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Slight advances on the way to gender

equality

Gender equality has been at the heart of European Union
(EU) policymaking since the inclusion of the principle of
equal pay in the Treaty Establishing the European Eco-
nomic Community in 1957. Despite the European Union's
persistent and longstanding engagement with gender
equality, progress in the area remains limited. Aiming to
support more effective policymaking at EU level, the Euro-
pean Institute for Gender Equality developed the Gender
Equality Index, first proposed in the European Commis-
sion’s ‘Roadmap for Equality between Women and Men
2006-10" and launched in 2013. The first Gender Equal-
ity Index revealed that the EU was only halfway towards
reaching equality, demonstrating the need for further
monitoring and more targeted gender equality policies.

The Gender Equality Index provides a comprehensive
measure of gender equality, tailored to fit the EU policy
context. Following the importance of cohesion across EU
Member States, the Gender Equality Index ensures that
higher gender equality scores can only be obtained in
societies where there are small gender gaps and high lev-
els of achievement.

| am proud to say that the present update includes scores
for 2005, 2010 and 2012, for the first time allowing for an
assessment of the progress made in the pursuit of gen-
der equality in the European Union and individual Mem-
ber States over time. Moreover, the present update makes
a first attempt at populating the satellite domain of vio-
lence by providing a composite indicator of direct violence
against women, based on the data on violence against
women collected by the European Union Agency for Fun-
damental Rights through the EU-wide Survey on Violence
against Women.

The results of the Gender Equality Index show that there
have been visible, albeit marginal, improvements between
2005 and 2012 in the domains covered by the Gender Equal-
ity Index. With an overall score of 52.9 out of 100 in 2012, the
EU remains only halfway towards equality, having risen from
51.3 in 2005. Progress needs to increase its pace if the EU is
to fulfil its ambitions and meet the Europe 2020 targets.

The domains of time and power are particularly challeng-
ing. The unequal distribution of time between women and
men when it comes to unpaid caring and domestic activ-
ities remains prevalent, as does men'’s over-representation

in all areas of decision-making, despite marked improve-
ments in the political sphere.

The most pronounced, although marginal, improvements
are evident in the domains of work and money, reflecting
the EU's focus on economic and labour market policy. In
order to reach gender equality and enable smart, sustaina-
ble and inclusive growth, a policy approach going beyond
labour market and economic policy to include other key
areas is therefore crucial.

The first attempt at populating the satellite domain of vio-
lence indicates that violence against women is a persistent
issue in the European Union that necessitates regular data
collection to provide the foundation for reliable statisti-
cal assessments and to enable better and more effective
policymaking.

The next update of the Gender Equality Index in 2017 will
provide a more detailed assessment of the domain of inter-
secting inequalities. While this constitutes a challenging
endeavour, since the intersections of different inequalities
are highly complex and data are scarce, it is nevertheless
an important area. Understanding the factors that underlie
persistent gender inequalities can facilitate more targeted
policymaking, able to account for the differences within
groups of women and men.

On behalf of the Institute and its team, | would like to thank
all institutions and experts who contributed to the first
update of the Gender Equality Index, and especially to the
European Union Agency for Fundamental Rights (FRA); the
European Foundation for the Improvement of Living and
Working Conditions (Eurofound); EIGE's Working Group on
the Gender Equality Index; European Commission, in par-
ticular the Gender Equality Unit at the Directorate-General
for Justice, Consumers and Gender Equality and Eurostat;
and my colleagues at EIGE.

We firmly believe that the Index will continue to give
impetus for broader debates on the challenges we face in
reaching gender equality in the European Union and will
contribute to making it a reality for all.

Virginija Langbakk,
Director
The European Institute for Gender Equality (EIGE)
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1. Introduction

Gender equality is a matter of rights and fairness. As a fun-
damental value of the European Union, it is enshrined in
its Treaties, including the Charter of Fundamental Rights
of the European Union and going back to the 1957 Treaty
of Rome. It is concerned with ensuring that all individuals
have the possibility to realise their full potential regard-
less of their sex and/or gender. It does not solely focus on
equality of outcomes, but extends to equal dignity and
integrity. Evidence also suggests that gender equality plays
a significant role in enhancing economic and social growth
(Loko and Diouf, 2009; Duflo, 2012). The strong positive
correlation between the Gender Equality Index and the
gross domestic product across EU Member States — as
outlined in the first Gender Equality Index report — is only
one example of this relationship (EIGE, 2013). To reach the
objectives set by the EU in the Europe 2020 growth strat-
egy, gender equality has to occupy a central place within
political debates in Europe.

Measuring gender equality is an integral part of effective
policymaking and supports the assessment of the out-
comes of policy measures on women and men. Suitable
statistics, data and measures are essential components
of evidence-based policymaking and successful gender
mainstreaming. Gender mainstreaming is not a goal in
itself but a strategy to achieve equality between women
and men. It is used to integrate gender concerns into all
policies and programmes of the European Union insti-
tutions and Member States, as opposed to relying solely
on measures specifically targeting gender equality. The
Gender Equality Index can therefore contribute to the
recommended systematic approach to the gender main-
streaming strategy advocated by the Employment, Social
Policy, Health and Consumer Affairs Council (EPSCO) as an
indicator to measure progress in gender equality (Council
of the European Union, 2009a).

To assist with the measurement of gender equality at EU
level — and in order to demonstrate the success of pro-
moting gender equality in each Member State — the crea-
tion of a composite indicator on gender equality, a Gender
Equality Index, as a common assessment tool was initially
introduced by the European Commission in ‘The Roadmap
for Equality between Women and Men (2006-10)" and
proposed in the ‘Action Plan of the Strategy for Equality
between Women and Men (2010-15)" that followed (Euro-
pean Commission, 2006; European Commission, 2010a).

The elaboration of the Gender Equality Index became one
of the main assignments undertaken by the European Insti-
tute for Gender Equality (EIGE) in its first Mid-term Work
Programme (2010-12) (EIGE, 2010), following its establish-
ment in 2010. The Gender Equality Index was launched
on 13 June 2013, at the Council of the European Union,
during a high-level conference dedicated to its findings.
With a total of six core domains and two satellite domains,
it offered a synthetic and easy-to-interpret measure that
addressed the complexity of gender equality. It made an
assessment of the status of gender equality in the Euro-
pean Union possible and showed that the EU overall was
only half way towards equality, emphasising the need for
increased and more effective policy measures. The pres-
ent report expands on these findings and for the first time
enables a comparison not only across Member States, but
also over time by providing scores for 2005, 2010 and 2012.
It also provides — for the first time — results for Croatia,
the newest Member State to join the European Union
in the summer of 2013. Furthermore, the report takes an
important step in measuring violence against women. By
drawing on data collected by the European Union Agency
for Fundamental Rights (FRA) it explores the possibilities
for computing a measure for violence against women; an
area left blank due to a lack of data in the first volume.

1.1. What is the Gender Equality
Index?

The Gender Equality Index is a composite indicator that
provides a measure — across Member States and over time
— of the complex concept of gender equality. It measures
gender gaps within a range of areas relevant to the EU
policy framework (work, money, knowledge, time, power,
health, violence and intersecting inequalities), where the
selection of domains is guided by a conceptual frame-
work. The Gender Equality Index is formed by combining
these gender indicators into a single summary measure. As
such, the Gender Equality Index is a sophisticated tool that
synthesises this complexity into a user-friendly and easily
interpretable measure.

The Gender Equality Index provides a measure that cap-
tures gender gaps, while also taking into account the levels
of achievement in each country or the overall situation of
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a country in the policy areas considered in each domain.
As such, the Gender Equality Index takes into account the
context and the different levels of achievement of Mem-
ber States, ensuring that a good score is the reflection of
both low gender gaps and high levels of achievement. It
is therefore both a measure of gender equality and social
cohesion across the Member States. This is fully in line with
the principle of gender mainstreaming, which aims at insti-
tutionalising a gender perspective into policies that seek
to increase levels of achievement (or social cohesion across
Member States) more generally.

1.2. The Gender Equality Index
and its approach to gender
equality

Gender equality is a complex and multi-dimensional con-
cept. Furthermore, gender equality constitutes a norma-
tively and politically controversial subject, with a diversity
of meanings across Europe (Verloo and Lombardo, 2007).
Gender equality is not defined consistently in EU policy
documents and, although defin itions attempt to be gen-
der neutral, there is a general tendency to conflate gender
equality with women alone. In order to reconcile different
approaches to gender equality, the Gender Equality Index
adopts a pragmatic definition: ‘equal share of assets and
equal dignity and integrity between women and men’.

The Gender Equality Index consists of a composite meas-
ure that relies on sex-disaggregated indicators to allow for
a gender analysis of the situation across the EU and over
time. Sex refers to the biological differences between
individuals, most often connected to differences in repro-
ductive organs and functions. Gender refers to a socially
and culturally constructed order, underpinned by a divi-
sion on the basis of sex, often in reference to reproduc-
tive abilities and roles resulting in a gendered distinction
between the public and private spheres. Sex and gender
are commonly positioned within a hierarchical binary
structure, where power differentials are established and
sustained by assigned different values to those classified
as female/women/feminine and those classified as male/
men/masculine. The binary construction of gender has
been strongly criticised, with calls to recognise the fluidity
of sex and gender spatially, culturally and over time (But-
ler, 1990). At its core is the recognition that there is great
heterogeneity among and within groups, with more simi-
larities than differences between women and men. Empir-
ical work, particularly from a quantitative perspective, is
often ill-equipped to question the pervasiveness of the

gender-binary system. Statistics can only capture informa-
tion disaggregated by sex (sex-disaggregated data) but it
remains necessary to interpret them from a more elabo-
rate and critical gender perspective (gender statistics).

The Gender Equality Index measures gaps between
women and men, where the form of equality considered is
the equality in outcomes. Exceptions arise where it is nec-
essary to consider the particularities of women or other
groups, for example, in the context of violence or social
exclusion where the focus is on protecting the integrity
and dignity of individuals, and where certain groups are
more at risk of discrimination. By opening up a debate
on the division of time between women and men, it also
draws on a transformative approach to gender equality. A
transformative approach to gender equality refers to prob-
lematising gender relations in society. Its aim is to chal-
lenge how the world is gendered and implies a change in
the lives of both women and men.

It is, however, not possible to focus solely on gender gaps
without accounting for levels of achievement. In light of
the economic crisis for example, gender gaps have greatly
reduced across the EU in some areas. Unfortunately, this
increase in gender equality does not reflect improvements
in a country, but rather is a reflection of how the lives of
both women and men have been negatively affected over
the past few years (European Commission, 2013e).

1.3. Added value of the Gender
Equality Index

The Gender Equality Index provides a synthetic measure
of gender equality that is both easy to understand and
to communicate. This tool can play an important role by
supporting decision-makers in assessing how far a given
Member State is from reaching gender equality. The use of
the Gender Equality Index allows meaningful comparisons
to be made between different policy areas. Last but not
least, it gives visibility to gender equality by making it pos-
sible to measure its progress over time.

Other gender equality indices exist. However, the Gender
Equality Index provides a more comprehensive framework
of gender equality compared with other indices. Its struc-
ture is flexible, as it relies on a core index which can be
complemented by satellite accounts. Such a system can
thus allow for additional ad hoc analyses. In addition, it
also benefits from the highly developed statistical system
in the EU, with a wide breadth of indicators (26 in total).
Because it can draw on high quality harmonised data at EU
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level, it is also able to measure gender equality in a mean-
ingful way and to minimise the impact of different cultural
and societal understandings across Member States.

In line with the EU's framework on gender equality for both
women and men, the Gender Equality Index adopts a gen-
der approach rather than focusing on women’s empower-
ment. Moreover, the Gender Equality Index benefited from
the consultation process with the national statistical offices
and with the experts from the national machineries of the
EU Member States. Their contribution has determined an
important added value to this Index.

A limitation of existing global gender equality indices is
their lack of precision within narrower geographic areas.
The Gender Equality Index therefore offers a tool that can
better examine gender equality in the context of Europe
and is also closely aligned with domains pertinent to EU
policy, since it gives preference to indicators that are con-
nected to targets and strategic documents.

1.4. Structure of the report

Section 2 outlines the updates made to the methodo-
logical and measurement framework in the process of
updating the Gender Equality Index. It also revisits the
measurement framework and methodology employed for
its calculation.

Section 3 provides an overview of the gender indicators
used in the Gender Equality Index, for the EU-28, as well
as for Member States individually. It examines gender gaps
and levels in each domain and presents the trends over
time for the period 2005 to 2012 for each indicator.

Subsequently, in Section 4 the report provides a detailed
breakdown of the Gender Equality Index scores for each
country and the EU-28 for 2005, 2010 and 2012.

Section 5 explores how the Gender Equality Index relates
to selected topics relevant to the EU policy framework. It
then analyses and contrasts the explanatory power of two
composite gender equality indicators — the World Eco-
nomic Forum’s Gender Gap Index and the Gender Equality
Index — to measure gender equality in the EU Member
States.

Section 6 presents results in the area of violence against
women, based on the data released by the EU Agency for
Fundamental Rights through its EU-wide Survey on Vio-
lence against Women. Results are contextualised at the
level of Member States using other relevant variables to
better understand differences between Member States.

Finally, Section 7 summarises the main findings of the
Gender Equality Index and presents the main trends and
progress achieved over time in the EU in relation to gender
equality.

This report is complemented by a set of Country Profiles
which provide an overview of the Gender Equality Index
scores and indicators used to build it for each Member
State, along with selected key contextual data at national
level.

1.5. Summary

This section has provided the background and foundations
of the work undertaken with the Gender Equality Index
and has outlined the structure of the report. It briefly set
out the pragmatic definition guiding the work on the Gen-
der Equality Index and the approaches to gender equality
that underpin it. The report now turns to an overview of
how the Gender Equality Index is calculated, including
the methodological and measurement updates that were
made since it was first launched in 2013.
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2. Update of the Gender Equality

Index

The Gender Equality Index aims at providing a tailor-made
measure of gender equality that is easy to understand and
to communicate. This measure should allow for meaning-
ful comparisons between different domains of gender
equality, across Member States and over time. Finally, it
should also provide a tool to support decision-makers in
assessing the situation across the EU.

Several composite indicators of gender equality have
been developed internationally, a full review of which is
available in the first report on the Gender Equality Index.
The Gender Equality Index adds value to policymaking
and measuring gender equality in a number of ways. It
is based on the policy framework of the European Union
and maps the key policy areas relevant to gender equality.
It thus relies on data that are pertinent to the European
context. It employs a gender equality perspective, treating
gaps between women and men equally instead of taking
a women’s empowerment perspective, although it rec-
ognises that the gaps and the power relations underlying
them affect women in a different way.

The Gender Equality Index, at the outset, relies on a con-
ceptual framework that maps key gender equality issues
within the EU policy framework. It is based on a hierarchi-
cal structure consisting of domains and sub-domains, an
outline of which is presented below.

Its update is a challenging exercise. In 2013, the first Gen-
der Equality Index was built specifically in a way that could
safeguard comparability. Comparability needs to be main-
tained while at the same time ensuring quality, robustness
and consistency with the framework. In the process of
updating the Gender Equality Index, minor adjustments
have been made to the metric employed for its calcula-
tion. An overview of the methodology, including the small
changes implemented, is provided in this section. In addi-
tion, data availability and conceptual concerns made it
necessary to modify the measurement framework of the
Gender Equality Index in the domain of work, and more
specifically in the area of quality of work. These changes in
the framework are also outlined in this section, first from a
conceptual viewpoint, followed by how it is operational-
ised into a measurement framework and complemented
by an assessment of the impact it has on the scores at dif-
ferent levels.

2.1. Conceptual framework
of the Gender Equality Index

The Gender Equality Index adopts a gender perspective
that reflects EU policy concerns and embraces different
theoretical approaches to gender equality, drawing on
both an equality approach and a transformative one. The
scores of the Index reflect this position and provide infor-
mation on gender gaps, instead of on the specific position
of women and men individually. It is therefore not possible
to derive information about either women or men from
the scores. Not losing sight of the overwhelmingly dis-
advantaged position of women throughout society, it is
however imperative that EU decision-makers engage in a
reflective process of how to make gender equality a reality
for both women and men.

The choice of domains was guided by in-depth reviews
of key gender equality policy documents at EU and inter-
national level (such as the European Commission’s Wom-
en’s Charter 2010, the European Commission’s Strategy for
Equality between Women and Men 201015, the Coundil
of the European Union Pact for Gender Equality 2011-20,
the Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Discrim-
ination against Women or the Beijing Platform for Action),
theoretical equality frameworks at international level and
relevant literature on gender equality.

The structure of the conceptual framework of the Gender
Equality Index consists of eight domains (Figure 2.1), the
first six (work, money, knowledge, time, power, health)
being combined into a core index, complemented by an
additional two satellite domains (violence and intersecting
inequalities). The satellite domains are conceptually related
to gender equality, but cannot be included in the core
index because they measure an illustrative phenomenon
— that is, a phenomenon that only applies to a selected
group of the population. This occurs when considering
issues that are related to women only, for instance in the
case of violence against women, or when examining gen-
der gaps among specific population groups (people with
a disability, lone parents, etc.).
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Figure 2.1. Domains of the Gender Equality Index
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2.2. Methodological overview

This section provides an overview of the methodology
steps used to build the Gender Equality Index. Full details
are available from the first Gender Equality Index report
(EIGE, 2013). The Gender Equality Index is a synthetic indi-
cator obtained when individual indicators are compiled
into a single measure on the basis of a multidimensional
concept. The Gender Equality Index relies on three essen-
tial components: a transparent and solid methodology,
sound statistical principles and statistical coherence within
the theoretical framework. It uses the 10-step methodol-
ogy on building composite indicators developed by the
European Commission’s Joint Research Centre and the
Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Develop-
ment (OECD) (Nardo et al, 2008).

2.2.1. Indicator selection

The initial indicators for the Gender Equality Index were
selected on a theoretical basis, from among over 200 var-
iables available from different sources including Eurostat,
the European Foundation for the Improvement of Living
and Working Conditions (Eurofound) and DG Justice and
Consumers (DG Justice). These variables have different
time and country coverage and target populations, and
are derived from data collected for different purposes. The
variables focus on individuals, rather than on institutions or
countries (for example, it is possible to include ‘healthy life
years, but not ‘health care expenditure’). Furthermore, they
consist of outcome variables that measure current status as
opposed to process or input variables (for example, ‘time
spent on care activities, but not ‘provision of childcare
services).

Table 2.1. Data availability by indicator, 2005-12

Indicator (X) Periodicity

Full-time equivalent (FTE) employment
rate (%, 15+ population)

Duration of working life (years)

Annual

Employment in ‘Education’, ‘"Human
health and social work activities’
(%, 15-4 employed)

Ability to take an hour or two off during
working hours to take care of personal
or family matters (%, 15+ workers)

Working to tight deadlines
(%, 15+ workers)

Every
5years

Every
5years

In addition, strict data quality criteria are applied. Data
need to be accessible, updated, comparable over time
and available for all EU Member States. Moreover, data are
required to have no more than 10 % of missing data points,
with preference given to the indicators developed in the
framework of the Beijing Platform for Action and endorsed
by the Council of the EU or Europe 2020 indicators.

Resulting from this process, variables were selected and
included as indicators in the Gender Equality Index. This
update presents the situation in the EU on average and
in all 28 Member States in 2005, 2010 and 2012. Data were
available for most indicators for all Member States, as well
as across time. Due to the recent accession of Croatia in
2013, data for the EU-28 were missing for 2005 in some
cases and were replaced with the EU-27 average, where
necessary (Table 2.1).

As the Gender Equality Index relies on data from various
sources, availability of data across time can be an issue.
Although data were available for most variables in the years
considered, they could not be retrieved in two domains.
Most notably, data for all indicators in the domain of time
were available for 2005 and 2010 only, as they are retrieved
from Eurofound’s Working Conditions Survey, conducted
every 5 years. In addition, the first indicator in the domain
of money — mean hourly earnings — is retrieved from
Eurostat’s Structure of Earnings Survey, which was first
conducted in 2006 and is set to be repeated every 4 years.
Therefore, data were only available for 2006 and 2010.
Finally, data for the share in regional assemblies is unavail-
able for 2005 and has been omitted from the calculation.

Total

available SCUISE
Eurostat — EU Labour
Yes
Force Survey
Eurostat — EU Labour
Yes
Force Survey
Eurostat — EU Labour
Yes
Force Survey
Yes Eurofound — European
Working Conditions Survey
Yes Eurofound — European

Working Conditions Survey
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Indicator (X)

Mean monthly earnings — NACE
Rev. 2, categories B-S excluding O,
10 employees or more (PPS)

Mean equivalised netincome
(PPS, 16+ population)

Not at-risk-of-poverty, = 60 % of median
income (%, 16+ population)

$20/S80 income quintile share
(%, 16+ population)

Graduates of tertiary education
(%, 15-74 populat

Tertiary students in the fields
of ‘Education’, ‘Health and welfare’,
‘Humanities and arts’ (ISCED 5-6)
(%, tertiary students)

People participating in formal
or non-formal education and training
(%, 15-74 population)

Workers caring for and educating their
children or grandchildren, every day for
1 hour or more (%, 15+ workers)

Workers doing cooking and housework,
every day for 1 hour or more
(%, 15+ workers)

Workers doing sporting, cultural or
leisure activities outside of their home,
at least every other day (%, 15+ workers)

Workers involved in voluntary
or charitable activities, at least once
a month (%, 15+ workers)

Share of ministers (%, 18+ population)

Periodicity

Annual

Every
5years

Every
5years

Every
5years

Every
5years

Quarterly

Share of members of Parliament (%, 18+
. Quarterly
population)

Share of members of regional assemblies
(%, 18+ population)

Share of members of boards in largest
quoted companies (supervisory board or
board of directors) (%, 18+ population)

Share of members of central bank
(%, 18+ population)

Annual

Total
available

=z

O

7
w

Source

Eurostat — Structure of
Earnings Survey

Eurostat — EU Statistics
on income and living
conditions

Eurostat — EU Statistics
on income and living
conditions

Eurostat — EU Statistics
on income and living
conditions

Eurostat — EU Labour
Force Survey

Eurostat — Unesco/
OECD/Eurostat (UOE)
questionnaires on
educational statistics

Eurostat — EU Labour
Force Survey

Eurofound — European

Working Conditions Survey

Eurofound — European

Working Conditions Survey

Eurofound — European

Working Conditions Survey

Eurofound — European

Working Conditions Survey

DG Justice — Women and
men in decision- making

DG Justice — Women and
men in decision- making

DG Justice — Women and
men in decision- making

DG Justice — Women and
men in decision- making

DG Justice — Women and
men in decision- making




. .o Total
Indlcator (X) PerIOdICIty - available - Source
Self-perceived health, good or very good Yes Eg;oisrfig;e?njﬂsis:cs
(%, 16+ population) conditions 9
EU — Statistics on income
Life expectancy in absolute value at birth No and living conditions
(years) combined with Eurostat’s
demographic statistics
EU — Statistics on income
Healthy life years in absolute value No and living conditions
at birth (years) combined with Eurostat’s
demographic statistics
Population without unmet needs for Yes Eggoisrig;elzal.)nztif/lisr:lcs
medical examination (%, 16+ population) conditions g
Population without unmet needs for Yes Eg;oisrzig;::njﬂsis:cs
dental examination (%, 16+ population) conditions 9
Employment of people born Eurostat — EU Labour
in a foreign country Yes Force Surve
(% 15-64 corresponding population) Y
Employment of country nationals Annual Yes Eurostat — EU Labour
(% 15-64 corresponding population) Force Survey
Employment of people aged 55-64 Yes Eurostat — EU Labour
(% 55-64 population) Force Survey
Employment of people aged 15-54 Ves Eurostat — EU Labour
(% 15-54 population) Force Survey
Employment rates of people living
in a household with one adult Yes Eurostat — EU Labour
and one or more children Force Survey
(% 15-64 corresponding population)
Employment rates of people living
in a household with one adult Yes Eurostat — EU Labour
and no children Force Survey
(% 15-64 corresponding population)
Physical violence by a partner since One-off n/a FRA — EU-wide Survey on
the age of 15 (18-74 women) violence against women
Sexual violence by a partner since One-off n/a FRA — EU-wide Survey on
the age of 15 (18-74 women) violence against women
Sexual violence by a non-partner since One-off n/a FRA — EU-wide Survey on
the age of 15 (18-74 women) violence against women




Indicator (X) Periodicity
Psychological violence by a partner since _
the age of 15 (18-74 women) O

One-off

Physical violence by a partner in the
12 months prior to the interview
(18-74 women)

Sexual violence by a partner in the
12 months prior to the interview
(18-74 women)

Sexual violence by a non-partner in the
12 months prior to the interview
(18-74 women)

2.2.2. Metric and computation

To calculate the Gender Equality Index, an initial metric
was developed. It considers the position of women and
men to each other, computing the ratio of the value for
women to the average value, subtracting 1 and taking the
absolute value. This produces a score bound between 0
and 1 which stands for the distance between women, or
equivalently men, to the equality point, regardless of their
representation in the population. This means that a gen-
der gap where women are at a disadvantage compared
to men (for example regarding earnings) is treated in the
same way as a gap where men are at a disadvantage (for
example educational attainment in third-level education).
This metric is expressed in the following way:

V)

where the calculation is carried out for the indicator X for
country i in the period t. This is a relative indicator with val-
ues that fall in the interval [0; 1]. The metric Y(X“) identifies
the gender equality point at 0. For reasons of interpretabil-
ity, this indicator is reversed by taking:

=T, @

[ ] [ ]
This yields values where 1 stands for complete gender
equality, with any value below that indicating a propor-

tional lack of gender equality in a given indicator, with full
gender inequality at 0.

fedal Source
available
n/a FRA — EU-wide Survey on
violence against women
n/a FRA — EU-wide Survey on
violence against women
n/a FRA — EU-wide Survey on
violence against women
FRA — EU-wide survey on
n/a

violence against women

Subsequently, the Gender Equality Index takes into account
the context and the different levels of achievement of
Member States, ensuring that a good score is the reflec-
tion of both low gender gaps and high levels of achieve-
ment. For example, a good score needs to be reflective of
both a low gender gap and a high level of participation in
the labour market or education. It is usually calculated by
taking the quotient of the distance for each Member State
of its total level in a given indicator to that of the highest
performing Member State in that same indicator. Since the
calculation of the first Gender Equality Index, this measure
has been modified by taking the values for the total popu-
lation (weighted average) instead of the average between
women and men (unweighted average).

Totals were available for most indicators, with the excep-
tion of the indicators ‘life years at birth’, ‘healthy life years
at birth” and 'mean equivalised net income’, for which the
average is used instead of the total. Correcting coefficients,
o,y A€ calculated according to the following formula:
v T
= g
" maxX,,

j—

I =:



where maxX; represents the maximum value of the total
of each indicator, expressed in relative terms and reversed
if necessary, observed across all Member States.

The final metric is obtained by multiplying the initial gap
(equation 2) by levels of achievement (equation 3). For
mathematical reasons (avoiding the presence of zeros
which would impede possibilities to aggregate indicators,
sub-domains and/or domains), the final metric is rescaled
so that it is bound between 1 and 100. This final metric,
F(X"), used in the calculation of the Gender Equality Index,
can be expressed as:

1—‘(Xi[) =1+ [Oc(Xn) '(1 - Y(Xi[) )] 99 @

— [

T =

In summary, the metric used is dimensionless (allowing com-
parability since measurement units of variables have been
eliminated) and bound between [1; 100]. It satisfies the prop-
erty of interpretability of each variable considered in terms
of distance from the equality point, set at 100, and maintains
comparability among indicators within each country.

2.2.3. Measurement framework

The indicators were selected on the basis that they con-
formed to a solid statistical structure. This is achieved by
employing a multivariate analysis called a principal com-
ponents analysis (PCA). The technique assesses the internal
structure of the data and aims at providing statistical sup-
port to the conceptual framework by creating a measure-
ment framework.

£ N\

Conceptual Measurement
framework framework

/

This initial analysis, resulting in the construction of the
measurement structure of the Gender Equality Index,
was concluded in late 2012, drawing on data from 2010,
the latest year for which all indicators were available.
The results of the multivariate analysis provided the final
set of indicators, grouped into six domains, each further
sub-divided into two sub-domains (resulting in a total of
12 sub-domains).

The comparison of the statistical structure of the data
and the structure provided by the conceptual frame-
work showed that the majority of sub-domains remained
unchanged. Two sub-domains were left unmeasured, due
to lack of data: the sub-domains measuring health behav-
jour and social power in decision-making, respectively. The
sub-domain of time spent in economic activities was not
included in the domain of time to prevent overlap with
the domain of work that measures the participation of
women and men in the labour market. Furthermore, indi-
cators measuring segregation, in the domains of work and
knowledge, are closely associated with other domains and
were therefore merged with other indicators.

The comparison between the conceptual framework and
this original measurement framework can be found in
Table 2.2, and is complemented by the updated frame-
work. The main conceptual and methodological reasons
behind updating the framework, as well as their impact on
the Gender Equality Index are the subject of the remaining
part of this section.

Gender Equality Index 2015 — Measuring gender equality in the European Union 2005-2012



u

Table 2.2. Comparison of conceptual and measurement frameworks in the Gender Equality Index (original
and updated structure, changes marked in bold)

Participation

Segregation

Quiality of work

Financial resources
Money

Economic situation

Educational attainment
Segregation
Lifelong learning

Economic

Care activities

Social activities

Political

Social

Economic

Status

Behaviour

Access

Conceptual framework | Measurement framework

Participation

Segregation and quality of
work

Financial resources

Economic situation

Educational attainment and
segregation

Lifelong learning

Care activities

Social activities

Political

Economic

Status

Access

Concept measured — original
framework

FTE employment
Duration of working life

Sectoral segregation
Flexibility of working time

Health and safety
Training at work
Earnings

Income

Poverty

Income distribution
Tertiary education
Segregation

Lifelong learning

Childcare activities
Domestic activities
Sport, culture and leisure activities

Volunteering and charitable
activities

Ministerial representation
Parliamentary representation

Regional assemblies
representation

Members of boards
Members of central banks
Self-perceived health

Life expectancy

Healthy life years

Unmet medical needs

Unmet dental needs

m Gender Equality Index 2015 — Measuring gender equality in the European Union 2005-2012

Concept measured — updated
framework

FTE employment
Duration of working life
Sectoral segregation

Flexible personal/family
arrangements

Work intensity

Earnings

Income

Poverty

Income distribution
Tertiary education
Segregation

Lifelong learning

Childcare activities
Domestic activities
Sport, culture and leisure activities

Volunteering and charitable
activities

Ministerial representation
Parliamentary representation

Regional assemblies
representation

Members of boards
Members of central banks
Self-perceived health

Life expectancy

Healthy life years

Unmet medical needs

Unmet dental needs



Conceptual framework

Measurement framework

Concept measured — original
framework

Concept measured — updated
framework

Discrimination and

Discrimination and other . )
other social grounds in

Intersecting

inequalities  social grounds
employment
Direct Violence against women
Violence
) Normes, attitudes,
Indirect

stereotypes

The measurement framework corresponds relatively well
to the conceptual framework. Indicators measuring seg-
regation have been merged with other sub-domains by
the multivariate analysis in the domain of work (segrega-
tion together with quality of work) and in the domain of
knowledge (segregation together with attainment). This
suggests that a strong relationship exists between these
issues (i.e. segregation and quality or work and segregation
and educational attainment). As data covering the subdo-
mains of social power and health behaviour continue to
be unavailable, they are left unmeasured, as was already
the case in 2010.

Table 2.3. Characteristics of the Gender Equality Index

Employment rate of minorities
and/or migrants

Employment of non-nationals
vs nationals

Employment rate of older
workers

Employment of older workers
vs workers aged 15 to 54

Employment rate of lone
parents/carers

Employment of lone parents vs
single persons without children

Disclosed violence against
women since the age of 15

Disclosed violence against
- women over the 12 months
prior to interview

2.2.4. Calculation of the Gender Equality
Index

Calculating the Gender Equality Index was based on a
methodology aiming at eliminating as much subjectivity
as possible, by computing the set of all potential indices,
from which to select the most representative index. Differ-
ent indices can be obtained through changing the ways in
which indicators are imputed (estimation of missing data),
aggregated (data are grouped according to the structure
provided by the measurement framework) and weighted
(assigns a relative importance to variables, sub-domains
and domains). The selection of the best index was done
by taking the one that was the most central, as measured
by the median distance, among the 3 636 possible indices
that were computed. The characteristics of the best index
are given in Table 2.3.

_“

(Xie)

Normalisation Metric T,
Weighting Equal
Aggregation Arithmetic

by construction acts as a normalisation method

Equal Analytic hierarchy process

Geometric Geometric
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The aggregation relies on the arithmetic mean at the varia-
ble level, which means calculating the average in the usual
sense of the terms. However, at sub-domain and domain
level, the aggregation is done using the geometric mean,
which minimises potential compensations between low
and high values ().

The Gender Equality Index relies on experts’ weights () at
the domain level (Table 2.4), derived using a process called
an analytic hierarchy process (which is based on ordinal
pair-wise comparison of domains) and equal weights at
the sub-domain and variable level.

Table 2.4. Analytic hierarchy process weights used for the Gender Equality Index

0.19 0.15 0.22 0.15 0.19 0.10

Mathematically, it is expressed as:

12

I = H

6
d=1 | s=

where I identifies the best Gender Equality Index for the
i-th country. T'( X, ) is the metric described in (4) used at
variable level (v), sub-domain level (s) and domain level (d),
w, stands for equal weights computed at variable level and
w._ for the weights at sub-domain level, while w, stands for
the experts' weights used at domain level and retrieved

from the analytic hierarchy process.

Figure 2.3.
Inequality
l

f{Enrexen ]

[ ] )
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However, since the scores range from 1 to 100 — where
a score of 100 denotes full gender equality — the inter-
pretation of the Gender Equality Index remains simple.
For example, a score of 50 can be interpreted as halfway
towards gender equality or 50 out of 100.

Equalit
.’. ql y

I
1

Since the first Gender Equality Index, launched in 2013,
other slight modifications have been made to the struc-
ture of how the Gender Equality Index measures quality of
work. The remainder of this section outlines the rationale
behind this change from a theoretical and measurement
perspective, before providing the updated structure used
by the Gender Equality Index.

1
100

2.3. Quality of work from
a conceptual point of view

Despite the relative importance of the issue of quality of
work in academia and in policy, particularly at EU level, the
impact of gender on it has received little attention to date.
Moreover, while discussions on how to measure quality of
work have developed, these measures have not systemati-
cally been disaggregated by sex, nor has a gender analysis
of these issues been provided.

(") For example, the arithmetic average of two scores of 10 and 90 is 50. The value of the geometric average for the same scores is only 30, which
means that it does not fully allow for compensations between the scores in different domains.
() The experts consulted consisted of members of EIGE's Working Group on the Gender Equality Index and EIGE's Expert Forum.
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2.3.1. Concept: what is quality of work?

At EU level, the concept of quality of work is often cap-
tured in the catchy phrase 'not only more jobs ... but also
better jobs' The focus on quality of work has gained in
importance within the EU since the launch of the Euro-
pean Employment Strategy, although it has also gained
prominence at the international level with the Decent
Work Agenda developed by the International Labour
Organization (ILO, 2000; ILO, 2014).

However, defining quality of work is difficult because there
needs to be an agreement on what the concept incor-
porates. The most commonly agreed standpoint is that
quality of work constitutes a multifaceted concept that
needs to be approached from several perspectives. The

Table 2.5.

Pay Job security
Fringe benefits Job satisfaction
Working time Job content

Work-life balance Intrinsic job reward

Sources: Compiled from Davoine et al. (2008); Dahl et al. (2009); EIGE (2014b).

2.3.2. Quality of work or job quality?

Initially assessments in this area focused on quality of work
and employment. More recently this has been comple-
mented by an approach looking at the jobs instead. This

concept remains a widely debated one, with different fac-
tors considered depending on the discipline that frames
its analysis. From an economic perspective, a measure of
quality of work can include working hours, as they relate to
earnings and other time/financial benefits. The sociologi-
cal approach tends to rely on ideas of prestige, autonomy
and the use of skills. Lastly, assessments stemming from
the discipline of psychology often focus on non-economic
issues such as job satisfaction and well-being at work
(Dahl et al,, 2009). Thus, it is preferable to employ an inter-
disciplinary perspective which recognises the plurality of
the concept and draws on each of these perspectives —
including extrinsic, intrinsic and subjective measures — to
analyse quality of work. The different factors that can be
considered to represent a facet of the concept of quality of
work have been compiled in Table 2.5.

Factors considered as part of the concept of quality of work

Promotion Gender equity

Training Work intensity

Skills development Representation

Health and safety Autonomy and control

entails a shift in perspective from the outcomes of working
conditions on individuals towards inputs. The conceptual
work of the European Foundation for the Improvement of
Living and Working Conditions illustrates this shift in per-
spective (Table 2.6).

Table 2.6. Eurofound’s concepts of quality of work and job quality

Eurofound (2002): quality of work Eurofound (2012a): job quality

Career and employment security
Health and well-being
Skills and competences

Work-life balance

The aspects assessed by both approaches emphasise
that they examine quality from two different perspec-
tives. Examining quality of work allows for an assessment
of issues such as well-being or economic development,
whereas the focus on job quality allows for understanding

Prospects (job security, career progression, contract quality)

Intrinsic job quality (skills and autonomy, good social environment, good

physical environment, work intensity)

Working time quality

jobs themselves and ways of improving them (EIGE, 2014b).
Due to the focus on individual outcomes within this report,
the perspective adopted is that of quality of work rather
than job quality.
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2.3.3. Key trends in quality of work

Assessing whether quality of work has declined recently
is an important question, in particular, in relation to the
increase in the number of jobs created — many on a part-
time basis — which may be of lower quality (Leschke et
al, 2008). Concerns over a decline in quality of work relate
to a changing landscape when it comes to economic and
institutional factors (Dahl et al., 2009; EIGE, 2014b):

= The first notable trend is the profound demographic
and societal changes that have taken place in the past
few decades. This includes the feminisation of the
labour force, the rise of the dual-earner household, as
well as rising higher education levels for women and
men, the growing migrant labour force, ageing popu-
lation and falling fertility.

= The economic crisis which has been affecting Europe
since 2007 can also play an important role; not least
in parallel with increasing levels of globalisation and
growing international competition. This can give rise to
prolonged unemployment, job insecurity, greater work
intensity and stress.

= Ways of working and how work is organised have
also shifted dramatically. Recent years have seen a
rise in self-directed work-teams, different employee
involvement and task variety, greater autonomy and
decreased physical effort. However, this also coin-
cides with increases in incentive schemes, shift-work,
pay-for-productivity and targets.

= Advances and changes in technology have also played
a crucial role by shifting the skills requirements of many
jobs and hence have created a mismatch between
competencies and job requirements.

The polarisation between high and low skills is impor-
tant to note, with two possible trends in thinking about
increases or decreases in quality of work. There may have
been an increase in jobs that provide low pay, security and
advancement opportunities; however at the same time,
there appears to have also been an increase in jobs that
involve greater challenges, higher autonomy, increased
pay and good working conditions (Dahl et al., 2009).

The factors incorporated in the multi-dimensional concept
of quality of work are not gender neutral, nor are the key
trends that may affect it. The feminisation of the labour force
for example, as well as the rise of the dual-earner household
can lead to work intensification and greater work-life balance
issues for women. Another important aspect is the strong
segregation of the labour force, which has been credited for
heightening the differences in quality of work for women
and men (European Commission 2009; EIGE, 2013).

It is therefore crucial to take into account the gender
dimension of quality of work. The next section turns to an
overview of how this is measured within the frame of the
Gender Equality Index.

2.4. Measuring quality of work

The aim of this section is to operationalise a measure of
gender equality and quality of work. It first presents the
original framework before outlining the changes made.
It concludes with a comparison the scores yielded by the
two structures and shows the magnitude of the impact
made by this change at the level of the sub-domain of seg-
regation and quality of work, at the level of the domain of
work and finally at the level of the Gender Equality Index.

2.4.1. Original framework

The Gender Equality Index is organised in a framework of
six core domains (work, money, knowledge, time, power,
health). The domain of work covers three key areas: par-
ticipation, segregation and quality of work. Participation
aims at capturing the differences between women and
men in their working time and involvement over the life
course, while segregation is concerned with the unequal
representation of women and men across sectors and
occupations. In line with the Eurofound (2002) framework,
the Gender Equality Index originally considered, at the con-
ceptual level, the following dimensions to measure quality
of work: career and employment security; health and
well-being; skills and competences and work-life balance.

To arrive at a measurement framework, variables were ana-
lysed using a multivariate analysis procedure (PCA or prin-
cipal component analysis) in order to capture the latent
correlation structure amongst variables of interest. The PCA
finds natural groupings (factors or components) based on
the correlations among variables. The difficulty resides in
finding a suitable set of indicators forming together sta-
tistically coherent groupings that can be related to a com-
mon model: the conceptual framework.

This procedure yielded the measurement framework
populated by a set of indicators provided in Table 2.7. The
multivariate analysis identified participation as a stand-
alone area, while it grouped segregation together with
quality of work. While developing the original measure-
ment framework, it was only possible to capture three
elements of quality of work: flexibility of working time,
representing a measure of work-life balance; health and
safety; and finally training at work.
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Table 2.7. Original framework for the domain of work

Measurement
framework

Concept measured

Indicator Source

FTE employment rate

Participation
Duration of working
life

Segregation

Flexibility of working

time
Segregation and
quality of work
Health and safety

Training at work

Eurostat — EU Labour Force
Survey

Full-time equivalent employment
(%, 15+ population)

Eurostat — EU Labour Force

Duration of working life (years) Survey

Eurostat — EU Labour Force
Survey

Employment in Education, Human health and
Social work activities (%, 15-64 employed)

Employees with a non-fixed start and end of a
working day or varying working time as decided by
the employer (%, 15-64 employed)

Eurostat — EU Labour Force
Survey ad hoc module

Workers perceiving that their health or safety is not
at risk because of their work (%, 15+ workers)

Eurofound — Working
Conditions Survey

Workers having undergone training paid for or
provided by their employer or by themselves if self-
employed (%, 15+ workers)

Eurofound — Working
Conditions Survey

Two data sources were used within this original frame-
work: Eurostat’s Labour Force Survey (LFS), including the
ad hoc module on reconciliation between work and family
life, and Eurofound’s Working Conditions Survey (EWCS,).
All indicators refer to the year 2010. Nevertheless, there
are difficulties in sustaining this framework because of
concerns about the availability of data from the ad hoc
module in the future. More specifically, relying on the
LFS variable measuring flexibility is problematic since it
was produced for the first time in 2005 and repeated in
2010, but will not be repeated until 2018. As a result, there
is a need to change the measurement framework in the
sub-domain of segregation and quality of work within the
domain of work. The challenge is to arrive at an updated

Table 2.8. Updated framework for the domain of work

Measurement
framework

Concept measured

FTE employment rate

Participation
Duration of working
life

Full-time equivalent employment (%, 15+ population)

measurement framework which is as complete as possible
in terms of content, quality of measurement and sustaina-
bility over time.

2.4.2. Development of the updated
framework

The development of the updated framework also relied
on the multivariate analysis (PCA). The process is used to
find a structure of indicators that statistically support the
conceptual framework. The results of the PCA are provided
in Annex 3, and the resulting updated framework for the
domain of work in Table 2.8.

Indicator Source

Eurostat — EU Labour
Force Survey

Eurostat — EU Labour

Duration of working life (years) R

Segregation

Flexible personal/
family arrangements

Segregation and
quality of work

Work intensity
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Eurostat — EU Labour
Force Survey

Employment in Education, Human health and Social work
activities (%, 15-64 employed)

Ability to take an hour or two off during working hours to
take care of personal or family matters (%, 15+ workers)

Eurofound — Working
Conditions Survey

Eurofound — Working

Working to tight deadlines (%, 15+ workers) Conditions Survey
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The sub-domain of participation remains unchanged with
both full-time equivalent employment rate and duration of
working life included. As in the original framework, the PCA
aggregates the areas of segregation and quality of work,
suggesting that they share a common correlation structure.

The main differences lie in the indicators considered within
the sub-domain of segregation and quality of work. Two
new indicators — ability to take an hour or two off during
working hours to take care of personal or family matters
and working to tight deadlines — are provided by the Euro-
pean Working Conditions Survey, which means that they
should be available every 5 years (the next EWCS will be
covering 2015).

Training at work

Training at work, measuring the percentage of work-
ers that have undergone training at work, is no longer
included. This is primarily out of concerns over an overlap
with the sub-domain of lifelong learning in the domain
of knowledge, which relies on an indicator that captures
the participation rate in education and training. This indi-
cator combines both formal and non-formal education
and training, including employer sponsored education
and training (financed in total or at least partially by the
employment and/or the use of work time for the purpose
of education and training).

Work-life balance

In addition, the LFS indicator measuring work-life balance
has been replaced by an equivalent indicator from the
EWCS: flexibility in the updated framework is measured by
the percentage of workers that are able to take an hour
or two off during working hours to take care of personal
or family matters. As women and men divide their time in
very different ways, also in relation to the different roles
assigned to them by society, this area is highly gendered.
Moreover, work-life balance is highly related to patterns
of segregation, since for example, the ability to use flex-
ible working hours is highly dependent on work sectors,
with large proportions of women working flexible hours
in certain sectors such as public administrations (European
Commission, 2009).

Health and safety

Another change in the domain of work is the replacement
of the indicator measuring health and safety. The original
indicator identified the proportion of workers that feel
their health and safety is at risk because of their work. It
has been replaced by an indicator that measures work

intensity, which provides data on the percentage of work-
ers working to tight deadlines.

The conceptualisation of health and safety tends to be
largely based on the model of men working in an industrial
context, with the main risks associated with the (mostly
physical) tasks carried out by men. The measurement
of health and safety is therefore problematic because it
ignores a number of areas.

Risk factors extend beyond physical risk and can include
psychosocial ones. The trend towards greater flexibility in
the labour market, with higher risk of unemployment and
a sharp decrease in lifelong permanent employment (with
women disproportionately involved in non-standard and/or
precarious work), which may result in greater risk from stress
and other psychosocial work-related risks (OSHA, 2013). Since
women are more likely to be exposed to intense ways of
work, while men are more at risk of factors such as noise,
vibration, biological or chemical agents (Eurofound, 2012a),
taking psychosocial risks into consideration is important.

Health and safety as a concept is often implicitly under-
stood as more relevant to men given that their work is
perceived to expose them to greater risk. Nevertheless, evi-
dence suggests that the belief that women’s work might
be less physical or psychology demanding is a misconcep-
tion (OSHA, 2013). For example, little is known about physi-
cal risks to women, such as for example lifting heavy loads
in the nursing profession or exposure to chemical agents
among hairdressers, among which women are over-repre-
sented. Worse, these aspects are often not considered at all.

Shifts in how work in the labour market and households
is organised are also important to consider in the context
of health and safety. The move from a manufacturing to
a service-based economy is an important one because of
the nature of the work that is being performed. As a result,
there is lower emphasis on physical risks but psychosocial
risks become more prominent. To some extent this also
relates to changing ways of working, including the rise of
technology, but also higher unemployment or changing
forms of employment. The feminisation of the labour force
is also an important element, since the lack of masculinisa-
tion of caring responsibilities puts women at a greater risk
from a psychosocial perspective.

As a result, measuring work intensity was selected as a
more relevant measure of gender equality of health and
safety, particularly from a gender perspective. This can bet-
ter recognise the impact of psychosocial risks, of gender
biases in health and safety can be understood and of shifts
in how the labour market and households are organised.
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2.4.3. Updated scores for the domain Gender Equality Index is an important step. Table 2.9 pro-
of work vides the scores for the domain of work and its sub-do-
mains and the scores for the Gender Equality Index under
Assessing the impact that the changes in the framework  both original and updated frameworks. (Table 2.9).
for the domain of work can have on the scores of the

Table2.9. Comparison of scores in the domain of work — Original and updated structure, by Member States, 2010

-“ Updated

Segregation Segregation
Participation | and quality Work Participation | and quality Work
of work of work
653 59.2 60.2 58.3

BE 68.6 62.2 68.6 52.8
BG 735 327 49.0 369 735 46.3 58.3 38.1
cz 752 66.1 70.5 443 752 394 545 421
DK 875 739 804 732 875 69.7 78.1 727
DE 752 68.5 71.7 513 752 51.6 62.3 499
EE 827 47.8 62.8 49.8 827 46.3 61.8 49.7
IE 7.7 68.0 69.8 55.6 7.7 61.6 66.5 55.1
EL 64.6 541 59.1 399 64.6 533 587 39.8
ES 71.0 529 61.3 539 710 51.0 60.2 537
FR 75.8 59.2 67.0 56.8 75.8 50.2 61.7 559
HR 65.2 43.6 533 40.0 65.2 451 54.2 40.1
IT 56.5 634 599 40.5 56.5 50.3 533 396
cy 84.7 557 68.7 41.6 84.7 710 776 426
Lv 80.6 32.8 514 437 80.6 47.2 61.7 453
LT 78.6 453 59.7 42.7 786 396 55.8 42.2
LU 69.3 62.5 65.8 50.6 69.3 56.8 62.8 501
HU 66.8 454 551 41.2 66.8 551 60.7 420
MT 523 55.1 537 4.7 523 64.5 58.1 424
NL 76.0 68.7 723 69.7 76.0 63.5 69.5 69.1
AT 773 68.9 73.0 499 77.3 58.0 67.0 49.1
PL 71.6 51.1 60.5 43.7 716 435 55.8 43.0
PT 83.0 499 64.4 40.7 83.0 436 60.2 40.1
RO 726 47.7 589 34.7 726 528 619 350
S| 80.5 573 679 553 80.5 529 65.3 549
SK 734 49.1 60.0 40.7 734 385 532 39.8
Fl 86.0 76.2 80.9 728 86.0 62.0 73.0 714
SE 93.6 67.5 795 74.2 93.6 69.4 80.6 744
UK 783 73.1 75.6 59.8 783 62.7 70.0 589
EU-28 72.8 61.9 67.1 53.2 72.8 53.1 62.2 52.4
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A comparative analysis illustrates the impact of the update
of measurement framework for the domain of work. At EU
level in 2010, the use of the updated structure for quality
of work results in a decrease in the score for the sub-do-
main of segregation and quality of work from 61.9 to 53.1

points (down 8.8 points). Consequently, the score for the
domain of work also decreases in a similar way from 67.1 to
62.2 (down 4.9 points). The overall impact on the Gender
Equality Index is minimal, as it decreases from 53.2 to 52.4
(down 0.8 points).

Figure 2.4. Difference in scores between the updated and original structure by Member States, 2010

Segregation and quality of work
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The change of structure has a minimal effect on the major-
ity of Member States. Some of the most notable decreases
in scores are observed for the Czech Republic, Finland and
Germany although this equates to a loss of a few point at
the level of the Gender Equality Index. On the other end
of the spectrum is Latvia, which gains from the change of
structure, although this only sums up to 1.6 points at the
level of the Gender Equality Index (Figure 2.4).

2.5. Summary

This section has presented the multidimensional nature of
the concept of quality of work and the different debates
that have informed the construction of the concept. It also
outlined the key trends in quality of work that make this an

® Domain of work

IE PT LU LT NL SI

B Gender Equality Index

DK ES EE EL

area that needs to be monitored, particularly from a gen-
der equality perspective.

Due to problems associated with the availability of indica-
tors in the future, concerns about the comparability of the
Gender Equality Index over time arose. Consequently, an
updated framework was developed and presented in this
section, along with a discussion of the differences with the
original framework.

This updated framework allows for the computation of
the Gender Equality Index, using a unified and hence fully
comparable framework, at three different time points:
2005, 2010 and 2012. Full results are presented in Section 4,
after a description of the main trends within the indicators
used by the Gender Equality Index in the following section.
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3. Gender gaps, levels
of achievements and trends
between 2005 and 2012

The Gender Equality Index provides a synthetic measure of
the progress made in reducing gender gaps throughout EU
Member States. The structure used for the Index — includ-
ing the updates made to its measurement framework —
have been summarised in the previous section (Section 2).
A thorough overview of the conceptual framework, as well
as the technical and methodological decisions inherent to
the construction of the Gender Equality Index, is provided
in the first Gender Equality Index report (EIGE, 2013).

This section presents the gender indicators used in the
Gender Equality Index in the EU-28 and across Member
States. Most of the indicators used remain the same as

in the first edition of the Gender Equality Index and thus
complete definitions and frequencies of dissemination
have been omitted, with the exception of the newly intro-
duced indicators, as a full description is available in the
first Gender Equality Index report (EIGE, 2013). This section
examines gender gaps and the indicators used for the cal-
culation of the levels of achievement in their original form
in 2012 or the latest available year for all Member States
(2010 in the case of indicators derived from the European
Working Condition Survey or the Structure of Earnings Sur-
vey). It then provides an overview of the trends since 2005
at EU level for each indicator.

Gender Equality Index 2015 — Measuring gender equality in the European Union 2005-2012
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3.1. Work

The domain of work measures the extent to which women
and men can benefit from equal access to employment
and appropriate working conditions. These, together with
the elimination of all forms of discrimination and segre-
gation, allow equal access to economic resources and
contribute to the elimination of poverty. The domain has
been adjusted since the Gender Equality Index was first
launched. While the conceptual structure and sub-do-
mains remain the same (participation, segregation and
quality of work), two indicators were replaced.

Participation is measured by two indicators: participation
rates in employment in full-time equivalence (FTE) and
duration of working life. The gender indicators measuring
segregation and quality of work are aggregated into one
sub-domain, due to the strong correlation between the
sectoral segregation and working conditions indicators

Table 3.1.

et amanert | Soneeptmesstes “-

identified during the multivariate analysis. This confirms
the strong association between the two topics at concep-
tual level (European Commission, 2009; UNECE, 2014). Sec-
toral segregation is measured through the participation of
women and men in the sectors of Education and Human
health and social work activities. The indicators measuring
quality of work include a measure of flexibility (workers’
ability to take time off work for personal or family-related
reasons) and work intensity (having to meet tight dead-
lines) (Table 3.1).

Vertical segregation is left unmeasured, since it is partly
covered by the gender pay gap in the domain of money
and the representation of women and men in the eco-
nomic sphere covered by the domain of power. It is indeed
methodologically essential to avoid overlaps in building
composite indicators.

Measurement framework for the domain of work

Source

Sectoral Segregation

Flexible personal/

Segregation and quality of R e 8

work

Work intensity

Employment in 'Education’,"Human health and social work
activities' (%, 15-64 employed)

Ability to take an hour or two off during working hours to take
care of personal or family matters (%, 15+ workers)

Working to tight deadlines (%, 15+ workers)

Eurostat — EU Labour
Force Survey

Eurofound — European
Working Conditions
Survey

Eurofound — European
Working Conditions
Survey



3.1.1. Full-time equivalent employment rate

The average gender gap in full-time equivalent employ-
ment rates of women and men over the age of 15 stood
at 17 percentage points for the EU-28 in 2012. Across Mem-
ber States it ranged from 7 percentage points in Lithuania
to 30 percentage points in Malta, indicating considera-
ble differences in relation to gender equality in full-time

equivalent employment across countries. Similarly, total
levels of full-time equivalent employment achieved show
substantial differences between Member States; with the
highest level of FTE participation found in Sweden (60 %)
and the lowest in Croatia (37 %).

Figure3.1. Gender gaps and full-time equivalent employment rate in EU Member States (15+), 2012
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Source: Eurostat, LSF (data calculated by Eurostat at EIGE's request).

Full-time equivalent employment was systematically
higher for men workers above the age of 15 in all Member
States between 2005 and 2012, with an EU average of 56 %
for men and 39 % for women in 2012 (Figure 3.2). Since
2005, the gender gap in full-time equivalent employment
has decreased by 3 percentage points (from 20 p.p. in 2005

to 17 p.p. in 2012). The narrowing of the gender gap is due
to a slight increase in women'’s and a decrease in men’s
FTE employment rate. Between 2005 and 2012, women’s
FTE employment rate increased by 1 percentage point
(from 38 % to 39 %), while men'’s decreased by 2 percent-
age points (from 58 % to 56 %).

Figure 3.2. Full-time equivalent employment by sex in the EU-28 (15+), 2005-12
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Source: Eurostat, LSF (data calculated by Eurostat at EIGE's request).

2010 2012

Note: Due to lack of data availability for the EU-28 in 2005, the EU-27 average was used.

Gender Equality Index 2015 — Measuring gender equality in the European Union 2005-2012 m



B

3.1.2. Duration of working life

With an average gender gap of 5 years, differences in
women’s and men'’s working lives were quite pronounced
in 2012 (Figure 3.3). Gaps in the length of women’s and
men's working lives varied considerably, ranging from less
than 1 year in Latvia to more than 15 years in Malta. The
working lives of both women and men differed by less

than 10 years in most Member States. Average working
lives varied considerably across Member States as well.
While individuals in Hungary commonly participated in
the labour market for 30 years, those in Sweden spent an
average of 41 years working.

Figure 3.3. Gender gaps and duration of working life in EU Member States, 2012
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Source: Eurostat, LSF (Ifsi_dwl_a).

The duration of both women’s and men’s working lives
increased slightly between 2005 and 2012 (Figure 3.4). Since
2005, men’s average duration of working life increased
by about 1 year (from 36.7 to 37.6 years), while women’s

Figure 3.4.
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working lives saw a slightly larger increase of about 2 years,
from 30.3 years in 2005 to 32.2 years in 2010. As a result,
the gender gap has narrowed slightly, decreasing by 1 year
from 6.4 to 5.4 years for the EU-28 overall.

Duration of working life by sex in the EU-28, 2005-12

|:| Gap towards men (years)
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2005

Source: Eurostat, LSF (Ifsi_dwl_a).

2010 2012
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3.1.3. Segregation

From 2005 to 2012, the sectors of 'Human health and
social work activities’ and ‘Education’ were the most wom-
en-dominated, with 30 % of women and 8 % of men
employed in these sectors in the EU-28. This is reflected
in a large gender gap of 22 percentage points between
women and men workers aged 15 to 64 for the EU-28 and
gaps ranging in size from 11 percentage points in Roma-
nia to 32 percentage points in Sweden (Figure 3.5). As this
measure is concerned with gender segregation across

sectors, levels of achievement are not based on the indi-
cator itself, but on the overall participation in the tertiary
sector, as segregation patterns are linked to the labour
market structure. The more developed the tertiary sec-
tor is in Member States, the more opportunities there are
for segregation (Hakim, 1996; Charles and Bradley, 2002).
Indeed, data show important differences across countries,
with 44 9% of workers employed in the tertiary sector in
Romania and 84 % in Luxembourg.

Figure 3.5. Gender gaps in employment in ‘Education’, ‘"Human health and social work activities’
and employment in the tertiary sector in EU Member States (15-64), 2012
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Source: Eurostat, LFS (Ifsa_egan2).

As this indicator is constructed based on women's over-rep-
resentation in these sectors, the gender gap of 21.7 per-
centage points in 2012 is not surprising in itself. However, it
is worth noting the increase of the gap by 1.2 percentage

points between 2005 and 2012. While both women'’s and
men’s employment in the sector increased, the expansion
of the gap is driven by a more substantial increase in wom-
en’s employment in the sectors considered (up 1.8 p.p.).

Figure 3.6. Employment in ‘Education’, "Human health and social work activities’ by sex in the EU-28 (15-64),
2005-12
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3.1.4. Flexible personal/family arrangements

This is a new indicator, measuring flexibility as one aspect
of quality of work. In order to do this, a gender indicator
linked to work flexibility is used. Measuring work flexibility
is crucial to account for the different ways in which women
and men may need to organise their working time, par-
ticularly relating to the disproportionate share of care work
and domestic work women commonly perform. Further-
more, flexibility has been linked to vertical and sectoral
segregation (European Commission, 2009), as some sec-
tors better support workers” work-life balance. Flexibility is
measured by the ability of women and men to take a few
hours off during working hours to take care of personal or
family matters.

Indicator definition: Ability to take an hour or two off dur-
ing working hours to take care of personal or family mat-
ters (%, 15+ workers)

This indicator reflects the percentage of women and men
in employment who responded with ‘yes’ to the statement
‘Arranging to take an hour or two off during working hours
to take care of personal or family matters is not difficult at
all' (Q43).

Data source: European Working Conditions Survey, Euro-
found (Q43).
Periodicity: Every 5 years.

In 2012, women's and men'’s flexibility of working hours
was close to equal in the EU-28 with a gender gap of
three percentage points. At Member State level, gaps fall
between 0.2 percentage points in Luxembourg and 16
percentage points in Denmark (Figure 3.7). Work flexibil-
ity differs substantially across countries. While only 16 % of
workers in the Czech Republic feel they are able to take
an hour or two off, more than half of workers in Denmark
(65 %) experience this flexibility.

Figure 3.7. Gender gaps and workers ability to take an hour or two off during working hours to take care
of personal or family matters in EU Member States (15+), 2010
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Source: Eurofound, European Working Conditions Survey (Q43).
Note: As data from 2012 were not available, 2010 data were used.
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Despite women being predominantly responsible for
unpaid care and domestic work, men benefit from higher
flexibility in the EU-28. In 2010, 32 % of women and 34 % of
men indicated that they are able to take time off for family
and personal matters. Studies have linked this pattern to
sectoral segregation in the labour market, as women are
often employed in sectors with lower flexibility (European
Commission, 2009). From 2005 to 2010, the gender gap

has narrowed slightly — from 5.8 percentage points to
2.7 percentage points — and work flexibility has improved
considerably for both women (up 17 p.p.) and men (up
14 p.p.). There are sizeable differences in the gender gap
across Member States, with gender gaps of five percent-
age points in favour of women in Slovakia to 16 percent-
age points in favour of men in Denmark.

Figure 3.8. Workers able to take an hour or two off during working hours to take care of personal or family
matters by sex in EU-28 (15+), 2005-10
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3.1.5. Working to tight deadlines

The fifth indicator is a new indicator aiming to assess work
intensity based on the percentage of workers indicating
that they are working to tight deadlines. It partly captures
the issue of health and safety at work by assessing work-
ers’ exposure to psychosocial risks. It is an important facet
to take into consideration, given the demographic and
societal shifts that have taken place over the past dec-
ades; including new technologies, new ways of working
and the rise of dual-earners households. Highly intensive
labour effort is gendered as women are disproportionately
involved in non-standard and/or precarious work, while
men are most likely to hold higher — and at times more
time-consuming — positions. Moreover, work intensity
is linked with horizontal and vertical segregation, since it
might be peculiar to certain sectors as well as positions.
Working under constant pressure is a cause of major stress,
which can lead to serious physical and mental health
issues.

Indicator definition: Working to tight deadlines (%, 15+
workers)

This indicator reflects the percentage of women and men
in employment who responded with yes to the question
‘Does your job involve working to tight deadlines?’ (Q45b).

Data source: European Working Conditions Survey, Euro-
found (Q45b).
Periodicity: Every 5 years.

In 2010, the gender gap for the EU-28 in work intensity
was 10.9 percentage points on average (Figure 3.9). Across
Member States, gender gaps vary in size, ranging from 0.9
percentage points in Finland to 18.8 percentage points in
Lithuania. Work intensity is highest in Cyprus, with 77 %
of workers indicating that they are working to tight dead-
lines, followed by Germany (73 %) and Finland (71 %). Work
intensity and experiencing pressure at work in the form of
tight deadlines is lowest for workers in Portugal (41 %) and
workers in Lithuania (47 %).

Figure 3.9. Gender gaps and working to tight deadlines in EU Member States (15+), 2010
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In 2010, 62 % of workers in the EU-28 were working to meet
tight deadlines, with women workers being less likely (56 %)
to experience intense working conditions than men (67 %).
The gender gap narrowed by 2 percentage points between

2005 and 2010 and stands at 11 percentage points for the
EU-28. The narrowing was mostly driven by an increase in
the number of women workers experiencing tight dead-
lines at work, from 54 9% in 2005 to 56 % in 2010.

Figure 3.10. Working to tight deadlines by sex in EU-28 (15+), 2005-10
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3.1.6. Key trends

The gender indicators used by the Gender Equality Index
and presented in this section provide a description of gen-
der issues relating to work. Gender gaps in full-time equiv-
alent employment show the extent to which women and
men differ in terms of labour force participation. Not only
are women less likely to participate, but throughout all EU
Member States, they also tend to work fewer hours when
they do so and are likely to spend fewer years in work than
men overall.

2010 2012

Gender gaps in sectoral segregation continue to be a
prominent feature of the EU labour market, with women
persistently representing a strong majority of those work-
ing in typically feminised sectors such as education, health
services and social work.

Measuring the multiplicity of dimensions of quality of work
is a difficult endeavour. The two indicators used show that
men are more likely to face work intensity, and it is also
men who are more likely to benefit from more flexibility at
work. This needs to be understood from the perspective
of a heavily segregated labour market, which contributes
significantly to these gender differences.
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3.2. Money

The second domain is money. Assessing the domain of
money is important from a gender equality perspective,
as ensuring women’s and men’s equal rights and access to
financial resources is a prerequisite for reaching equal eco-
nomic independence and for addressing the increasing
feminisation of poverty specifically and growing income
inequalities more generally.

This domain includes indicators that measure the gender
gaps in the distribution of financial resources and regarding
the economic situation of women and men. Each consists
of two sub-domains, aligned with the conceptual frame-
work. The first sub-domain — financial resources — is

measured by assessing the differences in monthly earn-
ings between women and men, as well as gender gaps
in equivalised net income. Due to the presence of various
currencies across Member States, income and earnings are
assessed in purchasing power standards (PPS), defined as
an ‘artificial currency’ allowing to ‘buy the same amount of
goods and services in each country’ (Eurostat, 2014c). The
issues of poverty and unequal income distribution, the
second sub-domain, are captured by indicators evaluating
gender gaps relating to the population not at-risk-of-pov-
erty and to the income quintile share ratio between the
poorest and the richest parts of the population (indicators
and data sources are presented in Table 3.2.).

Table 3.2. Measurement framework for the domain of money
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Source

Eurostat — EU statistics
on income and living
conditions

Poverty
Economic situation

Income distribution

Not at-risk-of-poverty, > 60 % of median income (%, 16+

$20/580 income quintile share (%, 16+ population)

population)

Eurostat — EU statistics
on income and living
conditions



3.2.1. Earnings

With a gender gap in earnings of 510 PPS, gender differ-
ences in mean monthly earnings were small for the EU-27
on average in 2012 (EU-28 average unavailable). Yet, the size
of gender gaps varied across Member States (Figure 3.11),
with gaps in PPS ranging from 83 in Romania to 865 in the

United Kingdom. Furthermore, vast disparities in earnings
exist between Member States. While people in Bulgaria
earn 768 PPS per month on average, people in Ireland and
Luxembourg earn roughly four times as much (respectively
3097 PPS and 3 092 PPS).

Figure 3.11. Gender gaps and mean monthly earnings (PPS) in EU Member States, 2010
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Source: Eurostat, SES (earn_ses10_20).

Note: EU-28 average was not available for 2010, the EU-27 average was used instead.

On average, workers in the EU-27 earned 2 289 PPS
monthly in 2010, with women on average earning less
(2 018 PPS) than men (2 528 PPS). Between 2006 and 2010,
the gender gap in mean monthly earnings has decreased,
albeit slightly, from 22 9% to 20 %; driven by a slightly more
marked increase in women’s monthly earnings by 147 PPS
compared with 129 PPS in men’s. The gender gap in mean

monthly earnings (20 % in 2010) is more pronounced than
the unadjusted Gender Pay Gap (16 % in 2010) because it
takes into account women'’s greater propensity to work on
a part-time basis. The unadjusted Gender Pay Gap, because
it is based on mean hourly earnings, does not account for
hours worked per week (Eurostat, 2014a).

Figure 3.12. Mean monthly earnings (PPS) by sex in EU-27,2006-10
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3.2.2. Income

With a gender gap of 667 PPS in mean equivalised net
income in relation to an average income of 15 651 PPS,
the EU-28 is considerably closer to reaching gender equal-
ity (Figure 3.13). Nevertheless, this measure is imperfect
in the sense that it considers income at the household
level, and assumes that resources are equally distributed
within households. This results in a measure that is likely
to underestimate the true extent of differences between

women and men. While the variance in gender gaps rela-
tive to overall income is small (gaps range from 195 PPS in
Romania to 1 499 PPS in Austria), it is substantial in terms
of levels of achievement in average income. Data indicate
severe differences in income, with individuals in Luxem-
bourg (30 872 PPS) benefiting from an income that is more
than seven times higher than that of those in Romania
(4 230 PPS).

Figure 3.13. Gender gaps and mean equivalised net income (PPS) in EU Member States (16+), 2012
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Source: Eurostat, EU-SILC (ilc_di03).

Note: EU-28 and EU-27 average were not available. EU-28 average was calculated.

In 2012, the mean equivalised income for women was
15 329 PPS and 15 997 PPS for men in the EU-28 on aver-
age, constituting a gender gap of 667 PPS or 4.2 % (Fig-
ure 3.14). While income levels in the EU-28 have increased
between 2005 and 2012, the reverse is true for the gender

gap, which decreased from 49 % in 2005 to 4.2 % in
2012. Overall, gender gaps in net income are small (with
a 4 % difference in 2012), however, as the measure relies
on household level income, it may overestimate women'’s
actual financial resources.

Figure 3.14. Mean equivalised net income (PPS) by sex (16+) in EU-28, 2005-12
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3.2.3. Not at-risk-of-poverty

With an average gender gap of 14 percentage points
between the percentage of women and men not at-risk-
of-poverty in 2012, there are small gender differences in
the EU. Despite these small differences in gender gaps
across Member States — with gaps ranging from 0.1

percentage points in Poland to 44 percentage points in
Cyprus — the overall number of individuals at-risk-of-pov-
erty varies considerably across Member States, with 9 % of
people in the Czech Republic at-risk-of-poverty in 2012, to
as many as 23 % of people in Greece (Figure 3.15).

Figure 3.15. Gender gaps and population not at-risk-of-poverty in EU Member States (16+), 2012
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At EU level, gender differences in being at-risk-of-poverty
were small in 2012. Overall, men are slightly more likely not
to be at-risk-of-poverty than women. In the period from
2005 to 2012, the gender gap between women and men
not at-risk-of-poverty has narrowed slightly by 0.3 percent-
age points, falling from 1.7 percentage points in 2005 to
14 percentage points in 2012. Simultaneously, the percent-
age of individuals considered not at-risk-of-poverty has

decreased slightly, resulting in an increase in the number of
those at-risk-of-poverty. While 83.5 % of women were not
at-risk-of-poverty in 2005, this decreased to 83.1 % in 2012.
Similarly, 85.2 % of men were not at-risk-of-poverty in 2005,
compared with 84.5 % in 2012. The narrowing of the gap
appears to have been driven by a stronger decrease in the
number of men that are not at-risk-of-poverty.

Figure 3.16. Population not at-risk-of-poverty by sex in EU-28 (16+), 2005-12
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3.2.4. Income distribution

In 2012, gender differences in income distribution were
small, reflected in a gender gap of 0.8 percentage points.
While the EU-28 overall is close to reaching equality, there
are marked differences between Member States. Although
non-existent gender gaps (0 p.p.) indicate equality in a
number of countries (CZ, IT, NL, SE), inequalities are pres-
ent in other Member States, with the highest gap in Den-
mark (5 p.p.). Similarly, data show significant differences in

the levels of achievement in income distribution across the
EU. The smallest differences in income distribution were in
Slovenia, where the bottom quantile earned 29 % of the
top quantile. Conversely, the bottom quantile earned 14 %
of the top quantile in Spain; constituting a difference in
equality of income distribution of 15 percentage points
between Member States.

Figure 3.17. Gender gaps and income distribution (520/580) ratio of the bottom and top quintile in EU Member

States for the total population, 2012
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Driven by an improvement in the distribution of income
among women from 20.0 % in 2005 to 204 % in 2012, the
average gender gap in the EU-28 has increased slightly;
from 04 percentage points in 2005 to 0.8 percentage
points in 2012. The distribution of income among men has
remained unchanged (19.6 %). In the majority of Member

States income distribution is more equal among women,
with noticeable variations across Member States. Gender
gaps ranged from 14 percentage points towards men
in Cyprus to 54 percentage points towards women in
Denmark.

Figure 3.18. Income distribution (520/580) ratio of the bottom and top quintile by sex for the total population

in the EU-28, 2005-12
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3.2.5. Key trends

An analysis of gender gaps in the domain of money shows
that women are, with few exceptions, disadvantaged com-
pared with men. In 2010, throughout the EU-27, women
earned less than men, with progress in closing the gen-
der gap relatively slow in the period since 2005. Across EU
Member States, mean equivalised disposable income was
also lower for women than for men in 2012 and data show
that the gender gap has increased since 2005, despite a
slight decrease in 2010. As a result, women on average
were more likely than men to be at-risk-of-poverty, with
the exception of five Member States. Moreover, the gen-
der gap between women and men not at-risk-of-poverty
decreased slightly since 2005, driven by a decrease in the
number of men not at-risk-of-poverty. Finally, income
inequalities were slightly more pronounced among men
than women in the majority of Member States. Addition-
ally, while income distribution was equal for both women
and men in four countries, the gender gap increased in
the EU-28 on average and the number of individuals not
at-risk-of-poverty decreased slightly.

The domain of money shows the more precarious situation
of women throughout the EU in terms of acquired financial
resources and as a result their economic situation. How-
ever, caution should be exercised in analysing gender indi-
cators which calculations are based on equivalised income
as these indicators consider income at the household level
and are likely to underestimate the true extent of the gen-
der gap. This underestimation is because the calculation
assumes that income is shared equally among all members
of the household, thereby ignoring possible gender and
power relations that may result in further disparities in the
allocation of income. However, in the absence of a more
suitable measure, these gender indicators provide a perti-
nent assessment of gender gaps in the domain of money.
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3.3. Knowledge

The domain of knowledge examines differences between
women and men in their access to and participation in
education and training. This includes an assessment of
equal access to and attainment of education, the presence
of gender segregation in educational fields and provision
of lifelong learning for both women and men.

The first sub-domain measures educational attainment and
segregation. This combination is not surprising, because

notwithstanding differences between the two concepts,
they are highly interrelated. It is measured by two gender
indicators that examine the percentage of women and
men that have a tertiary level educational attainment and
the gendered segregation in educational fields. Following
the conceptual framework, the second sub-domain covers
the area of lifelong learning. It is covered by an indicator
assessing women'’s and men’s participation in formal or
non-formal education and training (Table 3.3).

Table 3.3. Measurement framework for the domain of knowledge
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Source

Eurostat — EU Labour
Force Survey

Lifelong learning Lifelong learning

People participating in formal or non-formal education and
training (%, 15-74 population)



3.3.1. Tertiary education

With a 1.3 percentage point gap in women's and men’s
participation in tertiary education, the EU-28 is fairly close
to equality (Figure 3.19). However, gender gaps vary sig-
nificantly across Member States, ranging from no differ-
ences between women'’s and men'’s participation (0 p.p.)
in the Czech Republic to 13.4 percentage points in Estonia.

Moreover, concerning the levels of achievement in the
percentage of the population having access to and obtain-
ing a tertiary degree, there are considerable differences
between Member States. While 34 % of the population in
the United Kingdom have a tertiary education attainment,
only 13 % of the population in Romania do.

Figure 3.19. Gender gaps in population (15-74) having attained first and second stage of tertiary education
(levels 5 and 6 ISCED) and population with tertiary education attainment in EU Member States,
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Source: Eurostat, SES (edat_Ifs_9903).

Since 2005, the gender gap in educational attainment has
not only increased markedly, but has also changed direc-
tion (Figure 3.20). While the gender gap represented 0.8
percentage points in 2005, with 18.2 % of women and 19 %

of men being enrolled in higher education, it increased to
1.3 percentage points in 2012, with 24.1 % of women and
22.8 % of men being enrolled in higher education. This
reversal occurred around 2008.

Figure 3.20. Population (15-74) having attained first and second stage of tertiary education
(levels 5 and 6 ISCED) by sex in EU-28, 2005-12
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3.3.2. Segregation

In 2012, women in the EU-28 were over-represented in the
educational fields of ‘Education’ (77 %), ‘Health and welfare’
(73 %) and 'Humanities and arts’ (65 %). As the indicator is
based on women’s over-representation in these sectors, a
gender gap of 23 p.p. — and a range from 11.7 percentage
points in Bulgaria to 33.1 percentage points in Finland —
is not surprising. Levels of achievement are not based on
the variable itself, but instead on the total participation in

tertiary education, since there are more opportunities for
segregation in Member States where tertiary education is
more developed (Hakim, 1996; Charles and Bradley, 2002).
The variable used for the levels of achievement is the same
as the one used for tertiary education, which showed that
it ranged from 13 % in Romania to 34 % in the United
Kingdom.

Figure 3.21. Gender gaps in sectoral segregation and population with tertiary education attainment in EU
Member States, 2012
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At EU level, the gender gap has been relatively constant
over time, with 22.5 percentage points in 2005 and 23
percentage points in 2012, reflecting women'’s persis-
tent over-representation in these fields. Over time, both

women’s and men’s participation increased. In 2005, 44 %
of women and 21 % of men engaged in tertiary education
were enrolled in these fields of study, compared with 45 %
of women and 22 % of men in 2012.

Figure 3.22. Participation of tertiary students in the fields of ‘Education’, ‘Health and welfare’, "Humanities
and arts’ (ISCED 5-6) by sex in EU-28, 2005-12
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3.3.3. Formal and non-formal education and training

The gender gap of 1.1 % for the EU-28 in 2012 indicates
that gender inequalities in formal and non-formal educa-
tion and training are small (Figure 3.23), but with marked
differences in gaps, varying from 0.1 % in four Member
States (BG, EL, LT, LU) to 11.5 % in Sweden. Furthermore,
there is a significant gap between Denmark, Finland and
Sweden and all other Member States, in terms of both

the gender gap and the provision of (non-)formal edu-
cation, with levels of achievement in (non-)formal educa-
tion varying noticeably across Member States. While 38 %
of individuals in Denmark have benefited from formal or
non-formal education or training at work, only 8 % of the
people in Bulgaria have.

Figure 3.23. Gender gaps and population participating in formal and non-formal education and training in EU

Member States (15-74), 2012
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Between 2005 and 2012, the EU-28 on average saw a
decrease in the provision of formal and non-formal edu-
cation and training. While 18.7 % of women and 17.5 % of
men participated in lifelong learning in 2005, only 17.1 % of
women and 16 % percent of men did so in 2012. The gen-
der gap slightly increased between 2005 and 2010, from

1.2 to 14 percentage points but decreased to 1.1 percent-
age points in 2012. Therefore, while women and men in
2012 are more equal in terms of access to education and
training, they are nevertheless less likely to benefit from
training than they were in 2005.

Figure 3.24. Participation in formal and non-formal education and training by sex in EU-28 (15-74), 2005-12
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3.3.4. Key trends

While the majority of gaps in other domains act to the
detriment of women, the situation is more nuanced in
the domain of knowledge. Participation rates in tertiary
education have reversed, and men are less likely to par-
ticipate in tertiary education than women in the majority
of Member States. In the long-run, this is bound to have
implications for the labour market and the economy and
society in general. It is crucial to consider the implications
of this reversal in trends in the future. What remains largely
unchanged is the gender-based pattern of segregation
in education throughout Member States, with greater
under-representation of women and men in certain fields,
such as education for men, or engineering, manufacturing
and construction for women. It is important to monitor
segregation, given that it translates into gender inequal-
ity patterns at the level of labour market participation and
society more generally.

Finally, there is a very diverse pattern of participation in
lifelong learning across the EU-28. As identified by the stra-
tegic framework for European cooperation in education
and training (Education and Training (ET) 2020), lifelong
learning needs to be a priority, as it contributes greatly to
employment, economic prosperity and employability, but
also to providing the means for all citizens to realise their
potentials (Council of the European Union, 2009b). How-
ever, in the majority of Member States, only a minority of
women and men participated in learning and training. In
the few Member States where participation is significantly
higher, women avail most from it.

m Gender Equality Index 2015 — Measuring gender equality in the European Union 2005-2012



3.4. Time

The domain of time aims to capture the gendered nature
of the way in which individuals allocate their time between
economic, care and social activities. It is an important area
from a gender perspective given the imperative to ensure
better work-life balance for women and men. A strong
trade-off exists between all types of activities (Miranda,
2011), meaning that measuring two types of activities is
indicative of how individuals divide their time. Furthermore,
since some gender indicators already measure aspects of
participation in the labour market in the domain of work,
no further gender indicators have been adopted for the
sub-domain of economic activities.

The domain of time therefore incorporates two sub-do-
mains (see Table 3.4). The first sub-domain, care activi-
ties, considers gaps between women and men workers’
involvement in caring and educating their children or
grandchildren, as well as their involvement in cooking
and housework. The second sub-domain, concerned with
social activities, measures gender gaps in the involvement
of women and men in sporting, cultural or leisure activities
on the one hand and their involvement in volunteering
and charitable activities on the other.

Table 3.4. Measurement framework for the domain of time

Measurement framework | Concept measured Indicator

Source

Sport, culture and
leisure activities

Social activities

Volunteering and
charitable activities

Workers doing sporting, cultural or leisure activities outside of
their home, at least every other day (%, 15+ workers)

Workers involved in voluntary or charitable activities, at least
once a month (%, 15+ workers)

Eurofound — European
Working Conditions
Survey

Eurofound — European
Working Conditions
Survey
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3.4.1. Care and education of children and/or grandchildren

The gap in women and men workers’ engagement with
childcare and education of children amounted to 17 per-
centage points in 2010 for the EU-28 on average, indicating
that the EU as a whole is quite far from reaching equality.
However, while women’s and men'’s allocation of time to
care and education is close to equal in Finland (4 p.p.), vast
differences persist in other Member States, such as Greece

(35 p.p). Similarly, differences in levels of achievement in
terms of time spent on caring among the EU-28 countries
are quite pronounced, with 22 % of workers in Bulgaria
spending more than an hour a day caring or educating
their children and/or grandchildren, in contrast to 55 % of
workers in the Netherlands.

Figure 3.25. Gender gaps and workers’ involvement in the care and education of children and/or
grandchildren, every day for an hour or more, in EU Member States (15+), 2010
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Source: Eurostat, EWCS (ef2c).

In the period from 2005 to 2010, the gender gap in time
spent educating or caring for children and/or grandchil-
dren has decreased by 14 percentage points in the EU-28
(from 18.6 p.p. to 172 p.p.). While both working women’s
and working men’s involvement increased, the increase

was more pronounced for men. In 2005, 43 % of women
workers spent time caring for children and/or grandchil-
dren for at least an hour every day (45 % in 2010), while
the corresponding figure for men workers was 24 % (27 %
in 2010).

Figure 3.26. Workers’ involvement in the care and education of children and/or grandchildren, every day for an
hour or more, by sex in EU-28 (15+), 2005-10
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3.4.2. Cooking and housework

For the EU-28 overall, the gender gap in women’s and
men’s engagement with housework activities was sub-
stantial, amounting to 53 percentage points in 2010 on
average. Despite considerable differences in the size of
gaps between countries — being highest in Portugal
(71 p.p.) and lowest in Sweden (21 p.p.) — the EU-28 is far

from reaching equality in this crucial area. Correspondingly,
levels in workers engagement in cooking or housework
activities show marked differences across Member States.
While 32 % of workers in Slovakia spend more than an
hour cooking or doing housework every day, 64 % in Lat-
via do (Figure 3.27).

Figure 3.27. Gender gaps and workers’ involvement in cooking and housework, every day for an hour or more,

in EU Member States (15+), 2010
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In 2010, 77 % of women workers and 24 % of men workers
spent 1 hour or more on domestic activities daily in the
EU-28, causing a considerable gender gap of 53 percent-
age points. Between 2005 and 2010 the gender gap has
remained stable (with an insignificant increase of 0.3 p.p.).

Since 2005, working men's engagement with domestic
activities has increased only marginally, from 23.5 % of men
workers in 2005 to 24 % in 2010, while women workers'
engagement increased even further, from 76.3 % to 77.1 %.

Figure 3.28. Workers’ involvement in cooking and housework, every day for an hour or more, by sex in EU-28

(15+), 2005-10
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3.4.3. Sport, culture and leisure activities

In 2010, the gender gap stood at 3 % for the EU-28, with
considerable differences in gaps between Member States,
marked by the lowest gap of 0.3 % in Germany and the
highest gap of 11 % in Malta (Figure 3.29). A comparison
of the extent to which individuals across Member States

engage in cultural or leisure activities varies significantly.
While nearly 40 % of workers in Finland participated in
these activities at least every other day, only 3 % of work-
ers in Romania did.

Figure 3.29. Gender gaps and workers’ involvement in sporting, cultural or leisure activities, at least every

other day, in EU Member States (15+), 2010

—_
N
)

M
~ 10 -
Q
g g - EE‘
e LV
& 6 ** :Scz FR > N
g LT@MR 26T o DK . ¢
2 4 BG @ PL o UK TS .
g RO, PTe® SKS
o ]
24 * W B ATy EU-28 LU |
0 SKl’ ’ T T NL‘ T T T T ‘ 1
0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40

Involvement of workers (%)

Source: Eurostat, EWCS (ef2q).

In 2010, 9 % of women workers and 12 % of men work-
ers in the EU-28 participated in sporting cultural or leisure
activities every day or every second day for less than an
hour. Between 2005 and 2010 both gender gap and over-
all participation in sporting, cultural or leisure activities
decreased. The gender gap narrowed from 4.4 percentage

points to 2.9 percentage points, driven by a more pro-
nounced decrease in working men’s engagement in sport-
ing, cultural and leisure activities from 17 % in 2005 to
12 % in 2010, compared to a decrease in working women'’s
activities from 12 % in 2005 to 9 % in 2010.

Figure 3.30. Workers’ involvement in sporting, cultural or leisure activities, at least every other day by sex

in EU-28 (15+), 2005-10
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3.4.4. Volunteering and charitable activities

Overall, the EU-28 was close to reaching gender equality
in voluntary or charitable activities in 2010, with a gender
gap of only 04 percentage points, whereas gaps range
from a non-existent gap (0 p.p.) in Finland and Poland to
11 percentage points in Slovenia (Figure 3.31). Workers’
involvement in voluntary and charitable activities differs

Figure 3.31.
in EU Member States (15+), 2010

noticeably across Member States. Only 3 % of workers in
Portugal were involved in such activities at least once a
month, whereas workers in the Netherlands were about
10 times more likely to be engaged in volunteering or char-
itable work, with 36 % of workers participating on average.

Gender gaps and workers’ involvement in a voluntary or charitable activity, at least once a month,
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Both working women’s and working men’s involvement
in voluntary or charitable activities has increased between
2005 and 2010, from 133 % to 14.7 % for women work-
ers and from 129 % to 14.3 % for men workers (Figure
3.32). Even though the gender gap at EU level remained

unchanged over time at 0.4 percentage points and is nearly
non-existent in the EU on average, considerable gaps
exists in the Member States. Gender gaps vary between
6.7 percentage points in favour of women in Hungary to
11 percentage points in favour of men in Slovenia.

Figure 3.32. Workers' involvement in a voluntary or charitable activity, at least once a month, by sex in EU-28

(15+), 2005-10
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3.4.5. Key trends

The amount of time women and men in the EU-28 spend
on activities other than paid work strongly differs by sex.
This domain highlights the core of the division between
women and men in the EU-28: the wide gender gap in
activities related to care. Throughout all Member States, it
was women that performed the bulk of these caring activ-
ities, with extremely wide gender gaps between the time
spent on caring and educating children and grandchildren,
as well as time spent on cooking and housework.

In 2010, men were more likely than women to participate
in sporting, cultural or leisure activities on a regular basis in
all Member States but one. The situation was more divided
when it came to involvement in voluntary or charitable
activities, as — although non-existent in some Member
States — gender gaps existed in others, leaning towards
either women or men.
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3.5. Power

The domain of power focuses on the representation of
women and men in decision-making positions. Gen-
der-balanced representation in positions of power is crucial
from a gender equality perspective: firstly, from the point
of view of social justice, regarding the equal access of all
and secondly, from a democratic point of view in terms
of the importance of reaching a balanced representation
of society as a whole. It is also necessary to consider the
potential of women'’s increased presence to disrupt and
change institutional practices, when they access domains
previously dominated my men, which in turn can effect
positive changes in society.

At the conceptual level, three sub-domains of deci-
sion-making power were identified: political, social and

economic. Unfortunately, as the sub-domain of social
power is not well covered by gender indicators, the
domain of power only includes measures for political and
economic power in the form of participation at a deci-
sion-making level.

The first sub-domain, political power, is measured by three
gender indicators that examine representation in ministries,
parliaments and regional assemblies. The second sub-do-
main, economic power, focuses on the share of women
and men on the boards of the largest quoted national
companies, in conjunction with the share of women and
men in all key decision-making bodies in central banks
across Member States (Table 3.5)).

Table 3.5. Measurement framework for the domain of power

et amanert | Soneeptmesstes “-

Members of boards

Economic
Members of central
banks

Share of members of boards in largest quoted companies
(supervisory board or board of directors) (%, 18+ population)

Share of members of central bank (%, 18+ population)

DG Justice — Women and
men in decision-making

DG Justice — Women and
men in decision-making
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3.5.1. Ministerial representation

In 2012, men held more than three-quarters of all minis-
terial positions in the EU-28 (78 %) (Figure 3.33). However,
considerable differences exist between countries, with
men holding as many as 94 % of ministerial positions in
Romania, but parity achieved in Sweden where women

and men had an equal share (50 %) of positions in 2012. In
the majority of EU Member States, women hold less than
30 % of ministerial positions. Scores are not adjusted for
levels in this domain.

Figure 3.33. Ministers by sex in EU Member States (18+), Q1 2012
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In 2012, women accounted for 22 % of ministerial positions
in the EU-28. Since 2005, the gender gap has decreased,
from 62 percentage points in 2005 to 56 percentage points
in 2012, but continues to strongly favour men. Women’s

Figure 3.34. Ministers by sex in EU-28 (18+), Q1 2005-12
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representation in ministerial positions was highest in 2010,
when they accounted for a quarter of all ministers (25 %) in
the EU-28 and the gender gap narrowed to 50 percentage
points.
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3.5.2. Parliamentary representation

The significant over-representation of men in national
parliaments signals severe inequalities, with men hold-
ing three-quarters (75 %) of all seats in the EU-28 in 2012.
Despite a considerable range in women'’s and men’s par-
liamentary representation across Member States — with

women constituting as little as 9 % of members of parlia-
ment in Hungary, Malta and Romania and as many as 45 %
in Sweden — full equality is not within reach for the EU as
a whole (Figure 3.35).

Figure 3.35. Members of parliament by sex in EU Member States (18+), Q1 2012
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Since 2005, the gender gap in parliamentary representa-
tion has slowly, but consistently narrowed; starting from
58 percentage points in 2005 and decreasing to 54 and
50 percentage points, in 2010 and 2012 respectively. While
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women held only a fifth of seats in 2005 (21 %) they held
one quarter of seats in 2012 (25 %) on average. Conversely,
men persist to dominate national parliaments across Mem-
ber States, constituting 75 % of assemblies on average.

Figure 3.36. Members of parliament by sex in EU-28 (18+), Q1 2005-12
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3.5.3. Regional assemblies representation

With women holding 31 % of seats in regional assemblies
in 2012, representation is higher in this area than in national
and ministerial representation. However, men still account
for two-thirds of all regional assemblies on average in the
EU-28. This is emphasised by the significant differences

in women’s and men'’s representation in regional deci-
sion-making across Member States (Figure 3.37). While
representation is close to equal in France (52 % men),
regional level assemblies are highly dominated by men in
Hungary (91 %).

Figure 3.37. Members of regional assemblies by sex in EU Member States (18+), 2012
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In 2010, women held 30 % of the seats in regional assem-
blies in the EU-28 on average. By 2012, women's rep-
resentation increased to 31 %, leading to a narrowing of
the gender gap from 40 percentage points in 2010 to 38
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percentage points in 2012, indicating a slow, but noticea-
ble improvement in women’s access to local positions in
political decision-making.

Figure 3.38. Members of regional assemblies by sex in EU-28 (18+), 2010-12
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3.5.4. Members of boards

With women having accounted for only 16 % of board
members in 2012 on average, the EU is far from achiev-
ing equal representation of women and men in positions
of economic decision-making power. No Member State
achieved a representation of women on boards of more
than 30 %, with women in Malta holding as few as 4 %

of positions and women in Finland reaching the highest
representation with about a third of board positions (29 %).
Compared to political decision-making, men’s over-rep-
resentation in economic decision-making is even more
pronounced. In 2012, women accounted for more than
20 % of members in only six Member States.

Figure 3.39. Members of the boards of the largest quoted companies by sex in EU Member States (18+), 2012
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Across Member States, men continue to be significantly
over-represented in economic decision-making, with
women accounting for 16 % of board members in the
EU-28 in 2012. Despite a noticeable increase in women's
access to economic decision-making from 10 % in 2005,
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the representation of women on the boards of the largest
quoted companies remains low. While the gender gap has
narrowed since 2005, it remains considerable, with 68 per-
centage points in 2012 for the EU-28.

Figure 3.40. Members of the boards of the largest quoted companies by sex in EU-28 (18+), 2005-12
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3.5.5. Members of key decision-making bodies of central banks

Men's over-representation in positions of power is most
pronounced when assessing representation among key
decision-making bodies of central banks. In the key deci-
sion-making bodies of central banks in the EU-28, gender
equality is far from being a reality, with men accounting

for 83 % of members on average. Across Member States,
men’s general over-representation is the norm. While
women account for as many as 42 % of central bank board
members in Finland, men hold 100 % of positions in six
Member States (CY, LT, LU, AT, PT, SK) (Figure 3.41).

Figure 3.41. Members of the central banks by sex in EU Member States (18+), 2012
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Source: EG-DG Justice, WMID.

The number of women members of central banks increased
slightly from 16 % in 2005, to 17 % in 2012, on average, at
the EU-28 level. Despite a slight increase in women mem-
bers between 2005 and 2010, men’s over-representation

EU

appears to be consistent over time, with the gender gap
continuously over 60 percentage points between 2005
and 2012 (Figure 3.42).

Figure 3.42. Members of the central bank by sex in EU-28 (18+), 2005-12
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3.5.6. Key trends

Women, compared with men, are grossly under-repre-
sented in some parts of political and economic deci-
sion-making. While slight increases in women’s political
representation are visible in the period from 2005 to 2012,
men remain over-represented in ministries, parliaments
and regional assemblies, with ministerial representation
having seen a slight decrease in women's representation
since 2010.

There is a significant dearth of women and an excess of
men in representation in the political sphere, and this is
even more pronounced in the economic sphere. Men are
greatly over-represented among board members in the
vast majority of Member States, with women accounting

for more than a fifth of members in only a few. Men's over-
and women’s under-representation in economic deci-
sion-making is even more amplified in the context of the
decision-making bodies of central banks. Men’s over-rep-
resentation is considerable, with women not being pres-
ent in these decision-making bodies in about a fifth of
Member States, with trends over time indicating a further
decrease, rather than an increase.

It is crucial to address these democratic and economic
gaps to ensure that gender equality is seriously promoted
by and addressed throughout policy in Member States
and that both women and men are involved in the recov-
ery following the current economic crisis.

Gender Equality Index 2015 — Measuring gender equality in the European Union 2005-2012 E



3.6. Health

The final core domain examines issues related to gender
and health. Conceptually, it includes three critical areas:
health status, health behaviours and access to health
structures.

Due to constraints in the availability of data, it is only pos-
sible to measure two of the three sub-domains described
in the conceptual framework. Notably, the second sub-do-
main is not measured, as indicators related to health

behaviours either are not disaggregated by sex or the
country coverage is not complete.

The gender indicators selected are thus divided into the
first and third sub-domain. For health status, the gender
indicators selected measure gender gaps in self-perceived
health, life expectancy and healthy life years. As for access
to health structures, the selected indicators examine gen-
der gaps in unmet medical, as well as dental needs.

Table 3.6. Measurement framework for the domain of health

Measurement framework Concept measured

Unmet medical
needs

Access

Unmet dental needs

Population without unmet needs for medical examination (%,

Population without unmet needs for dental examination (%, 16+

Eurostat — EU statistics
on income and living

16+ population) conditions

Eurostat — EU statistics
on income and living

lation, L
pejpulEiiten) conditions



3.6.1. Self-perceived health

In 2012, the EU-28 is close to gender equality in self-per-
ceived health, with an average gender gap of 5.5 percent-
age points and gaps ranging from 11 percentage points
in Portugal to 04 percentage points in Ireland. Levels of
self-perceived health differ considerably among the 28 EU

Member States. While 83 % of the population in Ireland
would describe their health as good or very good, less
than half in Lithuania perceive themselves to be in good
or very good health (44 %).

Figure 3.43. Gender gaps and population perceiving their health as good or very good in EU Member States
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In the course of 7 years, self-perceived health improved in
the EU-28 and the gender gap narrowed slightly from 6.1
percentage points to 5.5 percentage points. The gender
gap in self-perceived health continues to favour men, with

61 % of women and 67 % of men having described their
health as good or very good in 2005 and 67 % of women
71 % of men having done so in 2012.

Figure 3.44. Population with good or very good self-perceived health by sex in EU-28 (16+), 2005-12
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3.6.2. Life expectancy

In 2012, citizens of the EU-28 had a life expectancy at birth  in Denmark, the Netherlands, Sweden and the United
of 80 years on average, whereas women had a higher life  Kingdom to 11 years in Lithuania). In contrast, the levels
expectancy of 83 years, compared with 78 years for men.  of life expectancy differ, with people reaching an average
The gender gap for the EU-28 was 6 years in 2012, with few  age of 83 in Spain, while in Bulgaria, Latvia and Lithuania
differences between Member States (ranging from 4 years  life expectancy attains 74 years.

Figure 3.45. Gender gaps and life expectancy at birth in EU Member States, 2012
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Since 2005, the gender gap has decreased by 1 year, with  life expectancy by 3 years to 78 years in 2012 and a lesser
women in 2012 outliving men by an average of 5.6 years.  increase by 1 year in women'’s life expectancy at birth to
The narrowing of the gap is due to an increase in men's 83 years in 2012.

Figure 3.46. Life expectancy at birth by sex in EU-28, 2005-12
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3.6.3. Healthy life years

In 2012, the gender gap in healthy life years stood at
0.6 years, indicating that the EU-28 on average is close
to equality. The gender gaps range from non-existent in
Romania to 5 years in Lithuania. Differences in levels of

achievement in healthy life years are more pronounced.
While individuals in Slovakia spend 53 years of their lives
healthy, individuals in Malta enjoy nearly 20 more healthy
years (72 years).

Figure 3.47. Gender gaps and healthy life years in EU Member States, 2012
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Despite women's higher life expectancy, the gender gap
in healthy life years was comparatively narrow (0.6 years)
in 2012, with women spending 62.1 years of their lives
in good health compared with 61.5 years for men. The

Figure 3.48. Healthy life years by sex in EU-28, 2005-12

narrowing of the gender gap was driven by a 04 year
increase in men’s healthy life years and an equally sized
decrease in the number of years women spend in good
health over their lifetime.
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3.6.4. No unmet medical needs

In 2012, women and men across the EU-28 had almost ~ Conversely, differences between Member States regarding
equal access to the medical services they required, as  the levels of achievement in meeting the medical needs
emphasised by a gender gap of just 0.8 percentage points  of the total population are significant. While only 81 % of
for the EU-28 and only slight differences between Member  people in Latvia indicate not having unmet medical needs,
States (0 p.p. in the Czech Republic up to 4 p.p.in Romania).  99.6 % of people in Slovenia do.

Figure 3.49. Gender gaps and population without unmet medical needs in EU Member States (16+), 2012
5 -

RO‘
i
e
3 - SE
Q.
PL 2 EL
S * . FI
T 2 - DK
g s EE & " 'TOSKO ST
v L
O 1 - ' HU 2 ‘ES‘FR IE LUUK
0 & . . . . . WPl “$Mee” & o
80 82 84 86 88 90 92 94 96 98 100

Population without unmet needs for medical examination (%)
Source: Eurostat, EU-SILC (hlth_silc_08).
Since 2005, the number of individuals without unmet  Simultaneously, the gender gap narrowed slightly from 1

medical needs increased across the EU-28, from 90.1 %  percentage point in 2005 to 0.8 percentage points in 2012,
to 93.2 % for women and from 91.1 % to 94 % for men.  with men having marginally fewer unmet needs.

Figure 3.50. Population without unmet medical needs by sex in EU-28 (16+), 2005-12
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3.6.5. No unmet dental needs

With an EU-28 average gender gap of 0.3 percentage points
and with gaps ranging from none in France and Germany
to 2.1 percentage points in Romania, the EU as a whole is
very close to equality. However, variations in achievement

levels in the perceived provision of dental care services are
more pronounced. While 98.6 % of people in Slovenia feel
that they do not have unmet dental needs, only 79.3 % of
people in Latvia share this perception.

Figure 3.51. Gender gaps and population without unmet dental needs in EU Member States (16+), 2012
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Between 2005 and 2012, the number of women and men
without unmet dental needs increased by 3 and 4 percent-
age points, to 92.7 % for women and 93 % for men, respec-
tively. At the same time, the almost inexistent gender gap

increased marginally from 0.1 percentage points in favour
of women in 2005 to 0.3 percentage points in favour of
men in 2012.

Figure 3.52. Population without unmet dental needs by sex in EU-28 (16+), 2005-12
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3.6.6. Key trends

The gender indicators used in the domain of health show
that there is a large degree of truth, both at EU level and
across Member States, to the old adage that ‘women get
sicker and men die younger’. In terms of gender gaps, the
domain of health presents a mixed picture. Although there
are small or no gender gaps in terms of unmet needs,
medical or dental, near equal access to health structures
hardly translates into the same health status for women
and men, where important gender gaps can be seen. Over
time, improvements are visible in most indicators, with
the exception of a marginal decrease in healthy life years,
even though the life expectancy of both women and men
increased between 2005 and 2012.

Furthermore, although the levels of indicators of health
status and unmet needs are relatively high in some Mem-
ber States, it appears that in others it remains necessary to
focus on the health of women and men. Given that health
is directly linked not only to economic independence, but
also to physical integrity and dignity, it is therefore crucial
to ensure that efforts continue in this direction, while at
the same time maintaining small gender gaps or eliminat-
ing them altogether.

E Gender Equality Index 2015 — Measuring gender equality in the European Union 2005-2012



3.7. Intersecting inequalities

The domain of intersecting inequalities constitutes the
first satellite domain identified in the Gender Equality
Index report in 2013. This domain aims to examine gen-
der gaps in specific groups in comparison to the over-
all population. The domain of intersecting inequalities
is concerned with an illustrative and multi-dimensional
phenomenon and as such cannot be included in the core
index.

Intersecting inequalities are highly complex and multi-di-
mensional. While individuals can face discrimination on
more than one ground — for instance gender and age
— intersecting inequalities are more than the mere sum
of different grounds of discrimination and thus are not
quantifiable into an all-encompassing measure. Neverthe-
less, exploring how individuals belonging to different dis-
advantaged groups are faring in comparison to the rest of
the population is crucial, as it provides an idea of the com-
plexity of intersection inequalities and emphasises within
group differences.

The indicators selected for the domain consist of proxies
that provide information on the multi-faceted issue of
intersecting inequalities. They explore employment rates

to illustrate how certain groups of women and men fare
in the EU in terms of economic participation, as a means
of tackling poverty and social exclusion. Furthermore,
employment statistics in the EU are among the most
developed and provide disaggregated data regarding spe-
cific groups.

The sub-domains of intersecting inequalities include dif-
ferent concepts (e.g. age, citizenship, disability, ethnicity
or social class) all of which are complex in definition and
difficult to measure. To allow for an indicative assessment,
this section focuses on three illustrative groups: people
born in a foreign country (as a proxy for minorities and/or
migration background), people aged 55 to 64 (older work-
ers) and people living in a household with a single adult
and one or more children (as a proxy for lone parents or
carers) (see Table 3.7). Measurements for these groups are
then compared to contrasting groups.

As this is satellite domain, the selected indicators are only
indicative of existing intersecting gender inequalities. This
means that they are not combined into (sub-) indices and
not aggregated into the core index.

Table 3.7. Measurement framework for the satellite domain of intersecting inequalities

eastrement rameworic concept meastred “ Souree

Employment of people born in a foreign country
(%, 15-64 corresponding population)

Minorities and/or
migrants

Discrimination and
other social grounds in
employment

Older workers

Employment rates of people living in a household with one adult
and one or more children (%, 15-64 corresponding population)

Lone parents/carers

Employment rates of people living in a household with one
adult and no children (%, 15-64 corresponding population)

Employment of country nationals
(%, 15-64 corresponding population)

Employment of people aged 55-64 (%, 55-64 population)

Employment of people aged 15-54 (%, 15-54 population)

Eurostat — EU Labour
Force Survey

Eurostat — EU Labour
Force Survey

Eurostat — EU Labour
Force Survey

Eurostat — EU Labour
Force Survey

Eurostat — EU Labour
Force Survey

Eurostat — EU Labour
Force Survey
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3.7.1. Intersecting inequalities in employment for people born in a foreign country

The first gender indicator focuses on people who are for-
eign-born — defined as those persons ‘whose place of
birth (or usual residence of the mother at the time of birth)
is outside the country of his/her usual residence’ (Eurostat,
2014d) — and their participation rate in employment in
contrast to those born in the reporting country.

Measuring the impact of an individual’s migrant status
and/or belonging to an (ethnic) minority group is difficult,
as both ‘ethnic background’ and migration background
are complex and not easily defined. The indicator ‘born in
a country outside of the reporting country’ offers a proxy
measure which provides some information on people that
may be part of a minority and/or who are migrants. Defi-
nitions of what constitutes a migrant differ considerably
and those born in the reporting country might belong to
an ethnic minority group, while those born in a foreign

country might not. The indicator, therefore, constitutes an
imperfect proxy measure, but nevertheless is an important
indicator from a gender perspective, as women from a
minority and/or migrant background tend to have lower
rates of participation in employment; leading to greater
disparities in income and a higher risk of poverty (FRA,
2010).

The average participation rate in employment for the
EU-28 of individuals born in a foreign country was 54 %
for women and 70 % for men, with an average of 62 % for
the EU-28. Across Member States, men born in a foreign
country were consistently more likely to be in employment
than women, with employment rates ranging from 53 % in
Croatia to 80 % in the Czech Republic (Figure 3.53). How-
ever, the employment rate for women reached as much as
67 % in Cyprus.

Figure 3.53. Employment rates for people born in a foreign country by sex in EU Member States (15-64), 2012
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Source: Eurostat, LFS (Ifsa_ergacob).

Note: Data for BG not available for 2012, 2013 was used; data not available for Romania 2009-13.

When addressing intersecting inequalities, it is crucial
to assess gender gaps within and also between groups.
This shows that women nationals are more likely to be
employed than those born in a foreign country, but that
there are few differences for men between these groups
(Figure 3.54). In 2005 and 2010, the gap in the EU-28
favoured men born in a foreign country by 0.1 percentage

points. Since 2005, employment rates decreased for both
groups of men, with the gap falling from 0.7 percentage
points in 2005 to 0.1 percentage points in 2012 in favour
of men born in a foreign country. Overall gender gaps
are more pronounced for workers born in a foreign coun-
try, with 15.6 percentage points in 2012, compared with
national-born workers (104 percentage points).
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Figure 3.54. Employment rates for people born in a foreign country and nationals by sex in EU-28 (15-64),

2005-12
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Source: Eurostat, LFS (Ifsa_ergacob).

In contrast, the gap between women nationals and those
born in a foreign country was more pronounced, with
5.1 percentage points in 2012. Since 2005, employment
for both groups of women increased by 2.5 percentage
points, with 59 % of women nationals and 54 % of for-
eign-born women being employed in 2012, compared

2010 2012

with 70 % of both men nationals and foreign-born men.
However, an assessment of the employment rates of both
groups at the country level shows considerable variation.
In 15 Member States, men born in a foreign country are
more likely to work.
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3.7.2. Intersecting inequalities in employment for older workers

The second indicator assesses employment rates among
older workers (those aged between 55 and 64). Measuring
the employment rate among older workers is crucial, as
increasing older workers' labour market participation has

long been part of EU labour market policy. One example is
the target of reaching at least 50 % employment for older
workers by 2010 as set out in the Lisbon strategy (Hessel,
2008).

Figure 3.55. Employment rates for older workers (55-64) by sex in EU Member States, 2012
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Source: Eurostat, LFS (Ifsa_ergacob).

With an average employment rate for those aged 55 to 64
of 49 % in 2012, the EU on average is close to reaching the
50 % target overall, while considerable differences persist
between women and men, with 56 % of men and 42 %
of women employed in 2012. Employment rates for older
workers vary across countries, ranging from 16 % (MT) to

EU-28

70 % (SE) for women and from 41 % (SI) to 76 % (SE) for
men. The gender gap is most pronounced in Malta (36
percentage points) and while women are less likely to be
employed in most Member States, they are more likely to
be employed in Finland (59 % of women and 56 % of men)
and in Estonia (61 % of women and 60 % of men).

Figure 3.56. Employment rates for workers aged 15-54 and older workers (55-64) by sex in EU-28, 2005-12
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Source: Eurostat, LFS (Ifsa_ergacob).

Important differences become visible when comparing
older workers (55-64) to workers aged 15 to 54. Employ-
ment gaps are more pronounced among women, with a
gap of 21 percentage points for women workers aged 15 to
54 and those aged 55 to 64. This contrasts with a difference

2010 2012

of 16.3 percentage points for men in these respective cat-
egories. Employment rates have only decreased for men
aged 15-54 by 1.8 percentage points, but increased for
all other groups, most notably by 8 percentage points for
older women.
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3.7.3. Intersecting inequalities in employment for lone parents or carers

The final gender indicator used to illustrate intersecting
inequalities examines employment rates among lone par-
ents or carers compared with single individuals without
dependants. As lone parents/carers are disproportion-
ately women, this indicator is important from a gender
perspective, as women may be less able to participate in
the labour market and hence face higher risks of poverty
(European Commission, 2010).

This indicator constitutes only a proxy measure for the
employment of lone parents or carers. For instance, it
does not capture married parents who do not cohabit,
neither does it measure employment below 10 hours a
week and thus is likely to underestimate women’s employ-
ment, as they are more likely to work in so-called micro-
jobs (EIGE, 2014b). In addition, as the indicator covers all
single adults living with dependent children in the age
group between 0 and 25, it does not sufficiently differ-
entiate between young children or older ones. Given
that the nature of care required can vary by age, this is an
important aspect to consider. Moreover, as all dependent
children living within a household are taken into account,
it is possible that the indicator does not only cover lone

parents, but also cohabiting children; for instance, in cases
where younger siblings (under 18 years old) are living with
older siblings (@bove 25 years old). Lastly, it is not clear how
shared custody arrangements are accounted for, for exam-
ple in cases where children live with one parent during the
week and with the other at the weekend, or where cus-
tody is shared.

In the EU-28 overall, 68 % of single adults caring for one or
more children were employed, with rates being higher for
men carers (81 %) than for women carers (67 %). As shown
in Figure 3.57, there are considerable differences across coun-
tries, with women carers’ employment rates ranging from
38 % in Malta to 85 % in Luxembourg for women and from
52 % for men in Ireland to 93 % men in Sweden living with
dependent children. Moreover, employment rates of lone
parents or carers show vast differences across countries, with
45 % of carers employed in Malta and 84 % in Luxembourg
on average in 2012. Across the EU, men with dependent chil-
dren are more likely to be employed, with the exception of
four Member States (BG, HR, LV and LU). Gender gaps range
from 7 percentage points in favour of women in Bulgaria to
48 percentage points in favour of men in Malta.

Figure 3.57. Employment rate for persons living in a household containing a single adult with one or more
children by sex in EU Member States (15-64), 2012
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Source: Eurostat, LFS (Ifst_hheredty).
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Figure 3.58. Employment rate for persons living in a household containing a single adult with one or more
children or without by sex in EU-28 (15-64), 2005-12
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Men with dependent children (80.7 %) are most likely to
be employed and women without dependent children
(65 %) least likely (Figure 3.58). Both women and men with
dependent children are more likely to work, with the gap
more pronounced for men (10.5 p.p.) than for women
(1.6 p.p.). Moreover, gender gaps are more marked for
those with children (14 p.p.) as compared to single adults
without dependent children (5.2 p.p.).

Between 2005 and 2012, employment rates increased
for women and men in both groups, with an increase of
around 3 percentage points for all groups with the excep-
tion of men without dependent children (0.2 p.p.). This
however, is only reflective of the EU-level context. At Mem-
ber State level, the employment rate of women with chil-
dren has decreased in 13 Member States and in eight for
men with children, out of the 25 Member States for which
data are available (all MS except DK, IE, SE). Employment
rates for women and men without dependent children
decreased in 11 and 12 out of 25 Member States, respec-
tively. Single adult women with children are more likely to
be employed than their childless counterparts in all but six
Member States. This is even more pronounced for single
adult men with children, whose employment rates are
higher than those of single adult men without children in
25 Member States.

This, however, does not indicate that single adult women
with dependent children are more equal regarding their
access to the labour market, specifically when seen in the
context of the household composition of the EU. In 2011,
single adult households accounted for 26 % of all house-
holds and those composed of a single adult with depend-
ent children for only 4 % of all households in the EU-28.
Moreover, women are more likely to live with dependent

2010 2012

children, with women accounting for 75 % of single adult
households with dependent children and men for 25 %
(Eurostat, 2014b).

3.7.4. Key trends

Examining gender gaps in employment rates among
illustrative groups showed patterns of difference that
provide a valuable initial reflection point. Among all the
grounds taken into consideration by the gender indicator
selected, that is country of birth (as a proxy for belong-
ing to a minority group and/or being a migrant), being
older or being a lone parent/carer, men on average were
more likely to participate in the labour force than women.
Regarding the effect of country of birth, age or lone par-
ent status, results vary more considerably across Member
States. Older workers are the only group considered in this
section that faced lower employment rates in a system-
atic manner in all Member States. Older women are least
likely to be in employment, which coincides with a much
more pronounced gender gap among older workers than
among workers below the age of 55. For foreign-born/
country national and single adults with/without children,
not only were gaps more pronounced between women,
but women in both groups were also less likely to be
employed than men counterparts.

Although relying on illustrative groups is not in itself suf-
ficient to draw strong conclusions as to how intersecting
inequalities contribute to gender equality overall, they
represent an opportunity to debate this important area in
greater depth. The indicators presented here provide a first
step towards understanding the complex nature of the
way in which different inequalities intersect.
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3.8. Violence

Conceptual framework Measurement framework

Violence constitutes the final satellite domain, identified
in the first Gender Equality Index report in 2013. While
both sub-domains of the domain of violence — direct
and indirect violence — remained blank in 2013, due to
a lack of harmonised data at EU level, this report takes a
first step towards developing a composite measure of
violence against women. Due to the broad nature of this
endeavour, a separate section is dedicated entirely to the

3.9. Summary

This section has provided a descriptive analysis of the
gender indicators included in the Gender Equality Index,
as well as detailed definitions and the periodicity of the
indicators newly introduced. It has presented the gender
gaps and levels of achievements for 2012 (or the latest year
for which data are available) and subsequently offered a
description of trends since 2005 at EU level,

satellite domain of violence (please refer to Section 6 of
this publication). It includes a description of the data and
indicators available to populate the domain of violence,
the first step taken towards measuring violence against
women through a composite indicator, and contextualises
differences between Member States using other