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INTRODUCTION

Through a narrow security lens, that of absence of phy-
sical threats, Portugal is considered relatively safe. Accor-
ding to the Institute for Economics and Peace, Portugal 
is ranked as the sixth most peaceful country in the world.2	

Concerns with crime and terrorism are one of the country’s 
least relevant issues.3 In fact, in 2020, 6.3% of people in 
Portugal reported they lived in areas with crime, violence, 
or vandalism, contrasting with 10.8% in the European 
Union (EU), according to the Survey for Income and Living 
Conditions.4 Still, 15.8% of Portuguese residents report 
they have felt unsafe or very unsafe walking alone after 
dark, and more than 83% believe a strong government to 
ensure safety is important, according to data from the 
European Social Survey (ESS).5

One can extend this statement in two directions. On the 
one hand, the extent to which security hinges on this nar-
row definition related to crime is questionable. On the 
other hand, even if the average perception of security in 
a given society is high, it may hide considerable hetero-
geneity amongst different individuals, depending on their 
socioeconomic position. In this short paper, we extend 
the analysis of security in Portugal in these two directions.
Humankind entered the 21st	century with a revival in the 
interest on human	 security6. According to the prominent 
economist and moral philosopher, this revival is due to 
both positive and negative reasons. On the negative side, 
Sen identifies the emergence of ‘newly developed dangers 

A B S T R A C T

This paper analyses human security 
in Portugal, and how it interact 

with inequality. We use representative 
survey data to discuss the individual 
determinants of several dimensions of 
human security that go beyond the 
narrow conception of the absence of 
physical threats, into a multidimensio-
nal perspective, encompassing envi-
ronmental security, and living 
conditions. Albeit Portugal is one of 
the safest countries in the world, we 
document that women, low income 
groups, the elderly and younger people 
often feel less safe. We show, however, 
that in a broader perspective, Portugal 
fares less well, as income, food, hou-
sing and health security are, in many 
cases, higher in the country than in 
many other European Union countries. 

Keywords: human security, inequality, 
Portugal, European Union.

R E S U M O

Segurança		
e	desigualdade:		
o	caso	português

Este artigo analisa a segurança 
humana em Portugal e a forma 

como esta interage com a desigual-
dade. Utilizamos dados representativos 

( I N ) S E C U R I T Y 	 A N D 	 ( I N ) E Q U A L I T Y 	 I N 	 T H E 	 A T L A N T I C

Security	and	inequality
Evidence	from	Portugal1

Bruno	P.	Carvalho	|	Mariana	Esteves	|	Susana	Peralta

>



RELAÇÕES INTERNACIONAIS  SPECIAL	ISSUE	:	2022				 064

and adversities’, due to public health concerns, civil wars, 
and genocides.7 While Sen was writing these lines at the 
turn of the century, it is fair to say that the problems have 
been accentuated in the last two and a half decades.8	Cur-
rently, humankind is slowly moving out of a pandemic, 
and the European land is home to a war of aggression 
unseen in the recent past. 
On the positive side, Sen reckons the ‘enhanced possibi-
lity […] to put our efforts and understanding together to 
achieve a better-coordinated resistance to the forces that 
make human survival so insecure’.9 Indeed, scientific 
advances in natural and social sciences enhance the oppor-
tunities to deal with these challenges. But what, then,  
is human security? Sen posits that, while human security is 
related with the human development and human rights 
approaches to the analysis of societal achievements, it is 
a distinct concept.10

The concept of human security encompasses several 
distinct elements. First, it focuses on individual human lives, as opposed to, e.g., 
the military concept of national security. Moreover, with regards to this latter, human 
security expands the set of threats considered, to include food, health, political, 
and environmental security, amongst others, and includes ‘the construction of 
safeguards and opportunities for people’s strengths and aspirations’.11 Second,  
it must include the analysis of society and social arrangements that improve secu-
rity. Third, in contrast to the concept of human development (as put forward by 
Sen12), which aims at expanding positive freedoms, human security concentrates 
on downside risks. Concomitantly with this narrower focus, it ought to concentrate 
on the more elementary human rights, whereas human development covers the 
whole range of such rights. 
Indeed, modern perceptions of security are multidimensional and interconnected,  
as they are closely linked to global threats, such as climate change, recurrent economic 
crises, or increased inequality, amongst others. Characterisation of human security 
calls, on the one hand, for both objective and subjective dimensions of the concept13	

and, on the other hand, to the utilisation of individual-level information. Moreover, 
the individual dimension is crucial to study the interconnection between inequality 
and security. 
An important related piece of research is Palma, Jardim and Monteiro, who provide an 
interesting analysis of security in Portugal, focusing on 20 municipalities.14 The authors 
collected their own data, relying on a random sample of 3757 individuals. Their survey 
has a lot of detail about the perception of crime rates of different kinds, which the 
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authors relate to objective measures from official statistics. Palma, Jardim and Monteiro 
show that both objective and subjective measures of security are positively associated 
with subjective well-being in Portugal and it varies across different regions.15 Women, 
elderly individuals, and those with lower incomes are the ones with the most vulnera-
ble sense of security. A decade later, these results remain unchanged, as we will show 
in greater detail in this analysis.
Acknowledging the importance of objective security measures, we will mainly focus on 
subjective security, since these can be critical in creating a sense of trust and confidence 
amongst citizens. We rely on individual-level data, from the ESS, the European Union 
Survey on Income and Living Conditions (EU-SILC), and the Eurobarometer, to analyse 
how safety and safety perceptions vary for different groups of the population, depending 
on their socio-demographic characteristics.16 Furthermore, we focus on a set of dimen-
sions that combine the above theoretical considerations about the concept of human 
security with data availability, namely: environment, income, food security, housing 
quality, and health. 
This analysis is organized as follows. Section 2 analyses the heterogeneity of safety 
perceptions in Portugal and the objective crime rates, in parallel with other European 
countries. Section 3 looks at the environmental side of security. Section 4 onward 
focuses on security in living conditions, namely regarding income, food, housing, and 
health. Section 5 concludes.

SECURITY,	SAFETY	AND	CRIME	

H OW  M U C H  D O  W E  VA LU E  S A F E T Y ?

Table 1 shows the share of respondents, from the European Union (EU27) and Portugal 
(PT), who have identified each of the 15 possible issues facing their countries as the 
most important, ordered by the prevalence 
in the EU27. Most residents in Europe 
identify the rising prices, inflation, and 
cost of living, followed by energy supply 
and the economic situation. Note that this 
data was collected after the COVID-19 pan-
demic and before the war caused by the 
invasion of Ukraine by Russia. In the last 
column, red (green) highlights the issues 
more (less) frequently mentioned by resi-
dents in Portugal, compared to the EU27 
average. The concerns directly linked to safety, such as crime and terrorism, ranked 11 
and 15, respectively, for the EU27. On average, only 6% and 2% of residents in Europe 
believe these are the most important issues facing their countries right now. In Portugal, 
these percentages drop to only 1%.

THE	CONCERNS	DIRECTLY	LINKED	TO	SAFETY,	

SUCH	AS	CRIME	AND	TERRORISM,		

RANKED	11	AND	15,	RESPECTIVELY,	FOR	THE	EU27.	

ON	AVERAGE,	ONLY	6%	AND	2%	OF	RESIDENTS		

IN	EUROPE	BELIEVE	THESE	ARE		

THE	MOST	IMPORTANT	ISSUES	FACING	THEIR	

COUNTRIES	RIGHT	NOW.		

IN	PORTUGAL,	THESE	PERCENTAGES		

DROP	TO	ONLY	1%.	
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Table 1 > What	do	you	think	are	the	two	most	important	issues	facing	the	country	now?		

European	Union	vs	Portugal,	2020	(%) 

EU27 (%) PT (%) Diff. (pp)

Rising prices/ inflation/ cost of living 54 55 1

Energy supply 22 3 -19

Economic situation 20 27 7

The environment and climate change 15 6 -9

Health 14 40 26

The international situation 12 8 -4

Unemployment 9 14 5

Government debt 8 6 -2

Immigration 8 4 -4

Pensions 7 9 2

Crime 6 1 -5

Housing 6 5 -1

The education system 6 4 -2

Taxation 5 7 2

Terrorism 2 1 -1

Source:	Eurobarometer.17

These findings are consistent with the information collected by the EU-SILC.18 Fewer people 
in Portugal report living in an area with crime, violence, or vandalism, compared to the EU 
average (figure 1). In 2020, 6.6% of the Portuguese residents said they faced a problem of 
crime, violence, or vandalism in their neighborhood, compared with 10.7% for the EU27. This 
proportion has fallen progressively since 2013 (with peaks of 13.3% for Portugal and 14.1% 
for the EU27). In 2020, 6.7% of people in Portugal and 10.7% in EU27 reported this issue.
The figures presented so far necessarily average out important heterogeneity. As expected, 
for instance, people who live in cities reported these problems over three times more 
often than people in rural areas in 2020 (8.7% vs. 4.4%), as shown in figure 2. The 
same tendency is found in the remaining EU countries (16.3% vs. 5.8%). The relative 
advantage of Portugal, regarding safety, is larger in cities. 

I S  P O R T U GA L  A  S A F E  C O U N T R Y ?

The 2022 ESS reports that 81% of people in the 19 European countries who responded 
to the survey believe it is essential to live in secure and safe surroundings.19 Table 2 
shows that Portugal is above this average, with 87% of people stating secure and safe 
surroundings are important. The country for which this dimension is more important 
is Slovenia (90.9%) and the one for which it is less important is Norway (65.4%). 
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Figure 1 > Proportion	of	population	who	live	in	an	area	with	crime,	violence,	or	vandalism:		

Portugal	vs	European	Union,	2010–20	
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Figure 2 > Proportion	of	population	who	live	in	an	area	with	crime,	violence,	or	vandalism:		

by	degree	of	urbanization,	Portugal	vs	European	Union,	2020 
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Another question related to security perceptions included in the 2022 ESS is whether 
people believe it is important that the government is strong and ensures safety.22 For 
countries like Slovenia and Greece, there appears to be a positive correlation between 
attributing importance to living in secure and safe surroundings and expecting the 

government to play an active role in ensu-
ring it. In countries like Italy and Portugal, 
in turn, the correlation seems to be nega-
tive: inhabitants have higher concerns for 
safety, but less often believe this should be 
ensured by a strong government. Nonethe-
less, there is still a high percentage of peo-
ple who consider the government should 

play a key role in ensuring safety in all the EU countries considered (from 92.8% in 
Slovenia to 59.7% in Italy). In Portugal, this share amounts to 75.5%.
Perhaps a more tangible measure of the degree of safety of a country is the question 
about whether respondents feel safe walking alone in their neighborhood after dark. 
Among the countries surveyed, Portugal is the one where more people feel safe (95%), 
followed by Finland and Slovenia. Greece, in turn, is where the population feels less 
safe walking alone in their neighborhood after dark (58%).

Table 2 > Perception	on	safety	in	European	Union	countries,	2020	(%)

 Safe at night Safety important Strong gov

1 Portugal 94.9 Slovenia 90.9 Slovenia 92.8

2 Finland 93.6 North	Macedonia 89.4 Bulgaria 91.9

3 Slovenia 93.0 Italy 89.1 Netherlands 90.6

4 Italy 92.1 Slovakia 88.8 Greece 89.2

5 Hungary 91.4 Montenegro 88.5 Lithuania 88.0

6 Croatia 89.9 Greece 87.9 Iceland 87.4

7 North	Macedonia 89.2 Portugal 87.1 Switzerland 86.8

8 Norway 87.6 Hungary 86.7 North	Macedonia 85.1

9 Netherlands 86.8 Bulgaria 86.4 Estonia 81.5

10 Estonia 86.0 Croatia 84.3 Slovakia 81.3

11 Iceland 86.0 Finland 81.4 Finland 80.5

12 Slovakia 82.1 Estonia 79.8 Croatia 80.3

13 Swit:zerland 78.6 Ozechia 78.9 Hungary 79.2

14 Czechia 78.4 Lithuania 78.3 Montenegro 78.4

15 France 75.6 Switzerland 78.0 Czechia 77.3

16 Montenegro 75.6 Netherlands 73.4 Norway 75.9

IN	COUNTRIES	LIKE	ITALY	AND	PORTUGAL,	

IN	TURN,	THE	CORRELATION	SEEMS	TO	BE	

NEGATIVE:	INHABITANTS	HAVE	HIGHER		

CONCERNS	FOR	SAFETY,	BUT	LESS	OFTEN		

BELIEVE	THIS	SHOULD	BE	ENSURED		

BY	A	STRONG	GOVERNMENT.
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17 Lithuania 71.8 Iceland 73.3 Portugal 75.5

18 Bulgaria 67.8 France 72.7 France 75.4

19 Greece 57.8 Norway 65.4 Italy 59.7

Total	average 83.1 82.1 81.9

Source:	ESS.23

As might be expected, feeling safe walking alone after dark presents some heterogeneity 
between groups of the population. In all 19 countries currently included in the 2022 
European Social Survey, women more frequently report feeling unsafe, when compared 
to men.24 In 2020, on average, this concern is reported by 30% of females and 12% of 
males. In Portugal, this gender gap is present, albeit smaller: 20.4% of women expres-
sed the same concern, compared to 13.2% of men.
The position in the income distribution also matters for concerns about safety. Table 3 
shows that 25% of people in the poorest quintile (Q1) report feeling unsafe, compared 
with 7.1% in the richest quintile (Q5)25. A similar difference is observed for the EU 
average (32.1% vs. 13.5%).

Table 3 > Proportion	of	people	who	feel	unsafe	walking	alone	in	local	area	after	dark,	by	income	

quintile,	Portugal	vs.	European	Union,	2020	(%)

Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5 Diff. (Q5–Q1)

PT 25.0 21.7 14.4 12.7 7.1 -17.9	pp.

EU	average 32.1 24.6 20.4 16.4 13.5 -18.6	pp.

Source:	ESS.26

If we cross the gender and income dimensions, as shown in figure 3, it becomes appa-
rent that women in all quintiles report more often they feel unsafe. The gender difference 
is smallest in the poorest quintile (Q1), where 26% of women and 24% of men feel 
unsafe. This compares to 10% of women and 5% of men in the richest quintile (Q5). 
Nevertheless, is in the second quintile Q2 that more women report feeling unsafe 
(27.8%), and where the gender gap is larger.
An interesting difference between Portugal and the remaining EU countries is that, in 
Portugal, eigth individuals aged 15-17 years old are the group who more often reports 
feelings of non safety walking on the street after dark (27% vs. 19% in the EU average). 
In most of the other countries, the oldest group (65+) has the highest prevalence of 
non safety feelings. 

[Cont.]
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Figure 3 > Proportion	of	people	who	feel	unsafe	walking	alone	in	local	area	after	dark,	 	

by	gender	and	income	quintile,	Portugal	2020	
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These differences necessarily reflect different behaviours with regards to the frequency 
with which individuals are outside after dark. In particular, it is conceivable that those 
who report less safety also tend to go out less often. In that case, for equivalent beha-
viours, we would observe even higher levels of heterogeneity.
Figure 5 shows how this concern varies with the relation with the labor market. Unem-
ployed people tend to express higher concern regarding this matter (>	 40%), while 
employed people (10.4%) and students (5.5%) tend to feel less unsafe. Note that disa-
bled people felt more unsafe than non-disabled people (31.9% vs. 17.1%).
To further ascertain the relevance of the heterogeneity dimensions documented so far, 
we estimate the following linear probability model, where i	stands for the respondent:
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Figure 4 > Proportion	of	people	who	feel	unsafe	walking	alone	in	local	area	after	dark,	by	age	group,	

Portugal	2020 
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Figure 5 > Proportion	of	people	who	feel	unsafe	walking	alone	in	local	area		

after	dark,	by	main	activity 
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The binary dependent variables, y
i	
will measure, in turn, whether respondents feel unsafe 

at night, whether they consider safety is important, and whether they consider that a 
strong government is important. Each outcome is regressed on a set of socio-demo-
graphic characteristics: gender, education level, age, labor market situation, legal marital 
status, region, and income quintile. All explanatory variables are binary, with the excep-
tion of age. Table 4 shows the results.

Table 4 > Linear	Probability	Model

(1) (2) (3)

Unsafe at night Safety important Strong gov

Female 8.746*** 2.702 2.461

(1.854) (1.603) (1.839)

Higher	education -5.890* -3.217 -3.315

(2.410) (2.084) (2.390)

Age -0.779** 0.120 0.231

(0.284) (0.245) (0.281)

Age	2 0.010*** -0.000 -0.002

(0.003) (0.002) (0.003)

Unemployed 24.061** 11.180 16.241

(8.431) (7.291) (8.362)

Retired -3.504 -0.472 -5.706

(4.595) (3.973) (4.557)

Disabled 5.906 9.285 7.234

(10.640) (9.201) (10.554)

Married -2.650 -1.597 -1.649

(5.847) (5.057) (5.800)

Divorced 2.938 1.483 -5.562

(2.898) (2.506) (2.875)

Widowed -1.075 0.270 -1.954

(3.204) (2.770) (3.178)

Norte -0.775 8.069*** 6.200**

(2.330) (2.015) (2.311)

Centro -5.087* 3.215 2.453

(2.441) (2.111) (2.421)

Alentejo 2.129 -0.941 0.466

(3.728) (3.224) (3.698)

Algarve 4.167 -33.987*** -54.810***

(4.282) (3.703) (4.247)
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Q2 -0.131 -4.492* 0.043

(2.527) (2.186) (2.507)

Q3 -4.810 2.255 4.850

(2.750) (2.378) (2.727)

Q4 -2.814 1.513 3.561

(3.027) (2.618) (3.003)

Q5 -7.785* 2.757 6.287

(3.813) (3.298) (3.782)

Constant 27.549*** 78.333*** 71.406***

(7.036) (6.085) (6.979)

Observations 1837 1837 1837

R2 0.061 0.083 0.126

Standard	errors	in	parentheses

*	p	<	0.05,		**	p	<	0.01,	***	p	<	0.001	

All in all, we find evidence that being female and being unemployed increases the 
probability of feeling unsafe walking alone in the local area after dark. Those who live 
in the center of Portugal (Centro) report 
feeling less unsafe. The richest people (Q5) 
also feel less unsafe. 
Those who live in the northern (Norte) 
region tend to value more living in secure 
and safe sur roundings and want a stronger 
government to ensure safety than those in the Metropolitan Area of Lisbon. The oppo-
site happens in Algarve, where people seem to value less the fact of living in a secure 
and safe place; they also attribute less importance to having a strong government 
ensuring safety. 
To validate these results, we ran these regressions including covariates one by one. 
The results, which are unchanged with this robustness check, can be found in table 21, 
22, and 23 of the Appendix.

C R I M E

Until now we have been analysing perceptions of safety. Now we will look at the actual 
recorded crimes in Portugal and in the EU-27. Table 5 shows that the share of inten-
tional homicides and thefts types offences declined, between 2010 and 2020, for both 
Portugal and EU-27. Crimes of sexual assault and sexual violence increased in Portugal 
by 22.1% and 13.3%, respectively, in this period. 

[Cont.]

WE	FIND	EVIDENCE	THAT	BEING	FEMALE		

AND	BEING	UNEMPLOYED	INCREASES		

THE	PROBABILITY	OF	FEELING	UNSAFE	WALKING	

ALONE	IN	THE	LOCAL	AREA	AFTER	DARK.	
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While crimes such as homicides are measured objectively, other types of offences, in par-
ticular sex-related ones, depend a lot on the social norms, that determine the reporting 
behaviour of the potential victims. Therefore, when analysing these figures, it is important 
to keep in mind that they reflect the compound effects of prevalence and reporting.

Table 5 > Recorded	offences	by	category,	per	hundred	thousand	inhabitants,	 	

Portugal	vs	EU27,	2010	vs	2020

Crime 2010 2020 Diff. (%)

Intentional	homicide Portugal 1.2 0.8 -32.5

EU27	average 1.7 1.2 -28.1

Theft Portugal 899.1 632.9 -29.6

EU27	average 1	518.3 896.0 -41.0

Rape Portugal 4.0 3.1 -23.5

EU27	average 9.8 14.3 45.6

Sexual	assault Portugal 16.9 20.6 22.1

EU27	average 22.7 21.8 -3.8

Sexual	violence Portugal 20.9 23.6 13.3

EU27	average 34.4 35.5 3.2

Source:	Eurostat.30

ENVIRONMENTAL	SECURITY

The environment is associated with physical and mental health and is prone to induce 
risks for individuals. Recall from figure 1 that the environment is referred to by 15% 

(resp., 6%) of individuals in the EU-27 
(resp., Portugal) as an issue of concern. We 
now show the available statistics involving 
environmental risks. 
Pollution Smoke, dust, unpleasant smells, 
or polluted water can be a real danger to 
health and security. Around 13.2% of the 

population in Portugal reports problems in the household caused by pollution, grime, 
or other environmental problems, slightly below the EU27 average (13.7%, table 6). 
Those from the poorest income quintile (Q1) are the most affected ones, with 17% 
of people living with these issues (table 7). The Metropolitan Area of Lisbon (AML) 
is the most affected (15%), followed by Algarve (14.7%) and Alentejo (14.6%).
Air pollution According to the European Environment Agency (EEA), air pollution 
levels are too high in many countries across the European Union.31 Nearly 75% of the 

AROUND	13.2%	OF	THE	POPULATION		

IN	PORTUGAL	REPORTS	PROBLEMS	IN	THE	

HOUSEHOLD	CAUSED	BY	POLLUTION,	GRIME,		

OR	OTHER	ENVIRONMENTAL	PROBLEMS,		

SLIGHTLY	BELOW	THE	EU27	AVERAGE.
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EU’s urban population is exposed to fine particles, known as PM2.5, in excessive 
concentrations. Table 8 shows how many years of life we lose, on average, due to 
exposure to these particles. Both Portugal and the EU-27 improved, between 2010 and 
2020, with around less 40% of years lost. In Portugal, in 2020, the number of lost years 
of life amounted to 264 years per 100,000 inhabitants, which compares to 545 years in 
the EU-27 average.

Table 6 > Pollution,	grime,	or	other	environmental	problems	in	the	local	area,	 	

Portugal	vs	EU27,	2020	(%)

Portugal EU27

Pollution,	grime,	or	other	environmental	problems	in	the	local	area 13.2 13.7

Source:	EU-SILC.32

Table 7 > Pollution,	grime,	or	other	environmental	problems	in	the	local	area,	 	

Portugal	2020	(%)

Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5

Pollution,	grime,	or	other	environmental	problems		
in	the	local	area

17.0 12.0 12.7 13.0 12.0

Source:	EU-SILC.33

Table 8 > Years	of	life	lost	due	to	exposure	to	fine	particles	(PM2.5)		

per	100,000	inhabitants

Country 2010 2020 Diff. (%)

Portugal 451 264 -41.5

EU27	average 987 545 -44.8

Source:	Pordata.34	

Wildfires are a serious problem in Europe, and Portugal is one of the most affected 
areas. According to the report Forest Fires in Europe, Middle East and North Africa 
2017, 2017 was the year with more reported wildfires (21,006) and burnt area (540,630 ha) 
in Portugal. It represented 59% of the total area burned that year in the five Southern 
EU27 Member States (Portugal, Spain, France, Italy, and Greece).35

In 2021, Portugal reported 8 186 wildfires (61% less than in 2017) and 28 360 (94% 
less than in 2017) burnt areas. This represented only 5% of the total in the EU27 
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(500 566 ha). The most affected region was the North, with 42% of the total burnt 
area. The period between July and August represented around 51% of the 2021 total 
burnt area.36

Regarding the impact of fires on the loss of human lives, 2017 was marked by two tragic 
episodes that resulted in 66 fatalities (65 civilians and 1 firefighter). In 2021, there were 
6 fatalities, of which 2 were firefighters and 4 civilians (see table 9). 

Table 9 > Area	burned	(hectares)	and	the	loss	of	human	lives,	Portugal,	2017	vs	2020 

Year Burned area (ha) Casualties

2017 539	921 66

2021 28	360 6

Source: JRC	publications repository.37

LIVING	CONDITIONS	

Human security is a broad concept that overlaps with all aspects of life. At the beginning 
of the century, King and Murray rethink the concept of security and propose a human 
security index that leaves violence aside and measures the ‘years lived outside a state 
of generalized poverty’.38

In this section, we look into different dimensions of human security that threaten 
the everyday lives of the most vulnerable: income, food, housing and health secu-
rity. As highlighted by Alkire, putting human security into practice entails facing 
these challenges.39

I N C O M E  S A F E T Y 

According to Eurostat, people are considered at risk of monetary poverty when their 
equivalised disposable income (after social transfers and taxes) is 60% of the median 

national income (which was 924e per 
month in 2020). In Portugal, in 2020, 1.9 
million people were below the at-risk-of 
poverty threshold of 554e per month. Thus, 
18.4% of the population in Portugal is poor, 
which is above the EU average of 16.7%. 
The likelihood of being at-risk-of-poverty 
is not the same for all population groups. 

Table 10 shows the most vulnerable groups in Portugal are women, children, young 
adults and the elderly, and non-Portuguese residents. The type of household is deter-
minant to understand the risk of poverty, with lone parent households being especially 

IN	PORTUGAL,	IN	2020,	1.9	MILLION	PEOPLE		

WERE	BELOW	THE	AT-RISK-OF	POVERTY	

THRESHOLD	OF	554E	PER	MONTH.	THUS,		

18.4%	OF	THE	POPULATION	IN	PORTUGAL		

IS	POOR,	WHICH	IS	ABOVE	THE	EU	AVERAGE		

OF	16.7%..
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at risk (29.9%). Non-Portuguese have a risk of poverty 1.5 times higher than Portuguese in 
Portugal. With regards to the relation with the labour market, the unemployed are almost 
2 times more likely to be at-risk-of-poverty than the employed. The autonomous regions of 
Madeira and Azores are the most affected (24.2% and 21.9%, respectively). In the mainland, 
the risk of poverty rate is greater in Algarve (21.6%). Due to their over-dependence on tou-
rism, these regions were strongly affected by the COVID-19 pandemic. 
Monetary strain can also be assessed by the inability to face financial commitments or 
unexpected expenses. In Portugal, in 2021, 2.5% of the population had arrears on 
mortgage or rent payments, 5.3% had arrears on utility bills, 2% reduced utility costs, 
and 1.7% had arrears on other loan payments. Additionally, 31.2% report not being able 
to meet unexpected expenses with their own resources (has to ask for financial help 
from somebody to pay in due time). 

Table 10 > At-risk	of-poverty	rate	(%)

	 (%)

Total 18.4

Gender

Male 17.5

Female 19.2

Age group

0–17 20.4

18–24 20.9

25–34 13.7

35–44 16.2

45–54 16.2

55–64 20.6

65+ 20.1

Household type

Couple	without	any	child(ren) 15.9

Couple	with	at	least	one	child	aged	less	than	25 16.0

Lone	parent	with	at	least	one	child	aged	less	than	25 29.9

Citizenship

Portuguese 18.2

Other 27.2

Relationship with labor market

Working 12.1

Unemployed 40.7

Fulfilling	domestic	tasks	 18.5
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	 (%)

Student,	pupil	 36.5

Unable	to	work	due	to	long-standing	health	problems	 37.5

Retired	 19.8

Other	 21.4

Region

Norte 21.1

Algarve 21.6

Centro 19.9

AML 12.8

Alentejo 17.1

Açores 21.9

Madeira 24.2

Source:	EU-SILC.40

Table 11 shows that Portugal is close to the EU27 average. The big discrepancy is vis-
ible between income groups, as shown in table 12. Households with low income are 
more often unable to fulfill financial commitments, and thus tend to not be able to 
afford bills and house maintenance in due time. Poorer households (Q1) are 2 times 
more likely to be unable to pay an unexpected bill and overdue mortgage or rent pay-
ments than Q5 households.

FO O D  S E C U R I T Y 

Living conditions are strongly conditioned by the ability to address basic needs, includ-
ing access to food. The Rome Declaration on World Food Security defines food security 
as ‘all people, at all times, [to] have physical, social, and economic access to sufficient, 
safe, and nutritious food that meets their food preferences and dietary needs for an 
active and healthy life’.41 
For this reason, in 2018, the Food Agriculture Organization (FAO) proposed that coun-
tries included eight questions about food insecurity in annual household surveys. In 
the EU, this is done in the SILC survey. The project is known as the Food Insecurity 
Experience Scale (FIES) and, between 2018 and 2020, 18 countries had already imple-
mented it. Portugal joined in 2021, with relevant findings. 
In Portugal, in 2021, 6% of the total population reports concerns about not having enough 
food to eat, 10% state they can only afford to eat some kinds of food, 4% report they ate 

[Cont.]
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less than they thought was necessary, 2% ran out of food, and 3% were unable to afford 
eals with meat, chicken, fish (or vegetarian equivalent) every second day.
 
Table 11 > Inability	to	meet	financial	commitments	or	unexpected	expenses,		

Portugal	vs	EU27,	2021	(%) 

Portugal EU27

Arrears	on	mortgage	or	rent	payments 2.5 3.2

Arrears	on	utility	bills 5.3 6.4

Arrears	on	hire	purchase	instalments		
or	other	loan	payments

1.7 2.5

Inability	to	face	unexpected	financial	expenses 31.2 30.1

Source:	EU-SILC.42

Table 12:	Inability	to	meet	financial	commitments	or	unexpected	expenses,		

by	income	quintiles,	Portugal	2021	(%)	

Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5

Arrears	on	mortgage	or	rent	payments 4.2 4.4 3.7 1.7 0.5

Arrears	on	utility	bills 8.9 7.9 6.6 5.0 1.7

Arrears	on	hire	purchase	instalments		
or	other	loan	payments

2.5 1.9 2.5 2.6 0.2

Inability	to	face	unexpected		
financial	expenses

57.9 49.2 37.2 26.4 12.3

Source:	EU-SILC.43

As this is a recent set of questions and it is not yet implemented in all the countries of 
the EU-SILC, it cannot be compared to the EU27. Nonetheless, we know that the share 
of the population unable to afford a meal with meat, fish, or a vegetarian equivalent, 
every second day in 2021 in the EU27 average was 7.3%, which compares to 2.3% in 
Portugal. The EU27 average is skewed by countries like Bulgaria and Romania, with 
22.4% and 19.2% of people in this situation. 
Table 13 shows that food security in Portugal is strongly conditioned by income: around 
20% of the population in the lowest quintile of the income distribution (Q1) report they 
cannot afford enough food, 30% ate only a few kinds of food, and 17% ate less than 
thought he/she needed.
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Table 13 > Food	security,	by	income	quintile,	Portugal,	2021	(%)	

Total Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5

Worried	that	would	not	have	enough	food	to	eat 6.0 20.4 12.8 8.3 4.7 2.6

Unable	to	eat	healthy	and	nutritious	food 6.2 23.0 13.0 5.6 3.0 1.9

Ate	only	a	few	kinds	of	food 10.4 30.0 21.5 10.1 8.9 3.2

Skipped	a	meal 2.2 11.9 5.2 2.6 0.7 0.9

Ate	less	than	thought	he/she	needed 4.1 17.0 9.8 5.1 3.5 1.4

Ran	out	of	food 2.1 12.2 4.9 1.9 0.6 2.0

Was	hungry	and	did	not	eat 2.0 9.8 4.6 2.8 0.7 0.9

Went	without	eating	for	a	whole	day 0.6 4.2 1.0 1.5 0.3 0.1

Source:	EU-SILC.44

H O U S I N G  S E C U R I T Y 

Having a fixed and safe place to return to at the end of a work or school day is an essential 
component of one’s safety. In Portugal, in 2021, 16.4% of the population lived in energy pov-
erty, i.e., were unable to keep their home adequately warm (6.9% EU27). In 2020 (last available 
data), 6.8% of the population considered their dwellings were too dark (6.5% in EU27), 0.6% 
did not have an indoor private flushing toilet (1.8% in EU27) and 25.2% lived in a dwelling 
with a leaking roof, damp walls, floors or foundation, or rot in window frames or floor (14.8% 
in EU27). Table 14 summarises this reality. Once again, those with lower income are the 
ones in a more unsafe situation. Table 15 shows that 1 in 3 people in Q1 is unable to keep 
their home adequately warm (vs. 5% in Q5). Leaking dwellings are present across all income 
groups, with almost 40% of people in Q1 and 15% in Q5 reporting this issue.

Table 14 > Housing	conditions,	Portugal	vs	EU27,	2021	(%) 

Portugal EU27

Unable	to	keep	their	home	adequately	warm 16.4 6.9

Dark	dwellings 6.8 6.5

No	indoor	private	flushing	toilet 0.6 1.8

Leaking	dwelling 25.2 14.8

Source:	EU-SILC.45

Note:	 Inability	to	keep	home	adequately	warm	corresponds	to	2021	and	all	remaining	variables	to	2020.

H E A LT H  S E C U R I T Y 

All the security factors covered so far affect one crucial aspect of security, which is 
one’s health. Access to medical care in the Portuguese population is, in principle, 
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ensured on equal grounds, thanks to the existence of a National Health Service (NHS). 
Nonetheless, differences of access persist across income groups, as shown in table 17. 
These differences likely result from the combination of private health care top-ups, 
and lack of access to the public supply due to transaction costs, such as waiting lists 
or system illiteracy. 

Table 15 >	Housing	conditions,	by	income	quintiles,	Portugal	2021	(%) 

Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5

Unable	to	keep	their	home	adequately	warm 33.8 24.2 16.7 12.5 5.2

Dark	dwellings 9.8 8.8 7.2 4.8 4.5

No	indoor	private	flushing	toilet 1.4 1.0 0.5 0.2 0.2

Leaking	dwelling 36.8 27.4 26.4 23.9 14.9

Source:	EU-SILC.46

Note:	 Inability	to	keep	home	adequately	warm	corresponds	to	2021	and	all	remaining	variables	to	2020.	

Those in the poorest quintile (Q1) are 3 times more likely to miss medical examinations/
treatments due to a lack of financial means. The fact that dental care is not provided 
by the NHS worsens the access of the poorer groups to this type of health care. In 
2021, almost 19% of the poor indicate that there was at least one occasion when 
they needed a dental examination or treatment but did not have access (compared 
to 7% of the total population).

Table 16 > Share	of	people	reporting	unmet	needs	for	medical/dental	care		

for	reasons	of	expense,	Portugal	vs	EU27,	2021	(%)	

Portugal EU27

Medical 1.7 1.0

Dental 8.8 2.6

Source:	EU-SILC.47

Table 17 > Share	of	people	reporting	unmet	needs	for	medical/dental	care		

for	reasons	of	expense,	by	income	quintile,	Portugal	2021	(%) 

Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5

Medical 5.1 3.1 1.0 0.9 0.4

Dental 18.8 15.1 7.4 5.0 2.0

Source: EU-SILC.48



RELAÇÕES INTERNACIONAIS  SPECIAL	ISSUE	:	2022				 082

CONCLUSION

The objective of this paper was to extend the narrow concept of security related to (the 
absence of ) physical threats into Sen’s multidimensional human	security.49 Moreover, we 
sought to show how the heterogeneous position of individuals in society influences the 
security of their human lives. 
The actual dimensions of human security discussed in the paper resulted from the 
combination of the dimensions of interest and data availability. In particular, we tried, 
to the extent possible, to rely on individual-level data, that would allow us to characte-
rise asymmetries with regard to security. 
Overall, people in Portugal generally feel safe. Portugal is the sixth safest country in the 
world according to Institute for Economics and Peace.50 However, there are still concerns 
about safety, especially for certain groups of the population. Women, low-income groups, 
elderly, and younger people are among the groups of the Portuguese population who 
feel less safe. Regarding subjective security, Portugal is the country where more people 
feel safe walking alone in their neighborhood after dark (95%), followed by Finland 
and Slovenia. The unemployed are 4 times more likely to feel unsafe than the employed. 
Disabled people also feel more unsafe than non disabled people (31.9% vs. 17.1%). 
Since 2013, Portugal has been following the EU trend of decreasing the proportion of 
the population living in areas with crime, violence, or vandalism. People who live in 
cities reported these problems over three times more often than people in rural areas 
of the country. 
Turning to objective security, between 2010 and 2020, crimes related to sexual assault 
and sexual violence are the ones that most increased for both Portugal and EU27 (22.1% 
and 13.3%, respectively). Regarding environmental security, low-income individuals are 
the most affected by pollution in their local areas. Although the levels of air pollution 
have decreased in the last decade, extreme phenomena, such as wildfires, still have 
devastating effects. 
In 2020, the at-risk-of-poverty rate in Portugal was 18.4%, which is above the EU average 
of 16.2%. With a median equivalised disposable income of 924e per month in 2020, 
the Portuguese population still faces significant challenges in making ends meet. Around 
1 in 3 are not able to meet unexpected expenses with their own resources. Food security 
is also strongly conditioned by income: around 20% of the population in the lowest 
quintile of the income distribution (Q1) cannot afford enough food, 30% ate only a few 
kinds of food, and 17% ate less than thought they needed. Poor housing conditions are 
present in a significant proportion of households in Portugal, with 1 in 3 people from 
Q1 unable to keep their home adequately warm (vs. 5% from Q5). Leaking dwellings 
are present across all income groups, with almost 40% of people in Q1 and 15% in Q5 
reporting this issue. Finally, although the country has widely spread access to the Natio-
nal Health Service (NHS), those in Q1 are 3 times more likely to miss medical exami-
nations/treatments due to a lack of financial means. The difference between income 
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groups is most visible in dental care, which is not provided by the NHS. In 2021, almost 
19% of the poor indicate that there was at least one occasion when they needed a den-
tal examination or treatment but did not have access (compared to 7% of the total 
population). 
Our main conclusions are as follows. Firstly, Portugal remains a relatively secure country in 
the context of the EU, even when considering the broader concept of human security. Secon-
dly, one tends to find more prevalence of insecurity in other dimensions beyond the one 
related to crime and physical threats. Thirdly, and most importantly, the relative security of 
the country hides considerable heterogeneity amongst socioeconomic groups, which highli-
ghts the crucial role of personal circumstances and the importance of targeting public poli-
cies at these groups that are more prone to experience insecurity. 
Recall that, according to Sen human security concentrates on downside risks, and on 
the more elementary human rights.51 These inequalities in human security are, therefore, 
not second order. 

Reception	date:	27	October	2022	|	Approval	date:	15	December	2022
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A.1	DATA	

This report relies mainly on survey individual-level data from data Eurobarometer, 
European Social Survey (ESS), and Survey on Income and Living Conditions (SILC). 
Table 18 summarises some important aspects of these databases. 

Table 18 > Databases	used	in	this	report 

Sample size

Database Edition Year Type EU27 Portugal Reference period

Eurobarometer Standard	97	-			

2022	

Summer	2022

2002 Survey 26	468 1009 Jun.–Jul.

European	Social	

Survey	(ESS)

ESS	round	10 2020/2022 Survey 33	351 1838 Sep.	2020–May	

2022

Survey	on	Income	

and	Living	

Conditions	(SILC)

- 2021 Survey 282	150 32	325 Apr.	–Jun.	2020

The Eurobarometer began in 1974 and aims at monitoring regularly the state of public opi-
nion in Europe on issues related to the European Union as well as attitudes on subjects of 
political or social nature. Eurobarometer surveys rely on a randomly selected sample of at 
least 1000 persons aged 15 years and more per country or territory reported. In this report 
we focus on the Standard Eurobarometer – conducted twice a year and focused on monito-
ring key trends in each country and contemporary socio-political events. 
The European Social Survey (ESS), a biennial survey of attitudes and behavior in European 
countries. The ESS is held every two years and has been held since 2001 in different European 
countries. It results from an academic consortium led by the University of London, in the 
United Kingdom. In Portugal, coordination is the responsibility of the Institute of Social 
Sciences of the University of Lisbon, together with ISCTE-IUL and ISCSP. The most recent 
data refer to 2016 and cover 23 countries, including Portugal. Interviews are conducted face-
to-face with computer assistance. The Azores and Madeira regions are excluded. 
Finally, the Survey on Living Conditions and Income (EU-SILC) is a survey carried out 
by the National Institute of Statistics, in European coordination. It is considered the 
reference source for comparative analyzes on social inclusion and income distribution, 
providing multidimensional, cross-sectional (i.e., referring to the year under review) 
and longitudinal (i.e., over time) microdata (i.e. at the individual and family level)) on 
income, poverty, living conditions, social exclusion, work, health and education. It was 

A P P E N D I X
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implemented in seven countries in 2003, a year later in Portugal. 
Main outcome variables used in this report: 

• ‘Safe at night’ – Feeling of safety of walking alone in local area after dark. This is a 
self-reported variable in which the respondents choose between four levels of safety: 
‘Very safe’, ‘Safe’, ‘Unsafe’ and ‘Very unsafe’. In this report we grouped it into two 
categories: ‘Safe at night’ encompass ‘Very safe’ and ‘Safe’ and ‘Unsafe at night’ encom-
pass ‘Very unsafe’ and ‘Unsafe’. The proportion of people who do not answered, refuse 
to answer or do not know is 0.8%. 
• ‘Safety important’ – Important to live in secure and safe surroundings. In this question, 
respondents identify if the affirmation ‘Important to live in secure and safe sur- roundings’ 
is something they would agree with. There are six categories: ‘Very much like me’, ‘Like me’, 
‘Somewhat like me’, ‘A little like me’, ‘Not like me’ and ‘Not like me at all’. In this report, 
we grouped it into two categories, in which ‘Safety important’ includes those who say that 
the affirmation sounds ‘Very much like me’, ‘Like me’ or ‘Somewhat like me’. The proportion 
of people who do not answer, refuse to answer, or do not know is 1.1%. 
• Strong gov =Important that government is strong and ensures safety. In this question, 
respondents identify if the affirmation ‘Important that government is strong and ensures 
safety’ is something they would agree with. There are six categories: ‘Very much like me’, 
‘Like me’, ‘Somewhat like me’, ‘A little like me’, ‘Not like me’ and ‘Not like me at all’. In 
this report, we grouped it into two categories, in which ‘Safety important’ includes those 
who say that the affirmation sounds ‘Very much like me’, ‘Like me’ or ‘Somewhat like me’. 
The proportion of people who do not answer, refuse to answer, or do not know is 1.9%. 
• Pollution, grime or other environmental problems in the local area Format of the question: 
‘Do you have any of the following problems related to the place where you live: pollution, grime 
or other environmental problems in the local area such as smoke, dust, un- pleasant smells or 
polluted water?’ The objective is to assess whether the respondent feels ‘pollution, grime, etc...’ 
to be a problem for the household (not whether they are bothered by the problem). 

Table 19 > Income	quintiles	monthly	and	annual	income,	Portugal	2020,	ESS	

Income quintile Monthly income (€) Annual income (€)

Q1 0–700 0–8500

Q2 701–1100 8501–13500

Q3 1101–1600 13501–19000

Q4 1601–2300 19001–27500

Q5 >2301 >27501

Source:	ESS.52

Note:	Respondents	were	asked	to	choose	from	10	income	groups	the	one	which	better	described	their	household’s	total	income		

(after	tax	and	compulsory	deductions).	
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Table 20 > Average	monthly	and	annual	income,	by	income	quintile,	Portugal	2020,	EU-SILC	

Income quintile Monthly income (€) Annual income (€)

Q1 350 4	200

Q2 1	098 13	176

Q3 2	128 25	536

Q4 3	341 40	092

Q5 6	537 78	444

Source:	EU-SILC.53

Note:	Respondents	reported	their	total	disposable	household	income	(after	tax	and	compulsory	deductions).	

A.2	ROBUSTNESS	CHECKS	

Table 21 > Linear	Probability	Model	-	Unsafe	at	night

Unsafe  

at night

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

Female 9.420*** 9.009*** 9.035*** 9.060*** 8.746***

(1.804) (1.808) (1.834) (1.839) (1.854)

Higher	education -7.777*** -7.417** -7.265^** -7.336** -5.890*

(2.283) (2.282) (2.289) (2.303) (2.410)

Age -0.690* -0.748** -0.826** -0.824** -0.779**

(0.271) (0.271) (0.283) (0.283) (0.284)

Age2 0.009*** 0.010*** 0.010*** 0.010*** 0.010***

(0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003)

Unemployed 24.089** 24.024** 25.002** 24.061**

(8.402) (8.406) (8.407) (8.431)

Retired -3.970 -4.078 -3.514 -3.504

(4.567) (4.583) (4.594) (4.595)

Disabled 4.238 3.901 5.037 5.906

(10.623) (10.633) (10.625) (10.640)

Married -2.675 -2.362 -2.650

(5.842) (5.838) (5.847)

Divorced 3.591 3.368 2.938

(2.887) (2.893) (2.898)

Widowed -0.362 -0.439 -1.075
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(3.191) (3.187) (3.204)

Norte -0.868 -0.775

(2.330) (2.330)

Centro -4.627 -5.087*

(2.430) (2.441)

Alentejo 2.697 2.129

(3.722) (3.728)

Algarve 5.732 4.167

(4.188) (4.282)

Q2 -0.131

(2.527)

Q3 -4.810

(2.750)

Q4 -2.814

(3.027)

Q5 -7.785*

(3.813)

Constant 23.222*** 24.102*** 25.569*** 26.418*** 27.549***

(6.796) (6.799) (6.926) (7.003) (7.036)

Observations 1837 1837 1837 1837 1837

R2 0.047 0.051 0.052 0.057 0.061

Standard	errors	in	parentheses
*	p	<	0.05,		**	p	<	0.01,	***	p	<	0.001	

Source: ESS.54	

Table 22 >	Linear	Probability	Model	-	Safety	important

Safety important (1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

Female 3.108 2.819 2.787 2.529 2.702

(1.614) (1.618) (1.643) (1.591) (1.603)

Higher	education -2.782 -2.602 -2.574 -2.196 -3.217

(2.042) (2.043) (2.051) (1.992) (2.084)

Age 0.196 0.157 0.141 0.129 0.120

(0.242) (0.243) (0.253) (0.245) (0.245)

Age -0.001 -0.001 -0.001 -0.001 -0.000

[Cont.]
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(0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002)

Safety important (1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

Unemployed 12.761 12.707 9.486 11.180

(7.523) (7.531) (7.273) (7.291)

Retired 3.435 3.444 -0.212 -0.472

(4.089) (4.105) (3.974) (3.973)

Disabled 12.667 12.631 9.797 9.285

(9.512) (9.525) (9.192) (9.201)

Married 0.495 -1.106 -1.597

(5.233) (5.050) (5.057)

Divorced 1.035 1.219 1.483

(2.586) (2.503) (2.506)

Widowed 0.206 0.228 0.270

(2.859) (2.757) (2.770)

Norte 8.146*** 8.069***

(2.016) (2.015)

Centro 2.626 3.215

(2.102) (2.111)

Alentejo -1.184 -0.941

(3.219) (3.224)

Algarve -33.947^*** -33.987***

(3.623) (3.703)

Q2 -4.492*

(2.186)

Q3 2.255

(2.378)

Q4 1.513

(2.618)

Q5 2.757

(3.298)

Constant 78.887*** 79.652*** 79.950*** 78.491*** 78.333***

(6.079) (6.087) (6.204) (6.058) (6.085)

Observations 1837 1837 1837 1837 1837

0.005 0.008 0.008 0.079 0.083

Standard	errors	in	parentheses
*	p < 0.05, **	p < 0.01, ***	p < 0.001

Source:	ESS.55	

[Cont.]
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Table 23	>	Linear	Probability	Model-	Strong	government	is	important

Strong gov (1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

Female 3.150 2.771 3.060 2.191 2.461

(1.897) (1.903) (1.930) (1.824) (1.839)

Higher	education -2.283 -1.992 -2.277 -2.074 -3.315

(2.401) (2.403) (2.408) (2.284) (2.390)

Age 0.242 0.188 0.259 0.274 0.231

(0.285) (0.286) (0.298) (0.281) (0.281)

Age2 -0.002 -0.002 -0.002 -0.002 -0.002

(0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003)

Unemployed 18.892* 19.175* 15.280 16.241

(8.845) (8.844) (8.337) (8.362)

Retired -0.745 -0.945 -5.723 -5.706

(4.808) (4.822) (4.556) (4.557)

Disabled 11.354 11.540 7.764 7.234

(11.184) (11.186) (10.537) (10.554)

Married 0.968 -1.822 -1.649

(6.146) (5.789) (5.800)

Divorced -6.196* -5.966* -5.562

(3.037) (2.869) (2.875)

Widowed -2.632 -2.576 -1.954

(3.357) (3.160) (3.178)

Norte 6.316** 6.200**

(2.311) (2.311)

Centro 1.984 2.453

(2.409) (2.421)

Alentejo -0.077 0.466

(3.691) (3.698)

Algarve -56.327*** -54.810***

(4.153) (4.247)

Q2 0.043

(2.507)

Q3 4.850

(2.727)

Q4 3.561

(3.003)
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Strong gov (1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

Q5 6.287

(3.782)

Constant 73.053*** 73.990*** 72.508*** 72.603*** 71.406***

(7.148) (7.158) (7.286) (6.944) (6.979)

Observations 1837 1837 1837 1837 1837

R2 0.002 0.005 0.008 0.123 0.126

Standard	errors	in	parentheses
*	p < 0.05, **	p < 0.01, ***	p < 0.001

Source: ESS.56
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