	




	Report on Vulnerable Groups of being Excluded from the Labor Market

	

	

	

	


	


December, 2011
INTRODUCTION
This Report on Vulnerable Groups of being Excluded from the Labor Market is developed in the context of a joint ILO/UNDP project “Addressing social inclusion through vocational education and training (VET)”. The project is designed to facilitate access to vocational education and training by both promoting participation in VET as well as building the institutional capacity to support the inclusion of marginalised and socially excluded groups in the VET system. The ultimate aim is to promote coordination on employment and social services across national institutions and between the central and local levels. It also proposes to address the needs of the targeted disadvantaged groups through the design of employment programmes linked to social services in three selected target municipalities, and building the capacities of local structures to implement such programmes and this Guide is designed to assist that latter process.

The expected results by the end of the project include improved knowledge and understanding among policy makers of labour market measures that can be undertaken to tackle the disadvantage of socially excluded and marginalized groups, and a more prominent focus on the employment of these groups through a comprehensive VET strategy and interventions at the local, regional and national level.

This initiative builds upon the vast experience of the UN/ILO in addressing social inclusion and the needs of the vulnerable groups, while collaborating closely with all other development partners working in the VET sector.

This research report is authored by Juna Miluka, Labour Market Consultant, and is based in the 2008 report on Albanian Living Standard Measurement Survey collected by INSTAT with technical assistance by the World Bank.  The Albanian LSMS is a typical household survey with a sample of 3,600 households.  In addition to the household level data, the survey also provides individual level data on various subjects such as demographics, education, labor, social assistance, social capital, income and consumption. 
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I. Summary
Albania has had an impressive growth and poverty reduction record in the past years.  Prior

to the financial crisis, which has impacted the world economy, Albania had achieved a growth rate of about 8% since 1998.  In addition, poverty reduction since 2002 has been very significant.  Poverty levels in 2002, were about 25.4%, and were reduced to 18.5% in 2005, and further to 12.4% in 2008
.  Various factors have accounted for the reduction in poverty levels.  One such factor has been the increase in growth accompanied by the growth in wages and pensions.  In addition, redistribution and inequality improvements have also impacted poverty reduction as well as the reduction in regional poverty.  Whereas the rural areas used to be the poorest areas, they have experienced a substantial poverty reduction in 2008.  Besides the overall growth levels, improvements in agriculture, trade and infrastructure have also helped with the poverty reduction in these areas.

Although many improvements have been achieved throughout the economy and poverty levels have been reduced significantly, vulnerability of some groups still remains an issue.  General decreases in poverty have not equally affected the entire population, and certain groups have not been able to catch up.  Vulnerable groups are at higher risk of social exclusion as well as exclusion from the labor market.  The vulnerability associated with economic as well as social indicators and accessibility of services impedes the vulnerable groups from catching up with the other groups in society, thus negatively impacting their livelihoods, the livelihoods of their families and children, and putting their children at risk of continuing being in a vulnerable group.  Therefore, special attention must be given to these groups, understanding their characteristics, the mechanisms through with their vulnerability is maintained or increases, in order to target these groups and design policy that takes into account their specificities and helps them come out of this position.  Policy needs to be dynamic and multifaceted as to insure that these groups are assisted and are given the tools with which they may catch up and may continue to adapt as to not be dependent solely on social help and social programs, which keeps them vulnerable and increases the likelihood of falling back in their earlier position.  In this respect, the position of the vulnerable groups in the labor market is of special importance.

Increases in income and consumption levels, or reduction of poverty levels of these groups is not enough to keep them out of poverty, or risk of becoming vulnerable again.  If increases in income are not associated with increased levels of education and human capital as well as employment and employability, they will not be able to be sustainable.  Participation in the labor market, and gaining skills and education which is needed in the labor market increase the employability of individuals and therefore decreases the risk of social exclusion and vulnerability.  Human capital is very important in the labor market, which helps not only to find employment, but also to maintain employment.  Employment and employability are very important sources of income generating activities and sustaining livelihoods.  Thus, understanding the mechanisms through with the labor market excludes the vulnerable groups, the characteristics of these groups, and the characteristics rewarded in the labor market, will shed light on the policies and targeting procedures of the vulnerable groups in accumulating human capital and gaining employment and employability.  


The purpose of this report is to identify the various characteristics of the vulnerable groups, and how they differ from the rest of the population.  In addition, this report will also identify how vulnerable groups differ from the rest of the population in the labor market, and which are some of the mechanisms of exclusion of these groups.  This document should serve as a baseline for the identification of vulnerable groups and their characteristics as to help with targeting of these groups and policy design for further steps and studies.       
II. Methodology and Data
There are two specific areas of attention in vulnerability analysis.  One area, which is know

 as risk and vulnerability analysis focuses on the role of risk in the dynamics of poverty and the different mechanisms, be those formal or informal, used by the households to cope with such risks.  Another area focuses on the specific vulnerable groups characterized by limited resilience to avoid poverty and few opportunities to escape chronic poverty
.  Poor households are more exposed to risk and they are least protected from it.  The concept of vulnerability as linked to risk is defined as “the exposure to uninsured risk leading to a socially unacceptable level of well-being.”  A distinction needs to be made between vulnerability and poverty in this case.  Vulnerability and poverty are not the same thing.  In this respect, poverty may still persist even in the absence of risk.  In the absence of poverty, on the other hand, vulnerability as risk exposure seized to exist (Hoogeveen, et. al., 2005).  Although income and poverty are often main focuses of vulnerability, vulnerability analysis does not have to focus solely on income; rather it may encompass various other aspects of poverty also context-specific.   


The analysis of vulnerable groups focuses on those groups regarded as “weak of defendless” and focuses on the characteristics of these groups which are more prone to poverty and hardship.  These groups are in need of support since they are more likely to suffer chronic poverty, and be unable to take advantage of profitable opportunities and catch up with the other groups in the society (Hoogeveen, et. al., 2005).  Based on the two routes of vulnerability analysis, two specific approaches may be taken.  One way is to identify various risks and see how they affect particular groups, or particular vulnerable groups may be identified and see which risks affect them the most.  

This report takes the latter approach and it first identifies the vulnerable groups, given the specific context of Albania, and then it analyses the characteristics of these groups comparing them with the rest of the population.  In addition, it also identifies the mechanisms through with these groups may become or remain vulnerable, and most importantly how their characteristics may work as mechanisms through which they may be excluded from the labor market.  Various descriptive statistics as well as regression analysis are used to materialize the analysis.


The data used in the report is the 2008 Albanian Living Standard Measurement Survey collected by INSTAT with technical assistance by the World Bank.  The Albanian LSMS is a typical household survey with a sample of 3,600 households.  In addition to the household level data, the survey also provides individual level data on various subjects such as demographics, education, labor, social assistance, social capital, income and consumption.  Making use of this data, the analysis is focused on the individuals of working age 15-64 years of age.  The final sample of the analysis is 9,143 individuals.             
III. Analysis of Vulnerable Groups and Their Characteristics

The vulnerable groups in the labor market or at risk of exclusion from the labor market are classified as follows:

1. The absolute poor

2. Individuals with no education or with primary education

3. The unemployed

4. Self employed or family farm workers in agriculture

5. The landless or near landless in the rural areas

6. Vulnerable women
7. Roma and Egyptian community members

8. The disabled
In order to identify the differences and mechanisms through with vulnerable groups risk exclusion from the labor market, the analysis is conducted through comparisons of the various vulnerable groups against non-vulnerable groups of the population and the population total.  These comparisons will also shed light to possible policies to bring the vulnerable groups closer to the non-vulnerable groups.  

3.1 The Absolute Poor
One of the most used measures of vulnerability is consumption based vulnerability measured by the consumption aggregate.  In this respect, the absolute poor
 are considered vulnerable since they live in poverty and face economic hardship which is hard to overcome.  The economic constraints are barriers to education, labor market participation, job security, and sustaining livelihoods.  
When compared to the non-poor, the absolute poor lack in various measures, which might affect their position and vulnerability in the labor market.  One such measure that limits the vulnerable group of absolute poor compared to the rest of the population is education.  Education is very important in the labor market, since the level of education signals potential productivity of the worker to the employer.  Higher level of education is associated with higher changes of finding employment as well as higher rewards in the labor market.  Lack of education is associated with low skill jobs, which provide lower wages as well as lower job security.  As a result, less educated individuals are at a higher risk of exclusion from the labor market.  When lack of education is associated with absolute poverty the vulnerability increases even further.  The vulnerable group of absolute poor, whose consumption levels are about half of the non-poor, has on average less years of education, less years of average household education, less years of head’s education, and less years of highest education achieved.  

Availability of household labor and household composition is another constraint in the labor market.  Individuals from larger households with more dependent members (children and elderly) and less household labor, or more female household labor face higher risk of exclusion from the labor market.  Households with more dependent members are at higher risk for poverty, since its members cannot productively contribute to household income.  In addition, individuals from households with more dependent members are at higher risk of not participating in the labor market due to the dependency burden of the household members for which they need to provide care.  As a result, female labor is usually affected more since they are the primary care-givers and more vulnerable to inactivity or lack of participation in the labor market.  These characteristics are found for the individuals of the vulnerable group.  They live in larger households with more children, older heads of households indicating presence of older household members, and have more female labor.  

Within the labor market, the vulnerable group faces lower average monthly wages, which besides the lower levels of education might be also due to lower years of experience, less hours of work per week and therefore less participation in full time jobs, as well due to the type of jobs.  A lower percentage of the vulnerable group works for someone other than a household member, and a higher percentage works on farm owned by a household member.  Due to the type of jobs held by the vulnerable group or lack thereof, a much lower percentage of the vulnerable group compared to the non vulnerable group is entitled to social security.  Farm employment, which is deemed as a vulnerable type of employment due to the volatility of farming, lack of social security, and part-time status are associated not only with lower rewards in the labor market, but also with higher risk of exclusion and vulnerability in the labor market.  Therefore, they turn into mechanism with lock the vulnerable group into vulnerability in the labor market.      

The vulnerable group also finds itself in less secured occupations and low skill occupations.  Individuals from the vulnerable group are mainly employed in agriculture and fishery, while they are inexistent as legislators and professionals, and have very low participation in other occupations such as service workers, plant and machinery operators, trade and related crafts, and are somewhat more in elementary jobs.  The low rates in occupations such as trade and related crafts, and the high rates of participation in agriculture and fishery is again linked to the level of education and skills. Participation in such occupation is associated with lower job security and thus higher risk of exclusion from the labor market.    

Regional differences also show the patterns of concentration of the vulnerable group.  The vulnerable group is mainly located in the rural areas, and the mountain region.  Labor market conditions in such areas as well as economic conditions and opportunities are more limited than in the other regions where the non-vulnerable groups are mainly located.  Therefore, vulnerable groups run the risk of being trapped in their existing conditions and having a difficult time getting out of the situation which they farce as well as advancing in the labor market.  Lastly, possibly linked to the areas in which the vulnerable group lives, it lives further away from bus stops, ambulatory services and primary schools.  This distance barrier increases the difficulties of access to services and possibly affecting also accessibility of the labor market.       
Table 1. Absolute Poor

	Household Demographics
	vulnerable
	non-vulnerable
	total
	p-value

	education
	8.176
	9.964
	9.710
	0.000

	total consumption
	280075.20
	546470.30
	508633.30
	0.000

	household size
	6.493
	4.879
	5.108
	0.000

	children
	1.867
	0.990
	1.115
	0.000

	female headed household
	6.670
	5.876
	5.988
	0.388

	age
	33.957
	36.628
	36.248
	0.000

	coastal
	31%
	29%
	29%
	0.130

	central
	36%
	45%
	43%
	0.000

	mountain
	19.72%
	8.45%
	10.05%
	0.000

	Tirana
	12%
	18%
	18%
	0.000

	urban
	39%
	49%
	48%
	0.000

	rural
	61%
	51%
	52%
	0.000

	distance index
	0.300
	0.008
	0.050
	0.000

	age of household head
	53.667
	52.725
	52.857
	0.054

	household labor
	4.183
	3.562
	3.651
	0.000

	male labor
	1.960
	1.757
	1.786
	0.000

	female labor
	2.222
	1.806
	1.865
	0.000

	average household education
	6.726
	8.821
	8.524
	0.000

	education of the head
	7.211
	9.756
	9.398
	0.000

	highest level of education
	9.678
	11.723
	11.432
	0.000

	work experience
	19.781
	20.664
	20.538
	0.099

	worked for someone other than hh member
	15.70%
	26.84%
	25.25%
	0.000

	worked on farm owned by hh member
	29.28%
	23.42%
	24.25%
	0.001

	worked on own account or hh member enterprise
	4%
	9.06%
	8%
	0.000

	hours of work per week
	20.213
	25.055
	24.367
	0.000

	entitled to social security
	42%
	70%
	67%
	0.000

	wages in new Albanian lek
	18943.06
	27680.95
	20009.03
	0.000

	full time work
	38%
	47%
	46%
	0.000

	legislators
	0%
	1%
	1%
	0.000

	professionals 
	0.477%
	5%
	5%
	0.000

	 technicians 
	2%
	4%
	4%
	0.000

	clerks
	0.352%
	1%
	1%
	0.001

	service workers
	2%
	6%
	5%
	0.000

	agriculture/fishery
	30%
	22%
	23%
	0.000

	craft/trade workers
	5%
	7%
	7%
	0.002

	plant/machinery operator
	2%
	4%
	3%
	0.012

	elementary occupations
	6%
	5%
	5%
	0.142


3.2 Individuals with no education or primary education
Due to the fact that individuals with no education or with low levels of education have lower skills, thus facing more difficulties finding a job or having a stable job which provides adequate income or job benefits, they are more prone to vulnerability and risk of exclusion from the labor market.  

The vulnerability mechanisms, which also pose risk of exclusion from the labor market, are similar for this group as the absolute poor group.  The group of no or low education is also vulnerable in terms of income.  The rate of absolute poor for this group is 18.3% compared to 7.97% of the group that has more than primary education.  The low levels of education in combination with consumption vulnerability pose harder economic as well as labor market conditions for this group.

Low education levels are associated with higher vulnerability through low income and job insecurity in the labor market.  In addition, children from low education families are at higher risk of acquiring low education themselves and therefore at higher risk of remaining vulnerable.  Data indicates that individuals in the group of no education or primary education live in families where the average level of education of the household is lower than that of the group of more than primary education.  In addition individuals in this vulnerable groups live in households where the highest levels of education achieved is three years less than that of the other group.  The household heads in the vulnerable group also have about three years less education that the heads of the other group.  


The patterns of household labor are also similar to the absolute poor.  In addition to the low levels of education, household composition, higher number of dependents, as well as more female labor in the household, are also barriers to the labor market.  Individuals with very low levels of education live in larger households with more children and more female labor.  In addition to having more dependents to take care of, these households have more female labor, which faces its own constraints in the labor market as a result of economic and social constraints. 

Vulnerability in the labor market is increased due to part-time status in employment, lack of social security, which is linked to informality, lower wages, and the type of occupations held by these workers.  Individuals with no education or primary education, although they have slightly more work experience than the other group due to the fact that they might join the labor market earlier, a lower percentage of them work on full-time bases, and a lower percentage are entitled to social security.  The lower percentage of social security and the potential for informal employment may be also linked to the fact that the majority of them work on farms owned by family member.  The overwhelming majority of them work in agriculture and fishery.  Elementary occupations also have a higher percentage of individuals from this group.  Elementary occupations include casual jobs which are very low skill, provide little income and are unstable, thus putting these individuals as higher risk of unemployment and labor market exclusion.    

Individuals in this group mainly live in regions that by itself pose more constrains and have more vulnerable economic, education, and social conditions.  The majority of the low educated group lives in the rural areas, in the central and mountain regions.  Since these areas provide fewer opportunities in terms of education as well as employment, individuals living in these areas run the risk of living in an environment that does not provide more opportunities for advancement or getting out of their vulnerable status.  These areas have a harder time to accommodate workers in the labor market, especially those workers that are more vulnerable.  Accessibility remains a problem, as it is seen by the distance index.  Given the areas in which these individuals live they live further away from bus stops, ambulatory services and primary schools.  The distance barriers might be linked to barriers in the labor market since they might find it more difficult to get to work.    
Table 2. Individuals With No Education Or Primary Education

	Household Demographics
	No education or Primary education
	More than primary education
	total
	p-value

	education
	7.882
	12.488
	9.710
	0.000

	total consumption
	464337.60
	575970.30
	508633.30
	0.000

	absolute poor
	18.30%
	7.97%
	14.20%
	0.000

	household size
	5.374
	4.703
	5.108
	0.000

	children
	1.249
	0.911
	1.115
	0.000

	female headed household
	5.54%
	6.67%
	5.99%
	0.060

	age
	34.706
	38.592
	36.248
	0.000

	coastal
	29.27%
	28.42%
	28.93%
	0.475

	central
	49.23%
	34.60%
	43.42%
	0.000

	mountain
	11.76%
	7.46%
	10.05%
	0.000

	Tirana
	9.75%
	29.52%
	17.59%
	0.000

	urban
	34.08%
	68.48%
	47.73%
	0.000

	rural
	65.92%
	31.52%
	52.27%
	0.000

	distance index
	0.190
	-0.164
	0.050
	0.000

	age of household head
	52.774
	52.983
	52.857
	0.514

	household labor
	3.788
	3.442
	3.651
	0.000

	male labor
	1.866
	1.664
	1.786
	0.000

	female labor
	1.922
	1.778
	1.865
	0.000

	average household education
	7.427
	10.191
	8.524
	0.000

	education of the head
	8.031
	11.458
	9.398
	0.000

	highest level of education
	10.050
	13.534
	11.432
	0.000

	work experience
	20.824
	20.104
	20.538
	0.065

	worked for someone other than hh member
	15%
	40%
	25%
	0.000

	worked on farm owned by hh member
	32%
	12%
	24%
	0.000

	worked on own account or hh member enterprise
	6%
	11%
	8%
	0.000

	hours of work per week
	22.271
	27.554
	24.367
	0.000

	entitled to social security
	45.51%
	79.38%
	67.02%
	0.000

	wages in new Albanian lek
	22310.20
	30450.17
	26843.38
	0.000

	full time work
	39.90%
	54.47%
	45.68%
	0.000

	legislators
	0.21%
	2.84%
	1.25%
	0.000

	professionals 
	0.18%
	11.39%
	4.63%
	0.000

	 technicians 
	1.42%
	7.71%
	3.92%
	0.000

	clerks
	0.273%
	2.45%
	1.14%
	0.000

	service workers
	2.57%
	9.34%
	5.25%
	0.000

	agriculture/fishery
	31.90%
	10.71%
	23.49%
	0.000

	craft/trade workers
	5.21%
	9.40%
	6.87%
	0.000

	plant/machinery operator
	2.92%
	4.16%
	3.41%
	0.020

	elementary occupations
	6.19%
	3.31%
	5.05%
	0.000


3.3 Unemployed

A primary measure of labor market vulnerability and risk of exclusion is unemployment.  Some of the mechanisms by which the unemployed
 group is excluded from the labor market, thus contributing to their vulnerability status as compared to those who have a job, are lower level of education be that individual education, average household education, head’s education, or highest education in the household, lower work experience, more female labor.  Since individuals who are unemployed live in households that have more female labor compared to the individuals who have a job, it points to another mechanisms of labor market exclusion; that is females might be facing additional barriers in the labor market potentially due to the regions in which they live, the rewards in the labor market, and their role as care-givers within the household.  Although the problem of unemployment is not solely a rural problem, the mountain areas have a higher percentage of individuals that do not have a job.  People who report to not have a job in the last seven days are found more in the urban areas.  This might be a result of the overcrowding of the labor market due to high rates of internal migration that Albania has experienced, whereas in the rural areas many people are engaged in farming for their own account or family members.  Lastly, as it would be expected, individuals in the unemployed group have a higher rate of absolute poverty (16.76%) than those who report to have a job (12.15%).      

Table 3. Unemployed

	Household Demographics
	don't have job in last seven days
	have job 
	total
	p-value

	education
	9.305
	10.035
	9.710
	0.000

	total consumption
	494304.30
	520160.20
	508633.30
	0.002

	absolute poverty
	16.76%
	12.15%
	14.20%
	0.000

	household size
	5.140
	5.082
	5.108
	0.297

	children 
	0.992
	1.213
	1.115
	0.000

	female headed household
	6%
	6%
	6%
	0.360

	age
	32.401
	39.343
	36.248
	0.000

	coastal
	28.45%
	29.32%
	28.93%
	0.460

	central
	42.19%
	44.41%
	43.42%
	0.113

	mountain
	12.17%
	8.35%
	10.05%
	0.000

	Tirana
	17.18%
	17.92%
	17.59%
	0.517

	urban
	54.47%
	42.31%
	47.73%
	0.000

	rural
	45.53%
	57.69%
	52.27%
	0.000

	distance index
	0.058
	0.043
	0.050
	0.582

	age of household head
	53.672
	52.206
	52.857
	0.000

	household labor
	3.825
	3.510
	3.651
	0.000

	male labor
	1.833
	1.747
	1.786
	0.002

	female labor
	1.991
	1.763
	1.865
	0.000

	average household education
	8.606
	8.458
	8.524
	0.049

	education of the head
	9.301
	9.476
	9.398
	0.112

	highest level of education
	11.470
	11.401
	11.432
	0.414

	work experience
	17.096
	23.308
	20.538
	0.000


3.4 Self employed or family farm workers

Due to volatility and income insecurity, the group of people who work in family farms, or for own account, or family enterprises are also vulnerable, especially in terms of employment.  This type of employment is deemed as vulnerable employment.  If employment for own account or family enterprise, or family farming fails, individuals in this group will face challenges in joining the labor market and finding formal employment that is not for their own account.  One of the challenges faced is the level of education.  On average self-employed or family farm workers have lower education than those who are formally employed in the labor market and work for someone else’s account.  The lower levels of education for this group will pose difficulties in finding a job as well as in terms of earnings.  

As an account of their vulnerability, individuals in this group have higher rates of absolute poverty (14.93%) than those who work for someone else’s account (8.83%).  The volatility associated with this type of employment, the lower wages received, as well as the larger households with more dependents for whom they have to provide, might be linked to the higher rates of absolute poverty that this group experiences.   
Lastly, the concentration of this group in agriculture (73.3%) mainly in the coastal and central region, poses additional challenges in terms of their skills for jobs outside of agriculture.  It might also be a challenge for the labor market to accommodate these individuals in other types of employment not related to agriculture that require a different set of skills especially given the lower education levels of this group compared to those that work for someone else’s account.      
Table 4. Self Employed or Family Farm Workers

	Household Demographics
	Self employed or family farm
	Employed 
	total
	p-value

	Education
	8.927
	11.359
	9.710
	0.000

	total consumption
	505252.40
	537967.20
	508633.30
	0.003

	absolute poor
	14.93%
	8.83%
	14.20%
	0.000

	household size
	5.386
	4.719
	5.108
	0.000

	Children
	1.372
	1.024
	1.115
	0.000

	female headed household
	4.79%
	6.90%
	5.99%
	0.008

	Age
	39.121
	39.608
	36.248
	0.265

	Coastal
	31.64%
	26.54%
	28.93%
	0.001

	Central
	52.16%
	35.16%
	43.42%
	0.000

	mountain
	10.21%
	6.12%
	10.05%
	0.000

	Tirana
	5.99%
	32.17%
	17.59%
	0.000

	urban
	17.96%
	71.40%
	47.73%
	0.000

	rural
	82.04%
	28.60%
	52.27%
	0.000

	distance index
	0.205
	-0.151
	0.050
	0.000

	age of household head
	52.470
	51.893
	52.857
	0.199

	household labor
	3.638
	3.357
	3.651
	0.000

	male labor
	1.816
	1.665
	1.786
	0.000

	female labor
	1.822
	1.692
	1.865
	0.000

	average household education
	7.622
	9.457
	8.524
	0.000

	education of the head
	8.439
	10.705
	9.398
	0.000

	highest level of education
	10.442
	12.548
	11.432
	0.000

	work experience
	24.194
	22.249
	20.538
	0.000

	hours of work per week
	42.868
	44.137
	24.367
	0.007

	entitled to social security
	50.94%
	67.59%
	67.02%
	0.028

	wages in new Albanian lek
	25618.46
	27464.41
	26843.38
	0.095

	full time work
	74.91%
	89.54%
	45.68%
	0.000

	legislators
	1.70%
	2.88%
	1.25%
	0.025

	professionals 
	2.08%
	15.73%
	4.63%
	0.000

	 technicians 
	4.58%
	9.56%
	3.92%
	0.000

	clerks
	0.367%
	4.07%
	1.14%
	0.000

	service workers
	7.52%
	11.50%
	5.25%
	0.000

	agriculture/fishery
	73.03%
	4.72%
	23.49%
	0.000

	craft/trade workers
	3.46%
	22.75%
	6.87%
	0.000

	plant/machinery operator
	2.73%
	10.15%
	3.41%
	0.000

	elementary occupations
	2.52%
	16.63%
	5.05%
	0.000


3.5 Landless or near landless

The landless or near landless
 are another vulnerable group not only in terms of income,
 but also in terms of the challenges they face.  Living in rural areas and not holding land poses major difficulties in sustaining livelihoods since rural non-farm employment in these areas is limited and the economic as well as labor market conditions in the rural areas are less favorable than in the rest of the country.   The individuals in this group face two main challenges: 1. sustaining livelihoods in absence of land and subsistence farming, 2. the opportunities that the labor market for rural non-farm employment might offer may be very limited.  Besides their land and economic constraints associated with it (18.72% of the landless or near landless are absolutely poor compared to 15.7% of those who have some land holdings), the landless or near landless live in households with more children. Their employment is mainly concentrated in agriculture and fishery working on farm owned by family members.  Working on farms owned by family members might be a way of support or safety net since they may rely on family members in more difficult times.  However, the concentration of their skills in agriculture might pose risks in joining the labor market in non-farming activities.  Although statistically significant, on average the landless and near landless group has almost same level of education than those who have land (8.85 years of education for the landless or near landless; 8.56 years of education for those who have some land holding).  The reason for this very slim increase for the landless or near landless might be that the average is driven by those who have more education and have formal employment outside the agricultural sector.   
Table 5. Landless or Near landless

	Household Demographics
	Landless or Near Landless
	Land holders
	total
	p-value

	education
	8.850
	8.561
	8.664
	0.004

	total consumption
	444374.20
	507662.70
	485026.60
	0.000

	absolute poverty
	18.72%
	15.17%
	1.40%
	0.164

	household size
	5.381
	5.743
	0.000
	5.614

	children
	1.511
	1.284
	1.366
	0.000

	female headed household
	0.059
	0.052
	0.054
	0.406

	age
	34.959
	35.596
	35.368
	0.239

	coastal
	22.46%
	31.59%
	28.33%
	0.000

	central
	52.66%
	58.03%
	56.11%
	0.005

	mountain
	24.87%
	10.38%
	15.56%
	0.000

	distance index
	0.33
	0.32
	0.32
	0.834

	age of household head
	51.182
	54.435
	53.274
	0.000

	household labor
	3.558
	4.041
	3.868
	0.000

	male labor
	1.813
	1.982
	1.921
	0.000

	female labor
	1.744
	2.059
	1.947
	0.000

	average household education
	7.458
	7.447
	7.451
	0.879

	education of the head
	8.549
	7.948
	8.162
	0.000

	highest level of education
	10.427
	10.329
	10.364
	0.326

	work experience
	20.109
	21.035
	20.704
	0.101

	worked for someone other than household member
	17.78%
	11.61%
	13.82%
	0.000

	worked on farm owned by household member
	34.36%
	51.17%
	45.16%
	0.000

	worked on own account or hh member enterprise
	6.71%
	5.37%
	5.85%
	0.166

	hours of work per week
	23.36
	27.97603
	26.32359
	0.000

	entitled to social security
	45.76%
	56.66%
	51.77%
	0.039

	wages in new Albanian lek
	23402.82
	23047.65
	23186.51
	0.785

	full time work
	41.01%
	51.23%
	47.57%
	0.000

	legislators
	0.26%
	0.46%
	0.38%
	0.341

	professionals 
	1.205%
	1.07%
	1.12%
	0.681

	 technicians 
	2.74%
	1.50%
	1.94%
	0.023

	clerks
	0.51%
	0.31%
	0.38%
	0.420

	service workers
	3.28%
	2.33%
	2.67%
	0.148

	agriculture/fishery
	34.01%
	48.69%
	43.44%
	0.000

	craft/tradeworkers
	6.75%
	4.50%
	5.30%
	0.026

	plant/machinery operator
	2.26%
	1.64%
	1.86%
	0.26

	elementary occupations
	4.99%
	2.69%
	3.51%
	0.006


3.6 Vulnerable Women
Vulnerable women defined as those women living in households that are in absolute 

poverty is an especially vulnerable group.  Besides the consumption and income constraints, they also face additional constraints in the labor market due to child caring and rearing responsibilities, as well as other household responsibilities typical for women.  The data analysis identifies various aspects that put vulnerable women at a more difficult situation than women who do not live in vulnerable households.  


The data points to vulnerable women having on average more children (1.9 children) than non-vulnerable women (1 child), which paired with lack of social support and the economic difficulties that these women face might be linked to the lower participation in the labor market as well as the lower work experience (18.4 years for vulnerable women; 20.5 for non-vulnerable women).  The higher number of children by vulnerable women also points to earlier marriages for this group as it is also supported by the lower age of women in this group.  The average age of women in the vulnerable group is about 4 years younger than that of women in the non-vulnerable group.  Besides overall lower education level in the family, earlier marriage might also explain the lower education levels of vulnerable women, which is then directly linked to their participation and position in the labor market.  On average vulnerable women have 8.3 years of education, whereas non-vulnerable women have 9.8 years of education, almost two years more.  Evidence that education levels of the household are a good predictor of children’s education appears also in this case.  On average vulnerable women live in less educated households (6.8 years of education) than women in non-vulnerable group (8.8 years of education) and with lower highest level of education in the household (9.7 years for vulnerable women, 11.8 years for non-vulnerable women).  The same pattern is seen for the education of the head of the household (7.3 years for vulnerable women, 9.8 years for non-vulnerable women).  These statistics are especially important since the lower levels of education may continue with the children of these households, thus putting them at risk of vulnerability and inability to break the circle and get out of the group.

Vulnerable women (average household size of 6.5 people) live on average in larger households than non-vulnerable women (average household size of 4.9 people).  Although they have more household labor (average of 4.1 people), the higher number of household labor and female labor (average of 2.5 people for vulnerable women; average of 2 for non-vulnerable women) point to idle labor since the employment of vulnerable women is much less than that of non-vulnerable women and it is mainly concentrated in family farming.  In this respect, due to lower education, lower work experience, more child-care responsibilities, and larger distances to primary schools, ambulatory services, and public transportation (distance index 0.3 for vulnerable women, 0.01 for non-vulnerable women), vulnerable women are at much higher risk of exclusion from the labor market than the other group.  As with the poor in general, vulnerable women are heavily found in the rural areas (60%) and in the mountain areas (19.75% of vulnerable women; 8.32% of non-vulnerable women).      


Only 8% of vulnerable women, compared to 18% of non-vulnerable women worked in the past seven days for someone else’s account.  On average, 30% of vulnerable women worked on farm owned by household member compared to 25% of non-vulnerable women.  In terms of self-employment, only 2% of vulnerable women are involved in such activity.  As a result of the type of employment, or lack thereof, and a higher percentage of these women working part-time (30% of vulnerable women work full-time), they receive on average lower wages, and are entitled less to social security (63% for vulnerable women; 80% for non-vulnerable women).    Social security benefits are very important for old age pensions, which may point to further constraints and a continual vulnerability for these women.  Not surprisingly, vulnerable women are mainly concentrated in low skill jobs and they are rewarded less in the labor market.  Vulnerable women are mainly concentrated in agriculture and fishery jobs, plant and machinery operator, and elementary occupations.     

Table 6. Vulnerable Women

	Household Demographics
	vulnerable
	non-vulnerable
	total
	p-value

	education
	8.299
	9.828
	9.602
	0.000

	total consumption
	277076.00
	542683.30
	503436.80
	0.000

	household size
	6.537
	4.876
	5.122
	0.000

	children
	1.923
	1.024
	1.157
	0.000

	female headed household
	0.076
	0.068
	0.069
	0.561

	age
	32.694
	36.322
	35.786
	0.000

	coastal
	33%
	29%
	30%
	0.143

	central
	34%
	44%
	42%
	0.000

	mountain
	19.75%
	8.32%
	10.01%
	0.000

	Tirana
	13%
	18%
	18%
	0.002

	urban
	40%
	50%
	48%
	0.001

	rural
	60%
	50%
	52%
	0.001

	distance index
	0.289
	0.010
	0.051
	0.000

	age of household head
	53.568
	53.019
	53.099
	0.420

	household labor
	4.161
	3.519
	3.614
	0.000

	male labor
	1.712
	1.541
	1.566
	0.007

	female labor
	2.449
	1.978
	2.047
	0.000

	average household education
	6.761
	8.838
	8.531
	0.000

	education of the head
	7.285
	9.782
	9.417
	0.000

	highest level of education
	9.730
	11.762
	11.462
	0.000

	work experience
	18.395
	20.494
	20.184
	0.003

	worked for someone other than hh member
	8%
	18%
	17%
	0.000

	worked on farm owned by hh member
	30%
	25%
	26%
	0.058

	worked on own account or hh member enterprise
	2%
	6%
	5%
	0.000

	hours of work per week
	15.388
	19.466
	18.864
	0.001

	entitled to social security
	63%
	80%
	79%
	0.054

	wages in new Albanian lek
	14925.29
	23285.32
	22601.85
	0.000

	full time work
	30%
	36%
	35%
	0.019

	legislators
	0%
	1%
	1%
	0.001

	professionals 
	1.51%
	12%
	11%
	0.000

	 technicians 
	2%
	8%
	7%
	0.000

	clerks
	0.00%
	3%
	2%
	0.000

	service workers
	5%
	11%
	10%
	0.001

	agriculture/fishery
	74%
	51%
	53%
	0.000

	craft/trade workers
	4%
	5%
	4%
	0.354

	plant/machinery operator
	5%
	1%
	2%
	0.070

	elementary occupations
	6%
	5%
	6%
	0.625


3.7 Roma and Egyptian community members

Roma and Egyptian communities are among the poorest of the population, still leaving in dwellings that lack basic necessities, lacking basic education and having the highest illiteracy rates in the population.  Consequently, these groups face social exclusion and very low levels of employment in the labor market.  Lack of education and employment is directly related to livelihoods and well-being, which is fragile for these communities.  In
 terms of education Roma population has the highest illiteracy rates and lowest education level.  A UNDP survey in 2006, showed that only 62% of the Roma population is literate compared to the rest of the population where the literacy levels reach 97%.  The education gap between Roma population and the rest of the population is substantial.  On average an individual from the Roma community has 3.4
 years of education compared to 9.8 years of education of an individual from the rest of the population.  Within the Roma community, there are large difference between men and women’s education level.  On average, Roma men have 3.8 years of education, whereas women have 3.1 years of education.  There are also large differences in literacy rates.  Compared to men, literacy rates of Roma women are 58% versus 66% of Roma men.  These differences mean that the gap in illiteracy and education between Roma women and the rest of the population is even larger.  Roma women are therefore even more vulnerable than the rest of their community.  The overall number of students at all levels of education is much lower for the Roma community.  The majority of the students drop out of school at third or fourth grade.  Often Roma children drop out in the first months when they first attend first grade; this phenomenon mainly occurs for Roma girls.     


Challenges faced in education associated with low rates of school enrollment, high dropout rates, low levels of education are also linked to various factors.  One such factor, which

affects education overall, is extreme poverty.  It is estimated that on average monthly per capita income for the Roma is 3.3 times lower than that of the non-Roma
.  The majority of Roma communities lives in harsh conditions and often lack basic necessities.  As a result of harsh living and economic conditions, Roma children often join the informal labor market in order to provide for their families. 
The Roma community is characterized by very low levels of employment, very high levels of unemployment, and lack of employment opportunities.  Given the lack of employment opportunities and employability for the community, the income generating activities of the Roma are low and unsustainable.  The main sources of income come from low-skill jobs and non-formal sector.  The main activities in which members of this community are engaged are collecting of scrap metal, street cleaning, seasonal work in the agricultural sector and second hand clothing.  The UNDP survey showed that 72% of the Roma survey participants secured their income from self-employment, occasional work, or small businesses.  In this same survey, 13% of the respondents responded that they received their income from pensions, social assistance or unemployment benefits.  Only 5% of the respondents responded to secure their income from agricultural activities, and 2% responded to get their income from non-formal activities such as begging.   In 2002, unemployment levels of the Roma were 71%, whereas the national unemployment rate was 15.8%
.  As expected lower education levels are associated with higher unemployment rates.  The UNDP survey showed that among the Roma that have completed elementary education, 39% are unemployed, among those who have secondary education, 15% are unemployed, and among those who have completed higher levels of education, 8% are unemployed.  However, it should be noted that the percentage of Roma who have secondary education and higher education is very low.  
Another problem faced by the Roma compared with the rest of the population is that unemployment duration is much longer.  This is problematic since longer unemployment duration turns into structural unemployment and discourages workers to participate in the labor market as well as lowers their human capital thus making it even harder for workers to get back on the labor market and be employable.  As a result of low education levels, and lack of opportunities in employment, the overwhelming majority of the Roma people face great difficulties in finding employment (92% of the respondents report such difficulties).  

The Roma community faces hard employment and employability problems.  These problems in turn have serious implication for the well-being of the individuals and individual’s households.  Lack of employment brings higher levels of poverty, worsens livelihoods and may make them unsustainable.  As a result, members of this community may turn to migration as a way of looking for jobs, which in turn creates more instability for the household and especially the children in the household.  This instability may turn into lower enrollment and higher drop-out rates, which lowers education levels and lowers employment opportunities for the next generation.  Through this vicious circle intergenerational poverty may take place, which is what the Roma has faced for generations and is facing major challenges to get out of it.       
3.8 The disabled
Although the data does not permit for vulnerability analysis of this group due to the very

limited number of representation of this group in the data set, some general remarks may be made on the difficulties faced by the individuals in this group and their exclusion, or potential of exclusion from the labor market.  The disabled face economic as well as social constraints, which place them in a vulnerable position.  Some disabled face economic difficulties because they do not participate in the labor market and rely solely on disability benefits, or sometimes they are overlooked and do not receive these benefits.  In addition, the disabled face additional constraints in the labor market since they may be excluded from the labor market as a result of their disabilities.  In cases when they are capable for work, they may be excluded either because of discrimination, or because work places do not accommodate for their special needs.  In society, this group of people may face marginalization and in various circumstances their special needs are not accommodated, be that in public transportation, or other services, which also restrict their participation in the labor market.  The same may be inferred for education, where individuals with disabilities may not be accommodated for their special needs in terms of education, thus either reducing their participation in the educational system, or not providing them with the best quality education.  This in turn further limits their participation in the labor market and their employability.   
3.9 Consumption Regression

Regression analysis on the probability of being below the poverty line, shows that for
each year of education the probability of being poor is reduced by about 1%.  The education of the head of the household is also linked to a reduction of the probability of being poor.  The highest impact on poverty reduction is linked to employment.  Having a job reduces the probability of being poor by about 2.5%.  This result shows the importance of participation in the labor market and of having a job, on poverty and consequently also on vulnerability.  Having a job secures income and reduces the risks of vulnerability.  Education is one of the main traits needed in the labor market as well as for employability, which is also linked to the result of education reducing the probability of being poor.  The more education an individual has the more productive he or she is perceived to be in the labor market and thus the higher the chances of employment as well as of rewards.  Therefore, more educated people are less vulnerable in the labor market and to poverty.  


Children increase the probability of being poor, which may be linked to the fact that they are dependents in the household as well as it signals lack of social support in child-care.  Women, especially in the rural areas may stay at home taking care of children and thus reducing household income and making the household more vulnerable.  In addition, the longer the time women take away from the labor market the more their human capital is decreased and thus the harder it becomes to finding a job as well as to get decent wages.  Therefore, the impact of having children and lacking social support may be acting in various channels increasing vulnerability.  Female labor in the household increases the probability of being poor more than male labor; this again may be linked to the fact that many females face harder conditions and fewer opportunities in joining the labor market as well as receive lower wages.  Lastly, living in the mountain areas compared to the other areas increases the probability of being poor.  This is linked to the economic, social and labor market conditions in these areas.     
     
Table 9. Consumption Regression

	Variables
	Coefficients
	p-value

	edu   
	-0.010
	0.000

	educhead  
	-0.009
	0.000

	job_la~s  
	-0.025
	0.000

	children      
	0.059
	0.000

	mlabor    
	0.022
	0.000

	flabor   
	0.035
	0.000

	hhplots    
	0.004
	0.176

	femhead 
	-0.003
	0.831

	landarea   
	0.000
	0.000

	coastal  
	-0.020
	0.083

	central 
	-0.040
	0.000

	mountain  
	0.031
	0.006

	Total 
	9140
	 


3.10 Employment Regression

The regression on having had a job in the last 7 days shows that the labor market

accommodates males better than females.  Being male increases the probability of having a job by about 22%.  Gender issues in the labor market need to be explored in order to better understand the mechanisms through which the labor market might exclude females thus making them more prone to vulnerability.  As expected, education and work experience have a strong impact in increasing employment.  Experience has a larger impact than education.  For each year of experience, the probability of having a job increases by 4.6%, whereas for each year of education, the probability of having a job increases by 2.5%.  Employment is also increased by availability of land, which may be related to employment in agriculture or self-employment in family farming.  An interesting finding is found in relation to children.  Having children increases the probability of employment, however when children is interacted with females, we find out that it reduces the probability of employment.  This shows that not only are females responsible for child-care, but also their probability of employment gets reduced most probably as a result of taking time out of the labor market as a result of child bearing and rearing responsibilities.  Children increase the probably of employment for males, attesting to the findings in the literature that married men with children are perceived as more productive in the labor market.  As with poverty, living in the mountain areas compared to the other areas reduces the probability of employment by about 15%.            
Table 10. Employment Regression

	Variables
	Coefficients
	p-value

	sex  
	0.216
	0.000

	edu   
	0.025
	0.000

	exp   
	0.046
	0.000

	exp2   
	-0.001
	0.000

	children   
	0.036
	0.000

	child_~fem   
	-0.030
	0.003

	acthhsiz   
	-0.006
	0.187

	hhplots    
	0.074
	0.000

	landarea   
	0.000
	0.659

	coastal  
	-0.021
	0.280

	central  
	-0.037
	0.053

	mountain
	-0.151
	0.000

	Total
	9140
	 


IV. Recommendations for the identification of these groups and further analysis
The analysis indicates that vulnerable groups face many constraints which make them more vulnerable than the rest of the population and that exclude, or may exclude them from the labor market.  In addition, even when participation in the labor market is present, the position of the vulnerable groups in the labor market is fragile.  Some of the constraints and characteristics that the various vulnerable groups face may be summarized as follows:

· lower consumption levels

· lower overall education level

· lower average household education level

· bigger households

· larger number of dependents (children or elderly)

· lower participation in the labor market

· lower employment

· higher unemployment

· higher employment in family farming

· higher levels of self-employment

· part-time work

· lower work experience

· lower wages

· less social security benefits

· low skill occupations

· lack of social support

· lack of accessibility

· rural areas and especially mountain region

As identified by the regression analysis on consumption and employment, education has a strong positive impact on reducing poverty as well as increasing the probability of employment.  Employment also exerts a positive impact in reducing poverty.  Males have a much higher probability of employment than females, and children reduce the probability of employment for women.  

Understanding and analyzing these constraints serves to identify some mechanisms that
 may alleviate the situation for the vulnerable groups and their exclusion from the labor market.  Consequently, education, vocational and professional training, social services and social support, accessibility of public services, and employment are some of the main areas where policy making needs to be focused.  In this respect, policy makers should design gender sensitive policies as to accommodate for the specific needs of females especially given their role as primary care-givers.  These policies should also take into account the additional barriers that females may face in the labor market, some of which also linked to potential discrimination.  Existing policies on social services and social support should be strengthened and greater efforts must be put into formal employment and social security.  Policies should also have a regional focus taking into account the different socio-economic and cultural features of the areas.  Lastly, education remains crucial since it is the main asset that may help the vulnerable groups getting out of poverty and not be excluded from the labor market.        

Through the identification of the mechanisms that make these groups vulnerable and put them in a vulnerable position in the labor market, this study may serve as a base line document for further identification and targeting of these groups based on their characteristics.  It may also serve as a base line for the various policies that may be undertaken to target these groups in term of vocational training.  The methodology to be followed for the identification and targeting of these groups should be followed by the identification of administrative data and records from the institutions that include these groups in their focus such as:
· National Labor Office

· Local Labor Offices

· Vocational Training Centers

· Social Services

· The Institute of Social Security

· Municipalities, where data may be gathered regarding “Ndihma Ekonomike”   

· Various NGOs that deal with vulnerable groups such as women, Roma and Egyptian communities, the disabled.
Semi-structured interviews should also be conducted in various meetings with the representatives from the above institutions as a way to identify the problems and suggestions on the policy-making.  

A series of meetings should also be held with key shareholders such as line ministries, or other institutions that have a vested interest.

Other data sources should be indentified through institutions such as INSTAT that may permit for further data analysis as to further the targeting strategies of the vulnerable groups. 
Previous programs that have dealt with vulnerable groups need to be identified and analyzed in terms of their success and limitations. 

Finally, a targeting plan should be undertaken where the mechanisms of identification of the targeted group may be based on the characteristics identified in this report.  
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� The absolute poverty line includes the cost of the food basket necessary to attain the minimum energy intake and adding a small allowance for nonfood expenditures.  In monetary terms, the absolute poor are considered those whose per capita consumption is less than 4891 Albanian Lek in 2002 prices or about 5722 Albanian Lek in 2008. 


� P-Values in bold are statistically significant.  This applies to all following tables.


� By unemployed it is meant people in the survey who reported to have not had a job in the past 7 days, or have worked for their account, or anyone else’s account in the past 7 days.


� Landless or near landless are all those whose landholding are less than 0.5 ha.


� This section is based on the “Rapid Assessment for Accommodating Roma and Egyptian Communities in the Labor Market” report as part of the EVLV JP program undertaken by UNDP.
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