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1. Introduction

The European Union’s (EU) Lisbon Strategy, drawn up in the year 2000, established various
objectives for the economy, for the labour market, for education and for research and innovation
for the year 2010. The European Commission subsequently extended this strategy by
introducing a further set of five objectives to be reached by 2020 (European Commission,
2010a) in an effort to create a “smart, sustainable and inclusive society”. Progress towards these

five objectives is being monitored by the application of eight specific indicators (Table 1).

INSERT TABLE 1 AROUND HERE

One of the social groups encountering most difficulties in attaining the Europe 2020 targets is
that of the disabled. In 2009, the number of people with disabilities in the EU ranged from 31.5
to 97.7 million (depending on which definition of disability is applied), that is, between 7.7 and
23.9% of the total adult population (aged 16 years and over)'. Given these numbers, it is
somewhat surprising that a strategy that seeks to promote an “inclusive society” fails to make
any explicit mention of the disabled. Against this background, this article examines the potential
contribution of the disabled to the achievement of the Europe 2020 objectives from both a

national and supranational perspective.

This paper has two main aims. First, we analyze the situation in which Europe’s disabled find
themselves in relation to the Europe 2020 Strategy benchmarks. We complement this analysis
by introducing additional indicators so as to obtain a more accurate picture of the situation.
Second, we estimate the impact of improvements in the situation of the disabled on the overall
indicators. To do so, we draw on micro data from the 2009 European Union Statistics on
Income and Living Conditions (EU-SILC) and simulate, ceteris paribus, the changes in the

situation of the disabled.



The rest of the study is organized as follows. In Section 2, we justify our selection of indicators.
The methodology we employ and the data we draw on are described in Section 3. The current
situation of the disabled is also presented in this Section. Our results are presented and

discussed in Section 4 and the final section concludes.

2. EU 2020 Strategy and other selected indicators

This study focuses specifically on those Europe 2020 Strategy objectives that might be affected
by improvements in the situation of the disabled. Thus, we are concerned with the following
three targets: 1) increasing the employment-to-population ratio, 2) raising the level of human
capital, and 3) reducing poverty and social exclusion. The evolution of each objective is

monitored via a set of indicators, for which specific targets have been established for 2020.

The first objective of the Europe 2020 Strategy we focus our attention on is that of increasing
the occupied population, defined by the European Council (EC) as the ratio between the
employed population and the total population aged between 20 and 64. The EU has set itself the
target of raising the occupation rate from 69 to 75% by 2020. The EC of 17 June 2010, in its
conclusions, argued that this benchmark would be reached through the greater participation of
young people, older workers, immigrant workers and low-skilled workers. However, it said

nothing about the potential contribution of the disabled.

The second objective we examine is that of raising the level of human capital. To achieve this
objective, the Europe 2020 Strategy established that the percentage of early school leavers —
percentage of 18- to 24-year olds not in education and not having completed upper-secondary
studies (15% in 2010) — should be reduced to 10% and that the proportion of 30- to 34-year olds
with higher education studies should reach, at least, 40%. Currently, school failure and early
school leaving are among the most severe problems afflicting some — primarily, Mediterranean

— European countries, while increasing the number of higher education graduates on the



continent would serve to guarantee an adequate supply of highly skilled workers. In general,
this strategy target seeks to confront the challenges posed by a changing society in which low-
skilled workers face increasing unemployment rates, less job security, poorer working
conditions and, consequently, greater risks of economic and social exclusion. In this context, the

educational level of the disabled is consistently below the mean in all EU countries.

The third objective we concern ourselves with is achieving a 25% reduction (20 million people)
in the population at risk of poverty or exclusion. The EC (2010a) gives Member States a certain
degree of freedom in defining the part of their population at risk of poverty. This definition can
incorporate three elements: those exposed to severe material deprivation; those living in
households where all members are unemployed or work less than 20% of their potential; and
those at risk of monetary poverty (i.e., those with a net equivalent income below the risk-of-
poverty-threshold set at 60% of the national median after social transfers). The attainment of
this third target is clearly largely dependent on the achievement of objectives one and two

above.

Concurrent with the establishment of these targets, the Europe 2020 Strategic Framework for
Education and Training (ET 2020) proposed a further eight indicators to monitor its evolution
and established benchmarks for five. Of these five, two coincide with the indicators employed
in the Europe 2020 Strategy (see the second objective above regarding human capital), one is
related to the results obtained on the Programme for International Student Assessment (PISA)?
another to enrolment rates in early childhood and, the fifth, to participation in lifelong learning

activities.

Unfortunately, PISA does not provide any specific information about the academic abilities of
the disabled® and disability data are only specified by EU-SILC for individuals over the age of
15. For this reason, we select just one ET 2020 benchmark for our analysis of the situation in

which Europe’s disabled find themselves. This indicator, related to the second Europe 2020



Strategy target (raising the level of human capital), is defined as the percentage of 25- to 64-
year-olds enrolled in vocational and occupational training activities. The ET 2020 Strategy
establishes a benchmark for 2020 of at least 15% of this population. However, EU-SILC only
identifies individuals enrolled on formal vocational training courses and so the eventual figures

will be underestimated (given that they exclude non-formal vocational training).

Both the Europe 2020 and ET 2020 Strategies acknowledge the grave impact of the economic
crisis on the occupation rates among young people. In response to these concerns, the European
Commission (2011) proposed an additional benchmark, which we also adopt in this study,
namely, a 5 per cent increase in the occupation rate of graduates (20- to 34-year-olds) who have

left education.

In addition to the EU 2020 and ET 2020 benchmarks, we incorporate two further targets
included among the Indicators of Disability Equality in Europe (IDEE) compiled by the
Academic Network of European Disability Experts (ANED). These indicators, which are
concerned with the match between labour supply and demand, are: the long-term (over 12
months) unemployment rate and the proportion of the population occupying managerial
positions or working as professionals®. Both indicators are calculated for the population aged
between 20 and 64. Therefore, in total, we estimate a set of eight indicators to diagnose the

socioeconomic situation of Europe’s disabled.

INSERT TABLE 2 AROUND HERE

3. Data description and methodology

The micro data base used in this analysis is the 2009 European Union Statistics on Income and

Living Conditions (EU-SILC). This data base has been published each year by EUROSTAT

since 2003 and includes transversal and longitudinal information on the characteristics and



living conditions of EU and other European countries. In this study, we draw on cross-sectional
data for 27 EU countries (Table 3). EU-SILC provides rich information about the individual
characteristics of people over the age of 16, their labour market status and their income and, as

such, is a useful source for analyzing poverty, social exclusion and labour market issues.

INSERT TABLE 3 AROUND HERE

One of the key challenges we face in conducting this analysis is the identification of the
disabled on the basis of the information provided by EU-SILC concerning an individual’s
degree of disability. Indeed, EU-SILC does not differentiate between different types of
disability, which prevents us providing a definition based on the WHO International
Classification of Functioning, Disability and Health (ICF). However, it is the only survey
available that provides a homogeneous definition of disability for all EU countries. EU-SILC
captures situations of disability using a variable that measures the degree of limitation a person
presents in carrying out daily life activities as a result of health problems in the six months prior
to the interview. The variable records three levels of limitation: severe, moderate and the
absence of any limitations. However, given its format, the researcher is forced to choose
between a narrow (severe limitations) and a broad (moderate limitations) definition of disability.
Moreover, each criterion is fitted differently to the situation in each country. Thus, for example,
an EU-SILC definition of moderate limitations overestimates the number of Spaniards (over the
age of 15) with some kind of disability (24.3%), while a definition of severe limitations
underestimates the proportion (5.5%)°. In the face of this dilemma, the broad EU-SILC
definition is preferred here so as to enable us to take a Europe-wide comparative approach, since
as we have seen the use of the narrow definition drastically reduces the sample size in certain
countries. The broad EU-SILC definition of “disability” leads to the assumption that 97.7
million European citizens - that is, 23.9% of the population over the age of 15 - have some kind

of disability.



In the tables in Section 4, we simulate the impact of changes in certain situations presented by
the disabled on the aggregate country situation, ceteris paribus (including the situation of the
non-disabled). Simulations were not performed when the sample size fell below 50
observations. Before discussing the results of these simulations, we provide a set of tables that
use the broad and narrow definitions of disability to describe the distribution of the disabled in
the EU-27 countries. Table 4, which shows the proportion of disabled in the EU-27 countries,
reveals the existence of considerable cross-country differences. For example, when adopting the
broad definition of disability, the proportion of disabled in Germany (30.4%) is nearly three
times that in Sweden (12.2%). The situation of the disabled when adopting the narrow definition
is always worse than that when using the broad definition. This should be borne in mind when
interpreting the simulations presented below in Section 4 since two contrary effects are
combined: on the one hand, the use of the narrow definition of disability would have meant
working with a subpopulation that, in general, has a very negative standing on all the indicators;
on the other hand, the impact associated with improvements in the situation of this
subpopulation would have been weakened due to their small weight within the total population.
The inverse occurs when using the broad definition of disability: while the standing of this
subpopulation is better than that of the disabled population defined according to the narrow
criterion (i.e. the impact of closing the gap with the non-disabled is not as great), the size of this

subpopulation is larger.

The gender distribution of the disabled is presented in Table 5. That the proportion of disabled
women is larger than that of men in all EU-27 countries is, in part, explained by the longer life
expectancy of the former. These differences remain largely unchanged regardless of the
definition of disability employed. Finally, as expected, the incidence of disability increases
during an individual’s lifespan. For example, 18.11% of 36- to 55-year-old Europeans present
moderate or severe limitations, while the figure rises to over 63% in the case of Europeans aged

between 66 and 75.



INSERT TABLES 4 AND 5 HERE

4. Results and discussion

Our results are presented in subsection 4.1 below in eight tables that contain the following
information for each specific indicator: a) the situation of the disabled and non-disabled
populations in the EU-27; and b) the impact of improvements in the situation of the disabled on
the countries” indicator. The simulations were carried out assuming that the European
population and its characteristics remained constant throughout the period. The results are

discussed in subsection 4.2.

4.1. Results

Indicator 1: Occupation rates of 20- to 64-year-olds in the EU-27.

In 2009, only Sweden had attained the 75% benchmark established by the Europe 2020 Strategy
for this indicator (Table 6). Other countries with rates close to 75% included Denmark, the
Netherlands and the United Kingdom, while Ireland, Malta and Poland presented rates below
60%. Occupation rates are lower for the disabled population in all the EU countries: the highest
being found in Cyprus, Denmark and Luxembourg (over 53%) and, the lowest, in Ireland and
Romania (below 30%). The largest gap between the occupation rates of the disabled and non-
disabled is found in Romania (40%), while Luxembourg presents the smallest gap (18%). The
potential for improvement resulting from a rise in the occupation rate of the disabled is high: a
one per cent increase would lead to a 0.17% rise in the aggregate EU occupation rate. This
impact varies across the EU and ranges from a minimum of 0.08% (Greece) to 0.26%
(Germany). It is noteworthy that the Netherlands, Denmark and the United Kingdom would
achieve the Europe 2020 benchmark for this indicator if they were to improve the employment

situation of their disabled by ten percentage points.



INSERT TABLE 6 AROUND HERE

Indicator 2: 18- to 24-year-olds in the EU-27 not in education and who have not completed
upper secondary education.

In 2020, only seven EU countries had early school dropout rates below 10% (Table 7), while
several countries, including Malta, Spain and Portugal, recorded rates that were some distance
from this 10% benchmark (over 25%). The average dropout rate for the EU in 2009 was 12.1%
while the rates for the population with and without disabilities were 20.9% and 11.5%,
respectively. In fact, the dropout rates for the disabled exceed those of the rest of the population
in 26 of the 27 member states. The situation is particularly grave in Spain, where nearly four of
every ten individuals with disabilities experience early dropout. At the other end of the
spectrum, the disabled in Slovenia and Slovakia had already attained the EU 2020 benchmark
by 2009. The largest gap between the dropout rates of the disabled and non-disabled is found in
Ireland (20.9 percentage points), and the narrowest in Estonia, Slovenia and Slovakia (below 2

percentage points).

A one per cent reduction in the early dropout rate of the disabled would reduce the aggregate
rate of the EU by 0.06 points. The most marked impacts would be recorded in Austria, Ireland
and Portugal (0.1 percentage points), while the smallest would be that recorded in Slovenia
(0.03). Note, however, that some countries for which this impact would be small would
continue to have very high dropout rates (the case, for example, of Spain) and because of the
size of their overall population would hinder progress towards the attainment of the EU

benchmark.

INSERT TABLE 7 AROUND HERE

Indicator 3: 30- to 34-year-olds in the EU-27 who have completed higher education.

In 2009, despite marked cross-country differences, the EU was close to attaining the higher



education objective (Table 8). Indeed, the non-disabled population had attained the 40%
benchmark established by the EU 2020 Strategy by 2009, while the rate stood at 27.2% for the
disabled. Likewise, there is a high degree of heterogeneity in this rate across countries. For
example, the situation of the disabled is considerably better, as regards this indicator, in
countries such as Denmark and Finland, than it is in Hungary, the Czech Republic and Portugal.
The gap in the situation between the disabled and non-disabled populations ranges from 3%
(Czech Republic) to 25.5% (Belgium). Our simulations indicate that the countries in which an
improvement in the educational situation of the disabled would have the greatest impact would
be Portugal, Germany and Latvia. The smallest impact would be found in Bulgaria and
Romania. A 12 per cent increase in the higher education completion rates of the disabled would

allow the EU to achieve the 40% benchmark.

INSERT TABLE 8 AROUND HERE

Indicator 4: EU-27 population under the poverty line.

Poverty is defined in this paper using a relative measure for each country (those with a net
equivalent income below the risk-of-poverty-threshold set at 60% of the national median after
social transfers), in line with the approach adopted by the European Commission. Therefore, a
household recorded as being under the poverty line in one country might not be similarly
defined in another. Bearing this distinction in mind, poverty rates vary markedly across the EU
(Table 9). For example, the Czech Republic, the Netherlands and Slovakia have poverty rates

around 10%, while five countries exceed 20%.

The average poverty rate of the disabled in the EU is 20.5%. These rates exceed those of the
non-disabled in 25 of the 27 EU countries, showing the limited impact of monetary transfers.
However, the poverty rates of the disabled differ greatly across countries. For example, the
poverty rate of the disabled in Latvia is 41.4%, while the rate for this population subgroup in

Slovakia is below 11%. The disparity between the poverty rates of the disabled and non-



disabled is especially high in Cyprus and Latvia (over 20 percentage points). In countries such
as Slovakia and Luxembourg, disability does not seem to be such a relevant axis of inequality,

as differences are lower than 1%.

On average, a one per cent reduction in the poverty rates of the disabled would lead to a 0.04%
decrease in the overall poverty rate of the EU. The greatest impact of such a reduction would be
recorded in Latvia and Estonia. Note that the standing of the disabled on this indicator is worse
in countries such as Bulgaria and Cyprus than it is in Estonia, indicating that the greatest impact
of these “pseudo-elasticities” is not necessarily found in the countries with the highest poverty

rates.

INSERT TABLE 9 AROUND HERE

Indicator 5: 25- to 64-year-olds in the EU-27 enrolled in formal vocational training.

Recall that this indicator focuses solely on formal vocational training activities and, as such,
uses a narrower definition than that adopted by the European Commission. Here again there is
considerable heterogeneity in the situation across countries regarding this fifth indicator. The
best positioned countries according to Table 10 are Finland and Slovenia, while Bulgaria,
Greece, Luxembourg and Romania are the countries with the smallest proportions of their

populations aged 25 to 64 enrolled on formal vocational training courses (under 2%).

With the exception of Sweden, elsewhere in Europe the disabled participate less frequently than
the non-disabled in formal vocational training activities. This is significant given that the
disabled have lower occupation rates and, consequently, a greater need for participating in
vocational training to enhance their labour market opportunities. The participation rates of the
disabled in formal vocational training in the EU range from a maximum of 7.76% (Finland) to a

minimum of 0.25% (Bulgaria).



The largest gaps between the participation rates of the disabled and non-disabled in formal
vocational training activities are found in Estonia and Slovenia (over 3.5 percentage points).
The narrowest gaps (under 1%) are recorded in Belgium, Finland, France, Greece and
Luxembourg. However, with the exception of Finland, the participation rates of these countries

are well below the EU average (3.81%).

Our simulations show that a one-point increase in the participation rates of the disabled would
raise the overall EU participation rate by 0.05 per cent. The greatest impact of such an
improvement in the situation of the disabled would be recorded in Germany (0.08%), while the

lowest would be found in Bulgaria and Malta (0.02%).

INSERT TABLE 10 AROUND HERE

Indicator 6: Occupation rates of 20- to 34-year olds in the EU-27.

In 2009, the occupation rates among Europe’s young population ranged from 57.6% (ltaly) to
76.4% (Netherlands). In general, the Mediterranean countries and Baltic States record
occupation rates below the EU mean (65.1%). A comparison of this indicator with indicator 1
shows that occupation rates are lower for the population under the age of 34 in a total of 17 EU

countries, with the largest gap being found in Malta.

Occupation rates for the young disabled are likewise consistently lower in the 27 EU states (an
average of 51.5%). Nevertheless, there are significant cross-country differences, with
occupation rates ranging from 36.7% (lreland) to 68.5 (Luxembourg). The largest gaps between
the occupation rates of the young disabled and non-disabled are found in Ireland and Lithuania
(over 25 percentage points). Raising the occupation rate of the young disabled by one
percentage point would lead, on average, to a 0.08% increase in the EU occupation rates.

Impacts by country would range from 0.12 (Austria and Denmark) to 0.03% (Malta).



INSERT TABLE 11 AROUND HERE

Indicator 7: Long-term unemployment rates of 20- to 64-year-olds in the EU-27.

Indicator 7 is concerned with long-term unemployment rates. As with the previous indicators,
there is considerable cross-country variation in the EU. In 2009, the countries facing the highest
long-term unemployment rates were Bulgaria and Ireland (10.3% and 8.5%, respectively).

Cyprus, Denmark and Netherlands had long-term unemployment rates under 2%.

The indicator shows that the disabled are among the most severely affected by long-term
unemployment. In countries such as Bulgaria, Germany and Ireland, their long-term
unemployment rates exceed 15%. By contrast, at the other end of the spectrum, long-term

unemployment rates of the disabled remain under 4% in Cyprus and Romania.

The negative situation faced by the German and Belgian disabled populations, in comparison
with that of the non-disabled, is particularly striking with the disparity in their respective long-
term unemployment rates rising to above 11 per cent. By contrast, disability does not seem to be
such an important factor of inequality in Cyprus, Italy, Romania and Slovakia, where the long-
term unemployment rate gap between the disabled and non-disabled is below 2.5 percentage

points.

The greatest reductions in long-term unemployment associated with improvements in these rates
among the disabled would be found in Germany and Slovakia, while the smallest would be
recorded in Cyprus, Greece, Malta and Sweden. In aggregate terms, a two-point improvement in
the long-term unemployment rates of the EU’s disabled would allow the EU to reduce its total

rate by just under 5%.

INSERT TABLE 12 AROUND HERE



Indicator 8: 20- to 64-year-olds in the EU-27 in managerial positions and working as
professionals.

The final indicator provides information about the quality of the occupations held by Europeans.
This indicator is closely linked to the institutions, sectorial distribution and educational structure
of each country and, as such, provides an eclectic mix of situations across the EU. In countries
such as Belgium, Ireland and the United Kingdom, over one quarter of the population is a

manager or professional. This rate is under 15% in the Czech Republic, Portugal and Romania.

Disabled people are less likely to work as professionals or in managerial positions throughout
the EU. In six countries, the number of disabled individuals occupied in managerial positions or
working as professionals does not even reach one in ten. The relevance of disability as a factor
of inequality is especially obvious in countries such as Belgium, Greece, Ireland and Sweden,
where the gap between the disabled and non-disabled occupied in managerial positions or

working as professionals is over 12 percentage points.

A one per cent increase in the proportion of disabled people occupying managerial positions or
working as professionals would have the greatest impact in Germany and Slovakia. For
example, a four-point increase in the rate of German disabled people working as managers or
professionals would lead to a one-point increase in the overall rate for the country. By contrast,

Greece, Malta and Sweden would record the smallest impacts (below 0.1 percentage points).

INSERT TABLE 13 AROUND HERE

4.2. Discussion

The Netherlands, the United Kingdom, Finland and Estonia are the countries in which the

disabled have the best chances for accessing the labour market. At the opposite end of the scale

are to be found the Mediterranean countries, Ireland, Hungary, the Czech Republic and Poland.



Interestingly, although there seems to be a close correspondence between countries with better
labour market situations and a greater likelihood of the disabled accessing them, this
correspondence is not perfect, and disability is in some countries a significant discrimination

factor.

The second objective of the Europe Strategy analysed in this study, namely enhancing human
capital, is controlled through indicators 2, 3 and 5. In general, the United Kingdom, Germany,
the Netherlands and the Scandinavian countries are well positioned in these indicators, although
few countries present excellent figures for all three (the United Kingdom being the main
exception) as they focus on different stages in the educational process (secondary education,
higher education and formal vocational training, respectively). This is interesting as it enables
us to identify the shortcomings in countries’ educational systems. For instance, the
Mediterranean countries tend to experience both high rates of early school dropout and low rates
— with the exception of Spain — of participation in higher education. Bulgaria and Romania
present low participation rates in both higher education and in formal vocational training, while
the shortcomings in Central European countries and France seem to concentrate in their formal
vocational training systems. Even Sweden, the only country to have attained the three Europe
2020 benchmarks analysed by this study in 2009 (Table 14), shows weaknesses in its

participation rates in vocational education.

INSERT TABLE 14 AROUND HERE

The educational reality of Europe’s disabled varies across countries. The disabled in the United
Kingdom and the Scandinavian countries enjoy greater educational opportunities than their
counterparts in most other European countries. Interestingly, early school dropout rates and
higher education participation rates among the disabled are high in countries such as Ireland and
SpainPoland and Slovenia the opposite occurs: dropout rates are low, as are follow-up rates into

higher education.



Finally, in the case of the last Europe 2020 objective analysed in this paper, namely poverty and
social exclusion, the Baltic States, Bulgaria, Romania and Greece present the worst figures for
indicator 4, with Scandinavia and the Central European countries presenting the best. Poverty
rates for the disabled in the Czech Republic, Slovakia, Hungary, the Netherlands and France are
relatively low in comparison with the high rates observed in Bulgaria and the Baltic States.
Interestingly, once again, there is no perfect correspondence between the situation of the whole
population and that of the disabled. For example, disability seems to be a clear poverty factor in

Scandinavian countries such as Finland and Sweden.

The links between the three objectives discussed should be stressed. Problems in the educational
system generate dysfunctions in the labour market, while access to the labour market is in turn a
key factor in determining the risks of economic and social exclusion. At the same time, low
occupation rates and rising poverty rates place public budgets under increasing pressure owing
to the surge in demand for social expenditure and reductions in revenues. This is particularly
true at times of economic crisis. Therefore, the current level of the indicators of objectives 1 and

2 may well be forecasting the future evolution of indicator 4 (poverty rates).

The results described in this section show the heterogeneous yet, generally, negative situation
faced by the disabled in the EU-27, which on its own should have been sufficient to justify their
inclusion as a priority subgroup in the Europe 2020 Strategy. In addition, there are efficiency
reasons for considering the disabled a priority, since the simulations reported here demonstrate
their potential contribution to the attainment of the Europe 2020 targets. More specifically, the
impact of improvements in the situation of the disabled population (as described in subsection
4.1) depends on the general level attained by a country for a specific indicator, the proportion of
population with disabilities and the gap between their situation and that of the non-disabled

population.



The simulations carried out in this section have enabled us to conduct country-level analyses.
Although of interest and necessary for the design of specific policies, this discussion falls
outside the scope of the present paper. Moreover, policies drafted at the country level need to
target different types and degrees of disability. On this point, we acknowledge the limitations of
the disability definition provided by EU-SILC, since people in very different situations are
included within the very broad definition adopted. Future efforts, therefore, should be made to
supply more readily comparable information on the life conditions of the disabled across the
EU. However, all in all, this paper has presented compelling evidence to show that, for reasons
of both equity and efficiency, including the continent’s disabled as a priority group in the EU’s

efforts to attain the 2020 Strategy headline targets would be a good starting point.

5. Conclusions

By monitoring a set of eight indicators, this study has estimated the potential contribution of
Europe’s disabled to the attainment of the Europe 2020 Strategy targets. Our results show that,
while cross-country variation is great, Europe would appear to be closer to meeting its human
capital objectives than it is to fulfilling its labour market and poverty benchmarks, above all at a
time of economic crisis. However, the same conclusions cannot be drawn for the disabled
populations in most EU countries, who remain some distance from attaining the 2020

objectives.

The size of the disabled population, its negative standing in relation to most of the indicators
and the wide gap separating it from the non-disabled population, mean that this social group
could make a major contribution to the achievement of the EU 2020 targets. The disparities
between disabled and non-disabled populations are especially marked in the case of indicators 2
(early school dropout), 5 (formal vocational training) and 7 (long-term unemployment). Those
who do not succeed in completing at least secondary education (2) or have been unemployed for

a long period of time (7) are among the ones that encounter most difficulties in finding a job.



People with low levels of educational attainment are also at greater risk of unemployment. At
the same time, vocational training (5) is a potential tool for softening labour market transitions.
Thus, it seems clear that European countries should prioritise the design of policies aimed at

reducing these inequalities.

Spending on education and on active labour market programs are typically analysed in terms of
investment. Such an approach is especially relevant for the disabled as, apart from the
conventional benefits linked to improvements in educational and occupational levels, it would

enable savings to be made on public subsidies and benefits.

Identifying the policies to be applied in each country would require a disaggregated study of
each national situation (an exercise which falls beyond the scope of this paper) and the
collection of more detailed, comparative data on Europe’s disabled population, especially as the
term “disabled” incorporates various disabilities, and degrees of disability and limitation.
Despite current data restrictions, our results clearly point to the potential of the disabled to
contribute to the attainment of the EU 2020 benchmarks and, consequently, the need for the
European Union to identify the disabled as a priority group for reasons of both equity and

efficiency.
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Endnotes

! Estimates based on 2009 European Union Statistics on Income and Living Conditions (EU-
SILC). The definitions of disability adopted in EU-SILC are outlined in Section 3.

2 Percentage of students failing to attain level 2 on the competence scales as evaluated by PISA-
2009. By way of example, in 2009, the EU average (excluding Cyprus and Malta) failing to

attain this level of reading competence was 19.6%.
¥ See OECD (2009) for a discussion of the PISA sample.

* Managerial positions and professionals: codes 11 to 24 in the ISCO-88 (COM) classification.

These include legislators, senior officers and managers.

> More accurate calculations based on the 2008 Spanish Survey on disability, personal
autonomy and dependency situations (EDAD-2008) suggest that the disabled population in

Spain represents around 9.7%.



Table 1. Objectives and related indicators of Europe 2020

2020 Objectives

Indicators

75% of the population aged 20-64 to be employed

Employment rate by gender, age group 20-64

3% of the EU’s GDP to be invested in R&D

Gross domestic expenditure on R&D

The fight against climate change to be continued:
20/20/20 targets

Greenhouse gas emissions, base year 1990

Share of renewable sources in gross final energy
consumption

Energy intensity of the economy

The share of early school leavers to be under 10%
and at least 40% of 30-34 years old to have
completed tertiary education or the equivalent

Early leavers from education and training by
gender

Tertiary educational attainment by gender, age
group 30-34

Poverty to be reduced by 25%, aiming to lift at
least 20 million people out of the risk of
poverty and social exclusion

People at risk of poverty or social exclusion, that
is: living in households with very low work
intensity; or being at-risk-of-poverty after social
transfers (below 60% of the median per capita
income); or being severely materially deprived*

Source: EUROSTAT

Note: The expression “material deprivation” covers issues relating to economic strain, durables, housing

and environment of the dwelling. Severely materially deprived persons have living conditions greatly

constrained by a lack of resources, and cannot afford at least four of the following: i) to pay rent or utility

bills, ii) to keep their home adequately warm, iii) to pay unexpected expenses, iv) to eat meat, fish or a

protein equivalent every second day, v) a week’s holiday away from home, vi) a car, vii) a washing

machine, viii) a colour TV, or ix) a telephone.




Table 2. Description of key indicators

Target
o . Europe 2020
Definition population Source Benchmark
Target
(age)
1. Occupation rate 20-64 EU 2020 75% 1
2. Early school leaving rate 18-24 EU 2020 10% 2
3. Population with higher education 30-34 EU 2020 40% 2
4. Population under the poverty line All EU 2020 -25% 3
5. Percentage of population engaged in formal Modified
. . . 25-64 NO 2
vocational training activities. ET 2020
6. Occupation rate of young population not in the
. 30-34 ET 2020 NO 1
educational system
7. Long-term unemployment rates 20-64 IDEE NO 1
8. Population in managerial positions or working as
20-64 IDEE NO 1

professionals

Note: Europe 2020 target codes: 1) increasing occupied population, 2) raising the level of human capital

and 3) reducing poverty and social exclusion.



Table 3. EU-27 country codes

Code Country Code Country Code Country

AT Austria Fl Finland MT Malta

BE Belgium FR France NL Netherlands

BG Bulgaria GR Greece PL Poland

CY Cyprus HU Hungary PT Portugal

Ccz Czech Republic IE Ireland RO Romania

DE Germany IT Italy SE Sweden

DK Denmark LT Lithuania Sl Slovenia

EE Estonia LU Luxembourg SK Slovakia

ES Spain LV Latvia UK United Kingdom

Source: European Commission



Table 4. Total population and disabled population over the age of 15 in the EU-27 (2009)

1. Severe disability 2. Severe or moderate disability
Population . ) ] )

Country  over the age Dlsable-,\d % Dlsab-led Dlsabléd % Dlsab-led

of 15 population population population population
AT 6,932,601 671,778 9.69 1,918,858 27.68
BE 8,694,293 649,120 7.47 1,984,874 22.83
BG 6,536,387 290,420 4.44 1,083,230 16.57
CcY 646,531 40,485 6.26 112,683 17.43
(o¥4 8,776,925 450,161 5.13 1,695,715 19.32
DE 69,107,737 6,518,012 9.43 21,024,754 30.42
DK 4,410,279 245,003 5.56 766,755 17.39
EE 1,119,108 84,712 7.57 314,782 28.13
ES 38,511,430 2,134,481 5.54 9,354,204 24.29
Fl 4,303,503 230,906 5.37 821,002 19.08
FR 49,172,673 4,372,390 8.89 11,758,600 2391
GR 9,241,015 723,223 7.83 1,719,626 18.61
HU 8,308,334 678,143 8.16 2,307,160 27.77
IE 3,418,522 190,292 5.57 667,436 19.52
IT 50,916,899 3,916,689 7.69 13,241,059 26.01
LT 2,786,206 190,950 6.85 608,184 21.83
LU 383,623 23,352 6.09 76,381 19.91
LV 1,877,509 118,100 6.29 565,475 30.12
MT 341,020 13,067 3.83 42,091 12.34
NL 13,164,079 468,055 3.56 2,198,427 16.70
PL 31,369,933 2,099,064 6.69 6,608,212 21.07
PT 8,915,273 957,553 10.74 2,822,972 31.66
RO 17,728,870 1,190,382 6.71 3,664,237 20.67
SE 7,466,122 318,187 4.26 763,689 10.23
Sl 1,667,311 84,486 5.07 200,477 12.02
SK 4,655,860 490,218 10.53 1,527,541 32.81
UK 48,937,050 4,306,119 8.08 9,838,348 20.10
EU-27 409,389,092 31,455,348 7.68 97,686,773 23.86

Source: Based on EU-SILC 2009.



Table 5. Total population and disabled population, by gender, over the age of 15 in the

EU-27 (2009)

1. Severe disability

2. Severe or moderate disability

Population
Country over the age % Women % Men % Women % Men
of 15

AT 6,932,601 57.88 42.07 55.08 44.92
BE 8,694,293 56.55 43.37 57.51 42.49
BG 6,536,387 57.57 42.43 58.47 41.53
CcY 646,531 53.64 46.36 54.14 45.86
(o¥4 8,776,925 56.79 43.19 58.92 41.08
DE 69,107,737 51.80 48.21 53.24 46.76
DK 4,410,279 59.38 40.49 58.12 41.88
EE 1,119,108 60.77 39.21 60.20 39.80
ES 38,511,430 56.08 43.93 57.91 42.09
Fl 4,303,503 58.62 41.25 58.50 41.50
FR 49,172,673 55.71 44.32 57.87 42.13
GR 9,241,015 58.58 41.39 57.56 42.44
HU 8,308,334 59.19 40.86 58.66 41.34
IE 3,418,522 51.47 48.46 52.98 47.02
IT 50,916,899 59.15 40.87 59.00 41.00
LT 2,786,206 59.76 40.30 63.73 36.27
LU 383,623 52.93 46.97 54.93 45.07
LV 1,877,509 60.73 39.23 60.45 39.55
MT 341,020 52.74 47.31 55.44 44.56
NL 13,164,079 56.89 43.01 59.84 40.16
PL 31,369,933 54.66 45.40 57.33 42.67
PT 8,915,273 59.79 40.21 59.73 40.27
RO 17,728,870 58.37 41.69 59.82 40.18
SE 7,466,122 63.24 36.86 62.46 37.54
SI 1,667,311 62.35 37.61 61.15 38.85
SK 4,655,860 59.30 40.65 58.37 41.63
UK 48,937,050 54.77 45.19 54.98 45.02
EU-27 409,389,092 55.89 44.14 56.93 43.07

Source: Based on EU-SILC 2009.



Table 6. Indicator 1: Occupation rates of 20- to 64-year-olds in the EU-27 in 2009 and the

potential contribution of the disabled.

Occupation rate of 20- to 64-year-olds

If the disabled

Occupation rate  Occupation rate . . If the disabled

Country (non-disabled (disabled 2009 mcreas?d thelr attained Europe

population) population) occupation rate 2020 benchmark

by 10%

AT 73.34 48.04 67.81 70.00 73.70
BE 72.08 42.50 66.64 68.48 72.61
BG 71.76 38.84 68.32 69.37 72.10
CcY 73.32 53.15 70.79 72.05 73.53
Ccz 73.98 38.62 68.91 70.34 74.13
DE 74.71 49.77 68.72 71.12 74.78
DK 78.03 53.79 74.26 75.81 77.56
EE 74.10 50.75 69.57 7151 74.27
ES 68.59 42.84 64.11 65.85 69.71
Fl 74.06 52.61 70.80 72.32 74.20
FR 71.67 49.57 67.94 69.63 72.23
GR 67.44 31.16 64.62 65.40 68.03
HU 68.83 32.06 60.98 63.12 70.15
IE 65.33 28.54 59.22 60.88 66.94
IT 63.96 43.84 60.78 62.36 65.70
LT 73.04 37.89 68.04 69.46 7331
LU 70.00 55.52 67.62 69.26 70.82
LV 68.71 44.86 63.30 65.57 70.13
MT 61.54 31.97 59.17 59.97 62.63
NL 77.57 50.32 73.75 75.15 77.21
PL 62.60 33.23 58.11 59.64 64.50
PT 74.47 46.16 67.93 70.24 74.59
RO 69.20 29.18 63.53 64.95 70.02
SE 79.77 48.58 77.30 78.09 79.39
Sl 67.00 48.80 65.34 66.25 67.73
SK 74.68 52.14 68.89 71.46 74.76
UK 79.14 43.50 73.38 74.99 78.47
EU-27 71.33 44.41 66.64 68.38 71.96

Source: Based on EU-SILC 2009.



Table 7. Indicator 2: 18- to 24-year-olds in EU-27 not in education and who have not

completed upper secondary education (2009).

Early school leavers

Early school

leavers (non-

Early school

If the disabled

If the disabled

Country disabled leavers (disabled 2009 reduced their attained Europe
) population) rate by 1% 2020 benchmark
population)
AT 8.60 26.24 10.31 10.21 8.74
BE 11.48 24.22 12.36 12.29 11.38
BG 16.75 21.53 16.96 16.92 16.46
CcY 5.29 6.23
Ccz 6.10 12.08 6.38 6.33 6.28
DE 6.99 17.84 7.85 7.77 7.23
DK 21.26 14.14 20.51 20.41 20.08
EE 15.46 16.97 15.56 15.49 15.10
ES 25.19 39.34 26.15 26.08 24.16
Fl 9.56 16.48 10.03 9.96 9.59
FR 12.63 18.79 13.10 13.02 12.42
GR 6.48 6.59
HU 11.14 22.34 11.62 11.58 11.09
IE 8.19 29.07 10.23 10.13 8.37
IT 19.02 21.69 19.17 19.11 18.50
LT 8.70 9.06
LU 14.35 17.38 1451 14.45 14.12
LV 16.56 31.57 17.91 17.82 15.97
MT 30.95 31.73
NL 11.98 18.37 12.44 12.37 11.84
PL 3.82 13.36 4.30 4.25 4.13
PT 28.69 37.87 29.57 29.48 26.91
RO 14.68 15.33
SE 6.04 15.03 6.47 6.43 6.23
Sl 4.66 6.33 471 4.68 4.82
SK 2.95 441 3.08 2.99 3.56
UK 5.63 1451 6.21 6.14 5.92
EU-27 11.46 20.86 12.07 12.00 11.37

Source: Based on EU-SILC 2009.

Note: Sample size does not allow us to obtain consistent estimates of this indicator for CY, GR, LT, MT

or RO.



Table 8. Indicator 3: 30- to 34-year-olds in the EU-27 who have completed higher
education (2009).

30- to 34-year-olds with higher education (%)

Non-disabled Disabled

. . . . If the disabled If the disabled
population with population with ) . ]
Country 2009 increased their attained Europe

higher education  higher education
rate by 1% 2020 benchmark

studies studies

AT 39.34 25.83 37.55 37.68 39.43
BE 51.99 2451 48.44 48.57 50.44
BG 23.98 18.08 23.64 23.70 24.91
cY 44.17 43.52

Ccz 18.03 15.02 17.83 17.89 19.50
DE 56.82 34.71 53.81 53.95 54.53
DK 42.41 34.99 41.61 41.71 42.15
EE 41.79 24.33 39.91 40.02 41.60
ES 45.01 31.71 43.61 43.71 44.48
Fl 47.19 36.01 46.14 46.24 46.52
FR 46.11 31.36 44.67 44.77 45.52
GR 40.58 39.54

HU 30.71 17.54 29.72 29.80 3141
IE 57.94 45.36 56.38 56.50 55.71
IT 26.39 16.34 25.46 25.55 27.65
LT 49.55 47.33

LU 43.14 30.41 41.75 41.86 42.80
LV 34.07 20.68 32.20 32.34 34.89
MT 27.49 26.41

NL 44.65 25.09 42.81 42.90 44.21
PL 34.84 24.37 34.11 34.17 35.20
PT 21.65 6.42 19.31 19.46 24.48
RO 23.83 12.20 23.40 23.43 24.43
SE 50.47 49.93

Sl 29.35 2321 28.95 29.02 30.05
SK 29.97 24.72 29.38 29.49 31.08
UK 43.86 30.44 42.40 42.51 43.44
EU-27 40.13 27.18 38.87 38.97 40.11

Source: Based on EU-SILC 2009.
Note: Sample size does not allow us to obtain consistent estimates of this indicator for CY, GR, LT, MT
or SE.



Table 9. Indicator 4: EU-27 population under the poverty line (2009).

Poverty rate (total population)

Poverty rate Poverty rate If the disabled If the disabled
Country (non-disabled (disabled 2009 reduced their attained Europe

population) population) rate by 5% 2020 benchmark
AT 10.26 16.62 11.74 11.55 10.77
BE 12.89 21.67 14.53 14.33 13.52
BG 20.29 32.79 22.07 21.84 20.91
CcY 13.06 35.44 16.24 15.99 14.98
(o¥4 7.83 11.78 8.48 8.38 7.99
DE 13.71 21.75 15.79 1551 14.38
DK 12.32 17.96 13.11 12.99 12.48
EE 16.00 31.37 19.64 19.27 17.78
ES 18.09 24.72 19.45 19.20 18.18
Fl 11.76 26.57 14.08 13.87 13.04
FR 12.12 14.26 12.54 12.40 11.84
GR 19.24 25.74 20.26 20.06 19.25
HU 12.50 11.05 12.16 12.03 11.52
IE 13.57 20.24 14.56 1441 13.81
IT 17.48 20.62 18.17 17.94 17.03
LT 18.40 29.00 20.33 20.07 19.01
LU 14.74 14.96 14.77 14.65 14.17
LV 20.24 41.41 25.61 25.09 22.99
MT 18.56 25.94 19.33 19.20 18.66
NL 10.53 13.81 10.97 10.88 10.51
PL 16.40 19.34 16.91 16.74 16.06
PT 16.50 23.60 18.39 18.07 16.82
RO 23.17 21.58 22.90 22.71 21.96
SE 12.94 23.78 13.85 13.75 13.35
Sl 9.39 26.59 11.13 11.00 10.46
SK 10.80 10.83 10.81 10.65 10.04
UK 16.34 22.17 17.29 17.11 16.39
EU-27 15.25 20.45 16.28 16.08 15.27

Source: Based on EU-SILC 2009.



Table 10. Indicator 5: 25- to 64-year-olds in the EU-27 enrolled in formal vocational
training (2009).

25- to 64-year-olds enrolled in formal vocational training

activities
. . If the disabled If the disabled
Country Non-dlsa.bled D|sab|e.>d 2009 increased their increased their
population population
rate by 1% rate by 5%
AT 3.52 1.34 3.02 3.09 3.37
BE 2.77 1.97 2.61 2.68 2.93
BG 1.62 0.25 1.47 1.49 1.59
CcY 4.24 2.07 3.94 3.98 4.15
Ccz 2.69 0.78 2.40 243 2.58
DE 5.18 211 4.39 4.47 4.79
DK 4.96 3.33 4.70 4.75 4.96
EE 5.25 1.61 4.48 4.52 4.69
ES 5.44 3.00 4.99 5.02 5.16
Fl 8.57 7.76 8.44 8.48 8.63
FR 2.28 1.53 2.15 2.20 244
GR 1.44 0.87 1.39 1.42 1.54
HU 3.58 1.07 2.99 3.05 3.28
IE 6.29 3.73 5.84 5.89 6.08
IT 3.90 1.90 3.57 3.61 3.76
LT 3.14 0.63 2.75 2.79 2.97
LU 1.31 0.53 1.18 1.23 143
LV 3.83 1.61 3.28 3.32 3.48
MT 3.24 213 3.14 3.16 3.26
NL 5.93 4.73 5.75 5.78 5.90
PL 2.53 0.77 2.24 2.28 2.46
PT 5.54 2.61 4.82 4.89 5.17
RO 1.52 0.27 1.32 1.37 1.54
SE 3.53 4.71 3.62 3.66 3.79
Sl 8.70 4.86 8.32 8.36 8.51
SK 3.95 1.36 3.22 3.29 3.57
UK 6.39 4.24 6.02 6.09 6.37
EU-27 4.17 2.24 3.81 3.86 4.08

Source: Based on EU-SILC 2009.



Table 11. Indicator 6: Occupation rate of 20- to 34-year-olds in the EU-27 (2009).

Occupation rate of 20- to 34-year-olds

If the disabled If the disabled
Country Non-disabled Disabled 2009 increased their increased their
population population occupation rate occupation rate
by 1% by 5%
AT 67.08 53.83 65.52 65.64 66.11
BE 70.67 55.51 69.18 69.28 69.67
BG 67.29 55.42 66.64 66.70 66.92
CcY 66.05 54.52 65.37 65.43 65.66
(o¥4 67.99 50.49 66.97 67.03 67.26
DE 64.28 51.88 62.92 63.03 63.47
DK 68.38 57.69 67.13 67.25 67.71
EE 63.16 59.44 62.80 62.90 63.29
ES 65.72 51.44 64.44 64.53 64.89
Fl 67.32 63.94 66.99 67.09 67.47
FR 70.42 59.64 69.59 69.66 69.97
GR 62.57 61.84
HU 62.00 40.36 60.71 60.77 61.01
IE 63.34 36.70 60.55 60.66 61.07
IT 58.10 51.23 57.60 57.67 57.96
LT 64.10 38.19 62.74 62.79 63.00
LU 70.15 68.53 70.00 70.09 70.44
LV 61.11 46.06 59.45 59.56 60.00
MT 76.74 55.61 75.99 76.02 76.16
NL 77.92 60.78 76.42 76.51 76.86
PL 59.40 39.49 58.23 58.29 58.53
PT 72.13 50.74 69.65 69.76 70.23
RO 66.44 46.20 65.67 65.71 65.86
SE 7179 49.66 70.72 70.76 70.96
Sl 62.36 57.36 62.13 62.18 62.36
SK 66.05 58.30 65.30 65.40 65.79
UK 74.37 49.41 72.32 72.40 72.73
EU-27 66.29 51.50 65.11 65.19 65.51

Source: Based on EU-SILC 2009.

Note: Sample size does not allow us to obtain consistent estimates of this indicator for GR.



Table 12. Indicator 7: Long-term unemployment rates of 20- to 64-year-olds in the EU-27
(2009).

Long-term unemployment rates of 20- to 64-year-olds

Unemployment Unemployment

If the disabled If the disabled
Country ra-te -rate 2009 reduced their reduced their
(non-disabled (disabled
population) population) rate by 1% rate by 2%

AT 211 10.14 3.51 3.34 3.16
BE 6.12 17.70 7.71 7.57 7.43
BG 9.88 16.25 10.29 10.23 10.16
CcY 1.20 0.47 1.13 1.08 1.08
Ccz 3.73 12.96 4.61 451 4.42
DE 4.49 17.84 7.17 6.97 6.77
DK 1.28 6.52 1.94 1.82 1.69
EE 244 5.84 2.94 2.79 2.65
ES 5.84 13.16 6.78 6.65 6.52
Fl 3.04 8.84 3.76 3.64 3.51
FR 411 10.13 491 4.78 4.65
GR 5.24 11.35 5.49 5.45 541
HU 4.15 13.08 5.27 5.14 5.02
IE 7.67 16.94 8.52 8.43 8.34
IT 6.79 8.99 7.05 6.93 6.81
LT 4.15 6.97 4.38 4.30 4.22
LU 2.00 8.37 2.92 2.77 2.63
LV 6.76 11.83 7.66 7.48 7.31
MT 3.37 12.58 3.82 3.77 3.72
NL 0.65 4.50 1.03 0.93 0.83
PL 3.47 6.54 3.76 3.66 3.57
PT 6.38 11.09 7.17 7.01 6.84
RO 3.20 3.80 3.24 3.17 3.11
SE 2.00 6.04 221 2.16 211
Sl 4.58 13.48 5.26 5.18 5.11
SK 4.84 7.13 5.29 5.10 4.90
UK 191 5.52 2.27 217 2.07
EU-27 4.29 11.71 5.24 511 4.98

Source: Based on EU-SILC 2009.



Table 13. Indicator 8: 20- to 64-year-olds in the EU-27 in managerial positions or working

as professionals (2009).

20- to 64-year olds in managerial positions or working as

professionals

If the disabled If the disabled

Country Non-dlsa.bled D|sab|?d 2009 increased their increased their
population population
rate by 1% rate by 2%

AT 16.27 12.04 15.34 15.56 15.78
BE 29.81 16.85 27.47 27.65 27.83
BG 17.25 13.08 16.82 16.93 17.03
CcY 19.46 8.64 18.09 18.21 18.34
Ccz 14.53 8.57 13.66 13.81 13.95
DE 25.53 14.27 22.76 23.01 23.25
DK 21.60 15.68 20.69 20.84 20.99
EE 28.29 16.42 25.95 26.15 26.35
ES 18.30 12.03 17.22 17.39 17.56
Fl 27.24 19.06 25.99 26.14 26.30
FR 21.66 14.12 20.40 20.56 20.73
GR 24.11 11.66 2321 23.28 23.36
HU 19.11 9.90 17.07 17.29 17.51
IE 32.66 19.65 30.65 30.80 30.96
IT 16.36 13.22 15.87 16.03 16.18
LT 26.51 15.53 24.98 25.12 25.26
LU 23.38 15.34 22.01 22.18 22.35
LV 23.11 15.51 21.35 21.58 21.81
MT 18.90 9.63 18.20 18.28 18.35
NL 32.29 24.99 31.30 31.44 31.57
PL 20.32 11.94 18.91 19.08 19.25
PT 15.89 8.28 14.14 14.37 14.60
RO 13.04 5.37 11.91 12.05 12.20
SE 25.89 13.57 24.85 24.94 25.02
SI 18.99 10.61 18.18 18.28 18.37
SK 19.27 14.47 17.98 18.25 18.52
UK 29.21 19.12 27.60 27.76 27.92
EU-27 22.17 13.97 20.73 20.90 21.08

Source: Based on EU-SILC 2009.



Table 14. Countries attaining the EU 2020 benchmarks (2009)

Total population Disabled population
Indicator 1 (75%0) SE
Indicator 2 (10%0) CY*, GR*, CZ, LT* DE, PL, SE, Sl and SK
SI, SK and UK
Indicator 3 (40%) BE, CY*, DE, DK, ES, FI, FR, IE, IE

LT*, LU, NL, SE and UK

Source: Based on EU-SILC 2009.
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