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Chapter 4 The Risk of Poverty and Income 
Distribution at the Regional Level

Terry Ward1

The extent to which inequality in the distribution of income and in the risk of 
poverty varies across regions within countries is of relevance for policy. The more 
that people with income below the poverty line are concentrated in particular 
regions, the more should policy be similarly concentrated and, in addition, should 
take account of the regional aspects of the problem, such as a low rate of employ-
ment in the region in question. Similarly, the more that income distribution varies 
between regions, the greater is the risk to social cohesion, even if inequalities at 
the national level are kept within bounds.

Up until now, however, any examination of this issue has been hampered by a 
lack of data on income per head at the regional level. Although data on GDP per 
head (and, more recently, estimates of household income) suggest that there are 
substantial differences in regional income levels across countries, little can be 
deduced from this about differences in income distribution and the relative number 
of people in different regions with income below the poverty line, as defi ned at the 
national level. 

The data available and their reliability
Data from the EU-SILC enable the dispersion of income per head to be examined at 
the regional level in a number of EU Member States. The coverage, however, is far 
from complete, largely because the sample selected for survey in a number of coun-
tries has not been determined in such a way as to be representative of the population 
in different regions. This is the case in the UK, the Netherlands and Sweden, in partic-
ular. Moreover, in most of the countries that are covered — i.e. those in which the 
sample surveyed is representative at the regional level — the regional breakdown is 
relatively broad as a consequence of the comparatively small size of the sample from 
which data are collected by the EU-SILC. Nevertheless, these data potentially provide 
a valuable insight into regional variations in the Member States concerned. 

Before analysing the data, however, an initial task is to assess their reliability, in 
the sense of examining how representative the sample of people surveyed is of 

1 With the assistance of Mayya Hristova and Erhan Özdemir, Applica.
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the population of the regions concerned, given the small number of households 
covered. This is hard to do because of the lack of other information against which 
the data can be compared. However, comparing the age structure of the population 
in each region, as reported by the EU-SILC, with demographic statistics provides at 
least a basic check. Although any signifi cant differences between the two sets of 
fi gures would not necessarily imply that the income data reported by the EU-SILC 
for the region in question is unrepresentative, it would give rise to some doubts. 
Similarly, if the demographic structure of particular regions shown by the two 
sources is the same, that does not necessarily imply that the income reported is 
representative, but it would tend to increase confi dence in this being the case. 

A comparison of the structure of the population reported by the EU-SILC with that 
shown by demographic statistics indicates that, in practice, there is a close simi-
larity, in most cases, between the age structure shown by the EU-SILC data and 
demographic statistics, dividing the population into fi ve groups for this purpose — 
children under 14; young people aged 14–24; people of working age from 25–54; 
older people aged 55–64; and the elderly aged 65 and over. In overall terms, however, 
there is a slight tendency for the EU-SILC to underestimate the relative number of 
children and young people, and to overstate the relative number of older people 
aged 55–64 and 65 and over. On the other hand, there are very few regions where 
the proportion of working-age population reported by the EU-SILC differs signifi -
cantly (in statistical terms) from that shown by demographic statistics. This gives a 
measure of confi dence in the data and the analysis based on them, since population 
of working age is the main source of income in all regions. 

Moreover, although the EU-SILC tends to overstate the relative number of older 
people in retirement or close to it — who are particularly vulnerable to having 
low levels of income and, therefore, to being at risk of poverty — it does so 
fairly systematically, so that it is unlikely to be a major cause of distortion when 
comparing risk-of-poverty rates or income distribution between regions.

The regions where the difference in the share of working-age population is signifi cant 
are mostly in France and, to a lesser extent, in Spain, in both of which the EU-SILC 
gives data for NUTS 2 level regions instead of NUTS 1 or an even higher level of 
regional aggregation, as in most other Member States.2 To allow for this, in both 
countries regions are aggregated to a NUTS 1 level, and the analysis is carried out for 
these regions at that level rather than NUTS 2.

Average disposable income in the EU-SILC and regional 
accounts
It is also possible to compare the fi gures for average household disposable income 
in the different regions given by the EU-SILC with those shown by the regional 
accounts produced by Eurostat, both defi ned in the same terms as the mean per 
head of population (instead of the median per equivalised head of population, 
which is the usual way that average income is measured in the rest of this report 
— and indeed later in the present chapter). The comparison can, moreover, be 
2 NUTS: The Nomenclature of Territorial Units for Statistics. For a more detailed defi nition, see 
Glossary.
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extended to include GDP per head, which is the usual way that regional income 
across the EU is measured (even if mistakenly), if only to show the differences 
between this and disposable income per head, as well as the similarities in many 
cases.

It should be said, however, that the regional accounts cannot be assumed to give 
a more reliable — or accurate — fi gure for household disposable income than the 
EU-SILC, involving as they do a signifi cant amount of estimation. If the EU-SILC 
fi gures for income, therefore, differ from the regional accounts, this does not neces-
sarily refl ect a problem with the data. 

The comparison, in fact, indicates a reasonably close similarity between the EU-SILC 
and the regional accounts in terms of the ranking of regions by disposable income 
per head (though also some differences). In Belgium, in particular, the EU-SILC 
indicates a much higher fi gure for the Brussels capital region, relative to both the 
EU25 average and the other two Belgian regions (Table 4.1). This fi gure, however, 
is considerably lower than that for GDP per head. That fi gure is greatly distorted 
by the effect of commuting, which pushes up GDP through the output generated 
by the substantial number of people travelling into the region to work (who repre-
sent almost half of the regional work force) but which leaves population (i.e. the 
number of heads over which GDP is measured) unchanged. The fi gures for house-
hold disposable income per head, therefore, are unaffected by this distortion, since 
both numerator and denominator are measured in relation to resident population, 
while they take account equally of transfers between regions (i.e. income fl ows such 
as benefi t payments and taxes or the profi ts of companies based elsewhere) and the 
income generated within regions.3 In consequence, whereas the GDP per head of the 
Brussels region is around twice that of the Flemish region (Vlaams Gewest), average 
household disposable income, as reported by the EU-SILC, is only 20% higher, and 
actually lower according to the regional accounts.

In the Czech Republic, the ranking of regions is similar according to the three sources, 
though, once again, the fi gure for GDP per head in Praha (Prague), the capital city 
region, is distorted by inward commuting. Moreover, the regional accounts show 
Severozapad in the north-west of the country, bordering the eastern part of Germany, 
having the lowest income level of all the Czech regions, whereas the EU-SILC shows 
the lowest fi gure to be in Moravskoslezsko in the east of the country.

The fi gures for Germany are similar in terms of the ranking of regions, if not the 
level of income relative to the EU average, which is much higher according to the 
regional accounts than according to the EU-SILC. Within the country, all three 
sources indicate a much lower level of income in the new Länder in the east of the 
country than in the western part. The extent of the difference shown by the GDP 
per head fi gures, however, is much wider than that shown by the income data — 
hardly unexpected, given that they do not include inward transfers, which add to 
the income of households in the region and are signifi cant in this case. In addition, 
the EU-SILC shows a lower fi gure for the northern regions (Bremen, Hamburg, etc.) 
than the regional accounts. 

3 The income generated within regions gives a reasonable indication of their economic strength, which is a 
focus of attention for EU cohesion policy and the deployment of the Structural Funds, but does not neces-
sarily indicate the prosperity of regions, since the income generated within a region does not necessarily stay 
there (the income produced by the oil or natural gas extracted in a region being a good example).
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Table 4.1: Average income per head according to alternative sources, 2005
% EU25 average

Average household disposable income 
per head in PPS 

GDP
 per head in PPS 

Country, regions
       Regional 
       accounts                    EU-SILC

Regional 
accounts

Belgium 106 118 116
Région de Bruxelles-Capitale 101 142 231
Vlaams Gewest 113 118 115
Région Wallonne 97 109 84
Czech Republic 58 61 74
Praha 78 83 154
Stredni Cechy 61 65 68
Jihozapad 57 62 67
Severozapad 51 59 59
Severovychod 55 58 62
Jihovychod 56 57 65
Stredni Morava 53 56 57
Moravskoslezsko 53 55 63
Germany 122 111 111
Baden-Württemberg 133 117 124
Bayern 129 115 130
Nordrhein-Westfalen 129 117 110
Hessen + Rheinland-Pfalz + Saarland 123 115 118
Berlin + Brandenburg + Mecklenburg-
Vorpommern + Sachsen + Sachsen-
Anhalt + Thüringen

101 100 82

Bremen + Hamburg + Niedersachsen
+ Schleswig-Holstein 126 109 113

Greece 94 86 93
Voreia Elláda 85 76 72
Kentriki Elláda 88 78 75
Attiki 116 101 126
Nisia Aigaiou, Kriti 84 88 79
Spain 97 86 99
Noroeste 91 86 84
Noreste 117 97 118
Comunidad de Madrid 116 100 129
Centro (ES) 87 74 83
Este 102 95 107
Sur 78 72 78
Canarias 85 73 90
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Average household disposable income 
per head in PPS 

GDP
 per head in PPS 

Country, regions
       Regional 
       accounts                    EU-SILC

Regional 
accounts

France 115 112 108
Île de France 143 130 166
Bassin Parisien 112 110 94
Nord-Pas-de-Calais 96 101 85
Est 113 103 94
Ouest 107 108 96
Sud-Ouest 110 107 96
Centre-Est 116 114 105
Méditerranée 109 104 96
Italy 101 105 101
Nord-Ovest 119 123 122
Nord-Est 115 119 120
Centro (IT) 108 114 113
Sud 75 80 67
Isole 75 80 68
Hungary 55 48 62
Közép-Magyarország 80 58 101
Dunántúl 49 47 54
Alföld és Észak 41 42 41
Austria 128 126 124
Ostösterreich 132 132 131
Südösterreich 121 120 106
Westösterreich 129 123 125
Poland 48 42 49
Centralny 57 49 67
Południowy 50 44 49
Wschodni 39 35 35
Północno-zachodni 49 40 49
Południowo-zachodni 47 45 48
Północny 44 39 44
Finland 85 117 111
Itä-Suomi 78 107 82
Etelä-Suomi + Åland 91 126 128
Länsi-Suomi 81 110 98
Pohjois-Suomi 77 104 95

Source: Eurostat, EU-SILC, 2006 and Regional accounts

In Greece, all three sources indicate Attiki, the Athens region, to have by far the 
highest level of income per head, if to differing degrees; however, in contrast to 
the regional accounts, the EU-SILC shows Nisia Aigaiou and Kriti as the region with 
the second-highest level. 
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In Spain, Madrid has by far the highest level of GDP per head, which almost 
certainly, in part, is a consequence of inward commuting, while the two income 
series indicate a level similar to that in the Noreste (North-East) region. All three 
series show Sur (the South) as having the lowest level of income, though only 
marginally so in the case of the EU-SILC.

In France, all three sources show a similar ranking of regions, with Ile de France (Paris) 
having the highest income level and Nord-Pas-de-Calais the lowest, excluding the 
overseas regions. In Italy, the three series also show a similar ranking, but whereas 
GDP per head in the Nord-Ovest (North-West) was 80% higher than in the South 
(Sud and Isole), the difference in income was smaller, at around 55–60%, according 
to both the regional accounts and the EU-SILC, refl ecting the effect of transfers.

In Hungary and Austria, the ranking of regions is again the same, though for the 
former, the EU-SILC indicates a much smaller difference between the capital city 
region, Közép-Magyarország, and the rest of the country than either the regional 
accounts or fi gures for GDP per head.

For Poland, the ranking of regions is similar, as it is for Finland, at least as between 
the two income series, though the main difference lies in the much lower level of 
income per head shown by the regional accounts than either the EU-SILC or the 
GDP per head fi gures. According to the regional accounts, therefore, the level 
of income per head in Finland is less than in Greece or Spain, and, according 
to EU-SILC and GDP per head fi gures, it is only marginally below the fi gure for 
Belgium.

Risk of poverty at the regional level 
According to the EU-SILC — the only source of data on income distribution — 
there are wide variations in the proportion of the population at risk of poverty 
between regions, measured in the conventional way as those with equivalised 
income below 60% of the national (rather than the regional) median. They also 
indicate, at the same time, that these variations are not always in line with those 
in median disposable income per head — i.e. that the regions with the largest 
proportion of people with disposable income below 60% of the national average 
are not always those with the lowest income levels. This refl ects variations in the 
distribution of income across regions, which in some cases offset the differences 
in average income levels, a point that is addressed directly in the next section. As 
indicated below, therefore, the regions with the highest income levels in a country 
are also, in some cases, those in which the distribution of income is most unequal, 
especially at the bottom end of the scale. 

In Belgium, therefore, there is a reasonably close association between the risk of 
poverty in the three broad regions and median equivalised disposable income per 
head, in that in 2005 the Brussels capital region had by far the largest propor-
tion of people with income per head below 60% of the national median (26%) and 
the lowest level of median income per head — 27% below that of Vlaams Gewest 
(Flanders) and 12% below that of the Wallonne region (Table 4.2). 
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Table 4.2: Risk-of-poverty rate in regions across the EU, 2005

Population with 
income < 60% national 

median

% total in Member State 
with income < 60% 

median

Median equiva-
lised disposable 
income per head 

in PPS

  %
95% confi dence 

interval %
95% confi dence 

interval % EU average

Country, regions Lower Upper Lower Upper

Belgium 15 14 15    121
Région de Bruxelles-

Capitale 26 24 28 17 16 19 101

Vlaams Gewest 11 11 12 45 43 47 128
Région Wallonne 17 16 18 38 36 40 113
Czech Republic 10 9 10    63
Praha 5 3 6 6 4 7 77
Stredni Cechy 8 7 10 10 8 12 66
Jihozapad 6 5 7 7 6 9 68
Severozapad 16 14 18 18 16 20 59
Severovychod 9 8 10 13 11 15 61
Jihovychod 8 7 9 14 12 15 61
Stredni Morava 11 9 13 14 12 16 59
Moravskoslezsko 16 14 17 19 17 22 57
Germany 13 12 13    110
Baden-Württemberg 11 10 13 11 10 12 115
Bayern 13 12 15 15 14 17 112
Nordrhein-Westfalen 11 10 12 16 15 18 114
Hessen + Rheinland-Pfalz 
+ Saarland 11 10 13 13 12 14 114

Berlin + Brandenburg + 
Mecklenburg-Vorpommern 
+ Sachsen + Sachsen-
Anhalt +  Thüringen

15 14 16 30 28 32 102

Bremen + Hamburg 
+ Niedersachsen 
+ Schleswig-Holstein

12 11 14 15 13 16 107

Greece 21 20 21    87
Voreia Elláda 25 24 27 40 38 42 77
Kentriki Elláda 28 26 30 29 27 31 79
Attiki 13 11 14 23 21 24 102
Nisia Aigaiou, Kriti 18 16 20 8 7 9 88
Spain 20 19 20    94
Noroeste 20 18 21 10 9 11 90
Noreste 11 10 12 6 5 6 112
Comunidad de Madrid 13 11 15 9 7 10 109
Centro (ES) 29 28 30 18 17 19 79
Este 14 13 15 20 19 21 104
Sur 29 28 30 31 30 33 77
Canarias 28 26 31 6 6 7 78
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Population with 
income < 60% national 

median

% total in Member State 
with income < 60% 

median

Median equiva-
lised disposable 
income per head 

in PPS

  %
95% confi dence 

interval %
95% confi dence 

interval % EU average

Country, regions Lower Upper Lower Upper

France 13 13 14    112
Île de France 11 10 12 15 14 17 131
Bassin Parisien 11 10 12 15 14 17 107
Nord-Pas-de-Calais 15 13 17 8 7 9 104
Est 14 12 16 10 9 11 109
Ouest 12 10 13 13 11 14 110
Sud-Ouest 16 14 18 13 12 14 109
Centre-Est 10 9 12 9 7 10 112
Méditerranée 20 18 22 18 16 20 105
Italy 20 19 20    105
Nord-Ovest 11 10 12 15 14 16 121
Nord-Est 10 9 10 9 9 10 121
Centro (IT) 14 13 15 14 13 14 112
Sud 34 33 35 42 40 43 80
Isole 35 34 37 21 19 22 79
Hungary 16 15 16    47
Közép-Magyarország 8 7 9 14 13 16 56
Dunántúl 13 12 14 26 24 27 48
Alföld és Észak 23 22 24 60 58 62 41
Austria 13 12 13    129
Ostösterreich 15 13 16 48 46 51 131
Südösterreich 13 11 14 21 19 23 126
Westösterreich 10 9 11 30 28 33 128
Poland 19 19 19 42
Centralny 17 16 18 18 17 19 44
Południowy 15 14 15 16 15 17 46
Wschodni 25 24 26 23 23 24 37
Północno-zachodni 19 18 20 16 15 16 41
Południowo-zachodni 19 17 20 10 9 11 44
Północny 21 20 22 17 16 18 40
Finland 13 12 13    118
Itä-Suomi 17 15 19 17 15 19 110
Etelä-Suomi + Åland 11 10 11 41 39 44 124
Länsi-Suomi 13 12 15 28 25 30 116
Pohjois-Suomi 14 13 16 14 12 16 108

Source: Eurostat, EU-SILC, 2006

The relative levels of median income per head, it should be noted, differ from 
those shown by the average (i.e. mean) income fi gures presented above: by the 
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latter measure, Brussels had a much higher level of income than Vlaams Gewest. 
The explanation lies in the much more unequal distribution of income in Brussels 
than in the other two regions, which results in the mean income level being much 
higher than the median.

Nevertheless, despite the much lower risk-of-poverty rate in Flanders than in 
Wallonia, there are still more people with equivalised income below 60% of the 
national median in the former region (45%) than in the latter (38%) because of the 
larger number of people living there.

In the Czech Republic, there is a relatively close relationship between the risk of 
poverty and income per head. Only 5% of the population in Praha (Prague), where 
income per head is well above that in the rest of the country, have income below 
the poverty line, while in Severozapad and Moravskoslezsko, which have among 
the lowest levels of income per head, some 16% of people have poverty levels 
of income. Nevertheless, the relationship is not entirely systematic, as a region 
with an equally low level of income per head, Stredni Morava, has a much smaller 
proportion of people with income below the poverty line (11%).

In Germany, data are available only for very broadly defi ned regions, in most cases 
above NUTS 1 level. These indicate that the risk of poverty is higher in the eastern 
Länder, which have a median income level 7% below that in the rest of the country, 
with some 15% of the population having equivalised income of less than 60% of the 
median, compared to a country average of 13%. These Länder, as a result, account 
for some 30% of the total German population with income below the poverty line. 
In the western part of the country, the risk of poverty varies only slightly between 
broad regions, being highest in Bayern (Bavaria) in the south at 13%, where GDP per 
head is the highest in the country but where median income per head, according to 
the EU-SILC, is slightly below that in most other parts of the west of the country.

In Greece, in contrast to Belgium, the risk of poverty in the capital city region 
(Attiki), which has a median income per head around 17% higher than the national 
average, is much lower than in other parts of the country (13% as against an average 
of 21%). Because of its size, however, some 23% of all those with poverty levels of 
income live in the Athens region.

The risk of poverty is also relatively low in Madrid, compared to the rest of Spain, 
affecting 13% of the people living there, though this is more than in the north-
east region (11%), where median income per head is slightly higher. The risk of 
poverty, by contrast, is much higher in the central and southern regions and in the 
Canaries, which have the lowest levels of income per head in the country: in each 
of these some 28–29% of people have income below the poverty line. Some 57% of 
those with poverty levels of income live in these three regions, which account for 
only 38% of the total Spanish population.

In France, the variation in the risk of poverty is less, but the proportion of people 
with income below the poverty line still amounts to 20% in the Mediterranean 
region in the south, which has among the lowest levels of income per head. This 
is well above the rate in Nord-Pas-de-Calais in the north (15%), where income per 
head is slightly lower, refl ecting the more unequal distribution of income in the 
Mediterranean region. Similarly, Ile de France has a risk of poverty that is slightly 
higher than that of Centre-Est and the same as that in Bassin Parisien, but an 
income per head that is signifi cantly higher. 
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In Italy, the proportion of people with income below the poverty threshold is 
markedly higher in the south of the country, in both the Sud and Isole (Island) 
regions (together the Mezzogiorno), where the fi gure reaches some 34–35%, as 
compared to only 10–11% in the north of the country, refl ecting the relatively low 
level of income per head (almost 25% below the national average). Accordingly, 
around 63% of the population in Italy with poverty levels of income live in the 
Mezzogiorno, almost twice its share of the country’s total population. 

In Hungary, the risk of poverty in Közép-Magyarország, the region where Budapest 
is situated, is much less (8%) than in the rest of the country, especially than in 
Alföld és Észak in the north and east, where the rate reaches 23%, refl ecting the 
much lower level of income per head in the latter.

Unlike in Hungary or other countries, the risk of poverty in Austria is (at 15%) 
highest in the region that contains the capital, Vienna — the eastern region (Ostös-
terreich); but this region also includes Burgenland, an Objective 1 region in the 
past. Since this region has a higher level of income per head than the rest of the 
country, the relatively large proportion of people with income below the poverty 
line suggests that it also has a more unequal distribution of income.

In Poland, there is a relatively close association between the risk of poverty in the 
different broad regions and median income levels, with the lowest risk being in 
Południowy (which contains Silesia and the city of Krakow), where median income 
per head is highest. The risk is only slightly higher in Centralny, where Warsaw 
and Lodz are situated and where median income per head is marginally less. It is 
highest (25%) in Wschodni, in the agricultural east of the country, where income 
per head is lower than in the other NUTS 1 regions.

Similarly, in Finland, the proportion of the population below the poverty line is 
smallest (11%) in Etelä-Suomi in the south of the country, where Helsinki is located 
and where income per head is well above that in other regions. It is highest (17% 
and 14%, respectively, though these proportions are not signifi cantly different 
from each other) in Itä-Suomi in the east of the country and Pohjois-Suomi in the 
north, which have the lowest levels of income per head.

Distribution of income at the regional level
The implications for the distribution of income of the relationship between the 
proportion of people below the poverty line and median income per head in the 
different regions can be examined directly in terms of two measures of inequality 
— the average income of those in the top 20% of the income distribution relative to 
those in the bottom 20% (the S80/S20 ratio) and the ratio of the 9th decile (or 90th 
percentile) to the bottom decile (or 10th percentile — the P90/P10 ratio), which 
relates the income of the person 10% from the top of the income ranking to that of 
the person 10% from the bottom. The relationship between the two indicates the 
degree of inequality between those at the top and the bottom ends of the income 
scale, in that the higher S80/S20 is relative to P90/P10, the higher is the average 
income of the top decile relative to the decile second from top and/or the smaller 
the income of the bottom decile relative to the decile second from bottom.
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Table 4.3: Measures of the degree of inequality of income distribution in EU regions, 2005

Measures of income 
dispersion

95% confi dence 
interval for S80/S20

Risk of poverty 
(people with income

 < 60% median)
Country, regions P90/P10 S80/S20 Lower Upper % total

Belgium 3.3 4.2 4.0 4.3 15
Bruxelles-Capitale 4.8 11.1 8.7 12.3 26
Vlaams Gewest 3.0 3.6 3.7 3.6 11
Région Wallonne 3.2 3.7 3.7 3.8 17
Czech Republic 2.8 3.5 3.5 3.6 10
Praha 3.4 4.2 3.9 4.4 5
Stredni Cechy 2.8 3.7 3.6 3.8 8
Jihozapad 2.5 2.8 2.8 2.8 6
Severozapad 3.0 4.1 3.7 4.4 16
Severovychod 2.7 3.2 3.1 3.3 9
Jihovychod 2.6 3.0 2.9 3.0 8
Stredni Morava 2.7 3.3 3.2 3.3 11
Moravskoslezsko 3.1 3.5 3.5 3.5 16
Germany 3.1 4.1 4.1 4.0 13
Baden-Württemberg 3.0 3.9 3.9 3.9 11
Bayern 3.2 4.3 4.3 4.3 13
Nordrhein-Westfalen 3.0 4.4 4.7 4.1 11
Hessen + Rheinland-Pfalz + Saarland 3.2 4.3 4.5 4.2 11
Berlin + Brandenburg + Mecklenburg-
Vorpommern + Sachsen + Sachsen-
Anhalt + Thüringen

2.8 3.5 3.5 3.6 15

Bremen + Hamburg + Niedersachsen 
+ Schleswig-Holstein 3.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 12

Greece 4.6 6.1 6.1 6.0 21
Voreia Elláda 4.5 5.6 5.6 5.7 25
Kentriki Elláda 4.8 6.5 6.6 6.5 28
Attiki 4.2 5.3 5.3 5.3 13
Nisia Aigaiou, Kriti 4.0 5.5 5.6 5.5 18
Spain 4.3 5.3 5.2 5.3 20
Noroeste 3.8 4.7 4.6 4.7 20
Noreste 3.8 4.4 4.4 4.4 11
Comunidad de Madrid 4.3 5.1 5.1 5.1 13
Centro (ES) 4.4 5.5 5.5 5.5 29
Este 3.9 4.6 4.6 4.6 14
Sur 4.5 5.6 5.6 5.5 29
Canarias 4.4 5.6 5.7 5.6 28
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Measures of income 
dispersion

95% confi dence 
interval for S80/S20

Risk of poverty 
(people with income

 < 60% median)
Country, regions P90/P10 S80/S20 Lower Upper % total

France 3.2 4.0 3.9 4.0 13
Île de France 3.7 4.5 4.5 4.4 11
Bassin Parisien 2.9 3.8 3.5 4.0 11
Nord-Pas-de-Calais 3.0 3.7 3.6 3.9 15
Est 2.8 3.4 3.4 3.4 14
Ouest 2.9 3.5 3.4 3.5 12
Sud-Ouest 3.4 4.0 3.9 4.0 16
Centre-Est 3.0 3.9 3.9 4.0 10
Méditerranée 3.5 4.1 4.0 4.1 20
Italy 4.3 5.5 5.5 5.5 20
Nord-Ovest 3.6 4.7 4.6 4.7 11
Nord-Est 3.4 4.4 4.4 4.4 10
Centro (IT) 3.9 4.9 4.8 4.9 14
Sud 4.7 5.9 6.0 5.9 34
Isole 4.9 6.1 6.2 6.1 35
Hungary 3.8 5.5 5.4 5.5 16
Közép-Magyarország 3.6 5.2 5.3 5.2 8
Dunántúl 3.4 4.7 4.6 4.9 13
Alföld és Észak 3.8 5.7 5.5 5.7 23
Austria 3.0 3.7 3.6 3.7 13
Ostösterreich 3.4 4.2 4.2 4.2 15
Südösterreich 2.8 3.2 3.2 3.2 13
Westösterreich 2.8 3.4 3.3 3.4 10
Poland 4.6 5.6 5.6 5.6 19
Centralny 5.5 6.9 6.8 6.9 17
Południowy 4.4 5.1 5.1 5.1 15
Wschodni 4.1 5.1 5.1 5.1 25
Północno-zachodni 4.0 4.9 4.8 4.9 19
Południowo-zachodni 5.2 6.0 6.0 6.1 19
Północny 4.5 5.3 5.3 5.3 21
Finland 3.0 3.6 3.6 3.7 13
Itä-Suomi 2.8 3.5 3.4 3.8 17
Etelä-Suomi + Åland 3.0 3.8 3.7 4.0 11
Länsi-Suomi 2.9 3.3 3.3 3.3 13
Pohjois-Suomi 2.7 3.3 3.3 3.4 14

Source: Eurostat, EU-SILC, 2006

In general, the measures of income dispersion support the implications for income 
distribution noted above. In particular, the degree of inequality of income distri-
bution is much greater in the Brussels region than in either Vlaams Gewest or 
Wallonne, the S80/S20 ratio being around three times higher than that in the latter 
two regions (Table 4.3). 
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In addition, the degree of inequality is also greater in the Mediterranean region of 
France than in Nord-Pas-de-Calais, though less so than between the two Belgian 
regions. It is less, however, than in Ile de France, which has the widest dispersion 
of income in the country, as does Praha in the Czech Republic, despite the rela-
tively low risk-of-poverty rates in both cases. 

This, however, is not a universal feature of capital city regions. Even though it is 
also evident in Poland (the S80/S20 ratio being 7 in Centralny, as against around 5 
in most other regions) and in Etelä-Suomi in Finland, it is not evident in Hungary, 
Spain or Greece. 

What is evident, on the other hand, as implied by the above, is the general absence 
of a relationship between the degree of income inequality and the risk-of-poverty 
rate. In a number of countries, therefore, the region with the widest dispersion of 
income has the smallest proportion of people with income below the poverty line 
— the Czech Republic, France, Poland and Finland — while in others the region 
with the widest dispersion also has the largest share of the population at risk of 
poverty (Belgium, Spain and Italy). 

Concluding remarks
The estimates of disposable household income at the regional level that can be 
obtained from the EU-SILC data, although far from complete, reveal interesting 
differences in the risk of poverty between regions within countries. These differ-
ences are not, in all countries, in line with differences in average household income 
levels and still less with those in GDP per head, which is a commonly used indicator 
of regional incomes but which can be affected signifi cantly by income transfers 
into and out of regions and, in some cases much more importantly, by both inward 
and outward commuting.

The data on household disposable income compiled by the EU-SILC seem to show 
a similar pattern of average income levels across regions in many (but not all) 
countries and, moreover, in some countries show a markedly different level of 
income relative to the EU average. 

The data also show signifi cant differences in the distribution of income between 
regions of particular countries, Belgium being the main example, but also Italy. 
Such differences are, in some cases, refl ected in variations across regions in the 
risk-of-poverty rate (again, such as in Belgium and Italy), whereas in others they 
are not, such as in the Czech Republic, France or Finland.

 


