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6. Mission results:
On 7th of October 2008 was organised by the UNDP and National Bureau of Statistics Moldova, a round table having as main topic “Social Inclusion: indicators, concepts and measurements”.

The objectives of the seminar were focused on the following:
· to discuss the concepts of social inclusion and linkages between social inclusion, human development, the rights-based approach to social issues, and the “poverty reduction” approach;

· to increase the understanding and awareness of the links between the UN and EU frameworks for addressing inequality, poverty and social exclusion in a multi-national context (i.e. the MDGs and the EU Social Inclusion Process) 

· to discuss Moldova’s way towards EU accession/neighbourhood requirements related to SI

· to provide opportunity to exchange good practices and lessons learnt by other countries in the areas of: 

· social exclusion measurements; 
· social inclusion policy development;
· targeted vulnerable groups measurement 

The Romanian delegate presented the experience in Romania regarding the measurement of social inclusion. The presentation was structured as follows: 

1. Brief overview of poverty and social exclusion measurement in Romania
2. Laeken set of indicators
3. Current national system for monitoring of social inclusion in Romania
4. Future of the national system for monitoring of social inclusion

1. Overview measurement

· 1995 NIS, launch of poverty analysis program – AIG-ABF surveys implementation as follow-up

· 1997 NIS (UNDP) proposes a relative measure anchored to time, which will be used till 2000
· 1998 WB, first version of the methodology which is to be official since 2001
· 2001 improvement of the methodology at the governmental level with the support of the WB and collaboration of research institutes, involvement at the governmental level
· 2003-2004 taking over and adaptation of the Laeken set of indicators to measure social inclusion, elaboration of a specific set for Romania

· 2005 enactment– GD 488
· Estimations till 2006 at the governmental level for poverty and social inclusion – for 2005

· 2007 report of the WB on the estimation of absolute poverty for 2006
2. Laeken set of indicators

The context of elaboration: 

· Nice 2000 – anti-poverty and promotion of social inclusion national strategies  
· Stockolm 2001: a first joint set of 7 indicators: 

· distribution of income, 

· weight of population below the poverty line before and after social transfers, 

· persistence of poverty, 

· weight of households with unemployed persons, 

· regional disparities, 

· low education, 

· long-term unemployment. 

· Antwerp 2001: Report coordinated by Tony Atkinson: it is proposed a system of indicators on three levels (primary, secondary and  tertiary). 

· First level: 7 indicators; 

· Second level: 14 indicators, 

· Third level: national indicators (no restrictions for the number, at the discretion of each and every state)

· Laeken, December 2001: list of 18 indicators for social inclusion is adopted (10 primary indicators and 8 secondary indicators) elaborated by the Working Group of the Commission for Social Protection on the basis of the selection criteria contained in the Report presented in Antwerp
· This is why the named indicators are called Laeken. 
The Laeken are structurated on three levels:

· Primary– 10 indicators of maximum relevance 
· Secondary- 8 indicators, support primary level indicators and shed light on other dimensions of the phenomena 
· Tertiary– unspecified number of indicators used in each country, with the aim to reflect the national characteristics, as well as to facilitate the interpretation of the common indicators 
a) Primary indicators:
· Poverty rate, at the 60% of the available average incomes – also called “relative poverty” or „poverty risk”; 
· Fraction between the superior and inferior quintile of the population (the most wealthy 20% compared to the most poor 20%)

· Rate of persistent poverty, at the 60% level of the average available incomes – persons with less than 60% of the average income for the respective year and at least two years from the last 3 years  

· Median deficit relative to the threshold of 60% of the average available incomes – distance from the average income of relatively poor persons and relative poverty threshold, as percentage of the latter
· Regional disparities from the perspective of unemployment  (coefficient of variation of the unemployment rates on regional basis)

· Long-term unemployment rate (the unemployment indicators are calculated on the basis of the definition provided by the International Labor Bureau - ILB) (more than 1 year)

· Weight of population from the households without employed persons 
· Weight of young people aged 18-24 years old who prematurely left the educational system (early school-leavers)
· Life expectancy at birth 

· Weight of persons who evaluate their health status as bad or very bad 
b) Secondary indicators:
· Dispersion around the relatively small income threshold – persons with the income situated lower that 40%, 50% or 70% of the average available income

· Poverty rate relative to a time-anchored threshold – poverty rate at the 60% level of the average available incomes, registered three years ago 

· Relative poverty rate before the social transfers  
· Gini coeficient of the distribution of population according to the available incomes – inequality indicator 
· Persistent poverty rate at the threshold of 50% from the average available incomes – persons with an income under 50% of the average income from the respective year and at least two years from the last 3 years
· Weight of long-term unemployed into the total number of unemployed
· Weight of the unemployed for a very long term (24 months and over) in the total number of unemployed

· Weight of persons aged 25-64 years with low levels of training/education (at most gymnasia) 
c) Tertiary level (62 indicators) – national specific, covered dimensions and sub-dimensions: 

1. Economic exclusion – poverty and inequality (including indicators on social transfers) 

2. Exclusion from labor market – exclusion of employed persons, exclusion from employment, subjective indicators 
3. Exclusion from accommodation and living conditions – utilities, quality of accommodation, access to accommodation and cost of living, endowment with durables, over-aglomeration
4. Exclusion from education – participation to education and education level, persistence of the inter-generations educational model, distance to school
5. Exclusion from health services – access to healthcare services, mortality and morbidity, healthy way of life
6. Personal and public safety – impact of criminality (administrative and investigation sources), perception of the security in the community
7. Social segregation – lack or weak participation to social networks
3. Current national system for monitoring of social inclusion in Romania 

In 2001 at the government level was improved the methodology of social inclusion measurement with World Bank support and was created National Commission Anti-Poverty and Promoting Social Inclusion. (CASPIS – in Romanian language).
In 2003-2004  was created a specific set of social inclusion indicators for Romania using the EU methodology for Laeken indicators. 

In 2005 was elaborated a law nr. 488 
Each year the Commission monitored the social inclusion set of indicators and participated together with the Ministry of Labour at the Social Inclusion Reports creation. 
The system of social inclusion indicators

· “Absolute” poverty through official methodology (government - CASPIS/WB) 

· Elaboration of annual reports on profit and poverty dynamics at national level 

· Community level poverty – poverty map, 2004

· Relative poverty – part of the common European set of indicators of social inclusion (NIS)
· Poverty at the threshold of 2 USD per capita per day – monitoring indicator for MDG
At the county level the measurement of social inclusion was very difficult.  The problems and the steps made were:
· Difficult to transfer the concept of social inclusion to the level of “judet”
· Established and new indicators – to be measured
· Covered dimensions: employment, education, accommodation, health, social assistance services 

· Vulnerable groups considered: children, youth and persons with disabilities 

· 27 indicators from the set of 100 indicators initially proposed and tested with the local authorities
The selection criteria for indicators were:
· To identify the essence of the problem and to have an acceptable interpretation. 

· To be robust and valid from a statistical point of view; 

· To have the same meaning in time, must not fluctuate because of irrelevant phenomena for the purpose of measurement, for instance because of different definitions in time for the measured phenomena, different collecting systems, etc.

· To be sensible to the performances of the social policies, but shall not be sensible to manipulations
· Shall permit for periodic actualization. 

· Shall ensure comparability between countries
· Shall be transparent and accessible
Possible additional criteria at national level:
· Limitation of the number of indicators and data sources (preference for investigative sources, e.g. survey) to ensure the sustainability of the system
· Shall identify new dimensions of the social exclusion
· Shall be selected according to the social problems relevant to the proposed dimensions
· To be covered, to the extent possible, both the subjective and objective components
· To reflect the characteristics of possibly excluded groups (to be indicators that can be disaggregated on the basis of as many criteria as possible – preference for survey indicators)
Problems of the current national system:

· Selection of indicators must be viewed as a process (the advantage of a set of indicators is the flexibility) 
· Several not-respected criteria – coverage of the subjective component  
· There is an important gap between the available data at national level and international comparisons and those available at the district (“judet”) level; 

· Lack of data sources which can provide information at the NUTS3 level
EU new directions for the reconfiguration of the system:
· Tentative action to correlate diverse EU strategies (inclusion and social insurance, Lisbon strategy re-oriented towards the objectives of economic growth and employment)

· Interest for non-monetary indicators and for the increase of the number of dimensions measured
· Openness for indicators from administrative sources
EU newly proposed indicators:
· Introduction of several administrative indicators in the set - framework: 

· Social public expenditures, 

· Rate of pension’s replacement
· New indicators (vs. Laeken set) for inclusion, many still without definition:

· Unsatisfied needs for care, 

· Indicator of the children’s wealth, 

· Accommodation indicator, 

· Material deprivation indicator, 

· Employment deficit for immigrants, low alphabetization level
· Material deprivation – to counterbalance the relative poverty


Development following the directions included in the tertiary national set
Relevance limits at national level of the EU system:
· to develop absolute indicators – even at EU level)

· Desegregations‘ proposed have limited relevance (for instance the residency environment is missing) 

· Follow-up the dynamics of the evolution of indicators – problems
The necessity to include “contextual” information at Relative poverty has limited relevance for Romania (requirement national level – absolute poverty and inclusion indicators.

Conclusions

The seminar was very interesting for the fact that offered the opportunity to discus the most important subject for the social policy – poverty and social exclusion. Were presented other countries experiences in this field, as Croatia, Poland, Macedonia. Also a very important topic on the agenda was the Organisation of United Nations point of view in correlation with the European Union recommendations.

Very interesting and useful was the last point of the agenda, the brainstorming on measurement approaches for vulnerable groups, which had as main aim to find the vulnerable groups and new specific social inclusion indicators for Moldova, and to see if the present system of data sources are sufficient enough to built a national social inclusion indicators system. 
At this report I attached the law 488/2005 annexes which contain the list of Romanian set of social inclusion indicators, the definitions, level of aggregation, data sources and who is responsible for their calculation.
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