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GENDER PENSION GAPS IN THE PENSION SYSTEMS OF
EU MEMBER STATES

H. B. Casuyk,
0. e. H, npoghecop, npogecop Kagedpu MidcHApPOOHUX PIHAHCIS,

Kuiscoxuii nayionanvruti ekonomiunutl yHieepcumem imeni Baouma I'emvmana

TEHJIEPHUH PO3PHUB Y NEHCISAX Y HEHCIMHUX CUCTEMAX
KPAITH-YJIEHIB €C

The article aims to analyze gender pension gaps across European Union
member states, addressing the scientific problem of persistent gender inequality
in retirement income. It seeks to identify cross-country disparities and examine

how labor market structures and pension system design jointly shape these

outcomes.



The study employs a comparative descriptive approach based on the most
recent available data (2024). The methodology integrates ranking of EU member
states, normalization of national indicators relative to the EU average, and
categorical classification into performance groups. This structured framework
enables consistent cross-country comparison and interpretation of gender
pension inequality.

The results reveal significant heterogeneity across the EU, with an average
gender pension gap of 24.5%. Central and Eastern European countries emerge
as leaders, characterized by lower disparities due to stronger redistributive
pension mechanisms and more continuous female employment. In contrast,
several Western European countries demonstrate higher inequality, reflecting the
influence of earnings-related and private pension schemes. The findings
challenge the assumption that higher economic development ensures greater
gender equality, emphasizing instead the decisive role of institutional design and
labor market dynamics.

The study is limited by its reliance on aggregate country-level data, which
restricts micro-level analysis of individual pension trajectories. Additionally, the
focus on current data does not fully capture longitudinal dynamics or cohort-
specific effects. Future research could address these limitations through panel
data analysis and the inclusion of second- and third-pillar pension components.

The findings suggest that policymakers should strengthen redistributive
elements in pension systems, including minimum guarantees and care-related
credits, while also addressing labor market inequalities that accumulate over the
life course.

The study offers a comprehensive and up-to-date comparative assessment
of all EU member states, introducing an integrated analytical framework that
combines standardized indicators, ranking, and classification to enhance the

understanding of gender pension inequality.

YV cmammi 30ilicneno auaniz reHOepHUX po3pusie Yy  NeHCilHOMY
3abe3neyenui 6 Kpainax-unenax €sponeticokoco Cow3y 3 aKyeHmMoM HA HAYKOSIU
npobaemi cmilKkoi reH0epHOi HepieHOCmi )y 00X00ax Nicis 6Uxo0y HaA MNEHCIro.
llepeobaueno eussients MINCKPAiHHUX IOMIHHOCMEN MA OOCTIONCEHHS 83AEMOOTT
CMPYKMYp PUHKY Npayi ti OU3auHy NeHCIUHUX cucmem y GopmysaHui 6i0N08IOHUX

pe3ynromamis.



Y Oocnidoicenni  3acmocosano  NOPIBHANbHUL  ONUCOBULL  NIOXI0 i3
BUKOPUCMAHHAM HAUHOBIWUX Oocmynuux oanux (2024 p.). Memooonociunuii
IHcmpymenmapiu exuodae pauicysanus kpain €C, Hopmanizayito HayiOHATbHUX
NOKA3HUKIB BIOHOCHO cepedHbo2o 3HaueHHsa no €C, a makodxc ix kiacugirayiro 3a
pienem pesynomamuenocmi. Taxuili nioxio zabesneuye y3200iceHe MINCKpaiHHe
NOPIGHAHHS Ma NIOBUWYE AHANIMUYHY MOYHICMb [HmMepnpemayii TeHOepHol
NEeHCIUHOI HepiBHOCMI.

Ompumani pe3ynomamu 3acioyyoms 3HAUHY HEOOHOPIOHICMb Y Medcax
€sponeticokoco Coro3y, Oe cepeoHili reHOepHUull NeHCIUHUN pPOo3puU8 CMAaHoO8UMb
24,5%. Bcmanosneno, wo Kpainu Llenmpanvnoi ma Cxionoi €eponu
O0eMOHCMpPYIOMb  Kpawji  pe3yibmamu, Wo 3YMOBIEHO OlLlbld  SUPANCEHUMU
nepepo3no0inbYUMU MEXAHIZMAMU NEHCIUHUX CUCeM ma 8Uuol0 be3nepepeHicmio
yuacmi JCIHOK Y puHky npayi. Boowouac y nusyi kpain 3axionoi €eponu
Qixcyemocs suwull piseHb HepPiBHOCMI, WO NOACHIOEMbCS 3HAYHOIO 3ANEHCHICIIO
NeHCill 8i0 IHOUBIOYANbHUX 3aAPOOIMKI6 Ma NOUUPEHHAM NPUBAMHUX NEHCIUHUX
cxem. Taxum uuHoMm, CHPOCMOBYEMbCA NPUNYULEHHA NPO NPAMUL 38 A30K MIdiC
pieHemM  eKOHOMIYHO020 pPO36UMKY MA IeHOEPHOK  PIGHICMIO,  HAMOMICHb
nIOMBePOAHCYEMBbCS BUIHAUATBHA POJIb IHCIUMYYIUHUX | PUHKOBUX YUHHUKIE.

Jlo obmedicenb 00CIONHCEHHS HANEHCUMb BUKOPUCTNAHHS ACPe20B8AHUX OAHUX
Ha pieHI KpaiH, WO 0OMedNCYE MOIAICIUBOCMI  MIKPOPIBHEBO20 — AHANI3Y
iHOUBIOyanbHUX neuciunux mpaekmopiu. Kpim moeo, 3acmocysanus Kpoc-
CeKYItHUX OaHUX He 00360J14€ MNOGHOI MIpOI0 8paAXy8amu 00820CHPOKOBY
ounamixy ma koeopmui epexmu. Ilooanvuii 00cniodxcenHss OOYiIbHO CNPSAMYB8aAmu
HA BUKOPUCMAHHA NAHEIbHUX OAHUX, A MAKONC 8PAXYBAHHS OpY2020 | MpPemvbo2o
Pi6HIB NEHCIIH020 3a0e3neyUeHH .

Ompumani  pesyromamu  c8i0Yamv  NPO  HEOOXIOHICMb  NOCUNEeHHS
nepepo3nooinbyUxX MeXaHizmMié y NeHCIliHUX CUCeMax, 30Kpema uepe3 MiHIMalbHi
eapaumii ma 3apaxy8ants nepiooie 0021580y, A MaKO}C NOOOJAHHS HepiBHOCmell
HA PUHKY Bpayi, Wo aKymyar0imsCsa nPOMA2OM HCUMMEBO20 YUKILY .

Haykosea Hosuzna oocnioxcenns nonseae y HopmyeaHui iHmMe2po8aHo2o
AHANIMUYHO20 Ni0X00Y, AKU NOEOHYE CIMAHOAPMU308AHT NOKA3HUKU, DAHHCYBAHHS]
ma kaacugixayiro, wjo 3a6e3neuye KOMNIeKCHy ma aKkmyaibHy NOPIGHANbHY OYIHKY

reH0epHoi nencitinoi Hepisnocmi 6 kpainax-unenax €C.
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General statement of the problem and its connection with important
scientific or practical tasks. The issue of gender equality in pension systems has
become increasingly important in the context of demographic aging, labor market
transformation, and ongoing pension reforms within the European Union. The
gender pension gap serves as a critical indicator of long-term socio-economic
inequality, reflecting cumulative disadvantages experienced by women throughout
their working lives, including lower wages, part-time employment, and career
interruptions related to caregiving responsibilities. As European societies face
growing pressure to ensure both adequacy and sustainability of pension systems,
addressing gender disparities in retirement income has emerged as a key policy
priority.

A substantial body of previous research has examined the determinants of
gender pension inequality, emphasizing the role of labor market trajectories,
institutional pension design, and redistributive mechanisms. Existing studies
highlight that while some convergence in gender pension gaps has been observed,
significant cross-country differences persist, largely due to variations in national
pension systems and welfare state models. However, much of the literature relies
on limited country samples, simulation-based approaches, or fragmented analyses
that do not fully integrate labor market and institutional perspectives.

In this context, the research problem lies in the lack of a comprehensive and
up-to-date comparative assessment of gender pension gaps across all EU member
states. The central research question is how differences in pension system design
and labor market structures influence the scale of gender pension inequality across

the European Union. The study is based on the hypothesis that countries with



stronger redistributive mechanisms and more continuous female employment
patterns exhibit lower gender pension gaps.

The aim of the article is to provide a systematic comparative analysis of
gender pension gaps in EU member states, identifying patterns, determinants, and
structural differences. The novelty of the research lies in its integrated
methodological approach and use of recent data, offering clear policy implications
for designing more inclusive and equitable pension systems.

Analysis of recent studies and publications. The issue of gender inequality
in pension systems has attracted substantial scholarly attention over the past two
decades. A considerable and expanding body of literature examines how life-
course employment patterns, wage disparities, and institutional pension design
interact to shape retirement outcomes for men and women across Europe. Scholars
have consistently emphasized that gender pension gaps are cumulative in nature,
reflecting long-term inequalities embedded in labor markets and social structures.
At the same time, the diversity of pension regimes across EU member states
introduces significant variation in outcomes, necessitating comparative and
multidimensional analytical approaches.

Abatemarco, Lagomarsino, and Russolillo provide a detailed examination of
gender pension inequality dynamics across nine European Union countries,
emphasizing how gender-specific labor market inequalities, such as wage gaps,
career interruptions, and caregiving responsibilities, translate into lower pension
outcomes for women. Their use of non-parametric decomposition methods enables
a nuanced understanding of both within- and between-gender disparities, revealing
a general trend toward convergence alongside persistent cross-country differences
[1]. Although the study highlights the redistributive function of survivor pensions,
its analytical scope remains constrained by a limited country sample and
insufficient engagement with institutional diversity across the EU.

van den Bosch, Kirn, Kump, Liégeois, Moreira, Stropnik, Barslund,
Vergnat, and Dekkers examine the implications of informal caregiving for pension

accumulation, demonstrating that career interruptions (predominantly affecting



females) significantly reduce future pension entitlements. Through simulation
modeling, the authors show that the magnitude of these effects varies depending on
national institutional frameworks, particularly the presence of care-related pension
credits and redistributive mechanisms [2, pp. 59—60]. However, the focus on a
small set of countries and the limited incorporation of second- and third-pillar
pensions reduce the comprehensiveness of the analysis.

Jedrzychowska, Kwiecien, Poprawska, Cichowicz, and Gatecka-Burdziak
shift the analytical focus toward socio-demographic and labor market determinants
of pension inequality. By applying clustering techniques based on life-cycle
patterns and employment trajectories, the authors identify distinct regional
groupings and demonstrate that similar demographic conditions do not necessarily
produce comparable pension outcomes [3, pp. 1878—1880]. Nonetheless, the
absence of a direct focus on pension system design limits the study’s capacity to
provide targeted institutional insights.

Cordova, Grabka, and Sierminska investigate the gender wealth gap with
particular attention to the role of pension wealth. Using individual-level data from
Germany, they demonstrate that statutory pension systems can partially reduce
inequality through redistributive mechanisms such as caregiver credits, especially
at lower levels of wealth distribution [4, pp. 778-780]. At the same time, the
study’s single-country focus and cross-sectional approach restrict its applicability
to broader European comparisons.

Dekkers, Desmet, Fasquelle, Jedrzychowska, Kwiecien, Liégeois, and Van
den Bosch analyze the future evolution of gender pension gaps by linking pension
outcomes to past and projected labor market behaviors. Their scenario-based
projections indicate a gradual decline in inequality, primarily driven by increased
female labor market participation rather than structural pension reforms [5].
However, reliance on projection models introduces uncertainty, particularly
regarding future institutional changes and economic conditions.

Mohring examines the long-term effects of motherhood on retirement

income, highlighting how employment interruptions, part-time work, and lower



occupational status contribute to reduced pension outcomes for women. The
findings underscore the importance of redistributive pension systems in mitigating
these disadvantages, while also emphasizing that care-related entitlements alone
are insufficient [6, pp. 2581-2583]. Nevertheless, the study’s reliance on
retrospective data and limited country coverage constrains the precision of cross-
national comparisons.

Dotti Sani and Luppi analyze the relationship between childbirth-related
career interruptions and pension income, demonstrating that extended absence
from the labor market has a significant negative impact on women’s retirement
outcomes. Importantly, the study reveals that this effect varies across institutional
contexts and is mitigated in welfare states with strong support systems [7]. Yet, the
focus on motherhood does not fully capture the broader spectrum of life-course
factors influencing gender pension disparities.

Hinrichs provides a comprehensive overview of pension reforms across
Europe, highlighting a shift toward contribution-based systems that strengthen the
link between earnings and benefits. This transformation tends to reinforce gender
disparities, as individuals with interrupted or atypical careers (predominantly
women) face lower pension entitlements [8, p. 418]. However, the analysis remains
largely theoretical and lacks direct empirical examination of gender pension gaps.

Ebbinghaus explores the relationship between pension system design,
poverty, and income inequality, demonstrating that different pension regimes vary
significantly in their redistributive capacity. While basic pension schemes can
reduce poverty risks, earnings-related and private pension systems often reproduce
labor market inequalities, including those affecting women [9, pp. 452—453]. The
macro-level orientation of the study, however, limits its ability to capture micro-
level mechanisms underlying gender-specific pension disparities.

Despite the extensive literature, several important gaps remain. Firstly, many
studies rely on limited country samples or single-country analyses, which restricts
comprehensive EU-wide comparison. Secondly, there is a persistent fragmentation

between research focusing on labor market determinants and studies centered on



pension system design, resulting in insufficient integration of these dimensions.
Thirdly, a significant portion of the literature depends on simulation-based or
projection-based methodologies, with less emphasis on up-to-date, comparative
empirical assessments across all EU member states. Finally, there remains a lack of
unified analytical frameworks that combine standardized indicators, comparative
rankings, and clear classification of country performance in relation to gender
pension inequality.

Formulation of the objectives of the article (task statement). The article
aims at analyzing gender pension gaps across EU member states, identifying
structural determinants, assessing cross-country disparities, and evaluating the role
of labor market dynamics and pension system design in shaping inequality.

Summary of the main research material. The gender pension gap remains a
critical indicator for assessing the long-term consequences of labor market
inequalities and the effectiveness of pension system design across the European
Union. It reflects cumulative disparities in employment trajectories, earnings,
working hours, and career interruptions experienced by men and women
throughout their lifetimes. In order to provide a structured comparative assessment,
the present study employs the most recent available data for 2024.

Table 1 presents the gender pension gap across EU member states, measured
as the percentage difference between average pension income received by men and
women aged 65 and over. The EU-27 average is 24.5%, which serves as a
benchmark for evaluating national performance. In addition to the absolute values,
the table includes a relative indicator expressed as a percentage of the EU average,
a ranking (ascending order, where lower values indicate better performance), and
an interpretative classification of countries based on their relative position.

The analysis is based on a comparative descriptive approach, combining
ranking, normalization, and categorical interpretation. The methodology consists of
three key stages. Firstly, all EU member states are ranked in ascending order
according to their gender pension gap values. Given the nature of the indicator,

lower values indicate a more equal distribution of pension income between men



and women. This ranking provides a straightforward comparative hierarchy across

countries.
Table 1. Gender pension gap in EU member states in 2024

EU ISVt[;tlleer Value (%) % of EU Average Rank Interpretation
Estonia 5.6 22.9 1 Leader
Slovakia 8.4 343 2 Leader
Czechia 9.6 39.2 3 Leader
Hungary 9.6 39.2 4 Leader
Slovenia 9.7 39.6 5 Leader
Lithuania 11.9 48.6 6 Strong performer
Poland 14.5 59.2 7 Strong performer
Latvia 15.0 61.2 8 Strong performer
Denmark 15.6 63.7 9 Strong performer
Romania 18.9 77.1 10 Above average
Croatia 19.3 78.8 11 Above average
Bulgaria 19.4 79.2 12 Above average
Finland 21.3 86.9 13 Above average
Portugal 23.2 94.7 14 Near average
Sweden 23.3 95.1 15 Near average
Greece 23.8 97.1 16 Near average
Germany 25.8 105.3 17 Below average
France 27.2 111.0 18 Below average
Italy 28.6 116.7 19 Below average
Cyprus 29.0 118.4 20 Below average
Spain 29.2 119.2 21 Below average
Ireland 31.1 126.9 22 Weak performer
Belgium 31.3 127.8 23 Weak performer
Luxembourg 32.7 133.5 24 Weak performer
Austria 35.6 145.3 25 Outsider
Netherlands 36.3 148.2 26 Outsider
Malta 40.3 164.5 27 Outsider

Source: elaborated by the author based on [10]

Secondly, to enhance comparability and analytical clarity, a relative
performance indicator is calculated for each country. This indicator expresses the
national value as a percentage of the EU average.

This transformation allows for the identification of proportional deviations
from the EU benchmark and facilitates cross-country comparison independent of
absolute values.

Thirdly, countries are classified into performance categories based on their
relative indicator. The classification follows a structured scale: “leaders” (below

50% of the EU average), “strong performers” (50-70%), “above average” (70—




90%), “near average” (90-100%), “below average” (100-120%), “weak
performers” (120-140%), and “outsiders” (above 140%). This categorization
provides an additional interpretative layer, enabling the identification of structural
patterns across the EU.

The results presented in Table 1 reveal a high degree of heterogeneity in
gender pension inequality across EU member states. One of the most striking
findings is the clear dominance of Central and Eastern European countries among
top performers. Estonia ranks first with a gender pension gap of only 5.6%,
followed by Slovakia, Czechia, Hungary, and Slovenia, all with values below 10%.
These countries exhibit relative indicators below 40% of the EU average,
indicating significantly more equal pension outcomes.

This pattern suggests that structural characteristics of labor markets and
pension systems play a crucial role. In many Central and Eastern European
countries, female labor force participation has historically been high, and wage
dispersion relatively low. Moreover, pension systems are often more reliant on
public, redistributive mechanisms, which help mitigate inequalities accumulated
during working life. As a result, gender disparities in pension income are less
pronounced.

A second group of countries, including Lithuania, Poland, Latvia, and
Denmark, can be classified as strong performers. Their gender pension gaps range
between 11.9% and 15.6%, corresponding to approximately 50-65% of the EU
average. These countries demonstrate relatively balanced pension outcomes,
although some degree of inequality persists. Denmark’s presence in this group is
particularly noteworthy, as it reflects the effectiveness of a comprehensive welfare
system in reducing gender disparities.

The middle of the distribution includes countries such as Romania, Croatia,
Bulgaria, Finland, Portugal, Sweden, and Greece. Their values are close to the EU
average, indicating moderate levels of inequality. These countries can be
considered transitional cases, where pension systems partially offset labor market

inequalities but do not eliminate them entirely.



A shift toward weaker performance is observed among several Western and
Southern European countries. Germany, France, Italy, Spain, and Cyprus all
exhibit gender pension gaps above the EU average. These countries fall into the
“below average” category, suggesting that their pension systems are less effective
in mitigating gender inequality. This outcome is particularly significant given their
level of economic development and institutional sophistication.

The weakest performance is observed in countries such as Ireland, Belgium,
Luxembourg, Austria, the Netherlands, and Malta. These countries exhibit gender
pension gaps exceeding 120% of the EU average, with Malta reaching the highest
value at 40.3%. This group represents the most unequal pension outcomes within
the EU.

The empirical findings challenge the assumption that higher economic
development automatically leads to greater gender equality in pensions. Instead,
they highlight the importance of pension system structure and labor market
dynamics. In many Western European countries, pension systems rely heavily on
occupational and private schemes, which are closely linked to individual earnings.
Since women are more likely to experience lower earnings and career
interruptions, these systems tend to reproduce and amplify inequality.

Furthermore, persistent gender differences in employment patterns
contribute significantly to the observed disparities. Women are more likely to work
part-time, take career breaks for caregiving, and earn lower wages. These factors
reduce lifetime contributions and, consequently, pension entitlements. In contrast,
countries with more continuous female employment trajectories tend to exhibit
lower gender pension gaps.

Another important factor is the role of redistributive mechanisms within
pension systems. Countries with strong first-tier pensions, minimum guarantees,
and credits for childcare periods are generally more successful in reducing
inequality. These mechanisms help decouple pension outcomes from individual

earnings histories, thereby mitigating gender disparities.



The analysis demonstrates that the gender pension gap remains a significant
challenge across the European Union, with substantial variation in national
performance. While some countries have achieved relatively balanced outcomes,
others continue to exhibit high levels of inequality. The results underscore the
importance of addressing both labor market inequalities and pension system design
in order to achieve more equitable retirement outcomes. Gender equality in
pensions is not solely determined by economic development, but rather by the
interaction between labor market structures and institutional frameworks. This
insight has important implications for policymakers seeking to reduce gender
disparities and promote inclusive pension systems in the European Union.

Conclusions and prospects for further research in this area. The results of
the study confirm that the gender pension gap remains a structurally embedded and
highly heterogeneous phenomenon across the European Union, with an average
level of 24.5% and significant variation between member states. A key empirical
contribution lies in the identification of clear cross-country patterns, particularly
the strong performance of Central and Eastern European countries, where lower
pension disparities are associated with higher female labor force participation,
lower wage dispersion, and a stronger reliance on redistributive public pension
mechanisms. In contrast, several economically advanced Western European
countries demonstrate weaker outcomes, highlighting that economic development
alone does not guarantee gender equality in pension systems.

The value-added of this research is reflected in its integrated comparative
framework, combining ranking, normalization, and categorical classification to
provide a structured and interpretable assessment of national performance. This
approach allows not only for benchmarking against the EU average but also for
identifying clusters of countries with similar institutional characteristics. By
linking observed outcomes to both labor market dynamics and pension system
design, the study contributes to a more holistic understanding of gender pension
inequality, moving beyond fragmented analyses that focus on isolated

determinants.



From a policy perspective, the findings underscore the critical importance of
strengthening redistributive mechanisms within pension systems, including
minimum pension guarantees, childcare credits, and first-tier public schemes. At
the same time, reducing gender disparities in pensions requires addressing
underlying labor market inequalities, particularly those related to part-time
employment, wage gaps, and career interruptions. The results suggest that
integrated policy approaches (combining labor market reforms with pension
system adjustments) are essential for achieving sustainable improvements in
gender equality.

Future research should further explore the interaction between institutional
reforms and changing labor market patterns, particularly in the context of
demographic aging and evolving employment structures. There is also a need for
more dynamic, longitudinal analyses that capture cohort-specific developments and
the long-term effects of recent pension reforms. Expanding the scope to include
second- and third-pillar pensions, as well as micro-level data, would enhance the

precision and policy relevance of future studies.
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