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Abstract. In recent years, female labour market participation has rapidly increased in most
European countries, but the employment conditions of females frequently do not matched
those of males. In this work, using different approaches, we will try to quantify and
decompose the gender pay gap aiming at identifying how much of this is due to discrimination
and the segregation incidence. About these topics, a group of four European countries
(Italy, Greece, Ireland and United Kingdom) is analysed starting from a comparison of
their labour market system. The results highlight very various scenarios of discrimination.
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1. INTRODUCTION

Over the last few decades, female labour force participation has strongly increased
in most European countries, even if with different patterns of growth. So, nowadays,
many differences still persist in labour market conditions for women.

Understanding these dynamics means to take into account the complexity of
labour markets, that still tends to discourage female labour participation and career
advancement. The obstacles met by women to access and to reach the highest
positions in the professions are various, and include, above all, difficulties in
reconciling work with family responsibilities. Thus, problems like unemployment,
temporary employment, lack of labour flexibility and underpayment affect especially
women in a labour market whose complexity is always increasing for all workers.

In this paper, the attention is focused on female employees, with the aim to
highlight the main differences with their male colleagues, especially in terms of
wages and on the share of pay gap not due to differences in human capital, gifts, and
skills and therefore ascribed to discrimination. The extent of this share remarkably
varies across countries.

1 Antonella Rocca, email: rocca@uniparthenope.it.
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A comparison on these topics across four European countries is proposed
starting from an analysis of their labour market and social welfare system.

A wide literature already exists on this topic, but in this paper the analysis of
gender gap and the identification of its discriminatory part is based, besides the well
known Oaxaca-Blinder’s gap decomposition, on the sectorial wage decomposition
theorised by Treiman and Hartman, which provides a rough measure of the impact
of segregation on the gender wage differential. Furthermore, starting from individual
wage distributions, the degree of discrimination is analysed through some
discrimination indexes. So, different aspects of female labour conditions are
addressed. In this way it is possible to distinguish the extent to which gender pay
gap and segregation could be ascribed to discrimination.

Results highlight that, sometimes, in countries with lower gender pay gaps
women are less integrated in labour market, i.e. they are less likely to work and to
advance in their career.

2. A BRIEF EXCURSUS ON THE LITERATURE

Wage discrimination has been widely studied in the literature, with reference to
various disadvantaged categories of workers. From an economic point of view it
attains to the inequality between the ratios of wages and the ratio of the respective
marginal productivities. The first systematic contribution to the discrimination
theory is due to Becker (1957), which highlights the absence of significant
differences between male and female productivity and thus the presence of
discrimination in wage differentials. This theory could be not sufficient to explain
gender gap because it didn’t take into account various factors contributing to the
different role that female and male employees play in labour market, which includes
the different distribution of men and women into the occupational structure,
connected with the gender segregation theory (Becker, 1973). Indeed, the persisting
unequal distribution of family responsibilities between men and women favours,
besides their different accumulation of human capital (women tend to interrupt their
career more frequently and/or to work less for childcare leading to less experience
and depreciation of skills; see Fourage and Muffels, 2008; European Commission,
2009b), the crowding of women into those occupations that better fit with family
care. The increase of labour supply into these occupations arises wage gap because
it produces a lower wage (Bergman, 1971, 1974).

The crowding hypothesis maintains that segregation would be above all due
to a discriminative behaviour of employers, excluding women from more profitable
and prestigious jobs. However, others suggest that if segregation is mainly a result
of different free choices of trade and profession between men and women, it
shouldn’t be a problem.
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Male and female employees choose their job considering their preferences,
but usually employees are strongly influenced by the limited possibilities reserved
to them, in a labour market where working becomes more and more difficult.

These complex motivations leave sometimes out utility and rational principles
characterising economic theories in labour market and show why employees could
take professional choices without considering their propensities and skills and in
contradiction with their own curriculum (Sorensen, 1989).

So, with the aim to separate the share of gender pay gap due to differences in
human capital by the part unexplainable by the classical economic theories, Oaxaca
(1973) and Blinder (1973) proposed a decomposition of gender pay gap aimed to
highlight these shares and based on the estimation of two Mincerian log-earnings
equations (Mincer, 1974), separately for men and women.

Gender pay gap is strictly connected with the most general gender gap in
employment, which concerns differences in female and male participation rates to
labour market, reflecting their different likelihood of being employed (Livanos et
al., 2009) and with gender segregation.

Indeed, as argued by Mandel and Shalev (2009), a cross-country variation in
gender wage gaps depends on the extent to which women have penetrated the upper
reaches of the class structure and the advantages they find there, together with the
severity of the class divide. In the sphere of gender segregation, vertical segregation
attains to male domination of the highest status jobs in both traditionally male and
traditionally female occupations while horizontal segregation is related to differences
in the amount of people of each gender present across occupations. Gender pay gap
is jointly generated by men’s and women’s unequal representation in the class
hierarchy and the extent of inequality between and within classes. Differences in
earnings between men and women located within the same class or occupation
could show the severity of intra-class gender inequality (Siltanen et al., 1995;
European Commission, 2009c).

Following Sorensen (1990), assuming that men and women have equal
abilities, the segregation producing the exclusion of women in the so called “men’s
works” by employers and their crowd into the other occupations (the typical
“women’s works”) is just due to discrimination.

In this study the segregational aspect of gender wage gap is analysed through
the Trieman and Hartman decomposition (1981). Further, with the aim to overcome
the limits of the mentioned gap decomposition techniques, unable to consider the
whole distribution of discriminated female employees, some a-indexes of
discrimination are calculated, following the approach proposed by del Rio et al.
(2006), who adapted the family indices proposed by Foster et al. (1984) to measure
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discrimination in the poverty analysis to this ambit. Considering together these
different measures of gender pay gap and discrimination allows us to draw a picture
of female conditions in labour market.

The bias both for self-selection in employment, i.e. the different propensity
to work for men and women, and due to the crowd of females into predominantly
female occupations, is also taken into account through the application of a two step
procedure, estimating two probit models, that allow to compute the correction terms
to introduce as additional covariates in the Mincerian equation models (Heckman,
1979).

The analysis considered, on one side, Greece and Italy, two southern European
countries with a similar economic framework, characterised by a strong presence
of State and high rate of national debt; on the other side, United Kingdom and
Ireland, more similar to the other northern European countries for the efficiency of
their labour markets, but characterised by a liberal regime that minimises any form
of State intervention.

3. THE EUROPEAN FRAMEWORK

Even if submitted to the same legislative framework, European countries differ each
other with reference to female conditions in labour market. These differences arise
from the specific social and economic structures, the level of economic development,
the legislation and the effectiveness of anti-discriminatory policies.

The well known differences between southern European countries, with low
female participation rates, but also with low levels of segregation, and the northern
European countries, where conciliation policies have been successfully implemented
are not sufficient to explain a so complex phenomenon and thus we proceed to
analyse more in detail some crucial aspects influencing female labour market
participation, trying to identify the discrimination levels.

In the study of gender discrimination in labour market, an important distinction
is between pay discrimination (Fig. 1) and employment discrimination, because the
latter phenomenon could affect women choices at the first step of the process,
remaining impossible to measure (Drakopoulos et al., 2008). Over the last few
decades, female labour participation has increased significantly in most European
countries, varying from 53% to 59.1% in the 27 European Union countries
(European Commission, 2010). However, it is still low in most southern European
countries, such as Greece and Italy. In addition to the low participation rates, the
same southern European countries differ from the northern ones also because they
face high rates of female unemployment. Thus, low participation is often influenced
by unemployment.
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For women, difficulties in finding a job and working are connected with
problems in reconciling work with household responsibilities too. For this reason,
part-time jobs and other flexibility instruments favoring the integration of women
in labour market are often crucial to participation, but they don’t facilitate career
advancement. The proportion of women working part-time differs across Countries
(OECD, 2003; BERR, 2010). It is very high in Anglo-Saxon countries: more than
40% in United Kingdom and over 30% in Ireland while in the south, preferences
for part-time work are well above its current level; in particular, in Italy only a
quarter of women works part-time and in Greece only 10%.

The gender qualification structure of labour market shows that almost
everywhere women are more educated than men (Tab. 1), but their access to higher
level employment positions is very limited, especially in Ireland, where the gender
gap in terms of percentage of leaders in business is the highest one, over 60%. This
fact is made worse if we consider that, usually, in countries where female labour
participation is low, the selected employment for women will result in higher

Figure 1. The unadjusted gender pay gap (% difference between average gross hourly
earnings of male and female employees, as a percentage of male gross earnings,

unadjusted form) and female employment rate, year 20082.
Source: European Commission (on line gender pay gap statistics).

2 Data on gaps in Czech Republic, Finland, Sweden, Switzerland and Norway are estimates
derived from the Eurostat website.
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quality and a more motivated female labour force; thus, these women may be very
successful in gaining access to highly paid “men’s jobs”.

 An important role in stimulating labour participation and wage gap reduction
is played by gender equality policies. Although the main principles in this sphere
are fixed by the European Union, countries remarkably differ in the way in which
these policies are implemented in practice, depending also on the economic
framework.

While Greek and Italian economies are characterised by a strong presence of
small family businesses and a prevalent dominance of traditional economic sectors
(agriculture, retailing, commerce and tourism in Greece, most of all traditional
tertiary in Italy), Ireland and United Kingdom economies present a greater
proportion of consolidate firms that bargain with their employees about conditions
of work, drawing explicit contracts of employment and a prevalence of the
advanced service industry (Livanos et al., 2009).

The welfare state greatly affects the work chances of women and can
influence class inequalities (Mandel and Shalev, 2009). The main policy instruments
aimed at promoting participation and equal treatment concern the legislation on
employment protection and the presence of specific antidiscrimination laws3, the
tax treatment reserved to the second earner4 and the type of childcare subsidies and

3 While in United Kingdom gender-specific anti-discrimination laws have been introduced, in
the other countries, even if various legal actions have been undertaken to promote equal
opportunities, their effectiveness is still inadequate (OECD, 2004).

4 Only in Greece the tax system does not differentiate amongst the first and the second earner,
encouraging a more neutral tax treatment of second earner.

Table 1. Labour market and human capital indicators in some European countries for
women and their difference with the corresponding indicators for men. Annual averages for

2007 (20 - 64 years).

Country Employment rate Share of part time Education: % leaders in
workers secondary school  business

or more
wom. gender wom. gender wom. gender wom. gender

gap gap gap gap
Italy 49.9 25.9 26.9 -21.9 53.0 -1.4 34.7 30.6
Greece 51.6 28.8 10.1 -7.4 60.8 -1.9 28.5 43.0
Ireland 64.4 18.6 32.0 -25.0 71.4 -6.6 19.2 61.6
UK 68.4 13.8 42.2 -31.4 70.2 6.3 33.4 33.2

Source: European Commission (Eurostat on-line database).
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benefits provided.
As highlighted by Saraceno and Keck (2011), which provided a wide and

effective comparison across countries concerning the main policy dimensions,
while Italy and Greece, together with other southern and eastern European
countries, show a large amount of room left to familialism by default, because of
the weakness of decommodification policies, United Kingdom and Ireland are in
an intermediate position on all or most policy measures.

The availability of childcare services is very limited almost everywhere and
their cost is often extremely high, especially in southern countries (Table 2). In
United Kingdom, in these last years, they have been increasing while in Greece

demand for childcare facilities is very limited (European Commission, 2009a).
Where enough childcare services are supplied and, more in general,

adequate welfare policies have been provided, good results have been reached in
terms of female labour participation and increase in fertility rates (Jaumotte,
2004).

Finally, very diversified is also the distribution across countries of parental
leave, that allow to reconcile work and family, thus increasing female labour
participation but it could deteriorate labour market skills and damage future careers
paths and earnings. In particular, it is important to analyse not just the duration of

Table 2. Leave regulations and childcare coverage for children aged 0-2 in Italy, Greece,
Ireland and United Kingdom.

Country Duration Level of Effective Father’s Father’ Coverage
of maternity compensation parental quota quota of (% rate for

leave (% of average leave (months) paid leave  children aged
 (weeks) returns) (months)  0-2)

Italy 20 80 30.3 5 5 17.5
Greece 18 90 45.7 6.5 3 10.9
Ireland 26 50 9.1 3.2 0 23.4
UK 39 90 23.4 3 0 40.6

Source: Saraceno and Keck (2011; pp.404-405).

Legend:

Maternity leave: portion of leave reserved for mothers after child birth;
Level of compensation: allows to distinguish cases with full payment from those with little or no payment;
Effective parental leave: the duration of leave (weeks) is weighted by the compensation level. Parental
leave refers to longer periods of leave or either or both parents to be taken after maternity and paternity
leave;
Father’s quota: is a policy instrument reserving a part of the parental leave period for fathers;
Coverage (% rate for children aged 0-2): is calculated, given the country’s coverage rate, considering how
many weeks a child could attend public childcare if all children were enrolled.
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the parental leave, but the level of compensation during the leave too. For this reason
the concept of “effective parental leave” has been developed (Plantenga and
Remery, 2005), which weights the duration of leave against the duration and level
of compensation. In Ireland it is very low, only 9.1, while in Greece it reaches 45.7
weeks. Parental leave and coverage rate for young children are two dependent
measures because a short time of parental leave could be justified by a high
coverage rate for newborn babies. Analysing gender neutrality with respect to
parental leaves, which reflects that the leave is given to the individual as a quota
and not to the family, paternity leave is available in many but not in all the
countries. Specific reserved quotas for fathers supports women’s presence in the
labour market, thus representing an equalisation measure, and it is favoured by
an high level of compensation. While Ireland and United Kingdom do not offer
any compensation, in Italy and Greece it is very low.

In conclusion, as shown by Esping-Andersen (1999), the mix of the specific
legislative and economic framework, together with the adopted welfare policies,
contributes to define the specific national welfare regime.

Then, in this paper, two southern countries, Italy and Greece are compared
with United Kingdom and Ireland, with different regimes of welfare, even if Ireland
could be viewed as similar for some aspects – for example with reference to family
culture – to the first ones.

4. DISCRIMINATION ANALYSIS TECHNIQUES

4.1 SOME PAY GAP MEASURES

Gender pay gap is the difference between male and female earnings. It can be
measured through different synthetic indicators.

The simplest index is the increase rate between the geometric mean male wage

( )G
M

and the geometric mean female wage ( )G
F

5:
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G G

G
M F
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the dependent variable is the log of wage (lnWi=Yi), the antilogarithm of arithmetic mean of

these logs is the wage calculated as the geometric mean (G ).
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because it is influenced by differences in male and female individual characteristics.
Thus we refer to the adjusted gender pay gap calculated as difference between the
theoretical mean wages obtained in the hypothesis that male and female workers
had, on average, the same characteristics (Oaxaca, 1973):

G
G G

GA

M F

M

=
−, ,

,

0 0

0

where GM ,0  and GF ,0  are the theoretic mean wages in the hypothesis of equal
individual characteristics for men and women so that the resulting gap depends only
by discrimination. In order to obtain these theoretical measures, we consider some
extensions of the Mincerian equation model, in which the log of wage is regressed
on a set of covariates and calculated separately for men and women:

Y X
j j j j

= +β ε (1)

where j denotes the group (female and male employees), Yj  is an Njx1 vector of (log)
wages in group j; Xj is an NjxK matrix of exogenous variables; βj is a Kx1 vector

of a stochastic component distributed with a mean of zero and a variance of σ
j
2 . We

have:

ln lnG G X X X X X X
M F

M M F F M F F M F M− = −( ) + −( ) ↔ −( ) +β β β β β MM F−( )β (2)

the ↔   indicates an equivalence relation. Depending on the gap decomposition
used, after we have taken into account the individual differences in the characteristics,
the pay gap is measured as:

lnG lnG G
F M, ,0 0 1− = −( )A (3)

and: G expA = − −( )



1 X F F Mβ β   if the male mean characteristics are equalised to

the female ones, or, alternatively: G expA = − −( )



1 X M F Mβ β  in the opposite

case.

4.2 THE GENDER PAY GAP DECOMPOSITION ACCORDING TO ECONOMIC
SECTOR

A traditional way to decompose the pay gap calculated starting from the arithmetic
means of male and female wages is based on the associative property of the
arithmetic mean, grouping together workers according to the professional sector,
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identifying the inter-occupational gap component, connected with the diversified
presence of workers in the various professional profiles, from the intra-occupational
one, due to gender discrimination because it represents the wage gap existing
within the same occupation. Following Treiman and Hartman (1981), the pay
gap can be then decomposed as:

W W m f W f W W
M F i i M i

i

k

i M i F i
i

k

− = −( ) + −( )
= =
∑ ∑, , ,

1 1
(4)

where the first term of the second member represents the inter-occupational component,
capturing the effect of professional segregation, and the second term considers the intra-
occupational component, that is the gap existing within each professional sector and
then the result of gender discrimination (Kidd and Shannon, 1996).

4.3 THE OAXACA AND BLINDER DECOMPOSITION

The systematic lower payment reserved to women in comparison with men represents
a social and economic problem only if this gap arises from discrimination. So, in order
to identify the part of the gap due to discrimination, the wage gap can be decomposed
in a part due to differences in the characteristics and in a residual one that cannot be
accounted for by such differences in wage determinants. This “unexplained” part is
often used as a measure for discrimination, but it also subsumes the effects of group
differences in unobserved predictors (Blinder, 1973; Oaxaca, 1973).

So, starting from the above mentioned Mincerian regression models, including
as covariates all the possible causes explaining the wage variability, the remaining
unexplained difference is attributed to discrimination.

The pay gap (in logs) can be decomposed as:

Y Y X X XM F M M F M F F− = −( ) + −( )β β β (5)

where the “over bar” represents the value of the sample average and subscripts “M”
and “F” stand, respectively, for male and female. In the second member the first
term represents the difference in the mean characteristics for male and female
workers, valued at the return rate of male characteristics (“endowment effect”, E,
including however the pre-market discrimination), and the second term considers
the part of gap due to the different evaluation received by the same characteristics
into the two models (“coefficients effect”, D), valued considering the differences in
the regression coefficients estimated in the two models and multiplied by the
average female characteristics. The coefficients effect is then the part of gap
connected with female discrimination.
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6 The Heckman selection model is based on the following assumptions: 1) both error terms are
normally distributed; 2) the error terms are independent of both sets of explanatory variables;
3) normalization of variance of probit model for selection error (Nicodemo, 2009; Heckman,
1998).

In these last decades, in which this decomposition method has been widely
applied by many researchers (among others Quintano et al., 2010), great
attention has been paid to the problem of sample selection, that is the impact of
non-random selection of men and women into work and their different distribu-
tion in the work place.

In fact, working women could systematically differ from those who do not
work and it is well known that the female participation rate varies across sample
sub-groups and across countries (Del Boca et al., 2005). A greater impact of sample
selection is expected in countries like Italy, where the female participation rate is
lower. So, although some important conceptual difficulties in the interpretation of
results (Neuman and Oaxaca, 2004; Pena-Boquete et al., 2010), we used a bivariate
selection model (Mincer, 1974; Sorensen, 1989; Centra and Cutillo, 2009) through
the estimate of two probit models (Heckman, 1979, 1998).

The first one is applied only for women, considering both female employees
and non-working women and including all the available covariates influencing the
propensity to work (i.e. marital, presence of children, age, education, degree of
urbanisation of the residence area and a ratio taking into account the relation
between the number of familial earners and components).

The equation is (Sorensen, 1989; Centra and Cutillo, 2009):

z Y u
if i

F
i
F* = +γ with u

i
F

u
∼ N 0 2,σ( )

with z
if
*  not observed since we know just if the woman works or not, we have:

 zif =1 if z
if
* ;> 0 zif = 0  if z

if
* ≤ 0:

Prob(zif =1)= φ (Y
i
F ) Prob(zif =0)=1–φ(Y

i
F )

where Y
i
F  is observed only for employed women, that is for zif = 1.

The function estimate for female workers is then corrected for the occupational
selection as follows6:

E Y X z X E u Y
i
F

i
F

if i
F F

i
F

i
F

i
F| , =  = + > −



 =1 β ε γ XX

i
F F

i
β θλ+ (6)

where: λ
φ γ

γi
F i

F

i
F

Y

Y
=

( )
( )Φ

 is the inverse of Mill’s ratio, with φ(.) and Φ(.), respectively,
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7 Many surveys carried out in various countries have shown that men tend to prefer high-wage
jobs while for women a crucial role is played by other aspects of a job, like flexibility, the
closeness to home and satisfaction (Centra and Cutillo, 2009).

8 We consider female-dominated, those occupations with a female rate higher than the product
of female rate in the national labour market and 1.5, that for example in Italy means a female
presence over the 60%.

the density probability function and the cumulative distribution function of the
standard normal distribution. Therefore, it directly influences the gender gap
quantification and represents the component due to the non-random sample
selection of women.

Then, with the aim of taking into account the pay disparity between males and
females deriving from the crowding effect7 and controlling for the endogeneity
bias, a second probit model is used, separately for men and women, to estimate the
probability of each employee to work in a female dominated job, including as
covariates, besides some socio-economic personal characteristics already used in
the first probit model, information related to the type of job (i.e. number of years
of experience, a dummy variable measuring if the employee has changed job over
the last year, the previous professional condition and the type of contract, if
permanent or temporary, if part-time or full time). Female dominated occupations
are identified as those in which the share of female workers is more than a specified
threshold8. The estimated probability is included in the linear regression model as
a covariate:

t Y v
i i i
* = +δ  with  vi~N 0 2,σ

v( ) , where:

t
i
* , probability of working in a female dominated job, is not observed, but we know

if the employee works in a female – or male – dominated job:

ti =1 if the ith employee is in a female-dominated job (t
i
* ≥0)

ti =0 if the ith employee is not in a female-dominated job (t
i
* ≤0)

Prob(ti=1)= φ Y
i
δ( ) Prob(ti=0)=1–φ Y

i
δ( ) .

Thus, in the pay gap decomposition the following elements are included:

Y Y X X T T XM F M M F
M F M

M F F− = −( ) + −( )



 + −( ) +β δ β β* * ˆ ˆ̂ ˆ *δ δ γ λ

M F F F F
T−( )( ) −



 . (7)
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4.4  THE DISCRIMINATION INDEXES

In order to obtain some measures of gender pay gap taking into account the extent
of discrimination along the entire wage distribution, we consider a set of α-indexes
of individual measures of discrimination, taken from the poverty literature (Foster
et al., 1984; del Rio et al., 2006), and computed at different levels of “aversion to
discrimination” (α):

dr Fiα

α
v

n
v

Fi
i

k

( ) =






( )
=
∑1

1

*

(8)

where k* stands for the number of discriminated female employees and vFi is the
relative difference between the estimated wage that each woman could acquire if

her individual characteristics were rewarded at average male rates ˆ ˆr X
Fi M Fi

=( )β

and her estimated wage if her characteristics were rewarded at average female

returns ˆ ˆy X
Fi F Fi

=( )β :

v
r y

rFi

F F

F

i i

i

=
−ˆ ˆ

ˆ
(9)

The α coefficient of “aversion to discrimination” is greater when a greater
weight is put on the most discriminated female employees. More in particular, while
dr0 merely shows the diffusion of discrimination, that is the percentage of female
employees suffering wage discrimination, dr1 and dr2 measure, respectively, the
intensity and the severity of discrimination suffered on average by women (Pena-
Boquete et al., 2010).

5. THE DATA AND SOME PRELIMINARY STATISTICS ON
SEGREGATION

Our analysis draws upon the 2007 wave of European Union-Survey on Income and
Living Conditions (EU-SILC), which collects for EU member countries socio-
economic information both at household and individual level. In particular, the
detailed information on income, poverty, labour and education makes it possible to
analyse labour market, socio-economic and human capital characteristics of
employees and then the comparison of female and male conditions in labour market
in terms of gender pay gap, segregation and discrimination, which represents the
aim of this paper.
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9 According to EU-SILC data, we refer to the Nace Rev. 1.1 classification of economic
activities and to the ISCO 88 (COM) one for jobs.

10 In the following of the analysis, the contribution to the wage gap of segregation is also taken
into account through a selectivity model controlling for female-dominated jobs.

All employees aged 25-64 with complete information on the type of
employment contract they hold were selected.

In order to verify the extent of segregation in the labour markets of countries
chosen, some descriptive statistics are reported (Tab. 3). The scarce numerousness
of some sub-samples of employees identified crossing the professional qualification
with the economic activity sectors9 gives to these statistics only a descriptive
meaning. Further, for a complete analysis on this topic a model including information
about occupation, industry, establishment and occupation within the establishment
should be used (Bayard et al., 2003); anyway, this analysis allows us to get a first
picture of segregation10. First of all, we proceed identifying the female-dominated
occupations. They are defined as those occupations where the percentage of female
employees is higher than the incidence of females in the specific national labour
market multiplied by 1.5. Following this criterion and according to the different
rates of female employees in each country, female dominated are the professions
with a female presence higher than 60% in Italy, 59% in Greece, 65% in Ireland and
69% in United Kingdom.

Women are crowded in the traditional tertiary sector and in public
administration, education and health services everywhere while with reference to
managerial professional qualification, only in Anglo-Saxon countries their presence
is relevant. In fact, in the other countries they are concentrated, above all, in the
elementary occupations but also in the clerks and sales workers.

The highest gender pay gaps concern jobs at the top of career everywhere, in
particular the managerial and technical ones, but also sales workers. Economic
activity sectors where pay gap is higher are often those in which also the share of
women is higher, as the tertiary sector. Thus, the wage decrease derived by the
crowding of women in these occupations seems not to regard all the employees in
the same manner. Countries with more frequent high wage gaps are United
Kingdom and Greece. Indeed, professions with low pay gap are clerks and the
elementary ones. Probably, because for these categories of employees wages are
less flexible.
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Table 3. – Incidence of female employees within the occupations identified crossing 

economic activities (Nace Rev. 1.1 codes) with professional qualifications (ISCO 

88-COM) in percentages and pay gaps (arithmetic means) by country. 

Occupation 

category/ Sectors 

Italy Greece Ireland United Kingdom 

Females rate 

(%) M

FM

W

WW −

 

Females 

rate (%) M

FM

W

WW −

 

Females 

rate (%) 
M

FM

W

WW −  Females 

rate (%) M

FM

W

WW −

 

Legislators, senior and official managers 

Primary-secondary         

Traditional tertiary 34.62 -0.104 35.07 -0.006 54.35 0.225 39.31   

Advanced tertiary  24.70 0.349       47.69 0.371 

PA, Education and 

Health Services       26.21   100.00 0.513 

Other services  19.92 -0.018 19.97 0.446 38.85 -0.382 43.67   

Professionals 

Primary-secondary         

Traditional tertiary 51.34 -0.042 69.63 0.243 49.90 -0.143 62.57 0.499 

Advanced tertiary  26.27 -0.039 61.68 0.281 27.71 -0.196 27.22 0.130 

PA, Education and 

Health Services 46.32 0.130 47.18 0.023 33.09 0.231 64.85 -0.096 

Other services  39.71 0.127 34.19 -0.156 60.05 0.033 41.31 0.194 

Technicians and associate professionals 

Primary-secondary         

Traditional tertiary 45.21 0.233 59.34 0.359 27.09 0.124 44.61 0.550 

Advanced tertiary  37.11 0.115 40.26 -0.253 28.71 0.330 41.29 0.210 

PA, Education and 

Health Services 56.60 0.058 45.00 0.367 79.87 0.487 63.02 0.003 

Other services  44.15 0.019 42.85 0.131 43.58 0.111 54.93 0.236 

Clerks         

Primary-secondary         

Traditional tertiary 91.13 0.005 100.00  94.86 0.085 75.21 -0.373 

Advanced tertiary  49.19 0.101 75.44 0.181 62.18 0.102 92.74 -0.184 

PA, Education and 

Health Services 40.42 0.025 38.94 -0.730 100.00  

87.24 

0.044 

Other services  54.17 0.064 55.45 0.116 65.68 -0.083 74.33 0.111 

Service workers and shop and market sales workers 

Primary-secondary         

Traditional tertiary 67.40 0.023 60.88 0.267 79.16 0.047 71.79 0.111 

Advanced tertiary  100.00    80.37 0.208 0.00  

PA, Education and 

Health Services   54.61 0,355 22.62 0.561 

100.0  

Other services  45.59 0.308 39.00 0,416 57.44 0.363 58.96 0.348 

Skilled agricultural and fishery workers 

Primary-secondary         

Traditional tertiary 0.00 1       

Advanced tertiary          

PA, Education and 

Health Services 7.32 -0.154 8.24 -0.004 0.00  0.00 

 

Other services  0.00 1 40.05 -0.527 0.00  24.43 0.322 
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6. MAIN EMPIRICAL EVIDENCES

Findings of our analysis open to some interesting interpretations.
Analysing the sub-sample of female employees, together with the housewives

interviewed by EU-SILC, we observe that everywhere family still constitutes an
obstacle to working (Tab. 4). In fact, the probability to work decreases for married
women with children but increases with their educational level.

The second probit model shows that the probability of employment in a
female dominated job decreases for married male employees everywhere while for
married women this happens only in Italy and United Kingdom, where, instead, in
presence of children this probability arises. Exactly opposed is the dynamic of the
other two countries with respect to the marital status and the presence of children.
Further, this probability increase is positively related to education in Italy, Greece
and Ireland, probably for the highest crowd of women into public administration
and education sectors; substantially, a fixed time job (Tab. 5).

Table 3. – Incidence of female employees within the occupations identified crossing 

economic activities (Nace Rev. 1.1 codes) with professional qualifications (ISCO 

88-COM) in percentages and pay gaps (arithmetic means) by country (continued). 

Craft and related workers 

Primary-secondary         

Traditional tertiary 19.15 0.169 17.02 0.204 0.00  48.95 0.161 

Advanced tertiary  52.52 0.561        

PA, Education and 

Health Services 0.00 1 0.00 1,000 0.00  

  

Other services  17.96 0.142 6.07 0.187 14.93 0.340 0.85 -0.143 

Plant and machine operators and assemblers 

Primary-secondary         

Traditional tertiary 3.21 0.117 0.00  0.00  8.22 0.456 

Advanced tertiary  0.00 1   0.00    

PA, Education and 

Health Services 2.45 0.255 0.00  19.38 -0372 

0.00  

Other services  27.25 0.323 11.95 0,570 18.91 -0.033 37.82 0.219 

Elementary occupations 

Primary-secondary 25.78 0.097 17.35 0.133 24.99 0.027 22.56 0.138 

Traditional tertiary 31.75 0.134 30.79 0,364 44.14 0.215 37.20 0.368 

Advanced tertiary  48.42 0.168 51.02 0,191 50.90 0.205 42.67 0.215 

PA, Education and 

Health Services 70.06 0.173 66.57 0.123 77.02 0.147 

76.96 

0.290 

Other services  54.00 0.148 77.31 0.429 55.41 -0.063 56.96 0.092 

Armed forces 2.14 0.101 11.87 -0.101 0.00 1.000   

Totals 1  1      

Source: Authors’ ad hoc elaborations on EU-SILC data (2007). 
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11 At first, the model was estimated excluding the correction term ti connected with the
probability to work in a female-dominated job. The results, not reported but available by
authors on request, are very similar in terms of adjusted R2 and F value. The main changes
concern the intercept values of the models; indeed, in Italy and Greece the male intercepts
result higher than the female ones. This could reveal the strongest impact of female-
dominated occupations on returns for these two southern countries.

With reference to the Mincerian equation models, in which the hourly labour
compensation (in logarithmic terms) is regressed on some-socio-demographic and
human capital characteristics of employees, we can see that wage is significantly
and directly related to experience, education and the degree of supervison (Tab. 6).
In particular, the increase of wage due to experience is higher for men everywhere;
this means that advancements in career and, consequently, increases in returns are
more frequent for male employees. Having a permanent job significantly increases
wage, except for Anglo-Saxon females. To be married increases wage of all
employees with the exception of females living in Italy and in United Kingdom.
Different is also the effect that the presence of children produces on wage, increased
only for Irish employees, Italian females and males of United Kingdom. This
should be the consequence of the different mix of subsidies and parental leaves
provided in each country. The correction term t shows the negative effect that being
employed in a mainly female job has on wage for female employees everywhere
while for men this happens only in Italy and in the United Kingdom. Thus, this could
highlight the existence of discrimination against women in Greece and Ireland,
because the significant wage decrease doesn’t occur for men. Finally, with reference
to the correction term for sample selection referred only to women (λ), with the
exception of Greece, coefficients are all negative and significant. Thus, selection
problems are apparent in this model and as a result it would have been incorrect to
estimate the wage equation for females using OLS.11 The negative sign of λ

 

Table 4 Parameter estimates of probit models estimating the probability to work 

on female employees and housewives by country. 

Variable Italy Greece Ireland UK 

Marital (ref. unmarried) –1.217
***

 –1.413
***

 –1.067
***

 –0.699
***

 

Children (ref. without) –0.527
***

 –0.319
***

 –0.419
***

 –0.908
***

 

Age (n. of years) –0.006
***

 –0.008
***

 –0.008
***

 0.004
***

 

Education (n. of years) 0.113
***

 0.085
***

 0.081
***

 0.050
***

 

Urban (ref. not densely)  –0.152
***

 0.166
***

 0.236
***

 0.023
***

 

Ratio [(N.earners – 1)/N. components] 5.913
***

 5.037
***

 5.334
***

 5.901
***

 

Constant –3.608
***

 –2.769
***

 –3.608
***

 –3.449
***

 

ln pseudo-likelihood -3839640 -740996 -326984 -2661862 

Source: Authors’ ad hoc elaborations on EU-SILC data (2007). 

Table 4 Parameter estimates of probit models estimating the probability of employment on
female employees and housewives by country.
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12 Focusing the attention on this result, analysing the lambda variable, we see that it is inversely
correlated with some productivity characteristics, such as education and the probability ti to
work in a female dominated job.

coefficient signifies that OLS would produce downwardly biased estimates and
could also show that female employees have in mean lower characteristics in terms
of human capital than not working women. In other words, high-wage women could
be less likely to work12, that is women could be motivated to work mainly to solve
their economic problems, rather than for their wish of independence when the
couple does not suffer from economic deprivation.

 

Table 5 Parameter estimates of probit models estimating the probability of 

working in a female dominated job by country and gender. 

Italy Greece Ireland United Kingdom 
Variables 

Male Female Male Female Male Female Male Female 
Marital  

ref.no married 
-0.04

*** -0.02
*** -0.18

*** 0.02
*** -0.29

*** 0.22
*** -0.07

*** -0.08
*** 

Children  

(ref. without) 
–0.05

*** 0.02
*** 3E-3

*** -0.03
*** 0.17

*** -0.08
*** 0.05

*** 0.09
*** 

Urban  

(ref. not dens)  
0.14

*** 0.12
*** 2E-3

*** 0.01
*** 0.03

*** -0.15
*** 0.12

*** 0.10
*** 

Education  

(n. of years) 
0.05

*** 0.03
*** 3E-4

*** 4E-3
*** 0.04

*** 0.01
*** -0.01

*** -0.12
*** 

Experience  

(n.of years) 
0.01

*** 0.01
*** 1E-4

*** 1E-3
*** 0.01

*** -3E-3
*** -0.01

*** 1E-3
*** 

Change of job  

(ref.no) 
0.03

*** –0.01
*** - - - - -0.03

*** 0.03
*** 

Prev. status  

(ref.not unem) 
–0.15

***
 –0.10

***
 - - - - 0.02

***
 -0.02

***
 

Contract  

(ref. tempor.) 
-0.13

***
 –0.17

***
 3E-3

***
 0.17

***
 -0.09

***
 -0.21

***
 0.08

***
 -0.02

***
 

Partime  

(ref. full time) 
0.48

***
 0.02

***
 0.01

***
 0.30

***
 0.27

***
 0.01

***
 1.02

***
 0.34

***
 

Constant -1.77
***

 -0.49
***

 -2.31
***

 0.14
***

 -1.76
***

 0.57
***

 -1.05
***

 1.60
***

 

ln pseudo-

likelihood 
males -3766192 

females -4883028 

males  -739925 

females -773269 

males  -266747 

females -437905 

males -2972144 

females -5743163 

Source: Authors’ ad hoc elaborations on EU-SILC data (2007). 



A cross-country analysis of gender pay gap and segregation 233

 

Table 6. Parameter estimates of multiple regression models of labour income for 

male and female employees in Italy, Greece, Ireland and United Kingdom. 

 Italy Greece 

 Men Women Men Women 

N 8,149 6,421 1,992 1,443 

F 218.13 191.12 51.61 45.28 

adjusted R
2
  0.4679 0.5025 0.4484 0.4955 

 Estim. s.e. Estim. s.e. Estim. s.e. Estim. s.e. 

Intercept 1.55
***

 0.03 2.32
***

 0.18 1.18
***

 0.11 2.39
***

 0.30 

Work experience  0.02
***

 1E-3 0.02
***

 2E-3 0.02
***

 3E-3 0.01
***

 3E-3 

Squared experience  -3E-4
***

 0.00 -2E-4
**
 0.00 -2E-4

***
 6E-5 -7E-5 8E-5 

Education (years) 0.03
***

 2E-3 0.06
*
 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.02

***
 4E-3 

Children  

(ref.without) 2E-3 8E-3 0.04
***

 0.01 0.02 0.02 8.3E-4 0.02 

Marital 

(ref.unmarried) 0.06
***

 9E-3 0.01 0.01 0.17
***

 0.03 0.08
***

 0.03 

Profession (ref. Elementary) 

Legislators 0.41
***

 0.09 0.42 0.24 0.41 0.27 - - 

Managers 0.27
***

 0.03 0.49
***

 0.04 0.33
***

 0.07 0.29
**

 0.13 

Professionals 0.34
***

 0.02 0.43
***

 0.02 0.32
***

 0.04 0.24
***

 0.05 

Professional 

teachers 0.31
***

 0.03 0.51
***

 0.02 
0.39

***
 0.08 0.54

***
 0.07 

Technicians 0.18
***

 0.01 0.28
***

 0.02 0.25
***

 0.05 0.16
***

 0.05 

Clerks 0.11
***

 0.02 0.20
***

 0.02 0.17
***

 0.04 0.12
***

 0.04 

Service workers 0.06
***

 0.02 0.13
***

 0.02 0.08
**

 0.04 -.0.01 0.04 

Skilled crafts 0.06
***

 0.01 0.09
***

 0.02 0.10
***

 0.04 0.01 0.06 

Operators- assemb. 0.12
***

 0.01 0.12
***

 0.02 0.21
***

 0.04 -0.02 0.11 

Armed forces 0.26
***

 0.03 0.25
*
 0.14 0.17

***
 0.06 0.25 0.15 

Activity sector (ref. primary) 

Secondary 0.12
***

 0.02 0.08
**

 0.03 0.22
***

 0.07 0.22 0.13 

Construction 0.13
***

 0.02 0.07
*
 0.05 0.22

***
 0.07 0.35

**
 0.16 

Tertiary 0.08
***

 0.02 0.07
**

 0.03 0.20
***

 0.07 0.18 0.13 

Advanced tertiary 0.16
***

 0.02 0.10
***

 0.03 0.28
***

 0.08 0.28
**

 0.13 

Public administr. 0.10
***

 0.02 0.10
***

 0.03 0.29
***

 0.08 0.40
***

 0.13 

Education 0.16
***

 0.03 0.19
***

 0.03 0.35
***

 0.10 0.28
**

 0.14 

Health/Social work 0.19
***

 0.03 0.10
***

 0.03 0.20
**

 0.09 0.39
***

 0.13 

Other services 0.07
***

 0.02 -0.03 0.03 0.16
*
 0.08 0.17 0.13 

Health  

(ref. no problems) 0.04
***

 0.01 0.04
***

 0.01 0.02 0.03 -3E-4 0.04 

Superv  

(ref. not sup.) 0.14
***

 0.01 0.07
***

 0.01 0.18
***

 0.02 0.19
***

 0.03 

Urban  

(ref.not densely) 0.08
***

 0.01 0.16
***

 0.03 -0.02 0.02 0.02 0.02 

Working time (ref. <30) 

30-40 hours -0.21
***

 0.02 -0.13
***

 0.01 -.015
***

 0.05 -0.25
***

 0.05 

> 40 hours -0.30
***

 0.02 -0.22
**

 0.01 -0.27
***

 0.04 -0.36
***

 0.04 
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Table 6. Parameter estimates of multiple regression models of labour income for 

male and female employees in Italy, Greece, Ireland and United Kingdom 

(continued). 

Contract  

(ref. temporary) 0.11
***

 0.01 -0.06
**

 0.04 0.06
***

 0.03 0.25
***

 0.03 

Firm size (ref. small) 

Medium 0.05
***

 0.01 0.07
***

 0.01 0.08
***

 0.02 0.06
**

 0.03 

Large 0.12
***

 0.01 0.12
***

 0.01 0.15
***

 0.02 0.16 0.03 

ti -1.09
***

 0.14 -2.91
***

 0.57 0.60 0.44 -2.2
***

 0.39 

Lambda   -0.05
***

 0.01   -0.02 0.03 
 

 Ireland United Kingdom  

 Men Women Men Women 

N 1,837 1,895 2,662 2,971 

F 53.91 58.27 46.59 57.32 

Adjusted R
2
  0.4717 0.4837 0.3394 0.3701 

 Estim. s.e. Estim. s.e. Estim. s.e. Estim. s.e. 

Intercept 1.45
***

 0.09 2.57
***

 0.35 1.88
***

 0.15 2.30
***

 0.30 

Work experience  0.03
***

 4E-3 0.02
***

 3E-3 0.03
***

 3E-3 0.02
***

 2E-3 

Squared experience  -3E-4
***

 6E-5 -3E-4
***

 9E-5 -6E-4
***

 7E-5 -3E-4
***

 6E-5 

Education (years) 0.04
***

 0.01 0.04
***

 4E-3 0.04
***

 5E-3 0.01 0.01 

Children  

(ref. without) 0.07
**

 0.03 -0.06
**

 0.02 0.05
**

 0.02 0.01 0.02 

Marital 

(ref.unmarried) 0.08
*
 0.04 0.21

***
 0.05 0.06

***
 0.02 0.03 0.02 

Profession (ref. Elementary) 

Legislators -0.23 0.20 0.22 0.19 0.38
**

 0.19 0.41
***

 0.15 

Managers 0.11
***

 0.04 0.16 0.05 0.50
***

 0.04 0.52
***

 0.04 

Professionals 0.24
***

 0.04 0.31
***

 0.04 0.44
***

 0.04 0.56
***

 0.05 

Professional 

teachers 0.61
***

 0.07 
0.61

***
 0.05 0.41

***
 0.08 0.61

***
 0.05 

Technicians 0.12
**

 0.05 0.17
***

 0.06 0.33
***

 0.04 0.46
***

 0.04 

Clerks -0.01 0.04 0.09
**

 0.04 0.11
**

 0.05 0.26
***

 0.04 

Service workers -0.04 0.04 -0.04 0.04 0.04 0.05 0.11
***

 0.04 

Skilled crafts 0.01 0.03 0.08 0.10 0.17
***

 0.04 0.05 0.10 

Operators and 

assemb. 
0.01 0.04 -0.09 0.07 0.10

**
 0.04 0.05 0.08 

Armed forces -0.10 0.14 - - - - - - 

Activity sector (ref. primary) 

Secondary 0.22
***

 0.07 0.05 0.12 -0.04 0.08 -0.08 0.10 

Construction 0.26
***

 0.07 0.13 0.13 3E-3 0.08 -0.09 0.11 

Tertiary 0.09 0.07 -0.08 0.12 -0.15
*
 0.08 -0.29

***
 0.09 

Advanced tertiary 0.28
***

 0.07 0.09 0.12 0.01 0.08 -0.07 0.10 

Public administr. 0.33
***

 0.08 0.16 0.12 0.03 0.07 -0.05 0.10 

Education 0.11 0.08 0.07 0.12 -0.15 0.10 -0.29
***

 0.10 

Health/Social work 0.27
***

 0.09 0.09 0.12 -0.09 0.09 -0.22
**

 0.10 
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We presented the model using the Heckman correction to eliminate the bias
correction for sample self-selection. Anyway, as this correction often requires
arbitrary exclusion assumptions (Neuman and Oaxaca, 2004; Olivetti and Petrongolo,
2008), for robustness purposes the results concerning gender pay gap and
discrimination indexes are reported with and without the double correction (Tab. 7).

Only for Greece the model without correction shows absence of discrimination
for women while in the model including this correction an overturning in results
occurs. As the other discrimination measures consistently show high discrimination
for Greek women, we refer to results with Heckman correction.

In Italy there is the lowest gender pay gap and also the impact of the
discriminatory component is very low. Indeed, United Kingdom, with the highest
gender pay gap, presents a low discriminatory share when the Oaxaca and Blinder
decomposition is considered, but the highest discrimination in terms of segregation.
These findings could derive from the specific characteristics of their labour
markets: in Italy the less flexibility induce women to conform to a male model of
labour market while in United Kingdom the wide diffusion of part-time and other
reconciling instruments produce a more segregated labour market increasing the
wage gap. Finally, Greece highlights the highest discriminatory component expressed
by the coefficients effect.

Table 6. Parameter estimates of multiple regression models of labour income for 

male and female employees in Italy, Greece, Ireland and United Kingdom 

(continued). 

Other services 0.10 0.08 -0.06 0.12 -0.16
*
 0.09 -0.27

***
 0.10 

Health  

(ref. no problems) 0.12
***

 0.04 0.10
***

 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.04 0.03 

Superv  

(ref. not sup.) 0.17
***

 0.02 0.10
***

 0.02 0.11
***

 0.02 0.13
***

 0.02 

Urban  

(ref.not densely) 0.11
***

 0.02 0.03 0.03 0.04
*
 0.02 0.06

***
 0.02 

Working time (ref.<30) 

30-40 hours 0.01 0.04 -0.07
***

 0.02 -0.28
***

 0.07 -0.04 0.03 

> 40 hours -0.05 0.04 -0.16
***

 0.03 -0.32
***

 0.07 -0.08
**

 0.03 

Contract  

(ref. temporary) 0.08
*
 0.04 -0.01 0.05 0.09

**
 0.04 0.05 0.03 

Firm size (ref. small) 

Medium 0.04
*
 0.02 -0.01 0.02 0.18

***
 0.03 0.11

***
 0.02 

Large - - - - - - - - 

ti -0.53 0.62 -1.31
***

 0.48 -1.13
***

 0.23 -0.67
***

 0.22 

Lambda - - -0.09
***

 0.03   -0.08
*
 0.04 

Source: Authors’ ad hoc elaborations on EU-SILC data (2007). 

* 10% significance; ** 5% significance;*** 1% significance. 
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13 In this application and in the others referred to Greece, United Kingdom and Ireland reported
in Tab. 3, we have matched 12 economic sectors (a+b, c+d+e, f, g, h, i, j, k, l, m, n, o+p+q
sections of Nace Rev.1) with 27 professional qualifications (two digits of ISCO–88 COM).
Very similar results are obtained when we apply the Treiman and Hartman wage decomposition
to the occupational categories classification. In fact, differences with the previous one in the
inter and intra-occupational components are only of 1%.

Moreover, the negative sign of the endowment effect for Italy, Greece and
Ireland shows the strongest weight of discriminatory part in these countries and
only in part the highest values, on average, of female covariates. In fact, while the
male mean values of experience are always higher than the corresponding referred
to women, in these countries the variable measuring the number of years of study
is always greater on average for female employees.

The Treiman and Hartman (1981) wage decomposition applied to a detailed
job classification13 allows to quantify the part of gender pay gap caused by the
different distribution of male and female employees into each occupational category
and the part due to the difference in returns existing within the same occupational
category. The strong impact of the discriminatory component shows that gender pay
gap is due above all to the different returns received by male and female employees
within the same occupational category.

The intra-occupational component is in absolute terms very high in United
Kingdom and Ireland, but if we refer it to the overall gap, we see that it is over  210%
in Italy and Ireland, over 130% in Greece and only 56% in United Kingdom. Then,
horizontal segregation is higher in Ireland and United Kingdom where a large
presence of childcare services and flexible jobs makes easier to working women
conciliating work with family care.

With regard to the inequality indexes, based on differences between the
estimated female wage and the theoretical female wage under the hypothesis of
male returns, the dr0 index, that shows the percentage of women less remunerated
than men having the same characteristics, assumes its maximum in the United
Kingdom, 97%, followed by Greece, 94% and Italy 92%, while in Ireland only 25%
of women is discriminated.

Countries are ranked in the same way with respect to the dr1 index, that shows
the discrimination spread in terms of its degree. Finally, the severity of discrimination
is higher for Greece, followed by Italy. This fact could be due to the particular
structure of labour market in these two countries, where few women work and the
lack of flexibility and really efficacious conciliation policies required their adaptation
to a male labour market. In fact, the lower segregation in these markets is linked to
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their larger presence in male dominated jobs, where there are greater earnings
disparities (Sorensen, 1990).

 
Table 7. Females discrimination indexes of labour market based on the males’ and 

females’ mean wages, on the Oaxaca-Blinder and Treiman and Hartman 

decompositions and on inequality indexes for Italy, Greece, Ireland and United 

Kingdom. 

Discrimination Indicators(*) Italy Greece Ireland UK

Gender Pay Gap Y Y
M F/( ) 0.061 0.126 0.086 0.247

Decomposition according to Oaxaca and Blinder:
with Heckman correction

Endowment effect –0.479 –1.527 -0.880 0.050
    (part due to intercepts difference) (–0.770) (–1.213) (–1.120) (–0.418)
Discrimination effect 0.524 1.645 0.943 0.189
Sample selection effect (–sn) 0.015 0.008 0.023 0.009
Discrimination effect/ total gap 8.59 13.05 10.96 0.76

without Heckman correction
Endowment effect 0.023 0.133 –0.069 0.099
    (part due to intercepts difference) (0.091) (0.179) (–0.086) (0.008)
Discrimination effect 0.035 -0.007 0.157 0.148
Discrimination effect/ total gap 0.565 0.053 1.815 0.599

G GF M
0.940 0.882 0.917 0.781

Gap unadjusted G G GM F M/( ) 0.060 0.118 0.083 0.219

D1 (weights: XM ) 0.103 0.038 0.129 0.271

D2 (weights: XF ) 0.130 0.005 0.067 0.223

GA
(*) 0.093 0.005 0.063 0.182

Trieman-Hartman’s dec. ( W WM F/ ): 0.577 1.001 1.010 5.686

   Inter-sectorial component (segregation) –0.670 –0.390 –1.268 2.500
   Intra-sectorial component (pay gap) 1.247 1.391 2.278 3.186
Discrimination indexes
dr0

(**) 91.67 93.57 74.46 97.48
dr1

(**) 13.97 23.47 9.52 28.35
dr2

(**) 2.83 7.86 1.80 1.02

(*) G Y
F

F= exp ; (*) G Y
M

M= exp

D: wage difference corrected by its share due to differences in personal characteristics:

D X
M M F1 = −( )



exp ˆ ˆβ β  and D X

M M F1 = −( )



exp ˆ ˆβ β

GA=1–exp D X
F M F2 = −( )



exp ˆ ˆβ β .

(**) Percentage values.
Source: Authors’ ad hoc elaborations on EU-SILC data (2007).
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7. CONCLUDING REMARKS

In this paper an overview on the gender pay gap and its determinants in four
European countries – Italy, Greece, Ireland and United Kingdom – was provided.
It is just a single aspect of a more complex social and economic phenomenon of
gender inequality in labour market and the attention has been focused in particular
on discrimination.

Nevertheless the remarkable progress of these last years, in terms of female
labour participation and career, immediate and concerted efforts are needed to
prevent discrimination and to promote reconciling policies.

Closing the gender pay gap is a major issue for policy makers in European
countries. The 2006 European Commission’s Report on equality between women
and men shows that women earn on average 15% less than men (European
Commission, 2009b). Indeed, for women, even though more educated than men, it
is much more difficult to gain access to an adequately paid and secure job and to
get an equal return with respect to male employees, and this is due especially to
difficulties to reconcile work with private life.

The persistence of labour market inequalities results from direct discrimination
against women and structural inequalities, such as segregation in sectors, occupations
and work patterns, access to education and training biased evaluation and pay
systems and stereotypes (European Commission, 2009b).

The inequality dynamics of the analysed countries are similar in some aspects,
but differ with reference to their social and economic scenarios.

In United Kingdom, where adequate child care services are provided and
labour market characteristics result more suitable for the particular requirements of
women, the increase in the female labour participation rates has gone with an
increase in the fertility rates. Thus, in this country, characterised by a liberal regime
that minimises all types of intervention and lets the market reach the equilibrium,
segregation and gender pay gap, even if higher than those estimated for southern
countries, can be in part justifiable by the different professional choices made by
women, due to the needs to reconcile work and family life.

Instead, in countries like Greece and Italy, with a conservative welfare state
regime, female employment rates are lower, labour flexibility is limited and
childcare services scarce. Consequently, also fertility rates are lower. Here, a lower
gender pay gap could depend by an adaptation of the few women that, in spite of
this, have been succeeded in work to a male professional model. In other words, in
these countries, welfare policies are aimed primarily to the preservation of traditional
family structures, still favouring the male breadwinner model, leaving public social
services undeveloped. This result seems to be more reasonable respect to the
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hypothesis sustaining that in countries with low participation rates only those
women that can expect high earnings participate in the labour market. The negative
sign of λ coefficients obtained everywhere, providing the correction for sample
selection of working and non working women, seems to confirm this hypothesis.

Finally, in an intermediate position we find Ireland which, even if very similar
for many aspects to the other Anglo-Saxon countries, because of its catholic culture
could be assimilable for some aspects to Italy and Greece. In Ireland we find a
diffused female labour participation, a high discrimination but also a low level of
pay gap.
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