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AIMS
1. To examine the extent of the gender gap in the risk of 

being poor, in the risk of entering into poverty and in the 
risk of exiting from poverty in a large number of 
countries.

2. To study whether differences in the composition of 
population affect those country differences in the 
gender effect on the risk of being poor, of entering and gender effect on the risk of being poor, of entering and 
exiting poverty (individual perspective or micro-level). 

3. To determine whether differences in country 
characteristics influence those country differences in 
the gender effect on the risk of being poor, of entering 
and exiting poverty (structural perspective or macro-
level). 
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Poverty analysis

Household level
Equal sharing of resources.

Unitary household assumption is questioned in the 
evaluation of the gender effects in the study of poverty.
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evaluation of the gender effects in the study of poverty.
Haddad and Kanbur (1990), Lundberg, Pollak and Wales (1997) and, 

Falkingham and Baschieri (2009).

Following Wiepking and Maas (2005), we consider 
“single adult household”: includes individuals whose 
marital status is either “never married” or “widow” or 

“divorced”, living or not with children.
Households whose gender-specific characteristics are known.



Approaches  to 
explain poverty 

across countries:

Micro Macro
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Scrutinizes the precise 
mechanisms of individual 

poverty, but omits the 
information for the country 

characteristics

Micro-level mechanisms are 
unobserved. They only control 
for individual characteristics 

such as family structure at the 
aggregate level

Clear need for combination of micro and macro approaches

Scrutinizes the precise 
mechanisms of individual 

poverty, but omits the 
information for the country 

characteristics

Micro-level mechanisms are 
unobserved. They only control 
for individual characteristics 

such as family structure at the 
aggregate level

Scrutinizes the precise 
mechanisms of individual 

poverty, but omits the 
information for the country 

characteristics

Micro-level mechanisms are 
unobserved. They only control 
for individual characteristics 

such as family structure at the 
aggregate level



� Analyze gender differences in poverty from the:
� static dimension: differences on the risk of being poor. 

� dynamic dimension: gender differences in the risk of 
exiting poverty and in the risk of entering into poverty.

CONTRIBUTIONS

� To advance research on the structural dimension 
to the predominantly individually oriented study 
field of poverty .

� We study 27 European countries at the same time
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Background cross national gender differences
Microeconomic level
� Smeeding (et al.1990): Separated study of countries. Static perspective. 
� Casper et al (1994): Separated logit regressions for countries and 

gender. Static perspective. 
� Wright (1996): Static perspective. 
� Christopher et al (2002): Separated logit regressions for countries . 

Static perspective. 
� Pressman (1998, 2002, 2003): Separated study of countries. Micro and 

some macro perspective
� Schneff (2010): Subjective poverty. Static perspective. 

Macroeconomic level: (welfare state and poverty)
� Korpi and Palme 1998; Smeeding, Rainwater and Burtless 2001 Moller, 

et al. 2003; Brady 2005; Brady and Kall 2008)

Micro and macro level:
� Wiepking y Maas (2005):Logit regression with country dummies. Static 

perspective.
� Brady et al. (2009): GEE Models. Static perspective
� Fouarge y Layte (2005): Ordered probit model. Dynamic perspective. 
� Callens y Croux (2009): Separated multilevel models for men and 

women. Dynamic perspective
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HYPOTHESES. MICRO LEVEL.
Cross national differences in poverty can be explained by the 

different composition of their population:
� Human Capital Hypothesis: The lower level of education of 

women due to more often interrupts, lower expected returns, less 
investing in training by employees can partly explain some of the 
differences in poverty.

� Age Hypothesis: older have higher level of poverty rates. Most of 
the elderly are women. 

� Employment Status Hypothesis : unemployed have more risk of � Employment Status Hypothesis : unemployed have more risk of 
being poor. Women are more likely to have a non-paid job. 

� Household Structure Hypothesis :
� Children: (i) taking care of children takes away from earning 

incomes; (ii) it also prevents women for taking some kinds of jobs 
(time demanding ones) which usually are highly paid; and (iii) 
families headed by a single mother are likely to have only one adult 
earner 

� Marital status: marital status has a larger impact for women, due to 
their dependence on partners’ income.
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Cross national differences in poverty can be explained by the 
institutional and structural characteristics:

� Labor Market Flexibility Hypothesis : Temporary contracts 
usually affect more to women. We expect those countries with 
more labor flexibility (better to have temporary employment 
than unemployment) to have less gender gap. 

� Welfare State Hypothesis : the higher the social security 
benefits, the more likely women and men will cross the 

HYPOTHESES. MACRO LEVEL.

benefits, the more likely women and men will cross the 
poverty line. Gender neutral

� Gross Domestic Product Hypothesis : We expect that those 
countries with a higher GDP favor social benefits and have 
smaller risk of poverty.

� Educational level Hypothesis : we expect that in those 
countries with higher proportion of higher educated 
population, women participate more of this higher education 
and therefore the gender gap in those countries would be 
smaller. 8



DATA

� Source: EU-SILC 2008. Longitudinal y cross-section.

� Static analysis: 27 countries, 57804 observations.

� Dynamic analysis: 21 countries, 32855 observations

� Women are more frequent than men in most of the 
countries. countries. 

� Poverty definition. 

� Line: 60% median.

� Equivalence scale OECD modified.

� “Genuine” transitions into and out of poverty transition 
(variation of income at least ten per cent above or below 
the poverty line)
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POVERTY RATE

� Higher for women, with 
exceptions

Countries Total Men Women
AT 0.216 0.163 0.248
BE 0.251 0.191 0.292
BG 0.535 0.347 0.630
CY 0.402 0.224 0.494
CZ 0.216 0.146 0.254
DE 0.303 0.272 0.324
DK 0.234 0.220 0.245
EE 0.505 0.404 0.552
ES 0.312 0.212 0.385
FI 0.318 0.323 0.315
GR 0.240 0.213 0.253
HU 0.175 0.213 0.160
IE 0.381 0.367 0.389
IS 0.276 0.216 0.324IS 0.276 0.216 0.324
IT 0.262 0.164 0.319
LT 0.467 0.355 0.499
LU 0.192 0.152 0.219
LV 0.579 0.487 0.617
NL 0.184 0.183 0.184
NO 0.278 0.224 0.323
PL 0.206 0.250 0.187
PT 0.308 0.260 0.324
RO 0.331 0.249 0.373
SE 0.255 0.224 0.279
SI 0.383 0.342 0.401
SK 0.216 0.187 0.224
UK 0.332 0.259 0.375

0.285 0.237 0.31610



Exit Entry
Countries Total Men Women Total Men Women

AT 0.241 0.246 0.240 0.081 0.050 0.099
BE 0.171 0.182 0.167 0.047 0.043 0.051
CY 0.061 0.092 0.056 0.053 0.027 0.067
CZ 0.195 0.250 0.176 0.030 0.025 0.033
EE 0.076 0.133 0.056 0.120 0.081 0.139
ES 0.231 0.330 0.191 0.094 0.051 0.151
FI 0.120 0.111 0.126 0.047 0.065 0.036

HU 0.222 0.180 0.240 0.036 0.052 0.030
IE 0.126 0.104 0.136 0.136 0.049 0.192
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IT 0.190 0.269 0.164 0.058 0.043 0.068
LT 0.155 0.164 0.153 0.137 0.086 0.155
LU 0.099 0.202 0.049 0.035 0.019 0.046
LV 0.090 0.075 0.094 0.244 0.164 0.287
NL 0.290 0.293 0.288 0.035 0.036 0.034
NO 0.158 0.179 0.148 0.092 0.069 0.112
PL 0.169 0.204 0.148 0.038 0.058 0.031
PT 0.191 0.232 0.179 0.080 0.044 0.092
SE 0.177 0.221 0.131 0.044 0.039 0.048
SI 0.083 0.100 0.076 0.058 0.059 0.058
SK 0.089 0.033 0.103 0.024 0.032 0.021
UK 0.223 0.289 0.196 0.118 0.093 0.134

Total 0.198 0.246 0.179 0.071 0.057 0.079



VARIABLES

� Woman: 1 if woman
� Tertiary: 1 if tertiary education.
� Old: older than 65
� Young: younger than 20. 20-65 reference
� Work: 1 if working full time for pay or profit (self-defined)
� Children: number of household members aged 13 or less. � Children: number of household members aged 13 or less. 
� Marital_Status:1 if never married
� Temporary: % of temporary employees from total number of 

employees 
� Socialprot: % total expenditure on social protection over GDP 
� GDP: % of the EU27 average 
� Secte_ed: % of population with upper secondary or tertiary 

education attainment . 
� Interaction of Woman and macro variables 12



MODELS

Alternatives: 
�Logistic regression (micro-macro variables; hierarchical 

data structure → violates independence of errors ) 
�Robust-clustered errors (unable to asses the degree of 

between group variation )
�Generalized estimation equation (GEE) (unable to asses 

the degree of between group variation )the degree of between group variation )
�Multilevel model: random intercept and random slope 

(we can asses the degree of between group variation )
yic = β0 +β1 x ic + ξ0c +ξ1c x ic + ε ic

log(p ic/(1 − p ic)) = β0 +β1 xic + ξ0c +ξ1c xic

4 models considered 13



MODELS for risk of being poor

Log (Ppoor,ic/(1-Ppoor,ic))= β0+  β1i×Womanic + ξ0c +ξ1c ×Womanic (A)

Log (Ppoor,ic/(1-Ppoor,ic))=  β0+  β1×Womanic + β2×Tertiaryic + +β3×Youngic + β4×Oldic + 

+β5×Workic + β6×Childrenic + β7×Marital_Statusic+ +ξ0c +ξ1c ×Womanic(B

14

Log (Ppoor,ic/(1-Ppoor,ic))=  β0+ β1×Womanic + β8×GDPic + β9×Temporaryic + 

+β10×Socialprotic + β11×Secter_edic + β12×Temporaryic×Womanic + 

+β13×Socialprotic×Womanic + β14×Secter_edic×Womanic+ ξ0 + +ξ1c×Womanic (C)

(D)   Model  B and C



MODELS

� Analogous models proposed for transitions into and out 
of poverty. 

� Dependent variable in the exit model 
pic= Pr(Poort=0 | Poort-1=1)

� Dependent variable in the entry model  
pic= Pr(Poort=1 | Poort-1=0)

� We consider “genuine” transitions between 2007 and 
2008
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Poor A B C D

Woman 1.459*** 1.160* 5.059*** 5.420***

Tertiary 0.412*** 0.412***

Young 7.695*** 7.693***

Old 0.612*** 0.612***

Work 0.142*** 0.142***

Children 1.264*** 1.264***

Marital_Stat
us 1.381*** 1.382***

Temporary 0.999 0.999

Socialprot 0.956*** 0.941***

Gdp 0.999 1.003

Sectert_Ed 1.005 1.004

Tempwoman 0.984 0.987

Socialprotwoman 0.982 0.966***

Secterwoman 0.990* 0.991*

Constant 0.339*** 0.795** 0.660 1.715

Var intercep 0.485*** 0.518*** 0.390*** 0.407***

Var slope 0.383*** 0.404*** 0.336*** 0.327***

Correl 0.014 0.087** -0.01 0.044

The addition of individual variables 
has increased the variation at the 
country level . (10%) correlation 
between individual level effects and 
country level errors

Country differences in the 
gender gap of being poor are 
reduced when we introduced 

context effects . (29.5% )
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Modelo de riesgo de ser pobre

Correlaciones
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Exit A B C D

Woman 0.732*** 0.937 0.349 0.340

Tertiary 1.609*** 1.614***

Young 0.651 0.645

Old 0.897* 0.898

Work 5.501*** 5.513***

Children 0.780*** 0.781***

Marital_Status 0.765*** 0.759***

Temporary 1.017 1.013

Socialprot 1.055*** 1.055**Socialprot 1.055*** 1.055**

Gdp 0.999 0.997

Sectert_Ed 0.995 0.993

Tempwoman 0.992 0.990

Socialprotwoman 1.014 1.032*

Secterwoman 1.008 1.007

Constant 0.228*** 0.152*** 0.089*** 0.095***

Var intercep 0.522*** 0.530*** 0.350*** 0.377***

Var slope 0.240*** 0.241*** 0.193*** 0.188***

Correl -0.036 0.0103 -0.235 -0.018 18

0.79 % of the differences in the 
effect of gender over exit rates are 
unmasked by the individual level 
variables . 

54.98 % is explained by the 
context effect variables



Entry A B C D

Woman 1.359*** 1.040 10.910*** 14.220***

Tertiary 0.469*** 0.469***

Young 32.888*** 32.820***

Old 0.493*** 0.493***

Work 0.193*** 0.193***

Children 1.426*** 1.426***

Marital_Status 1.208*** 1.211***

Temporary 0.992 0.986

Socialprot 0.963 0.958
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Socialprot 0.963 0.958

Gdp 1.000 1.000

Sectert_Ed 1.011 1.005

Tempwoman 0.981 0.984

Socialprotwoman 0.987 0.960**

Secterwoman 0.977*** 0.978***

Constant 0.072*** 0.177*** 0.085** 0.381

Var intercep 0.620*** 0.608*** 0.537*** 0.521***

Var slope 0.454*** 0.455*** 0.370*** 0.337***

Correl -0.031 0.076 -0.008 0.046

Differences in the effect of gender 
over entry rates are unmasked by 
the individual level variables
(0.7%)

50.51 percent of the variance 
is explained by the country 

level variables



CONCLUSIONS

� Variance components of random intercept in the four 
models are statistically different from cero→ there exist 
country differences in the effect of gender over the risk of 
being poor, exiting from poverty and entering into 
poverty. These differences are not explained by the 
micro nor by the macro level variables. micro nor by the macro level variables. 

� Variance components of random slope is statistically 
different from cero→ Gender differences remain even 
after introducing structural and compositional variables.
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� Individual level, having a higher education and having a job 
not having children and ever been married prevent the 
individual from being poor, and entering into poverty while 
help individuals in exiting from poverty.

� Macro level, the evidence only supports the Welfare State 

CONCLUSIONS

� Macro level, the evidence only supports the Welfare State 
Hypothesis. Expenditures on social protection impact on 
poverty exit and on the risk of being poor.

21



� Country effects turn out to be more important than 
individual effects in explaining country differences in 
gender poverty gap. 
� Structural components explain a higher proportion of the gender 

differences in the case of transitions into and out of poverty than 
in the case of the risk of being poor. 

CONCLUSIONS

� Although both, individual and country specific variables, 
have effect on the differences in the gender poverty gap, 
there still exist significant variation over countries, which 
we capture through the random slope.
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