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Abstract: This paper examines empirically the relationship between
gender and poverty in eleven industrialised countries that form
part of the Luxembourg Income Study: Australia, Canada, France,
West  Germany, Great Britain, Italy, Luxembourg, Netherlands,
Poland, Sweden and the United States, For each of these countries,
Foster-Greer-Thorbecke poverty rates, based on a relative poverty
line, are calculated separately for men and women. The overall
poverty rate for adult men and women is decomposed into male and
female poverty shares. These poverty shares are compared to the
relative population shares of men and women. It is found that in
all these countrics, the “gender distribution of poverty” s
uncqual—the cxperience of poverty is not equally shared between
men and women. The main conclusion is that when the poverty
cxperience of all women is compared to the poverty experience of
all men, women are over-represented amongst the poor in some
countries and wunder-represented amongst the poor in others. The
latter part of this conclusion is in sharp disagreement with
conventional views about the relationship between gender and
poverty in industrialised countries.



Women and Poverty in Industrialised Countries

One theme running through much of current debate surrounding
poverty in industrialised countries is the belief that women are

~ “over-represent in the ranks of the poor. For example, Millar
and Glendinning (1989, p. 363) write: “[Wjomen arc at far greater
risk of poverty than men: at amy given stage in their lives, women
are far more likely than men to be poor and their experience of
poverty is also Lkely to be far more acute.” It is also believed
that this gender-based disadvantage is increasing over time, For
example, Scott (1984, p. vii) writes: “What is much less generally
recognized is the increasing extent to which women are represented
among the world’s poor.” This process is often referred to as the
“feminisation of poverty”, and is argued by many individuals to be
a general problem faced by women in all industrialised countries
(Allen, 1992; Millar and Glendinning 1989; Scott, 1984).

| Despite the fact that this gender-based disadvantage and the
feminisation of poverty are thought to be “facts”, it is very
surprising to find that only limited attention has been directed
towards their empirical verification (Fuchs, 1986; McLanahan,
Sorcnson and Watson, 1989; Wright, 1992). For cxample, of the 27
empirical studies of poverty in Great Britain reviewed by Morris
and Preston (1986), none addressed explicitly gender differences
in the incidence and intensity of poverty. Furthermore, many of

the difficult conceptual and empirical related to defining and



measuring poverty have been ignored in the studies of the
relationship between gender and poverty (Daly, 1992; Jenkins,
1991).

With this in mind, this paper examines empirically the
relationship between gender and poverty in eleven industrialised
countries that form part of the Luxembourg Income Study:
Australia, Canada, France, West Germany, Great Britain, Italy,
Luxembourg, Netherlands, Poland, Sweden and the United States. For
each of these countries, Foster-Greer-Thorbecke poverty rates,
based on a relative poverty line, are calculated separately for
ment and women. The overall poverty rate for adult men and women is
decomposed into male and female poverty shares. These poverty
shares are compared to the relative population shares of men and
women. It is found that in all these countries, the “gender
distribution of poverty” is unequal—the experience of poverty is
not equally shared between men and women. The main conclusion is
that when the poverty experience of all women is compared to the
poverty experience of all men, women are over-represented amongst
the poor in some countrics and under-represented amongst the poor
in others. The latter part of this conclusion is in sharp
disagreement with  conventional views sbout the relationship
between gender and poverty in industrialised countries.

The paper proceeds as follows. In the first section, the
Luxembourg Income Study datasets used in the analysis are
described. In the second section, the procedures used to identify

the poor are outlined. The third section describes the specific



indices of poverty calculated and explains the decomposition
methodology employed. In the fourth section, the results are

presented. Conclusions follows in Section 5.

L. Data

The countries studied are:Australia, Canada, France, West
Germany, Great Britain, Italy, Luxembourg, Netherlands, Poland,
Sweden and the United States. The data are centered around 1985
and form part of the Luxembourg Income Study. The empirical
analysis is restricted to the countries that constitute the

so-called “second wave” of Luxembourg Income Study. The reason
being that in order to carry out the gender-specific analysis
described below, the wunit of observation for computer processing
must be the “individual”, not the “family” or “household. This
option, at the time of writing, was not available for “first wave”
countries. (See the LIS User Documentation and other papers in
this VOLUME for further details). The Luxembourg Income Study
makes available to researchers a data-bas: of micro-level surveys
for a large number of industrialised counttics. Onc of the main
aims of the project is to foster cross-country comparisons of
income-related variables. All data-sets contain detailed variables
describing income, along with a variety of socio-economic,
demographic and houschold structure variables. The data-base is
housed at the Center for Poverty, Population and Policy Studies,
Walferdange, Luxembourg and may be conveniently accessed through

the BITNET electronic mail service. Table 1 contains a brief
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overview of the data-sets wused: country, year, source and
(unweighted) sample size.

< << < Table 1 About Here > > > >

II. Identifying the Poor

If we define economic well-being as the ratio of economic
resources to need, then a houschold is “poor” if its available
economic resources do not meet its nceds at some minimum level,
Like most empirical studies of poverty, we employ disposable
equivalent  household income as the empirical counterpart to
economic  well-being. The household’s economic resources are
assumed to be determined by it's total disposable income, which is
equal to the gross yearly income of all household members from all
sources minus income taxes and other mandatory deductions.

It is clear that there are cconomies of scale in consumption
related to  houschold size. Likewise, there are differences in
consumption levels between children and adults. Disposable income
should be adjusted to reflect these differences. Therefore the
household’s needs are assumed to be a function of the number and
age of its members. In keeping with most empirical studies of
poverty, disposable income is adjusted using “equivalence scales”.
The equivalence scales used are the weights recommended by the
OEBCD in its work on social indicators. That is, the first adult in
the household receives a weight of 1.0; each other adult receives
a weight of 0.7; and each child receives weight of 0.5.

A houschold is “poor” if it’s cquivalent disposable income,



Y is below the “poverty line”, y‘. Unfortunately, there are no
well-defined rules for selecting and little agreement on what is
the most appropriate poverty line (Hagenaars and van Praag, 1985).
In this paper, the so-called “houscholds below average income”

approach is used. In this approach, the poverty line is set at a

fraction, p, of the mean level of equivalent income. That is:
y =py. [1

Therefore, a household is poor if it’s disposable income is below
this level, p-y. An individual is poor, therefore, if he or she is
a member of a poor houschold.

The poverty estimates presented in this paper are all based
on an poverty line set at 50 per cent of the mean level of
cquivalent income in each of the countrics. Therefore, the poverty
line is a relative poverty threshold, not an absolute threshold,
since no adjustment is made for differences in the price level
across these countries, This is ome of th: poverty lines used in
the European Poverty Prongs, and therefore seoms like a good
starting point from which to examine the relationship between
gender and poverty (see Atkinson, 1990; Commission of the European
Communities, 1991; O'Higgins and Jenkins, 1992). (For a detailed
discussion of the advantages of the houscholds below average

income approach to the measurement of poverty see Atkinson, 1987).



ITI. Measuring Poverty

Sen (1986) described three properties that a good summary
index of poverty should possess. The first is the index must be
sepsitive to the relative number of poot, capturing the incidence
of poverty. The second is that the index must be sensitive ta the
average level of income of poor, indicating their average
deprivation, The third is the index must be seasitive to the
distribution of income among the poor, indicating their degree of
relative deprivation. It is important to notc that the term
“deprivation” is used here to denote the degrec of income
shortfall or disadvantage below the poverty line. It should not be
confused with Townsend’s (1985) notion of deprivation, which has &
much broader social and economic basis.

Most indices of poverty that incorporate Secn’s axiomatic
requirements (including Sen’s own index) are not decomposable
(Hagenaars, 1987). As is discussed below, this is problematic
since we want to be able to decompose the total amount of poverty
into male and female poverty shares. One poverty index that is
decomposable is the class of measures proposed Foster, Greer and

Thorbecke (1984), This index, P({a), may be defined as:

T(o-yp)®
Pla) = (Un) } [————| - (21
i=1t 7

*
where: y is the poverty line; A is the household income of
individual i; q is the number of poor individuals in the

. o
population (i.e. y, < y); and n is the total oumber of

1
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individuals in the population, “a” is & parameter which takes on &
value greater than or equal to zero (i.e. a = 0). As a gets
larger, the index becomes more sensitive to the income
circumstances of the “poorest poor”. This index is bounded by the
unit interval, with a value of “0" representing the situation of
“no  poverty” (i.e. no one is poor) and the value of “1”
representing the situation of “total poverty” (i.e. everyone is
poor).

Three values of o are particularly meaningful in terms of

Sen’s requirements, If @« = 0 then P{a) reduces to:
P(0) = H = g/n, [31

which is the wellknown “head-count ratio”, H, This index is
simply the propertion of population whe have income below the
poverty linc—the “incidence of poverty”,

If & = 1, then Foster-Greer-Thorbecke index reduces to:
Pl) = H'TI, 4]
where:
1=0 -y,
P

and yp is the average income of the poor. This is a

renormalisation of the “income-gap ratio”, This index incorporates



information about the average income shortfall of the poor—the

fevel of “absolute deprivation”,

Finally, if a« = 2, then the Foster-Greer-Thorbecke index
reduces to:
Pe) = w0* + a-phcl, 5]

where C‘l is the coefficient of variation of income among the poor.
Since Cq is a commonly used measure of income inequality, its
inclusion in the index captures the “relative deprivation” of the
poor.

A useful feature of this index (for any value of «) is that
it is additively decomposable with population share weights. More
specifically, with respect to male and female poverty, we may

write the total or overall poverty rate, P(a), as:

P(a) = (a/n)-Pla); + (n_/n)-Pla)_, [61
where the subscripts “m” aod “f” denote male and female,
respectively. The ratios nfln and nmln are the relative population
shares of females and males (nf!n and nmln = 1). 1”(0:)f and P(a)m
are the Foster-Greer-Thorbecke poverty indices (for a given value
of a) calculated separately for females and males.

We may think of P{a) 8s being a measure of the “total” amount
of poverty in the population. Because this index is additively

decomposable with population share weights, the female and male



“shares”, S(a)k. of this total are:
S(a)f = (nrln)'P(a)rlP(a) , ' (7]
S(a)m = (nmfn)'P(a)mlP(a} . (8]

If poverty is shared “equally” between men and women, then
we would expect the “gender distribution of poverty” to be equal.
If this is the case then each group's relative poverty share

should equal their relative population share. That is:
S(a), = (ndn) 9]
S(a)m = (nmln) . [10]

Therefore, a description‘ of how “over-represented” women are in
poverty is simply how much their poverty share exceeds their
population share.

A convenient way of summarising the magnitude of this
disadvantage is the ratio of the female poverty share to the

female population share:

Ratiof - S(a)rl(nfln) . (11]

If I'\’au'af > 1 then women are over-represented amongst the poor, If

I'\'au’of < 1 then women are under-represented amongst the poor. If



Ratio, = 1 then poverty is share equally between men and women. It

f
is also important to note that increases in this ratio over time
indicate that women are becoming more represented amongst the

poor, and this is indicative of the feminisation of poverty.

IV. Estimates

Tables 2, 3 and 4  present the estimates of the
Foster-Greer-Thorbecke poverty index for o equal to 0, 1 and 2. In
each of these tables, the overall poverty rate, Pfa), is given,
along with the gender-specific poverty rates, P(a)m and P(a)f. In
addition, the ratioc of the female o male poverty rate,
P(a)fIP(a)m, is also shown. These poverty rates refer to  all
individuals greater than or equal to age 18.

< < << Tables 2, 3 and 4 About Here > > > >

Even though the main focus of this paper is on male-female
differences in relative poverty, it is important to note that
these  countries differ significantly in their overall levels of
poverty. Table 5 shows the ranking of these countries based on the
three values of Foster-Greer-Thorbecke index calculated. As can be
seen from this table, the rankings differ somewhat depending on
which index is used to order the countries.

With respect to the incidence of poverty, the P(0) estimates
suggest that poverty is lowest in Sweden, followed by Luxembourg,
Poland, West Qermany, the Netherlands, Great Britain, Canada,
France, Australia, Italy and the United States. However, the P(1)

estimates, which incorporate information describing the average
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deprivation of the poor, suggest a different ranking. .According to
this index, poverty is lowest in Luxcmbourg, followed by West
Germany, Poland, Sweden, the Netherlands, Canada, Great Britain,
France, Italy, Australia and the United States. When information
about the relative deprivation of the poor is included in the
measurement, the ranking changes again, According to the P(2)
index, poverty is lowest in Luxembourg, followed by West Germany,
Poland, Sweden, Canada, Italy, France, Great Britain, the
Netherlands, Australia and the Unpited States.
< < << Table 5 About Here > > > >

These different rankings points to the problem of relying too
heavily on a single measure of poverty (c.g. the head-count ratio)
to make even simple statements about differences in poverty across
countries. For example, our estimates suggest that the incidence
of poverty is lowest in Sweden [i.c. based on P(0)]. However, when
the absolute and relative deprivation dimensions of poverty are
considered [i.e. based on P(1) and P(2})], Sweden’s poverty rank
decreases to fourth—Luxembourg now has lowest rate of poverty
based on these criteria. Likewise, based on P(0) and P(I), the
Netherlands ranks fifth, However, when the relative deprivation
dimension of poverty is included in the measurement of poverty,
the Netherlands’ rank decreases to minth,

Turning to gender differences in poverty, the P(0) estimates
suggest that there is considerable variation in the gap between
male and female poverty rates across these countries, (Table 2),

In Great Britain, Poland, Canada, Luxembourg, West Germany,

11



Australia and the United States, the female P(G) poverty rate is
higher than the male P(0) poverty rate, Based on this index, women
appeat to be particularly disadvantaged in the United States,
where the female poverty rate is about 30 per cent higher that the
male poverty [i.e. P(O)fIP(O)m = ].319]. Somewhat surprisingly,
however, in Sweden, Italy, France and the Netherlands, the female
P(0) poverty rate is lower than the male P(0) poverty rate, In
Sweden, women appear to be “advantaged” —the female poverty rate
is about 10 per cent lower that the male poverty [i.e. P(O)f/P(O)m
= (.893].

When information about the average deprivation of the poor is
included in the mecasurcmont of poverty, a similar pattern is
observed across these countries (Table 3), The cxamination of the
gender-specific  estimates of the P(l) index reveals that the
female poverty rate is not higher than the male poverty rate in
all these countries. In five of the eleven  countries
considered—-Sweden, Italy, Great Britain, France and the
Netherlands—the female P(l) poverty rate is lower than the male
P(I) poverty rate. In the remaining six countries——Poland,
Luxembourg, Germany, Canada, Australia and the United States—the
female P(l) poverty rate is higher than the male P(l) poverty
rate. Again women appear to be very disadvantaged in the United
States, where the female poverty rate exceeds the male poverty
rate by over 30 per cent. On the other band in Sweden, the female
poverty rate is about 20 per cent lower than the male poverty

rate.
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Finally, when information about the relative deprivation of
the poor is included in the measurement of poverty, the finding
that the female poverty rate is not higher than the male poverty
rate in all these countries is confirmed (Table 4). More
specifically, in Sweden, Great Britain, Ialy, West Germany and
France, the P(2) female poverty rate is lower that the male P(2)
poverty rate, In Poland, the Netherlands, Canada, Luxembourg,
Australia and the United States, the opposite is observed. In
these countries, the female P(2) poverty rate is higher than the
male P(2) poverty rate. Again in the United States, the gap
between the male and female poverty rate is quite large—the
female poverty rate is about 30 per cent higher. However, in
Sweden, the female P(2) poverty rate is about 25 per cent lower
than the male poverty rate. The remaining countries fall between
these two “extremes” represented by the United States and Sweden.

Tables 6, 7 and 8 report the results of the decomposition of
the overail poverty rate into male and female poverty shares (i.e.
Eqs. [7], [8] and [9]). The decomposition based on the P(0) index
are shown in Table 6. In Great Britain, Poland, Canada,
Luxembourg, West Germany, Australia and the United States, women
appear to be over-represented amongst the poor. In these seven
countries, the female poverty share, S(0) is larger than the
female population share, n fln. In these countries, the female
poverty  share/population  share  ratios, S§(0) f:'(nfln), are all
greater than 1.0 (see the last Column in Table 6). On the other

hand, in Sweden, Italy, France and the Netherlands, women appear

13



to under-represented amongst the poor. In these four countries,
the female poverty share is smaller than the female population
share, In these countrics, the female poverty share/population
share ratios, S(O)fl(nfln), are all less than 1.0,

<< << Tables 6, 7 and 8 About Here > > > >

A similar pattern is observed whenm the decomposition is
carriecd out using the P(l) estimates of poverty (Table 7). In the
Netherlands, Poland, West Germany, Luxembourg, Canada, Australia
and the United States, the female poverty share/population share
ratios are less then 1.0. In these scven countries, women appear
to be over-represented amongst the poor. However, in Sweden,
Italy, Prance and  Great  Britain, the - female  poverty
share/population share ratios are less than 1,0, In these four
countries, women appear to under-represented amongst the poor.

Finally, when the decomposition iz carried out using the P(2)
estimates of poverty, an unequal gender distribution of poverty in
these countries is confirmed (Table 8). In Poland, the
Netherlands, Canada, Luxembourg, Australia and the United States,
women are over-tepresented amongst the poor. In  these six
countries, the female poverty share is larger than the female
population share, On the other hand, in Sweden, Great Britain,
Italy, West Germany and France, women appear to under-represented
amongst the poor, In these five countries, the female poverty

share is smaller than the female population share.

14



V. Conclusions

The gender-specific estimates of poverty presented in this
paper do not unanimously support the hypothesis of Millar and
Glendinning (1989, p. 362) that: “[W]omen are at far greater risk
of poverty than men.” Qur estimates suggest that in Sweden, Italy
and France, this is simply not the case. In these three countries,
the female poverty rate is lower than the male poverty rate by a
significant amount. However, in the United States, Australia,
Luxembourg, Canada and Poland, the gender-specific poverty rates
ate all higher for women compared to men. In the Netherlands,
Great Britain and West Germany, the conclusion concerning whether
the female poverty rate is higher or lower than th¢ male poverty
rate varies depending on what value of a is used in the
calculation of the Foster-Greer-Thorbecke index,

In all the eleven countries considered in this paper, it was
found that the gender distribution of poverty is unmequal. It was
argued if the poverty cxperience is shared equally between men and
women, we would expect to find that that each group’s poverty
share would equal their population share. In none of these
countrics was the female share of poverty exactly equal to the
female share of the population. (Or alternatively, in none of
these countries was the male share of poverty exactly equal to the
male share of the population). Based on the decompositions carried
out, one can conclude that the United States and Sweden have the
most unequal gender distributions of poverty of the eleven

countries considered. However, the “mechanism” generating this
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inequality is different in these two countries. In the United
States the gender distribution of poverty is unequal because women
are  over-represented amongst the poor  (or men  are
under-represented), On the other hand, in Sweden the gender
distribution of poverty is unequal because women are
under-represcnted amongst the poor (or men are over-represented).

Why does the pgender distribution of poverty differ so much
across these countries? Unfortunately, the answer to this question
is beyond the scope of this paper. However, it is my belief that
there are three potential ecxplanations that neced to be explored
empirically which might provide at least a partial answer to this
question, The first is a compositional explanation: Women are
over-represented in  demographic groups with high poverty rates
generally, such as single-parents and the elderly. The second
explanation is based in labour market and carnings differentials:
Women have lower employment rates compared to men, work on average
fewer hours compared to men, and earn less per hour compared to
men. The third is an explanation based in cross-country
differences in the effectiveness of social welfare systems in
reducing poverty: Women benefit more in terms of poverty
reduction, the more effective a country’s social welfare system is
at reducing poverty in general.

It is well known that there ate certain demographic groups
that have “above average” poverty rates and are predominantly
female in composition. The two groups usuvally pointed to in

discussions of the relationship between gender and poverty are
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single (lone) parents and  elderly adults living  alome,
Furthermore, there is considerable crosscountry varistion in the
relative  population shares of such groups., Because of this
variation in household composition, there is an interaction
between houschold composition and poverty, which confounds the
messurement and comparison of poverty across countries. In this
sense, observed differences in the overall or average poverty rate
between two countries, reflects both differences in  houschold
composition and differences in the underlying “subgroup’s” poverty
rates. Therefore, the gender distribution of poverty may change
after differences in  houschold composition are taken into
consideration.

It is well known that low earnings is one of the main
predictors of poverty., It is equally well known that women,
compared to men, in most countries have lower employment rates,
work on average fewer hours, and earn less per hour. However,
there is considerable cross-country variation in the magnitude of
these male-female labour market differentials. Clearly, we would
cxpect to find in those countries that have done more to ensure
the equality of women in the labour market, a more equal gender
distribution of poverty.

It could be the case that the more effective a country’s
social welfare system is at reducing poverty generally, the more
effective it is in reducing poverty amongst women. In other words,
a more equal gender distribution of poverty might go hand in hand

with a lower overall level of poverty. In this semse, successful
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poverty alleviation programmes may be biased towards women. There
is some support for this explanation across the eleven countrics
considered in this paper. More specifically, the zerc-order
cotrelations between the overall poverty rates, P(0), P(I) and
P(2), and the corresponding female poverty/population share
ratios, are +0.476, -+0.417 and +0.383, respectively. In other
words, across these eleven countries, there is a tendency for
higher overall poverty rates to be associated with a more unequal
(female disadvantaged) gender distribution of poverty,

In coaclusion, this paper has presented some estimates of the
gender  distribution of poverty in  selected  industrialised
countrics, Its focus was primarily descriptive. As mentioned
above, the next step is to explain the crosscountry variation I
have documented. It is my belief that much can be done in ¢his
srea with data from the Luxembourg Income Study. More and more
countrics are being added to this data-base, thereby widening the
scape for cross-country comparisons of poverty. Likewise,
country-specific  data-sets for earlier years are being added,
thereby widening the scope for the time-series analysis of
poverty, Soon, for a large group of countries, interested
rescarchers will be able to combine cross-country variation with
temporal variation in the gender distribution of poverty. This
will support very powerful analyses of the determents of poverty.
Finally, it is boped that this paper has drawn attention to an
area where little empirical research has been carried out, and at

the very least, has demonstrated the value of continued effort in

18



furthering our understanding of the relationship between gender

and poverty.
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Table 1

The Luxembourg Income Study Data-sets

k Country Year Data Source Sample
Size
1.  Australis 1985/86 Income and Housing Survey 7,560
2. Canada 1987 Survey of Consumer Finances 10,9993
3. Prance 1984 French Income Study of Taxes 12,693
4,  Qermany 1984 German Panel Survey Wave 2 5,1592
5. Great Britain 1986 Family Expenditure Survey 7,178
6. Ttaly 1986 Bank of Italy Income Survey 8,022
7. Luxembourg 1985 Luxembourg Household Panel Study 2,012
8.  Netherlands 1987 Survey of Income and Program Users 4,190
9.  Poland 1986 Polish Household Budger Survey 10,646 4
10. Sweden 1987 Swedish Income Distribution Survey 9,530
11. United States 1986 Current Population Survey 11,614

Notes:

(1) Sample size is the actual number of houscholds
included in the Luxembourg Income Study data-sct,

(2) Single-family houscholds,

(3) Households from combined tax units.,

(4) Tax and administrative units.
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Table 2
Male and Female Poverty Rates
Index is P(0)

Country P(0) HOTE (O P©)/P©),
Sweden 6.9 7.3 6.5 0.893
Raly 17.1 17.5 16.8 0.960
France 14.3 14.6 14.0 0.962
Netherlands 10.5 10.7 10.3 0.966
Great Britain 12.4 12.0 12.7 1.053
Poland 9.5 9.0 10.0 1.107
Canada 13.3 12.6 14.1 1.121
Luxembourg 7.9 7.4 8.3 1.128
West Germany 10.0 9.2 10.6 1.150
Australia 16.7 14.6 18.8 1.284
United States 20.8 17.8 23.4 1.319

Notes: The estimates of P(0) have been multiplied by a factor
of 100,

Source:  Luxembourg Income Study.
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Table 3
Male and Female Poverty Rates

Index is P(1)
Country P(1) (1), P(1), P(D)/P(D)
Sweden 27.7 30.6 24.9 0.813
Italy 45.0 46.5 43.7 0.940
Great Britain 40.4 41.2 39.7 0.964
France 43,9 44.4 43.6 0.982
Netherlands 38.0 37.8 38.1 1.008
Poland 21.1 20.5 21.6 1,056
West Germany 20.7 19.9 21.4 1.075
Luxembourg 15.7 14.8 16.5 1.119
Canada 38.3 36.0 40.5 1.125
Australia 47.8 43.8 51.6 1.178
United States 74.4 63.2 84.2 1.331

Notes: The estimates of P(1) have been multiplied by a factor
of 1,000,

Source:  Luxembourg Income Study.
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Male and Female Poverty Rates

Table 4

Index is P(2)
Country P(2) P(Z)m }’(2)f P(2)fll’(2)m
Sweden 17.0 19.1 14.8 0.774
Great Britain 25.9 27.0 249 - 0.925
Italy 19.2 19.8 18.7 0.946
West Germany 7.4 7.5 7.3 0.974
France 24.1 24.3 23.9 0.981
Poland 7.8 7.7 7.8 1.021
Netherlands 26.7 26.1 27.2 1.044
Canada 17.9 17.2 18.6 1,084
Luxembourg 6.2 5.9 6.6 1.112
Australia 29.4 27.5 313 1.137
United States 39.6 34.0 44.5 1.306
Notes: The estimates of P(2) have been multiplied by a factor
of 1,000.
Source:  Luxembourg Income Study.
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Table §
Ascending Relative Poverty Rankings

Country P(0) P P(2)

Sweden
Luxembourg
Poland

West Germany
Netherlands
Great Britain
Canada
France
Australia
Italy

United States
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Source:  Lurembourg Income Study.
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Table 6

Male and Female Poverty Shares (%)

Index is P(0)

Country n/n SO, S0, S0)/(n/n)
Sweden 50.8 52.1 47.9 0.944
Italy 51.9 49.1 50.9 0.980
France 52.5 48.5 51.5 0.982
Netherlands 51.7 49.2 50.8 0,983
Great Britain 52,2 46.5 535 1.024
Poland 55.1 42.4 57.6 1.046
Canada 51.1 46.0 54.0 1.056
Luxembourg 52.6 44 .4 55.6 1.057
West Germany 52.5 44.0 56.0 1.066
Australia 508 43.0 57.0 1.122
United States 53.2 40.0 60.0 1.128

Source:  Luxembourg Income Study.
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Table 7

Male and Female Poverty Shares (%)

Index is P(1)

Country nfln s(l)m S(l)f S(l)fl(nfln)
Sweden 50.8 54.4 45.6 0.899
Italy 51.9 49.7 50.3 0.970
Great Britain 52.2 48.7 51.3 0.982
France 52.5 43.0 52.0 0.991
Netherlands 51.7 48.1 51.9 1.004
Poland 55.1 43.6 56.4 1.025
West Germany 52.5 45.7 54.3 1.034
Luxembourg 52.6 44.6 55.4 1.053
Canada 511 45.9 54.1 1.057
Australia 50.8 45.1 54.9 1.080
United States 53.2 39.8 60.2 1.132

Source:  Luxembourg Income Study.
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Table 8

Male and Female Poverty Shares (%)

Index is P(2)

Country nrln S(2)m 3(2)f S(Z)fl(nfln)
Sweden 50.8 35.6 44 .4 0.875
Great Britain 52.2 49.7 50.3 0.962
Italy 51.9 49.5 50.5 0.973
West Germany 52.5 48.1 51.9 0.988
France 52.5 48.0 52.0 0.991
Poland 55.1 44.4 55.6 1.009
Netherlands 51.7 47.2 52.8 1.021
Canada 51.1 46.9 53.1 1.039
Luxembourg 52.6 4.8 55.2 1.050
Australia 50.8 46.0 54.0 1.063
United States 53.2 40.3 59.7 1.123

Source: Luxembourg Income Study.
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