2		10.6

		IE		97.6		98.8				48.4		88

		IT		94.5		98.2				29.3		28.3

		LU		93.5		94.2				4.1		8.4

		NL		76.1		76.2				1		1.1

		PO		98.5		99.4				8.2		2.2

		SE		93.8		97.3				10.1		19.6

		SI		100		100				31.6		45.9

		UK		87.6		92				39.9		40.9

		Average		92.9631578947		95.3263157895				21.1736842105		27.7631578947
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Figure 1a: Poverty rates before transfers by age
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Figure 1b: Poverty after transfers by age
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Figure 2a: Poverty rates before transfers by sex
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Figure 2b: Poverty rates after transfers by sex
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Figure 3a: Poverty rates before transfers for men by age
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Figure 3b: Poverty rates after transfers for men by age
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Figure 4a: Poverty rates before transfers for women by age
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Figure 4b: Poverty rates after transfers for women by age
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Figure 5a: Poverty rates before transfers for single women by age
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Figure 5b: Poverty rates after transfers for single women by age
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