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1. Introduction

During the 80s and 90s, Spain has been characterized by being a relatively young country. In
1991, one out of four Spanish had between 15 and 29 years of age, according to the Census.
And, even when this proportion, as elsewhere, decreased, in 2000, Spain ill had one of the
highest youth index in the European Union15, greater than in any other country except for
Portugal and Ireland, according to Eurostat.”

The individuals born during the 60s and 70s make up the so-called *baby-boom
generations', characterized by being much more numerous than precedent and posterior cohorts.
These generations have grown up in socia, politica and economic conditions completely
different from those that characterized the youth of their parents. And, as well as it is true that
the dtuation of the baby-boomers improved in many senses, one should not ignore the
deterioration of the position of young people in the labour market, the increased demand for
education or the difficulties to housing access that young people have had to face during the last
two decades. It all has been related to the ncrease of the emancipation age, the delay in the
formation of an own household and the decline of the fertility rate. The literature on many of
these transformations has been rich; however, far less attention has been givento the analysis of
all these changes on the economic welfare of young people and their families which is one of

the purposes of this work.

! Laautora quiere agradecer el apoyo financiero recibido mediante € proyecto SEJ2004-07373-C03-01/ECON.
2 See Population and Social Conditions (europa.eu.int/comm/eurostat). The youth index refers to the percentage of
the population in the age group 15 to 24.



Further, this paper argues, and as it has been done before by Atkinson (1989, 1995) and
Jones (2002), among others, that the right to a minimum level of resources is a necessary
condition to guarantee socia participation, therefore it is not enough to study family economic
welfare but an analysis of the economic circumstances of young people at the individual levelis
also needed. To reach economic sdlf-sufficiency is for many authors a key indicator in the
transition to adulthood and a way to assure the socid (citizenship) rights that youth should
acquire together with the civil and palitical rights. Following Smeeding and Ross Phillips
(2002), we will consider that a young person is economically dependent or not self-sufficient if
higher individua income is below the poverty threshold of a household with one adult.

In this paper we propose to complement the analysis of youth poverty (in the framework
of family poverty) during the 80s and 90s in Spain with a parallel assessment of the evolution of
the economic dependency of young people (considering aly the economic resources at the
individua level, independently of the household where youth lives). On the other hand, this
paper wants to describe and understand the socio-demographic changes occurred in relationship
to both phenomena.

The paper is structured as follows. Section 2 revises briefly the literature on youth
poverty. Section 3 accounts for the socio-demographic framework. Section 4 presents the
methodologica choices and the datasets used. In Section 5, the trends of youth poverty and
economic Hf-sufficiency are analysed and Section 6 presents the multivariate anaysis, first

describing the mode to be used and later presenting the results. The last section concludes.

2. Youth poverty: abrief review

To study poverty is never easy but it is not especially so when the group object of the analysisis
such a heterogeneous group as young people are -individuas that even if they belong to the

same age group they may be in very different stages of their transition to adulthood. This



particularity makes the analysis more complicated and demands a deeper anaysis of the
methodological choices.

May be because of this reason, the literature on youth poverty is relatively scarce if we
compare it to the one devoted to other aspects of youth. From different disciplines of Socia
Sciences, important aspects of the life of a young person have been studied such as
emancipation, transition from school to work or the prolongation of education; however, less
atention has been dedicated to the analysis of youth poverty as such. As Dean (2003) argues,
“Itis striking that none of the major social policy texts on poverty feature youth poverty as an
issue. Other dimensions of disadvantage are systematically discussed —gender, ethnicity,
disability and old age- but youth is not. [...] The poverty of ‘grown up’ children living in the
parental home and young women who become lone parents is recognised usually in the context
of ‘family’ poverty. The poverty of young ‘adults inwork is recognised usually in the context of
low-pay issues. As a social policy issue in its own right, ‘youth’ is perhaps only visible when it
isnot at home and not at work” (Dean, 2003: 61).

Indeed, most of the studies we know analyse youth poverty in the framework of family
poverty, therefore, the economic circumstances of the household where the young person live
are studied but not the individual ones. The usua assumptions imply that al the members of the
household pool their resources, share household income in an equa way and enjoy (or suffer)
the same level of welfare, without distinctions by gender or age.’

One of the main conclusions that emerge in youth poverty studies is that the risk of
poverty among young people is very different between and within countries, depending on the
age group considered and the living arrangements taken into account -among other
characteristics. Aassve et al. (2006) find that being outside the parental home, out of the labour
market and having children are three of the main associations to high poverty risks in Europe;

however, their importance is different in different countries.

% Haddad and Kanbur (1990), Browing et al. (1994), Browing and Lechene (2001), among others, have questioned
the intrahousehold equity hypothesis, however, no one, as far as we know, has analysed it in the case of young people.



On the other hand, youth poverty in some countries appears to be below the rest of age
groups in the society, especially compared to children and ederly people.® Middieton (2002),
with income from the European Community Household Panel (ECHP) finds a poverty risk for
youth between 16 and 29 below the rest of adultsin Austria, Great Britain, Portugal and Greece
and only over in Germany. Only in the cases when one considers a narrower age group —for
instance, between 16 and 24 years of age- higher risks are found (see D’ Ambrosio and Gradin,
2003; lacovou and Berthoud, 2003).

In the context of the Mediterranean countries, and especidly so, in Spain, some authors
have suggested that the analysis of youth poverty in the framework of family poverty hidesthe
economic difficulties that many young people have because of the protector role played by the
family and that explains why youth poverty risk is lower than expected. Canté and Mercader
(2001a, 2001b), for instance, argue that the risk of poverty among Spanish youth does not
reflect a reality of high unemployment and labour precariousness. Similarly, lacovou and
Berthoud (2003) with data from the first wave of the ECHP find that the family isin 89% of the
cases what protects Spanish youth between 17 and 25 against poverty.

Most of the studies, thereafter, only show one side of the economic circumstances that
matter to young people. From the citizenship rights perspective, it seems appropriate to consider
also the individua economic circumstances. Atkinson (1989, 1995) has defended the right to a
minimum level of resources in order to guarantee full socia participation. Dean (2003) argues
that the difficulties to acquire economic self-sufficiency erode the socia rights, of citizenship of
young people. Baizan (2003) adds “ ... the autonomy and security necessary to integrate young
people as adult citizens with full rights is only possible based on certain economic and social
resources. This also implies that the political ‘signs’ of citizenship such as the right to vote and
the legal age for adulthood are insufficient as a base for citicenship given that full participation

in society requires a minimum level of resources’ (Baizan, 2003: 7).°

41t is possible that because of this reason, most of the research on poverty by age group has been devoted to the
analysis of child poverty and far less to youth poverty. The consequences of growing up in a poor household have
been studied but less attention has been given to the consequences for teenagers and youth, despite being in a key
moment of their life cycle when most life chances are defined. See Hobcraft (2003) for a similar argument.

5 The translation is from the authors of this paper.



However, what is that ‘“minimum level of resources needed to guarantee full socid
participation among young people? According to Wallace (1988), ‘A financially dependent
person is one whose own resources (from labour market and/or State) cannot assure the
personal reproduction process, while a financially independent person can assure her
reproduction and probably even that of a partner and of children’ (in Jurado, 2001.7).
Smeeding and Ross Phillips (2002) that we will follow in this work, propose we should consider
that a young person is economically dependent if his’/her individual income is below the poverty
threshold of a household with one adult member.® When individual income is over this
threshold we will talk about an economicaly sdlf-sufficient person. This concept should be
useful as an indicator of transition to adulthood, should alow us to learn about the economic

vulnerability of young people.

2. Framework

In this Section, we like to introduce succinctly few of the changes that have characterised the
socio-economic redity in Spain during the 80s and 90s that will help to understand the
economic circumstances affecting young people and their families.

Changes occurred in the labour market are key to this study. In the first place, it isworth
notice an increase in the number of young people working —about 7% between 1980 and 2000.”
However, temporary contracts and high employment rotation have characterised youth labour
markets since mid-80s.® According to the labour-force survey data, in 1999, 86% of the
employed in the age group between 16 and 19 had a temporary contract, 70% of those between
20 to 24 and 50% for those between 25 and 29 years of age. In the second place, it is important

to highlight the rise by 10% of the employment rate for the age group 25 to 55 and by more than

8 |n Spain, as far as we know, this type of analysis has not been done. Carabafia and Salido (1999) in aworking paper
called ‘Persona poverty and domestic poverty’ study with the first wave of the ECHP, the relationship between

individual and family poverty but for the whole population and accounting only for labour market characteristics.

7 There has been an increased in the mean age of youth in Spain which probably helps to explain the increase in the
number of young workers.

8 Temporary contracts have their duration fixed in advance and in many cases workers are not eligible for redundancy
payments at the end of the contract.



22% in the case of female workers in this age group. That means, across the analysed period, an
increasing number of young Spaniards have a mother at work.

Another important change is related with the extension of the educationa stage. Only
during the 90s the percentage of young people at school increased 13%, 16% and 7% for the age
groups 16-19, 20-24 and 25-29, respectively. Baizdn (2003) argues that labour market
deteriorating position pushes youth to continue the studies at the same time higher education is
becoming an essential requirement to enter and find opportunitiesin the labour market.

Further, the increasing difficulty of access to housing has had an effect on the whole
society but especialy so among young people. Just as an example, from the beginning of the
80s to 2000, rents would have increased around 310%, the price of the square meter by 380%
and the availability of renting houses would have halved.®

All together, it may help to understand the increase in the number of young people
living in the parental home, as shown by Figure 1, especidly for those older than 20. The
emancipation rate would have fall 8 points for the age group 20 to 24 and 21 points for those
older than 25. Yet, a the end of the 90s, for 6 out of 10 youth living with the parents,

emancipation was their most desired way of living (see CIS, 1999).

[FIGURE 1 AROUND HERE]

Unsurprisingly, the fertility rate of young girls decreased more than 78% for the age
group 20-24 and 53% for those 25-29, at the same time, mean age at the first child increased by
more than 2 years in between 1980 and 1999. According to severa authors, the change in values
—especially among girls- may also play arole in explaining emancipation and fertility. Flaquer
(1995) argues that highly educated girls refuse to leave the parental home before finding a job
that guarantees them they can keep their economic independence. Castles (2003) suggests also
the need to take into account a change in the preferences of women when comes to combining

family and work.

9 See Consgjo Econdmico y Socia (2002).



In what follows, we will try to assess what have been the consequences of some of these
changes in the economic welfare of young people and their families. We intend to see how
Spanish families have coped with the emancipation delay of young people and also what are the
economic circumstances of those outside the parental home. Further, we like to consider the
effects of the increased number of young workers together with the increased number of young

people with amother at work.

4. Methodology and data

Definition of ‘youth’

In the literature on young people, there is not a consensus about the age limit to consider
when we talk about youth. Different countries and administrations use any range between 15
and 35. In generd, however, it is aso commonly agreed the need to take into account that youth
has protracted given the increase of the educational years, the delay in emancipation and fertility
postponement.

In this paper, we have considered the age group between 16 and 29 (both included). The
lower bound of the age group was due to a practical decison, since for 1999, we have
information only for individuals that were 16 or older. The upper bound considered is much
higher that the one recommended in the Laeken indicators proposed by the European
Commission for the analysis of poverty and socia excluson, however, we considered that in
Spain, a 24, most of the transitions to adulthood have not taken place.’® In Spain, thisis aso the

upper bound used by INJUVE, the Y outh Ingtitute of the Work and Social Affairs Ministry. @

Monetary poverty and economic dependency
The approach used in the paper is that of the relative poverty that establishes a young

person is considered poor if the equivalised household income is below the poverty line defined

10'Y ou can check the Laeken indicators proposed by the European Commission at:
http://europa.eu.int/comm/employment social/social protection commitee/spc indic en.htm




as 60% of the median of that distribution. The threshold is relative to time so there is a poverty
line for each of the three years analysed. The income variable used is that of tota household
income adjusted by the size and needs of the household using the modified OCDE equivalence
scale —that gives a weight of 1 to the first adult, 0.5 to the rest of adult members in the
household and 0.3 to children under 14 years of age. In this first analysis, housing costs have
not been taken into account though we are aware of the increasing importance of them in the
last years.

The poverty measures we use are the Foster-Greer-Thorbecke (1984) family of

indicators that can be computed as follows:

é x U
FGT, :élxéq_(z X')ag.loo
e" Z @

where z is the poverty threshold, x; the household income, n the household population, and g the
population below the threshold. The greater the value of alfa, the larger is the averson towards
inequality amongst the poor. If alfa is O we obtain the poverty risk, if alfa is 1 we obtain the
intensity @ and, finadly, with alfa equal to 2, the severity @. The andysis of the poverty
indicators are presented together with an inference analysis in order to asses if differences are
significantly different. As in other poverty studies, we accept that al the income in the
household is pooled together and shared equally and that all the household members enjoy the
same level of economic welfare.

Following Smeeding and Ross Phillips (2002), we will consider that a young person is
economically dependent or not self-sufficient if his’her individual income is below the poverty
threshold of a household with one adult. Given we are using cross-sectional data, a limitation of
this type of measure is that we cannot observe changes in the behaviour of young people at the
same time certain transitions take place —as we could with panel data. However, we believe this

measure it is gill valid as an indicator of trangtion to adulthood.

Data



For the analysis we use three datasets that are representative of the Spanish population: the
Family Budget Surveys (Encuesta de Presupuestos Familiares EPF) for 1980-81, for 1990-91
and the extended sample of the seventh wave of the European Community Household Panel
(ECHP) for 2000, with incomes referred to 1999. All the data has been collected by the Spanish

Statistics Institute (INE). Table 1 shows the sample sizes of each dataset.

[TABLE 1 AROUND HERE]

The limitations of the data are the usua ones in this kind of analysis. First, some
households refuse to answer questions related to income and some members of the households
decline to answer the questionnaires. Even though, we believe that the bias this lack of response
may introduce in the results is minor. Further, the sort of survey we use for the analysis is
targeted only to private households, leaving aside people in student residencies, orphanages or
prisons, and, of course, young homeless —probably, the most vulnerable youth in the society.

Finally, the reliability of the data has been assessed using external sources as the Census
or the Labour-Force Survey data as shown in Table A.1. (Appendix 1). Thereisasmall problem
of underestimation of the percentage of youth between 25 and 29 in the EPFs and an
overestimation of the inactive youth in every year; however, we do not believe these biases are

important for the results obtained.

5. Poverty and economic dependency in Spain, 1980-1999

Once seen the methodological options adopted, we first focus on te analysis of monetary
poverty in the context of family poverty. Table 2 shows the results for the Foster-Greer-
Thorbecke family of indices, for the whole population and for young people. The last three
columns of the table show whether differences are statistically significant across time and the
columns in between years if differences exist between the whole population and young people

in each year.



[TABLE 2 AROUND HERE]

If we look at the results horizontally, we first observe a statistically significant decrease
in the risk of poverty during the 80s, both for the whole population and among young people*
This positive trend breaks out during the 90s with an increase of around 2% for both groups.
Similar results are obtained by using FGT1 and FGT2: an improvement during the 80s that
vanishes during the 90s. Further, in the case of young people, we observe an overdl increase
between 1980 and 1999 of 20% for the FGT1 and 40% for the FGT2 meaning that poor young
became even poorer during the 90s with family incomes furtherer from the poverty threshold.

When looking at the results vertically, one can observe that at the beginning of the
analysis, young people had levels significantly below the population as a whole for al the
indices used. Still in 1990, young people had a lower risk of poverty than the rest of the
population, however, differences for the FGT1 and FGT2 stop being significant. Moreover, n
1999, the situation for young people worsened even more, equalizing the risk of poverty of the
whole population and even having higher FGT1 and FGT2 (at a 90 and 95% significance level).

In other words, across time in Spain young people seem to loose their relatively
privileged position what comes to economic welfare that had at the beginning of the analysed
period, being the situation of the poorest youth among the poor the one that worsened most.

From the andysis of youth poverty, we move to look at the changes in economic
dependency among young Spaniards. Table 3 shows that around 63,5% of young individuals in
1980 in Spain were economicaly dependent, percentage that dightly decreased during the 80s
to increase again during the 90s with a percentage of 66,3 of young dependants in 1999 -a trend
that is quite similar to the one observed for poverty. So, to our surprise, the overal ratio of

economic dependency has not changed much during the two decades, despite the many changes

11 This trend has been shown before by Canté and Mercader (2002) and Cant6 et al.(2003), though results are not
directly comparable because of the use of different methodology.
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commented in Section 3 of this paper (an increase of the education years or the worsening
position of young people in the labour market, etc).

A deeper analysis of the results, however, shows that there has been an important
change in the profile of young people that helps to explain why the overal ratio has not
increased that much. In Table 3, when we break out the results by ae group, we see that
actudly the dependency ratio has increased for al the age groups especialy for the youngest
youth. However, it is important to notice that the group that became more dependent represents
each analysed year a smdler percentage of the population. At the same time, the least
dependents, youth between 25 and 29 years of age, have increased more than 12 percentage
points their weight in the population between 1980 and 1999. This cohort effect helps to explain
why the overal dependency ratio kept quite stable during the two decades. Actudly, if the
percentage of the different age groups would have kept constant along time we would be talking
of a dependency ratio close to 73%, 10 percentage points higher than at the beginning of the
period. Similarly, the risk of poverty as shown in the last columns of the table, would have

increased for all the age groups, but especially so for the younger youth.

[TABLE 3 AROUND HERE]

In other words, the proportion of young people that could support themselves did not
improve during the analysed period despite mean age increase: the chances to be economically
sdf-sufficient at the beginning and at the end of the analysed period for a person at the same age
worsened. Thisresult helps us to explain the increase in the amount of young people living with
their parents shown in Section 3 of this paper.

We reach similar conclusions if we break down the results by activity status. Across
time, traditionally highly dependent groups (mainly housewives) have decreased their weight in
the population more than the increase of other inactive groups (mostly students) with also high
dependency ratio. This change helps to compensate the effect of the increase in the dependency

ratio of young workers that has nearly doubled. However, notice that the increased dependency
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of young workers did not come paralel to an increase in the risk of poverty —young workers
must have had to count on other household members income to be able to maintain their
economic welfare. “Adapting to circumstances’ of these youth —as delaying their emancipation-
has been key in preventing a fal in their economic status. Further, it is important to notice that
the increase in the amount of workers during the analysed period —about 7%- is merely an
increase of dependent workers (not shown in the Table).

Finaly, results by living arrangement show an increase in the percentage of people
living with their parents that accounts for nearly 15 points —notice aso that the amount of
people living with only one of their parents have doubled during the period. On the contrary, if
in 1980, 2 out of 10 young Spaniards lived with a couple and had at least one child, this
percentage in 2000 represented |ess than 6% of youth.

For young living with their parents, the dependency ratio kept the same in 1980 than in
1999 while in terms of poverty we observe a statistically significant decrease in the risk of
poverty for those living with both parents (7 out of 10 in 1999). Actualy, thisis not a surprise if
we take into account that the amount of young people living with both parents at work would

have doubled, as shown in Figure 2.

[FIGURE 2 AROUND HERE]

The situation for those out of the parental home, instead, has suffered important changes.
The dependency ratio of emancipated youth would have dtatistically decreased 7 points, while
the poverty risk would have increased 5 points. Economic circumstances, though, are very
different depending on the presence of children in the household. The poverty risk for young
parents would have more than doubled during the period despite not important changes in the
dependency ratio. At the same time, couples without children show the lowest dependency ratio
and poverty risk among al groups. In other words, emancipated youth improved their capacity

to support themsalves but have difficulties to economically support their offspring.

12



Poverty and/or economic dependency

Poverty and economic dependency, we have just seen it, are different phenomena yet
they influence each dher. On one hand, economic dependency of young members may bring
poverty to a household since dependants may represent an economic burden. Still, the
dependency of young members may be just a desired Stuation —young members continuing
their studies, for instance- without necessarily driving the household into poverty. Certain type
of households can afford the dependency of their members and therefore dependency does not
necessarily bring poverty.® On the other hand, the literature on intergenerational transmission
of poverty has shown that experiencing hardship during childhood or early youth has a strong
influence in the probability of experiencing poverty (and probably also economic dependency)
later on in life® However, it is aso possible that families with greater economic needs push
their younger members to the labour market which would explain a negative correlation
between poverty and dependency.

Table 4 shows how poverty and economic dependency relate for the three analysed
years. As predicted, most of the young Spaniards are dependent but not poor so they can count
on the economic resources of other members of their family. One third of the youth are neither
dependent nor poor and around 15% are both poor and dependent. Practically, al the young
people that are poor are also dependent and only few exceptions (less than 2%) are poor but not
dependent. * Across time, there is not any big change: a dight increase of those ‘poor and
dependent’ and a similar decrease of those ‘neither poor not dependent’. With the use of
multivariate analysis, in what follows, we intend to assess the change in the socio-economic

characteristics of young people and their families that define these different characteristics.

12 Further, notice that a non-emancipated young person with individual income between 30 and 60% of the median
would be classified as economically dependent but would not increase the probability of poverty of his (her)
household. Recall that the equivalence scale used in this analysisis the modified OECD scale that gves a weight of
0.5 to al the adult members except the first one. This means that if a young member contributes to the household
income with an amount superior to 30% of the median, it contributes enough to the household needs and does not
make the household poorer rather, it may help the household out of poverty.

13 See for instance, Hobscraft and Kiernan (2001).

14 passve et al. (2005a) found that in Southern countries women over 30 would face a lower risk of poverty if they
would leave the parental home which is aso the case for those we call ‘ poor, not dependant’: their economic welfare
would improve by moving out.
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[TABLE 4 AROUND HERE]

6. The econometric model (unfinished)

Once we have identified poor and/or economic dependent youth, we use a multivariate anaysis
in order to assess the change in the socio-demographic profile of those ‘Neither poor, not
dependent’, ‘Not poor but dependent’” and ‘ Poor and dependent’). The model we have chosen is
amultilevel multinomid logit.

The advantage of using a multinomia logit is that it alows us to estimate the marginal
effect of the individual and household characterigtics that influence the probability to belong to
each of the groups of interest. Unfortunately, the group ‘Poor not dependent’ has had to be
dropped from the analysis due to lack of sample. The group ‘Neither poor, not dependent’ has
been chosen as the base category group, therefore al the results have to be compared in relation
to this reference category. Further, the Smal-Hsiao test failed to reject the null hypothesis of
Independence of Irrdlevant Alternatives confirming the appropriateness of alogit model.

On the other hand, the mode for young people still in the parental home is run as a
multilevel model, being level 1 the family and level 2 the individuals. We believe one should
take into account that in about 50% of the households there are at least two siblings. These
repeated outcomes allow us to introduce a random intercept that accounts for unobservables at
the household level that influence equally the chances of brothers and sistersto pertain to each
of our interest groups. Treating young individuals of the same family as independent
observations could lead to biased estimates of parameters and/or standard errors.*> Unobserved

heterogeneity at the household level is therefore incorporated in the form of a univariate

15 Estimation by Maximum Likelihood results in consistent estimates in large samples despite residuals being
correlated among individuals of the same household. However, the estimated standard errors would no longer be
valid (Rabe-Hesketh and Skrondal, 2005). One could correct the bias using a sandwich estimator for the standard
errors, however we preferred to explicitly model the dependence.
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normally-distributed residual. Households with just one young person do not contribute to the
identification of the unobserved heterogeneity but they do provide information on parameters.
The explanatory variables are both at the household level and at the individua level.
Obvioudy, poverty of young individuads is measured at the family level so household
characteristics are important (number of children in the household, the household size or the
tenure status, etc.). However, household income -that defines the poverty status- is the result to
sum up individua income therefore individual characteristics aso matter, for instance, the age
of the young individuas or their employment status. On the other hand, economic self-
sufficiency is measured strictly at the individual level therefore individua characteristics are
what explain it best. However, characteristics measured at the household level need to also be
considered. For instance, it is well known that parents with university studies are more likely to
have children with a university degree which in turn may define the individual economic status

of the young individud.

The empirical results

Table 5 shows the results of the regression for the young individuas ill living with
their parents. The standard deviation of the random effect is 1,7 for 1980, and 1,2 for 1990 and
1999 and significantly different from zero in every year. In other words, there are unmeasured
family-specific characteristics that affect al the young individuals in a household. Failure to
account for this unobserved heterogeneity decreases the standard errors of the parameters giving
a fase impression of precison. The log-likelihood increases with the use of the random

intercept providing further evidence that the unobserved heterogeneity component is needed.

[TABLE 5 AROUND HERE]

Resaults show that the activity status of parents has acquired a key importance in

preventing young people into poverty despite their dependency status. The fact that young

15



individuals live with both parents at work does not seem to influence the probability of being
‘dependent, but not poor’ but it does reduce significantly the chances to be ‘ poor and dependent’.
The activity status of the young individual is a very important factor in understanding
dependency. Work is negatively related to economic dependency however, this effect seems to
have lost importance across time meaning a position in the labour market is each year less of a
guarantee for young people to acquire economic self-sufficiency. Nevertheless, the salary of the
worker has become atrigger factor in the reduction of the risk of poverty across time as shown
by coefficients in the category ‘ poor and dependent’ becoming greater than those for * dependent

not poor’. Similar results can be observed for the few workers working part-time.

7. Conclusions

This paper argues about the need to assess young people welfare not only in the context of
family poverty but also considering the economic circumstances of young people individualy.
The economic dependency status of young people should serve as a key indicator to assess
young peopl€'s trangition to adulthood.

Results show that young Spaniards would have lost their relatively privileged economic
position compare to other age groups in the society across the analysed period, 1980-1999,
when assessed in the framework of family poverty, being the situation of the poorest youth
among the poor, the one that worsened most.

In terms of economic dependency, we have seen that between 6 and 7 out of 10 young
Spaniards could not support themselves with their individual income, proportion that did not
change much across time despite the important increase in the number of young people over 25.
A more detailed analysis has shown that it has been the situation of young workers the one that
worsened the most while the increase in the number of students (highly dependent) would have
been compensated by an even more important decrease in the number of other inactive (such as

young housawives).
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When breaking down the results by living arrangements, we observed that non-
emancipated youth show higher risks of poverty and dependency than those out of the parental
home. However, it is the situation of emancipated Spaniards the one that changed the most.

Young people living with both parents would have managed to reduce their risk of
poverty a the same time they kept their strong dependency. These families would have
managed to assume the emancipation delay of their young members without worsening their
economic welfare. From the econometric model, we have learned that the increase in the
number of both parents at work —mainly, of mothers at work- has played a crucial role in the
reduction of poverty among youth.

Among those emancipated, we have observed an important increase in the risk of
poverty, especialy among those with children, despite the increase in the number of self-
sufficient youth. In other words, in 1999, an increased number of people out of the parenta
home had incomes over the poverty threshold of a household with one adult, however, for many,
this income was insufficient to keep their family out of poverty. Child poverty and youth
poverty has become closer phenomena across time in Spain.

Further, from the econometric analysis, we have observed that the salary of young
people in the parental home has acquired a greater importance in the reduction of poverty across
time, while, on the contrary, income from the labour market is less a guarantee for economic
sf-sufficiency.

Young Spaniards have been clearly “adapting to circumstances’ in order to prevent a
fal in their economic welfare during the two analysed decades as it is made clear by an increase
of people in the most protected groups (mainly those living with both parents) and a decrease in
the number in higher risk groups (especially, those emancipated with children).

And, it these are the results in terms of economic welfare, many are the consequences at
the individual and societal level. Economic dependency restricts Spanish young people
decisons related to the life cycle, ddays the acquisition of autonomy and limits the
development of life chances by living in a semi-dependency status abnormally long in

comparison to their European counterparts. As pointed out by Fernandez Corddn (1997), “In
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any event, young peopl€e’s difficulties with integration into adult society have become a major
problem because they are endangering the intergenerational agreement that guarantees social
cohesion and also the very basis of social continuity, which is the ability of populations to
reproduce themselves” (Fernandez Corddn, 1997: 606).

This work leaves many questions unanswered given its descriptive and general nature.
Further research should move from the static picture offered in this paper to a dynamic one with
the use of longitudina data, as well as, assess changesin economic welfare considering other
perspectives such as material deprivation or subjective poverty or, yet, research on the
conseguences of the income pooling and intra-household equity hypotheses on the measurement

of poverty, among others.
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Figure 1. Percentage of young peopleliving in the parental home in Spain by age groups, 1980-2000
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Source: Data for 1980 is from ‘La emancipacion de los jovenes y la situacion de la vivienda en Espafia (2002),

Consgjo Econdmico y Socia (CES), Monograph 3/2002, table 1-3, p. 17 and has been obtained by the authors from

the labour-force survey data. Data for the trend 1987-2000 are our own calculations from the labour-force survey data
(Encuesta de Pablacién Activa, INE).

Table 1. Sample sizes (1980-1999). Number of households, individuals and young people (16 to 29 year s old)

EPF EPF ECHP
1980-81 1990-91 2000
Households 23.940 21.145 14.957
Individuals 88.476 72.099 43.894
Y oung people 18.117 16.387 9.340

Source: Own construction using the Family Budget Surveys 1980-81 and 1990-91 and the extended sample of the
seventh wave of the ECHP for 1999.

Taula 2. Relative porverty measuresin Spain for the whole population and youth, 1980-1999

1980 1990 1999 1980- 1990- 1980-
1990 1999 1999

FGTO
Population 19,33 . 16,47 e 18,30 *okk *okk T,
Y outh 16,73 15,49 17,83 *kk G o
FGT1
Population 5,45 e 4,19 544 . *hk * ko
Youth 4,90 4,22 5'89 * %k * %% * %k
FGT2
Population 2,45 rE 1,77 2,76 s *okk ko s
Y outh 2,23 1,85 3,10 *kk *xk *k ok

Source: Own calculations using the Family Budget Surveys 1980-81 and 1990-91 and the extended sample of the
seventh wave of the ECHP for 1999.

Significance: *** 99% confidence level, ** 95% and * 90%.
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Table 3. Percentage of youth, risk of poverty and dependency ratio among youth by age, activity status
and living arrangements in Spain, 1980-1999

% population % dependent % poor

1980 1990 2000 1980 1990 1999 1980 1990 1999
Youth 20,4 22,9 21,6 63,5 62,0 66,3 16,7 15,5 17,8
Age
16-19 36,4 32,0 23,7 82,5 87,7 94,5 21,2 20,5 26,1
20-24 36,4 37,6 36,8 60,2 59,3 71,6 14,9 13,9 17,6
25-29 21,2 30,4 39,5 42,8 38,4 43,7 10,0 11,6 12,1

100,0 100,0 100,0
Activity status
Working 37,3 40,5 44,2 15,9 17,9 30,9 8,6 6,7 8,7
Unemployed 14,5 14,4 11,9 76,1 73,0 75,7 25,3 28,4 27,5
Student 244 32,0 37,8 97,3 99,0 97,9 14,6 16,0 22,4
Other Inactive 238 13,1 6,1 96,1 95,7 89,9 22,6 25,8 29,7

100,0 100,0 100,0
Living arrangements

At parental home 68,2 78,2 83,0 71,6 66,6 71,3 19,2 16,0 18,0
1 parent 6,8 8,5 10,3 67,0 62,1 62,0 21,0 20,1 22,9
2 parents 61,4 69,7 72,8 72,1 67,2 72,6 19,0 15,5 17,3
Emancipated 31,6 21,2 15,8 47,2 455 40,5 11,5 13,7 16,2
Alone / Friends6é 8,3 57 3,9 38,9 48,1 41,9 17,9 149 25,7
Partner, no child 4.4 4,0 6,5 31,8 26,3 27,7 4,6 3,9 52
Partner 1 child 9,7 7,0 3,7 45,8 43,8 47,8 4,8 9,7 14,5
Partner 2 children 9,2 45 1,7 63,4 62,0 64,4 16,3 27,2 38,9
Other 0,2* 0,6 1,2 3,0* 46,7 69,0 6,7* 17,8 26,3
Total 100,0 100,0 100,0

Source: Own calculations using the Family Budget Surveys 1980-81 and 1990-91 and the extended sample of the
seventh wave of the ECHP for 1999.

Figure 2. Percentage of non-emancipated young people by parents’ activity status in Spain, 1980-2000

70,00 631
60,00 [ ] 564
20.00 = @1 parent, out of work
40,00 1 parent, works
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10,3 11,3 12,
10,00 ","4, I Fﬁ I ﬁ
0,00 T T
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Source: Own calculations using the Family Budget Surveys 1980-81 and 1990-91 and the extended sample of the
seventh wave of the ECHP for 1999.

16 |n this group there is people living alone, with friends or with some relative (for instance, a grandparent
or a brother) .
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Table 4. Percentage of youth poor and/or economically dependent in Spain, 1980-1999

1980 1990 1999
Neither poor, not dependent 34,8 36,8 32,7
Pobre, no dependent 1,7 1,2 1,1
Dependent, no poor 49,3 479 49,8
Poor and dependent 14,2 14,1 16,4
Total 100,0 100,0 100,0
N 17.336 16.143 8.794

Source: Own calculations using the Family Budget Surveys 1980-81 and 1990-91 and the extended sample of the
seventh wave of the ECHP for 1999.

Table 5. Resultsfor the multilevel multinomial logit among non-emancipated youth in Spain, 1980-1999

(1990)
poor dep
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t anahog

(sum num nens
(sum num.avis
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NUTS6
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LI oguer

Cessi 0
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Edat j ove

Edat j oven2
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El jove és inactiu
El jove treb 1/2 j~n
Const ant
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(1980)
poor dep

0. 255
-0. 0601
0. 328
0. 747
-0.0472
-0. 0549
-0. 217
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-0.214
-0.434
0. 00701
-0. 873***
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0. 377
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-0. 0857
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0. 368
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0. 0197***
-3.575%**
3. 385***
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0. 0266***
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-1. 250%**

18. 65***

1.190***

Qbser vat i ons
Pseudo R-squared

** p<. 01,

Appendix

* k% p< 001

Table A.1. Reliability of the data in comparison with external data (1980-1999)

EPF
80-81
% youth
16-29 20,4
Age groups
16-19 36,4
20-24 36,4
25-29 27,2
100,0
Sex
Male 50,8
Femae 49,2
100,0

Activity status

Working -
Unemployed -
Inactive'® -

1980-81

1981 Dif.
21,4 -1,00
32,1 +4,3
36,3 +0,1
316 -4.4
100,0

50,6 +0,2
49,4 -0,2
100,0

EPF
90-91

22,9

319
37,6
30,4
100,0

51,1
489
100,0
EPF
90-91

41,2
14,2
44,6
100,0

1990-91
Census
1991

23,2

29,6
359
34,5
100,0

50,9
49,1
100,0
EPA
1990

43,9
16,4
39,7
100,0

Dif.

Dif.

-2,7

+4,9

2000-01
ECHP Census
2000 200117
21,6 21,4
23,7 23,2
36,8 36,6
39,5 40,2
100,0 100,0
51,4 51,1
48,6 48,9
100,0 100,0
ECHP EPA
2000 2000
475 48,0
11,2 12,5
41,3 39,5
100,0 100,0

Dif.

+0,2
+0,5

+0,2
-0,7

+0,3
-03

Dif.

-0,5

+i,8

71t includes only individualsin private househol ds because the Census 2001 gathers only this kind of information.
18|t includes youth in the military service.

25



