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Introduction

(1)  In the context of the Gender Equality Index, “foreign born” refers to individuals residing in a country that is not their country of birth� In subsequent 
editions of the Gender Equality Index, this category has been further disaggregated to distinguish whether the individual was born in a country 
inside or outside the EU (see Table 2 for more detail on these categories)� 

“United in diversity” has been the motto of the European 
Union (EU) since the new millennium� At no other time has 
this been more relevant than today� Women and men liv-
ing in the EU come from many different socioeconomic, 
educational and cultural backgrounds� They are from dif-
ferent countries, speak many languages, and differ in sex-
ual orientation or gender identity� Since its inception, the 
Gender Equality Index has strived to reflect this diversity� 
The domain of intersecting inequalities has thus evolved 
as an integral part of the Index structure (EIGE, 2013)� Inter-
secting inequalities capture how gender is manifested 
when combined with other characteristics such as age, dis/
ability, migrant background, ethnicity, sexual orientation or 
socioeconomic background (EIGE, 2013)� An intersectional 
perspective highlights the complexity of gender equality�

The Gender Equality Index 2013 incorporated six core 
domains – work, money, knowledge, power, time and 
health – with two additional domains of violence and 
intersecting inequalities� The core domains measure gen-
der gaps in different areas of life and form the basis of the 
calculation of scores for Member States, while the domain 
of intersecting inequalities adds further detailed under-
standing to gender inequality by acknowledging the diver-
sity among women and men� For instance, gender gaps 
in employment rates among three groups of population 
– foreign-born people (1), older people (aged 55-64) and 
lone parents – were calculated in Index 2013 (EIGE, 2013)� 
This approach was further developed in Index 2015, which 
used the same indicator (employment rate) and illustrative 
social groups (EIGE, 2015a)� 

The Index 2017 also aimed to fully develop the conceptual 
and measurement framework of intersecting inequalities� 
Two approaches were considered for this purpose� The 
first would apply an intersectional analysis throughout the 
Gender Equality Index, to every single dimension and var-
iable, while the second would develop a composite index 

of intersectional inequalities to provide a measure of the 
level of inequality affecting different groups of women 
and men� Although the second option (the composite 
index of intersectionality) would give a general indication 
of the extent of various inequalities in society, it would also 
hide valuable detail and information� On thorough testing 
of both approaches, the score in the composite index 
proved difficult to interpret� The first approach was there-
fore chosen as more transparent, practical and informative�

Limited data availability posed a challenge throughout 
the process� In order to be relevant to the Gender Equality 
Index, the intersectional analysis must apply to the same 
indicators within the core domains, i�e� the same strict data 
quality and comparability criteria should also be respected� 
As a result, the number of intersections available for this 
analysis is limited and not all indicators of the Gender 
Equality Index are covered� The Index 2017 includes an 
intersectional analysis of all of the domains (except power)� 
It shows the various outcomes of EU and national poli-
cies for different groups of women and men, supports 
more holistic developments and implementation of evi-
dence-based policy-making in the area of gender equality 
(EIGE, 2017b)� 

The first chapter of this report gives an overview of 
intersectionality and discusses the historical origins of 
intersectionality theory� Chapter two presents current 
representations – if any - in EU policy� The third chapter 
provides the theoretical and methodological framework 
for intersecting inequalities specifically within the context 
of EIGE’s Gender Equality Index, with the fourth chapter 
going on to summarise the main findings from the Gender 
Equality Index 2017 for each intersectionality and domain� 
This chapter also outlines key potential and limitations 
of the intersectional analysis itself� Finally, the conclusion 
highlights the need for improved data collection, research 
and policy-making to capture intersectionality in the EU� 
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1� Gender equality: the importance of 
intersectionality

1.1. Gender inequality in a 
complex society

There is no such thing as a single-issue struggle  
because we do not live single-issue lives. 

Audre Lorde (American writer and activist)

Gender equality refers to the equal rights, opportunities 
and responsibilities of women and men, girls and boys (EIGE 
Gender Equality Glossary and Thesaurus)� It implies that the 
interests, needs and priorities of all individuals are taken into 
consideration irrespective of their gender, thereby recognis-
ing the diversity of groups of women and men, as well as 
individuals who do not identify as either women or men and 
thus go beyond the gender binary� Working toward gender 
equality requires acknowledging that experiences and posi-
tions in society are influenced by gender as well other social 
categories� 

People have intersectional, layered identities deriving from 
social relations, history and structures of power� An intersec-
tional analysis seeks to reveal the complexity of everyday 
life and expose discrimination and disadvantage that occurs 
as a consequence of the combination of identities and the 
intersection of gender with other social factors (EIGE Gender 
Equality Glossary and Thesaurus)� In other words, an inter-
sectional analysis can help to show how gender inequal-
ities manifest themselves differently across societal groups 
(Spierings, 2012)�

In a democratic and fair society, personal characteristics 
would not predetermine an individual’s life chances or 
wellbeing (Platt, 2011)� Yet inequalities persist that cannot 
be attributed to luck or the different abilities of women 
and men but that are, rather, socially constructed (Young, 
2001)� These inequalities are produced through social struc-
tures, such as the operation of global capital, international 
relations, monetary policies, social policies, cultural norms, 
and employment relationships (Grabham, 2009)� Gender as 
a socially constructed hierarchical system of classification 
overlaps with other axes of power, whose effects often 
include systematic social exclusion, discrimination and the 
restriction of the life chances of certain groups of people 
(Young 2001)� 

For instance, women with disabilities are more at risk of vio-
lence and abuse than either able-bodied women or men 
with disabilities� Women with disabilities are an estimated 10 
times more likely to be physically or sexually abused by a 
family member or a caregiver than women without disabili-
ties� They also face more significant barriers to seeking help 
(Davaki, Marzo, Narminio and Arvanitidou, 2013; European 
Commission, 2016)� The changing situation of Muslim women 
in Europe is another example, where, given the increasing 
islamophobia, Muslim women in the EU face three types of 
penalty: gender, ethnic and religious� Discrimination in edu-
cation and the labour market is often related to the stigma-
tisation of the Muslim population, especially the clothing of 
Muslim women (Šeta, 2016)� More than one in three Muslim 
women who wear a headscarf or niqab in public experience 
harassment, compared to less than one-quarter (23 %) of 
women who do not wear such clothing (FRA, 2017b)� 

These examples demonstrate that social groups are diverse, 
and that the women and men who are members of these 
groups have various experiences and face different chal-
lenges� It also means that intersecting factors can create 
experience of oppression and/or privilege – people may be 
marginalised in various ways, or privileged, or a little of both, 
depending on the situation and phase of life (Dill, McLaugh-
lin and Nieves, 2007; Weldon, 2008)� While it is generally eas-
ier for Roma men to access the labour market compared to 
Roma women, Roma men are disadvantaged compared to 
white men (FRA, 2013a; FRA and UNDP, 2012)� More gener-
ally, men with high educational qualifications are the most 
advantaged group in the EU in terms of mean monthly earn-
ings: they earn 19 percentage points (p�p�) more than men 
in general and 65 p�p� more than women with low levels of 
qualification (EIGE, 2017b)� In other words, intersectionality is 
not a concept that applies solely to marginalised groups or 
is specific to “disadvantaged women”� Rather, it is an aspect 
of social organisation that shapes the lives of all women and 
men (Weldon, 2008)� 

While the focus of intersectional analysis on experience 
and identity provides a better understanding of everyday 
life and identity formation, intersections need to be under-
stood in the context of social structures too� The structural 
approach to intersectionality concerns “the way things work 
rather than who people are” (European Commission, 2016, 
p� 31; Chun, Lipsitz and Shin, 2013) and is not based on an 
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assumption of the existence of fixed categories or groups of 
people� This means that identities can be seen as both “a 
manifestation of the intersection of multiple hierarchies and 
a way of maintaining such hierarchies” (European Commis-
sion, 2016, p� 31)�

Intersectionality is intrinsic to structural inequality, explained 
as “a set of reproduced social processes that reinforce one 
another to enable or constrain individual actions in many 
ways” (Young, 2001, p� 2)� Social structures, such as constel-
lations of norms, laws, institutions, and traditions, can cre-
ate and delineate social positions and corresponding social 
groups (Collins, 1993; Weldon, 2008; Young, 1994)� Inequalities 
are created through very different mechanisms: they may be 
embedded in laws and regulations that fail to account for 
diversity among citizens, policy measures or services which 
do not grant equal access to everyone, direct or indirect dis-
crimination, and prejudices and traditions which go unques-
tioned but which systematically place certain groups of 
people in a disadvantaged position� Lifelong learning with-
out available childcare, labour market structures reproducing 
gender segregation, or the lack of rural support services for 
women experiencing violence are everyday examples of ser-
vices not ensuring equal access to all�

While acknowledging the relevance of intersectionality, 
gender itself remains an underlying ground of much (dis)
advantage and discrimination� Not only does it refer to a set 
of socially constructed attributes, opportunities, roles and 
expectations (EIGE Gender Equality Glossary and Thesau-
rus), it is also a constitutive element of social relationships� 
As such, gender is a primary field within or by which power 
is articulated� It is thus a useful category of analysis (Scott, 
1986)� 

1.2. Scattered history of the 
concept of intersectionality

The idea that inequality based on gender and other aspects 
of power are connected and mutually reinforcing long 
pre-dates the term “intersectionality”� The concept has a 
long history within black feminism’s intellectual and politi-
cal traditions (Phoenix and Pattynama, 2006), as well as in 
labour-class feminism (Lykke, 2010)� It cannot be particularly 
attributed to North America and Europe, as people in the 
Global South have used intersectionality as an analytical tool 
albeit without naming it as such (Collins and Bilge, 2016)� 
The work of Savitribai Phule (1831-1897) from colonial India is 
one such example� An advocate of anti-caste ideology and 
women ś rights, Phule also stood for marginalised religious 
groups (Collins and Bilge, 2016)�

The story of Sojourner Truth, the abolitionist and women’s 
rights activist in the United States, is often said to illustrate 
the “pre-history” of intersectional thinking� In 1851, she deliv-
ered one of the most famous abolitionist speeches, “Ain’t I a 
Woman?” (Brah and Phoenix, 2004; Smiet, 2017): 

“That man over there says that women need to be helped into 
carriages, and lifted over ditches, and to have the best place every-
where. Nobody ever helps me into carriages, or over mud-pud-
dles, or gives me any best place! And ain’t I a woman? Look at me! 
Look at my arm! I have ploughed and planted, and gathered into 
barns, and no man could head me! And ain’t I a woman? I could 
work as much and eat as much as a man – when I could get 
it – and bear the lash as well! And ain’t I a woman? I have borne 
thirteen children, and seen most all sold off to slavery, and when 
I cried out with my mother’s grief, none but Jesus heard me! And 
ain’t I a woman?” (Truth, 1851 in Smiet, 2017)

In describing the experience of a black woman born into 
slavery, Truth challenged the ideal of femininity as it was 
understood at the time� By raising a simple question, she 
underlined those women practically and symbolically 
excluded from the notion of “womanhood” and thus from 
the women’s rights movement (Smiet, 2017)� As a person 
who suffered oppression as both a woman and a black per-
son, “Sojourner Truth held an impassioned plea for the rights 
of women and blacks which considered these two struggles 
in their interconnection to one another” (Smiet, 2017, p� 11)� 
While the most obvious intersection in this context relates to 
– gender and race, attention should also be paid to another 
aspect, that of economic status� Scholar Angela Davis (1983) 
noted that Truth differed from white middle-class women 
in the women’s movement� By highlighting hard working 
conditions, corporal punishment and economic exploitation, 
Truth makes the overall interconnection between gender, 
race and class central to her story (Davis, 1983; Smiet, 2017)�

Forty years after Truth’s famous speech, Anna Julia Cooper 
re-articulated, in the first book-length black feminist text 
(1892), that black women are confronted with “a woman 
question”, such as insufficient legal recognition of women 
as human beings, and also “a race problem” such as race 
segregation and discrimination, but not with “a black wom-
en’s issue”� In 1940, Mary Church Terrell was one of the black 
women taking on this issue, explicitly addressing questions 
of sex and race in her autobiography, where she described 
her position in relation to white women as well as black 
men (Phoenix and Pattynama, 2006)� These authors thus 
described how gender and race intersect in ways that create 
different situations for black women compared to black men 
and white women, making clear that being a black woman is 
qualitatively different than simply adding gender inequality 
(among white people) to racial inequality� 
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Knowledge of diversity, the multiplicity of identities, and 
intersecting forms for oppression were further developed 
within the feminist politics of the 1960s and 1970s� Black 
women in the U�S� highlighted how racism economically 
disadvantaged black people as a group (Collins and Chepp, 
2013) and how sexism further confined them to low-paid, 
dead-end jobs usually occupied by women� In the civil rights 
movement, black women experienced oppression from 
black men, who largely prioritised the struggle against racism 
at the expense of challenging gender inequality� Addition-
ally, the women’s movement focused on issues that primar-
ily concerned white, middle-class, heterosexual women, and 
failing to include the concerns of black or lesbian women� 
For example, while the women’s movement chose abortion 
rights as the centrepiece of the reproductive rights political 
platform, the issues of sterilisation practices performed on 
many women of colour, including black, indigenous, and 
Chicana women, were marginalised within the movement� 
The constellation of black women’s experience with race, 
class, gender, and sexual oppression thus contributed to the 
development of new approaches to the analysis of social 
inequality (Davis, 1983; Dill, 1983; Lorde, 1984; Collins, 1993, in 
Collins and Chepp, 2013)�

Another root of intersectionality as a discrete concept can 
be found in the labour-class feminism of both the US and 
Europe� Nina Lykke (2010) mentions the Russian women’s 
rights advocate, Alexandra Kollontai, to illustrate that the 
debate on gender and class can be traced back to the late 
19th and early 20th centuries� Women in the socialist move-
ment challenged both the mainstream nature of the worker’s 
movement – dominated, as it was, by men and ideas of mas-
culinity - and the feminist movement that did not take into 
account class differences and power differentials between 
women� Developing a theory of the intersectionality of gen-
der and class was a crucial element for the socialist feminist 
research that emerged at universities in many countries in 
the 1970s� Such research examined the differences between 
bourgeois, middle-class and working-class conditions for 
practicing gender, sexuality and family (Lykke, 2010)� While 
the focus was on gender and class, other categories were 
also considered� For instance, in the early 1980s, Anthias and 
Yuval-Davis discussed the entanglement of gender, ethnic-
ity and class, stressing that it was analytically impossible to 
prioritise one category over others or to reduce one within 
another (Lykke, 2010)�  

Theorisation of the intersection of gender and other power 
axes emerged across time and geography, with terms such 
as double or triple oppression, entangled inequalities or 
interferences being introduced� However, it was the critical 
race theorist Kimberlé Crenshaw who coined the term “inter-
sectionality” in the late 1980s to address the fact that black 

women remained invisible in both feminist and anti-racist 
discourse� Crenshaw (1989)  pointed out that theory, activ-
ism and legislation based on the single-axis framework of 
racism or sexism limit understanding to the experiences of 
members of disadvantaged groups that also benefit from 
some sort of privilege – white women and black men, for 
example� The operation of social services for survivors of 
gender-based violence illustrates such exclusion� Crenshaw 
(1991) examined the situation of women in shelters located 
in minority communities in Los Angeles� Here, she observed, 
many women seeking protection were unemployed or 
underemployed and many of them were poor� Aside from 
addressing consequences of violence, shelters needed to:

“confront the other multi-layered and routinised forms of dom-
ination that often converge in these women’s lives, hindering 
their ability to create alternatives to the abusive relationships that 
brought them to shelters in the first place. Many women of colour, 
for example, are burdened by poverty, childcare responsibilities, 
and the lack of job skill. These burdens, largely the consequences of 
gender and class oppression, are then compounded by the racially 
discriminatory employment and housing practices women of 
colour often face, as well as by the disproportionately high unem-
ployment among people of colour that makes battered women of 
colour less able to depend on the support of friends and relatives 
for temporary shelter.” (Crenshaw, 1991, pp� 1245–1246)�

Crenshaw concluded that exclusion that takes place at mate-
rial as well as discursive levels cannot be solved by simply 
including black women within existing structures but, rather, 
it is necessary to recast and rethink theoretical, policy and 
legislative frameworks from an intersectional perspective 
(Cooper, 2016; Crenshaw, 1989)� 

Looking at the genealogy of intersectionality, the concept 
has been widely used to acknowledge that there is no single 
category of women but, rather, that women are diverse, with 
heterogeneous backgrounds, experiences and needs� The-
ories of intersectionality thus examine how gender interre-
lates with other axes of inequality in society� These theories 
– despite being diverse – offer a coherent argument, show-
ing how single-axes approaches can lead to the political and 
legal erasure of multiple marginalised groups�

While gender, class and race were historically perceived as 
the major social divisions in intersectional research, other 
important systems of power have gradually been included, 
such as age, dis/ability, sexuality, religion, ethnicity, etc� 
Today, intersectional analysis of social inequality occupies 
a key position in social and feminist research, legal, polit-
ical and human rights discourses, and it has the potential 
to become an equally useful tool in policy-making (Verloo, 
2006; Yuval-Davis, 2006)� 
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2� Theory meets practice: potential 
for intersectionality in EU policy 

(2)  For more information on the Beijing Platform for Action, see: http://eige�europa�eu/beijing-platform-for-action 

(3)  http://www�un�org/womenwatch/daw/beijing/pdf/BDPfA%20E�pdf

(4)  The financial and economic crisis challenged the threefold equilibrium between equal treatment, equal opportunity and gender mainstreaming 
that characterised EU gender equality policy since the 1990s (Jacquot, 2017)� The focus has shifted to legislation, while the economic and coordi-
nation instruments have weakened�

The demand for a more nuanced analysis of gender ine-
quality has featured prominently in international policy 
processes� The Convention on the Elimination of all forms 
of Discrimination against Women (CEDAW), adopted by 
the United Nations General Assembly in 1979, recognised 
diversity among women and their different experiences of 
the same society (Campbell, 2015)� General Recommenda-
tion No� 28 on the core obligations under CEDAW declares 
that intersectionality is a core concept for understanding 
the obligations of States under the Convention (European 
Commission, 2016)� 

A major driver in acknowledging the importance of wom-
en ś diverse positioning in society in policy-making came 
from the World Conference for Women, held in Beijing in 
1995� The resulting Beijing Platform for Action (BPfA) (2) 
saw governments affirm their commitment to “intensify 
efforts to ensure equal enjoyment of all human rights and 
fundamental freedoms for all women and girls who face 
multiple barriers to their empowerment and advancement 
because of such factors as their race, age, language, eth-
nicity, culture, religion, or disability, or because they are 
indigenous people” (3)� Since then, consideration of co-ex-
isting, multiple or intersecting forms of inequality have 
taken on considerable significance in policy-making, and 
now constitute a key framework for implementing effec-
tive and appropriate gender equality policies�

At EU level, recognition of multiple or intersecting inequali-
ties is enshrined in a number of policy documents and leg-
islation promoting and advancing gender equality, social 
inclusion and equal treatment� These are often based on 
three complementary principles: non-discrimination; pos-
itive action; and mainstreaming (Rees, 1998) (4)� If gender 
equality policies in the EU have always assumed a need 
to pay particular attention to certain categories of women, 
this principle is becoming more explicit, and is accompa-
nied by a higher demand for accountability in terms of 
the potential to deliver results for intersecting inequali-
ties (Lombardo and Augustin, 2012; Lombardo and Verloo, 
2009)� 

2.1. Non-discrimination laws
The Amsterdam Treaty (1997/C 340/05) paved the way for 
the development of an intersectional perspective by pro-
viding a mandate to tackle discrimination on six grounds 
– sex, racial or ethnic origin, religion or belief, disability, 
age and sexual orientation� With this treaty, not only did 
EU legislation move beyond the two previously recognised 
grounds of discrimination – nationality and sex – but, for 
the first time, there was a commitment to tackle discrim-
ination across inequalities (horizontally) rather than sepa-
rately on the basis of each of the grounds (Kantola, 2010)� 
The same six grounds of discrimination are addressed in 
the Lisbon Treaty (2007/C 364/01), which declares that 
the EU should aim to combat these forms of discrimina-
tion and may indeed take the appropriate action to do so� 
The Charter of Fundamental Rights of the European Union 
(2000/C 364/01) asserts adherence to non-discrimination 
on the grounds of sex, race, colour, ethnic or social ori-
gin, genetic features, language, religion or belief, opinions, 
membership of a national minority, property, birth, disabil-
ity, age or sexual orientation� Anti-discrimination legislation 
is further supported by the Employment Equality Directive 
(2000/78/EC) and the Racial Equality Directive (2000/43/EC)�

The inclusion of multiple categories has strengthened 
anti-discrimination policies (Verloo, 2013)� However, while 
inequality categories are mentioned together in EU poli-
cies, the relationship between them is not explicitly artic-
ulated (Lombardo and Augustin, 2012)� Discrimination can 
take different forms: single-ground discrimination occurs 
where an individual is disadvantaged based on one ine-
quality; additive multiple discrimination happens when 
an individual belongs to several (at least two) groups that 
suffer different discriminatory practices; intersectional dis-
crimination takes place when “the indivisible combination 
of two or more social characteristics create a situation that 
is not equal to the sum of discriminations on separate 
grounds” (Hannett, 2003; Verloo, 2013, p� 900)� However, 
the terms “additive discrimination” and “intersectional dis-
crimination” are not explicitly used in policies, or they are 
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used inconsistently� Policy documents often refer to “mul-
tiple discrimination” as “an umbrella term for all situations 
where discrimination occurs on more than one ground [���]” 
(European Commission, 2007, p� 9), or they use the terms 
“intersectional” and “multiple discrimination” interchange-
ably, despite the fact that they are not synonymous� 

The European network of legal experts in gender equal-
ity and non-discrimination (European Commission, 2016) 

defines several obstacles to intersectional claims in EU 
anti-discrimination law� Firstly, different grounds of discrim-
ination are found in different pieces of legislation� Secondly, 
the scope of these Directives differs; while one addresses 
the area of employment and training (the Employment 
Directive), another addresses education and social protec-
tion (the Racial Equality Directive), resulting in a situation 
where some grounds are more protected than others (see 
Table 1 below) (European Commission, 2016)�

Table 1� Scope of EU Anti-Discrimination Directives

Ground of 
discrimination

Employment 
and vocational 

training

Workers’ and 
employers’ 

organisations

Social protection 
including social 

security

Social 
protection 
including 

healthcare

Social 
advantage

Education

Public goods 
and services, 

including 
housing

Racial or eth-
nic origin

Directive 2000/43
Directive  
2000/43

Directive 2000/43 Directive 2000/43
Directive 
2000/43

Directive 
2000/43

Directive 
2000/43

Gender

Directive 
2006/54,
Directive  
2010/41
(self-employ-
ment)

Directive 
2006/54

Directive 79/7
(statutory social 
security only),
Directive 2006/54
(occupational social 
security only)

N/A N/A N/A
Directive 
2004/113

Sexual orien-
tation

Directive 
2000/78

Directive 
2000/78

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Religion or
belief

Directive 
2000/78

Directive 
2000/78

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Disability
Directive 
2000/78

Directive 
2000/78

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Age
Directive 
2000/78

Directive 
2000/78

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Source: Intersectional discrimination in EU gender equality and non-discrimination law, p� 63

A third obstacle concerns legal justification defences (5) 
and the fact that exceptions are not the same across dif-
ferent grounds of discrimination� Similarly, the number 
of grounds of discrimination listed in legislation, and the 
impossibility of covering all possible reasons for inequality, 
represent yet another obstacle� As the list of grounds in 
the Treaty and Directives is exhaustive, there is no scope 
for courts to add new grounds by analogy� A final diffi-
culty in non-discrimination law lies in the process of defin-
ing discrimination� Discrimination tends to be recognised 
when a person is, or would be, treated less favourably 
than another person in a similar situation� Such a compa-
rable situation is particularly difficult to find (and define) in 
intersectionality cases (European Commission, 2016)� These 
challenges, together with other aspects of development 
of anti-discrimination policy since the beginning of the 
2000s, have contributed to a situation where taking into 
account multiple discrimination remains more a matter of 

(5)  Justification defence is a legal term that refers to an affirmative defence to criminal prosecution� It consists of arguing that the alleged unlawful 
conduct was justified or permitted�  

discourse than a legal or institutional reality at the level 
of the EU (Jacquot, 2017; Krizsán, Skjeie and Squires, 2012; 
Lombardo and Verloo, 2009)�  

2.2. Policy interventions: mixed 
usage of intersectionality 
terminology

Non-discrimination law is, in principle, a limited policy 
approach that places the responsibility on an individual 
and is itself reactive rather than proactive in nature� While 
it presents an important policy tool - given that litigation 
gives affected individuals an opportunity to articulate their 
cases - it should go hand-in-hand with proactive measures 
to combat structural inequalities� Gender mainstreaming 
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and positive action are considered particularly important 
tools, with the potential to combat intersecting gender 
inequalities (Kantola and Nousiainen, 2012)� These mech-
anisms ensure that the responsibility to identify injustice 
does not lie primarily with a self-identified complainant 
but, rather, with relevant power-holders who have the 
potential to craft systematic and forward-looking solutions�

2�2�1� Need for improved intersectionality 
in strategic documents on gender 
equality   

At EU level, a framework for action to combat inequality and 
promote gender equality has been established in a num-
ber of strategic documents� The situation of women who 
are subject to multiple discrimination was acknowledged 
in the Framework Strategy on Gender Equality 2001-2005, 
as well as in the subsequent Roadmap of Equality between 
Women and Men 2006-2010 and the Strategy for equality 
between women and men 2010-2015� In the most recent 
Strategic engagement for gender equality 2016-2019, the 
European Commission commits to paying special attention 
“to the specific needs of groups facing multiple disadvan-
tages, e�g� single parents and older, migrant, Roma and dis-
abled women” in all of its key actions (6)� However, save for 
this modest declaration, the document does not develop 
its commitment and recommendations for concrete initi-
atives are difficult to identify� Similarly, groups of people 
who are not mentioned may be rendered invisible; the 
absence of an underlying framework within which groups 
may be considered to deserve special attention precludes 
identifying other groups or developing specific redress 
for their disadvantages� For instance, in its 2017 Report on 
equality between women and men in the EU in 2014-2015, 
the European Parliament’s Committee on Women’s Rights 
and Gender Equality (FEMM Committee) specifically urged 
the European Commission to be inclusive of transgender 
and intersex people in the future EU Strategy for Gender 
Equality (7)� The report also notes “the intersectionality 
between gender and other grounds for discrimination and 
the disproportionate impact of multiple discrimination on 
women”, illustrating that multiple discrimination is the pre-
dominant legal terminology but that intersectional theory 
can be incorporated alongside it� 

The EU gender policy framework increasingly recognises 
the costs men bear in gender unequal societies, as well as 

(6)  https://ec�europa�eu/anti-trafficking/eu-policy/strategic-engagement-gender-equality-2016-2019_en 

(7)  http://www�europarl�europa�eu/sides/getDoc�do?pubRef=-%2f%2fEP%2f%2f TEXT%2bREPORT%2bA8-2017-0046%2b0%2bDOC%2bXML%2b-
V0%2f%2fEN&language=EN 

(8)  See http://ec�europa�eu/justice/events/role-of-men/index_en�htm 

(9)  According to the EIGE Gender Equality Glossary and Thesaurus, hegemonic masculinity is understood as a “cultural norm that continuously con-
nects men to power and economic achievements”� 

the importance of men’s involvement in social change (8)� 
And yet, incorporating a perspective on men as a heter-
ogeneous social group in their own right and in relation 
to the lives of women, has yet to be developed� This is 
important, given the costs of hegemonic masculinity and 
the fact that gendered patterns of men’s behaviour are 
often complicated by other social and cultural factors (9)� 
For instance, scholars show that the most significant issues 
for men’s health derive from gendered expectations, often 
compounded by other social factors such as race, ethnic-
ity, class, migration status or sexual orientation (Hankivsky, 
2012; Tolhurst et al., 2012)� Recognising the (gendered) role 
and position of men in combating intersectional gender 
inequality requires an understanding that ideals of mas-
culinity and femininity differ between societal groups� To 
translate this into EU gender equality policy, more effort 
is required to recognise and tackle different forms and 
degrees of gender inequality across societies if an intersec-
tional analysis is to be consistently incorporated and steps 
taken towards gender equality� 

2�2�2� Incorporating a gender perspective 
in inclusion policies

Several targeted policy interventions and initiatives have 
been developed to reach disadvantaged groups or reduce 
the complex issues faced by certain social groups� However, 
these policies seldom consider intersecting inequalities� 
For instance, the European Disability Strategy 2010-2020 
does not include gender as a cross-cutting principle nor 
propose specific actions to combat persistent inequali-
ties faced by women with disabilities as a particularly dis-
advantaged group, such as access to adequate housing, 
healthcare services, public transport or decision-making 
institutions� An intersectional perspective is also lacking 
in the List of Actions by the European Commission to 
advance LGBTI Equality 2016–2019� While the List refers to 
Article 21 of the Charter of Fundamental Rights – covering 
discrimination on grounds of sexual orientation and gen-
der identity – it does not acknowledge the possibility of 
multiple or intersectional discrimination for LBGTI persons 
based on other factors, such as class or ethnicity�   

Similarly, the 2011 EU Framework for National Roma 
Integration Strategies up to 2020 lacks an intersectional 
approach (Mirga-Kruszelnicka, 2017)� It is worth noting, 
however, that the framework makes reference to the 
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European Commission’s 10 Common Basic Principles on 
Roma Inclusion, one of which is “awareness of the gen-
der dimension”� Under this fifth principle, the Commission 
calls on policy makers and programme implementers 
to pay attention to the issue of multiple discrimination, 
to address Roma women’s specific needs in the design, 
implementation and evaluation of policies and activities, 
and to ensure their political participation and a leading 
role in consultation bodies or monitoring committees� 
Such documents created momentum for further discus-
sion on Roma issues� In its Report on gender aspects of the 
European Framework of National Roma Inclusion Strategies, 
the FEMM Committee used the terminology “multiple 
and intersectional discrimination” with respect to the sit-
uation of Roma women� This represents one of the only 
documents on Roma where the terminology of inter-
sectionality was explicitly used (D’Agostino, 2015)� The 
Council Recommendations on effective Roma integration 
measures in the Member States did not refer to intersec-
tionality but acknowledged multiple discrimination faced 
by Roma women, and twice called for special attention 
to be paid to the gender dimension within policy meas-
ures� These documents constituted a formal recognition 
of gender awareness as a horizontal policy measure, 
although this has not materialised in subsequent annual 
assessment reports on the implementation of the EU 
Framework for National Roma Integration Strategies 
(D’Agostino, 2016)� 

2�2�3� Looking forward: mainstreaming 
gender and intersectional 
perspective across policies

Although the EU has committed to mainstreaming a gen-
der perspective in all policies, implementation of this com-
mitment remains a challenge (Verloo, 2013; Walby, 2009)� It 
has been argued that the implementation of intersectional 
or equality mainstreaming is “an ambition with simultane-
ously great potential in terms of content but low poten-
tial in terms of changes of realisation” (Verloo 2013, pp� 
904-905; Lombardo and Augustin, 2012; Verloo, 2006)� The 
European Pillar of Social Rights provides an opportunity 
not only to declare but to implement these principles (10)� 

(10)  https://ec�europa�eu/commission/priorities/deeper-and-fairer-economic-and-monetary-union/european-pillar-social-rights/european- 
pillar-social-rights-20-principles_en  

Gender equality and equal opportunities constitute key 
principles of the Pillar, covering equality of treatment and 
opportunities regardless of gender, racial or ethnic origin, 
religion or belief, disability, age or sexual orientation, across 
the areas of employment, social protection, education and 
access to public goods and services� The Pillar provides an 
opportunity to explicitly articulate and address intersec-
tional inequality in its actions, as well as to mainstream 
both gender and an intersectional perspective in the 
broader policy field�  

The United Nation’s 2030 Agenda and Sustainable Devel-
opment Goals (SDGs) mainstream gender across objectives 
and indicators, representing significant progress since the 
previous Millennium Development Goals (MDGs) (Stuart 
and Woodroffe, 2016)� The SDG outcome document con-
tains multiple references to the inclusion of all people 
regardless of gender, disability, age, ethnicity, race, and 
“other status” (United Nations, 2015)�  Notwithstanding such 
progress, countries’ legislative processes and policies need 
to be supported by adequate economic and coordination 
instruments (Jacquot, 2017)� This type of support is neces-
sary if there is to be a real shift from theory to practice� 

Systematic knowledge – particularly in the form of statis-
tical evidence – on the situation of social groups’ stand-
ings at intersections of axes of power is an integral part of 
moving from theory to practice� Such knowledge allows 
the root causes of intersecting inequalities to be studied, 
and progress on tackling inequalities to be tracked� For 
an intersectional approach to be successfully reflected in 
public policies, D’Agostino (2015) identifies the following 
elements:

 � a clear definition of intersectionality; 
 � a structural understanding of inequality; 
 � a transformative approach to intersectionality; 
 � inclusion of a wide range of inequality categories; 
 � explicit mention of certain inequalities; 
 � awareness of privileges of more advantaged groups; 
 � avoidance of the stigmatisation of specific groups; 
 � consultation of civil society during the policy-making 

process (D’Agostino, 2015)�
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3� How is intersectionality measured? 
Methodological considerations 

3.1. Conceptualising 
intersectionality

One of the most vibrant discussions within the literature 
on intersectionality concerns the articulation of social 
divisions among people� Social divisions and the corre-
sponding social groups are assumed to be created and 
delineated by social structures, such as the constellation of 
norms and laws, institutions and traditions (Collins, 1993; 
Weldon, 2008; Young, 1994)� However, ways of approach-
ing these social divisions vary� McCall’s (2005) seminal over-
view summarises the operationalisation of social divisions 
into three complementary approaches: anticategorical, int-
racategorical and intercategorical complexity� 

“Anticategorical complexity” views the world as too com-
plex to create fixed categories and seeks to deconstruct 
analytical categories� “Intracategorical complexity” takes 
more of a middle ground, interrogating the bounda-
ry-making and boundary-defining processes but acknowl-
edging the stable and even durable relationships that 
social categories represent� The approach often zeroes in 
on one group at a particular intersection in society (e�g� 
EU Framework for National Roma Integration Strategies)� 
Finally, “intercategorical complexity” (also referred to as 
“categorical approach”) “begins with the observation that 
there are relationships of inequality among already con-
stituted social groups, as imperfect and ever-changing 
as they are, and takes those relationships as the centre of 
analysis� The main task of the categorical approach is to 
explicate those relationships and doing so requires the 
provisional use of categories” (McCall, 2005, p� 1785)� In 
other words, it accepts that in society people structure the 
world by grouping individuals, and that comparing groups 
can facilitate understanding of such processes of inequal-
ity and marginalisation� 

It is important to acknowledge that these analytical cate-
gories, like social identities or social groups, are dynamic, 
changeable and interlinked (Lykke, 2010)� The process of 
creating categories is influenced by political interest, sta-
tistical (data) possibilities, and current knowledge, among 
other things� For instance, migrant populations, depend-
ing on the categorisation in the host country, may consist 

of people with very different origins, but also different 
gender and ethnic, racial or religious backgrounds� Fur-
ther analysis is needed, therefore, to shed more light on 
the composition and characteristics of the groups, as well 
as the general context� However, in order to describe the 
situation of different segments of society, categorisation is 
inevitable� As concluded by Platt (2011), while recognising 
that categories are fluid and dynamic, it is necessary to “fix” 
them temporarily to be able to analyse complex inequali-
ties in society� Thus, categorisation permits policy-making 
to be responsive to the needs of different - often marginal-
ised - groups of the population�

The Gender Equality Index adopts the categorical 
approach� In general, the Index facilitates a view of the 
different situations of women and men in various areas of 
life and their comparison over time� Including an intersec-
tional perspective allows for further understanding of the 
challenges experienced by different groups of women and 
men� Spierings (2012) points out that categorical intersec-
tionality can further quantitative research by realising that 
comparing women and men means comparing averages� 
The variances within these groups should not, therefore, 
be ignored� At the same time, categorical intersectionality 
can help to show how gender inequality manifests differ-
ently across societal groups (Spierings, 2012)� 

3.2. Selecting intersecting 
inequalities for the Gender 
Equality Index 

Determining the categories that should be part of inter-
sectional analysis itself merits discussion� Evidence shows 
that there are many axes of inequality (or categories of 
difference) which can intersect with gender (depending 
on the domain of life, the life stage, or specific country)� 
As noted earlier, gender, class, race and ethnicity were his-
torically perceived to be the major social divisions within 
intersectionality research, with other axes of power grad-
ually included, such as age, dis/ability, sexual orientation 
and gender identity, religion, etc� EU anti-discrimination 
legislation considers six grounds: sex, racial or ethnic ori-
gin, sexual orientation, religion or belief, disability and age� 
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In the most recent strategic document for gender equality, 
the European Commission identifies single parents, older, 
migrant and Roma women, and women with disabilities 
as groups facing multiple disadvantage and thus requiring 
special attention from policy makers� Many of these inter-
sectionalities were considered from a statistical point of 
view for the Index�  

Data for an intersectional analysis must comply with the 
quality criteria defined for the Gender Equality Index (EIGE, 
2017c)� A review of the main international and European 
data sources highlighted a lack of data when it comes to 
disaggregating by sex and other intersecting categories, 
which is partly explained by very small sample sizes� EIGE’s 
analysis in the domain of intersecting inequalities is neces-
sarily limited in scope for the following reasons:

 � data do not allow for all of the key groups identified in 
the literature and policy review to be covered (as listed 
above);

 � data do not allow for all variables and domains of ine-
quality to be covered, as per the core Index;

 � in most cases, data do not allow for intersections of 
more than two dimensions to be investigated (e�g� 
gender and one of the following: educational level and 
family type; gender, migrant status and family type) at 
Member State level�

The first stage in the process of selecting intersecting ine-
qualities for the Index involved a theoretical overview of 
intersectionality to identify possible intersections (along-
side social-demographic characteristics) that would be 
relevant from the point of view of the Index� Grounds of 
discrimination covered in the EU policies were identified 
and the different axes of power mentioned in gender 
equality policies were considered� Based on theoretical 
considerations, policy overview, previous research and 
data availability, five intersections were selected for analy-
sis in the Gender Equality Index: age, country of birth, dis/
ability, family type and education (see Table 2 below)� 

Table 2� Axes of intersectionality included in the Gender Equality Index

Intersection Groups

Age (years) 1� 15/16-24 
2� 25-49 
3� 50-64 
4� 65+

Country of birth 1� National born
2� Foreign born
 2�1� EU Born
 2�2� Non-EU born

Dis/ability 1� With disabilities
2� Without disabilities 

Family type 1� Single
2� Lone parent
3� Couple without children
4� Couple with children

Level of education 1� Low education
2� Medium education
3� High education

In view of the quality and comparability requirements, the 
selection of categories intersecting with gender was lim-
ited, as was analysis of the domains, sub-domains and var-
iables of the Index� Additionally, the level of detail and the 
intersections analysed varied across the domains, depend-
ing on data availability� An intersectional analysis of the fol-
lowing variables was not possible with the data available: 

 � all of the variables within the domain of power (due to 
the lack of data on the social-demographic character-
istics - other than gender - of the decision-makers, the 
domain of power is excluded from the intersectional 
analysis); 

 � duration of working life (within the domain of work); 
 � tertiary students in the fields of education, health and 

welfare, humanities and the arts (within the domain of 
knowledge); 

 � life expectancy in absolute value at birth (domain of 
health); 

 � healthy life years in absolute value at birth (domain of 
health)� 

For the Gender Equality Index 2017, the intersectional anal-
ysis was done at EU-28 level, covering either 2014 or 2015, 
depending on the data available and microdata analysis 
(using EU SILC (Statistics on Income and Living Conditions)
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and EU LFS (Labour Force Survey) 2014, EQLS (European 
Quality of Life Survey) 2015; EWCS (European Working Con-
ditions Survey) 2016)� Data available at Member State level 
are published on the web pageof the Gender Equality 
Index (11)� 

An intersectional analysis was carried out at variable level� 
Once variables were disaggregated by gender, they were 
then analysed one intersection at a time (e�g� gender and 
age; gender and educational attainment, etc�)� As a result, 
within each intersectionality it is possible to analyse gen-
der gaps within sub-groups (for instance, whether for 
women and men with low educational qualifications, var-
ious gender gaps are smaller/greater than among women 
and men with high educational qualifications)� It is also 

(11)  https://eige�europa�eu/gender-equality-index 

possible to compare the situation of all sub-groups of 
women and/or men across a single variable (for example, 
comparing the likelihood of women or men who are sin-
gle, in a couple or in a couple with children to spend an 
hour cooking and doing housework daily)� These varying 
gender gaps and outcomes within and across sub-popu-
lations illustrate how gender interacts with other charac-
teristics to create complex inequalities� Significantly from a 
policy perspective, it enables identification of the groups 
of women and men who are least/most disadvantaged 
and the areas where more targeted policy measures are 
needed� It also highlights some of the factors that place 
certain groups at an advantage� The following chapter dis-
cusses the results of intersectional analysis in the Gender 
Equality Index 2017� 
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4� Intersecting inequalities in the 
Gender Equality Index 

Intersectionality has been an evolving element of the con-
ceptual framework of the Gender Equality Index since its 
inception (EIGE, 2013)� While the Gender Equality Index 
measures gender gaps in areas relevant to EU policy, it is 
clear that better policy making and a thorough under-
standing of gender inequality demands that diversity 
among women and men be taken into account� Effec-
tive and non-exclusionary policy measures and social 
interventions require systemic social inequalities to be 
examined and considered, together with their causes and 
consequences�  

This chapter introduces the intersectionalities and sum-
marises the main findings of the analysis for the Gender 
Equality Index 2017� It acknowledges further intersections 
that could not be included in the Index but which are nev-
ertheless relevant in examining the current situation in the 
EU, and offers important insights for data improvements� It 
should be noted that the domain of intersecting inequal-
ities is not factored into the overall composite indicator of 
the Index but, rather, complements the six core domains 
and adds a cross-cutting perspective that unmasks some 
of the differences among women and men (EIGE, 2017b, 
2017c)� 

4.1. Gender and age

4�1�1� Theoretical and empirical 
considerations on gender and age

The meaning and manifestation of gender inequality is dif-
ferent for women and men or girls and boys, depending 
on their ages� An industrial society in which production is 
given priority over reproduction and formal economy over 
domestic labour contributes to ageist and sexist prejudice 
(Ginn, 1993)� The “ageing society” is often described as a 
problem or even a threat, conjuring up negative conno-
tations in society� This is an example of structural ageism, 
which further contributes to biased attitudes towards older 
people� The double standard applied to ageing sees it 
more detrimental to the social status of women than men� 
Due to these structural inequalities, more older women 
than men are at risk of poverty or higher prevalence of 
economic and psychological violence (EIGE, 2017b, 2017a)� 

While older men can more often counter ageism through 
intellectual and career achievement and possession of 
financial resources, these attributes are less valued or prev-
alent in elderly women, who suffer greater exclusion from 
mainstream public life (Ginn, 1993)�

The situations of elderly women and men are usually the 
main focus of discussions on the intersection of gender 
and age, with young people’s challenges often invisible 
in the debate� However, girls and boys - as well as young 
women and men - face gender inequalities specific to 
their age and generation� For example, gender stereotypes 
impact young people’s decisions about their future study 
and work, contribute to gender segregation in education 
and the labour market, and narrow the life choices of girls 
and boys (EIGE, 2018a, 2018b)� Widespread use of digital 
technologies exacerbates stereotypical gender norms: for 
girls, this can mean stronger pressure on physical appear-
ance and weight, and for boys, it can lead to internalisation 
of “toxic masculinity” related to repression of emotions and 
the objectification and sexualisation of women (EIGE, 2019)� 

Differences between people, behaviours or social out-
comes in different age categories may be difficult to dis-
entangle because of the so called Age-Period-Cohort 
problem (Yang and Land, 2013)� Age effects relate to the 
consequences of growing older; period effects are the 
implications of influences that vary through time but 
affect all age groups simultaneously; and cohort effects 
relate to the fact of being born at different times (Glenn, 
2007)� A birth cohort is a group of people born in the same 
year or years and therefore experiencing the same histori-
cal events at the same ages (ibid�, p� 2)�

Platt (2011) outlines that, when age refers to processes 
or experiences that are directly related to age (ageing, 
lifecycle effects), the focus moves to life stages of indi-
viduals – when people get older they are more likely to 
be married, divorced, or widowed� They are also likely to 
have had labour market experience, to have experienced 
health issues, to have children and grandchildren, etc� The 
life experience is then impacted not only by the particular 
life-stage a person is in, but also by experiences accumu-
lated over time� In terms of lifecycle effects, it is possible 
to think about cumulative gender inequalities and their 
consequences� For example, as women are often expected 
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to take care of family members, their employment path 
is more often interrupted and they earn less than men�  
This is reflected later on in the gender pension gap (to the 
detriment of women), resulting in higher risk of poverty 
and social exclusion among elderly women (EIGE, 2014, 
2015b, 2016)� 

If age differences refer to cohort, period or a combination 
of both, the focus shifts to factors that affect women and 
men because of time in which they were born (relative to 
other cohorts), as well as the historical period they live in, 
which impacts people of all ages – economic crises, sci-
entific breakthroughs, natural disasters, etc� These contexts 
can impact women and men differently, for instance the 
more limited access of women to education, the labour 
market and decision-making in the past may still impact 
the situation of older women today (Platt, 2011)� Genera-
tional effects are evident, for instance in relation to edu-
cational achievement� Although in previous generations, 
men held higher qualifications, today it is young women 
who are predominantly better educated (EIGE, 2017b)� 
Proponents of the life course perspective thus argue that 
an understanding of the present circumstances of elderly 
people must take into account the major social and psy-
chological forces that have operated throughout the 
course of their lives (Achenbaum, 2005)�

4�1�2� Findings from the Gender Equality 
Index on gender and age

Measurement

Where possible, the situation of women and men in 
four age groups was analysed: 

 � 15/16-24: youth; 
 � 25-49: main working population and fertile age; 
 � 50-64: more mature workers, likely to be in the 

“empty nest” life stage (the period in which 
grown children no longer live at home); 

 � 65+: broadly speaking, the retired population� 

In some cases, a more detailed analysis was needed 
and other age groups were also examined�

WORK: In general, women are less likely than men to be 
involved in paid work in the EU, and that difference increases 
with age� The full-time equivalent (FTE) employment rate 
of women pre-retirement (aged 50-64) is just 44 %, with a 
gender gap as high as 19 p�p� This might be a manifestation 

of the combination of age and gender bias faced by elderly 
women who were expected to take care of family members 
during their working lives� Quality of work is also impacted 
by the intersection of gender and age, with around half of 
young women (51 %) and young men (54 %) aged 15-24 
agreeing that their job offers good prospects for career 
advancement, although prospects decrease and diverge 
with age� The highest gender gap in such an indicator is 
seen among older people, to the detriment of women�  

MONEY: In most Member States, retirement pensions 
are based on the principle of continuous full-time paid 
employment, which generally privileges men� In addition, 
in recent years, pension reforms have introduced longer 
periods of gainful employment as criteria to qualify for 
pension benefits� Considering that women’s life courses 
often involve periods of unpaid care work and working 
lives that are on average five years shorter than those of 
their male peers, they face a greater risk of poverty in old 
age� The tendency for men to receive higher pensions than 
women is observed in all Member States, with the gender 
pension gap standing at 37 % in the EU in 2016 (European 
Commission, 2018)� Unequal access to financial resources 
in old age is reflected in the income for specific groups of 
women and men, with the gender gap for those over 65 
years of age being the highest among all age groups (12 
p�p�, compared to 4 p�p� for the general population)� The 
poverty rate of women aged 50–64 (15 %) is the lowest 
among all age groups but increases with age, reaching 18 
% for those aged 75 and over�

TIME: Most EU policy efforts to improve work-life balance 
focus predominantly on addressing women’s under-rep-
resentation in employment due to care responsibilities� 
The data, however, also reveal a significant gender gap 
in care activities among young women and men aged 
15-24, which is important because this is the age group 
most likely to be engaged in education and training� How-
ever, educational institutions and national policies often 
fail to recognise barriers faced by young people with 
care responsibilities, many of whom are not as independ-
ent and mobile as policy makers assume (Brooks, 2012)� 
In view of the inadequate attention paid to this group, 
young people with care responsibilities may face barriers 
in accessing education and training opportunities, or, once 
in education, they may encounter further challenges in 
reconciling their education and care responsibilities, which 
can in turn influence their educational attainment� Given 
that five times as many young women as men aged 15-24 
are engaged in care work, the lack of policy focus on this 
group has particularly gendered consequences, which are 
likely to affect the opportunities of these young women in 
the next stage of their lives�
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HEALTH: There are differences in perceptions of health 
among different age groups, with younger people being 
more likely than older people to assess their health as good 
or very good� Only half of women and men in the pre-re-
tirement age (50-64 years) assess their health as good or 
very good, posing a challenge for active ageing policies� 
Gender and age intersect and create different health sit-
uations for ageing women and ageing men; women live 
longer than men, although they are less likely to assess 
their health as good or very good� This might be related 
to the fact that elderly women experience a high risk of 
poverty and social exclusion� 

4.2. Gender and country of birth

4�2�1� Theoretical and empirical 
considerations on gender and 
country of birth

Gender as a social factor influences who migrates, to 
which destination and for what reasons� The International 
Organization for Migration (IOM) defines “migrant” as any 
person who is moving or has moved across an interna-
tional border or within a State away from his/her habitual 
place of residence (IOM, n�d�)� Migration impacts the net-
works migrating people use, as well as resources available 
in destination countries or relations with country of origin 
(IOM, n�d�)� The opportunities and risks faced by migrants, 
as well as their experiences of migration, are shaped by 
their gender and often vary between groups� “The roles, 
expectations, relationships and power dynamics associ-
ated with being a man, woman, boy or girl, and whether 
one identifies as lesbian, gay, bisexual, transgender and/
or intersex (LGBTI), significantly affect all aspects of the 
migration process, and can also be affected in new ways 
by migration” (IOM, n�d�)�

Migration is not a new phenomenon in Europe� The pat-
terns and scale of migration to and within Europe have var-
ied over time and between countries and have impacted 
the size and structure of the current population of Europe 
(Eurostat, 2011)� Despite its historical roots, discussions of 
migration often narrow the issue to the recent increases 
in immigrants and refugees coming to the EU since 2015� 
At the beginning of 2017, there were 36�9 million people 
born outside the EU living across the EU-28, and 20�4 mil-
lion people living in a Member State other than the one 
in which they were born� For gender distribution, in 2016, 

(12)  EIGE’s calculations from Eurostat: Immigration by age and sex [migr_imm8]� All ages considered� 

there were slightly more men and boys immigrating to the 
EU than women and girls (55 % and 45 %, respectively) (12), 
across all countries of origin� 

At the pre-migration stage, systemic (macro) factors, such 
as the state of the national economy, and individual (micro) 
factors, such as gender-specific stages in the life cycle, 
influence the decision and opportunity to migrate (Boyd 
and Grieco, 2003)� The situation differs where people are 
forced to migrate and need to flee their country of ori-
gin and seek international protection� The specific chal-
lenges faced by migrant women were discussed widely 
after 2015, such as the risk of physical and sexual violence, 
human trafficking or unmet hygiene and medical needs 
(European Parliament, 2016; Oxfam, 2016)� One of the gen-
der-related challenges observed relates to the construc-
tion of an image of women migrants and refugees as a 
helpless and indistinguishable mass (Oxfam, 2016)� On the 
opposite end of the spectrum is an image of presumably 
aggressive and dangerous migrant men coming from dif-
ferent cultural backgrounds and with very different values 
(Yılmaz, 2015)� Constructions of femininity and masculinity 
are thus exploited to fuel fear and hatred against migrating 
people, especially those coming from outside the EU� At 
the same time, discussions about migrant and “European” 
populations influence conceptualisations of gender, as 
well as ideals of femininity and masculinity (Yılmaz 2015)� 
Consequently, constructions of gender and race/ethnicity/
religion are inevitably intertwined�

Once in the receiving country, migrant women and men 
often face further practical issues, such as official recog-
nition of their education or work-related documents� 
Migrant women may find it particularly difficult to enter 
the labour market� Many migrant women who have fol-
lowed their partners may have difficulty learning the 
main language of the country, particularly if they remain 
at home doing unpaid work (FRA, 2013b)� Women born 
outside of the EU who are working in the EU are more 
likely than migrant men or native-born women to feel 
that they are overqualified for their job (Eurostat, 2017b)� 
The intersection of gender and country of birth also man-
ifests itself in the quality of work, evidenced by the fact 
that nearly one in three non-EU born women and one in 
four non-EU born men work in precarious jobs in the EU 
(EIGE, 2017d)� This suggests that gender inequalities and 
gender discrimination differ based on (perceptions of) 
people ś cultural, national or migration background� This 
is also true of other environments and services, such as 
healthcare and education� 
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Migration can be categorised in terms of country of origin 
(i�e� from an EU country or from outside the EU) or in terms 
of reasons to migrate, such as labour migration, asylum, family 
reunification, student migration, etc� In recent years, interna-
tional movements of people have been increasingly under-
stood as “mixed migration flows”, to account for the fact that 
most migrants do not fit any particular label or legal category 
and that migration is increasingly triggered by multiple factors� 

This suggests that the category of migrant covers individu-
als coming from very different environments, with a variety 
of races and ethnicities, religions and beliefs, gender and 
sexual identities� It also covers individuals born outside 
their country of residence (first-generation migrants) and 
women and men born in their country of residence but 
whose parents or grandparents were born elsewhere (sec-
ond and third-generation migrants)�

The intersection of gender and race/ethnicity/religion has 
a long history in intersectional theory� However, no com-
parative statistics for Member States are available, as none 
of the Europe-wide surveys collect data on race or eth-
nicity� The same is true for different migrant generations 
across Member States� The only available dimension that 

covers some of the diversity of the population is country of 
birth and (partially) citizenship� Interpreting findings from 
these data is difficult: migrant status may refer to different 
segments of the population, varying across countries and 
by migration patterns� Another limitation is that such indi-
cators cover only first-generation migrants� 

Social constructions of the concept of migrant background (as well as race, ethnicity or religion) can be traced in 
recent years� Yılmaz (2015) documented how the image of immigrant workers (as an economic category) has turn 
into Muslim immigrants (as a cultural category) in public and political discourse� While immigrants were previously 
defined - and defined themselves – primarily in terms of economic position, they are now defined (or self-iden-
tify) chiefly in terms of ethnicity, nationality and religion� The dichotomy between “us” (the “nation”) and “them” 
(Muslim immigrants) has become an intrinsic feature of European political discourse, where Muslim immigrants 
and their “ascribed cultural values” are often described as incompatible with European values, including gen-
der equality (Yılmaz, 2015)� Certain groups of the population are thus constructed as a threat through imagined 
homogeneous “cultural practices” and values� As a result, people with migrant backgrounds, or those from ethnic 
minorities, often face systemic disadvantage and discrimination�

4�2�2� Findings from the Gender Equality Index on gender and country of birth

Measurement

The variable of country of birth is used in the Index as a proxy for migrant background� Three categories are dis-
tinguished, where possible: 1� National born: born in the reporting country; 2� EU born: born in the EU, but not in 
the reporting country; and 3� Non-EU born: born in any country outside of the EU� Where further disaggregation 
was not possible, only two intersections were analysed (national-born and foreign born) without differentiating 
between EU born and non-EU born people: 

Limited data are available on country of birth� An EU average for these three categories is not calculated based 
on EU-28 but, rather, on a smaller number of EU countries� For instance, in EU SILC data, this three-pronged disag-
gregation is available for only 23 countries (data are not available for Germany, Estonia, Latvia, Malta and Slovenia)� 
Data are similarly missing in the EU LFS� 

While using country of birth as a proxy for migration background allows for comparison over time and across 
countries, it is not without limitations� Analysis remains very general, as the group of people born outside of their 
country of residence are far from homogenous, representing different regions, continents, ethnic and racial back-
grounds, socioeconomic status and religious affiliations� More in-depth analysis on the specific characteristics and 
barriers faced by migrant women and men at Member State level would support better implementation of policy 
and monitoring of policy effectiveness� 
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MONEY: Women and men born outside the EU are twice 
as likely to be at risk of poverty (36 % for women and 38 
% for men) than national-born people, highlighting the 
effect of the migration process on women’s and men’s 
likelihood of achieving economic independence� This 
is despite the fact that non-EU born people are slightly 
more likely to be higher educated than national-born 
people and their employment rate is nearly equal� The 
earnings gap between women and men born outside 
of the EU is smaller than among national-born people, 
although the earnings are lower overall for those born 
outside of the EU� This is different for EU-born people 
(who have migrated within the EU), whose mean earn-
ings are higher than for national-born people� 

TIME: The distribution of care responsibilities between 
women and men varies according to a range of fac-
tors, including country of birth� When compared to the 
national-born population, EU born women and men 
who have moved within the EU share care responsibil-
ities more equally� At the same time, close to half (46 %) 
of women born outside of the EU spend at least one 
hour a day providing unpaid care to their families (com-
pared to 28 % of men)� This is also reflected in the fact 
that, within the EU, non-EU born people have high inac-
tivity rates (39 % of non-EU born women and 20 % of 
non-EU born men were inactive in 2015)� Low women ś 
employment rates among this group have economic 
consequences for families, reflected in higher poverty 
rates (EIGE, 2016)� The differences in the division of care 
among women and men born outside of the EU can be 
caused by the different life situation of people, social-de-
mographic differences between these groups (e�g� age 
composition and share of fertile age people among the 
groups, average number of children, employment rate) 
or cultural norms� 

VIOLENCE: Across all forms of violence, women who 
indicate that they are non-citizens (13) have experienced 
higher levels of violence� This is most marked for psy-
chological violence, with a prevalence 11 p�p� higher for 
non-citizen women (54 %) compared to women with 
the country’s citizenship (43 %) (EIGE, 2017a; FRA, 2014)� 

(13)  The survey conducted by the Fundamental Rights Agency asked respondents if they held citizenship of the country in which they live�  

(14)  The data are derived from EU statistics on income and living conditions (EU SILC)� This measure is based on self-reported long-standing limitations 
due to health problems for at least the last six months� EU SILC covers all individuals aged 16+ and living in private households�

4.3. Gender and dis/ability

4�3�1� Theoretical and empirical 
considerations on gender and dis/
ability

Women with disabilities have historically been neglected in 
the gender equality and disability literature, in policy-mak-
ing, and by the disability and feminist movements� There is 
an assumption that the experience of men with disabilities 
is representative of the experience of disability in general 
(European Parliament, 2017)� However, a gender perspective 
reveals that this is not the case� For instance, while all people 
with disabilities are more likely to live in poverty, women with 
disabilities are likely to be poorer than men with disabilities, 
are less likely to be employed, and (in general) to have lower 
income from employment� Women with disabilities are also 
less likely to access rehabilitation compared to men with dis-
abilities, and are more likely to experience sexual violence in 
relationships and in institutions (European Parliament, 2017)� 

In 2016, one in four people in the EU reported long-stand-
ing limitations in their usual activities due to health prob-
lems (Eurostat, 2017a), a proxy which is used in the Index to 
conceptualise disability� This means that they feel limited in 
performing everyday activities, such as studying at school, 
occupational activities, housekeeping or participating in lei-
sure activities for six months or longer� The share of people 
reporting long-standing limitations ranged from 16 % in 
Cyprus to 33 % in Portugal� Women were more likely than 
men to report long-standing limitations in all EU Mem-
ber States, with the largest gender gaps in Romania, Por-
tugal, the Netherlands, Lithuania, Latvia, Finland, Norway 
and Iceland (all in excess of 8 p�p�), and the smallest gaps 
in Germany and Cyprus (less than 1 p�p�)� These reported 
long-standing limitations tended to decrease as income 
increased, indicating a complex relationship between dis-
ability and poverty� Almost one-third (30 %) of the poorest 
(i�e� the 20 % of the population with the lowest income) in 
the EU reported long-standing limitations in usual activities, 
compared to almost 17 % of the richest (i�e� the 20 % of the 
population with the highest income) (Eurostat, 2017a) (14)� 
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It is important to understand disability – like gender or race 
- as a socially created phenomenon� Even though disabil-
ity was framed for a long time in predominantly medical 
terms (Barnes, 1996), it can be seen as a culturally con-
structed narrative of the body� Unlike the medical model, 
a social model of disability highlights that the principal 
cause of the disadvantage experienced by people with 
disabilities is not the impairment itself but, rather, restric-
tive social and environmental factors (Barnes, 1996)� In this 
way, disability represents a complex system of constraints 
imposed upon people with impairments by a discrimina-
tory society� This ideological rather than biological process 
influences the formation of culture and legitimises an une-
qual distribution of resources in society (Garland-Thomson, 
2011)� The issue is potentially compounded for members of 
the LGBTQI communities, black people, ethnic minorities 
and women with disabilities (Barnes, 1996)� 

The social model of disability is critiqued for insufficiently 
linking “the social relational nature of impairment and 
illness” (Owens, 2015)�  Schiek (2016) notes that ”advocates 
of a “pure” social model tend to highlight certain categories 
of disability, in particular the visible lack of a limb…or cer-
tain sensual capacities, such as vision or speech”, typically 
evoking an image of a “virtuous individual, mainly ayoung 
male wheelchair user, who is otherwise ‘fit and never ill’, 
while the majority of wheelchair users are women over 
60 suffering from long-term illness” (Schiek, 2016, p� 48)� 
This is not to suggest that one impairment deserves more 
attention than another but, rather, to illustrate that people 
with disabilities do not form a homogenous group with 
uniform needs and concerns� This acknowledgement is 
essential in taking an intersectional approach to disability� 

People with disabilities are often represented as without 
gender, as asexual individuals, thus it has been assumed that 

gender has little importance for them (Chakravarti, 2015)� 
“Yet, the image of disability may be intensified by gender 
– for women, a sense of intensified passivity and helpless-
ness, for men a corrupted masculinity generated by enforced 
dependence� Moreover, these images have real conse-
quences in terms of education, employment, living arrange-
ments, personal relationships, victimisation, and abuse that in 
turn reinforce the images in the public sphere� The gendered 
experience of disability reveals sustained patterns of differ-
ence between men and women” (Chakravarti, 2015, p� 28)� 

Firstly, gender roles, expectations and stereotypes impact 
women and men with disabilities differently� For example, 
women with disabilities not only face the challenge of enter-
ing the labour market (due to limited job opportunities) but 
may also be impacted by limited access to childcare or work-
life balance policies� Gendered social norms “contribute to 
the stigmatisation of women with disabilities as undervalued, 
undesirable, asexual and dependent, and give thus rise to 
abuse” (European Parliament, 2017, p� 25)� Secondly, the prev-
alence of impairments of women and men differ, causing a 
range of difficulties and challenges� According to the United 
Nations health agency, depression is the leading cause of 
disability worldwide� The World Health Organization (WHO) 
predicts that unipolar depression will be the second leading 
cause of global disability burden by 2020, and the illness is 
twice as common in women (WHO, n�d�)� At the same time, 
the prevalence rate for alcohol dependence is more than 
twice as high among men than women (Wittchen et al., 
2011)� Thirdly, women are more likely to report a disability 
than men� Due to the longer life expectancy of women and 
the higher prevalence of disability in old age, the numbers of 
elderly women with disability are much higher than those of 
elderly men� As a result, older women represent a large share 
of the total population of women with disabilities (European 
Parliament, 2017)� 

4�3�2� Findings from the Gender Equality Index on gender and dis/ability

Measurement

Estimates of the numbers of women and men with disabilities vary, depending on the definition and measurement� 
EU law does not have a harmonised definition(s) of “disability” or “persons with disabilities”� Each Member States has 
its own definition and surveys also have different ways of measuring disability (European Parliament, 2017)� 

The Gender Equality Index used “limitations in everyday life” as a proxy for disability� Unfortunately, accounting 
for disability in an intersectional analysis is not always possible, due to data availability� There is no information 
or proxy for disability in any of the EU Labour Force Survey (LFS), European Working Conditions Survey (EWCS) 
or Structure of Earnings Survey (SES), for example� EU Statistics on Income and Living Conditions (SILC) and Euro-
pean Quality of Life Surveys (EQLS) were used as data sources and data related to the Index indicators was used 
wherever possible� The questions differ slightly in these surveys but were expected to be comparable (15)� The data 
covers people living in private households only, excluding those in institutions�
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WORK: Labour market participation is significantly lower 
among women and men with disabilities compared to 
those without disabilities� The FTE employment rate for 
women with disabilities is 19 %, compared to 28 % for men 
with disabilities� The disability gap is partially attributed to 
the fact that there are greater numbers of older people 
who have difficulty with everyday activities� Nevertheless, 
even in the working age population (20-64 years old), gen-
der differences persist: 45 % of working age women with 
disabilities are economically inactive, compared to 35 % of 
men in the same situation� Low labour market participa-
tion, low work intensity, and discrimination are among the 
main underlying factors that result in a higher risk of pov-
erty and social exclusion among people with disabilities 
compared to the general population (EIGE, 2016)�

MONEY: People with disabilities would be at significant 
risk of monetary poverty without social protection sys-
tems (16)� In 2015, in the EU-28, half of working age women 
and men with disabilities (on average) would be at risk 
of poverty if they were to depend entirely on their own 
and their household’s income from earnings (i�e� poverty 
before social transfers) (17)� The situation would be even 
more severe for those of retirement age, as 90 % of both 
women and men with disabilities aged 65 and over would 
be at risk of poverty without social protection� Due to the 
social protection system (pensions and other benefits), the 
actual poverty rate of people with disabilities is lessened� 
In spite of that, 23 % of working age women with disabil-
ities and 25 % of working age men with disabilities live at 
risk of monetary poverty� For older women and men with 
disabilities it accounts for 17 % and 13 %, respectively (18)�

KNOWLEDGE: Examining educational attainment through 
the intersection of gender and disability reveals that the 
lowest proportion of those with tertiary education is women 
with disabilities (13 %), compared to 24 % for women in the 
general population� By contrast, the highest percentage 
of tertiary graduates is among women without disabilities 
(29 %)� The gender gap in educational attainment among 
people with disabilities is 4 p�p�, to the advantage of men� 
Such low educational attainment can be partially explained 
by the fact that the older population (which is less likely 
to have attained higher education in general) represents a 
large share of people with disabilities� The disability gap is 
also observed in younger generations: less than one-third of 
persons with disabilities aged 30-34 have completed tertiary 

(15)  EU SILC: HS�3 For at least the past six months, to what extent have you been limited because of a health problem in activities people usually do? 
EQLS: Q50 (Q44) Are you limited in your daily activities by this physical or mental health problem, illness or disability?

(16)  According to Eurostat (2018), “People are considered at risk of monetary poverty when their equivalised disposable income (after social transfers) 
is below the at-risk-of-poverty threshold� This is set at 60 % of the national median equivalised disposable income after social transfers�”  

(17)  Eurostat, hlth_dpe030�

(18)  Eurostat, hlth_dpe020�

education, compared to 43 % for people without disabilities 
in the same age group (European Commission, 2017)�

HEALTH: When compared with other social groups, peo-
ple with disabilities most often experience unmet medical 
needs� The situation is better for those people with disa-
bilities who are already of retirement age (65+), compared 
to working age people with disabilities� In 2014, 15 % of 
working-age people with disabilities had unmet needs for 
medical examination, compared to 11 % of older women 
and 9 % of older men with disabilities�

VIOLENCE: In the FRA survey on violence against women 
(2014), 16 % of respondents reported experiencing bad 
or very bad health, limitations in their everyday activities, 
and considered themselves as disabled or belonging to 
a minority in their country in terms of disability� At the 
time of the survey, across the EU-28, this corresponded to 
31 million women� The survey results show that women 
who have health problems or a disability indicate a higher 
prevalence of various forms of violence than able-bodied 
women who do not have similar health problems� The 
difference in lifetime prevalence is 13 p�p� for all types of 
sexual and physical violence (EIGE, 2017a)� Women with 
disabilities were particularly exposed to violence from a 
current or former partner (34 % of respondents with some 
form of disability), compared to 22 % of respondents in 
general (EIGE, 2017a)� 

4.4. Gender and educational level

4�4�1� Theoretical and empirical 
considerations on gender and 
educational level

The manifestation of gender inequality among people with 
different levels of qualification is complex, as it is neces-
sarily linked with age or closely related to socioeconomic 
background� Women have struggled to earn their right 
to education (Whitehead, 1999), with education systems 
struggling even now with challenges such as gender seg-
regation, prevalence of gender stereotypes or a lack of gen-
der competence (EIGE, forthcoming)� The intersection of 
gender and educational level, however, surpasses the phys-
ical environment of the school or educational attainment� 
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Educational level has effects stretching over the life course: 
women and men with different levels of qualification face 
different challenges in access to employment, good work-
ing conditions or fair income� For instance, almost every 
second woman and every fifth man with low qualifications 
in the EU works in a precarious job (EIGE, 2017d)� 

Currently, almost 23 % of the EU population aged 20-64 
have low levels of qualification (less than primary, pri-
mary or lower secondary education), although the pro-
portion of low-educated people is decreasing with each 
new generation (19)� The gender balance in educational 
attainment has reversed in a single generation: while his-
torically more women than men had lower levels of qual-
ification (cohort aged 55-64), today, among the young 
population (20-24), more men than women stop at low 
levels of education� Among older persons, women are 
over-represented as their life expectancy is longer� As a 
result, the share of older women with low qualifications is 
higher than that of low-qualified older men (EIGE, 2017d)�

EIGE ś research (EIGE, 2017d) shows that people with low 
levels of qualification face a higher risk of detachment 
from the labour market, poverty and social exclusion� 
Due to structural inequalities and persisting gender ste-
reotypes, women with low educational attainment face 
additional challenges� Half of low-qualified women aged 
15-64 in the EU are out of the labour market (in a situa-
tion of economic inactivity) compared to 27 % of men� 
Additionally, 9 % of women and 14 % of men with low 
levels of qualification are unemployed, compared to 6 
% of women and 5% of men with high levels of quali-
fication� Over six million low-qualified women and two 
million low-qualified men across the EU have never had 
a job (EIGE, 2017d)� 

Gender is an important factor in determining quality of 
working conditions and level of income for people with 
different levels of qualification� Among people with low 
levels of education, 36 % of women and 16 % of men 
are in the lowest income bracket� While women with 
low levels of qualification face the highest risk of precar-
iousness (in terms of low pay, short working hours – up 
to 10 hours per week, and low job security) throughout 
their lives, after the age of 30 women with a medium 
level of education are more likely to work in precarious 
work than low-educated men� In the pre-retirement age 
group (60-64), women with a high level of qualification 
face a similar risk of precariousness to that of men with 

(19)  Eurostat, edat_lfs_9901�

(20)  The categories are taken from UNESCO’s International Standard Classification of Education, 2011 edition�  ISCED (0-2) refers to education up to 
lower secondary education, ISCED (3-4) refers to education up to post-secondary non-tertiary education, and ISCED (5-8) refers to tertiary educa-
tion� http://uis�unesco�org/sites/default/files/documents/international-standard-classification-of-education-isced-2011-en�pdf 

low educational attainment (EIGE, 2017d)� In summary, 
while level of qualification is not a historically established 
category of intersectionality, its relevance is well-sup-
ported by the data�

4�4�2� Findings from the Gender Equality 
Index on gender and educational 
level 

Measurement

The intersection of gender and education is meas-
ured via EU policy priorities and statistical evidence 
of gendered challenges of women and men with 
low levels of qualification� Three standard levels of 
education are used: 1� Low level of education (ISCED 
0-2); 2� Medium level of education (ISCED 3-4); and 
3� High level of education (ISCED 5-8)(20)

WORK: The intersection of gender with educational attain-
ment, age, disability and family type affects access to the 
labour market� The lower the educational level, the lower 
the FTE employment rate for both women and men and 
the higher the gender gap� Labour market participation of 
women with low levels of qualification is only half that of 
low-qualified men (17 % and 34 %, respectively for EU-28 in 
2015, expressed in FTE Employment Rate)� 

KNOWLEDGE: Lifelong learning, as highlighted in the 
Europe 2020 Strategy, is understood as the acquisition and 
development of skills throughout the life course� It is of 
particular importance for people with low levels of qual-
ification� Currently, among those aged 15 and over, only 
15 % of women with low educational levels participate in 
education and training, compared to 21 % of women with 
higher levels of qualification� Participation of men with 
low and high educational attainment is almost the same� 
Special policy attention needs to be given to address-
ing gender gaps in educational attainment among those 
with low qualifications (where the gap favours men) and 
among those with high levels of qualifications (where the 
gap favours women)� Among the working age population 
(aged 25-64), the differences are even more pronounced� 
While just 4 % of women and men with low levels of qual-
ification participate in education and training, participa-
tion is five times higher for women who have completed 
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tertiary education (21 %) and four times higher for men 
with tertiary education (17 %)�

TIME: Women and men with high levels of qualification are 
more likely to be involved in leisure activities, men more so 
than women� 37 % of highly educated women and 43 % of 
men do sports or are involved in cultural or leisure activities, 
compared to 20 % of women and 21 % of men with low lev-
els of education�

HEALTH: The health of women and men depends greatly on 
their education and economic situation - the higher the edu-
cational achievement or income, the better health outcomes 
are� The gender gap is largest for those with the lowest qual-
ifications – 81 % of women and 80 % of men with high edu-
cational attainment perceive their health to be good or very 
good, while just 48 % of women and 60 % of men with low 
educational attainment feel healthy� This puts women with 
low levels of educational attainment in particularly poor situ-
ations regarding health, compared to both women with high 
levels of education and men with low levels of education�  

4.5. Gender and family type 

4�5�1� Theoretical and empirical 
considerations on gender and 
family type

Families and households (21) are key realms of social repro-
duction, a process that has been historically highly gender 
segregated� Social reproduction is understood as the emo-
tional, sexual and affective services required to maintain 
family, including biological reproduction� It also encom-
passes various forms of care, social provision and volun-
tary work for the purpose of meeting the needs of family 

(21)  The concept of the household can be understood as residence groups in which “members’ skills, capacities, and resources are combined for 
purpose of production, reproduction, and consumption” (Goody, 1972, in Razavi, 2013, p� 291)� The term family accounts for “a more extended 
network of kinship relations that people may activate selectively” (Razavi, 2013, p� 291)� In everyday life, these two concepts often overlap but 
are not synonymous: household units may include individuals who are not part of family, and family members can live in different households�  

(22)  Note that the population counts exclude dependent children aged 15 and 24 living with their parents� 

members (unpaid production of goods and services at 
home) and the community� Broadly speaking, social repro-
duction refers to the reproduction of culture and ideology 
which continually solidify dominant social relations (Rai, 
2013)� These care acts are mostly undertaken by women 
but remained unacknowledged as work� All production 
and exchange rest on these unpaid activities, making 
the family and household relevant categories for politi-
cal economy analysis (Rai, 2013)� The gendered character 
of social production means that family formation affects 
women’s and men’s lives differently� While for women with 
children, having a partner does not significantly affect their 
labour market participation, the employment of men living 
in a couple with children is much higher compared to lone 
fathers� Statistics show that having children translates into 
a financial penalty for women but an earnings boost for 
men (EIGE, 2017b)�

Family forms and household structures have been chang-
ing over time and they also vary between regions, soci-
oeconomic backgrounds and generations� Access to 
education, a source of income, the right to divorce, per-
missible forms of sexuality and the emergence of new 
models of femininity and masculinity have supported 
the emergence of a wider range of life options and fam-
ily forms (Razavi, 2013)� As a general rule in Europe, the 
convention of marriage followed by childbearing is shift-
ing to alternative paths, such as cohabitation and births 
outside wedlock (Razavi, 2013)� It is therefore important to 
reflect these changes in the data collection, research and 
policy-making� 

The intersection of gender and family type manifests itself 
in several measurable factors: gender distribution of care 
and domestic work in a household, struggle to balance 
family and work, different working conditions of women 
and men, and gender gap in income� In the labour market, 

Table 3� Adult population (15+) by household type and sex in 2014 (millions) (22)

Household type Women Men % of women

Single adults 39�6 31�3 56 %

Lone parents 8�5 1�5 85 %

Adults in couples without children 53�3 53�7 50 %

Adults in couples with children 43�9 44�5 50 %

Source: EIGE calculation from EU-LFS 2014 microdata
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the fact that women typically take parental leave and are 
therefore absent from work for longer periods of time may 
contribute to discrimination against all women as poten-
tial mothers� This might be reflected when applying for a 
job and negotiating salary and working conditions� Hav-
ing more children is associated with working fewer hours 
in the labour market, although reasons for part-time work 
for women and men differ significantly� While women 
are more bound by care responsibilities, men take up 
part-time work when they cannot find full-time positions 
(Miani and Hoorens, 2014)� One-parent families are also 
penalised, with just under half of all lone parents in the 
EU living at risk of poverty and social exclusion� Women 
are particularly affected, as they make up almost 85 % of 
all one-parent families in the EU (EIGE, 2016)� Across the 
board, women seem to be penalised for motherhood in 
terms of income, which in the long-run negatively affects 
their pensions (Angelov, Johansson and Lindahl, 2016)� As 
a result, elderly women face a higher risk of poverty and 
social exclusion� 

4�5�2� Findings from the Gender Equality 
Index on gender and family type

Measurement

Four family types were analysed in the Gender 
Equality Index: 1� Single (one-person household); 2� 
Lone parent (one-parent family); 3� Couple without 
children; and 4� Couple with children� These family 
types are based on the relationships between the 
members of households, i�e� a couple is defined 
as two adults living in the same household and 
declaring themselves to be in a relationship 
(whether married or not)� Children are only those 
economically dependent household members (i�e� 
aged below 18 or up until 24 years, if in education) 
who are declared to be children or stepchildren 
of the couple or one parent (in case of a one-par-
ent household)� These family types differ from the 
types of household usually considered in quantita-
tive analyses, which are based on the composition 
of the household, i�e� counting adult and depend-
ent household members, irrespective of their actual 
relationship� Not all possible types of family were 
considered in the analysis – families with different 
mixed compositions were excluded, for clarity of 
interpretation� The source used for the domain of 
health behaviour (European Health Interview Sur-
vey) did not permit any disaggregation in relation 
to this intersection� 

WORK: Family formation affects women’s and men’s partic-
ipation in paid work differently� Lone mothers participate 
in the labour market at the same rate as women with chil-
dren living in a couple (55 % and 56 % FTE employment 
rate, respectively) which suggests that being partnered 
does not affect the labour market participation of women 
with children in any significant way� By contrast, the par-
ticipation of lone fathers in the labour market is much 
lower compared to the participation of men in a couple 
with children� The gender gap in the FTE employment rate 
among couples with children is 28 p�p� in favour of men, 
the gender gap among one-parent families is 11 p�p� in the 
same direction� These gender gaps - which are even more 
pronounced in respect of unpaid domestic work - may be 
addressed by improved work-life balance measures�

MONEY: A single man earns on average 14 % more per 
month than a single woman, with the gap widening 
among couples and even further where there are children 
present� This amounts to a gap of 30 % among people in 
a couple without dependent children, and is much higher 
with the presence of a dependent child or children – both 
among people living in a couple (38 %) and among lone 
parents (40 %)� It is interesting to note that family formation 
means higher monthly earnings for men, which is not the 
case for women, even when men raise children as a lone 
father� This may be partly explained by the fact that lone 
fathers’ earnings are the highest across all groups�

For women, family formation – i�e� every family type other 
than being single - involves lower earnings� While lone 
fathers tend to earn more than single men, in the case of 
women, lone mothers earn less than single women each 
month, which places lone mothers and their children at 
significant risk of poverty� As a result, gender gaps in earn-
ings vary across family types due to both the decrease in 
women’s earnings and the increase in men’s earnings that 
come with family formation� Single women are the high-
est earners among all groups of women� Women living in 
a couple with no children earn 91 % of a single woman’s 
earnings, falling to 82 % for women in a couple with chil-
dren and 85 % for lone mothers� These figures support 
the notion that having children rewards men but results 
in a financial penalty for women� These effects are often 
referred to as the “motherhood pay gap” and “fatherhood 
premium” (International Labour Organization, 2015)� 

TIME: Most care work is done by younger people in the 
age group 25-49, for the obvious reason that this is the 
most likely age group to have children� As many as 61 % 
of women in this age group spend at least one hour per 
day caring for or educating a child or another dependent 
person, compared to 39 % of men� Even in cases where 
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they live in a couple and have children, men report sig-
nificantly less time spent doing these care activities than 
women do (85 % and 67 %, respectively, in 2016)� A similar 
difference can be seen in the case of lone parents, where 
only 38 % of lone fathers spend an hour per day caring 
for their children� This may be partially explained by the 
fact that lone fathers more often have older children than 
lone mothers do (until 18 years of age, or 24, if they are still 
in education)� Also, the 16 % of women and 10 % of men 
living in a couple, who do not have any children but have 
regular care responsibilities, may be caring, for instance, for 
their parents, adult children, relatives or friends who have 
care needs, or their own partners in the later stages of their 
lives�

HEALTH: Across the EU, the share of people stating that 
they have unmet medical or dental needs is relatively 
small� However, 12 % of lone mothers had unmet medical 
needs in 2014 and 14 % had unmet dental needs (com-
pared to 7 % and 10 % of lone fathers, and to 5 % and 6 % 
of women overall)� Some Member States have a very high 
share of lone mothers reporting unmet medical needs – 
Greece (30 %), Latvia (27 %), France (19 %), Estonia (18 %) 
and Poland (17 %)� Access to dental care for lone moth-
ers is even more limited than general medical care, with 
one-third of lone mothers reporting unmet dental needs 
in Greece (34 %), followed by Portugal (30 %) and Latvia 
(29 %)�

4.6. Further intersecting 
inequalities in the EU

A lack of availability of data which meet quality and com-
parability standards limits the variety of social groups 
included and examined in the Gender Equality Index� 
While categories of age, dis/ability, country of birth, family 
type and educational attainment enabled a more detailed 
picture of the challenges faced by women and men in 
the EU, other social groups are in need of attention from 
researchers and policy makers�

(23)  Based on the Yogyakarta Principles on the application of international human rights law to sexual orientation and gender identity (Council of 
Europe, UN and FRA), the following terms have been used in the report: Sexual orientation refers to “each person’s capacity for profound emo-
tional, affectional and sexual attraction to, and intimate and sexual relations with, individuals of a different gender or the same gender or more 
than one gender” (International Commission of Jurists (ICJ), 2007)� Sexual orientation covers identity, conduct and relating to other persons (FRA, 
2014)� Gender identity refers to “each person’s deeply felt internal and individual experience of gender, which may or may not correspond with the 
sex assigned at birth, including the personal sense of the body (which may involve, if freely chosen, modification of bodily appearance or function 
by medical, surgical or other means) and other expressions of gender, including dress, speech and mannerisms” (ICJ, 2007)� Gender expression 
refers, to “persons’ manifestation of their gender identity, for example through ‘masculine’, ‘feminine’ or ‘gender-variant’ behaviour, clothing, hair-
cut, voice or body characteristics” (FRA, 2014, p� 8)�

(24)  The FRA 2014 survey utilised the terminology “LGBT”, thus the term is used here� 

Unfortunately, EU-wide data that are regularly collected 
and comparable are not available for the social groups 
included in the EU anti-discrimination legislation: racial 
or ethnic origin, sexual orientation, and religion or belief� 
For race and ethnicity, in particular, there are historical and 
contemporary debates across the EU among civil society 
members, government and the public on the merits of 
data collection (Open Foundations Society, 2014)� Despite 
this, 75 % of Europeans are in favour of providing personal 
information about ethnicity in the census as a means of 
combating discrimination (Special Eurobarometer 263, 
2007)� The majority of equality bodies in the EU also sup-
port data collection on ethnic origin (Open Foundations 
Society, 2014)� For example, the European Network against 
Racism (ENAR) endorses data collection, stating, “We know 
that if we’re not counted, we don’t count!” (ENAR, n�d�)� This 
report asserts that various intersectionalities have proven 
to be important analytical categories in identifying social 
divisions, and further research is needed on how best to 
reflect and operationalise intersectionalities in current data 
collection, research and policy-making�

4�6�1� Sexual orientation, gender identity 
and gender expression (23)

FRA’s EU-wide surveys confirm discrimination against gays, 
lesbians, bisexual, transgender, queer and intersex people 
(LGBTQI) in different areas of life� One-third of the survey 
respondents (93,000 persons across the EU and Croatia) say 
that they have felt discriminated against in at least one of 
the following areas in the 12 months preceding the 2012 
survey because of being LGBT: housing, healthcare, educa-
tion, social services, and access to goods and services (24) 
(FRA, 2014)� 

Transgender respondents indicate more frequent chal-
lenges and discrimination than lesbian, gay and bisexual 
respondents� For instance, transgender respondents are 
the most likely of all LGBTQI subgroups to say that they felt 
personally discriminated against in the past year because 
of being LGBTQI, particularly in the areas of employment 
and healthcare (FRA, 2014)�
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The results also confirm the need for an intersectional 
perspective (sexual orientation and gender): lesbian and 
bisexual women, as well as transgender people, are more 
likely than gay and bisexual men to have been discrimi-
nated against on the basis of their gender in the 12 months 
preceding the survey� In addition, women respondents 
are much more likely to say that the last such attack they 
experienced was of a sexual nature (FRA, 2014)�

4�6�2� Migrant background, ethnicity and 
religion

Along with other small-scale pieces of research, EU-wide 
surveys on migrants and minorities (EU-MIDIS I and 
EU-MIDIS II) illustrate the need to distinguish race, ethnicity, 
migrant background and religion or faith as categories of 
analysis, and the importance of looking at their intersec-
tion with gender� EU-MIDIS II found that Roma respond-
ents and respondents with Sub-Saharan or North-African 
backgrounds (in particular second-generation migrants) 
experience higher rates of discrimination, harassment 
and violence motivated by hatred� Women and men, the 
young and the old, immigrants and descendants of immi-
grants have different experiences (FRA, 2017a)� For instance, 
one out of five second-generation respondents (20 %) felt 
discriminated against because of their religion or religious 
beliefs, compared to one out of eight first-generation 
immigrants (12 %)� This shows that characteristics such as 
gender, age or socialisation patterns (first and second-gen-
eration) may also affect discrimination experiences and 
must be taken into account when designing legal and pol-
icy responses (FRA, 2017a)�

Roma respondents and people with North African back-
grounds are particularly affected by discrimination in 
employment (FRA, 2017a)� Previous research has shown 
that the Roma population faces significant challenges in 
education and the labour market, with gender gaps evi-
dent in both areas� Roma women are much less likely to 
be economically active, with looking after small children 

often given as their reason for not seeking paid work (EIGE, 
2016)� 80 % of Roma people live at the monetary poverty 
level, every third Roma person lives in housing without tap 
water, every fourth Roma person and every third Roma 
child live in a household that faced hunger at least once in 
the previous month (FRA, 2018)� It has been confirmed that 
despite years of inclusion efforts, about one in three Roma 
surveyed in 2016 had experienced some form of harass-
ment, such as offensive or threatening comments, threats 
of violence, offensive gestures or inappropriate staring, 
offensive or threatening behaviour via digital technologies� 
In addition, 4 % experienced physical violence motivated 
by anti-Gypsyism, of whom just 3 % reported this to any 
organisation (FRA, 2018)�  

Nearly one in three Muslim respondents reported facing 
discrimination when applying for a job (FRA, 2017b)� One 
in four Muslim respondents (first and second-generation 
migrants) experienced harassment due to ethnic or immi-
grant background� Individuals’ names, skin colour or phys-
ical appearance prompted discrimination when looking 
for housing, work or receiving healthcare� Visible religious 
symbols, such as traditional or religious clothing, often 
lead to discrimination, harassment or police stops� Muslim 
women feel particularly discriminated against because of 
their clothing: 35 % of women and 4 % of men who looked 
for work mentioned clothing as a reason for discrimination; 
22 % of women and 7 % of men mentioned such discrim-
ination when at work (FRA, 2017b)�

EU-MIDIS II suggests that the prevalence of hate-motivated 
harassment and violence is similar for women and men; 
however, their experiences may differ� Incidents against 
women more often involve somebody they encounter 
in their everyday lives (such as an acquaintance or neigh-
bour), which makes some of the incidents particularly diffi-
cult to report� Women also more frequently indicated that 
they did not report an incident of hate-motivated violence 
because they were afraid of intimidation or retaliation from 
the perpetrators (FRA, 2017a)�
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Concluding notes

The Gender Equality Index 2017 develops the domain of 
intersecting inequalities to a greater extent than previous 
editions of the Index� This report is an important accompa-
niment to the Index, as it explores theoretical and meth-
odological considerations of intersectionality and points 
to increasing acknowledgement of intersectionality within 
policy-making� The history of intersectional theory building 
(including an exploration of black feminism dating back to 
the abolitionist movement in the United States and social-
ist class movements in Europe) was first reviewed in order 
to situate intersecting inequalities broadly within global 
feminist discourse� The theoretical framework within this 
report aims to take an inclusive approach to intersecting 
inequalities� 

The report explains (from a methodological perspective) 
why certain intersectionalities were selected for analy-
sis within the Gender Equality Index while others were 
excluded� Given the currently available data, the Index 
is able to analyse how gender intersects with various 
factors – including age, education, family composition, 
country of birth and/ or (dis)ability - to produce very 
different outcomes for women and men across the EU� 
These represent a select number of intersections, with 
other important intersections (such as sexuality, ethnicity, 
nationality and religion) omitted as a result of the limited 
availability of high-quality, EU-wide comparative data� Nor 
were statistical analyses of the Roma minority, or a more 
detailed approach to migrant backgrounds, or different 
disabilities possible� While the intersectional analysis of 
the Index uncovers inequalities between different groups 
of women and men across various intersectionalities, it 

also underscores the need for improvements and harmo-
nisation of data in the EU� The majority of data provide 
information about the adult population or population 
starting from age 15/16, despite the fact that inequalities 
start much earlier� Many issues could be analysed taking 
into account children’s perspectives� Girls and boys with 
migrant background or with disabilities, for example, may 
have different and unique experiences compared to other 
young people� 

The inequalities uncovered by the intersectional analysis 
within this report are particularly significant from a policy 
perspective, and the Index presents a useful tool for policy 
makers� The Amsterdam Treaty represented a shift toward 
an intersectional approach, as it recognised discrimina-
tion on six grounds—sex, racial or ethnic origin, religion 
or belief, disability, age and sexual orientation� However, 
most gender equality documents do not refer explicitly to 
intersectionality, the terminology varies, and the extent to 
which a cross-cutting gender and intersectional perspec-
tive is incorporated differs� The 10 Common Basic Princi-
ples of Roma Inclusion and the Council Recommendations 
on effective Roma integration measures in the Member 
States offer good examples of an intersectional perspec-
tive on inclusion strategies� 

The Index illustrates that an intersectional approach to 
data analysis and policy-making is essential� Regular col-
lection of comparative data, disaggregated by a number 
of intersectionalities, could improve understanding of the 
specific situation of different social groups in the EU and 
thus support effective and inclusive policy-making� 
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Annex 1. List of indicators, disaggregated by intersection and source
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Annex 2. Data on intersection of gender

Table 4� Gender Equality Index data disaggregated by gender and family composition

N INDICATOR

Family type

Women Men Women Men Women Men Women Men

Single Single
Lone 

parent
Lone 

parent

Couple 
without 
children

Couple 
without 
children

Couple 
with 

children

Couple 
with 

children

1
FTE employment rate (%, 15+ 
population) 27�4 49�6 54�6 66�5 33�7 39�9 56�2 83�7

3
Employed people in education, 
human health and social work activi-
ties (%, 15+ employed) 31�7 10�7 33�4 11�7 30�7 9�6 32�9 8�5

4

Ability to take an hour or two off 
during working hours to take care 
of personal or family matters (%,15+ 
workers) 21�3 28�4 20�0 29�7 23�5 27�8 22�3 26�3

5
Career Prospects Index (points, 
0-100) 60�6 61�9 63�7 60�3 63�1 63�9 64�3 66�5

6
Mean monthly earnings (PPS, work-
ing population) 2,167 2,525 1,838 3,080 1,977 2,812 1,780 2,864

7
Mean equivalised net income (PPS, 
16+ population) 15,461 18,081 13,333 16,816 21,809 21,809 18,114 18,114

8
Not at-risk-of-poverty, ≥60% of 
median income (%,16+ population) 75�2 75�7 66�6 76�8 90�1 90�1 84�4 84�4

9
Income distribution S20/S80 (16+ 
population) 21�7 15�3 25�6 14�6 21�8 21�8 22�7 22�7

10
Graduates of tertiary education (%, 
15+ population) 21�2 25�3 27�8 27�6 22�8 26�1 36�9 32�6

11
People participating in formal or 
non-formal education and training 
(15+ population) 11�3 12�8 15�9 20�4 9�1 6�6 12�7 11�2

13

People caring for and educating 
their children or grandchildren, 
elderly or people with disabilities, 
every day (%, 18+ population) 7�5 3�6 75�6 37�8 16�0 10�1 85�3 67�0

14
People doing cooking and/or 
housework, every day (%, 18+ 
population) 74�7 56�7 88�6 63�4 81�7 32�3 91�9 31�7

15

Workers doing sporting, cultural 
or leisure activities outside of their 
home, at least daily or several times 
a week (%, 15+ workers) 31�7 34�5 25�6 38�9 28�0 27�2 25�7 29�5

16
Workers involved in voluntary or 
charitable activities, at least once a 
month (%, 15+ workers) 14�1 11�4 10�0 16�9 12�0 12�5 13�6 12�7

25
Self-perceived health, good or very 
good (%, 16+ population) 47�8 61�5 70�0 76�3 57�1 57�8 82�7 82�5

30
Population without unmet needs 
for medical examination (%, 16+ 
population) 90�3 91�7 88�1 92�7 94�1 94�0 94�0 93�1

31
Population without unmet needs 
for dental examination (%, 16+ 
population) 91�2 90�3 86�0 89�7 94�2 93�8 92�3 91�2
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Table 5� Gender Equality Index data disaggregated by gender and age

N INDICATOR

Age

Women Men Women Men Women Men Women Men

15/16-24 15/16-24 25-49 25-49 50-64 50-64 65+ 65+

1 FTE employment rate (%, 15+ population) 22�6 28�1 60�9 78�8 44�4 62�5 1�8 4�8

3
Employed people in education, human health 
and social work activities (%, 15+ employed) 22�8 6�2 29�5 7�7 35�4 10�3 23�8 10�4

4
Ability to take an hour or two off during 
working hours to take care of personal or family 
matters (%,15+ workers) 22�9 24�5 21�1 24�2 24�0 30�5 52�0 59�7

5 Career Prospects Index (points, 0-100) 61�6 63�4 64�0 65�1 60�8 62�3 51�9 53�8

6
Mean monthly earnings (PPS, working popu-
lation) 1,259 1,449 1,782 2,468 1,902 2,894 1,351 2,641

7
Mean equivalised net income (PPS, 16+ pop-
ulation) 15,816 16,326 17,704 18,230 19,299 19,892 16,416 18,584

8
Not at-risk-of-poverty, ≥60% of median income 
(%,16+ population) 75�4 77�7 82�8 84�1 84�7 84�3 84�3 88�8

9 Income distribution S20/S80 (16+ population) 19�6 19�9 20�7 20�6 19�5 18�1 25�3 24�5

10
Graduates of tertiary education (%, 15+ popu-
lation) 11�1 7�6 36�4 30�4 21�0 23�2 9�9 18�8

11
People participating in formal or non-formal 
education and training (15+ population) 67�1 63�5 13�9 12�1 7�8 5�9 3�2 2�0

13
People caring for and educating their children 
or grandchildren, elderly or people with disabil-
ities, every day (%, 18+ population) 15�4 3�1 60�8 38�9 27�0 20�4 17�3 12�1

14
People doing cooking and/or housework, every 
day (%, 18+ population) 42�0 20�7 81�6 34�2 84�2 35�5 81�1 37�9

15
Workers doing sporting, cultural or leisure 
activities outside of their home, at least daily or 
several times a week (%, 15+ workers) 39�0 56�0 27�6 33�2 25�3 25�1 20�9 15�8

16
Workers involved in voluntary or charitable 
activities, at least once a month (%, 15+ 
workers) 9�5 9�1 11�6 9�8 13�5 14�0 21�3 20�4

25
Self-perceived health, good or very good (%, 
16+ population) 91�9 93�2 80�7 83�2 56�4 59�8 33�7 40�3

30
Population without unmet needs for medical 
examination (%, 16+ population) 96�2 96�8 93�1 93�3 91�7 92�2 92�1 93�7

31
Population without unmet needs for dental 
examination (%, 16+ population) 95�6 95�5 91�6 91�6 90�9 90�8 92�8 93�5

N INDICATOR
Age

Women Men Women Men Women Men Women Men Women Men Women Men

15/16-24 15/16-24  25-34  25-34 35-44 35-44 45-64 45-64 65-74 65-74 75+ 75+

28a
Population who don’t 
smoke (%, 15+ population) 79�5 73�4 73�9 60�9 76�1 65�1 77�0 69�5 89�7 83�3 96�1 91�6

28b
Population not involved in 
harmful drinking (%, 15+ 
population) 79�5 68�9 84�6 63�4 87�5 70�4 88�4 71�5 91�3 79�4 94�4 85�5

29a 
Population doing physical 
activities (%, 15+ popu-
lation) 37�4 55�9 28�0 41�8 25�2 33�8 27�8 31�2 23�6 31�2 11�8 21�0

29b
Population consuming 
fruit and vegetables (%, 
15+ population) 13�3 9�2 15�9 9�7 16�2 9�7 18�9 10�9 20�7 15�3 15�5 14�5
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Table 6� Gender Equality Index data disaggregated by gender and level of education

N INDICATOR

Level of education

Women Men Women Men Women Men

Low 
educated

Low 
educated

Medium 
educated 

Medium 
educated 

High 
educated

High 
educated

1 FTE employment rate (%, 15+ population) 16�8 34�1 43�8 60�0 63�0 70�5

3
Employed people in education, human health and 
social work activities (%, 15+ employed) 18�6 3�5 25�6 4�8 42�5 17�6

4
Ability to take an hour or two off during working 
hours to take care of personal or family matters (%,15+ 
workers) 35�0 37�5 21�9 25�3 23�4 31�1

5 Career Prospects Index (points, 0-100) 51�1 51�0 60�9 62�4 66�8 68�2

6 Mean monthly earnings (PPS, working population) 1,206 1,830 1,522 2,130 2,334 3,486

7 Mean equivalised net income (PPS, 16+ population) 14,099 14,767 17,050 17,121 23,552 25,698

8
Not at-risk-of-poverty, ≥60% of median income (%,16+ 
population) 74�6 75�9 84�4 85�6 92�0 92�3

9 Income distribution S20/S80 (16+ population) 23�4 22�1 23�0 23�7 21�6 20�6

10 Graduates of tertiary education (%, 15+ population) 0�0 0�0 0�0 0�0 0�0 0�0

11 People participating in formal or non-formal educa-
tion and training (15+ population) 14�7 18�1 15�8 13�9 21�4 16�9

13
People caring for and educating their children or 
grandchildren, elderly or people with disabilities, 
every day (%, 18+ population) 33�6 23�8 38�3 24�3 42�5 27�1

14
People doing cooking and/or housework, every day 
(%, 18+ population) 81�5 31�8 78�3 33�6 74�9 37�3

15
Workers doing sporting, cultural or leisure activities 
outside of their home, at least daily or several times a 
week (%, 15+ workers) 19�6 20�9 23�2 27�9 36�5 42�6

16
Workers involved in voluntary or charitable activities, 
at least once a month (%, 15+ workers) 4�0 3�0 10�3 9�1 16�7 17�5

25
Self-perceived health, good or very good (%, 16+ 
population) 48�4 60�5 68�6 71�0 81�1 80�2

30
Population without unmet needs for medical exami-
nation (%, 16+ population) 91�4 92�4 93�0 93�4 94�6 95�3

31
Population without unmet needs for dental examina-
tion (%, 16+ population) 89�4 89�2 93�1 92�8 94�6 95�2

28a Population who don’t smoke (%, 15+ population) 83�0 69�9 76�4 67�8 83�7 78�8

28b
Population not involved in harmful drinking (%, 15+ 
population) 91�6 78�9 85�3 68�6 86�7 69�3

29a 
Population doing physical activities (%, 15+ popula-
tion) 18�0 28�8 26�7 34�3 35�7 45�5

29b
Population consuming fruit and vegetables (%, 15+ 
population) 13�8 10�1 15�9 9�9 23�6 14�1
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Table 7� Gender Equality Index data disaggregated by gender and country of birth

N INDICATOR

Country of birth

Women Men Women Men Women Men Women Men

Native 
born

Native 
born

Foreign 
born

Foreign 
born

EU born
EU 

born
Non-EU 

born
Non-EU 

born

1 FTE employment rate (%, 15+ population) 38�3 53�2 35�8 55�2 N/A N/A N/A N/A

3
Employed people in education, human health 
and social work activities (%, 15+ employed) 31�0 8�4 26�9 8�0 23�9 7�4 28�3 9�0

4
Ability to take an hour or two off during 
working hours to take care of personal or family 
matters (%,15+ workers) 22�7 27�4 24�0 26�8

N/A N/A N/A N/A

5 Career Prospects Index (points, 0-100) 62�7 63�9 61�6 61�4 N/A N/A N/A N/A

6
Mean monthly earnings (PPS, working popu-
lation) 1,774 2,490 1,751 2,538 1,832 2,600 1,704 2,249

7
Mean equivalised net income (PPS, 16+ pop-
ulation) 17,579 18,593 17,441 17,275 19,444 20,106 16,726 16,614

8
Not at-risk-of-poverty, ≥60% of median income 
(%,16+ population) 83�9 85�3 73�3 75�1 74�8 78�3 63�6 61�9

9 Income distribution S20/S80 (16+ population) 21�6 20�8 17�7 18�2 17�6 17�1 16�2 17�0

10 Graduates of tertiary education (%, 15+ pop-
ulation) 23�2 23�0 25�9 26�5 33�6 30�3 28�8 27�3

11 People participating in formal or non-formal 
education and training (15+ population) 16�9 16�1 14�9 14�1 14�5 12�5 16�3 14�5

13
People caring for and educating their children 
or grandchildren, elderly or people with disabil-
ities, every day (%, 18+ population) 36�8 24�2 43�3 28�3 38�2 29�0 46�2 28�0

14
People doing cooking and/or housework, 
every day (%, 18+ population) 78�4 33�9 81�8 32�6 83�9 31�6 80�6 33�1

15
Workers doing sporting, cultural or leisure 
activities outside of their home, at least daily or 
several times a week (%, 15+ workers) 27�7 32�0 26�1 31�1 N/A N/A N/A N/A

16
Workers involved in voluntary or charitable 
activities, at least once a month (%, 15+ 
workers) 12�5 11�6 9�5 8�8 N/A N/A N/A N/A

25
Self-perceived health, good or very good (%, 
16+ population) 64�2 69�8 66�8 71�9 73�2 77�1 69�5 74�3

30
Population without unmet needs for medical 
examination (%, 16+ population) 92�9 93�6 92�5 93�0 93�4 94�4 92�3 93�1

31
Population without unmet needs for dental 
examination (%, 16+ population) 92�3 92�5 90�5 90�4 90�2 90�1 88�5 88�5
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Table 8� Gender Equality Index data disaggregated by gender and disability

N INDICATOR

Disability

Women Men Women Men

With 
disabilities

With 
disabilities

Without 
disabilities

Without 
disabilities

1 FTE employment rate (%, 15+ population) 18�8 28�1 46�6 61�9

3
Employed people in education, human health and social work 
activities (%, 15+ employed) 32�9 9�6 30�5 8�7

4
Ability to take an hour or two off during working hours to take care 
of personal or family matters (%,15+ workers) 24�7 29�2 22�6 27�2

5 Career Prospects Index (points, 0-100) 59�4 58�3 63�0 64�3

6 Mean monthly earnings (PPS, working population) 1,680 2,330 1,767 2,493

7 Mean equivalised net income (PPS, 16+ population) 15,589 16,528 18,227 19,033

8 Not at-risk-of-poverty, ≥60% of median income (%,16+ population) 79�4 81�0 83�8 85�0

9 Income distribution S20/S80 (16+ population) 22�9 22�1 20�2 19�7

10 Graduates of tertiary education (%, 15+ population) 12�9 16�9 28�7 27�3

11 People participating in formal or non-formal education and train-
ing (15+ population) 0�0 0�0 0�0 0�0

13
People caring for and educating their children or grandchildren, 
elderly or people with disabilities, every day (%, 18+ population) 28�8 20�4 40�1 25�6

14
People doing cooking and/or housework, every day (%, 18+ 
population) 78�8 41�4 78�7 32�2

15
Workers doing sporting, cultural or leisure activities outside of their 
home, at least daily or several times a week (%, 15+ workers) 26�7 27�0 27�7 32�5

16
Workers involved in voluntary or charitable activities, at least once 
a month (%, 15+ workers) 16�1 16�1 11�8 10�9

25 Self-perceived health, good or very good (%, 16+ population) 19�0 21�4 84�1 86�4

30
Population without unmet needs for medical examination (%, 16+ 
population) 86�8 87�0 95�4 95�7

Population without unmet needs for dental examination (%, 16+ 
population) 87�7 87�6 94�0 93�8
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