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Chapter 11
Social Exclusion in Later Life, Evidence
from the European Social Survey

Paula C. Albuquerque and Elsa Fontainha

Introduction

Itis John’s last day of work. Finally, social security had approved his application for
retirement and he brings home all the material he had had on his desk for ages.
There is no one home to make him company but he feels the relief of not needing to
commute for more than two hours every day, in pain from his arthritis. Not too dis-
tant is also the last day of work for Mary who taught her last class as a high school
teacher. There is no one waiting for her at home either, she became a widow a few
years ago. Now she will have more time to take care of her grandchildren. John and
Mary both live in a single person household and are retired, it is very likely that
from today on their level of social exclusion increases. The labour status, combined
with other aspects like health or household structure, can be important determinants
of social exclusion (SE). They represent different levels of resources, needs and
limitations, and they are frequently attached to specific phases of life. The life
course perspective of SE, therefore, focuses on the roles typically played in different
stages of life and how the change in conditions may influence the existence of
SE. The central forms of organization of individual adult lives in nowadays’ societ-
ies are work and family. Being out of work and having no family support leaves the
individual in danger of becoming socially excluded, although some people find
alternative participation strategies. The institutional rules developed by the welfare
states generate more or less predictable events that mark transitions between life
phases, and that are frequently structured around chronological age.
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In this chapter, we explore the recently updated data from the European Social
Survey (ESS), Round 9 — 2018, combined with data from Round 1 — 2002, and we
look at individuals in late life to analyse how SE evolved for their cohort along time.
The purpose is to gain a life-course perspective since we look at individuals of the
same birth cohort, people who were born between 1945 and 1953 and hence were
between the ages of 49 and 58 in 2002, and between the ages of 65 and 74 in 2018.!
People in the same cohort, who were born during the same period, are exposed to
similar socio-cultural context in the same phase of life. The cohort-based trajectory
approach, by looking at individuals of the same cohort, aims to understand how
such cohort experiences the later part of the life-course, with an emphasis on work
participation. The changes in SE that affect the 1945-1953 birth cohort are both a
result of period and age effects, which we do not attempt to disentangle. The two
sets of observations typically correspond to two different stages of life: the first
being late working life and the second being retirement. Nevertheless, to reinforce
the life course perspective, we separate individuals in the same group according to
their employment status and consider that only those in the same age group and in
the same labour situation are in the same stage of life.

We are also interested in gaining an insight into the evolution in the situation of
individuals of a certain age group, that is, in understanding if older individuals
became more or less socially excluded between 2002 and 2018, in Europe.

SE is a multidimensional concept, broader than just poverty or economic exclu-
sion, that aims at expressing to what extent people have the opportunity to partici-
pate in society. Such participation may be affected by deprivation experienced in
different wellbeing domains, which may interact and reinforce each other. The ESS
has information relevant to analyse domains like Social Relations, Civic
Participation, Neighbourhoods and Community, and Health and Well-Being. The
ESS also includes demographic characteristics of the respondents. We use this
information to measure SE and each SE domains, that can shed some light on the
relationship between the labour market status and SE in the later stages of life.

Background

Conceptual Framework

SE has been in the European discourse for some decades (Torres, 2018; Bradshaw,
2004; Peace, 2001). Apparently, it was adopted as a concept to replace the more
stigmatizing term ‘poverty’ (Peace, 2001). This explains why in the beginning, SE
was conceptually very close to financial/material deprivation. In the Lisbon Summit

'The ESS databases include two age-related variables: the year of birth (collected directly by the
survey) and the age (calculated). Because the data collection is distributed across different months,
for the same year of birth, the calculated age, depending on birth month, can be different. The age
group categories in this study incorporate the calculated age for each round.
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of 2000, the European Commission embraced the objective of creating an inclusive
Europe, which led to the creation of national action plans against poverty and
SE. The fight against poverty and SE was reinforced in the Europe 2020 strategy,
through the open method of coordination, issuing guidelines combined with time-
tables for achieving goals set for the member states, accounting for regional differ-
ences (Schoukens et al., 2015).

The right to be protected from poverty and SE is recognized in Article 30 of the
Revised European Social Charter, a human rights protection instrument of the
Council of Europe.

In the international organizations’ documents, the mention of SE used to come
together with the mention of poverty. “Poverty and social exclusion” was the com-
mon expression. Naturally, this means that they are not the same, otherwise only
one word would be used. At the same time, this constant association may centre the
focus on the economic aspects of exclusion. The adoption of a 2030 European
agenda that has the Millenium Development Goals as its core, changed this a bit.
Now the eradication of poverty is one of the goals. There is no specific goal that
mentions SE/inclusion. Nevertheless, it may be argued that all of them are part of a
global objective of inclusion and to support that view, we have the announced pur-
pose of “leaving no one behind” in the implementation of the development agenda.

In the literature, the concept of SE gradually changed, with the addition of sev-
eral contributions to its definition so that, although not completely consensual, it has
converged to a common ground. Nowadays, it is accepted that ‘SE’ is multidimen-
sional, it is relational and implies some agency — one is excluded from something,
by someone/something — and it is dynamic or processual — it takes place in time and
its current duration affects its future course (Atkinson, 1998; Tsakloglou &
Papadopoulos, 2002; Béland, 2007; Silver, 2007; Levitas et al., 2007; Walsh et al.,
2017; MacLeod et al., 2019).

Several definitions of SE can be found in the literature, with slightly different
emphases, but one of the most cited is the one by Levitas et al. (2007) (p. 86) “SE is
a complex process operating across several dimensions or domains. It involves both
the lack or denial of resources, rights, goods and services, and the inability to par-
ticipate in the normal relationships and activities, available to the majority of people
in a society, whether in economic, social, cultural or political arenas. It affects both
the quality of life of individuals and the equity and cohesion of society as a whole.”
One advantage of this definition is that it is suited to empirical work, providing hints
about how to operationalize its measure. One disadvantage is that it does not sug-
gest how to incorporate the dynamic and the agency elements.

Since this chapter focuses on SE in later life, it is worth considering in what
respect can it be different from exclusion in earlier phases of the life cycle. There
are already some studies that address this issue (Barnes et al., 2006; Scharf &
Keating, 2012; Scharf, 2015; Kneale, 2012; MacLeod et al., 2019; Walsh et al.,
2017; Van Regenmortel et al., 2018).

As a relative concept, it is necessary to reflect to whom we want to compare
the individuals whose situation we analyse (Scharf & Keating, 2012). All the
domains of SE may be applied to older people, it is the probability of being
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excluded that may be different, particularly the risk of accumulating several
forms of exclusion. And the probability of being excluded from various domains
may be higher because of drivers that are particularly associated with older age:
ageism, disruption to individuals’ networks, physical limitations and health
problems.

Measuring Social Exclusion

Empirical studies that treat SE as a multidimensional concept identify several
domains of exclusion. For each domain, several indicators may be found. For exam-
ple, Burchardt et al. (2002) view four areas of SE: (i) production, (ii) consumption,
(iii) political engagement, and (iv) social interaction. Bradshaw (2004) separate
three components of SE: (i) labour market, (ii) services, and (iii) social relations.
Jehoel-Gijsbers and Vrooman (2008) use a conceptual model considering only two
dimensions of SE, each with two subdimensions: (i) an economic/ distributional
dimension, comprising material deprivation, and access to social rights, and (ii) a
relational/socio-cultural dimension, comprising social integration and cultural inte-
gration. Levitas et al. (2007) also use domains and subdomains, but they disaggre-
gate more: (i) resources, (ii) participation and (iii) quality of life are disaggregated
into ten subdimensions. Kneale (2012) considers seven domains of exclusion: (i)
financial products; (ii) common consumer goods; (iii) local amenities; (iv) social
relationships; (v) cultural activities; (vi) decent housing and public transport; and
(vii) civic activities and access to information. Walsh et al. (2017) identify, from a
review of the literature: (i) neighbourhood and community, (ii) services, amenities
and mobility, (iii) social relations, (iv) material and financial resources, (v) socio-
cultural aspects, and (vi) civic participation. Van Regenmortel et al. (2018) use most
of the same domains as Walsh et al. (2017) but identify eight dimensions of exclu-
sion; they do not isolate a sociocultural dimension, but they add exclusion from
decent housing, ageism, and digital exclusion.

Sometimes there is some confusion between determinants and domains. For
example, the type of participation in the labour market can be viewed as a deter-
minant, as a domain, and even as the meaning of SE. The argument that it does
not make sense to include the labour market participation as a dimension of the
SE of older people, because 65 or 66 years on, most individuals are not in the
labour market (Van Regenmortel et al., 2018) is, in our view, a result of this con-
fusion. The participation in the labour market may be responsible for several
types of exclusion — not only from financial resources, but also from social rela-
tions — that are very relevant in late life. So, it is not because most of population
in this life stage is out of the labour market that the labour market status should
not be viewed as a dimension of SE, but because it should instead be considered
a determinant, which is exactly Van Regenmortel et al. (2018)’s position with
respect to health.
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Data Source and Samples

We use data from two waves of the European Social Survey (ESS) — 2002
(Round 1) and 2018 (Round 9).2 The comparability of different years creates limita-
tions to the study: the number of comparable countries, 15 in total® (Table 11.A1),
reduces the number of observations, and some variables are unavailable for both
rounds*. Focusing on the SE in the later stages of life, the relevant population group
is composed by the individuals born between 1945 and 1953, those who belong to
the age group of 65-74 years old in 2018.° The data from ESS do not correspond to
true panel data because it is not possible to follow the same respondent of ESS
across the different waves or rounds.

Table 11.1 describes the sample characteristics concerning the main activity by
gender. In 2002, for the birth cohort 1945-1953, paid work represents the largest

Table 11.1 Sample ESS rounds 1 (2002) and 9 (2018), Birth cohort 1945-1953, 15 European
countries, labour market status by gender

2002 2018
Age group 49-58 Age group 65-74
Total | Total Total | Total

Labour market status M w M/W | N (%) M w M/W | N (%)
Paid work 224211648 | 1.4 | 3890 | 65 238 | 12619 364 | 10
Education 19 12/1.6 31 1 2 2/1.0 4 0
Unemployed, looking 81| 66/1.2 147 2 0 0|- 0 0
for job
Unemployed, not 63| 6709 130 2 1 4103 5 0
looking for job
Permanently sick or 159 119]1.3 278 5 21 15/ 1.4 36 1
disabled
Retired 305 33109 636 | 11 1563 1527 1.0 | 3090 | 82
Housework, looking 57 741 /0.1 798 | 13 491 209/0.2 258 7
after children, others
Other 43| 36|1.2 79 1 10/ 16 0.6 26 1
Total 2969 13020 | 1.0 | 5989 | 100 18841899 | 1.0 | 3783 | 100

Source: ESS 2002 and ESS 2018

2The first edition of ESS Round 9 data, collected during late 2018 and early 2019, was published
on 31.10.2019. Data of Round 1 (2002) edition 6.6 and data of Round 9 (2018), edition 1.2, were
made available on the 30.01.2020.

3Austria, Belgium, Czechia, Finland, France, Germany, Hungary, Ireland, Italy, Netherlands,
Norway, Poland, Slovenia, Switzerland, and United Kingdom.

*This comparability affects in particular the measure of one of the domains of SE: Material
Deprivation.

SThose in care homes/institutions, as well as the homeless population, are not included in the sur-
vey. See footnote 1 for the relation age and month-year of birth.
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share of main activity (65%), and in 2018 being retired is the main activity (82%),
reflecting the advance in the life course. In both years the ratio men/women in paid
work is higher than one and around one among those in retirement. Housework and
looking after children or others are activities with a low participation of men, chang-
ing the ratio men/women from 0.1 in 2002 to 0.2 in 2018.

Methodology: The Social Exclusion Indexes

Following the methodology adopted by Macleod et al. (2019), we consider four SE
domains: Social Relations (SR), Civic Participation (CP), Neighbourhood and
Community (NC), and Health and Well-being (HW). Each domain is measured in a
scale of 0—4. The higher the score, the higher the level of SE in that domain, that is,
the lower the level of social inclusion.

We compute two SE indicators:

The index SocExc 1 is obtained as the average of two domains: Social Relations and
Civic Participation.

The index SocExc 2 is obtained as the average of four domains: Social Relations,
Civic Participation, Neighbourhood and Community, and Health and Well-being.

The reason for calculating SocExc 1 and SocExc 2 separately, is that some authors
consider Neighbourhood and Community and Health and Well-being as drivers of
SE, not as domains of SE (Pratteley et al., 2020; Van Regenmortel et al., 2018), so
the SocExc 1 is probably a more consensual measure of SE. The SE indexes, by
construction, vary within the interval 0 and 4, being 4 the maximum of
SE. Table 11.2 presents the description of each domain used to construct the SE
indexes. Table 11.A2 gives the descriptive statistics of the variables included in
each domain revealing the diversity of values. With few exceptions, the values
generally remain stable from one year to the other, or have small changes (last
column of Table 11.A2).

The empirical analysis has two parts. Firstly, following the methodology of
Macleod et al. (2019), the SE Indexes are built, using data for the birth cohort
1945-1953, for 2002 and 2018. Next, we examine the evolution across time for the
same birth cohort, by main activity and by gender. Here, we intend to capture the
evolution of SE for this group of individuals. Secondly, we compare the two age
groups (49-58 and 65—74), within both years (2002 and 2018). In this case, the two
groups belong to different birth cohorts. We are interested in comparing the situa-
tion of the older group with that of a co-existing younger group. We call this a ‘non-
cohort analysis’.

For the domain SR, the original data about Social Relations are transformed
adopting the methods summarized in Table 11.2. The outcome is a measure
from O to 4.
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Table 11.2 Description of variables by social exclusion domain

Variable DOMAIN of SOCIAL EXCLUSION
name and Indicators of Social Exclusion Description
SOCIAL RELATIONS (SR)
sclmeetO1 | How often socially meet with friends, |1 if in the bottom quartile of frequency
relatives, or colleagues (in days); O = in in the other quartiles®
InmdiscOl | Anyone to discuss intimate and 1 if no one to discuss; 0 otherwise (2002)
(2002) personal matters with (2002)
InprdscOl | How many people with whom you can | 1 if no one; 0 otherwise (2018)
(2018) discuss intimate and personal matters
(2018)
Sclact01 Take part in social activities compared | 1 if ‘Much less than most’ or ‘Less than
to others of same age most’; = 0 if ‘About the same’, More than
most’ or ‘Much more than most’.
HhmmbOI1 | Number of people living regularly as | 1 if 1 household with only one member; 0
member of household otherwise.
CIVIC PARTICIPATION (CP)
ContpltO1] Contacted politician or government 1if ‘No’, 0 otherwise
official last 12 months
wrkprtyOl | Worked in political party or action 1if ‘No’, 0 otherwise
group last 12 months
wrkorg01 Worked in another organisation or 1if ‘No’, 0 otherwise
association last 12 months
badge01 Worn or displayed campaign badge/ | 1 if ‘No’, 0 otherwise
sticker last 12 months
sgnptit0] Signed petition last 12 months 1if ‘No’, 0 otherwise
pbldmn01 Taken part in lawful public 1if ‘No’, 0 otherwise
demonstration last 12 months
betprd01 Boycotted certain products last 12 1 if ‘No’, 0 otherwise
months
clsprty01 Feel closer to a particular party than | 1 if ‘No’, 0 otherwise
all other parties
NEIGHBOURHOOD AND
COMMUNITY (NC)
crmvct01 Respondent or household member 1if “Yes’, O otherwise
victim of burglary/assault last 5 years
aesfdrk01 Feeling of safety of walking alone 1 if ‘No safe’, O otherwise
in local area after dark
domicil0l | Domicile, respondent’s description 1 if ‘Big City’ or ‘Suburbs or outskirts of
big city’, 0 otherwise
blgetmgO1 | Belonging to minority ethnic group in | 1 if ‘Yes’, 0 otherwise
country
HEALTH & WELL-BEING (HW)
stflife01 How satisfied with life as a whole original values from ‘0’ corresponding to

‘extremely dissatisfied’ to ‘10’
corresponding to ‘extremely satisfied
1if0,1,2,3,4 and O otherwise

(continued)
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Table 11.2 (continued)

Variable DOMAIN of SOCTIAL EXCLUSION
name and Indicators of Social Exclusion Description

happy01 How happy are you original values from ‘0’ corresponding to
“extremely unhappy’ to ‘10’
corresponding to ‘extremely happy’
1if0,1,2,3,4 and O otherwise

hlthhmpOl | Hampered in daily activities by 1if “Yes a lot’ or “Yes to some extend’; 0
illness/disability/infirmity/mental if ‘No’
problem

stfhlthO1 State of health services in country original values from ‘0’ corresponding to
nowadays ‘extremely bad’ to ‘10’ corresponding to

‘extremely good*
1if0,1,2,3,4 and O otherwise

“The transformation of the original variable in a binary variable follows Macleod et al. (2019)’s
method. First, the frequency levels are converted into days, from ‘0’ to ‘365’: (0=) Never; (6=)
Less than once a month; (12=) Once a month; (24=) Several times a month; (52=) Once a week;
(104=) Several times a week; (365=) Every day. After this conversion, quartiles are computed and
the lowest quartile is equivalent to ‘1°, while the other three quartiles are equal to ‘0’.

The component CP has a very large scope: it includes political activities as well
as cultural and leisure activities. Given the data available for the two ESS Rounds
(2002 and 2018), the CP measure is computed from the 8 binary variables listed in
Table 11.2. After recodification’ and recalibration of the eight variables, the scale of
CP is also from O to 4.

The score of the NC domain is obtained from four original variables after recod-
ing (Table 11.2).

The HW component is also obtained from the combination of four variables: two
variables about satisfaction with life and happiness, and two others related with
health’ (Table 11.2).

Results

Our results are of two types: (i) one that explores the life cycle perspective, looking
at the birth cohort of 1945-1953 in both years, and in particular comparing the
population in paid work in 2002 (65% in year 2002) with the population retired in
2018 (82% in year 2018) (Table 11.1), and (ii) another that observes people of the
same age and of the same situation in the labour market, in two different periods, or
alternatively, for people of different age groups or different labour market statuses,
in the same period.

®The value is ‘1°, if ‘no participation’ and is ‘0" if ‘participation’.
"We include the variable ‘State of health services in country nowadays’, as a proxy for the service
provision and access of the health services.
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Social Exclusion of Birth Cohort 1945-1953

The SE results for the birth cohort of 1945-1953 disaggregated by main activity can
be seen in Figure 11.1 and in Table 11.3. Additionally, in Table 11.4, differences
between men and women for each domain are detailed.

Figure 11.1 illustrates the evolution of SocExc 1 by age, for the birth cohort
1945-1953. In 2018, when the retired individuals represent the highest share of the
population, the gene

The SocExc 1 index increases by 6.3 p.p. (from 1.92 for people in paid work in
2002 to 2.04 for people retired in 2018) and the SocExc 2 index increases by 3 p.p.
(from 1.34 to 1.37). In general, the SocExc 1 of the retired is higher than the SocExc
1 of those who are in the paid work, but the difference is very small, when using
SocExc 2 (Table 11.3).

Also noteworthy is the result for the houseworkers and caregivers who at older
ages have the highest level of SE (Table 11.3). Houseworkers and caregivers, the
third category of labour status group, represent respectively 12% and 7% in 2002
and 2018, and are mainly women (93% in 2002, and 82% in 2018) (Table 11.1).

Table 11.4 presents the results for the four domains of SE, and within each
domain, the results are shown by three labour market status (in paid work; retired;
and nonpaid houseworker or nonpaid care worker). The measures of SE vary
between 0 (minimum) and 4 (maximum). Civic Participation is the domain with
higher SE, showing values higher than 3 in both years and little differences between
men and women. The gender gap in each labour market status (the last 3 lines of the
table for each domain) is measured by the division of the SE value for men by the
SE value for women. When men and women have the same level of SE, the value of
that division is 1. If the ratio is lower than 1, it means that, compared with women,
men have a lower level of SE. In both years (2002 and 2018) independently from the
labour market status, women have higher SE compared with men, in three of the
four domains under study. The exception is Social Relations in the year 2002, when
the group of those who are in paid work as well as houseworker and care show val-
ues of 1.03 and 1.1. respectively. In general, Neighbourhood and Community is the
only domain for which SE is not higher for people in retirement in 2018 than for
people in paid work in 2002.

Social Exclusion Non-cohort Analysis

A non-cohort analysis (Table 11.5) reveals that, within the same year and in both
age groups, the retired individuals have always a higher SocExc 1 and SocExc 2,
compared with the individuals in paid work. Considering the older age group (65-74
years old), the level of SE is higher for retired people than for people in paid work,
and even higher for houseworkers and caregivers, whatever the year and the SE
index that we consider. In the younger age group, the retired individuals are those in
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Fig. 11.1 Social exclusion (SocExc 1) and labour market status by age in paid work and retired;
birth cohort 1945-1953; 15 European Countries; 2002 and 2018. (Data source: ESS R1 2002 and
ESS R9 2018)

For simplicity, for each age, only shares of population in Paid work or in Retirement higher than
10% are shown (left axis). The SocExc 1 is calculated for all the individuals of same age, not only
for the retired or in paid work

Table 11.3 Social exclusion (SocExc 1) and labour market status; paid work, retirement and
housework and care; birth cohort 1945-1953; 15 European Countries

2002 2018

ESS Round 1 ESS Round 9

Birth cohort 1945-1953 Birth cohort 1945-1953
Labour % | SocExc |SocExc?2 Labour % | SocExc | SocExc?2
market 1 (SR;CP;NC;HW) | market 1 (SR;CP;NC;HW)
status® (SR;CP) status® (SR;CP)
Paid work |65 | 1.92 1.34 Paid work |10 | 1.95 1.32
Retirement | 11 |2.20 1.65 Retirement | 82 |2.04 1.37
Housework | 13 | 2.11 1.47 Housework |7 2.05 1.42
and care and care
Total 100 | 1.99 1.41 Total 100 | 2.04 1.37

3See Table 11.1 for all categories of labour market status
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Table 11.4 Social exclusion by domain, labour market status and gender gap; in paid work,
retired and housework and caregiver; birth cohort 1945-1953; 15 European Countries

Birth cohort 1945-1953 Birth cohort 1945-1953
2002 2018
Social Relations
SR
In Paid work 0.76 0.84
Retired 1.07 0.91
Houseworker and care 0.82 0.92
SR Ratio Men/Women:*
In Paid work 1.03 0.83
Retired 0.81 0.87
Houseworker and care 1.1 0.98
Civic Participation
CP
In Paid work 3.08 3.08
Retired 3.35 3.19
Houseworker and care 3.38 3.14
CP Ratio Men/Women:
In Paid work 0.99 1
Retired 0.94 0.97
Houseworker and care 0.97 0.91
Neighbourhood and Community
NC
In Paid work 0.8 0.74
Retired 0.8 0.66
Houseworker and care 0.81 0.79
NC Ratio Men/Women:
In Paid work 0.79 0.95
Retired 0.72 0.72
Houseworker and care 0.67 0.88
Health and Well-being
HW
In Paid work 0.71 0.64
Retired 1.35 0.77
Houseworker and care 0.86 0.78
HW Ratio Men/Women:
In Paid work 0.94 0.75
Retired 0.91 0.95
Houseworker and care 0.66 0.98

“The ratio Men/Women (three last lines in each domain of SE) measures the gender gap. A value
of 1 corresponds to equal SE for both women and men
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worse position, possibly reflecting situations of early retirement caused by prob-
lems that interact with the probability of SE. Comparing the SE of people in the
same age group and the same work status in the two different years, it is clear that
there is a general improvement.

Figures 11.A1, 11.A2 — based on data from 2002 and 2018, respectively — illus-
trate the relevance of the labour force statuses for the level of SE by age, measured
by the index SocExc 1.% The secondary axis (right axis) measures the SocExc 1 for
all labour force statuses. In 2002 (Figure 11.A1), the two age groups (49-58 and
65-74) exhibit very different patterns. The first is largely composed by those who
are in the labour market and has a SocExc 1 lower than 2; the second, mostly com-
prised by those who are retired, exhibits a much higher SocExc 1.In 2018 (Figure 11.
A?2), the profile of the two main activities has some differences compared with
2002: a higher level of participation in paid work and a longer stay in the labour
market as the average age of retirement increases. In 2002, the SocExc 1 increases
from 2.12 at 65 years old to 2.33 at 74 years old, and the correspondent values for
2018 are 2.03 and 2.05.

The SE situation improved particularly for the older age group (65-74)
(Table 11.5).

We can see (Table 11.4) that the only domain for which SE is not higher for
people in retirement in 2018 than in paid work in 2002 is NC. In general, being in
paid work is associated with lower SE.

Conclusion

Social exclusion is a multidimensional concept that captures several forms of disad-
vantages, which combine to function as barriers towards the full participation of
people in society. It can affect people differently according to their position in the
life course. In this chapter, we construct measures of social exclusion to analyse its
evolution in later life paying particular attention to its intersection with labour mar-
ket participation and with gender. A multidimensional approach to social exclusion
is adopted. Each of the two measures used assesses more than one dimension of
social exclusion, although deflecting away from the competing concept of monetary
deprivation. The dimensions incorporated into the analysis are: Social Relations,
Civic Participation, Neighbourhood and Community and Health and Well-being.
We use the ESS data for 2002 and 2018, and focus on two groups of people: one,
aged 49-58, that is mainly in paid work, and the other, 65-74, whose large majority
is in retirement. We carry out two types of analysis on these data. One, the birth
cohort-based approach, aims to understand how a cohort (those born between 1945
and 1953), experiences the later part of the life course. The other stems from what

8The SocExc 1 is calculated for all the individuals of same age, not only for the retired or in
paid work.
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Table 11.5 Social exclusion (SR;CP) and labour market status by age group 15 European
Countries

2002 2018
ESS Round 1 ESS Round 9
Social Social
exclusion 1 Social exclusion 2 exclusion 1 Social exclusion 2
(SR; CP) (SR;CP;NC;HW) (SR;CP) (SR;CP;NC;HW)
Age group
[49-58]
Paid work 1.92 1.31 1.94 1.29
Retirement 2.19 1.60 2.14 1.55
Housework | 2.10 1.42 2.03 1.41
and care
Age group
[65-74]
Paid work 2.07 1.45 1.97 1.33
Retirement 2.19 1.50 2.04 1.37
Housework | 2.25 1.55 2.06 1.43
and care

“The non-coincidence of the equivalent values of the SocExc 1 and SocExc 2 between Tables 11.3
and 11.4 is explained by a different number of observations when the crosstab is between the ‘year
of birth’ and ‘main activity’ (case of Table 11.3) or ‘age group’ and ‘main activity’ (case of
Table 11.4).

we called a ‘non-cohort analysis’, which looks at people of the same age group and
of the same labour market status in two different years (2002 and 2018), or alterna-
tively, at people of different age groups or different labour market statuses, in the
same year.

Our findings significantly point to the protective role of labour market participa-
tion against social exclusion, with a systematic association of higher levels of social
exclusion with retirement or with housework or caregiving, rather than with being
in paid work, despite not considering directly measures of monetary resources. This
conclusion is obtained regardless of the social exclusion measure adopted and the
analysis applied. It is worthwhile noting how caregiving — as well as housework, —
which is in itself a valuable form of social participation, when performed as the
main activity in old age, interacts with several domains of social exclusion, poten-
tially leading to a disadvantaged outcome.

Evolving in the life course, most of the individuals change from being in paid
work to being retired, becoming more affected by social exclusion. This is the main
result of the cohort approach. Additionally, social exclusion of the people in the
same labour market status, aged 49-58 in 2002, seem to have slightly reduced when
they become 65-74 in 2018.
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The non-cohort analysis provides a positive outlook of the evolution of social
exclusion in Europe: people of the same age group and in the same labour market
status, are slightly better in 2018 than they were in 2002.

Gender disparities materialize in the higher levels of social exclusion of women
in almost all domains. Although this deserves a dedicated study, the low participa-
tion of women in the labour market in some European countries, and their dominant
presence in the category of housework and caregiving, respectively with better and
with worse social exclusion scores, can help explain such result. The different levels
of social exclusion by gender suggest a need for different measures and services to
counteract the gender imbalance.

Comparing the two analytical tools that are used in this chapter, the social exclu-
sion measure that includes four domains (Social Relations, Civic Participation
Neighbourhood and Community, and Health and Well-being) is always lower than
the measure that only includes the domains of Social Relations and Civic
Participation. The reason seems to be related to the fact that Civic Participation is
the area where the worse results are obtained, which echoes frequently heard con-
cerns about the withdrawal of European citizens from civic engagement. And Civic
Participation contributes one-in-two parts to the narrower measure, but only one-in-
four parts to the broader one.

Our study has some limitations. The indicators used for each domain were data-
driven, and the scarcity of available information precluded the inclusion of a mate-
rial deprivation dimension, which is sometimes the only one used to assess social
exclusion. Also, part of the individuals in society that may exhibit higher levels of
exclusion are not covered in the survey: institutionalized people, and homeless peo-
ple. Nevertheless, due to its comprehensive nature, social exclusion is a helpful
organizing construct to the understanding of social stratification. The capture of the
individual perception of one’s situation, crucial to the idea of social exclusion, is
also an added value of this analysis.
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Table 11.A1 Sample ESS 2002 and 2018 by birth cohort 1945-1953 Age Group 49-58 (2002)
and 65-74 (2018); 15 European Countries

2002 2018

49-58 years 65-74 years

N % N %
Austria 100 1.9 281 7.4
Belgium 133 2.6 207 5.5
Switzerland 104 2.0 176 4.6
Czechia 166 32 289 7.6
Germany 1108 21.3 315 8.3
Finland 82 1.6 275 7.2
France 812 15.6 284 7.5
United Kingdom 770 14.8 297 7.8
Hungary 144 2.8 237 6.2
Ireland 58 1.1 307 8.1
Ttaly 907 17.4 374 9.9
Netherlands 236 4.5 226 6.0
Norway 66 1.3 161 4.2
Poland 497 9.5 200 53
Slovenia 27 0.5 166 4.4
Total 5211 100 3795 100

Source: ESS microdata (rounds 1 and 9). Weighted data.

Table 11.A2 Summary statistics of variables by domain of SE

cohort 1945-1953, 2002 and 2018

15 European Countries, Birth

Variable Change
name* Birth cohort Birth cohort between
(see DOMAIN of SOCIAL 1945-1953, 1945-1953, 2002 and
Table 11.2) | EXCLUSION 2002 2018 2018
(1] [2] [2]-[1]
SOCIAL RELATIONS (SR) Mean SD Mean SD
sclmeetOl | How often socially meet with 0.23 0.4200.23 0.420 | 0
friends, relatives or colleagues
InmdiscOl | Anyone to discuss intimate and | 0.10 0.294
(2002) personal matters with (2002)
InprdscOl | How many people with whom 0.06 0.234 | -0.1
(2018) you can discuss intimate and
personal matters (2018)
Sclact01 Take part in social activities 0.40 0.491 | 0.36 0.480 | —0.04
compared to others of same age
HhmmbOI | Number of people living 0.11 0.308 | 0.25 0.4300.14
regularly as member of
household

(continued)
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Table 11.A2 (continued)
Variable Change
name?* Birth cohort Birth cohort between
(see DOMAIN of SOCIAL 1945-1953, 1945-1953, 2002 and
Table 11.2) | EXCLUSION 2002 2018 2018
[1] [2] [21-{1]
CIVIC PARTICIPATION I (CP)
Contplt0] | Contacted politician or 0.78 0.417/0.81 0.390 | 0.03
government official last 12
months
WrkprtyOl | Worked in political party or 0.93 0.249 1 0.95 0.214 1 0.02
action group last 12 months
WrkorgO1 | Worked in another organisation | 0.80 0.400 | 0.80 04010
or association last 12 months
Badge0l Worn or displayed campaign 0.91 0.280 1 0.92 0.278 | 0.01
badge/sticker last 12 months
Sgnptit01 Signed petition last 12 months | 0.73 0.44210.76 0.426 | 0.03
Pbldmn01 | Taken part in lawful public 0.94 0.241 | 0.94 0.242 10
demonstration last 12 months
Betprd0l Boycotted certain products last | 0.81 0.396 | 0.80 0.400 | —0.01
12 months
ClsprtyOl | Feel closer to a particular party | 0.44 0.497 1041 0.491 | -0.03
than all other parties
NEIGHBOURHOOD AND
COMMUNITY (NC)
CrmvctO] | Respondent or household 0.21 0.408 | 0.11 0.308 | —0.1
member victim of burglary/
assault last 5 years
AesfdrkO1 | Feeling of safety of walking 0.21 0.405 | 0.20 0.398 | -0.01
alone in local area after dark
Domicil0] | Domicile, respondent’s 0.36 0.481 | 0.35 0.477 | —0.01
description
Blgetmg0l | Belonging to minority ethnic 0.03 0.178 1 0.02 0.151-0.01
group in country
HEALTH & WELL-BEING
(HW)
Stflife01 How satisfied with life as a 0.13 0.339/0.09 0.286 | —0.04
whole
Happy0l1 How happy are you 0.08 0.272 1 0.05 0.227 | -0.03
HithhmpOl | Hampered in daily activities by | 0.28 0.448 | 0.35 0.478 | 0.07
illness/disability/infirmity/
mental problem
Stfhith10 State of health services in 0.39 0.48710.27 0.442 | -0.12
country nowadays

Source: Microdata ESS R1 2002 and ESS R9 2018
In Table 11.2 the description of each variable. All are binary variable [0,1]. 1 = Social Exclusion;
0 = Social Inclusion
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Fig. 11.A1 Social exclusion and labor market status by age in paid work and retired 2002. (Data
source: ESS R1 2002)

For simplicity, for each age, only shares of population in Paid work or in Retirement higher than
10% are shown (left axis)
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Fig. 11.A2 Social exclusion and labor market status by age in paid work and retired 2018. (Data
source: ESS R1 2018)

For simplicity, for each age, only shares of population in Paid work or in Retirement higher than
10% are shown (left axis)
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Open Access This chapter is licensed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution 4.0
International License (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/), which permits use, sharing,
adaptation, distribution and reproduction in any medium or format, as long as you give appropriate
credit to the original author(s) and the source, provide a link to the Creative Commons license and
indicate if changes were made.

The images or other third party material in this chapter are included in the chapter’s Creative
Commons license, unless indicated otherwise in a credit line to the material. If material is not
included in the chapter’s Creative Commons license and your intended use is not permitted by
statutory regulation or exceeds the permitted use, you will need to obtain permission directly from
the copyright holder.
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