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1. Introduction

The gender pay gap — the difference between thegeavages of men and women —
in Estonia is the largest in Europe. According todstat dathwomen in Estonia in
2007 earned on average only 69.7 percent of thésmeage, or in other words the
size of the pay gap was 30.3%. This statisticalcatdr has created quite a lot of
public discussion in Estonia about gender inequalit the labour market. Are
Estonian employers on average really so discriraiyathat they pay a female
employee almost a third less for doing the samekvagra male employee? Such a
claim, however, actually cannot be inferred from ¢fender pay gap indicator.

The first thing that should be kept in mind whilsterpreting pay gap statistics is that
it does not mean a difference in wages for the gaimeor for work of equal value. A
pay gap of 30.3% is simply the difference betweeomen’s and men’swverage
wages. This does not derive only from the fact thamen receive less pay for the
same work, but also to a large degree from thetfattwomen and men do different
work. For example, a large share of female emp®yse comprised of workers in
the education and health care sectors, but tmstithe case for men; amongst men,
however, there are considerable numbers engagdaliiding, but there are few
women to be found in this sector of activity. Wiveomen and men concentrate in the
labour market in different activity sectors and wzations this can result in a gender
pay gap even if everyone is paid the same forahseswork.

Differences between female and male employees, Vveware not limited to only

their doing different work. Women take parentalvieanore frequently than men. Can
women’s lower wages be due to interruptions inrthareers, which result in shorter
working experience on average than for men? Qran advantage for men to be able
to agree to an employer’s request to do overtinreedessary, whereas women who

! Source: Eurostat’s online database, March 2010thBytime this article was published (March 201LydStat
had adjusted its wage gap indicator slightly, with new value for Estonia in the database bein@?80Since this
article is based on a report of a longer study,vélee of the indicator used here is the one trest valid at the
time the report was written. The difference betwtenprevious and new values of the indicator isstatistically
relevant.



are more dedicated to their families are not? @wmasorigin of pay gap actually due to
women and men choosing different fields of studywacational schools and higher
education? All these issues play a certain rotbénformation of wage differences.

Therefore, there are many possible reasons foextstence of a gender pay gap, and
direct discrimination is only one of many. It shddde asked, however, how big the
share of one or the other reasons is in the foonaif the pay gap: what percentage
of the pay gap is due to concentration in varie®a®s of activity, to hours worked,
to differences in levels of education and studiett$, etc. This article provides an
overview of the study where the aim was to findaaswer to this question. This
answer is necessary not just for the interpretatiostatistics, but also as background
information in ensuring the formation of policiesgeting more equal opportunities.

In this study the issue of the reasons for the gepady gap is addressed by using
regression analysis. This statistical method esathle computational assessment of
the wage equation, or the correlation between thgewand the indicators impacting
the wage. The advantage of regression analysiseipossibility to simultaneously
assess the correlation of a number of factors i wage: for example, the
percentage increase in the wage that is ensure@chuiring higher education
compared to secondary education, if all the othetots, such as occupation, working
experience, remain the same. Amongst the otheorfacharacterizing the wage, we
analyze the impact of the gender variable in otdéind out how large a share of the
pay gap is due solely to the sex of the employeethe sector of activity, education
or other measurable indicators. It should be notemyever, that discrimination
cannot be measured or analyzed as a factor expigine wage. The analysis is based
on individual-level statistical data (use of Stats Estonia’s Estonian Labour Force
Survey data, 2000-2008), but it is not possiblesystematically collect data on
discrimination practices.

T ——— The structure of this article is as follows. In first section we
2 ga i provide an overview of the development trends ef gender
Es)t/o%i;is pay gap in Estonia and in the other EU member stéltee then
e e describe the methodology used in the study, anddhsequent
BN g, the results on the size of the explained and unexpliapay gap. In
averg é the third section we examine segregation, or theceotration
wa esg of of women and men in difference sectors of activityd
Wogﬂen . occupations, which is one of the fundamental factopacting
e @t the pay gap. The fourth section looks at the catic between
by more level of education and the completed field of studth the pay
thyan 300 gap, and in the fifth section there is an analgsishow career
- breaks associated with children impact the wagegoofien and

men.

In the sixth section we compare the pay gap ingygfeenterprises of various sizes
and forms of ownership. The seventh section analylze impact on the pay gap of
some other factors, such as the hours worked anithhrstatus.
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1. Overview of pay gap development trends in Estoni  a and other EU
member states

Of the EU member states, Estonia has the biggestfidirence between women’s
and men’s wages.Figure 1.1 illustrates why this topic has becomeraasingly
timely, taking particularly into account the evemisring recent yearsEstonia’s
general gender pay gap has increased in the peri@D00—2007 In 2007, men in
Estonia earned an average 30% more than womeneaser the EU as a whole, the
average gender pay gap was 15%. The smallest gpaglagap in EU countries was
in Malta and Italy, where it was approximately 5%.

Figure 1.1. General gender pay gap in EU member states, 2000 a nd 2007
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Source: Eurostat (online database), European Commission 2009

The analysis in this article is based primarilytbe data from the Estonian Labour
Force Study (ELFS) for 2000-2008. Eurostat and peso Commission data have
been used for the international comparisons. Tihelgrepay gap has been calculated
using a formula that contains only full-time empeeg® In order to ensure the
comparability of data by year, the wage differencage been calculated on the basis
of real wages (except for Figure 1.2, where thedgepay gap is based on differences
in nominal wages)During the period 2000-2008 the general gender payap,
taking real wages as the basis, was an average 8t@2s.

2 The pay gap assessments published by the Eur@p@amission are based on Eurostat data. Theserinater
based on the study on wage structure (hourly wadge fdor October collected in Estonia by StatisEssonia) or

member states’ similar data.
% In 2000-2008, an average of 11% women and 5% noekedt part-time in Estonia (Krillo and Masso 2009).



Although this article is looking mainly at the pmdi 2000-2008, the overview
provided in Figure 1.2 of the trend in the genday gap covers a longer period: we
demonstrate how the wage difference between womeénreen has changed over the
period 1993-2009. In the 1980s the gender pay rdiffe= in Estonia was
approximately 40% (Noorkoiet al. 1997). The pay difference decreased during the
transition period that began in the following dezadeing reduced to 24% by 2000.
This trend is not exceptional: the gender pay chkfiee was relatively large in the
1980s not only in Estonia but also in the othelia®t countries of the time. During
the economic transition period this was reduced(®Rand Kallaste 2004). But what
is exceptional is the fact that in 2000-2007 thedge pay gap in Estonia has
increased measurably. Whereas in 2000 the payretiife was 24%, in 2007 it
reached 31%. In the majority of Central and Easkrropean member states of the
EU Ehe gender pay difference has decreased ovez(b@-2007 period (see Figure
1.1).

As of the start of the financial and economic erisi 2008, the gender pay gap had
reduced in Estonia: in 2009 men’s wages were 2 ¢{fhenithan women’s wages. The
reduction in the gap was largely due to the faat then worked more, compared to
women, in activities that contracted more duringe teconomic crisis (e.qg.
construction). On the basis of the data shown gufé 1.2, it is apparent that the
difference in women’s and men’s wages did alsoease during the previous
economic boom in 1995-1997. The trends in Estorgaisder pay gap, therefore,
have been procyclic, or have changed in the sareetitin as has the economic cycle.
Figure 1.2. Gender pay gap trends, 1993-2009
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4 The Estonian gender pay gap, calculated on this lsighe ELFS, was in 2007 almost one percentajet p
greater than the indicator published by the Eurnfg@ammission, which is based on the wage struciuireey.



The methodology described below, which is basedegmnession analysis, makes it
possible to estimate how much of the gender paycgae explained by factors that
can be measured through the differences betweenewand men (explained pay
gap) and how much is not explained by these fa¢torsxplained pay gap).

General gender pay gap = unexplained pay gap -aiegul pay gap

Gender pay In the regression analysis on the reasons for ¢éineley pay gap
gap we use the so-called Mincer-type wage equation,reviibe
comprises dependent variable is the logarithm of the acteawage of the
explained and employee and the independent variables are theorfact
unexplained impacting the wage. The wage equations contaixplsieatory
parts variables, in addition to the binary variable sfgimg sex, the
following employee characteristics: level of edimat field of
study, age, ethnicity, being married or cohabitingmber of
children (aged 0-3, 4-7 and 8-18), hours workecerémpe

number of hours worked per week), occupation, baitrgde
union member (yes/no) and the number of subordngtersons not working as
managers have a zero number of subordinates). Hge wquations also contain
variables describing the employee’s occupation: fiven of ownership of the
organization, size (number of employees), sect@ctlity and location (county). An
overview of the estimates from the regression aoeffts can be seen in this article’s
Annex 1, Table A1.1 (Annex 3.1 in the report foe second stage of the gender pay

gap study).

In a Mincer-type regression the estimate for agsgjon coefficient demonstrates for
a particular variable approximately by what percém wage would change on
average if the applicable variable increases by omé& In the case of dummy
variables, the result for a regression coeffice@mws how much the wage would be
higher if the value of the relevant indicator igdr For example, in the case of the
variable 'male’ signifying sex, where the valuesggual to one (i.e. is true) in the case
of a man, and equal to zero (i.e. it is falsehim tase of a woman, the estimate for the
regression coefficient shows how much more, onagarmen earn than women. Let
us assume that the regression equation, the lmadisi$ estimate, also contains other
variables besides the dummy variable signifying, ®eg. the employee’s education,
age and the type of organization. In this case, dbtmate for the regression
coefficient shows how much more the man earns cozdptdo a woman who has
similar results for all the factors that have bégken into account in the regression,
e.g. how much more men with the same level of dathigeof the same age, working

5 The gender pay gap is usually expressed as anpegeeof the average wage of men. For examplegif'sn
average wage is 10 000 kroons and women’s 7000nkrtimen the gender pay gap is 100 x (10 000 — 7000)
10 000 = 30% of men’s average wage. If 1000 kraxrthe 3000 kroon difference in average wages &stdiuthe
differences between women and men in the charatitarithat impact pay, then we say that the expthipay
difference is 10% and the unexplained pay diffeees 0% of men’s average wage.



in similar organizations, earn more on average twamen. In the case of a wage
equation, the estimate for a regression coefficadnd variable signifying sex also
shows the unexplained pay gap, or that part ofgéreder pay gap that cannot be
explained with the help of the variables contaimethe regression.

One reason for the unexplained gender pay gap malskrimination against women

in the labour market, but it may also be due taaldes that impact women’s and
men’s wages differently and that have been leftaiuihe regression equation. For
example, an analysis based on US data has indittstd large part of the pay gap is
caused by gender differences in the continuity ofkwexperience, but it is not

possible to take these into account in the prestey (O'Neill and O’Neill 2005§.

On the other hand it is also possible that thearpt wage difference could partially
be caused by discrimination. For example, women i@eth may make different
choices associated with education or work becatisemal norms that are based on
discriminating between the sexes. In addition ® #forementioned reason, labour
market choices may also be limited for women duemployer discrimination, etc.

It is therefore not possible to draw conclusions tbe basis of the following
regression analysis regarding the extent to whastdgr pay differences are caused in
Estonia by discrimination. The objective of thelgsis is to demonstrate the extent to
which a particular coefficient impacts the genday pap, and how these effects have
changed over time.

An overview of the share of explained and unexgdipay gap in wages is presented
in Figure 2.1. The general gender pay gap in 20008-2vas an average of 28.7%
addition, the share of explained pay gap in awergge was 4.4% and the share of
the unexplained pay gap was 24.3%, which meanstlieatactors considered in the
regression do not explain the predominant shar#)&8 the general pay gép.

In addition to the relevant data regarding the agerfor the 2000-2008 period,
Figure 2.1 also shows the shares of the explainddiaexplained pay gaps for 3-year
periods (2000-2002, 2003-2005 and 2006—-2008). Tiedskve figures demonstrate
thatduring the period not only the general gender pay @p increased but also the
unexplained pay gap in 2000-2002 the unexplained pay gap formed 20%h®
wages, but in 2006—2008, 29%.

On the basis of Figure 2.1, it can be seen thabadth in 2000-2008 the share of the
explained pay gap increased in wages, the gepayafjap increased faster, resulting

5 A study where in addition to the number of yeamsked, the continuity of work experience, and isrelation
with the age of the employee is also consideregkupmes the use of panel data that covers a loimgdp@&here is
no such database on Estonian employees.

" The general gender wage difference, in this daag,been derived on the basis of a regression,ewsrdy a
dummy variable signifying sex has been added aexgtanatory variable. The value of the general gay,
calculated in this manner, is approximately eqaahe gender pay gap calculated in the previousoseon the
basis of the average wages of women and men. (GbHicent expresses the variance of the wage ithgar
which is approximately equal to the percentageavae.)

8 85%=~ 24.3 / 28.7 x 100%.
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also in an increase in the unexplained pay gap. ifbease in the share of the
explained pay gap was mainly due to the fact thidhg into account the occupation
and sector of activity made it possible to expthie wage difference in 2006—2008 to
a greater degree than in 2000-2002. The impacttloérofactors on the wage
difference was low, both at the start of the refdv@eriod, as well as at the end (see
Tables A2.1 and A2.2 in Annex 2 of this articlegdarables 3.2 and 3.3 in the report
for the second stage of the gender pay gap st@hnder segregation, therefore, had
a greater impact on the wage difference at theadérile relevant period than at the
beginning. A more comprehensive overview of segiegdas been carried out in the
next section.

Figure 2.1. Proportion of explained and unexplained pay gap, 20  00-2002, 2003—
2005 and 2006—2008, and for the whole period on ave rage
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3. Segregation in Estonia

Vertical and horizontal segregation

Part of the gender pay gap derives from the corattonn of Estonia’s female and
male employees in different sectors (e.g. the ptapo of men is greater in
construction, of women in health care) and occopatie.g. there are more managers
amongst the men and more clerks amongst the worGemcentration into different
occupations is called horizontal segregation, awad different occupational levels is
called vertical segregatioistonia holds first place in Europe for both horizantal
and vertical segregation Figures 3.1 and 3.2 provide an overview of thetssal and
occupational segregation in EU countries, basethersegregation indices used by
the European Commission (EC). These vary from orené hundred and the highest
value of the index denotes the most extensive gerségregation. Both the
occupational and the sectoral based segregatioamomgst the highest in the EU,
according to EC dath.

One possible reason for the above average gendergsdion

Segregation, of the Estonian labour market is the apparentlytregiictory
or the _ high employment rate for women. The female emplaymate
concentration in our labour market is one of the highest comp#oeather EU

ofwomen and | member states, similarly to the other Baltic Statesl the

men in Nordic countries. In the case of the latter coastrione of the

different work, - | yeasons mentioned for the high level of segregatiorihe

is high in relatively large share of such sectors where women

Estonia predominate, e.g. education, health care and osoeial
services.

Compared to the Mediterranean countries, more wowitn(young) children go to
work in Northern Europe, which in turn requires Idhcare services. It can be
presumed that the share of the sectors in the ecpmagsociated with education and
social services is also large in Estonia, which ldni turn increase segregatich.

® The EC evaluates segregation according to theviilg method: a calculation is made of the shareaien

and men who are employed in each occupation/seatat,the differences between women and men in these
employment rates are added. The result is nornthlered expressed as a percentage of total emplayhssDO
classification).

10 E.g. the share of those employed in education dtiity sector definition also contains kindergas and
child-minding) in Estonia is one of Europe’s largés1%), and it is larger only in Lithuania (9.8%)
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Figure 3.1. Gender segregation Figure 3.2. Gender segregation
according to sector of activity according to occupation
(segregation index) in EU countries, (segregation index) in EU countries,
2007 (percent) 2007 (percent)
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What are the activity sectors and occupations whestwnian female and male
employees are concentrated? Figure 3.3 provides/arview of the gender balance
of Estonian employment according to sector of @gtixWomen dominate in sectors
such as health care and social work, educatioanéial and insurance activity, and
accommodation and food services. Men on the othendhpredominate in

construction, transportation and storage, agricgjtiorestry and fishing.



Figure 3.3. Proportion of female employees in sectors of activi

** %
* *
*
*
*

European Union
European Social Fund

)=

Investing in your future

ty, 2009

Health and social work

Education

Financial and insurance activity
Accommodation and food service

Other

Arts, entertainment and recreational

Wholesale and retail trade, repair of motor vehicles
Public administration, defence, social insurance
Real estate activity

Professional, research and technical activity
Manufacturing

Administration and support service activities
Information and communication

Electricity and gas supply

Agriculture, forestry and fishing

Transportation and storage

Construction
Water supply, sewerage, waste management and

remediation activity i
Mining and quarrying

92%

10% 20%

30% 40% 50% 60% 70%

80% 90%

100

0

Source: Estonian Labour Force Survey 2009, authors’ calculations

Women and men are also not distributed equally sscmccupational levels. For
example, men predominate amongst managers, magirtggai thirds. One the other
hand, the share of men is also large in some |l@weupational levels, such as craft
and related trade workers, and plant and machiaopeyators. More women can be
found amongst service workers and shop and masites svorkers, and clerks (see

Figure 3.4).
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Figure 3.4. Proportion of male employees according to occupatio nal level, 2007
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Source: Statistics Estonia, authors’ calculations

How large a part of the total gender pay gap is tduthe fact

Only a small that women and men are concentrated in differectose and
part of the occupations? In order to answer this question aessgn
gender pay analysis has been carried out. Firstly, the unéexpthpay gap
gap has been - | 55 found by a regression equation, where all #piaeatory
explained variables used in the analysis were added, in iaddio sex:*

Then the regression equation was run, leaving iostlyf the
occupation of the employee and then the varialderdeng the
activity of the enterprise, in order to see howieg out this
variable would impact the size of the unexplainayg gap.

The results demonstrate that when the variableritbgsg the occupation of the

employee is left out of the regression, the unerpth wage difference increases
almost 10% (2.7 percentage points) and, on adtiegariable describing the activity
sector of the enterprise, approximately 11% (3 gm@ge points). This means that
taking into account both the occupation and seetuces the wage difference, which

11 An overview of the variables included in the regien is provided in Annex 1 of this article, inbl@A1.1.
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demonstrates that men work more on average in setors and/or occupations that
are better-paid.

The part that can be explained by both the sectdrtlae occupation has increased in
the 2000-2008 period. Whereas in 2000-2002 leawing the sectoral variable
increased the gender pay gap by 7.5%, in 2006-2008elevant indicator was
already 11.4%. The impact of the occupational \w@ei@n the pay gap also increased
from 6% to 9%. This indicates that one reasonlierihcrease in the gender pay gap
in this period is the increase in segregation. &gagion has a particularly strong
impact on the pay gap amongst persons with priraatasic education: in this group
leaving out the occupational variable increasedpidne gap by 18%, and leaving out
the sectoral variable 19%.

It should be kept in mind, however, that the sedtand occupational descriptions
used in the above calculations are rather genanalhe basis of the Estonian Labour
Force Survey data, it is possible to differentiatdy 9 occupations and 15 sectors of
activity. A more detailed description of sectorsdamccupations would probably

enable an even more extensive explanation of thejap.

An equal Although a further breakdown of the occupationsectors is
distribution of not possible for the data that was used in theessjon, more
women and detailed data on occupations does exist (179 otiamsain the
men in work four-level ‘Classification for Occupations 1999’ eas by

would reduce Statistics Estonia) in Statistics Estonia’s houviyage data
the pay gap collection. On the basis of this collection (200&taj we will

by a third, but attempt to answer the question: how big would teedgr pay
women and gap be if there was no occupational segregatiatl,ate. if the
men working pay gap were due solely to the different wage paidromen
in the same and men in the same occupation. Calculations sha ift

occupation there were equal numbers of female and male emploge in

also do not all occupations, or if there was no segregation all, the

get paid the average gender pay gap would decrease by 32%

same

It can also be seen from the hourly wage data\itmmhen and men earn different
wages even within the same occupation (the geraegap in the same occupation is
on average 13%). Equalizing women’s wages withatterage hourly wage for men

in the applicable occupation reduces the averagdagyepay gap by half: if women

earned the same hourly wage as men working inaime occupation, the gender pay
gap would be 13.6%.

We therefore see that the concentration of womehraen in different sectors and
occupations measurably impacts the gender pay gapgstonia but is far from
explaining the entire pay gap.

12



One of the forms of vertical gender segregatiothés so-called glass ceiling effect.
This glass ceiling term denotes artificial, invisilbarriers that prevent women from
rising to senior positions in their careers. Tt does not mean a situation where
progression is hindered by the person’s own limdapability for working in a senior
position, but artificially-created obstacles for wen as a group (Morrisoat al.
1987). The existence of a glass ceiling results situation where the share of women
in senior positions or better-paid jobs is lowermAnifestation of the glass ceiling is
also a greater difference between the wages oflyqjmid women and highly-paid
men (a gender pay gap in the upper part of the wdfpFential).

Women form one third of managers and senior officim Estonia. A closer
examination of this category (see Figure 3.5) shthas the proportion of women in
the category is lower than the average for top mersa (directors and chief
executives, managers in small enterprises), baihgapproximately one quarter. The
share of women amongst non-top managers is grémterthe average and the scene
more varied: there are occupations that are styodghminated by both men (e.g.
computing services managers, research and devehbpnanagers) and women (e.g.
personnel, and financial and administrative marggers well as jobs that were
relatively balanced, such as government officiafScials in civil organizations, sales
and marketing, and advertising and public relatimasiagers.

Figure 3.5. Proportion of women amongst managers, 2007
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Source: Statistics Estonia, authors’ calculations
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The difference between female and male manageasvely large (depending on
the database used, from 19-29%, i.e. on whethesdalata from the Estonian Labour
Force Survey, or the hourly wage data, provide®tayistics Estonia), and the gender
pay gap increases as the number of the managdrtsdinates increases: it is 40%
for managers with more than 50 subordinates. Egtisnasing regression analysis
demonstrate that the pay gap is not due to, fomela the fact that female and male
managers work in different sectors of activity, dnese even with taking into account
all the possible explanatory factors, the unexgidiwage difference between female
and male managers is similar to the Estonian agerag

The existence of the glass ceiling in the Estoriédoour market was also studied,
based on data from the Estonian Labour Force SsyvJey all the wage differences
that are apparent in the various parts of the whffjerential. Evidence of the glass
ceiling effect can be seen when the gender paysgaquch larger in the upper part of
the wage differential than in the middle or lowertp Such a situation can develop,
for example, if women are forced to reduce theigevalaims if they aim to rise to
more senior positions. The results show that thgewgap in Estonia is larger in the
upper part of the wage differential than in the éowin other words, the difference
between wages is greater amongst highly-paid meh haghly-paid women than
female and male employees earning the average (®agpal et al. 2010)In using
the quantitative regression method it was found, thmongst the highly-paid, the
share of the unexplained pay gap was also arounddime magnitude as in the case
of the difference between the average wages. Theltse therefore, indicate the
possibility that the glass ceiling effect also ascun Estonia.

4. Level of education and acquired field

One of the main factors that have historically deteed the difference between
women’s and men’s incomes is the gap in educatitmadls: in the majority of
countries in the world, up to the second half af firevious century, the length of
education for men was longer than that for womerer@ecent decades the impact of
this factor has been reduced, and in the develmoeatries (including the post-
socialist countries) this trend has even turnedraglothere are more women than men
amongst those acquiring higher education. The temuof the gender difference in
educational levels has been one of the reasonstimygender pay gap has been
reduced in many countries over recent decades. eatifferences in educational
levels have also been reduced in Estonia, and heve tare markedly more female
students than male students studying in higheragrcinstitutions. For example, in
2007 the share of women in Estonia amongst higacation graduates was 69%
(European Commission 2010).

In addition to the length of education, differenae®ducational choices also have an
impact on the gender pay gap (educational segmyatikRelevant studies based on
other countries’ data have also shown that maleewagxceed women’'s wages
partially because men tend to study fields whicludater ensure a higher income
(e.g. fields associated with information technologgspalet al. 2009). The situation

in Estonia regarding subject field segregatiorxiseptional: in those fields where the
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wage of the graduate is higher than average, thygoption of women is greater than
of men. Additionally, amongst Estonian employebe,women have a higher average
level of education than do the méhdifferences in education were the only factor
impacting the pay gap, women’'s wages in Estonia, ¢nefore, should be higher
than men’s wages.

As noted above, the women participating in emplayime Estonia are more highly
educated, on the average, than men. In the Estdaibmnuir market in 2000—2008 an
average of half the employees were women and hexlé \wmen, but the share of men
amongst those with a lower level of education wasitgr. Men formed around 63%
of those employees with basic education or less basic education, around half of
the employees with secondary education, and arddft of employees with higher
education.

The difference between the education levels of woared men has increased in the
2000-2008 period: compared to the 2000-2002 petioe, proportion of men
amongst employees with higher education reduce2006—-2008 from 43% to 40%,
and increased from 62% to 66% amongst employeds baisic or lower education.
Taking into account the trends in the gender stinecof education, the gender pay
gap should have been reduced, but the actual tesdthe opposite: in this period,
the gender pay gap increased.

Table 4.1 provides an overview of the share of neat@loyees

Women's who studied various fields, and the relative wageel for
educational graduates of the relevant field, compared to theesaof
level is higher employees who do not have specific education. @rbtsis of

on average than | | e gata in the table, we can conclude that thezeewmore
men's. Also, the | \,omen than men studying in those fields where thges of
gender pay 9ap - | graduates were higher than the average (e.g. mattmsmand

IS not d}Je to statistics, life and physical sciences, health emetfare). The
women's same also generally applies if the periods 20003-2001 2004—
educational 2008 are considered separately, which permits aewtat
choices more precise division of the subject fields (sebld@a A3.1 and

A3.2 in Annex 3 of this article, and Tables 1.A ahdB in
Annex 1 of the report for the second stage of thedgr pay

gap study).
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Table 4.1. Gender pay gap and proportion of men amongst wage-  earners,
according to field of study, 2000—2008

Field of study Pay gap (%) Proportion Relative Relative wage
of men wage (women)*
(%) (men)*

General education 34.3 51.1 100.0 100.0

Teacher training and 32.4 8.6 132.2 136.1

education

Humanities and arts 19.7 26.5 126.7 155.0

Social sciences, 44.7 15.2 166.9 140.6

business and law

Life and physical 33.4 42.2 160.9 163.2

sciences

Mathematics and 30.5 40.8 162.0 171.6

statistics

Engineering, 36.0 70.7 112.2 109.4

manufacturing and

building

Agriculture, forestry and 21.8 54.1 91.4 108.7

fishery, veterinary

Health and welfare 36.7 6.5 149.8 144.4

Services 40.6 55.4 113.4 102.6

* The average wage level for graduates of the relevant subject field compared to the wage level of those
who had acquired general education (%).

Source: Estonian Labour Force Surveys, authors’ calculations

The results of the regression analysis also agitetiae above, showing thédking
into account the subject field choices increasesdlshare of the unexplained pay
gap in Estonia(see Tables A2.1 and A2.2 in Annex 2 of this &tiand Tables 3.2
and 3.3 in the report for the second stage of #redgr pay gap study). This result
contradicts other countries’ results: taking inbo@unt subject field segregation in the
regression generally helps to reduce the sharenefunexplained pay gap (for
example, see Machin and Puhani 2003, Napari 2006).

In addition to educational differences, the gengkey gap is also influenced by the
differences in working experience for women and m@imce it is predominantly
women who due to family obligations (raising chddy etc) are for a certain period
inactive in the labour market, their average lengfttworking experience is shorter
than for men. Studies carried out on this topic ehaemonstrated that it is in
particular career breaks at the beginning of theerahat are one of the main reasons
determining wage differences between women and fenexample, the study by
Erosaet al. (2005), based on US data, ascertained that aghef 20-40, the gender
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pay gap doubles since it is at this age that mosty’'s wages rise, since women
interrupt their work in order to raise children.

It is not possible in Estonia to directly evalugtie impact on the gender pay gap of
career breaks associated with raising childrenesthis analysis should be based on
panel data covering a long period, but no suchbdae exists in Estonia. It can be
analyzed indirectly, however, estimating Mincerdypage regressions separately for
women and men: in this way it is possible to estamahether the children that are
born into the family impact (with the other fact@dded to the regression remaining
the same) the wages of women and men differently.

Mincer-type regression estimates that have been

The gender pay obtained on the basis of sampling that includes g&om
gap is partially and men, are shown in Table A1.2 of Annex 1 (thind
determined by the fourth columns) (see also Annex 3.2 in the reparthe
fact that having second stage of the pay gap study). The regressions
children keeps contain a variable that describes the number dfiiem
women away from under the age of 18. The estimate from this vagiabl
the labour market coefficient is statistically relevant for women, thvia
more than it does 99% probability, and demonstrates tivabmen with
for men children earn on average 1.2% less than women with
no children (per child). This difference is not
statistically relevant for men. In the case of such an

analysis, however, it should be considered thargel
proportion of mothers with young children do notriwo
(i.e. they stay at home with the children). Thisame
that it is probable that it is primarily the mothewhose
potential wage would be the lowest if they worketip

are absent from the labour market the longest due t
child raising. Due to this so-called choice shHii actual
(negative) impact of children on women’s wages \doul
probably be greater than the estimate based on the
regression actually shows.

In addition to differences in length of working exgnce, potential family
obligations ma%/ increase the pay gap between wandmmen also due to statistical
discrimination'” Indeed, the wages of women of child-bearing agg lbealower than
that of men because employers presume that durgggtain period women will not
participate in the labour market due to havingdreih. This means potential costs to
employers (seeking and training substitute empleyes they compensate for this
during wage negotiations by offering women in @ group lower pay, on average,
than they would to men. In addition to the direelgative impact of statistical
discrimination, this can also have an indirect @ffen women’s wages since women

12 statistical discrimination manifests itself if it is presumed that persons applying for work have the so-called
typical features and characteristics to their sex. In the given case employers do not know whether the
woman/man will take parental leave in the future or not, so they look at likelihood.
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would also have fewer opportunities to receive Higetraining and to move up the
career ladder.

Differences between women’s and men’s wages irouarage groups also indicate
that statistical discrimination is one of the raasfor the gender pay gap in Estonia.
An overview of these data is provided by Figure. The wage difference between
women and men is the greatest in the 25-54 age dfouages 25-34 it is 31%, for
ages 35-44 33% and for ages 45-54 30%). The wéigeetdice for other age groups
is almost 10 percentage points smaller, in thegarf®21-23%. This shows that the
pay gap is the largest in the age group where stamg a family and raising
children is the most likely.

Figure 5.1. Gender pay gap grouped by age, 2000—2008

|

65-74 22%

55-64 23%

) s L
e £
25-24 | SO S i

15-24

21%

|

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35%

Source: Estonian Labour Force Surveys, authors’ calculations

6. Pay gap depending on the type of enterprise

Form of ownership of the enterprise

On the basis of ELFS data, it can be seen thagehder pay gap is dependent on the
form of ownership of the enterprise: in 2000-2008vas on average lower in the
public sector than in the private sector (23% ah%3respectively, see Figure 6.1).
The private sector can in turn be differentiatedoading to foreign-owned and
domestic-owned enterprises: the gender pay gaparkedly greater for the former
(38%, whereas in domestic-owned enterprises i9%)2Pay differences in Estonia,
therefore, are greatest in the private sector, angbarticularly in foreign-owned
enterprises.
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On the basis of regression analysis it can alscsden that in the case of the
unexplained pay gap the same correlations with foren of ownership of the
enterprise apply as in the case of the generalgpay The share of the unexplained
pay gap in men’'s wages forms 18% in the public ®edn domestic-owned
companies in the private sector it is 23%, andoneifjn-owned enterprises it is 31%
(see Table A2.5 in Annex 2 of this article, and [€al8.6 and 3.7 in the report for the
second stage of the gender pay gap study).

Figure 6.1. Gender pay gap according to type of ownership of e  nterprise, 2000—
2008

Private enterprises with
domestic ownership

Enterprises with domestic
ownership

Enterprises with foreign
ownership

Public sector

Private sector

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35% 40%

Source: Estonian Labour Force Surveys, authors’ calculations

The larger wage difference for companies in thegte sector, and particularly those
that are foreign-owned, can be patrtially explaitgdthe generally more unequal
distribution of wages. According to ELFS data, tfiepersion of wages in the
private sector is almost twice as great as in thi@ip sector, and in foreign-owned
enterprises approximately 2.5 times greater thanmestic-owned companies.

The probable reason for the public sector havirggnaller gender pay gap than the
private sector is the different wage system. In ghblic sector there are generally
more clearly formulated rules for the setting opes than in private enterprises. This
also means that the wage system is based moreeameahsurable characteristics of
the employees (such as length of working experiemzk educational level), which

means it is less likely that persons working in th&me job with the same

gualifications earn different wages. Wage diffeesa the public sector, compared

13 The wider the dispersion of wages, the more urlgte wages are divided.
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to the private sector, are smaller not only in Bstdout also in the EU as a whole
(European Commission 2009).

The question as to why the wage difference in fpr@wned enterprises is so much
greater than in domestic-owned companies remaiaaswered in this study. In the
case of all forms of ownership the share of thelarpd pay gap in the general pay
gap is relatively similar, but taking into accouhé sector of activity of the foreign-
owned enterprises and the employee’s occupatiomtaakedly less impact on the
gender pay gap than in the public sector or a dbcrewned private enterprise (See
Table A2.5 in Annex 2 of this article, and Table6 and 3.7 in the report for the
second stage of the pay gap study). On the baghlisift can be concluded that the
level of segregation in foreign-owned enterprisedower than in domestic-owned
enterprises. On the other hand, segregation isiyalgicorrelated to the pay gap (i.e.
greater segregation is associated with a greater g@ap). It is therefore
incomprehensible why the pay gap is greater inigorewned companies. This topic
deserves further analysis.

Trade unions

The data in Figure 6.2 show that tgender pay gap is smaller in Estonia for
employees who are members of a trade uniom their case the wage difference is
22%, whereas for employees who are not memberstm@ide union, it is 32%. The
main reasons for the gender pay gap being smathemgst trade union members
coincide with the reasons that determine the smallge difference in the public
sector. Firstly, similarly to the public sectorettvages for trade union members are
also more equally distributed than for other empés/(on the basis of ELFS data, the
dispersion of wages is narrower). Secondly, earkévant studies have shown that
the smaller gender pay gap can be explained berdiites in the wages system
(Anspalet al. 2009). But it is also possible that the smalley gap for trade union
members is less associated with the wages systamutith how large the gender pay
gap is in those sectors of activity and occupatiehere trade union members work.
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Figure 6.2. Gender pay gap according to employee membership in a trade
union, 2000-2008
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Source: Estonian Labour Force Surveys, authors’ calculations

The fact that belonging to a trade union reducesvihge difference has also been
shown by studies conducted in other countries. Jémder pay gap amongst trade
union members is smaller primarily because theygereerally covered by collective
wage agreements. Collective wages bargaining redilneegeneral wage dispersion,
also resulting in a smaller gender pay gap. Segomadivage system that is based on
collective agreements is more regimented, with &rmuales reducing the subjectivity
in setting wages, resulting in reduced wage diffees. It has also been noted that
with collective wage agreements the wages systahtlanrules for wage formation
are more transparent, which reduces the possilaitgliscrimination, and as a result
of which the gender pay gap may decrease (Aretpal 2009).

However, on the basis of the regression analysian be seen that the unexplained
wage difference does not particularly depend ontindrethe employee belongs to a
trade union. If all the factors impacting wages taleen into account, the unexplained
wage difference of trade union members is even sdraegreater than for employees
not belonging to a trade union (26% and 24%, raspdyg). The smaller difference in
the general gender pay gap for persons belongirgttade union is due primarily to
the fact that membership in a trade union in Estaigreater mostly in those sectors
of activity and occupations where the male-femadgevdifference is smaller.
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Size of the enterprise

It can be seen from the regression analysis, intiaddto the above, that the
unexplained pay gap increases with the size of thenterprise. The smaller the
enterprise, the larger the part of the wage diffeeethat can be explained with the
help of the variables added to the regressionhéndase of the group of smallest
companies (1-10 employees), the coefficients adddte regression explain about
26% of the pay gap, whereas in the case of the=dargnterprises (200 or more
employees) the gender pay gap hardly changes Wilese toefficients are taken into
account (the unexplained wage difference is theesasmthe general pay gap). This
difference is primarily due to the fact that thdfetences in occupations between
women and men explain a larger part of the payfgapmall companies than they do
for large enterprises. In a company with 1-10 enyg®s the unexplained pay
difference decreases by 18% when the employeespation is taken into account,
but only 7% in enterprises with 50 or more empleyésze Tables A2.5 and A2.6 in
Annex 2 of this article, and Tables 3.6 and 3.thanreport for the second stage of the
gender pay gap study). Consequently, the size ef @hterprise is negatively
correlated with the unexplained pay gap, primaod#cause there is stronger vertical
segregation in small enterprises.

7. Other factors

Ethnicity

The gender pay gap is somewhat greater for Estor@aments of non-Estonian
ethnicity than for ethnic Estonians (30% and 28#%spectively). The size of the
unexplained wage difference is of the same magaifad ethnic Estonians and non-
ethnic Estonians (24% and 25%, respectively). Tifferdnce is mainly due to the
fact that in the case of non-ethnic Estonians jgassible to explain the major part of
the wage difference with the aid of variables désog occupation and the sector of
activity for the enterprise, or in other words, sg@tion plays a somewhat larger role
in their case in the formation of the pay gap.

Being married or cohabiting

For people in couples relationships (married orabiimg) the wage difference is
markedly greater than for singles (31% and 19%peetsvely). This difference is due
to differences between men rather than women: me&ouples relationships earn on
average 17% more than single men, in the case wfendhe wage difference is 2%.
Running the regression equation separately for ar@h women demonstrates that
even if differences in education, ages, etc arertakto account, men in couples
relationships earn approximately 11% more thanlesgn the case of women, this
difference is significantly smaller, when the otlf@ectors remain the same, at around
2%.
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Hours worked

Earlier empirical studies have shown that one efrémasons for the existence of the
gender pay gap is the so-called intra-family spizeiaion (Becker 1985): women
contribute more in household (unpaid) work and sigend more time in (paid) work
outside the home. It can be seen from Estonian tthaiaif part-time work is not
considered, the number of hours worked does ngt march: men work on average
1.4 hours per week longer than women, i.e. men’sbar of hours worked is around
3% longer. When part-time work is also consideradn work on average 2.7 hours
(7%) longer than women. The result from the regoas@vhich covers only full-time
employees) demonstrates that taking into accouet rimber of hours worked
reduces the unexplained gender pay gap by velg (@3 percentage points, see
Table A2).

Role of the construction boom

Due to the boom in the real estate sector, wag#eikstonian construction sector in
2000-2008 increased more rapidly than in otherosgctand the wage rise in the
building industry in 2007 was particularly rapigkaching 29%. Employees in this
activity sector, however, comprise 90% men. Has marease in gender pay
differences over recent years been caused by tistraation boom, and if so, to what
degree? In order to analyze this question we catiedl the size of gender wage
differences for 2000—-2008, leaving the construcsiector out of the equation. On the
basis of these calculations, it can be seen tlasuldden jump in wages for the
construction sector did not pay a particularly marked role in the increase of
gender pay differences in 2000-2008Vhen the construction sector was added to
the equation, the general wage difference increaséuis period from 25% to 31%.
If the construction sector was left out, the wagierknce in all other sectors of
activity increased on average from 25% to 29%. d@toee, the gender pay gap also
increased independently of events in the constrmcector.

8. Conclusions

The study, which was the basis for this articlekkd at the extent of the pay gap
through various segments of the labour market, amdanalysis was made of the
degree to which it was possible to explain the lgetsveen men’s and women’s wages
by the sex differences existing in the characiegsthat impact wages. The results
demonstrate that amongst the measurable variahblescting the pay gap there is no
one dominating factor that could be consideredntiaén reason for the large gender
pay gap in Estonia. The pay gap, rather, is foruhael to the joint impact of many

factors. It also became apparent that the largadtqd the female and male wage
differences cannot be explained by measurable acho other words, women’s and

men’s wages differ by more than could be presunmedhée case of factors that

influence wages on the basis of sex differencesh 1 education, occupation and
sector of activity. Regression analysis showed thatunexplained wage difference
forms approximately 85% of the general gender pay. dn the period 2000-2008

both the general and the unexplained pay gap isetea
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Without taking into account other characteristit® pay gap is smaller for people
with higher education, for ethnic Estonians ratttean people of other ethnicities,
single people rather than those married or colapitthildless persons rather than
parents, and for those in the public sector rati@n in the private sector. As for age
groups, the pay gap is largest for people aged 25whhen starting a family and

raising children is most likely.

In foreign-owned enterprises the female-male watfierdnce is greater than in
domestic-owned organizations. Although the recenstruction boom brought about
an increase in wages and employment for the cartgirusector, and there are mostly
men working in this sector, the increase in thedgemay gap has not primarily been
due to the development in this sector of activitthe pay gap also increased at a
comparable rate in the other activity sectors.

Adding variables to the regression that descrileeditcupation and sector of activity
help to reduce the unexplained pay gap, thus takilegaccount women’s and men’s
horizontal and vertical segregation in the labowarkat. Adding the variable that
describes the field of study into the wage equatlmwever, does not reduce but
increases the unexplained wage difference sinceampmore frequently than men,
have acquired fields where the applicable studymssa higher than average wage.
Other variables such as age, hours worked, thepsise’'s form of ownership and
number of employees, have less impact on the $iteeainexplained pay gap.

The size of the enterprise, on the basis of theessgpn analysis, is positively
correlated with the gender pay gap: organizatiomis more employees have a higher
than average pay gap than smaller ones. This tslbadue to the fact that in the
case of small companies, the concentration of woraad men in different
occupations explains a larger share of the paytlyapit does for large enterprises.

The gender pay gap is smaller amongst membersadé tunions but this is mainly

due to the fact that in sectors of activity whelheré are more collective wage
agreements the pay gap is smaller than the aveldgeregression analysis shows
that when the other explanatory factors are tak#n mccount this difference

disappears — the unexplained pay gap is even soatdadger amongst trade union
members than for persons not belonging to tradensni

The unexplained pay gap was also separately amafgzesnterprises with different

forms of ownership, differentiating between thrgpes of enterprises: public sector
companies, foreign-owned enterprises, and domestieed private sector enterprises.
Both the general and the unexplained wage differénthe largest for foreign-owned
enterprises and the smallest for public sector @m@s. Regression analysis
demonstrates that in public sector enterprises wagables describing gender
segregation (sector of activity and occupation)ehavgreater explanatory effect than
in private enterprises, and for the latter, theseiables in turn describe wage
differences to a greater degree in domestic-owméergrises. Therefore, segregation
has a bigger role in the creation of the pay gagamestic-owned enterprises (and
particularly in public sector institutions) thanforeign-owned enterprises.
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International comparison shows that the level gfegation in Estonia is the greatest
in Europe. One possible reason for the greater éivarage gender segregation is the
high level of activity for women in the labour matkwhich results in the need for
child care services, and therefore the large shed in the economy by the
educational and social service sectors with th@dpminately female employees.

By using Statistics Estonia’s 2006 data on womemd men’s hourly wages, and
looking at the detailed occupations, calculatioresevmade to find the average pay
gap if the occupations were distributed equallyvimmen and men. The result was
that with the same number of women as men workirgyvery occupation, the gender
pay gap would be reduced by almost one third.

Under examination was also the size of the gendgrgap in the various parts of the
wages differential, comparing the wages of womehraen on low, average and high
pay. Amongst low-paid employees, both the unexpthiand explained gender pay
gap is the smallest, and amongst the highly-paigl@yees it is the largest. A
relatively regular increase in inequality in movitogvards the higher income quartiles
can be seen in Estonia across the extent of the @iigrential. The greater gender
pay gap amongst the highly-paid may be due to thealled glass ceiling effect, or
the fact that for women reaching the senior pas#is linked to invisible barriers,
and to overcome these they reduce their wages dalEma&ithough the share of
women amongst managers in Estonia, in an intematicomparison, is not
particularly small (approximately one third), bus aegards wages, the female
managers are left far behind by the male managéne gender pay gap for persons
working in senior positions is considerable. Regias analysis shows that this does
not derive from differences between the enterpngesre female and male managers
work.
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Table Al.1. Regressions with a variable representing three grou

(number of children aged 0-3, 3—7 and 7-18)

Sex (man = 1)

Age

Age squared

Ethnic nationality (Estonian = 1)
Primary education

Primary education together with vocational
education, or basic education

Basic education and vocational education
Secondary education, with vocational education
Secondary education and vocational education

Secondary specialized vocational education or
technical school education after basic education

Secondary specialized vocational education or
technical school education after secondary
education

Higher education (except Master’s, PhD)
Master’s, PhD

Teacher training and education
Humanities and arts

Social sciences, business and law

Life and physical sciences

Mathematics and statistics

Engineering, manufacturing and building
Agriculture, forestry and fishery, veterinary

Health and welfare

Total
sample
0.2432%**

(0.0000)
—0.0022%+
(0.0000)
—0.0322%+
(0.0000)
0.1605**
(0.0000)
—0.1561+*
(0.0001)
—0.0887***

(0.0000)
—0.1402*
(0.0185)
-0.0364
(0.5336)
—0.0699
(0,2338)
-0.0155

(0.7890)
-0.0561

(0.3366)
0.1605**
(0.0062)
0.3981**
(0.0000)
0.0664
(0.2612)
0.0279
(0.6511)
0.0997*
(0.0858)
-0.0725
(0.3584)
0.1653*
(0.0117)
0.0261
(0.6493)
-0.0831
(0.1567)
0.1337*
(0.0289)

Men

—0.0042%+
(0.0000)
—0.0315%**
(0.0000)
0.1645*+
(0.0000)
—0.1584%**
(0.0020)
—0.0943%**

(0.0000)
—0.2363*
(0.0176)
-0.1157
(0.2407)
-0.1205
(0.2277)
-0.0877

(0.3740)
—0.1437

(0.1517)
0.0512
(0.6086)
0.3216**
(0.0042)
0.2073*
(0.0733)
0.0735
(0.5171)
0.1846*
(0.0733)
0.0462
(0.7153)
0.2595**
(0.0178)
0.1023
(0.2912)
-0.0604
(0.5410)
0.2146
(0.1329)

Women

~0.0013**
(0.0108)
—0.0295%**
(0.0000)
0.1580***
(0.0000)
-0.1235*
(0.0511)
—0.0821%*

(0.0001)
-0.0132
(0.8320)
0.0286

(0.6269)
-0.0067
(0.9079)
0.0297

(0.6064)
0.0086

(0.8816)
0.2444%%
(0.0000)
0.4814%*
(0.0000)
-0.0295
(0.6100)
-0.0261
(0.6675)
0.0370
(0.5156)
-0.1529
(0.1025)
0.0981
(0.1628)
-0.0341
(0.5489)
-0.0762
(0.1965)
0.0752
(0.2112)

ps of children
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Services

Marital status (married or cohabiting = 1)
Number of children (0-3 year olds)
Number of children (3—7 year olds)
Number of children (7—18 year olds)

Harju, except for Tallinn

Hiiu
Ida-Viru
Jogeva
Jarva
Laane
Laane-Viru
Pdlva
Parnu
Rapla
Saare
Tartu
Valga
Viljandi
Voru

Public sector

Foreign-owned enterprise
11-19 employees
20-49 employees
50-99 employees

100-199 employees

0.0599
(0.3034)
0.0478**
(0.0000)
0.0628**
(0.0004)
0.0022
(0.8495)
—0.0096*
(0.0532)
0.0832%+
(0.0000)
—0.2419%*
(0.0000)
—0.3063***
(0.0000)
—0.2388%**
(0.0000)
—0.1862%+*
(0.0000)
—0.1845++
(0.0000)
—0.2046%**
(0.0000)
—0.2522%+
(0.0000)
—0.1448%*
(0.0000)
—0.1946**
(0.0000)
—0.2061+*
(0.0000)
—0.1174%*
(0.0000)
—0.2990***
(0.0000)
—0.2288*+
(0.0000)
—0.2462%+
(0.0000)
—0.0389%**
(0.0071)
0.1841%*
(0.0000)
0.1213%*
(0.0000)
0.1291%**
(0.0000)
0.1853**
(0.0000)
0.2308***

0.2008**
(0.0403)
0.1096*+
(0.0000)
0.0477**
(0.0318)
0.0002
(0.9900)
-0.0076
(0.3375)
0.0883**
(0.0001)
—0.2206%**
(0.0000)
—0.3323%*
(0.0000)
—0.2180%**
(0.0000)
—0.1912%**
(0.0000)
—0.2011%**
(0.0000)
—0.2232%+
(0.0000)
—0.2848%**
(0.0000)
—0.1478%*
(0.0000)
—0.2129%**
(0.0000)
—0.2179%*
(0.0000)
—0.1084*+*
(0.0000)
—0.3445%+*
(0.0000)
—0.2456%*
(0.0000)
—0.2665%**
(0.0000)
-0.0018
(0.9393)
0.2038***
(0.0000)
0.1261*+
(0.0000)
0.1313**
(0.0000)
0.1972%**
(0.0000)
0.2436**

-0.0750
(0.1969)
0.0202*
(0.0438)
0.0256
(0.3626)
-0.0035
(0.8144)
~0.0146**
(0.0197)
0.0744%*
(0.0000)
—0.2481%*
(0.0000)
—0.2847++
(0.0000)
—0.2468%*
(0.0000)
—0.1859**
(0.0000)
—0.1666***
(0.0000)
—0.1964%**
(0.0000)
—0.2202%+
(0.0000)
—0.1396**
(0.0000)
—0.1727%*
(0.0000)
—0.1902%**
(0.0000)
—0.1258%**
(0.0000)
—0.2517%*
(0.0000)
—0.2135**
(0.0000)
—0.2223%+
(0.0000)
—0.0685%**
(0.0002)
0.1631+*
(0.0000)
0.1194%*
(0.0000)
0.1276%*
(0.0000)
0.1757+*
(0.0000)
0.2255++
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Union

200-499 employees

500-999 employees

Over 1000 employees

Professionals

Technicians and associated professionals
Clerks

Service workers and shop and market sales
workers

Skilled agricultural and fishery workers
Craft and related trade workers

Plant and machinery operators
Elementary occupations

Military

Fishery

Mining

Manufacturing

Electricity, gas and water supply
Construction

Wholesale and retail trade; remediation
activities

Accommodation and food services
Transportation, storage and communications
Financial activities

Real estate activities

Public administration and defence

Education

(0.0000)
0.2190%*
(0.0000)
0.2133%*
(0.0000)
0.2558%+
(0.0000)
0.0160
(0.4561)
—0.0988***
(0.0000)
—0.2352%+
(0.0000)
—0.3201%*

(0.0000)
~0.1141**
(0.0125)
—0.1926%**
(0.0000)
—0.2206%**
(0.0000)
—0.4343%*
(0.0000)
—0.0704*
(0.0882)
-0.0598
(0.4263)
0.3015%*
(0.0000)
0.0881**
(0.0001)
0.2356*+*
(0.0000)
0.2908**
(0.0000)
0.1345%*

(0.0000)
0.1098***
(0.0005)
0.2188**
(0.0000)
0.2609***
(0.0000)
0.0904**
(0.0018)
0.2188*
(0.0000)
0.0490*
(0.0800)

(0.0000)
0.2532%**
(0.0000)
0.2290**
(0.0000)
0.2618**
(0.0000)
-0.0423
(0.2031)
—0.0685*
(0.0476)
—0.2392%+
(0.0000)
—0.3053%*

(0.0000)
-0.1050
(0.1183)
—0.1916%**
(0.0000)
—0.2195%**
(0.0000)
—0.4495%+*
(0.0000)
-0.0352
(0.4866)
-0.0403
(0.6259)
0.3164%*
(0.0000)
0.1089**
(0,0002)
0.2577**
(0.0000)
0.3050%**
(0.0000)
0.1832%*

(0.0000)
0.0326
(0.6110)
0.2315**
(0.0000)
0.3277+*
(0.0001)
0.0924*
(0.0184)
0.1300%**
(0.0013)
-0.0622
(0.1752)

(0.0000)
0.1952++*
(0.0000)
0.2008***
(0.0000)
0.2543%+
(0.0000)
0.0411
(0.1469)
—0.1115%*
(0.0001)
—0.2210%*
(0.0000)
—0.3119%*

(0.0000)
—0.1656***
(0.0080)
—0.2368%**
(0.0000)
—0.2376%*
(0.0000)
—0.4343%*
(0.0000)
-0.0851
(0.4067)
-0.1796
(0.3005)
0.1704**
(0.0127)
0.0386
(0.2889)
0.0993*
(0.0944)
0.1676%
(0.0033)
0.0481

(0.1915)
0.0725*
(0.0796)
0.1474%*
(0.0002)
0.1973%*
(0.0002)
0.0534
(0.2092)
0.2247++
(0.0000)
0.0365
(0.3484)
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Health and social work
Other

1 subordinate

2-5 subordinates

6-10 subordinates
11-20 subordinates
21-50 subordinates
Over 50 subordinates
Number of hours worked
Member of a trade union

Number in study
R-squared

0.0658**
(0.0233)
0.0807**
(0.0066)
0.0362
(0.2036)
0.1189%
(0.0000)
0.1591 %
(0.0000)
0.1579**
(0.0000)
0.2588*
(0.0000)
0.3481*
(0.0000)
0.0048*
(0.0000)
—0.0304**
(0.0116)
13027
0.4346

-0.0228
(0.6912)
0.0753*
(0.0867)
0.0188
(0.7051)
0.1149%+*
(0.0001)
0.1839***
(0.0000)
0.1745++
(0.0000)
0.3028**
(0.0000)
0.4751%+*
(0.0000)
0.0048**
(0.0004)
-0.0132
(0.5397)
6223
0.3751

0.0388
(0.3244)
0.0395
(0.3460)
0.0385
(0.2497)
0.1259%+*
(0.0000)
0.1270%**
(0.0014)
0.1372%*
(0.0002)
0.2257++
(0.0000)
0.2350%**
(0.0002)
0.0042%+*
(0.0021)
—0.0440%*
(0.0019)
6804
0.4540

Note: The table shows the results of a simple least squares regression. The dependent
variable is a natural logarithm of the real wage. The robust p-values are shown under the
regression coefficients (in brackets). *** indicates that the estimate for the coefficient of the
applicable variable is relevant, with at least 99% probability, ** indicates relevance with at
least 95% probability, * indicates relevance with at least 90% probability. The control groups
are as follows: level of education = secondary education; acquired field of study = none;
region = Tallinn; number of employees = 1-10; occupation = legislators, senior officials and
managers; sector of activity = agriculture, hunting and forestry; number of subordinates = 0.
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Table Al.2. Regressions with a variable representing one group

(number of children aged 0-18)

Sex (man = 1)

Age

Age squared

Ethnic nationality (Estonian = 1)
Primary education

Primary education together with vocational
education, or basic education

Basic education and vocational education

Secondary education  together  with
vocational education

Secondary education and vocational
educations

Secondary specialized vocational

education or technical school education
after basic education

Secondary specialized vocational
education or technical school education
after secondary education

Higher education (except Master’s, PhD)
Master’s, PhD

Teacher training and education
Humanities and arts

Social sciences, business and law

Life and physical sciences

Mathematics and statistics

Engineering, manufacturing and building

Agriculture, forestry and fishery, veterinary

Total sample

0.2462%*
(0.0000)
—0.0025%**
(0.0000)
—0.0303%**
(0.0000)
0.1600***
(0.0000)
—0.1524%+*
(0.0002)
—0.0884***

(0.0000)
~0.1376%
(0.0214)
-0.0343

(0.5599)
—0.0681

(0.2484)
-0.0146

(0.8031)
—0.0534

(0.3631)
0.1626%*
(0.0058)
0.4015%
(0.0000)
0.0650
(0.2735)
0.0255
(0.6811)
0.0984*
(0.0914)
-0.0728
(0.3572)
0.1623*
(0.0137)
0.0242
(0.6744)
-0.0835
(0.1571)

Men

—0.0045%**
(0.0000)
—0.0298+
(0.0000)
0.1642%*
(0.0000)
—0.1567***
(0.0021)
—0.0938**

(0.0000)
~0.2317*
(0.0206)
-0.1118

(0.2594)
-0.1171

(0.2436)
-0.0850

(0.3915)
-0.1395

(0.1663)
0.0542
(0.5899)
0.3267+*
(0.0038)
0.2049*
(0.0777)
0.0712
(0.5313)
0.1842*
(0.0756)
0.0423
(0.7390)
0.2545%*
(0.0204)
0.0990
(0.3097)
-0.0619
(0.5336)

of children

Women

—0.0014***
(0.0036)
—0.0284%**
(0.0000)
0.1575%*
(0.0000)
~0.1185*
(0.0601)
—0.0816%**

(0.0001)
~0.0139
(0.8226)
0.0269

(0.6477)
-0.0078

(0.8941)
0.0283

(0.6228)
0.0083

(0.8849)
0.2440%**
(0.0000)
0.4816%**
(0.0000)
~0.0284
(0.6226)
~0.0254
(0.6751)
0.0381
(0.5026)
~0.1506
(0.1071)
0.0987
(0.1597)
~0.0328
(0.5636)
~0.0750
(0.2036)
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Health and welfare
Services

Marital status (married or cohabiting = 1)
Number of children (aged 0-18)
Harju, except for Tallinn
Hiiu

Ida-Viru

Jogeva

Jarva

Laane

La&ne-Viru

Pdlva

Parnu

Rapla

Saare

Tartu

Valga

Viljandi

Voru

Public sector
Foreign-owned enterprise
11-19 employees

20-49 employees

50-99 employees
100-199 employees

200-499 employees

0.1333**
(0.0301)
0.0586
(0.3159)
0.0521 %+
(0.0000)
-0.0032
(0.4775)
0.0833%**
(0.0000)
—0.2431%*
(0.0000)
—0.3068**
(0.0000)
—0.2399%**
(0.0000)
—0.1865%**
(0.0000)
—0.1849**
(0.0000)
—0.2049**
(0.0000)
—0.2535%**
(0.0000)
—0.1442%%
(0.0000)
—0.1961+*
(0.0000)
—0.2084**
(0.0000)
—0.1184*+
(0.0000)
—0.2995%**
(0.0000)
—0.2299*+
(0.0000)
—0.2480**
(0.0000)
—0.0381%**
(0.0083)
0.1838**
(0.0000)
0.1212%*
(0.0000)
0.1293**
(0.0000)
0.1857++*
(0.0000)
0.2305*
(0.0000)
0.2194%*

0,2166
(0.1316)
0.1977*
(0.0447)
0.1166**
(0.0000)
-0.0013
(0.8518)
0.0885***
(0.0001)
—0.2207**
(0.0000)
—0.3320**
(0.0000)
—0.2201%*
(0.0000)
—0.1920%**
(0.0000)
—0.2002%**
(0.0000)
—0.2233%*
(0.0000)
—0.2861++
(0.0000)
—0.1469%*
(0.0000)
—0.2145+*
(0.0000)
—0.2206**
(0.0000)
—0.1094*+*
(0.0000)
—0.3453%**
(0.0000)
—0.2464%+
(0.0000)
—0.2681%*
(0.0000)
-0.0018
(0.9407)
0.2040%
(0.0000)
0.1252%+
(0.0000)
0.1310%*
(0.0000)
0.1976%
(0.0000)
0.2429%*
(0.0000)
0.2538*+

0.0768
(0.2013)
—0.0729
(0.2090)
0.0214**
(0.0328)
~0.0118**
(0.0397)
0.0745*+
(0.0000)
—0.2485%+*
(0.0000)
—0.2845%+*
(0.0000)
—0.2464%+
(0.0000)
—0.1856%**
(0.0000)
—0.1670%**
(0,0000)
—0.1962%**
(0.0000)
—0.2203***
(0.0000)
—0.1392%+
(0.0000)
—0.1727%*
(0.0000)
—0.1907***
(0.0000)
—0.1259%*
(0.0000)
—0.2513%*
(0.0000)
—0.2135%**
(0.0000)
—0.2227%**
(0.0000)
—0.0681***
(0.0002)
0.1624%*
(0.0000)
0.1196%**
(0.0000)
0.1279%
(0.0000)
0.1759%
(0.0000)
0.2256%**
(0.0000)
0.1950%**
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500-999 employees

Over 1000 employees

Professionals

Technicians and associated professionals
Clerks

Service workers and shop and market
sales workers

Skilled agricultural and fishery workers
Craft and related trade workers

Plant and machinery operators
Elementary occupations

Military

Fishery

Mining

Manufacturing

Electricity, gas and water supply
Construction

Wholesale and retail trade; remediation
activities

Accommodation and food services

Transportation, storage and
communications

Financial activities

Real estate activities

Public administration and defence
Education

Health and social work

(0.0000)
0.2118%*
(0.0000)
0.2565**
(0.0000)
0.0164
(0.4443)
—0.0985***
(0.0000)
—0.2357++
(0.0000)
—0.3209**

(0.0000)
—0.1152*
(0.0117)
—0.1932%+
(0.0000)
—0.2206%**
(0.0000)
—0.4341%+
(0.0000)
-0.0667
(0.1100)
-0.0629
(0.4025)
0.2996***
(0.0000)
0.0881**
(0.0002)
0.2346**
(0.0000)
0.2904++*
(0.0000)
0.1348%

(0.0000)
0.1105**
(0.0005)
0.2174%*

(0.0000)
0.2612%**
(0.0000)
0.0900**
(0.0019)
0.2172%*
(0.0000)
0.0471*
(0.0927)
0.0647*

(0.0000)
0.2279%
(0.0000)
0.2632%+*
(0.0000)
-0.0413
(0.2151)
—0.0685*
(0.0479)
—0.2392%**
(0.0000)
—0.3056**

(0.0000)
-0,1064
(0.1132)
—0.1919**
(0.0000)
—0.2191%*
(0.0000)
—0.4493%**
(0.0000)
-0.0331
(0.5150)
-0.0428
(0.6032)
0.3151%*
(0.0000)
0.1089**
(0,0002)
0.2570%*
(0.0000)
0.3048%+
(0.0000)
0.1841%**

(0.0000)
0.0335
(0.5989)
0.2295++

(0.0000)
0.3275%*
(0.0000)
0.0922*
(0.0187)
0.1292%+
(0.0014)
-0.0638
(0.1637)
-0.0243

(0.0000)
0.2003***
(0.0000)
0.2544%+
(0.0000)
0.0413
(0.1447)
—0.1109***
(0.0001)
—0.2213%*
(0.0000)
—0.3121%+

(0.0000)
—0.1654++
(0.0081)
—0.2365*+
(0.0000)
—0.2369%*
(0.0000)
—0.4340%*
(0.0000)
—0.0831
(0.4319)
-0.1814
(0.2967)
0.1690**
(0.0136)
0.0383
(0.2941)
0.0979*
(0.0990)
0.1661+*
(0.0036)
0.0479

(0.1946)
0.0724*
(0.0807)
0.1478*+

(0.0002)
0.1975%*
(0.0002)
0.0528
(0.2149)
0.2234%**
(0.0000)
0.0353
(0.3652)
0.0380
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Other

1 subordinate

2-5 subordinates

6-10 subordinates
11-20 subordinates
21-50 subordinates
Over 50 subordinates
Number of hours worked
Member of a trade union

Number in study
R-squared

(0.0257)
0.0792%+*
(0.0076)
0.0374
(0.1899)
0.1190%*
(0.0000)
0.1605***
(0.0000)
0.1607***
(0.0000)
0.2572%*
(0.0000)
0.3489***
(0.0000)
0.0048***
(0.0000)
—0.0298*
(0.0134)
13027
0.4338

(0.6725)
0.0744*
(0.0901)
0.0200
(0.6880)
0.1149%*
(0.0001)
0.1851%+*
(0.0000)
0.1769***
(0.0000)
0.3010%*
(0.0000)
0.4762%*
(0.0000)
0.0049***
(0.0003)
-0.0125
(0.,5625)
6223
0.3745

(0.3358)
0.0384
(0.3594)
0.0386
(0.2482)
0.1260***
(0.0000)
0.1276%+
(0.0013)
0.1389***
(0.0001)
0.2252++
(0.0000)
0.2356++
(0.0001)
0.0042%+*
(0.0023)
—0.0440%**
(0.0019)
6804
0.4539

Note: The table shows the results of a simple least squares regression. The dependent
variable is a natural logarithm of the real wage. The robust p-values are shown under the
regression coefficients (in brackets). *** indicates that the estimate for the coefficient of the
applicable variable is relevant, with at least 99% probability, ** indicates relevance with at
least 95% probability, * indicates relevance with at least 90% probability. The control groups
are as follows: level of education = secondary education; acquired field of study = none;
region = Tallinn; number of employees = 1-10; occupation = legislators, senior officials and
managers; sector of activity = agriculture, hunting and forestry; number of subordinates = 0.
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Annex 2. Impact of different variables on the unexplained pay gap
Table A2.1. Estimates for regression coefficients with the dum my variable representing sex, various periods

2000-2002 0.219 0.201 0.200 0.208 0.212 0.216 0.213 0.203 0.197 0.201 0.211 0.204 0.,206 0.189 0.208 0.205 0.198
2003-2005 0.280 0.243 0.243 0.247 0.251 0.265 0.275 0.247 0.241 0.244 0.245 0.248 0.249 0.239 0.248 0.249 0.238
2006-2008 0.332 0.289 0.289 0.293 0.293 0.322 0.315 0.287 0.289 0.289 0.290 0.289 0.291 0.275 0.295 0.297 0.279
Total 0.287 0.243 0.244 0.247 0.250 0.273 0.270 0.244 0.241 0.244 0.247 0.246 0.249 0.228 0.252 0.249 0.236
sample

(2000-

2008)

Note: The table shows the estimates for regression coefficients with a dummy variable representing sex (the dummy variable equals one if the respondent is male). OLS
regressions, where the dependent variable is the logarithm of the real wage. The estimates for all the regression coefficients are statistically relevant, with an over 99%
probability. The first column (with the heading ‘Only sex’) shows the estimates applicable to the regressions where the right hand side of the equation is only the dummy
variable representing sex. The estimates in the second column are applicable to the regressions where all the explanatory variables have been added. The estimates in
the following columns are from regressions where all the explanatory variables have been added, except for the variable indicated in the column heading.
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European Union
European Social Fund

Table A2.2. Percentage change in the unexplained gender payga p

2000— 8.3 -0.3
2002

2003—- 13.2 -0.1
2005

2006— 131 0.0
2008

Total 154 0.2
sample

(2000-

2008)

3.2

1.4

1.4

1.4

51

3.1

1.4

2.6

6.9

8.2

10.4

11.0

5.8

11.5

8.3

9.8

0.7 -1.9
1.6 -1.1
-0.7 0.1

0.3 -0.8

»

Investing in your future

0.2
0.1

0.2

0.4

0.4

-6.2 3.2 2.0 -1.7
-1.7 1.9 21 -2.2
-5.0 23 2.9 -3.6
-65 34 2.3 -3.3

Note: The first column of the table shows how large the share of the illustrated pay gap in the relevant period was in the general pay gap (%). The figures in the
following columns show how little the unexplained pay gap is reduced (%) when the relevant variable is left out of the regression (compared to the regression

that contains all the control variables).
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European Union
European Social Fund  Investing in your future

Table A2.3. Estimates for regression coefficients with the dumm y variable representing sex, labour market segments

Ethnicity
Estonian 0.279  0.240 0.241  0.244 0.248 0.266  0.264 0.244  0.239 0.242 0.245 0.244 0.246 0.226 0.250 0.235
Other ethnicity 0.315 0.249 0.252 0.251  0.253 0.288  0.282 0.245 0.246 0.248 0.249 0.250 0.252 0.233 0.255 0.236

Primary or basic 0.359 0.198 0.200 0.201 0.202 0.237 0.234 0.189 0.192 0.199 0.195 0.203 0.203 0.202 0.200 0.214
education

Secondary 0.350 0.265 0.266 0.268 0.270 0.296  0.282 0.267 0.263 0.266 0.270 0.268 0.270 0.254 0.272 0.259
education

Higher education  0.275  0.196 0.198 0.200 0.207 0.203 0.211 0.203 0.198 0.197 0.207 0.200 0.203 0.166 0.205 0.180
15-34 year olds 0.271  0.276 0.277 0.281 0.283 0.304 0.296 0.276  0.277 0.276  0.285 0.282 0.276 0.264 0.264 0.284

35-54 year olds 0.319 0.233 0.234 0.236 0.240 0.268  0.265 0.234 0.231 0.234 0.237 0.239 0.239 0.216 0.246 0.241

55-74 year olds 0.221 0.148 0.148 0.152 0.156 0.170 0.173 0.156 0.142 0.148 0.150 0.149 0.169 0.141 0.164 0.148

Managers 0.331  0.259 0.261  0.262  0.267 0.283  0.265 0.271 0.258 0.260 0.263 0.262  0.267 0.234 0294 0261 0.247
Note: see Table A2.
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Table A2.4. Percentage change in the unexplained gender pay ga  p, labour market segments

Ethnicity

Estonians 13.8 0.0 1.6 3.0 9.6 8.8 1.3 -0.6 0.6 1.9 1.6 2.3 -6.3 4.0 -2.2

Other 21.2 1.2 1.0 1.7 13.7 11.8 -1.3 -0.9 -0.2 0.0 0.6 1.5 -6.7 2.7 -5.5

ethnicii

Primary or 45.0 1.1 1.3 1.8 16.5 15.3 —-4.9 -3.2 0.6 -1.7 2.5 2.4 1.8 1.1 7.7

basic

education

Secondary 24.2 0.2 0.9 1.7 104 59 0.7 -0.8 0.2 1.7 0.9 1.8 -4.6 2.3 -2.6

education

Higher 28.6 0.8 1.8 5.2 3.3 7.1 3.2 1.0 0.3 5.0 1.8 3.2 - 4.1 -9.4

education 18.2

15-34 year -1.9 0.1 1.6 2.5 9.3 6.6 -0.1 0.3 -0.1 3.1 2.0 -0.2 -45 -45 2.7

olds

35-54  year 26.9 0.3 1.3 2.7 129 120 0.5 -1.1 0.4 1.7 2.3 2.4 -7.7 5.2 3.1

olds

55-74  year 33.2 -0.1 2.6 5.4 12.8 144 5.3 -4.4 -01 11 0.5 12.7 -4.6 10.0 -0.1

olds

Managers 21.7 0.7 1.3 3.1 8.6 2.3 4.4 -0.4 0.5 1.7 1.3 3.1 - 12.1 0.8 -4.9
10.9

Note: See Table A2.2.
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my variable representing sex: enterprise type and t

rade union membership

Form of ownership of enterprise

Public sector 0.242 0.181
Domestic Private 0.301 0.233
Foreign owned 0.413  0.307
Yes 0.248 0.258
No 0.293 0.241

1-10 employees 0.275 0.204
11-49 employees 0.280 0.235
50-199 employees  0.264  0.246

Over 200 0.288  0.289
employees

Notes: See Table A2

0.182
0.234
0.309

0.204
0.235
0.246
0.295

0.184
0.236
0.315

0.258
0.245

0.203
0.240
0.250
0.292

0.190
0.239
0.309

0.263
0.248

0.213
0.239
0.251
0.293

0.227
0.261
0.313

0.307
0.268

0.225
0.266
0.279
0.318

0.212
0.264
0.320

0.306
0.265

0.249
0.263
0.266
0.312

0.200
0.226
0.299

0.264
0.241

0.260
0.239

0.209
0.233
0.245
0.290

0.258
0.242

0.205
0.236
0.246
0.289

0.179
0.242
0.300

0.259
0.245

0.207
0.247
0.246
0.267

0.181
0.236
0.310

0.257
0.244

0.210
0.238
0.248
0.287

0.186
0.237
0.315

0.269
0.246

0.207
0.241
0.249
0.301

0.155
0.225
0.302

0.225
0.228

0.193
0.220
0.235
0.271

0.202
0.236
0.314

0.266
0.250

0.214
0.243
0.249
0.293

0,182
0,240
0,316

0,263
0,247

0,207
0,240
0,252
0,292

0,1t
0,2
0,3(

0,2:
0,2:
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Form of ownership of enterprise
Public sector

Domestic Private

Foreign owned

Yes
No

1-10 employees
11-49 employees
50-199 employees

Over 200
employees

Note: See Table A2.2

25.2
22.7
25.8

—4.2
17.8

26.1
16.0
6.8

-0.2

0.2
0.5
0.6

0.0
0.0
0.2
2.2

1.7
13
25

-0.2
1.6

-0.1
19
1.6
1.0

4.8
25
0.6

1.8
2.7

4.5
13
2.0
15

20.3
10.7
2.0

iBY
101

9.7
11.4
12.0
9.1

14.7
11.8
4.2

15.6
9.0

18.2
10.6
7.6
7.4

9.3
-3.1
—2.6

25
0.0

0.8
-0.8

2.4
-1.2
-0.4
0.2

0.0
0.4

0.8
0.3
0.1
0.1

-14
3.9
-2.1

0.3
14

L9
4.9
0.3
-8.1

-0.2
1.6
11

0.4
1.4

3.0
1.0
1.0
-0.9

2.8
2.0
2.6

4.2
19

15
2.3
14
4.0

-16.7 10.2
-3.3 1.4
-1.6 2.2
-14.9 2.9
-5.8 3.5
-5.4 5.0
7.2 3.3
—4.3 1.4
—6.6 1.2

0,4
3,2
2,8

2,0
2,4

80
1,9
2,5
1,2
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Annex 3. Gender pay gap and proportion of men amongst wage-earners, according to field acquired in Estonia

Table A3.1. Gender pay gap and proportion of men amongst wage-e  arners, according to field acquired in Estonia, pre  vious ELFS
classification, 2000—2003

General education 3378 2518 25.5 50.6 100.0 100.0 926 899
Teacher training and education 4636 3526 23.9 8.8 137.2 140.0 21 250
Arts 4305 3444 20.0 27.5 127.4 136.8 15 54
Humanities 8394 5088 39.4 14.3 248.5 202.1 6 24
Theology 3449 100.0 102.1 2 0
Social and behavioural sciences 4258 3642 14.5 30.4 126.0 144.6 6 13
Commerce and business 6090 3346 45.1 9.9 180.3 132.9 39 428
Law 5487 6831 -24.5 60.9 162.4 271.3 30 18
Natural sciences 5523 2480 55.1 53.5 163.5 98.5 17 13
Mathematics and computer science 4928 4709 4.4 33.3 145.9 187.0 12 23
Medicine and health 5129 3039 40.7 6.9 151.8 120.7 11 184
Manufacturing and crafts 3480 2442 20.8 70.4 103.0 97.0 506 215
Engineering and technology 4790 3076 35.8 73.4 141.8 122.1 499 185
Architecture 5750 2817 51.0 27.3 170.2 111.9 2 4
Agriculture, forestry and fishery 3322 2918 12.2 62.5 98.3 115.9 327 197
Home economics 2349 0.0 93.3 0 8
Transport and communications 4104 2954 28.0 76.8 121.5 117.3 105 35
Services, food services and tourism 3715 2234 39.9 11.8 109.9 88.7 24 157
Media and documentation 7845 3569 54.5 16.7 232.2 141.7 2 16
Security 4137 3370 18.5 50.0 122.4 133.8 a7 49
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Table A3.2. Gender pay gap and proportion of men amongst wage-e

classification, 2004—2008

General education

Teacher training and educations
Humanities and arts

Foreign languages and cultures
Social sciences, business and law
Biology and environmental sciences

Physics, chemistry and geological
sciences
Mathematics and statistics

Computer sciences
Computer use

Engineering, manufacturing and
construction
Agriculture, forestry and fishery

Health and welfare
Services

5841
7527
6569
7295
9398
12325
8517

6960
9475
5782
6350

6519
8590
6101

3674
4889
5229
6977
5070
7003
5615

6323
5936
5000
3988

3952
5690
3986

37.1
35.0
20.4

4.4
46.1
43.2
34.1

9.2
37.4
13.5
37.2

39.4
33.8
34.7

51.4
8.5

311
11.6
15.1
20.7
44.4

20.0
50.6
33.3
70.1

43.5
6.3
64.1

»
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arners, according to field acquired in Estonia, lat

100.0
128.9
112.5
124.9
160.9
211.0
145.8

119.1
162.2
99.0

108.7

111.6
147.1
104.4

100.0
133.1
142.3
189.9
138.0
190.6
152.8

172.1
161.5
136.1
108.5

107.6
154.9
108.5

1464
36
40

148

20

31

1571

182
19
459

1336
402
85
29
838
16
20

10
32

656

244
278
256

er ELFS
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Pay gap (difference between the natural logarithms of the
wages)

Difference between the natural logarithms of the wages
(general pay gap)

Pay gap explained by differences in characteristics
Pay gap explained by differences in regression variables

Contribution of characteristic differences to the pay gap
Age

Age squared

Ethnicity: Estonian

Level of education’

Field of study’

Married or cohabiting
Number of children’
RegionT

Public sector

Foreign owned enterprise
Number of employees in the organizationT
Occupation’

Sector of activity'
Number of subordinates’
Number of hours worked
Member of a trade union

Contribution of regression coefficients to the pay gap
Age

Age squared
Ethnicity: Estonian
Level of education’
Field of study’

Married or cohabiting

0.271"

(28.09)
0.0282"
(3.25)
0,243
(25.45)
0.00394"
(4.94)
-0.0125"
(-8.92)
-0.00182
(~1.45)
-0.0242"
(-6.05)
-0.0237"
(-5.23)
0.00423"
(4.87)
0.00461"
(4.00)
0.00442
(1.95)
0.00691"
(2.68)
0.00144
(1.29)
0.00623"
(4.29)
0.00240
(0.43)
0.0422™
(8.36)
0.00647"
(5.14)
0.00582""
(4.61)
0.00167"
(2.47)

*

*
*
*

kk

*

-0.123"7
(-3.83)
-0.00233
(-0.30)
0.00404
(0.26)
-0.0700
(-0.65)
0.0980
(1.34)
0.0638"
(4.50)

*
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Number of children’ 0.00444
(0.66)
Region' -0.0149
(-0.89)
Public sector 0.0191
(2.26)
Foreign owned enterprise 0.00575
1.77)
Number of employees in the enterpriseT 0.0122
(0.70)
Occupation’ -0.00434
(-0.12)
Sector of activity' 0.0456
(2.09)
Number of subordinates’ 0.00393
(0.82)
Number of hours worked 0.0285
(0.36)
Member of a trade union 0.00304
(1.23)
Constant 0.169
(1.27)
N 13027

The t-statistics are in brackets.

"p<0.05 “p<0.01,” p<0.001.

The variables in the regression equation are treated as non-discriminatory, with estimates obtained on
the basis of samples containing both women and men (the regression equation also contained the sex
variable). The regression equations have been estimated using heteroskedasticity-robust standard
errors.

The control groups are as follows: level of education = primary education; acquired field of study =
none; region = Tallinn; number of employees = 1-10; occupation = legislators, senior officials and
managers; sector of activity = agriculture, hunting and forestry; number of subordinates = 0.

f Groups of variables have been used, with their coefficients grouped. E.g. The variables number of
children aged 0-3, number of children aged 4-6, number of children aged 7-18 have been used in the
regression equations but the results have been combined into the group number of children so that the
results of the groups could be more easily followed.
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