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Executive summary

Executive summary

This report presents a gender assessment of the
EU recovery response to the COVID-19 pandemic,
in the short and long terms. It focuses on assess-
ing the effects on gender gaps in employment
and incomes of selected short-term national pol-
icy measures (e.g. taxes and benefits) temporarily
introduced by the Member States to contain the
adverse economic and social impacts of the
COVID-19 crisis. It also examines the Recovery
and Resilience Facility (RRF) from a gender per-
spective and identifies opportunities and chal-
lenges for gender equality and gender
mainstreaming. The RRF is an EU instrument to
support reforms and investments in the Member
States with the purpose of mitigating the eco-
nomic and social impact of the COVID-19 pan-
demic. RRF funds are disbursed on satisfactory
fulfilment of milestones and targets included in
the national recovery and resilience plan (RRP) of
each Member State, which are also the focus of
this study.

The study draws on several complementary
methods. The assessment of the gendered
impacts of the COVID-19 crisis and short-term
national policy measures draws on an analysis of
EU-wide statistics and the EU-wide microsimula-
tion model EUROMOD. The gender assessment of
the RRF regulation relies on desk research and a
literature review. Each Member State’s RRP has
been assessed on the basis of country-level
research, which consisted of desk research and
interviews with national stakeholders in all 27
Member States.

Key findings

The COVID-19 pandemic severely impacted
the labour market situation of both women
and men, but for women the crisis has
aggravated pre-existing disadvantages

* In 2020, employment rates fell significantly
among both women and men, but women

were more negatively affected by declines
in hours of work and increases in absences
from work. Both employed and unemployed
women were more likely than men to become
economically inactive. Women who were
already economically inactive were more likely
to remain inactive than men.

Governments’ discretionary policies to
counteract the impacts of the pandemic on
disposable incomes had a positive effect for
both women and men in almost all Member
States

* The pandemic and anti-pandemic policy meas-
ures in 2020 either reduced poverty among
working-age women and men or were neutral
in effect.

* Without new policy interventions, the COVID-
19 labour market shock of 2020 would have
resulted in an increase in poverty among
women and men of working age in the major-
ity of EU Member States.

* The anti-crisis tax-benefit measures intro-
duced by governments in 2020 were tem-
porary in nature. Their positive impacts on
individual disposable incomes, poverty and
gender income inequality are also likely to be
temporary.

The gender equality provisions of the RRF
framework fall short in comparison with the
legal and policy commitments to gender
equality by the EU and the Member States

* Tackling the adverse impacts of the crisis
on women is a general objective of the RRF.
However, the RRF regulation falls short in pre-
senting gender equality as a core value and
a fundamental principle of the EU and the
EU's obligation to promote equality between
women and men in all of its activities, as
enshrined in the EU treaties.

E European Institute for Gender Equality



Executive summary

* The RRF regulation does not follow the EU's
dual approach to gender equality () or the EU
Gender Equality Strategy to set the gender
equality objectives of the RRF and the RRPs.

* The RRF regulation requires Member States
to explain how their RRPs contribute to ‘gen-
der equality and equal opportunities for all
and the mainstreaming of those objectives'.
This requirement does not establish a duty
for Member States to conduct gender main-
streaming and include gender-targeted
measures.

Other provisions at Member State level
support the integration of gender equality
and gender mainstreaming into the RRF and
the RRPs

* This is achieved via integration with the Euro-
pean Semester through the country-specific
recommendations (CSRs) addressed to Mem-
ber States that are relevant to gender equality
(e.g. recommendations focused on the gender
pay gap or care infrastructures). In addition,
the RRF monitoring is carried out through the
Recovery and Resilience Scoreboard, which
comprises four gender-disaggregated com-
mon indicators, and uses a ‘flagging method’
to record social measures with a focus on gen-
der equality.

Member States put forward a few gender-
targeted measures in the RRPs, but a cross-
cutting approach to gender equality is largely
absent

* Most Member States, rather than adopting
a gender perspective from the outset, retro-
spectively identified a few measures with
some potential to contribute to gender equal-
ity, and listed these measures in their stand-
alone explanation. In the absence of formal
requirements, and despite the guidance pro-
vided, measures were often not designed in
a gender-sensitive manner, including those
under the digital and green pillars of the RRF.

Overall, ministries of finance shaped the selec-
tion of measures on the basis of pre-existing
economic priorities, and the focus on large
system-level reforms of the economy and the
development of infrastructure made a gender
perspective appear irrelevant.

* The weak gender perspective in the national
plans was compounded, in the majority of
Member States, by insufficient gender main-
streaming and budgeting frameworks at
national level, the limited involvement of gov-
ernment gender equality bodies and insuf-
ficient public consultation of women's civil
society organisations.

Among the gender-targeted measures,
Member States prioritised reforms and
investments related to promoting gender
equality in education and training (science,
technology, engineering and mathematics
(STEM), green and digital skills), women'’s
participation in the labour market, gender-
equal pay and pensions

* Many RRPs also included investments in care
infrastructures and formal childcare, although
not always explicitly linked to gender equal-
ity. Only a few Member States proposed
measures to prevent and support victims of
gender-based violence. Generally, the RRPs
seldom acknowledged that gender equality
challenges were exacerbated by the COVID-19
pandemic, and did so to a limited extent.

The lack of a sufficient tracking methodology
in the RRF, and the fact that most Member
States have not used gender budgeting tools,
will prevent the systematic assessment and
monitoring of budget allocated to gender
equality in the RRPs

* The ‘flagging method’ will allow only qualita-
tive reporting on social measures with a focus
on gender equality. In addition, the RRF does
not provide funding earmarked for gender
equality.

® The dual approach involves mainstreaming a gender perspective in all policies while implementing targeted measures to eliminate, prevent or remedy

gender inequalities.
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Limited efforts at national level were found
to prioritise a systematic gender-responsive
approach to the implementation, monitoring
and evaluation of the RRPs.

Key policy recommendations

Apply a gender equality perspective in the
assessment of the effectiveness of tax-benefit
policies in order to provide an evidence base
for the design and implementation of effective
tax-benefit policies in times of crisis.

Make gender equality a priority of the EU
recovery from the COVID-19 crisis by com-
plying with the EU dual approach to gender

equality and the RRFs general objective of
mitigating the adverse impacts of the crisis on
women.

Ensure that the implementation, monitoring
and evaluation of the RRF and the national
plans adopt a gender equality perspective.

Integrate gender budgeting into the RRF, the
budgets for the RRPs and throughout the EU
budget and funds.

Ensure that there is permanent and well-re-
sourced gender expertise, and enhance
coordination, support and consultation of
governmental gender equality bodies and
non-governmental stakeholders.

European Institute for Gender Equality
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Introduction

The COVID-19 pandemic brought unprecedented
disruptions to EU economies and societies. An
increasing body of evidence shows that the socio-
economic effects of the pandemic hit women par-
ticularly hard, and that the adverse consequences
of the crisis will affect women more severely than
men (EIGE, 2021a, 2021b, 2021¢, 20223, 2022b).

To cushion the effects of the COVID-19 pandemic
on EU economies and societies, Member States
introduced unprecedented temporary policy
measures. These included, in particular, monet-
ary compensation (MC) schemes, namely short-
term earnings replacement schemes aimed at
compensating employees and the self-employed
for the reduction in their economic activity due to
lockdowns and other COVID-19-related policies.
In addition, many governments significantly
adjusted their existing policy measures to miti-
gate reductions in household income, for exam-
ple through increases in the coverage and
generosity of sick leave benefits, social assistance
and various ad hoc cash payments.

To support the long-term recovery from the
COVID-19 crisis at EU level, the NextGenerationEU
(NGEU) fund was launched, which is the largest
stimulus package ever implemented in the EU.
The NGEU fund is a temporary recovery instru-
ment directly managed by the Commission, and
is in addition to the EU long-term budget. The
core element of the NGEU fund is the Recovery
and Resilience Facility (RRF), which aims to miti-
gate the economic and social impacts of the pan-
demic while making European economies and
societies more sustainable and prepared for the
green and digital transitions. Under the RRF,
Member States have access to grants and loans
to finance measures aimed at countering the
effects of the COVID-19 crisis and regaining sus-
tainable growth. The RRF mobilises an unprece-
dently large fund (almost EUR 724 billion at
current prices), which is managed using different
procedures and rules from those used for trad-
itional structural funds (3).

To access RRF funds, each EU Member State had
to prepare a national recovery and resilience plan
(RRP) and submit it to the European Commission.
These RRPs outlined what measures the Member
States planned to implement with the support of
the RRF. By October 2022, the RRPs of all EU
Member States except Hungary had been
endorsed by the Commission and were subse-
quently approved by the Council. In December
2022, the Council endorsed Hungary’'s RRP, con-
ditioned on the full and effective implementation
of the required milestones connected to judicial
independence and protecting the EU budget.

The increase in gender inequalities that has
resulted from the COVID-19 crisis points to the
importance of placing gender equality at the
heart of the EU policy response to mitigate the
socioeconomic effects of the pandemic in both
the short and the long terms. This study offers a
unigue gender assessment of the EU recovery
response to the COVID-19 pandemic in both the
short and the long terms. The specific objectives
of the study were to:

* assess the effect of selected short-term
national policy measures (e.q. taxes and bene-
fits) aimed at containing the adverse economic
and social impacts of the COVID-19 crisis on
gender gaps in employment and incomes in
the EU;

* provide a general gender assessment of the
RRF framework and identify opportunities and
challenges for gender equality and gender
mainstreaming;

* analyse how gender equality objectives have
been addressed in the RRPs.

The study used a range of methods to address its
research objectives. The assessment of the gen-
dered impacts of the COVID-19 crisis and short-
term national policy measures drew on an analysis
of EU-wide statistics and the EU-wide

() For an overview of the RRF procedures and rules, see, for example, CEPS (2021).
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microsimulation model EUROMOD. The gender
assessment of the RRF regulation drew on desk
research and a literature review. Country-level
research (see Annex 9), including desk research
and interviews with national stakeholders in all 27
Member States, informed the analysis of the
RRPs.

This study was carried out in support of the Swed-
ish Presidency of the Council of the European
Union to ensure ongoing follow-up on the imple-
mentation of the Beijing Platform for Action in the
EU. Specifically, this research focuses on the sec-
ond strategic objective of area H on ‘institutional
mechanisms for the advancement of women’,
namely ‘integrate gender perspectives in legisla-
tion, public policies, programmes and projects’.

The report is structured as follows:

* Chapter 1 provides a brief overview of the
effects of COVID-19 on the labour market for

women and men at EU and Member State
levels, based on EU-wide statistics;

Chapter 2 provides an analysis of the effects of
selected short-term national policy measures
to contain the adverse economic and social
impacts of the COVID-19 crisis on gender gaps
in employment and incomes in the EU;

Chapter 3 assesses the RRF regulation from
a gender equality and gender mainstreaming
perspective;

Chapter 4 provides an in-depth comparative
assessment of gender equality and gender
mainstreaming in the national RRPs;

conclusions are outlined in Chapter 5, and
recommendations provided in Chapter 6;

further information can be found in the
report's annexes.

European Institute for Gender Equality



1. The effects of COVID-19 on gender inequality in the labour market

1. The effects of COVID-19 on gender
inequality in the labour market

The lockdowns and other health-related meas-
ures introduced in 2020-2021 to stop the spread
of the virus had a significant impact on economic
life and labour markets. The most restrictive con-
tainment measures were taken during the first
outbreak of the pandemic in 2020, especially dur-
ing the second quarter of 2020. With the start of
mass vaccination campaigns, the situation began
to improve gradually in 2021. During the first
three quarters of 2021, public health restrictions
were progressively lifted before the arrival of a
new COVID-19 variant in the fourth quarter of the
year.

The manifold disadvantages faced by women in
terms of their labour market position and eco-
nomic resources have been widely documented.
Concerns have been raised that the disruption
brought about by the COVID-19 crisis has exacer-
bated underlying gender inequalities (Cook and
Grimshaw, 2021). This chapter presents a general
overview of the estimated effects of the COVID-19
crisis on the labour market for both women and
men at EU (%) and Member State levels, based on
quarterly and annual EU-wide statistics for 2020-
2021, compared with the pre-crisis situation
(2019).

* Here and below, ‘the EU' refers to the 27 Member States of the EU.

1.1. Changes in employment

Employment rates dropped significantly for
both women and men during the pandemic

Prior to the pandemic, women'’s rates of participa-
tion in the labour market were lower than those
of men in almost all Member States. In 2019, at
EU level, the gender gap in employment rates for
individuals aged 20-64 years was 11 percentage
points (p.p.), while the gender gap in self-employ-
ment amounted to 7 p.p. Employment rates
declined by 1 p.p. (or - 1.4 %) for both women
and men in 2020, bottoming out in the second
quarter of 2020 because of the lockdowns intro-
duced during the first wave of COVID-19. At the
same time, the share of self-employed people at
EU level, as a proportion of all those in employ-
ment, remained stable throughout 2020 and fell
slightly in 2021 (see Figure 1, right panel). As
shown in Figure 2, the gender employment gap is
particularly high among women and men with a
low level of education, and this category experi-
enced a higher than average drop in employment
in the second quarter of 2020 (- 3 %).

Evidence to Action: Gender equality and gender mainstreaming in the COVID-19 recovery



1. The effects of COVID-19 on gender inequality in the labour market

Figure 1. Employment and self-employment rates in the EU, by sex and age (%, 20-64 years)
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Figure 2. Employment rate in the EU, by sex and education (%, 20-64 years)
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1. The effects of COVID-19 on gender inequality in the labour market

The decline in employment rates due to the
pandemic was uneven across sectors

As shown in Annex 1, Table A1.1, the accommoda-
tion and food sector experienced the largest
reduction in employment in 2020 and 2021. This
decline was higher for women (14 % of the
pre-pandemic level in 2020 and 18 % in 2021) (°).
The second hardest hit sector was domestic and
care services for households, where women rep-
resent the vast majority of the workforce. Other
sectors, such as information and communication,
and real estate, showed increases in employment,
particularly among men. The two essential sec-
tors in which women constitute over 70 % of
those employed, education and healthcare,
experienced a slight reduction in women's
employmentin 2020, whereas men’'s employment
went up. In 2021, employment rates in these sec-
tors were restored to pre-pandemic levels for
both women and men.

In most EU Member States, women'’s
employment rates returned to pre-pandemic
levels faster than men's

Patterns of employment decline during the
COVID-19 crisis were uneven across the EU Mem-
ber States, which may reflect the fact that some
Member States focused on supporting the unem-
ployed rather than temporarily laid-off workers
(see Annex 1, Figure A1.1). In 2020, the rates of
decline in employment were similar for women
and men in most EU Member States; however, in
a few Member States, women's employment
declined less severely than men's employment (in
particular, in Estonia, Greece, Luxembourg, Malta

and Portugal), thus reducing the gender employ-
ment gap. In 2021, women’s employment rate
was restored to pre-COVID-19 levels in the major-
ity of EU Member States, whereas men's employ-
ment rate continued to lag behind pre-pandemic
levels in more than half of EU Member States (see
Annex 1, Figure A1.1) (°).

Despite an improvement in women'’s working
hours and reduced absences from work,

the situation now is worse than before the
pandemic

Prior to the pandemic, women in the EU worked,
on average (’), 34 hours per week, compared with
39 hours for men. Hours of work declined dra-
matically between the second and fourth quar-
ters of 2020, particularly among women (Figure 3,
left panel). This was the case in the majority of EU
Member States (see Annex 1, Figure A1.2).
Absences from work (%) reached a peak during the
second quarter of 2020. After declining in the
third quarter of 2020, they subsequently rose
again, although less sharply, in the fourth quarter
of 2020 and the third/fourth quarters of 2021.
This pattern was the same for both women and
men, but women'’s absences from work were con-
sistently higher than men'’s (Figure 3, right panel).
In 2021, in some EU Member States, working
hours among women recovered to 2019 levels,
whereas hours worked by men continued to lag
behind pre-pandemic levels (see Annex 1, Figure
A1.2). However, in most EU Member States, the
rate of absences from work was still above that in
2019, with women being more severely affected
than men (see Annex 1, Figure A1.3).

) Note that a person is considered employed if they have at least a formal attachment to a job (e.g. the continued receipt of wages) and an assurance of a
return to work. Therefore, the employment rates include those laid off under MC schemes. This may affect the comparability of employment data between
countries, as some countries focused on providing support for the unemployed rather than for laid-off workers.

©) The analysis was carried out using the latest data available at the time of writing the report.
) This indicator reflects the hours actually worked, and excludes hours paid for under MC schemes.
®) Persons absent from work are considered employed if they have a formal attachment to a job (e.g. the continued receipt of wages) and an assurance of

a return to work. Persons may be absent from work for a number of reasons, including holidays, personal illness and temporary lay-offs.
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Figure 3. Index of actual hours worked in a main job (2021 = 100 %) and absences from work

in the EU, by sex (%, 20-64 years)
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NB: Seasonally adjusted data. The index of total actual hours worked in the main job shows the quarterly change in the total actual
working hours compared with the 2021 actual working hours for the population aged 20-64 years. ‘Total absences from work’ refers
to the number of people absent from work expressed as a percentage of the employed population aged 20-64 years.

Source: Eurostat data, EU-LFS [LFSI_AHW_Q and LFSI_ABT_Q]. Data extracted on 18 April 2022.

Employment of workers in non-standard jobs
has dropped significantly and has not been
restored to pre-COVID-19 levels

Before the pandemic, in the fourth quarter of
2019, 31 % of employed women in the EU worked
part-time, compared with 8 % of men (Figure 4,
left panel). In addition, 13 % of women employees

and 11 % of men employees were on temporary
contracts (Figure 4, right panel). Women'’s part-
time employment declined in 2020, as did the
employment of both women and men on tem-
porary contracts. In 2021, these figures remained
below pre-pandemic levels in most EU Member
States (see Annex 1, Figure A1.4).

Figure 4. Part-time employment and temporary contracts in the EU, by sex (%, 20-64 years)
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NB: Seasonally adjusted data. Part-time workers are employed persons not working full time, as a percentage of the population aged
20-64 years. The distinction between full-time and part-time work is generally self-reported by respondents. ‘Temporary contracts’ refers
to jobs/contracts of limited duration and is expressed as the percentage of the population aged 20-64 years having such a job/contract.

Source: Eurostat data, EU-LFS [LFSI_PT_Q]. Data extracted on 18 April 2022.
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The share of employees working from home increased almost twofold, more so among women
has increased more among women than than among men. In addition, there was a large
among men in most EU Member States increase in the share of those who work from

home on a regular basis, rather than occasionally,
Across the EU in 2020, the share of employees among all categories of workers (see Figure 5).
who sometimes or usually work from home

Figure 5. Changes in the share of all employed persons working from home (%), by sex and
country
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NB: The graph shows the share of employed individuals who reported ‘usually working at home' or ‘sometimes working at home’, as
a percentage of total employment for those aged 20-64 years. ‘Usually working at home' means doing at home any productive work
related to the current job for at least half of the days worked in a reference period of 4 weeks; ‘'sometimes working at home’ means
that during the reference period of 4 weeks the respondent worked at home for between 1 hour and half of the days worked. Data
for Sweden for 2020 is not available. Countries are in ascending order of the share of employed persons working from home in 2019.

Source: Authors' calculations, based on Eurostat data, EU-LFS [LFSA_EHOMP]. Data extracted on 18 April 2022.
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1.2. Changes in unemployment
and inactivity

Women are more likely to have faced unmet
demand for employment

Before and throughout the pandemic, women
were more likely to be unemployed or be working
fewer hours than they wanted. In 2019, 7 % of
women and 6 % of men in the EU were unem-
ployed by the International Labour Organization
definition (°), but twice as many women and men
(approximately 15 % and 11 %, respectively) fell
into the broader category of labour market
slack ('9). The latter captures the shortfall between
the amount of work desired by workers and the
amount of paid work available. Because the
COVID-19 crisis led to lockdowns of individuals
and businesses, it is difficult to use active job
search and availability for work as criteria for

measuring unemployment. Thus, the impact of
the COVID-19 crisis on unemployment is likely to
be better reflected by the labour market slack
indicator than by the unemployment rate. Unem-
ployment rates among women and men in the EU
converged most closely in the second quarter of
2020 owing to a surge in male unemployment
(Figure 6, left panel). The gender gap in labour
market slack remained above 4 p.p. throughout
the crisis (Figure 6, right panel).

In 2021, the indicator of labour market slack
among women was still higher than in 2019 in 20
countries out of the 27 (see Annex 1, Figure A1.5).
Workers with a low level of education were hit
particularly hard by unemployment during the
pandemic, with women’s unemployment rate
going up to 17 % during the third quarter of 2020
(Figure 7). Women with secondary education also
experienced a sharper increase in unemployment
than men with the same level of education.

Figure 6. Unemployment and labour market slack in the EU, by sex (%, 20-64 years)
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NB: Seasonally adjusted data.
Source: Eurostat data, EU-LFS [LFSI_SLA_Q]. Data extracted on 18 April 2022.
©) ‘The unemployed’ are economically active individuals aged 20-64 years, without a job, who have been actively seeking work in the previous 4 weeks and
are available to start work in the subsequent 2 weeks.
(") ‘Labour market slack’is the total sum of all unmet employment demands and includes four groups: (1) unemployed people, as defined by the International

Labour Organization; (2) underemployed part-time workers (i.e. part-time workers who want to work more); (3) people who are available to work but are
not looking for it; and (4) people who are looking for work but are not available for it.
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Figure 7. Unemployment in the EU, by sex and education (%, 20-64 years)
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NB: Seasonally adjusted data. Unemployment rate is the share of the economically active population without a job, who were actively
seeking work in the previous 4 weeks and were available to start work in the subsequent 2 weeks, as a percentage of the population
aged 20-64 years. Levels of education are measured according to the International Standard Classification of Education (ISCED 2011).

Source: Eurostat data, EU-LFS [UNE_EDUC_Q]. Data extracted on 20 April 2022.

In contrast, the rate of long-term unemployment
dropped during the pandemic, for both women
and men (see Figure 8, left panel), possibly due to
increases in the share of short-term unemployed.
The gender gap in economic inactivity was high
before the pandemic, and has remained stable

since (Figure 8, right panel), with wide variation in
inactivity rates by level of education (Figure 9).
The biggest increases in economic inactivity dur-
ing the pandemic were experienced by women
and men with low levels of education.
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Figure 8. Long-term unemployment and economic inactivity in the EU, by sex (%, 20-64 years)
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NB: Seasonally adjusted data. The long-term unemployment rate is the share of persons unemployed for 12 months or more as a
percentage of the total number of active persons in the labour market aged 20-64 years. Active persons are those who are either
employed or unemployed. The economic inactivity rate is the share of persons outside the labour force (i.e. those who are neither
employed nor unemployed).

Source: Eurostat data, EU-LFS [UNE_LTU_Q and LFSQ_IPGA]. Data extracted on 18 April 2022.

Figure 9. Economic inactivity in the EU, by sex and education (%, 20-64 years)
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NB: Seasonally adjusted data. The economic inactivity rate is the share of persons outside the labour force (i.e. those who are neither
employed nor unemployed) at the age of 20-64 years. Levels of education are measured according to the International Standard
Classification of Education (ISCED, 2011).

Source: Eurostat data, EU-LFS [LFSQ_IGAED]. Data extracted on 20 April 2022.
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1.3. Labour market transitions

Women were more likely than men to
transition from either employment or
unemployment to economic inactivity as a
result of the COVID-19 crisis

The matrix in Figure 10 shows all transitions made
in 2020 as percentages of the initial status in
2019 for the EU, confirming the stronger nega-
tive influence of the COVID-19 crisis on the labour
market situation of women. Among all women
aged 15-74 years who were initially in employ-
ment in 2019, 3 % became unemployed and 6 %
became economically inactive; among men, the
percentage of those who became inactive was
smaller (4 %). In addition, the percentage of those

who were unemployed who became inactive in
2020 was higher among women (33 %) than
among men (28 %). Economically inactive women
were slightly more likely to remain inactive (90 %)
than men (89 %).

Data at country level is shown in Annex 1, Figure
A1.6. For women, the probability of losing a job
and becoming unemployed or inactive was par-
ticularly high in Spain, where almost 13 % of
women moved out of employment in 2020. At the
other end of the spectrum was Malta, where only
5 % of previously employed women ceased to be
employed in 2020. The highest rates of transition
into inactivity for employed women were recorded
in Ireland, Finland, Denmark and Hungary, where
they were close to or in excess of 8 %.

Figure 10. Transitions between labour market statuses between 2019 and 2020 in the EU, by

sex (%, 15-74 years)
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NB: Transition rates between two labour market states are calculated as the share of those who transitioned to a particular status, as a
percentage of the labour market status in the initial quarter/year, for individuals aged 15-74 years in both periods. Note that different
age brackets are used in this figure because estimates are produced only for these age brackets. For example, the transition rate for
the flow from unemployment to employment (U_E) is calculated as: U_E / (unemployment of initial period) x 100.

Source: Authors’ calculations, based on Eurostat data, EU-LFS [LFSI_LONG_A]. Data extracted on 16 March 2022.

To sum up, the COVID-19 pandemic severely af- pre-existing disadvantages. Employment rates
fected the labour market situation of both wom-  fell significantly among both women and men in
en and men, but for women it aggravated 2020, especially in the second quarter. Women
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were more negatively affected than men by de-
clines in number of hours of work and increases
in absences from work. Before and throughout
the pandemic, women were more likely to be un-
employed or to work fewer hours than they
wished for. In 2020, both employed and un-
employed women were more likely to become
economically inactive. Women who were already
economically inactive were more likely to remain

inactive than men. In 2021, women’s employment
rates were restored to 2019 levels or above in
most EU Member States, whereas their number
of working hours continued to lag behind
pre-pandemic levels. For men, both employment
rates and number of working hours were below
the pre-pandemic levels in most Member States
in 2021.
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2. Cross-country analysis of the impact
of COVID-19-related tax-benefit policies
on gender inequality in earnings and

disposable incomes

This chapter presents the results of a quantitative
study of the gendered impacts of the pandemic
and related policy responses on disposable
incomes across the EU using EUROMOD, the tax-
benefit microsimulation model for the 27 EU
Member States (Sutherland and Figari, 2013). For
each EU country, EUROMOD simulates all compo-
nents of disposable income, including cash bene-
fits, social insurance contributions (SICs) and
personal direct taxes. Elements of income that
cannot be (fully) simulated include market
incomes and benefits that depend on a previous
contribution history (e.g. pensions) or on certain
unobserved characteristics (e.g. disability bene-
fits). These are calculated from the microdata.
The input data for EUROMOD is derived from the
EU Statistics on Income and Living Conditions
(EU-SILC). EUROMOD allows the simulation of the
impact of the most recent policy initiatives using
EU-SILC data, which comes with a 2-year lag. This
mismatch between the policy year and the under-
lying microdata is corrected using uprating fac-
tors (growth indices) defined separately for each
non-simulated component of income. Baseline
simulations in EUROMOD are validated exten-
sively at micro and macro levels ().

To simulate the impact of COVID-19 on income
distribution using EUROMOD, this study now-
casts income distribution for 2020 in the pres-
ence and absence of COVID-19 using the 2019
EU-SILC data. To measure the distributional
impact of the COVID-19 crisis and anti-crisis pol-
icies, three counterfactual scenarios have been
constructed.

Scenario 1 (S1). No COVID-19-shock scenario (or
2020 as if COVID-19 had not happened).

Scenario 2 (S2). COVID-19 shock without COVID-
19 policies (or 2020 with the COVID-19 labour
market shock, but without the discretionary
COVID-19 measures).

Scenario 3 (S3). COVID-19 shock with COVID-19
policies (or 2020 with COVID-19 labour market
shock and with the discretionary COVID-19 meas-
ures, including MC schemes and other new
COVID-19-related policy changes, e.g. increases
in the generosity of social assistance (?). The
main characteristics of MC schemes simulated in
EUROMOD for each country are summarised in
Annex 3, Table A3.1. Rather than being based on
the statutory rules, the simulation was based on
actual take-up of MC schemes, whenever this
information was available.

The difference between S2 and S1 captures the
impact of COVID-19-related labour market
changes and automatic stabilisers (labour mar-
ket effect = S2 - S1). The difference between S3
and S2 shows the net impact of COVID-19-related
discretionary policy measures (policy
effect = S3 - S2). Finally, the difference between
S3 and S1 captures the total effect of COVID-19
labour market changes and the full response of
the tax-benefit system, including the impact of
automatic stabilisers and discretionary COVID-19
policies (total effect = S3 - S1).

The parameters for all labour market changes
between S2/S3 and S1 are summarised in
Annex 3, Tables A2-A6. According to this data, the

(") The latest version of the Euromod country reports is available online (https://euromod-web.jrc.ec.europa.eu/resources/country-reports/latest). The latest
Euromod baseline report is available online (https://euromod-web.jrc.ec.europa.eu/sites/default/files/2022-04/EM_baseline_report_2018-2021.pdf).
('?)  To enable meaningful cross-country comparisons, all new (elements of) policies introduced in 2020 that go beyond simple parametric changes are

considered discretionary COVID-19 measures.
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average probability in the EU of moving from
employment to non-employment due to the
COVID-19 shock was higher for younger workers
and those with a low level of education, and also
higher among women than among men. For
instance, among employees aged 16-34 years
with a low level of education, 12 % of women and
10 % of men transitioned to non-employment
(see Annex 3, Table A3.2). In contrast, among
highly educated workers aged 35-65 years,
employment increased by 4 % for both women
and men (see Annex 3, Table A3.2). Much more
significant numbers of employees experienced
absences from work, with the percentage of
those affected varying greatly by sector and
reaching almost 40 % for both women and men
in ‘accommodation and food service activities'
(see Annex 3, Table A3.4). Gender differences
become more evident when we look at the per-
centage of employees who experienced reduced
working hours (see Annex 3, Table A3.5). For
instance, in the accommodation and food service
sector, shorter working hours affected 23 % of
female employees and 18 % of male employees.
These numbers should, however, be interpreted
with caution, because the averages for the EU
conceal large variations in the patterns of
COVID-19-related labour market shock across the
Member States.

Following the approach developed by Avram et al.
(2016) and Avram and Popova (2022), this study
uses EUROMOD to construct a gender-sensitive
measure of individual disposable income that
accounts for intra-household income inequality.
This measure is constructed using an assumption
of minimal income pooling (i.e. that individuals
retain all income received in a personal capacity,
including earnings and all individual-level bene-
fits). Common sources of income (e.g. family ben-
efits or investment income) are split equally
among all adults in the relevant assessment unit.
The detailed overview of the income-splitting pro-
cedure in EUROMOD is presented in Annex 3,
Table A3.6. This measure of individual disposable
income is used for all the subsequent analyses in
Chapter 2.

A detailed overview of the existing evidence,
methodological approach and key concepts

informing the gendered assessment of the distri-
butional impact of the COVID-19 crisis and policy
response in the EU is provided in Annex 2.

2.1. Impact of COVID-19 on mean
individual disposable incomes
of women and men

COVID-19-related policies helped to stop the
fall in incomes of both women and men

Table 1 shows the changes in mean individual dis-
posable incomes of women and men of working
age (18-64 years) across the three simulated sce-
narios for 2020. COVID-19-induced labour mar-
ket changes (S2 - S1) would have caused women's
mean disposable income to drop by 4 %, whereas
men’s income would have fallen by 5 %. These
reductions were counteracted fully by the effects
of COVID-19-related policies (S3 - S2), which
increased the incomes of both women and men
by approximately 7 %. The total effect of the crisis
and discretionary COVID-19 policies (S3 - S1) at
EU level was positive, and was more favourable
towards women, whose mean disposable income
grew by 2 %, than towards men, whose mean dis-
posable income grew by 1 %.

The effects of the labour market shock (S2 - S1)
and discretionary COVID-19 policies (S3 - S2) var-
ied considerably between Member States. The
highest relative reduction in mean disposable
incomes due to labour market shock was
observed in Austria, where women's and men'’s
incomes fell by 18 % and 20 %, respectively. The
total effect of the crisis and policy response was
positive for women’s incomes, which grew by 1 %,
and slightly negative for men’s incomes, which fell
by 2 %. It should be noted that the size of the
labour market shock in Austria varied consider-
ably between subgroups within the population.
For instance, changes to employment ranged
from a 6 % reduction in employment among
women aged 35-65 years with a low level of edu-
cation to a 5 % increase in the number of those
aged 16-34 years in employment (see Annex 3,
Table A3.2).
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The percentage of women employees experienc-
ing absences from work ranged from 52 % in the
food and accommodation sector to 5 % in public
administration, education and healthcare (see
Annex 3, Table A3.4). Reduced working hours
affected 34 % of female employees in the food
and accommodation sector and only 9 % in public
administration, education and healthcare (see
Annex 3, Table A3.5). At the other end of the spec-
trum, in Denmark, Luxembourg and Finland, the
COVID-19 labour market shock did not lead to a
significant reduction in disposable incomes, and
mean incomes have actually grown as a result of
the discretionary COVID-19 policy measures.

In most EU Member States, the pandemic-in-
duced labour market shock (S2 - S1) has affected
women'’s disposable incomes to a smaller extent
than those of men (see Table 1). The effect of dis-
cretionary COVID-19 policies (S3 - S2) was posi-
tive for both women and men in almost all EU
Member States, with the exception of Italy and
Hungary, where the effect was negative. In Hun-
gary, discretionary COVID-19 measures reduced
disposable incomes by slightly over 1 % for both
womenand men, compared with the no-COVID-19
scenario. In Italy, the impact on women’'s and
men’s disposable incomes was smaller (less than
1 %), but still negative. The negative effect in this
case means that the 2020 tax-benefit system,
with its additional discretionary COVID-19 policies

(S3), performed worse than the 2019 system with
all policy parameters uprated by the 2020 Con-
sumer Price Index (CPI) (S2).

Table 1 shows that the discretionary COVID-19
policies (S3 - S2) had either a gender-neutral
impact or a slightly more positive impact on the
incomes of women, with a few exceptions (e.q.
BG, MT, NL and SK) where the impact was more
positive towards men’s incomes. The total effect
of the COVID-19 crisis and the discretionary pol-
icy response (53 - S1) on women’s mean incomes
varied from - 3 % in Hungary and Ireland to 10 %
in Lithuania; for men these figures ranged from
-6 % in Ireland to 9 % in Bulgaria.

On average, in all EU Member States, in the
no-COVID-19 scenario, for 2020 the mean dis-
posable income for women of working age was
73 % that of men (see Table 1, ratio of values in
columns S1 for women and men). In almost all
countries, gender income ratios (women's
incomes as a percentage of men’'s incomes)
increased or remained stable in the COVID-19
scenario (S3) compared with the no-COVID-19
scenario. In particular, a sizeable increase (more
than 2 p.p.) was observed in the gender income
ratios of the working-age population in Ireland,
Lithuania, Malta, Austria and Slovenia (see
Table 1).

Table 1. Changes in mean individual disposable income due to the COVID-19 labour market
shock and the discretionary policy response, for women and men of working age in the EU,

2020, by country (%)

S N B S T

Policy Total Policy Total
97.1 93.0 99.4 132.8 125.6 134.6 -4.2 6.7 24 -54 6.7 13
89.4 731 90.3 134.6 107.5 1324 -182 19.3 1.1 -20.2 18.5 -16
91.5 88.7 95.6 121.0 116.1 124.9 -30 7.5 45 -40 7.3 33
122.8 119.9 133.8 154.4 1491 168.3 -24 1.4 9.0 -35 125 9.0
98.6 93.8 97.3 144.6 137.6 142.0 -49 3.6 -13 -49 3.0 -1.8
89.5 86.3 93.1 134.7 130.3 1393 -35 7.6 4.0 -33 6.7 3.4
89.2 86.7 89.2 143.2 137.9 141.7 -28 2.8 0.0 -36 2.6 -1.0
103.5 103.7 103.9 120.2 120.4 120.5 0.2 0.2 04 0.1 0.1 03
100.5 97.9 107.2 119.5 1151 126.1 -26 9.2 6.6 -37 9.2 55
85.1 78.7 85.7 140.8 129.8 1411 -75 8.2 0.7 -78 8.0 0.2
92.8 89.1 93.4 133.6 128.2 133.7 -4.0 4.6 0.6 -40 4.1 0.1
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Policy Total Policy Total
106.6 106.4 108.4 122.8 122.6 124.6 -02 1.9 1.7 -02 1.7 1.5
101.0 95.7 101.0 1351 126.4 133.6 -52 52 0.0 -64 53 - 1.1
95.2 89.4 97.8 134.5 1251 137.2 -6.1 8.9 2.8 -70 9.0 2.0
98.7 96.9 95.4 123.2 120.0 118.4 -1.8 -15 -33 -26 -13 -39
105.6 101.4 102.2 151.8 143.0 143.4 -40 0.8 -32 -58 0.2 -55
87.0 84.9 84.6 142.7 138.8 138.1 -24 -03 - 2.7 -28 -04 -32
1011 954 111.5 132.0 124.4 141.7 -56 159 10.3 -57 13.0 7.3
90.5 90.8 92.8 131.2 131.6 133.0 0.3 2.2 25 0.3 1.1 1.4
105.9 103.9 112.6 136.6 134.5 144.9 -19 8.2 6.3 -16 7.7 6.1
94.5 79.6 94.0 145.6 110.9 140.2 -15.8 15.2 -05 - 238 20.1 -3.7
92.5 86.0 933 1339 121.5 134.8 -7 8.0 0.9 -93 9.9 0.7
95.9 95.0 96.8 136.0 133.7 134.7 -09 1.9 1.0 -1.7 0.8 -09
1013 97.9 101.8 130.0 127.2 1313 -33 39 0.5 -22 3.1 1.0
92.5 89.6 98.8 130.8 127.9 141.6 -3 10.0 6.8 -22 10.5 8.3
101.8 100.7 104.6 119.9 118.5 123.7 -1.1 39 2.7 -11 43 3.2
96.5 95.2 103.8 112.2 108.0 118.2 -14 8.9 7.6 - 3.7 9.0 5.4
91.5 83.6 95.8 120.5 106.0 124.2 -86 133 4.7 -12.0 15.0 3.0

LM, labour market effect; Policy, policy effect; Total, total effect.

NB: ‘Working age’ is defined as 18-64 years. The table shows mean incomes of women and men as percentages of the national
median equivalised income in each country for the three scenarios, and changes in income between the scenarios. Changes between

scenarios are measured in percentages.

Source: Authors’ calculations using EUROMOD and Eurostat data (EU-SILC).

Individual disposable incomes of women
and men aged 65 years and over were only
moderately affected by the labour market
shock

As expected, the incomes of women and men of
retirement age (65+ years) were only moderately
affected by the labour market shock of 2020
(S2 - S1), as only a minority of people of this age
remain active in the labour market (Table 2). In all
EU Member States, the reduction in incomes was
less than 1 % for women, and close to 1 % for
men. At the same time, the effect of discretionary
COVID-19 policies introduced in 2020 (S3 - S2),
compared with the no-COVID-19 scenario, varied
from - 3 % for women and - 2 % for men in Hun-
gary to 13 % for women and 12 % for men in
Lithuania.

On average, for all EU Member States, the total
impact of the pandemic on the incomes of the
population of retirement age was positive, and
more so for women than for men, whose incomes
increased by 3 % and 2 %, respectively. This means
that COVID-19-related policies also targeted older
individuals whose incomes had not suffered from
the employment shock. Thus, in 2020, older
people experienced higher income growth than
the working-age population. The average num-
ber, however, hides large disparities between
countries, with some Member States, such as
Lithuania, achieving growth of over 10 % in the
disposable incomes of older women and men,
whereas, in a few countries, the disposable
incomes of older people dropped by more than
1 % compared with the non-pandemic scenario
(S1). For instance, the incomes of women of retire-
ment age fell in Germany, Greece, Hungary and
Poland, and the incomes of men of retirement
age fell in Germany, Hungary and Poland.
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In the no-COVID-19 scenario, the individual
incomes of women aged 65 and over amounted to
65 % of those of men (see Table 2, columns S1 for
women and men). Gender income ratios for older

pandemic (see columns S3 for women and men).
One exception is Greece, where the discretionary
COVID-19 policies had a negative impact on wom-
en’s incomes, resulting in a reduction of 2 p.p. in

people were not significantly affected by the the gender income ratio for older people.

Table 2. Changes in mean individual disposable income due to the COVID-19 labour market
shock and the discretionary policy response, for women and men of retirement age in the EU,
2020, by country (%)

ome e ome e
S1 S2 S3 S1 S2 S3 LM Policy Total LM Policy Total
80.8 80.5 82.8 123.6 122.9 126.3 -03 29 2.6 -0.6 2.8 2.2
81.4 81.0 82.7 1414 1411 143.4 -05 2.1 1.6 -0.2 1.6 1.4
66.7 66.6 68.0 1123 1121 1144 -01 2.1 2.1 -02 2.1 1.9
67.6 67.3 73.0 101.7 101.3 108.6 -03 8.4 8.1 -04 7.2 6.8
88.3 87.8 89.2 158.2 156.5 158.3 -06 1.6 1.1 - 1.1 1.2 0.1
74.0 73.6 79.8 95.1 94.6 102.0 -05 83 7.8 -05 7.8 7.2
721 72.0 71.6 1324 131.9 1313 -02 -05 -08 -03 -04 -08
93.0 92.9 93.9 118.6 118.6 119.6 -0.1 1.1 1.0 -00 0.8 0.8
71.0 70.4 76.2 84.0 82.8 89.8 -038 8.2 7.4 -14 8.4 6.9
93.7 935 92.3 157.0 156.1 159.4 -02 -13 -15 -06 21 1.5
87.8 87.6 89.1 165.4 164.6 167.4 -03 1.7 1.4 -05 1.7 1.2
84.6 84.3 85.9 1111 1104 112.3 -03 1.9 1.6 -0.7 1.8 1.1

101.3 100.8 102.4 144.5 1441 146.3 -05 1.6 1.1 -03 1.5 1.2
69.4 69.2 721 110.5 109.6 114.5 -02 4.1 3.9 -07 44 3.6
95.8 95.9 92.9 117.0 116.9 1141 0.2 -32 -30 -0.1 -24 -24
64.5 64.0 66.2 1131 1109 1133 -08 33 2.5 -19 2.1 0.2
95.1 94.6 95.2 1734 1725 173.0 -05 0.6 0.1 -05 0.3 -02
68.9 68.4 77.6 103.8 1024 115.2 -07 134 12.7 -13 123 11.0
87.0 87.0 86.8 155.0 154.9 155.1 -0.0 -02 -02 - 0.1 0.1 0.1
67.6 67.4 72.6 94.9 94.5 101.5 -03 7.7 74 -04 74 6.9
62.0 61.9 64.1 116.8 1141 118.8 -0.1 35 34 -23 4.1 1.7
79.0 78.6 80.8 125.0 1235 126.1 -05 2.8 2.3 -12 2.1 0.9
83.5 83.4 82.2 1151 115.0 112.7 -0.1 -14 -15 -0.1 -20 -22

100.0 99.6 100.3 156.0 155.2 156.3 -04 0.7 0.3 -06 0.7 0.2
76.9 76.9 82.8 1139 1139 1224 -0.0 7.7 7.6 -00 7.5 7.4
81.9 81.5 85.6 1127 1123 1184 -05 5.0 4.5 -03 5.4 5.0
81.3 813 85.5 1053 104.9 1103 -00 52 5.1 -04 5.1 47
86.7 86.6 87.9 103.0 1029 104.7 -0.1 1.6 1.5 -00 1.7 1.7

LM, labour market effect; Policy, policy effect; Total, total effect.

NB: ‘Retirement age’ is defined as 65+ years. The table shows the mean incomes of women and men as percentages of the national
median equivalised income in each country for the three scenarios, and changes in income between the scenarios. Changes between
scenarios are measured in percentages.

Source: Authors' calculations using EUROMOD and Eurostat data (EU-SILC).
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Figure 11 summarises the EU averages for the
indicators of mean individual disposable incomes
by different groups of women and men. In terms
of total changes in mean individual disposable
incomes at EU level, different groups of women
and men considered in this report have experi-
enced positive gains in comparison with the
non-pandemic scenario. In all cases, women
experienced gains that were higher than, or sim-
ilar to, those experienced by men. Individuals

aged 15-24 years experienced the largest posi-
tive change in their individual disposable income
(an EU average of 4 % for women and 3 % for
men). The incomes of this group would have
been affected most by the labour market shock
(- 5 % reduction for women and 6 % reduction
for men), but recovered because of the strong
effect of discre- tionary policies (9 % for women
and 10 % for men).

Figure 11. Changes in mean individual disposable income due to COVID-19 labour market shock
and discretionary policy response in the EU, for women and men, by population subgroup (%)
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NB: The graph shows changes in mean individual disposable incomes of women and men between the scenarios.

The following abbreviations are used: S1 = Scenario 1; S2 = Scenario 2; S3 = Scenario 3; LM = the effect of labour market changes
and automatic stabilisers (52-S1); Policy (S3-S2) = the effect of discretionary policies; Total (53-51) = LM effect + Policy effect. Changes

between scenarios are measured in percentages.
Source: Authors' calculations using EUROMOD and EU-SILC data.

Interms of education level, women with a medium
level of education experienced the highest reduc-
tion in income due to labour market changes
(- 4 %), but they also gained the most from the
discretionary policies (7 %). The trend for men is
similar; however, incomes of men with a medium
level of education fell by 5 % as a result the labour
market shock, and increased by 6 % as a result of
discretionary policies.

As far as household types are concerned, couples
with children under 18 years experienced the
largest impact of the labour market shock (- 4 %

reduction in income for women and - 6 % for
men, on average, in the EU). Women in couples
with children, however, experienced the largest
total gains in incomes (3 %), whereas incomes of
coupled men with children grew by just 1 %.

The results presented in Figure 11 summarise the
general trends at EU level and hide significant dif-
ferences in the initial levels of gender inequality
and the impact of COVID-19 across Member
States. The country-level results are shown in
Annex 3 (Tables A3.7, A3.10, A3.13, A3.16, A3.19,
A3.22,A3.25, A3.28, A3.31, A3.34 and A3.37).
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2.2. Impact of COVID-19 on the
individual poverty rate among
women and men

Changes in the risk of the individual incomes of
women and men falling below the national pov-
erty line under each of the three scenarios are
shown in Table 3. Poverty thresholds are defined
as 60 % of the national median equivalised house-
hold income in scenario 1, and are fixed across all
the scenarios and subgroups of the population.
In the non-pandemic scenario in the EU, the pov-
erty rate among women (34 %) was, on average,
1.5 times higher than among men (22 % across
the EU). In some countries, particularly Czechia,
Germany, Greece, Spain, Italy and Cyprus, the
women’s poverty rate was almost or more than
twice as high as the men’s poverty rate; in Malta,
it was three times as high.

The effect of COVID-19 on the labour market
(S2 -S1)resulted in an increase in poverty among
women and men of working age in the majority of
EU Member States. On average, for all EU Mem-
ber States, the poverty rate grew by 3 p.p. for
both women and men. However, in nine out of 27
countries, poverty rates either were unchanged
or did not increase significantly (below 1 p.p.). In

two countries, Malta and Austria, where the
pre-pandemic poverty rate for women was 37 %
and 35 %, respectively, the poverty rate grew by
more than 10 p.p. In Malta, the men’s poverty rate
grew by 25 p.p. from its low level (13 %) in the
non-pandemic scenario.

COVID-19-related policies helped to curb
increases in poverty rates among both women
and men

The effect of discretionary COVID-19 measures
introduced in 2020 (S3 - S2) either was to reduce
the number of those at risk of poverty, or was
neutral, for working-age individuals everywhere.
As a result, the total effect of the crisis and discre-
tionary policy measures (S3 - S1) was to reduce
poverty equally among women and men. On
average in the EU, the poverty rate for the work-
ing-age population dropped by 3 p.p. as a result
of the discretionary policy measures (S3 - S2),
and by 1 p.p. in total (S3 - S1), with no difference
between genders. In a minority of countries, the
poverty rate among the working-age population
increased slightly after COVID-19, despite the dis-
cretionary policy measures. These include Ire-
land, Italy, Hungary and Malta. In Ireland, poverty
increased more among women than among men.

Table 3. Changes in individual poverty rate due to the COVID-19 labour market shock and the
discretionary policy response, for women and men of working age in the EU, in percentage

points, 2020, by country

Poverty line Policy | Total Policy | Total
6 245 34 % 36 % 33% 22 % 24 % 21% 25 -36 -11 2.6 -33 -0.7
1329 35% 46 % 34 % 18 % 26 % 8% | 115 -11.8 -03 7.4 -74 -01
1266 29 % 29 % 26 % 18 % 18 % 1% | -02 -29 -31 1] -06 -1.7 -22

488 32 % 34 % 30 % 25 % 27 % 23 % 2.0 -42 -2.2 1.5 -3.8 -23
831 39% 40 % 39% 19 % 21 % 19 % 1.7 -19 -02 1.4 -15 -01
14162 31 % 33 % 29 % 14 % 15 % 13% 24 -45 -2.2 13 -25 -1.2
1203 39% 40 % 39% 19 % 21 % 20 % 1.7 -1.8 -01 13 -1.2 0.1
11 863 22 % 21 % 21 % 20 % 20 % 20% | -0.2 -01 -04 | -02 -0.0 -0.2
617 28 % 29 % 25% 27 % 28 % 24 % 1.4 -46 -32 1.1 -31 -21
449 47 % 50 % 46 % 25 % 28 % 25% 3.2 -40 -0.8 33 -33 0.1
747 44 % 47 % 44 % 27 % 29 % 27 % 24 -28 -04 1.9 -22 -03
1267 19 % 19 % 17 % 18 % 18 % 17 % 0.1 -12 -11 0.2 -09 -07
1124 28 % 31 % 27 % 17 % 19 % 16 % 33 -44 -1 1.8 -26 -08

Evidence to Action: Gender equality and gender mainstreaming in the COVID-19 recovery
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B S B RN

Poverty line Policy | Total Policy | Total
2 958 40 % 42 % 39 % 24 % 26 % 23 % 1.8 -26 -09 2.1 -31 -09
104 968 36% | 37% | 37% | 30% | 31% | 31% 0.5 0.1 0.7 1.1 -02 0.9
1229 32 % 34 % 33 % 19 % 21 % 20 % 1.7 -03 1.4 1.9 -11 0.8
816 47% | 48% | 48% | 25% | 26% | 25% 1.1 -06 0.4 13 -1.2 0.1
466 34 % 38 % 30 % 26 % 30 % 23 % 42 -88 -46 4.1 -71 -3.0
2100 3% | 38% | 36% | 21% | 21% | 20% | -0.1 -22 -23 03 -07 | -04
439 32 % 33 % 29 % 26 % 26 % 24 % 1.2 -35 -23 0.6 -26 -20
768 37% | 51% | 38% 13% | 38% 13% | 139 -133 0.6 | 249 -244 0.6
1312 34 % 37 % 33 % 20 % 23 % 19 % 3.6 -40 -03 3.6 -41 -04
1714 36% | 36% | 35% | 23% | 24% | 23% 0.2 -1.2 -1.0 0.7 -0.8 -0
528 33 % 35 % 33 % 23 % 24 % 23 % 14 -22 -09 0.9 -15 -0.6
1097 42% | 42% | 4% | 24% | 23% | 22% 0.5 -1.6 -1.0 | -01 -1.6 -1.8
13 680 25 % 26 % 24 % 21 % 21 % 20 % 04 -14 -10 | -01 -1.0 -1
744 29% | 30% | 26% | 22% | 24% | 21% 0.8 -34 | -26 1.7 -27 -1.0
444 30% | 37% | 29% 19% | 26% 18 % 7.3 -83 -1.0 7.5 -78 | -02

LM, labour market effect; Policy, policy effect; Total, total effect.

NB: ‘Working age’ is defined as 18-64 years. The table shows the poverty rate for the three scenarios and changes in poverty rate
between scenarios. Poverty rate is the percentage of women and men with individual incomes below 60 % of the median equivalised
household income in each country. Poverty lines are shown in the national currency, are fixed at the level of scenario 1 and do not
change between household types. Changes between scenarios are measured in percentage points.

Source: Authors’ calculations using EUROMOD and Eurostat data (EU-SILC).

With regard to older people, the ratios of female
and male poverty rates in the non-pandemic scen-
ario are significantly higher than the ratios for the
working-age population (Table 4). The average
value for the EU is 2.7 times higher; in some coun-
tries, such as Greece, Spain, Luxembourg and
Malta, poverty rates among older women exceed
those among older men by more than six times.

The effect of the 2020 labour market shock
(S2 - S1) was negligible for both older women
and older men. In addition, both older women
and older men have benefited from discretionary
COVID-19 policy changes (S3 - S2), so that the
total impact of the pandemic (S3 - S1) on older
people has been to strongly reduce poverty. On
average for the EU, the poverty rate among older
women dropped by 4 p.p., and the poverty rate
among older men dropped by 3 p.p. This signifies

that the discretionary policies introduced in 2020
benefited older women to a greater degree than
older men, contributing to slightly narrowing the
poverty rate gap between older women and older
men.

A few Member States, however, experienced an
increase in women’'s poverty rate (3.6 p.p. in
Greece and 1 p.p. in Poland). Increases in the
poverty rate among older men were observed in
Greece (1 p.p.) and Poland (less than 1 p.p.). At
the other end of the spectrum, particularly strong
reductions in poverty rates among older men
and women were observed in Ireland (22 p.p. and
12 p.p., respectively) and Lithuania (14 p.p.
and 11 p.p., respectively). In Czechia, Romania
and Sweden, reductions in the poverty rate
among women were significantly higher than
reductions among men.
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Table 4. Changes in individual poverty rate due to the COVID-19 labour market shock and the
discretionary policy response, for women and men of retirement age in the EU, in percentage

points, 2020, by country

Poverty line Policy | Total Policy | Total
6 245 37 % 37 % 33% 14 % 14 % 1% 0.1 -4.0 -39 0.0 -2.6 -2.5
1329 37 % 37 % 36 % 7 % 7 % 7% 0.3 -1.8 -1.5 0.0 -04 -03
1266 35% 35% 33% 7 % 7 % 7% | -0.2 -13 -1.6 0.0 -03 -03

488 62 % 62 % 56 % 34 % 34 % 29 % 0.1 -6.2 -6.1 0.1 -49 -47
831 50 % 50 % 48 % 12 % 12 % 10 % 0.1 -20 -19 0.4 -25 -21
14162 27 % 28 % 17 % 8 % 8 % 5 % 0.2 -103 | -101 0.0 -29 -29
1203 41 % 42 % 42 % 13 % 13 % 13 % 0.2 0.2 0.4 0.0 0.2 0.2
11 863 19 % 19 % 16 % 9% 9% 7% 0.0 -26 -26 0.0 -15 -15
617 53 % 53 % 46 % 37 % 37 % 28 % 0.4 -75 -71 0.1 -8.7 -86
449 22 % 22 % 26 % 3% 3% 4% 0.0 3.6 3.6 0.1 0.9 1.0
747 32% 32% 32% 5% 5% 5% 0.1 -0.7 -05 0.1 -0.2 -01
1267 19 % 19 % 17 % 10 % 10 % 9% 0.0 -23 -2.2 0.3 -1 -0.8
1124 24 % 24 % 23 % 6 % 6 % 6 % 0.2 -13 -1 0.0 -04 -04
2 958 49 % 49 % 46 % 20 % 20 % 18 % 0.1 -30 -3.0 0.1 -20 -19
104 968 23% 23 % 23 % 19 % 18 % 9% | -0.7 1.0 02| -08 0.5 -03
1229 45 % 45 % 23 % 22 % 22 % 10 % 0.0 -224 | -224 0.0 -123 | -123
816 34 % 34 % 33% 7 % 7 % 7% | -0.0 -03 -03 0.1 -01 -00
466 58 % 58 % 44 % 28 % 28 % 17 % 0.1 -145 | -144 0.0 -10.6 | -10.6
2100 40 % 40 % 40 % 5% 5% 5% 0.3 -0.1 0.2 0.0 0.5 0.5
439 62 % 62 % 53 % 43 % 43 % 33 % 0.1 -89 -87 0.0 -103 | -10.3
768 49 % 49 % 46 % 7 % 7 % 5% | -0.2 -2.7 -29 | -00 -15 -1.5
1312 37 % 37 % 34 % 7 % 7% 5 % 0.2 -28 -26 0.0 -14 -14
1714 28 % 28 % 29 % 12 % 12 % 12 % 0.0 0.8 0.8 0.0 0.5 0.5
528 36 % 36 % 36 % 10 % 11 % 10 % 0.0 -07 -0.6 0.2 -06 -03
1097 38 % 38 % 30 % 13 % 13 % 9% 0.0 -83 -83 0.0 -38 -3.8
13 680 31 % 31 % 22 % 12 % 12 % 8 % 0.3 -9.0 -87 0.0 -37 -37
744 31 % 31 % 28 % 14 % 14 % 12 % 0.1 -34 -33 0.2 -25 -23
444 9 % 9 % 8 % 3% 3% 3% 0.0 -0.7 -0.7 0.0 -0.2 -02

LM, labour market effect; Policy, policy effect; Total, total effect.

NB: ‘Retirement age’ is defined as 65+ years. The table shows the poverty rate for the three scenarios and changes in poverty rate
between scenarios. Poverty rate is the percentage of women and men with individual incomes below 60 % of the median equivalised
household income in each country. Poverty lines are shown in the national currency, are fixed at the level of scenario 1 and do not
change across household types. Changes between scenarios are measured in percentage points.

Source: Authors’ calculations using EUROMOD and Eurostat data (EU-SILC).

In terms of changes in poverty status based on
individual incomes, at EU level, all population sub-
groups have experienced a reduction in poverty,
compared with the non-pandemic scenario, and
in most cases women have benefited more than
men, experiencing a greater reduction in poverty
(see Figure 12). The greatest gains in this respect
have been seen by people older than 65 years

(- 4 p.p. poverty reduction for women and - 3 p.p.
poverty reduction for men), as they were not
affected by the negative labour market changes,
unlike the working-age population. At the same
time, poverty rates among younger people (aged
15-24 years) are almost unchanged (see
Figure 12).

Evidence to Action: Gender equality and gender mainstreaming in the COVID-19 recovery
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Differences in poverty reduction by education level
are not significant; on average, women benefited
slightly more than men. Among all household
types, single people experienced the greatest re-
duction in poverty (- 4 % for women and - 3 % for

men). We can also observe a similarly strong pov-
erty-reducing impact of the pandemic on women
in lone-parent households (- 4 %), as the impact of
discretionary COVID-19 policies on this group was
particularly great.

Figure 12. Changes in individual poverty rate due to the COVID-19 labour market shock and
the discretionary policy response in the EU, for women and men, by population subgroup (%)
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NB: The graph shows changes in mean individual disposable incomes of women and men between the scenarios. The following
abbreviations are used: S1 = Scenario 1; S2 = Scenario 2; S3 = Scenario 3; LM = the effect of labour market changes and automatic
stabilisers (S2-S1); Policy (S3-S2) = the effect of discretionary policies; Total (S3-S1) = LM effect + Policy effect. Changes between

scenarios are measured in percentages.

Source: Authors’ calculations using EUROMOD and Eurostat data (EU-SILC).

The results presented in Figure 12 summarise
general trends at EU level and may hide signifi-
cant differences in the initial levels of gender dif-
ferences in poverty levels and the impact of
COVID-19 across the Member States. Additional

results at Member State level by selected popula-
tion subgroups are shown in Annex 3 (Tables A3.8,
A3.11, A3.14, A3.17, A3.20, A3.23, A3.26, A3.29,
A3.32, A3.35 and A3.38).
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2.3. Contribution of market
incomes, taxes and benefits to
individual disposable incomes
of women and men after the
COVID-19 crisis

Table 5 shows the level and composition of mean
individual disposable incomes of women and
men of working age in the 2020 pandemic scen-
ario with COVID-19 measures (scenario 3). We
distinguish the contribution of market incomes
(earnings plus private pensions and capital
income), social transfers (including public pen-
sions), taxes (including SICs) and MC schemes. In
all countries, men have significantly higher mar-
ket incomes, and consequently pay more in direct
taxes, than women. For the working-age popula-
tion, the ratio of women’s market incomes to
men's market incomes ranges from less than
60 % in Czechia, Germany, Greece, Italy, the Neth-
erlands and Austria to around 80 % in Denmark,
Estonia, Slovenia and Finland. The benefit income
gap between women and men is smaller than the
gender gap in taxes; in some EU Member States,
women receive more income from social trans-
fers than men. These countries include Czechia,
Denmark, Latvia, Lithuania, Hungary, the Nether-
lands, Austria, Poland, Slovenia, Slovakia and
Sweden.

The gender gap in individual disposable incomes
is highest in countries with the highest market
income gaps (e.g. DE, EL and IT) and smallest in
those countries with the smallest market income
gaps (e.g. DK, SI and FI). The correlation coeffi-
cient for the gender gaps in market and dispos-
able incomes is strongly positive (0.93). Gender

gaps in disposable incomes are smaller than gen-
der gaps in market incomes in almost all EU
Member States, suggesting that taxes and trans-
fers have an equalising effect. These results are
consistent with previous studies on the topic
using a similar measure of individual income
(Avram and Popova, 2022; Doorley and Keane,
2020). The difference made by the tax-benefit
system (i.e. the difference between the gender
gap in market and disposable incomes) varies,
however, from over 10 p.p. in the Netherlands
and Austria to just 1 p.p. in Bulgaria and Croatia.
The tax-benefit system in Malta has a disequalis-
ing impact, that is, the gender income ratio for
disposable income goes down by 1 p.p. com-
pared with the gender income ratio for market
incomes.

Men generally benefited more from MC
schemes

On average across the EU, the relative contribu-
tion made by MC schemes to individual dispos-
able incomes stands at 4 % for women and 6 %
for men of working age. When compared with the
share of benefit income shown in Table 5, this
amounts to 22 % and 32 % of the benefit income
for women and men, respectively. In the majority
of EU Member States, the share of disposable
income that is made up by MC schemes is larger
for men than for women. In Malta and Slovakia,
this gap is especially large (6 p.p. and 4 p.p.,
respectively). However, in some Member States,
women benefited significantly more than men
from MC schemes (the difference is close or
above 1 p.p. in favour of women). These countries
include Czechia, Greece, Lithuania, Luxembourg
and Portugal.

Table 5. Decomposition of mean individual disposable incomes of women and men of working
age in the pandemic scenario with COVID-19 measures, 2020, by country (%)

MI ghaves | Benefits MC DI MI ghaxes | Benefits | MC DI
I 1073 -31.2 19.3 43 99.4 157.0 486 19.8 6.4 134.6
AT 74.1 ~194 233 124 903 135.1 ~420 209 186 1324
3 1050 ~398 2338 66 95.6 1525 632 267 88 124.9
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2. Cross-country analysis of theimpact of COVID-19-related tax-benefit policies on genderinequality in earnings and disposable incomes

MI axes | Benefits | MC DI MI axes . Benefits | MC DI
1426 292 173 30 1338 1818 ~372 18.1 55 1683
905 - 140 175 34 973 142.2 - 243 198 42 142.0
9.3 _ 25 162 32 93.1 1636 ~396 1.9 34 1393
110.9 387 152 19 89.2 186.9 654 166 36 1417
137.2 _624 254 38 103.9 1736 -795 217 47 1205
104.4 192 185 35 107.2 1289 -252 184 4.1 126.1
827 _ 25 2038 46 857 1493 -383 246 55 141.1
933 193 16.6 28 93.4 1431 -333 205 34 1337
1236 379 226 02 1084 1553 ~548 240 0.2 1246
100.0 273 227 57 101.0 140.1 ~413 269 7.8 1336
1036 _238 13.4 47 97.8 147.1 ~342 17.7 66 137.2
120.1 - 431 17.0 15 95.4 165.1 -599 15 17 1184
1034 ~270 242 17 102.2 161.7 -~ 462 253 26 1434
89.1 -267 17.9 44 84.6 154.8 -50.7 274 66 138.1
1318 _ 498 244 5.1 1115 187.4 ~706 204 45 1417
102.1 -327 203 3.1 9238 158.7 -56.6 279 30 133.0
125.5 _325 182 13 1126 1737 ~470 17.2 10 144.9
836 172 126 149 94.0 1236 -297 157 306 14022
103.0 _321 159 65 933 1773 -69.4 15.2 116 1348
100.6 - 283 232 13 9.3 154.0 ~410 205 13 1347
1125 _274 133 34 1018 1546 ~432 16.4 35 1313
1326 - 55.1 180 33 983 199.1 -804 18.1 48 1416
117.7 _346 205 10 1046 153.1 ~482 175 13 1237
1154 _412 242 54 1038 141.9 -500 189 7.4 11822
95.0 - 26.1 18.1 88 9538 1348 ~420 156 157 12422

DI, disposable income; MI, market income.

NB: ‘Working age’ is defined as 18-64 years. The table shows the mean contribution of different sources to the disposable incomes of
women and men in scenario 3. The mean incomes of women and men are shown as percentages of the national median equivalised

income in each country.

Source: Authors' calculations using EUROMOD and Eurostat data (EU-SILC).

Table 6 shows that, with the exception of Den-
mark, France and the Netherlands, market
incomes are a relatively minor income source for
older women and men. In all countries except for
France, older men have higher market incomes
than older women. On average across the EU,
market income as a share of disposable income
forwomen s halfthat for men. The benefitincome
received by older women stands at 67 % of the
benefit income received by men. Disparities are
particularly large in Belgium, Germany, Greece,

Spain, Italy, Luxembourg, Malta and Austria,
which are all welfare states with strong links
between previous earnings and benefits. In con-
trast, women receive slightly more than men in
terms of benefit income in Denmark and the
Netherlands. The relative contribution of MC
schemes to the disposable incomes of older
women and men is small compared with the con-
tribution for individuals of working age, amount-
ing to less than 1 % of disposable income.
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2. Cross-countryanalysis oftheimpact of COVID-19-related tax-benefit policies on genderinequality in earnings and disposable incomes

Table 6. Decomposition of mean individual disposable incomes of women and men of retirement
age in the pandemic scenario with COVID-19 measures, 2020, by country (%)

MI ghaxes | Benefits MC DI MI ghaxes | Benefits | MC DI
143 -11.8 80.1 0.2 82.8 30.2 ~242 119.7 0.5 126.3
67 - 15.1 91.0 0.1 827 109 _415 1738 0.1 143.4
6.4 ~153 76.8 0.2 68.0 152 340 1329 03 114.4
185 _34 577 0.2 73.0 375 65 776 0.1 108.6
73 67 884 03 89.2 2838 ~173 146.0 08 158.3
35 11 77.0 03 79.8 127 _35 923 05 102.0
12.1 ~174 76.8 0.1 716 233 - 281 1360 02 1313
579 455 813 0.2 939 105.1 658 794 08 1196
180 58 635 05 7622 295 ~94 686 10 89.8
123 - 140 9338 0.1 923 245 - 249 159.4 0.4 159.4
176 ~104 816 03 89.1 295 Z252 162.3 08 167.4
143 -200 915 0.1 85.9 241 -369 1248 03 1123
326 -218 91.1 05 102.4 30.0 - 289 144.6 06 1463
52 _23 689 0.2 72.1 134 71 107.5 07 1145
57 -39 91.0 0.0 92.9 126 67 107.9 03 114.1
96 33 597 0.1 66.2 55.0 200 78.0 03 1133
165 - 236 1022 0.1 95.2 356 _578 194.9 03 173.0
176 _54 65.0 04 7756 440 ~142 8438 06 115.2
12.1 _184 931 0.0 86.3 159 - 491 187.9 0.4 155.1
159 ~79 645 0.2 726 38.0 -175 80.6 03 1015
106 15 54.8 0.2 64.1 16.8 _55 104.8 26 1188
365 ~172 61.1 03 80.8 109.8 444 59.7 10 126.1
6.4 ~17.2 93.0 0.0 8222 165 _252 1212 02 112.7
122 - 140 102.0 0.2 1003 306 ~334 1586 0.4 156.3
11 18 834 0.2 828 38 37 1222 0.1 1224
209 -217 86.3 0.1 85.6 346 -386 1222 0.1 118.4
7.0 28 81.1 0.2 855 133 63 1025 07 1103
19 ~10 87.1 0.0 87.9 48 _21 101.9 0.1 104.7

DI, disposable income; MI, market income.

NB: ‘Retirement age’ is defined as 65+ years. The table shows the mean contribution of different sources to the disposable incomes of
women and men in scenario 3. The mean incomes of women and men are shown as percentages of the national median equivalised

income in each country.

Source: Authors' calculation using EUROMOD and Eurostat data (EU-SILC).

More detailed breakdowns of the results by
selected groups of women and men at EU level
are summarised in Figure 13 (see country-level
results in Annex 3, Tables A3.9, A3.12, A3.15,
A3.18, A3.21, A3.24, A3.27, A3.30, A3.33, A3.36
and A3.39). On average for the EU, income from
MC schemes as a percentage of disposable
income was highest among those aged

25-49 years (5 % for women and 7 % for men),
among highly educated people (5 % for women
and 7 % for men) and among those who are part
of a couple with children (4 % for women and 7 %
for men). Across all household subgroups, the
share of MC schemes in the disposable incomes
of men is larger than that of women.
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2. Cross-country analysis of theimpact of COVID-19-related tax-benefit policies on genderinequality in earnings and disposable incomes

Across all different groups of women and men
considered, market income as a share of dispos-
able income is always lower for women than for
men, but large disparities in the size of the gen-
der gap among different groups can be seen.
Gender ratios for market incomes (i.e. women'’s
market incomes as a percentage of men’s market
incomes) are lowest among people aged over
65 years (47 %), those with a low level of educa-
tion (42 %), single people (57 %) and those in cou-
ples with children (57 %). The gender gap in

disposable incomes is always lessened by the
redistributive effect of taxes and transfers. This is
particularly true for people aged over 65 years,
single people and people with a low level of edu-
cation. However, even after the redistributive pol-
icies, the gender income ratio is 66 % for people
aged over 65 years and 69 % for those with a low
level of education, compared with 83 % for peo-
ple aged 15-24 years and 73 % for highly edu-
cated individuals.

Figure 13. Decomposition of mean individual disposable incomes of women and men in the EU
in the post-pandemic scenario, 2020, by population subgroup (%)

Women
300
250
200 _
150 — !
- [ —
100 R R a o) ‘B 0B
50 I ] I
-50
-100
X O (X x S Q0 e & &0 )
Vo RO S oS (@ (@ ;
S ¢ FFEF LOEE S
NS K &
ARG RIS >
& & $ S &
~ Q/&\) < S\\& N
@ @ OOQ
RKS
(&)
C
MI M Taxesand SIC M Benefits mMCS @ DI

DI, disposable income; MI, market income.
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NB: The graph shows the mean contribution of different sources to disposable incomes of women and men in scenario 3. The mean
incomes of women and men are shown as percentages of the national median equivalised income in each country.

Source: Authors' calculations using EUROMOD and Eurostat data (EU-SILC).

To sum up, the analyses presented in this chapter
demonstrate that the total effect of the crisis and
discretionary policy measures in 2020 on individ-
ual disposable incomes was positive and poverty
reducing for both working-age and older individ-
uals. In most EU Member States, the 2020 labour
market shock affected the incomes of work-
ing-age women to a smaller degree than those of
men, and the effect of the discretionary policies
implemented by EU governments in 2020 was
positive for both women and men in almost all EU

Member States. Although men benefited more
from the MC schemes, the impact of all COV-
ID-19-related policies introduced in 2020 contrib-
uted to a reduction in the gender income gap
among the working-age population. The anti-cri-
sis tax-benefit measures introduced by EU gov-
ernments in 2020 were temporary in nature;
hence their positive impacts on individual dispos-
able incomes, poverty and gender income
inequality are likely to be temporary as well.
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3. The Recovery and Resilience Facility approach to gender equality and its gender equality provisions

3. The Recovery and Resilience Facility
approach to gender equality and its
gender equality provisions

This chapter analyses the provisions of the RRF
and its approach to gender equality against the
background of the EU’s legal and policy frame-
work, in particular the extent to which RRF is in

line with the EU’s dual approach to gender equal-
ity (see Box 1) and key EU gender equality
priorities.

Box 1. The EU dual approach to gender equality

Gender equality is enshrined as a fundamental value of the EU in in Articles 2 and 3(3) of the
Treaty on European Union (*%), Article 8 of the Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union
(TFEU) ("*) and Article 23 of the EU Charter of Fundamental Rights (**). In particular, Article 8 of
the TFEU establishes that ‘the Union shall aim to promote equality between men and women
in all its activities'. Following the EU’s contribution to the Beijing Platform for Action, the Euro-
pean Commission committed to taking a dual approach to realising gender equality (Commu-
nication (EU) COM(96) 0067 final) ('¢). This was reaffirmed in the EU Gender Equality Strategy
(Communication (EU) COM(2020) 152 final) (/). The dual approach involves mainstreaming a
gender perspective in all policies while implementing targeted measures to eliminate, prevent
or remedy gender inequalities. These approaches go hand in hand, and one cannot replace
the other. Gender mainstreaming is not a policy goal in itself, but rather a means to achieve

gender equality.

Source: EIGE (n.d.).

3.1. Links to the EU legal and policy
framework on gender equality

Tackling the adverse impacts on women of
the crisis is a general objective of the RRF

The introduction to the legislative text of the RRF
regulation  (recital 28, Regulation  (EU)
2021/241) (®) notes that women have been hit
particularly hard by the COVID-19 pandemic, both

as healthcare workers and as those balancing
unpaid care work with their employment respon-
sibilities. The regulation also recognises that the
situation has been especially difficult for single
parents, who are mostly women. As a general
objective, the RRF regulation establishes the miti-
gation of the adverse social and economic
impacts of the crisis on those groups particularly
affected, especially women (Article 4(1), Regula-
tion (EU) 2021/241). This is an important recogni-
tion of the harsh impacts of the COVID-19
pandemic on women, and in principle, frames the

Consolidated version of the Treaty on European Union (OJ C 326, 26.10.2012, p. 13) (ELL: http://data.europa.eu/eli/treaty/teu_2012/0j).

Consolidated version of the Treaty on the Functioning of the European Union (O) C 326, 26.10.2012, p. 47) (ELL: http://data.europa.eu/eli/treaty/tfeu_2012/0j).
Charter of Fundamental Rights of the European Union (O) C 326, 26.10.2012, p. 391) (ELI: http://data.europa.eu/eli/treaty/char_2012/0j).
Communication from the Commission ‘incorporating equal opportunities for women and men into all community policies and activities’, COM(96) 0067

final (https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/ALL/?uri=CELEX:51996DC0067).
(") Communication from the Commission to the European Parliament, the Council, the European Economic and Social Committee and the Committee
of the Regions, a Union of equality: Gender Equality Strategy 2020-2025, COM(2020) 152 final (https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/

TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A52020DC0152).

('®)  Regulation (EU) 2021/241 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 12 February 2021 establishing the Recovery and Resilience Facility (OJ L 57,

18.2.2021, p. 17) (ELL: http://data.europa.eu/eli/reg/2021/241/0j).

Evidence to Action: Gender equality and gender mainstreaming in the COVID-19 recovery


http://data.europa.eu/eli/treaty/teu_2012/oj
http://data.europa.eu/eli/treaty/tfeu_2012/oj
http://data.europa.eu/eli/treaty/char_2012/oj
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/ALL/?uri=CELEX:51996DC0067
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A52020DC0152
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A52020DC0152
http://data.europa.eu/eli/reg/2021/241/oj
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need for extraordinary policy efforts to reverse
this trend.

The RRF regulation acknowledges a rather
limited scope of the impact of COVID-19 on
gender equality

The severity of the impacts of the COVID-19
pandemic on women is not obvious from the RRF
regulation. The recital of the RRF regulation
(recital 28, Regulation (EU) 2021/241) refers to
the over-representation of women among health-
care workers and the need to balance unpaid
care work with employment responsibilities as
factors that have made women disproportion-
ately vulnerable to the effects of the crisis. This is
too narrow an account of the factors behind the
adverse impacts of the COVID-19 crisis on women.
Since the start of the pandemic, evidence has
emerged of the significant implications of the
COVID-19 outbreak for gender equality. For
example, during the first period of lockdowns and
other types of restrictions, the employment drop
related to social distancing measures had a large
impact on female-dominated sectors, such as
retailing, accommodation and domestic work. In
addition, closures of schools massively increased
childcare needs, which had a considerable impact
on working mothers (Alon et al, 2020). The
COVID-19 lockdowns also led to spikes in intimate
partner violence against women (Arenas-Arroyo
et al., 2021; United Nations, 2020; WHO, 2020).

In addition, although the RRF regulation refers to
both gender equality and equal opportunities for
all, it does not specifically live up to the commit-
ment to intersectionality ('°) as a cross-cutting
principle adopted in the EU Gender Equality

Strategy (COM(2020) 152 final, p. 2). An intersec-
tional approach would have been key to mitigat-
inginasubstantivewaytheadversesocioeconomic
impacts of the crisis on women and men in all of
their diversity.

The RRF regulation insufficiently reflects
the EU’s legal obligation to combat gender
inequalities in all its activities

The RRF regulation does not establish gender
equality as a horizontal principle (?°), combining
gender mainstreaming with specific measures
for gender equality (see Box 1). Only in its recital
does the RRF regulation call on Member States to
take into account and promote gender equality
and equal opportunities for all (recital 28, Regula-
tion (EU) 2021/241).

In its legally binding part, the RRF regulation does
contain one weak requirement with regard to
gender equality (Article 18(4)(0), Regulation (EU)
2021/247). This requirement stipulates that Mem-
ber States shall provide ‘an explanation of how
the measures in the recovery and resilience plan
are expected to contribute to gender equality
and equal opportunities for all and the main-
streaming of those objectives, in line with prin-
ciples 2 and 3 of the European Pillar of Social
Rights (European Commission, 2021a), with the
UN sustainable development goal (SDG) 5 and,
where relevant, with the national Gender Equality
Strategy'. The requirement falls far short of mak-
ing gender equality legally binding as a horizontal
principle in the RRF and establishing it as an obli-
gation on Member States (see Box 2). This require-
ment is further analysed in the following pages
and in Section 3.2 of this report.

(") The EU Gender Equality Strategy establishes intersectionality as a cross-cutting principle: understanding that gender inequalities combine with other
personal characteristics or identities, and that these intersections contribute to unique experiences of discrimination COM(2020) 152 final).
(*)  Foran analysis of gender equality as a horizontal principle in other EU funds, see EIGE (2019a), Gender Budgeting. Mainstreaming gender into the EU budget

and macroeconomic policy framework.
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Box 2. Gender equality provisions of the common provisions regulation

In contrast to the RRF, other EU funds have established more detailed gender equality and
gender mainstreaming provisions. The common provisions regulation (CPR) of shared-manage-
ment EU funds (Regulation (EU) 2021/1060) (*') establishes equality between women and men
and gender mainstreaming as horizontal principles (Article 9(2), Regulation (EU) 2021/1060). All
of the programmes financed by EU funds under the CPR must take into account and promote
a gender perspective throughout their preparation, implementation, monitoring, reporting
and evaluation (Article 9(2), Regulation (EU) 2021/1060). Thus, Article 9(2) of the CPR signals a
stronger commitment to comply with the EU dual approach to gender equality, and to institu-
tionalise gender mainstreaming in the deployment of EU funds. Furthermore, the strategy of
each programme must explain how its objectives safequard equality, inclusion and non-dis-
crimination (Article 22(3)(d)(iv), Regulation (EU) 2021/1060).

The CPR also establishes specific gender equality provisions for certain EU funds. In the Euro-
pean Regional Development Fund (ERDF) and the European Social Fund Plus (ESF+), a national
strategic framework of gender equality is required as an enabling condition for two policy
objectives: ‘enhancing the effectiveness and inclusiveness of labour markets and access to
quality employment through developing social infrastructure and promoting social economy’
(ERDF), and ‘promoting a gender-balanced labour market participation, equal working condi-
tions, and a better work-life balance including through access to affordable childcare, and care
for dependent persons’ (ESF+). The national strategy must include an evidence-based identifi-
cation of the main gender equality challenges, measures to address gender gaps with specific
targets and a monitoring and evaluation framework, and specific arrangements to cooperate
with gender equality bodies and civil society organisations (CSOs). However, it should be noted
that, although significant as an enabling condition, linking gender equality to specific object-
ives on employment and work-life balance only could risk undermining gender mainstreaming
and targeted measures in other areas.

Finally, the CPR establishes an obligation to track gender equality allocations in the ESF+, the
ERDF, the Cohesion Fund and the Just Transition Fund (see more on this in Section 3.3).

Source: EIGE (2019a, 2022c); Regulation (EU) 2021/1060.

(Article 18(4)(0), Regulation (EU)

2021/247).

The RRF regulation requires Member States to
provide an explanation of how the measures in
their RRPs are expected to contribute to gender
equality and equal opportunities for all, and to
the mainstreaming of those objectives

According to this provision, Member States'
stand-alone explanation should be in line with
principles 2 and 3 of the EPSR, SDG 5 and a
national Gender Equality Strategy (Article 18(4)
(0), Regulation (EU) 2021/241). The scope of these
policies offers a variety of gender equality objec-
tives to which Member States could contribute
through their RRPs.

With reference to the EPSR, principles 2 and 3 are
explicitly pointed out (see Annex 4 for the full

(") Regulation (EU) 2021/1060 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 24 June 2021 laying down common provisions on the European Regional
Development Fund, the European Social Fund Plus, the Cohesion Fund, the Just Transition Fund and the European Maritime, Fisheries and Aquaculture
Fund and financial rules for those and for the Asylum, Migration and Integration Fund, the Internal Security Fund and the Instrument for Financial Support
for Border Management and Visa Policy (O L 231, 30.6.2021, p. 159) (ELL: http://data.europa.eu/eli/reg/2021/1060/0j).
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wording). Principle 2 concerns gender equality,
with a focus on equal treatment and opportun-
ities for women and men in all areas, but espe-
cially in the labour market. Principle 3 of the EPSR
concerns equal treatment and opportunities in
employment, social protection, education and
access to public goods and services. It lists gen-
der alongside racial or ethnic origin, religion or
belief, disability, age and sexual orientation. By its
definition, the EPSR puts forward a labour mar-
ket-oriented understanding of gender equality,

primarily embracing equal treatment and equal
opportunity issues. In view of the call for invest-
ments in care infrastructure in the name of gen-
der equality (see Box 3), the RRF regulation could
have strengthened important links between care
and gender equality by making an explicit refer-
ence to two other closely connected EPSR princi-
ples: the promotion of work-life balance
(principle 9) and the improvement of childcare
(principle 11).

Box 3. The Recovery and Resilience Facility puts forward a non-binding call for

investments in care

Robust investments in care infrastructure are explicitly mentioned as an essential intervention
to ensure gender equality and women'’s economic empowerment in the recital of the RRF
regulation (recital 28, Regulation (EU) 2021/241). Investing in care is seen as crucial to combat
precarious conditions in this female-dominated sector, boost job creation, prevent poverty
and social exclusion and increase women’'s employment; it would also have positive effects
on gross domestic product. This strong statement is in line with the arguments for a care-led
recovery (De Henau and Himmelweit, 2020; Klatzer and Rinaldi, 2020), with care recognised as
a critical area for building a resilient EU economy and society, given the impacts of the pan-

demic (FEMM Committee, 2021a).

The RRF regulation also establishes compliance
with SDG 5, which goes beyond the socioeco-
nomic frame of the EPSR (United Nations General
Assembly, 2015; see Annex 5). However, the RRF
regulation does not establish direct and clearly
defined links with the EU Gender Equality Strat-
egy(#?), which could have provided an impetus for
Member States to implement targeted invest-
ments (?%) and reforms (**) in line with the EU's pri-
orities in the area of gender equality.

The limited requirements and links to gender
equality were introduced late in the drafting
of the RRF regulation, reducing their potential
to influence the preparation of the RRPs

Apart from the stand-alone explanation and the
requirement to address the CSRs in the context
of the European semester, the RRF regulation
does not prescribe any obligation to clearly link
gender equality with the priorities, objectives and
measures of the RRPs, or to ensure that financial
allocations promote gender equality. These gaps
in the legal framing of gender equality in the RRF
resultin a narrow understanding of gender equal-
ity, a lack of compliance with the EU's dual
approach (see Box 1) and a failure to

(??)  Commission Delegated Regulation (EU) 2021/2105 supplementing Regulation (EU) 2021/241 of the European Parliament and of the Council establishing
the Recovery and Resilience Facility by defining a methodology for reporting social expenditure provides reference to the 2020-2025 EU Gender Equality

Strategy.

() The Commission defines investments as expenditure on an activity, project or other action within the scope of the RRF regulation that is expected to bring
beneficial results to society, the economy and/or the environment (i.e. an investment in fixed capital, human capital, natural capital or intangible assets).
(*)  Inthe RRF regulation, reforms are understood as actions or processes that result in changes and improvements with a significant impact and long-lasting
effects on the functioning of a market or policy, on the functioning or structures of an institution or administration, or on progress towards relevant policy

objectives.
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institutionalise gender mainstreaming within the
RRF and the RRPs.

In addition, the Commission’s first proposal did
not contain any reference to ‘gender equality’ or
‘women' (¥). The Commission subsequently added
some gender equality concerns to the RRF regula-
tion, following the amendments suggested by the
European Parliament and reactions from civil soci-
ety (FEMM Committee, 2020; Heinrich Boll Foun-
dation, 2021; Klatzer and Rinaldi, 2020; Vanhercke
et al,, 2021). Specifically, the Parliament's common
position on the draft RRF regulation included
amendments from the FEMM Committee, which
put forward requirements for gender mainstream-
ing and to address the gender impacts of the pan-
demic (Elomaki and Kantola, 2021).

Given its late introduction, it might be expected
that the requirement for a stand-alone explan-
ation would fail to influence the preparation of
the national RRPs, which most Member States
began in the autumn of 2020. It should be noted
that Member States could apply for funds retro-
actively, as measures introduced since the begin-
ning of the pandemic (February 2020) were
eligible for funding. Such measures may not have
contributed, or may have contributed only coinci-
dentally, to gender equality (FEMM Committee,
2021b; Klatzer and Rinaldi, 2020).

3.2. Entry points for gender
mainstreaming in the recovery
and resilience plans

CSRs relating to gender equality present
an important entry point for gender
mainstreaming (*) in the RRPs

The links between the RRF and the European
Semester () are highly relevant as an entry point
for gender equality, because some Member
States have received CSRs related to gender
equality (for a summary, see EPRS, 2021). CSRs
identify problems that need to be addressed by a
particular Member State and, at least theoret-
ically, provide an opportunity to mainstream gen-
der into Member States' structural reform and
fiscal and budgetary policies (Klatzer and Rinaldi,
2020).

Since 2018, the principles of the EPSR have been
integrated into the European Semester cycle
(European Commission, 2021b). The Social Score-
board should inform the European Semester
country reports and CSRs (?8). To the extent that
the RRF and the European Semester are now inte-
grated, the EPSR and the Social Scoreboard could
support the integration of gender into the RRPs, at
least within the EPSR approach to gender
equality.

It should be noted, however, that some CSRs may
have adverse gender impacts. This is due to the
limited involvement of gender equality experts in
the European Semester and the difficulties of inte-
grating a gender perspective into the process
(FEMM Committee, 2021b). For example, recom-
mendations on ensuring the fiscal sustainability of
the health, long-term care and pension systems, if
they result in non-gender-sensitive cuts to public
spending, could have a disproportionately

(*)  European Commission, Proposal for a regulation of the European Parliament and of the Council establishing a Recovery and Resilience Facility, 28 May

2020 (COM(2020) 104).

() Entry points for gender equality are the opportunities that a legislation or policy provides for the systematic integration of a gender perspective at

different stages of the policy process.

(?7)  The RRPs must address all or a significant number of the 2019 and 2020 CSRs addressed by the Council to Member States under the European Semester

(Art. 18(4)(b), Regulation (EU) 2021/241).

()  The Social Scoreboard is the EPSR monitoring tool, which includes relevant indicators on gender equality.
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negative effect on women. This is because women
tend to be more dependent on public services and
constitute the majority of public sector workers
(EIGE, 2019a; Klatzer and Rinaldi, 2020).

Although Member States must explain how
their plans contribute to gender equality,
gender equality and gender mainstreaming are
not among the assessment criteria for the RRPs

Each RRP has been assessed by the Commission
and adopted by the Council (¥). The integration of
gender equality is not listed among the criteria
with which the RRPs must successfully comply.
The absence of gender equality among the
assessment criteria increases the risk that the

requirement to have a stand-alone explanation
on gender equality becomes simply a formal
requirement in the assessment process.

The Commission’s guidance potentially
narrows the scope of gender equality

When providing the stand-alone explanation, the
Commission’s guidance requests that Member
States outline their most important national chal-
lenges with regard to gender equality and equal
opportunities for all (European Commission,
2021b). These can also include challenges result-
ing from, or aggravated by, the COVID-19 crisis
(see Box 4).

Box 4. Provisions to consider in the explanation on gender equality and equal

opportunities for all

« Equality of treatment and opportunities between women and men must be ensured and
fostered in all areas, including participation in the labour market, terms and conditions of
employment and career progression (principle 2 of the EPSR).

* Women and men have the right to equal pay for work of equal value (Article 157 of the TFEU,

principle 2 of the EPSR).

* Regardless of gender, racial or ethnic origin, religion or belief, disability, age or sexual orien-
tation, everyone has the right to equal treatment and opportunities with regard to employ-
ment, social protection, education, and access to goods and services (principle 3 of the

EPSR).

* Equal opportunities of under-represented groups shall be fostered (principle 3 of the EPSR).

Source: European Commission (2021b).

The guidance (European Commission, 2021b)
states that Member States should explain how
the measures will be instrumental in overcoming

the equality challenges identified by replying to a
set of questions (see Box 5).

(*)  Once a plan was submitted, the Commission assessed its proposals and translated its content into legally binding acts, including the proposal for a
Council implementing decision, a staff working document and operational documentation. In its assessment, the Commission takes into account a
series of elements and justifications, including the presence of the stand-alone explanation on gender equality and equal opportunities for all (Art. 19(2),
Regulation (EU) 2021/241). Next, the Commission reviewed the plan against 11 specific criteria (Art. 19(3), Regulation (EU) 2021/241). An example is
compliance with the ‘do no significant harm’ (DNSH) principle (see more on this in Section 3.4, and see Annex 6 for the list of assessment criteria).
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Box 5. Gender-related guiding questions in the guidance to Member States

How does the plan ensure and foster equality between women and men? Member States
are invited to explain how their plans mitigate the social and economic impacts of the crisis
on women, including in relation to gender-based and domestic violence, and how it contrib-
utes to SDG 5 on gender equality and its targets.

How does the plan promote equal opportunities regardless of gender, racial or ethnic ori-
gin, religion or belief, disability, age and sexual orientation? Here, Member States are invited
to explain, for example, how the plan ensures the mainstreaming of those objectives

across relevant policies.

When replying to these questions, Member States should demonstrate that the objectives of
gender equality and equal opportunities for all are mainstreamed into the plan, that is, that
the plan promotes the integration of gender equality and equal opportunities for all across the
six pillars of Article 3, including green transition and digital transformation.

Source: European Commission (2021b). Emphasis added by authors.

The guidance on how to integrate gender equal-
ity into the RRPs adopts a narrower perspective
on gender equality than the RRF regulation. It is
based on an understanding of gender equality as
equal opportunities and equal treatment in the
labour market, in line with the principles of the
EPSR. For example, when asking Member States
to identify national gender equality challenges,
the guidance does not reiterate the link to SDG 5
that is established in the RRF regulation. This runs
the risk that Member States will define a labour
market-oriented account of gender equality pol-
icy needs, and elicit measures with the same
focus. Similarly, in relation to the social impact of
the plans (European Commission, 2021b), the
guidance gives strongest emphasis to the gender
employment gap. Although gender-based and
domestic violence are mentioned, the guidance
does not encourage Member States to prepare
targeted measures in these areas or, at least, to
explain how their national plans could contribute
to addressing other key priorities of the EU Gen-
der Equality Strategy, for example challenging
gender stereotypes and improving gender bal-
ance in decision-making. Overall, the Commis-
sion's guidance may limit a broader and
much-needed focus on gender equality concerns,
and thus may not prompt Member States to
adopt targeted measures and a gender perspec-
tive in policy areas beyond the labour market.

The guidance provides questions and aspects for
consideration, helping Member States to explain
how the objectives of gender equality and equal
opportunities for all are mainstreamed into the
plan. For example, the guiding questions provide
directions for the preparation of the explanation
itself, but fall short of steering Member States on
how to introduce a gender perspective during
the preparation, implementation, monitoring and
evaluation of the RRPs. The guidance does not
explicitly call for gender mainstreaming or the
use of gender mainstreaming methods and tools
such as ex ante gender analysis, gender impact
assessment and gender budgeting. An exception
is the Commission’s invitation for Member States
to disaggregate the data they present by gender,
age, disability and racial or ethnic origin wherever
possible (European Commission, 2021b, p. 11).
Sex-disaggregated data and gender mainstream-
ing tools are essential to provide the necessary
data, information and means to integrate a gen-
der perspective into the RRPs.

Overall, the guidance to Member States mirrors
the absence of gender equality as a horizontal
principle in the RRF regulation and the lack of
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institutionalisation of gender mainstreaming
within the entire RRF cycle (see Section 3.3). It
also contrasts with the institutionalisation of the
green and digital transitions as main pillars and
cross-cutting objectives of the RRF. This is further
analysed in Section 3.4.

The Technical Support Instrument (TSI)
can provide gender expertise during the
implementation of the national plans

The scope of the TSI, a tailor-made technical
expertise programme, includes gender equality
and gender mainstreaming methods such as
gender budgeting, gender impact assessment
and the collection of gender data and statistics
(Articles 5(a)d) and 8(d)g), Regulation (EU)
2021/240). Moreover, gender mainstreaming in
public policy and budget processes is one of the
flagship technical support projects the Commis-
sion prepared for the 2022 TSI call (European
Commission, 2021c). The Commission offers this
instrument to support Member States with the
preparation, revision and implementation of their
RRPs.

The lack of involvement of gender equality
actors in the consultation process puts at risk
synergies to advance national gender equality
objectives

The RRF regulation refers to the consultation pro-
cess and engagement of relevant stakeholders in
a broad sense, but it does not specify gender
equality actors. National governmental gender
equality institutions and independent (gender)
equality bodies are key players to engage in pre-
paring and implementing any policy or legislation
relevant to gender equality. In addition, women's
organisations and other CSOs working on gender
equality should be consulted to ensure a partici-
patory policy process.

The lack of mention of gender equality actors
among the listed stakeholders (Article 18(4)(q),

Regulation (EU) 2021/241) is a shortcoming in the
RRF regulation in comparison with the CPR of EU
funds, which establishes that the gender equality
bodies should be involved during the preparation
of the partnership agreements and in the prepa-
ration and implementation of programmes (Arti-
cles 5.1 and 5.2, Regulation (EU) 2021/1060) (3).
Given that the gender equality content of the
RRPs should be aligned with the Member State’s
national gender equality strategy, it is of utmost
importance that the RRP coordination authorities
work together with national gender equality bod-
ies and stakeholders.

3.3. Entry points for gender
mainstreaming in the
monitoring and evaluation
framework of the Recovery
and Resilience Facility
regulation

The Commission is responsible for overall moni-
toring of the RRF to ensure that it meets its objec-
tives. Monitoring of the RRF will be carried out
through the Recovery and Resilience Scoreboard
(published as an online platform (3")), the applica-
tion of a methodology for reporting social
expenditure, and periodic Commission reports to
the European Parliament and the Council. These
elements form the RRF monitoring and evalu-
ation framework and provide further opportuni-
ties to mainstream gender into the RRF.

The Recovery and Resilience Scoreboard
allows a very limited monitoring of gender
inequalities in COVID-19 recovery

The Recovery and Resilience Scoreboard,
launched in mid December 2021, displays the
progress in the overall performance of the RRF
and the implementation of the RRPs in each
Member State in each of the six pillars. The Score-
board includes 14 key common indicators related

(*)  Regulation (EU) 2021/1060 of the European Parliament and of the Council of 24 June 2021 laying down common provisions on the European Regional
Development Fund, the European Social Fund Plus, the Cohesion Fund, the Just Transition Fund and the European Maritime, Fisheries and Aquaculture
Fund and financial rules for those and for the Asylum, Migration and Integration Fund, the Internal Security Fund and the Instrument for Financial Support
for Border Management and Visa Policy (OJ L 231, 30.6.2021, p. 159) (ELI: http://data.europa.eu/eli/reg/2021/1060/0j).

(*)  Theonline platform of the Recovery and Resilience Scoreboard is available at: https://ec.europa.eu/economy_finance/recovery-and-resilience-scoreboard/
index.html?lang=en. It will be updated twice a year, following reporting by Member States.
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to the scope and objectives of the RRF (see
Annex 7 for a complete list). The Scoreboard del-
egated act (DA) (*2) (Commission Delegated Regu-
lation (EU) 2021/2106 (*)) establishes that only
the following four indicators need to be disaggre-
gated by gender (34).

researchers working in research facilities

Indicator 8
AEICEESE supported by the RRF

number of participants in education or
training due to support received through RRF
measures

Indicator 10

number of people in employment or engaged
in job-searching activities due to the support
received through the RRF

Indicator 11

number of young people aged 15-29 years

Indicator 14 o
receiving support through the RRF

However, a few other indicators that count the
beneficiaries of the measures will not be disag-
gregated by gender. Two indicators related to the
green and digital transitions are particularly rele-
vant from a gender perspective.

population benefiting from protection
measures against floods, wildfires, and other
climate-related natural disasters supported
under the RRF

Indicator 4

users of new and upgraded public digital
services, products and processes due to RRF
support

Indicator 7

Given the well-established gender dimensions of
climate change and environmental sustainability
(EEB and WECF, 2021) and of digitalisation (EIGE,
2020), the collection of data that is not disaggre-
gated by gender could hinder gender equality in
the ‘twin transitions’ (see more on this in Sec-
tion 3.4). In addition, only two indicators will be
disaggregated by age (indicators 10 and 11), pre-
venting a more comprehensive intersectional
analysis.

Conversely, two indicators related to care may
serve as an entry point for gender equality.

capacity of new or modernised healthcare

Indicator 12 .
facilities

classroom capacity of new or modernised
childcare and education facilities

Indicator 13

As part of the development of the common indi-
cators, Member States requested that the Com-
mission streamline the number of indicators and
limit disaggregation (Regulation (EU) 2021/241).
In a context in which national public administra-
tions have to gather and monitor data not only
for the RRF, but also for the multiannual financial
framework (MFF) and other EU funds, the push to
reduce administrative burdens relating to data
collection should be acknowledged as a legit-
imate concern (CEPS, 2021). However, this
emphasis on simplification and reducing burdens
should not undermine commitments to advance
gender equality. If reducing the impact of the
pandemic on women is one of the objectives of
the RRF (Article 4(1), Regulation (EU) 2021/241),
gender-specific monitoring indicators and the
sex disaggregation of data should be interpreted
not as administrative burdens, but as operational
requirements (EIGE, 2019a).

The Commission’s ‘flagging method’ to report
on social measures with a focus on gender
equality is not a sufficient methodology to
track budget allocations in relation to gender
equality

The RRF does not set any minimum allocation of
spending to gender equality. To ensure adequate
monitoring, the RRF requires the Commission to
adopt a methodology for reporting social expend-
iture, including social expenditure on children
and youth (Article 29(4), Regulation (EV)
2021/247). Only at the stage of preparing the
DA (*® was specific reporting on social

(*?)  DAs are non-legislative acts adopted by the European Commission that serve to amend or supplement the non-essential elements of legislation (https://

eur-lex.europa.eu/summary/glossary/delegated_acts.html).

(**)  Commission Delegated Regulation (EU) 2021/2106 of 28 September 2021 on supplementing Regulation (EU) 2021/241 of the European Parliament and
of the Council establishing the Recovery and Resilience Facility by setting out the common indicators and the detailed elements of the Recovery and
Resilience Scoreboard (O L 429, 1.12.2021, p. 83) (ELL http://data.europa.eu/eli/reg_del/2021/2106/0j).

(**)  The Scoreboard DA allows for the collection of data disaggregated for women, men and non-binary people as a number of Member States have introduced

legal provisions or practices in this regard.
(%) Resulting in Commission Delegated Regulation (EU) 2021/2105.
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expenditure with a focus on gender equality
deemed essential (Requlation (EU) 2021/2105)(3°).
This came into force in December 2021.

Commission  Delegated  Regulation  (EU)
2021/2105, establishing the methodology for
reporting on social expenditure, creates a ‘flag-
ging method' to allow specific reporting on gen-
der equality. The Commission will attribute a flag
to each national measure of a social nature that
includes a focus on gender equality. The provi-
sions of the DA fall short of a sufficient method-
ology for reporting gender equality expenditure,
although it is worth bearing in mind that the DA
was developed in an unprecedented time of crisis
and political pressure. The DA does not define
what counts as a social measure that focuses on
gender equality. Neither does it set up a quantita-
tive tracking system, and flagging will be applied
only at the monitoring stage. The lack of a track-
ing system in the RRF for gender equality alloca-
tions can be interpreted as a missed opportunity
for the targeted planning and monitoring of
spending on gender equality, compared with the
CPR (37), commitments in this area for the 2021-
2027 MFF (*) and the methodology developed by
the European Institute for Gender Equality (EIGE)
for EU cohesion policy funds (EIGE, 20220¢).

The RRF regulation established minimum
reporting requirements in relation to gender
equality in the review report only, which could
be extended to the annual and evaluation
reports

The Commission’s reporting obligations include
the presentation of annual reports, independent
interim and ex post evaluation reports (to be sub-
mitted by February 2024 and 31 December 2028,
respectively) and a review report. The RRF

regulation (Article 16) establishes the Commis-
sion’s reporting requirements on gender equality
with regard to the review report only. In July 2022,
the Commission submitted the review report to
the European Parliament and the Council; it
includes a section on measures proposed by Mem-
ber States with a focus on gender equality, based
on the information collected using the flagging
method (Report (EU) COM(2022) 383 final) (*?).

To the extent to which the annual and evaluation
reports will be based on the Scoreboard indica-
tors and the flagging methodology, they can
serve as an important entry point for gender
mainstreaming into the monitoring and evalu-
ation of the RRF. However, the RRF does not
establish minimum reporting requirements to
evaluate the contribution of the RRF to gender
equality. This may result in a low profile of gender
equality in the annual and evaluation reports. In
addition, the RRPs can be modified over the
course of their implementation, particularly in
light of the impact on the EU of Russia’s invasion
of Ukraine and the disruption of the energy mar-
ket (Report (EU) COM(2022) 383 final). However, it
is unclear to what extent the knowledge and data
on gender equality gathered in the monitoring of
the RRF will be used to revise the RRPs.

3.4. The Recovery and Resilience
Facility approach to gender
equality and the green and
digital transitions

The RRF regulation frames the green and digital
transitions as its key pillars and cross-cutting
principles. The RRF establishes mechanisms to
ensure compliance, including earmarked fund-
ing, tracking measures, assessment criteria for

)

*)

Commission Delegated Regulation (EU) 2021/2105 of 28 September 2021 supplementing Regulation (EU) 2021/241 of the European Parliament and of
the Council establishing the Recovery and Resilience Facility by defining a methodology for reporting social expenditure (O) L 429, 1.12.2021, p. 79) (ELIL:
http://data.europa.eu/eli/reg_del/2021/2105/0j).

The CPR establishes coefficients to calculate support for gender equality from measures under the ESF+, the ERDF, the Cohesion Fund and the Just
Transition Fund (Annex I, Table 7, Regulation (EU) 2021/1060, 2021). It sets three codes for each intervention field, to assess gender equality: 01, ‘gender
targeting’ (weighting of 100 %); 02, ‘gender mainstreaming’ (40 %); and 03, ‘gender neutral’ (O %). This tracking system allows the potential budget share
that has a positive impact on gender equality to be estimated at the planning stage, and enables the assessment of the actual results at the reporting and
evaluation stages (EIGE, 2022a).

Specifically, the Commission committed to ‘look at the gender impact of its activities and at how to measure expenditure related to gender equality
at programme level in the 2021-2027 MFF (COM(2020) 152 final, 2020b, p. 17) and ‘examine how to develop a methodology to measure the relevant
expenditure at programme level in the MFF 2021-2027' (European Parliament et al., 2020, p. 31). The Commission is currently piloting a gender-tracking
methodology for the 2023 EU draft budget (https://ec.europa.eu/info/strategy/eu-budget/performance-and-reporting/mainstreaming_en).

Report from the Commission to the European Parliament and the Council Review report on the implementation of the Recovery and Resilience Facility,
COM(2022) 383 final (https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX:52022DC0383).
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RRPs and specific common monitoring indicators
in the Recovery and Resilience Scoreboard (see

Table 7). There are no equivalent mechanisms to
ensure the integration of gender equality.

Table 7. Recovery and Resilience Facility approach to climate and digital priorities and gender

equality

_ Gender equality Climate ac;fsr;aai?lg;ﬂ:;ronmental Digital transition

EPSR, SDG 5, national gender

Objectives ) )
equality strategies

Carbon neutrality by 2050,
implementation of the European
Green Deal

Digital transition, facilitation of the
EU digital agenda

Earmarked funding | None

Minimum 37 % to measures
contributing to climate objectives

Minimum 20 % for digital transition

Methodology for reporting on social
expenditure, including flagging
gender equality expenditure

Tracking measures

Climate tracking methodology

Digital tagging methodology

Stand-alone explanation on gender
Assessment criteria
for RRPs

equality as part of the general
elements that the RRPs must
include

Specific assessment criteria for
compliance with the DNSH principle |compliance with digital transition
for all measures

Specific assessment criteria for

objectives for all measures

Four common indicators
disaggregated by gender and two
indicators related to care

Monitoring and
evaluation

Specific common indicators

Specific common indicators

DNSH, do no significant harm.

Source: Based on Regulation (EU) 2021/241; Commission Delegated Regulation (EU) 2021/2106; Commission Delegated Regulation (EU)

2021/2105.

The green and digital pillars of the RRF are
strongly linked to the key EU strategies in these
areas: the European Green Deal and the EU's digi-
tal targets for 2030 (*°). The green and digital pil-
lars support these policies through the provision
of specific milestones and targets that provide
qualitative and quantitative implementation steps
for the Member States. Furthermore, a set of
common indicators were developed to monitor
the performance of Member States with regard
to both pillars (see Annex 6).

The RRF's green transition pillar is based on the
objectives of the European Green Deal, which has
been criticised for its rather weak stand on gen-
der equality (EEB and WECF, 2021). The priority
areas for green investments that count towards
achieving the objectives of the RRF do not include
policy areas critical to gender equality, such as

the reduction of gendered labour market segre-
gation. Investments in these and other fields are
not counted towards climate and environmental
objectives of the RRF and present a missed oppor-
tunity to promote a gender-sensitive green tran-
sition. Gender equality concerns are also missing
from the digital transition pillar of the RRF. For
example, the area of human capital aims to pro-
mote digital skills and inclusion, but does not
include specific targeted measures to engage
women or ensure gender balance.

The RRF adopts a ‘do no significant harm’
principle for climate objectives, but not for
gender equality

The compulsory requirement to ‘do no significant
harm' to the environment and climate for all

(9 The European Green Deal aims to transform the EU into a modern, resource-efficient and competitive economy, ensuring climate neutrality by 2050,
decoupling economic growth from resource use and leaving no person or place behind. The EU digital agenda (2010-2020) and subsequent digital
decade targets for 2030 aim to facilitate digital transition through investments in digital skills and secure and sustainable digital infrastructure, and by

supporting the digital transformation of business and public services.
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measures allows the mainstreaming of environ-
mental objectives (*) across the main pillars of
the RRF. No equivalent ‘do no significant harm’
principle has been applied in relation to gender
equality. A do no harm’ principle for gender
equality would help ensure that any measure
supported by the RRF does not reproduce struc-
tural gender inequalities. The gender equality
policy marker of the Organisation for Economic
Co-operation and Development (OECD) could
offer a viable option for a ‘do no harm’ principle in
relation to gender equality (EIGE, 2022c). The
OECD marker lays down a requirement to analyse
potential risks of unintentionally perpetuating or
reinforcing gender inequalities in the context of
an intervention, to monitor risks and to take cor-
rective measures (OECD, 2016). A ‘do no harm'’
principle for gender equality in the RRF could, for
instance, prevent measures under the digital
transition pillar from inadvertently widening the
gender gaps in digital skills.

The RRF establishes minimum budget
allocation targets to advance the green and
digital transitions, but not gender equality

In contrast to climate and digital investments,
gender equality has a weak standing in the RRF
with regard to fund allocation. The RRF requires

at least 37 % of total expenditure to be allocated
to investments supporting climate objectives,
and a minimum of 20 % of total expenditure to
investments that support the digital transition.
There is no minimum target for spending on
measures related to gender equality. The RRF
also provides specific climate and digital tracking
methodologies to monitor the contribution of dif-
ferent measures to climate objectives (Annexes VI
and VII, Commission Delegated Regulation (EU)
2021/2106). The RRF uses the climate tracking
methodology agreed in the MFF for 2021-2027,
whereby investments that directly contribute to
climate objectives are assigned coefficients (40 %
for moderate contribution or 100 % for substan-
tial contribution). A similar tracking methodology
is used to track investments in the digital transi-
tion. The tracking methodologies for the green
and digital transitions assess the contribution of
different measures to their respective objectives
in advance. These assessments are mandatory
requirements for the approval of the RRPs. As
seen in Section 3.3 of this report, no equivalent
tracking methodology has been adopted for the
assessment and monitoring of contributions
towards gender equality. The flagging method' to
report on social expenditures with a focus on
gender equality is an important entry point, but it
is not a sufficient methodology to track budget
allocations to gender equality.

(*)  Within the meaning of Art. 17 of Regulation (EU) 2020/852 on the establishment of a framework to facilitate sustainable investment, by setting out a
classification system (or ‘taxonomy’) for environmentally sustainable economic activities.
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4. Gender equality in the national recovery

and resilience plans

4.1. Poor preconditions for
mainstreaming gender
equality into the national
recovery and resilience plans

The RRF approach to gender equality and its gen-
der equality provisions created limited precondi-
tions for mainstreaming gender equality in the
national RRPs. The lack of strong guidance on
gender equality in the RRF regulation was exacer-
bated by a context of unprecedented crisis and
time pressure on EU institutions and in national
contexts. The limitations of the RRF and related
instruments in terms of gender equality poten-
tially influenced the way Member States contrib-
uted to gender equality and the mainstreaming
of gender equality objectives throughout the
preparation and implementation of their RRPs.

As observed in Chapter 3, the RRF provisions and
regulatory requirements related to gender equal-
ity are rather limited. The RRF regulation is not
explicitly aligned with the key regulatory and pol-
icy framework that sets gender equality as a core
value and a fundamental principle of the EU and
enshrines the obligation to mainstream gender
into all activities. Moreover, the RRF regulation
does not establish direct links to the EU Gender
Equality Strategy, which could have provided an
impetus for Member States to implement gen-
der-sensitive investments and reforms in line with
the EU gender equality priorities. As a result,
national authorities may have not perceived gen-
der equality as a priority within the RRF and the
RRPs.

The RRF requirement for the Member States to
provide ‘an explanation of how the measures in
the recovery and resilience plan are expected to

contribute to gender equality and equal oppor-
tunities for all and the mainstreaming of those
objectives, in line with principles 2 and 3 of the
European Pillar of Social Rights (European Com-
mission, 2021a), with SDG 5 and, where relevant,
with the national Gender Equality Strategy’ (Arti-
cle 18(4)(0), Regulation (EU) 2021/241) is not suf-
ficient. It does not explicitly build on the EU's dual
approach to gender equality (see Box 1), includ-
ing taking up specific measures and implement-
ing gender mainstreaming in the RRPs. The lack
of such provisions is a key challenge for a gen-
der-sensitive recovery and resilience building in
the EU.

As mentioned in Chapter 3, the Commission’s first
proposal of the RRF regulation did not provide
reference to ‘gender equality’ or ‘women’. Conse-
quently, neither gender mainstreaming nor tar-
geted measures pertaining to gender equality
were envisaged as a formal requirement for
receiving funding through the RRF. The Commis-
sion subsequently added some gender equality
concerns, but, given its late introduction and
weak standing in the regulation, the requirement
for a stand-alone explanation did not influence
the preparation of the national RRPs in a more
substantial way. In many Member States, the
preparation of RRPs started long before the RRF's
requirement for a stand-alone explanation on
gender equality was introduced. National-level
research confirmed that the delay in establishing
the gender equality requirements compromised
the gender mainstreaming and the introduction
of the gender-relevant measures in the RRPs.

Overall, the integration of the gender perspective
in the national RRPs has to be analysed against
this backdrop.
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4.2. Member States’ approaches
to gender equality in the
recovery and resilience plans

Around half of Member States evoke gender
equality as a horizontal principle for the
planning of measures, or explicitly commit to
gender mainstreaming

In most Member States, the mainstreaming of
gender equality and the integration of a gender
perspective are either absent from their RRP or of
limited scope. Nevertheless, out of 26 Member
States, 14 (BE, DK, DE, EE, ES, IT, CY, LV, LT, LU, AT,
PL, SI and SK) indicated that they took gender
equality considerations into account when defin-
ing their measures. In the RRPs of Germany,
Estonia, Cyprus, Luxembourg, Poland and Slova-
kia, gender equality appears as a horizontal
principle, together with equal opportunities for
all. In the case of Luxembourg’s RRP, the princi-
ple of equal opportunities for all is mentioned
more frequently than gender equality, implicitly
encompassing the latter.

Only Spain and Italy establish gender equality
as a cross-cutting priority in their plans

Spain establishes gender equality as one of four
cross-cutting priorities in its plan, together with
the ecological transition, digital transformation,
and social and territorial cohesion. The Spanish
plan also establishes a robust commitment to
gender mainstreaming in the preparation and
implementation of its RRP. It states that the plan-
ning of the measures incorporated a gender
equality perspective. In a similar fashion, Italy
sets gender equality as a cross-cutting priority,
together with reducing territorial and gener-
ational gaps. Other countries, such as Germany
and Finland, made an attempt to integrate gen-
der equality into some pillars. In the case of Fin-
land, ‘Progressing on equality’ (specifically
regional, social and gender equality) is the fifth
general objective of the RRP, and was established

as a cross-cutting priority for the other four pil-
lars of the RRP. However, this objective was intro-
duced late in the process of drafting the RRP (#?)
and, as revealed by national-level research, it was
not sufficiently integrated into the other pillars.

Gender equality challenges are rarely
reflected beyond the stand-alone explanation

As part of the stand-alone explanation, Member
States were asked to outline their most important
national challenges with regard to gender equal-
ity and equal opportunities for all. Most Member
States listed gender equality challenges primarily
in the stand-alone explanation, with only a few
expanding on these challenges in other sections
of their plans (e.g. DE, EE, ES and IT). In general,
references to gender equality challenges in sec-
tions (such as descriptions of measures or the
analysis of the impacts of the plan) beyond the
stand-alone explanation are scarce and do not
have clearly established links to gender-relevant
measures. In the RRPs of Luxembourg, Hungary
and Poland, gender-related challenges are not
addressed explicitly in the stand-alone section.
Some references to gender equality challenges
(either implicit or direct) are introduced in subse-
quent parts, mostly in relation to women'’s
employment.

Gender equality challenges in employment
are mentioned most often

The focus on gender equality challenges in
employment reflects the Commission’s emphasis
on this topic in its guiding documents (as seen in
Sections 3.1 and 3.2). Nearly all Member States
refer to gender inequalities in employment. Spe-
cifically, the challenges identified concern, among
other things, the unequal participation of women
in the labour market; occupational segregation;
the gender pay gap; the prevalence of part-time
work among women; and the low share of women
in science, technology, engineering and mathe-
matics (STEM) fields. In some RRPs, other gender
equality challenges are also framed within the

(*?)  The equality objective was added when the group of ministers overseeing the RRP updated its objectives in February 2022. Ministry of Finance,
‘Ministeritydryhma linjasi Suomen kestavan kasvun ohjelman sisdltéa ja tavoitteita’, 2021 (https://valtioneuvosto.fi/-/10623/ministerityoryhma-linjasi-

kestavan-kasvun-ohjelman-sisaltoa-ja-tavoitteita).
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context of employment. For example, informal
long-term care is recognised as the main obs-
tacle to women'’s equal participation in the labour
market in the Lithuanian and Slovak RRPs.

Other gender equality challenges that were men-
tioned to a lesser extent relate to education, the
unequal division of unpaid care work including
childcare and long-term care, the high risk of pov-
erty among women (particularly lone mothers and
older women), gender stereotypes and the une-
qual participation of women in decision-making.

Links between gender equality challenges and
the COVID-19 pandemic are underdeveloped
and scarce

The role of the COVID-19 pandemic in exacerbat-
ing existing gender gaps and creating new gen-
der equality challengesis generally not considered
in the RRPs. In the Spanish and Austrian RRPs, the
gender-related challenge linked to the COVID-19
pandemic is the disproportionate increase in
women’'s unemployment, emphasising labour
market sectors dominated by women as being
particularly affected. In the Estonian RRP, the
effects of the COVID-19 pandemic on women
bearing the brunt of the unfolding socioeconomic
crisis are recognised.

Most Member States do not identify gen-
der-based violence (GBV) among their gender
equality challenges, nor do they link it to the spe-
cific circumstances of the COVID-19 pandemic,
despite evidence pointing to an alarming increase
in incidents (EIGE, 2021a; Kourti et al., 2023).

The care crisis accelerated by the COVID-19 pan-
demicis accounted for to a varying extent through
a gender lens. For example, the Greek RRP
accounts for the gendered challenges in child-
care. The German RRP acknowledges the gen-
dered nature of the healthcare crisis by classifying
the women-dominated health profession as sys-
temically relevant and pointing to the need to
improve working and income conditions in this
profession. The Swedish RRP notes that most
workers in the formal long-term care sector are

women, of whom many have migrant back-
grounds. Several RRPs capture challenges that
relate to the maintenance of healthcare systems,
even though a gender perspective is not always
taken into account.

Challenges identified in national gender
equality strategies are reflected in the RRPs to
only a limited extent

The gender equality challenges in the RRPs of
some Member States are aligned with their
national gender equality strategies (e.g. BG, EL,
FR, CY, LV, PT, SI and FI). In general, when consid-
ering gender equality priorities the RRPs adopt a
narrower approach than the national strategies/
plans adopted by governments. For instance, the
Greek RRP refers to equal participation of women
in the labour market, one priority area out of four
areas pursued in its 2021-2025 national plan for
gender equality (*3).

The focus on ‘equal opportunities for all’
obscures gender equality considerations in
some Member States

The Hungarian RRP notes the inclusion of equal
opportunities for all as a general commitment.
The Polish RRP mentions that both gender equal-
ity and equal opportunities for all are cross-cut-
ting principles, but does not differentiate between
them. Similarly, Luxembourg's RRP frequently
refers to challenges concerning equal opportun-
ities for all, with no explicit reference to gender
equality. The Romanian RRP tends to omit the
gender dimension when describing vulnerable
groups that face inequalities (e.g. older people,
people with disabilities, people from rural areas
and Roma people). These examples highlight
how, in some cases, the ‘equal opportunities for
all"approach has overshadowed gender equality
considerations. This wording also follows the lan-
guage of the RRF regulation, which does not dif-
ferentiate between mainstreaming of gender
equality and equal opportunities for all as distinct
requirements.

(*)  The gender equality priorities overlooked in the Greek RRP include preventing and combating gender-based and domestic violence, equal participation
of women in decision-making and leadership roles, and gender mainstreaming in sectoral policies.
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The Spanish RRP explicitly adopts an
intersectional perspective

Although several Member States acknowledge
some intersecting inequalities when describing
gender equality challenges (e.g. HR, IT, CY and
AT), the Spanish RRP explicitly mentions the adop-
tion of an intersectional perspective throughout
the plan, both in its analysis of challenges and in
the design of measures. For example, several
measures in the Spanish RRP include specific
lines of action to improve the livelihoods of
women living in rural areas. The Spanish RRP also
frequently considers gender and age in its analy-
sis of challenges and proposal of measures in
areas such as education (e.g. to promote STEM
careers among girls) and energy poverty (e.g. to
address the needs of older women, who are more
severely affected by this issue). Despite the plan’s
commitment to intersectionality, the inequalities
faced by lesbian, gay, bisexual, transgender,
queer and intersex (LGBTQI*) people are not con-
sidered. None of the RRPs provides a comprehen-
sive analysis or proposes targeted measures to
tackle the inequalities faced by the LGBTQI*
community.

4.3. Gender mainstreaming in the
planning, implementation,
monitoring and evaluation of
measures

Despite the commitments to gender equality,
gender is not systematically mainstreamed in
the proposed measures

Frequently, the stand-alone explanations on gen-
der equality in the RRPs recognise a gender

dimension in the challenges of a selected policy
area, or identify women as potential beneficiaries.
However, the descriptions of the objectives and
activities of specific measures do not clearly oper-
ationalise a gender perspective. Without system-
atic gender mainstreaming in the description of
measures, it is questionable whether the identi-
fied gender challenges will be addressed or the
expected positive genderimpacts will be achieved.
For example, the Slovenian RRP reiterates that, in
accordance with the equal opportunities for
women and men act, all ministries must ensure
that all measures are systematically assessed
from a gender perspective or that potential
impacts on the situation of women and men are
taken into account at all stages. A content analy-
sis of the measures reveals that the stand-alone
section of the Slovenian RRP integrates a gender
perspective, but the presentation of the meas-
ures does not. Similarly, the German RRP lacks
gender equality perspectives in the pillar on the
green transition, while noting that, as a minimum,
legislation on gender equality will be applied,
including the federal government’s obligation to
conduct gender mainstreaming (*).

In some RRPs, a gender perspective is incorpo-
rated into only some measures. For example, in
the Latvian RRP, a gender perspective is best inte-
grated into the measures proposed and super-
vised by the Ministry of Welfare to reduce
inequalities (see more in Box 6). Similarly, in the
Lithuanian RRP, gender equality is best incorpor-
ated into the pillar that focuses on social inclu-
sion and poverty reduction, which was drafted by
the Ministry of Labour and Social Affairs, in which
the government's gender equality unit is based.
However, most Member States have not con-
ducted gender mainstreaming within the policy
areas in which a gender perspective is most obvi-
ous, such as in social policy.

(*)  As per Section 2 of the joint Rules of Procedure of the Federal Ministries (GGO) (https://www.bmi.bund.de/SharedDocs/downloads/EN/themen/moderne-

verwaltung/ggo_en.html).
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Box 6. Guidelines prepared by Latvia's gender equality body for the integration of
gender equality into the national recovery and resilience plan

The Latvian government's gender equality body (which is located in the Ministry of Welfare)
prepared guidelines for the integration of gender equality as a horizontal principle in the
country’s RRP (Ministry of Welfare, 2022), based on the approach implemented in EU cohe-
sion funds. The guidelines emphasise the damage caused to gender equality by the COVID-19
pandemic. They provide guiding questions to the RRP coordinating body and ministries for
the integration of gender equality and equal opportunities into the investments and reforms
in the Latvian RRP. Even though the RRP coordinating body (Ministry of Finance) also recom-
mended to follow these guidelines, only the Ministry of Welfare did it when setting out its
measures in the context of the RRP.

Source: Authors, based on country-level research.

Spain and Italy used tools for gender mainstream-  Austria and Sweden, which employed some gen-
ing and conducted gender mainstreaming more  der mainstreaming tools when preparing their
extensively within their measures (see Box 7). Toa  RRPs (covered in the sections that follow).

lesser extent, this was also the case for Belgium,

Box 7. Gender mainstreaming in the measures of the Spanish and Italian recovery and
resilience plans

Spain’s RRP consistently identifies gender equality challenges in the policy area at stake as part
of its description of measures (and not only in the stand-alone section). It also mainstreams
gender to a great extent in the objectives of measures, although not consistently, as there are
relevant gaps (for instance, a gender perspective is missing in the measures relating to the
tourism, cybersecurity and agri-food and fisheries sectors). In terms of expected results, the
most frequently identified impact on gender equality refers to women'’s increased labour mar-
ket participation in the corresponding sector. The Italian RRP also recognises gender equality
challenges. Some of its objectives refer to gender equality and recognise impacts in relation to
gender equality, such as improved work-life balance and the increased employment of women
in a specific policy area.

Source: Authors, based on the Spanish and Italian RRPs.

Gender mainstreaming is largely missing from pillars (Box 8). The poor (or lack of) implementa-
other RRPs, or is too weak to be considered a tion of gender mainstreaming in the RRPs contra-
coherent strategy for systematically adopting a  venes existing legal obligations in several Member
gender perspective in the measures, including States (EIGE, 2023).

those under the digital and green transition
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Box 8. Gender perspective is missing from the digital and green pillars of the recovery
and resilience plans

In nearly half of the RRPs (e.g. those of BG, IE, FR, LT, HU, MT, PL, RO, SI, SK and FI), a gender
perspective is missing with regard to measures under the digital and green pillars of the RRF,
thus risking an EU-funded non-gender-sensitive twin transition.

One example of insufficient considerations of gender aspects in the green transitions can be
found in the Danish RRP, the main focus of which is to accelerate the green transition in addi-
tion to digitalisation. As a result, most of its measures focus on large structural reforms (e.q.
‘green tax reform’) and investments (e.g. ‘sustainable road transport’) to support a green econ-
omy. Throughout the Danish RRP, job creation and support for companies, especially small and
medium-sized enterprises (SMEs), are mentioned, but the plan does not consider how job cre-
ation (or reduction) in specific sectors may affect gender equality. For example, initiatives that
intentionally or unintentionally have a disproportionate impact on male-dominated sectors
such as farming (via targeted investments) and construction (via energy efficiency and road
transportation measures) are likely to have differentiated outcomes for men and women. The
execution of these initiatives (including the gender mainstreaming within them) is delegated to
implementing ministries. Although gender mainstreaming might still take place, the evidence
gathered through interviews at national level suggests this will not be prioritised.

The results at national level can be directly connected to the lack of gender considerations
within the two main pillars of the RRF framework and are consistent with the findings dis-

cussed in Section 3.4.

Source: Authors, based on the country-level research.

Nearly half of Member States did not present
sex-disaggregated data in their RRPs or reported
only a couple of statistics on labour market par-
ticipation and life expectancy for women and men
(e.g. DK, EE, IE, EL, FR, CY, LU, HU, MT, NL, PL, PT,
SE). Other Member States (e.g. BE, BG, CZ, DE, HR,
IT, LV, LT, AT, RO, SI, FI) presented sex-disaggre-
gated data in the stand-alone section on gender
equality, and when discussing issues in areas
such as employment, education, poverty, digital
skills and health, including the impact of the
COVID-19 pandemic.

Member States frequently discuss gender gaps
and inequalities, but such analyses are not cor-
roborated using sex-disaggregated data (e.g. in
the Lithuanian and Austrian RRPs). Several times,
representatives of the RRP coordinating bodies
indicated during interviews that they had used

European Institute for Gender Equality

gender statistics when preparing the RRP, but
that these statistics were not included in the plans
(e.g. in the Maltese and Portuguese RRPs).

Only a handful of RRPs provide sex-disaggre-
gated data in other policy areas, for example
entrepreneurship and care (Italy), mental health
(Finland), violence against women (Croatia) and
decision-making (Lithuania). The Spanish RRP
presents the most extensive use of sex-disaggre-
gated data, particularly throughout Annex 4 of
the plan, which provides a gender analysis of pol-
icy areas such as energy; SMEs and start-ups; sci-
ence, technology and innovation; digital skills; ICT
professions; vocational training; care responsibil-
ities; humanitarian and international protection;
the labour market; and sports.



Spain, Italy and Sweden conducted an ex ante
gender analysis for the purpose of defining gen-
der equality challenges and designing the RRPs.
In the Swedish RRP, gender analysis is framed as
an institutional practice embedded in formal gov-
ernmental procedures. The Italian RRP includes
an ex ante gender analysis for each of its six prior-
ity pillars (**) based on sex-disaggregated data
and evidence provided by the Department of
Equal Opportunities. The Spanish RRP also pre-
sents an ex ante gender analysis across its com-
ponents and some measures in its Annex 4.
According to a Spanish representative of the RRP
coordination body, gender analysis was con-
ducted by the ministry responsible for each com-
ponent. These gender analyses were prepared
during the design of the plan from an early stage
when the Commission’s guidance to Member
States was not yet available.

4. Gender equality in the national recovery and resilience plans

In their RRPs, Belgium, Spain and Austria provide
a classification of their measures according to
their contribution to gender equality (see Box 9),
but this classification is not used to record budget
allocations towards gender equality. In the case
of Italy, the various interventions under each
measure were classified according to their contri-
bution to gender equality based on qualitative
and quantitative assessments carried out as part
of an ex ante evaluation by the Ministry of Econ-
omy (State General Accounting Office and Treas-
ury Department of the Ministry of Economy and
Finance, 2021).

Box 9. Gender equality markers used by Member States

An evaluation of the investments in Belgium’'s RRP, conducted by the Institute for the Equal-
ity of Women and Men and included in the plan, concludes that around 18 % of the projects
would have a positive impact on improving gender equality, 52 % would have a potential pos-
itive impact and the remaining 30 % would have a neutral impact. Similarly, the Austrian RRP
states that, out of 59 measures, 39 are neutral, nine will have a positive impact on gender
equality, and 11 will have a very positive impact. In the Spanish RRP, 27 % of measures are said
to have a direct positive effect on closing gender gaps; 54 % will have a positive impact, in so
far as they will transform specific sectors such as industry, public administration, sustainable
transport and pensions; and 19 % of the measures in the plan will indirectly contribute to
reducing gender gaps. In all three cases, the RRPs do not explain how the assessments were
conducted. In addition, the assessments only identify positive impacts. They do not explain
whether or not potential negative impacts were analysed, nor examine the RRPs’ compliance
with the ‘do no harm’ principle for gender equality. Finally, these assessments do not allow

more granular analysis.

According to the classification of the measures in the Italian RRP, interventions targeted at
women represent about 1.6 % of investments (around EUR 3.1 billion); 18.5 % (EUR 35.4 bil-
lion) concern measures that could have positive impacts, even indirectly, on reducing gender
gaps. For the remaining part (79.9 %, equal to EUR 153 billion), the possibility of contributing
to reducing existing gender gaps would depend on how the measures will be implemented.

Source: Authors, based on the Belgian, Austrian, and Spanish RRPs and State General Accounting Office and Treasury Depart-

ment of the Ministry of Economy and Finance, 2021.

(*)  The six priority pillars described in the Italian RRP are as follows: (1) digitalisation, innovation, competitiveness, culture and tourism; (2) green revolution
and ecological transition; (3) infrastructure for sustainable mobility; (4) education and research; (5) inclusion and cohesion; and (6) health.
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As noted in interviews with governmental stake-
holders, both from the RRP coordinating bodies
and from gender equality institutions, the most
prevalent approach of Member States was to
identify some gender equality challenges and
positive expected impacts after they had
designed their reforms and investments. Conse-
quently, Member States selected a few measures
with some relevance to gender equality for the
stand-alone explanation.

For example, in the Netherlands, the RRP coordi-
nating body and the government gender equality
body drafted a questionnaire requesting that the
ministries involved in the preparation of the RRP
reflect on the extent to which the proposed meas-
ures addressed gender-related challenges. How-
ever, the majority of these measures had already
been approved by the parliament. Thus, conduct-
ing any gender analysis was seen as a redundant

process, particularly as there was no opportunity
to suggest new (gender-targeted) measures.
Similarly, gender equality challenges were
included in Slovenia’s RRP during the revision
phase. The stand-alone explanation on gender
equality and equal opportunities for all was intro-
duced during the later stages of RRP develop-
ment in Denmark, Ireland, Croatia, Italy and
Latvia. Retrospectively adding gender considera-
tions on top of measures that have already been
devised does not align with core principles of
gender mainstreaming, or with the EU dual
approach to gender equality (see Box 1). Never-
theless, it is important to highlight that the con-
text of unprecedented crisis and time pressure
created further constraints for the full implemen-
tation of gender mainstreaming in RRPs.

Other reasons for the lack of gender mainstream-
ing at the planning stage include a lack of data
and institutional practice to undertake gender
analysis for legislative or policy proposals, the
absence of political will to include gender equality
considerations (both analysed further in Sec-
tion 4.5) and the lack of gender-relevant CSRs
(see Box 10).

Box 10. Gender-relevant country-specific recommendations in the recovery and

resilience plans

The 2019 and 2020 CSRs on gender equality addressed by the Council to Member States
played a prominent role in shaping the gender-related content of some countries’ RRPs, or

justifying the lack thereof.

Gender-specific CSRs are generally mentioned in the RRPs.

National-level research from Ireland, Greece and Austria emphasised the importance of CSRs
as a starting point for the identification of gender equality challenges in the RRPs. In general,
the gender equality challenges highlighted in countries’ CSRs are reflected in their RRPs, albeit

not always in their entirety.

The absence of a gender perspective in the RRPs was sometimes justified by a lack of

gender-related CSRs.

If CSRs did not directly refer specifically to gender equality or to women, it was at each Mem-
ber State's discretion to address these recommendations from a gender perspective. As found
in the national-level research, some CSRs had an indirect impact on gender equality and were
thus still taken on board as such. For instance, the CSRs for Spain are mostly addressed in
the RRP from a gender perspective, even though the CSRs themselves lacked a gender per-
spective. In other Member States, country-level research pointed to the lack of CSRs on gen-
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der equality as one of the reasons why references were not made to gender challenges and
measures in countries’ RRPs (e.g. in LU, MT, PL, NL). For example, in the case of Hungary’'s RRP,
the 2019 CSR encouraged Hungary to take action to advance the labour market integration of
the most vulnerable groups (CSR n. 2). Country-level research found that this recommendation
was not perceived as relating to gender equality, because it did not specify who was included

in those vulnerable groups and made no reference to ‘gender equality’ or ‘women’.

As anticipated in Section 3.1, national-level
research confirmed that the Commission’s initial
lack of consideration for gender equality con-
cerns and requirements was one of the main rea-
sons why the gender equality perspective was
neglected in the preparation of the RRPs. Fur-
thermore, the lack of gender mainstreaming dur-
ing the planning of the RRPs extends to the stages
of implementation, monitoring and evaluation, as
country-level research found that Member States
made only limited efforts to adopt a gender per-
spective during these stages.

Ireland, Spain, France and Croatia proposed
mechanisms in the funding allocation of their
RRPs that are consistent with gender-responsive
public procurement. The Spanish RRP provides a
solid commitment to gender-responsive public
procurement by establishing that all the procure-
ment procedures launched for the implementa-
tion of the RRP will adopt a gender perspective
(see more in Box 11).

Box 11. Gender mainstreaming in public spending financed by the Spanish recovery and
resilience plan

The Spanish Institute of Women prepared a guide to support the implementation of gender
mainstreaming in public procurement, grants and public agreements (including all types of
contracts, projects, etc.) launched as part of the execution of the RRP. The guide provides
instructions for public administration on how to incorporate a gender perspective into the
design and preparation of procurement calls; it also includes gender-responsive evaluation
criteria, and how to select, monitor and evaluate projects. The guide also provides guidance
for private entities applying for contracts and projects financed through the RRP on how to

incorporate a gender perspective into the project cycle of their proposals.

Source: Authors, based on Instituto de las Mujeres (2021).

The French RRP establishes that companies
receiving financial support through the RRP will
be expected to comply with Article 244 of the
2021 finance law and demonstrate a commit-
ment to gender equality, social dialogue and the
green transition. To promote entrepreneurship
among women, the Croatian RRP establishes that
additional pointswill be awarded towomen-owned
businesses in programmes that finance or co-fi-
nance business activities related to the green
transition and in the tourism sector. Similarly, as

part of its investment in the Technological Univer-
sities Transformation Fund, Ireland’s RRP estab-
lishes that proposals for financing will be subject
to specific criteria on gender equality.

Country-level research has found that the major-
ity of Member States have no plans to involve
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gender experts, whether civil servants or from
non-governmental organisations (NGOs) (e.qg.
from academia and civil society), in the imple-
mentation of their RRPs. In Austria, a governmen-
tal stakeholder stated that the involvement of
gender experts was not considered necessary, as
the implementation of the measures was clear.

In other countries, such as Latvia and Lithuania,
although gender experts are not officially involved,
government gender equality bodies will play some
supporting role. Similarly, in Bulgaria, country-level
research revealed that, although gender experts
are not involved in implementing the country’s
measures, the Ministry of Labour and Social Policy
will develop gender indicators together with inde-
pendent gender experts and women's organisa-
tions. In Greece, the government body for gender
equality will be involved in implementing only two
measures of the RRP, namely childcare facilities in
private companies and a programme for integrat-
ing diversity in the labour market.

In Spain and Italy, the interviewed representa-
tives of the RRP coordination bodies signalled a
solid commitment to guaranteeing sufficient
gender expertise in the implementation of the
RRPs by the implementing ministries. Further-
more, the stand-alone explanation of the Spanish
RRP establishes that all sectoral consultation
events and forums launched as part of the imple-
mentation and monitoring of the plan will seek to
ensure the participation of relevant organisations
and experts in the field of gender equality.

Finally, country-level research was unable to con-
firm whether Member States have mobilised gen-
der expertise specifically for the implementation
of their RRPs through the TSL

Gender-responsive monitoring and evaluation
systems may be developed in some Member
States, but these will not compensate for the
lack of gender mainstreaming at the planning
stage

Most monitoring and evaluation frameworks
were under development at the time of the
national-level research. Thus, in many Member
States, governmental stakeholders were unable

to confirm that their monitoring and evaluation
systems would incorporate a gender perspective.
In Ireland, France, Latvia and Luxembourg, gov-
ernmental stakeholders confirmed that sex-dis-
aggregated data would be collected only for the
Commission’s common indicators.

The RRP monitoring and evaluation systems in
Spain and Italy are expected to adopt a gender
perspective. The Spanish RRP commits to incorp-
orating a gender dimension into the systems
used to collect and analyse data, and to develop
indicators that capture gender differences (and
other differences, for instance among vulnerable
groups). In TItaly, the Ministry of Economy and
Finance issued guidelines for the administrators
of measures that stress the importance of using
indicators disaggregated by sex. The government
officials from Bulgaria, Poland and Finland also
indicated that monitoring and evaluation systems
are expected to incorporate a gender perspec-
tive. In Croatia, the Gender Equality Office and
the Ombudsperson for Gender Equality are plan-
ning to independently monitor and evaluate the
measures addressing gender equality challenges.
Even if gender-responsive reporting, monitoring
and evaluation systems are developed in these
and other Member States, this will not offset the
lack of gender mainstreaming in the RRPs.

4.4. Gender-relevant measures in
the recovery and resilience
plans

Although most RRPs include measures to
promote women's participation in the labour
market, only a few support gender equality in
the workplace

Many Member States support measures relating
to the inclusion of women in the labour market
and to tackling gender employment gaps, reflect-
ing the focus on gender equality challenges in
employment found in most RRPs. These meas-
ures generally take the form of investments (as in,
for example, the RRPs of BE, CZ, DE, ES, HR, CY
and MT), particularly in the skilling, reskilling and
upskilling of women (see Box 12).
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Box 12. Measures to enhance the skilling, reskilling and upskilling of women

The Irish RRP puts forward two measures, a work placement experience programme and the
SOLAS recovery skills response programme, with the aim of providing work experience and
reskilling and upskilling opportunities to workers adversely affected by the COVID-19 crisis.
Women in vulnerable situations, including migrant women and single mothers, are expected
to be among the beneficiaries. Another example of training programmes for women is found
in the Austrian RRP. It proposes measures (particularly within the ‘Corona job offensive’) to pro-
mote reskilling and upskilling with a focus on ‘future-oriented positions’, with women expected
to account for 70 % of the beneficiaries in the short term.

Source: Irish and Austrian RRPs.

to enter fields

in which they are usually

on gender stereotypes that point to women'’s lack
of skills as the cause of gender gaps in the labour
market, rather than on structural issues (Cibin et
al., 2022). At the same time, in the context of the
digital and green transitions, it is essential that
women benefit, on an equal footing with men,
from training and learning opportunities in order

under-represented, and to best adapt to new
labour market conditions. In relation to this, sev-
eral Member States put forward measures to
support the acquisition of digital skills (e.g. ES, CY
and RO) in order to get more women into STEM
(e.g. BE, ES and IT) and ICT (e.g. LV) (see Box 13).

Box 13. Measures to foster women'’s participation in STEM and ICT through skills

development

Cyprus proposes a reform (‘e-skills action plan’) to enhance digital competences in the work-
place in the private sector and among unemployed persons, explicitly including women as
beneficiaries. In its national plan on digital skills, the Spanish RRP contains measures to tackle
the gender digital divide in skills and the gender gap in STEM subjects and jobs, in particular
through capacity-building programmes for women (especially among older and unemployed
women) and girls. In Latvia, because only 0.5 % of the total number of employed women are
employed in ICT, the RRP provides funding for activities aimed at increasing the number of

women ICT specialists.

Source: Cypriot, Spanish and Latvian RRPs.

In a similar vein, Spain and Italy support invest-
ments in women'’s entrepreneurship in their RRPs
(see Box 14). Women entrepreneurs often face
specific challenges when setting up a business.
These include access to financial resources, lack
of information and training, and lack of contacts

and access to social support and networks (EIGE,
2019b). The targeted measures to overcome
these barriers can help women entrepreneurs to
reach their full potential and participate equally in
the labour market.

Evidence to Action: Gender equality and gender mainstreaming in the COVID-19 recovery
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Box 14. Investments to support women'’s entrepreneurship in Spain and Italy

The Spanish RRP highlights the low percentage of start-ups created by women. For this reason,
component 13, on boosting SMEs, includes a specific investment of EUR 36 million to provide
funding for women entrepreneurs. The Italian RRP contains an investment of EUR 160 million
to increase the level of participation of women in the labour market and, in particular, to sup-
port women's participation in business activities.

Source: Spanish and Italian RRPs.

Beyond measures to boost women's employ- mainly aimed at tackling the gender pay gap,
ment, the RRPs of Estonia, Spain, Italy, Malta and  ensuring women’s access to capacity building
Portugal contain specific measures to tackle gen- and training, and addressing gender discrimin-
der inequalities in the workplace. These are ation and stereotypes (see Box 15).

Box 15. Measures to tackle gender inequalities in the workplace

The Spanish RRP includes specific reforms to tackle gender inequalities in the labour market
through reforms that have already been adopted (the law on equal pay between women and
men (“¢) and the law on equality plans for companies of more than 50 employees (*/)). It also
includes reforms to reduce the use of short-term contracts (which particularly affect women
and young people) and to make investments in women’s participation in the labour market
(the ‘plan de empleo mujer’). These include capacity building and training for women in rural
areas and for women victims of GBV, trafficking and sexual exploitation. The Estonian RRP puts
forward a reform to roll out a tool to enable employers to receive and analyse data and infor-
mation on the gender pay gap, and ultimately to encourage action to ensure the achievement
of equal pay for equal work. In the context of the labour market, the Maltese RRP includes
reforms to revise laws that are gender discriminatory, create training courses to combat dis-
crimination and gender stereotypes, collect sex-disaggregated data and provide labour mar-
ket activation measures for older women.

Source: Spanish, Estonian and Maltese RRPs.

2021b). A number of Member States (e.g. BE, DE,
EL, ES, HR, IT, CY, HU, AT and PL) have recognised
the link between unpaid care work and work-life

Following the lockdowns and closures of schools  balance and have introduced specific measures
during the pandemic, childcare duties increased in their RRPs to develop early childhood educa-
considerably, falling mainly on women (EIGE, tion and care (see Box 16).

(*)
*)

Royal Decree 902/2020, of 13 October 2020, on equal pay between women and men.
Royal Decree 901/2020, of 13 October 2020, which regulates equality plans and their registration and modifies Royal Decree 713/2010, of 28 May 2010,
on the registration and deposit of agreements and collective labour agreements.

European Institute for Gender Equality



4. Gender equality in the national recovery and resilience plans

Box 16. Measures supporting the development of formal childcare services

The Polish RRP sets out a reform of the institutional care for children under the age of 3 to
combat the low participation of women in the labour market due to family and care obliga-
tions, including long parental leave, which remains rooted in entrenched gender roles and
norms. Similarly, the Italian RRP includes investments in childcare services (for children aged
3-6) and the extension of full-time education in schools to support mothers with young chil-
dren and help increase their participation in the labour market.

Source: Polish and Italian RRPs.

Although the burden of long-term informal care  States (e.g. CY, LV, LT, AT and SK) incorporate rele-
also increased during the pandemic and con- vant support measures to promote work-life bal-
tinues to rest primarily on women, some Member  ance in their RRPs (see Box 17).

Box 17. Measures to address the impact of long-term care on work-life balance

In Slovakia, investments in affordable and high-quality long-term care services aim to reduce
the burden on informal carers and to increase the participation of women in the labour mar-
ket. The Lithuanian RRP also recognises unpaid long-term care as one of the main barriers
to women’s equal participation in the labour market, especially in the context of the COVID-
19 pandemic, suggesting reforms to long-term care provisions. Austria’s RRP includes invest-
ments in low-threshold care services, aiming to relieve and support informal carers through
counselling.

Source: Slovak, Lithuanian and Austrian RRPs.

Beyond support for childcare and long-term care,  labour laws, support for parental leave and flex-
only a few RRPs (e.g. those of EL, HR and LT) intro-  ible working arrangements, and access to quality
duce specific measures to reconcile work and pri-  education and lifelong learning.

vate life (Box 18). These include the revision of

Box 18. Other measures to improve work-life balance

The Croatian RRP provides for the improvement of labour law to facilitate the reconciliation of
personal and professional life by regulating telework and introducing the possibility of part-
time work. On a similar note, the Greek RRP aims to bridge the gender gap in employment by
promoting practices that support work-life balance, including flexible working arrangements.
Lithuania’s RRP includes measures relating to the quality and accessibility of education and
lifelong learning to support women's participation in employment.

Source: Croatian, Greek and Lithuanian RRPs.

Evidence to Action: Gender equality and gender mainstreaming in the COVID-19 recovery
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Although several Member States include meas-
ures to address gender inequalities in the work-
place, promote women's participation in the
labour market and support work-life balance,
their RRPs only marginally advance explicit

measures to close the gender pension gap. As
shown in Box 19, only a few EU Member States
(e.g. BE, ES and AT) include specific measures in
their plans to improve their pension systems from
a gender equality perspective. Other Member
States were found to include reforms to their
pension systems, but these are formulated in
gender-neutral terms.

Box 19. Measures to reduce the gender pension gap

One of the reforms in the Belgian RRP includes a ‘gender test’ to be applied at each step of
the planned pension reform to help reduce the gender pension gap. Meanwhile, the Spanish
RRP contains a reform to address the gender pension gap (‘'streamlining of maternity add-
ons’), notably by modifying the maternity (or paternity, if relevant) supplement to compensate

parents, mainly mothers, for the cost of birth and childcare.

Source: Belgian and Spanish RRPs.

While the COVID-19 pandemic has highlighted
the importance of providing essential services
(i.e. healthcare), the crisis has also shed light on
the difficult working conditions faced by health

professionals, many of whom are women (EIGE,
2021b). Nevertheless, only a few Member States
(e.g. IE, IT, LU, RO and SE) have considered
reforms and investments in this regard (see
Box 20). Some Member States (e.g. EL, AT and RO)
also present investments to support women'’s
health, including sexual and reproductive health
and cancer treatment.

Box 20. Investments to support access to healthcare services and improve the working
conditions of care workers

Luxembourg's RRP includes investments to establish a single digital register to collect and
manage data on health professionals, forecast the professions and skills needed (short- and
medium-term demographic projections by specialty and geographic area) and mobilise the
health workforce in the event of a crisis. Another measure concerns the development of tele-
medicine solutions for remote medical monitoring of patients. Italy’s RRP includes measures
to prevent burnout, and training to develop the technical, professional, digital and managerial
skills of healthcare professionals.

Source: Luxembourgish and Italian RRPs.

A number of Member States (e.g. DE, EE, EL, ES,
HR, CY, LV, LT, NL, PL, PT, ST and FI) have prioritised
investments to improve and create new health-
care infrastructures. Another large proportion of
investments targeting the health sector is
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directed towards the digitalisation of services,
administration and information (e.g. BE, DK, DE,
IE, FR, LT and RO). Although these may contribute
to a better working environment and address
some of the challenges to accessing healthcare
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faced by women and disadvantaged groups, the (see Box 21). This lack of relevant measures and

link is not explicitly recognised in the RRPs. investments is the main shortcoming of the
RRPs - despite the fact that many EU Member
States recognise this topic as a high priority in
their national gender equality strategies and, to a
lesser extent, in the analysis of gender equality

Only a few Member States have included meas- challenges in their RRPs.

ures to prevent and eliminate GBV in their RRPs

Box 21. Measures to combat gender-based violence

Spain’s RRP provides for investments (namely, the ‘Spain protects you against gender-based
violence’ plan) to expand current services offering information and legal advice to all victims
of GBV, including women victims of trafficking and sexual exploitation, and to develop a new
social and vocational guidance service to facilitate the integration of victims of GBV into the
labour market, and to facilitate their social inclusion. The Spanish RRP also provides for train-
ing for healthcare professionals aimed at the early detection of GBV and child abuse. Croatia’s
RRP provides for the creation of family departments within courts, with dedicated judges and
lawyers who will facilitate gender-sensitive legal procedures. The Croatian RRP also refers to
the licensing of 750 experts who will focus on enforcing legal measures to support victims of
GBV. In addition, the plan calls for the use of specialised technologies to avoid victims having
to face their perpetrators in court trials, thereby improving their protection. Portugal’'s RRP
contains measures to strengthen services at both home and community levels, aimed at iden-
tifying risks of domestic violence and female genital mutilation, and promoting sexual and
reproductive health. Moreover, the Portuguese RRP intends to develop a network of tempor-
ary and emergency accommodation for victims of domestic violence.

Source: Spanish, Croatian and Portuguese RRPs.

The concept of GBV is usually narrowly under-
stood as domestic violence (except in the Spanish
RRP). In addition, the vulnerability of certain

groups of women, including women with disabili-  France, Croatia and Romania have incorporated
ties and migrant women, who may be at greater measures to increase women's representation in
risk of GBV is rarely acknowledged. decision-making positions, either in the civil ser-

vice or in private companies (see Box 22).

Box 22. Measures to foster women'’s participation in decision-making

The French RRP proposes a reform to transform the state civil service (‘fonction publique’). As
part of this reform, the minimum proportion of women in key senior and managerial/leader-
ship posts in the state civil service will be increased from 37 % to 40 %. Similarly, Croatia’'s RRP
includes a reform to strengthen gender balance in the recruitment and promotion of women
to senior management positions in the civil service. Within the framework of a reform of perfor-
mance-based quality management in the transport sector, the Romanian RRP suggests improv-
ing the representation of women in decision-making positions in the companies concerned.

Source: French, Croatian and Romanian RRPs.

Evidence to Action: Gender equality and gender mainstreaming in the COVID-19 recovery



4. Gender equality in the national recovery and resilience plans

A lack of operationalisation of gender equality
objectivesin the specificinterventions and budget
allocations in the RRPs of most Member States
posed a major limitation to estimating the
planned budget expenditure on gender equality.
From a monitoring and evaluation point of view, it
also prevents the ‘traceability’ of gender-relevant
interventions and tracking of the budget expend-
itures dedicated to gender equality. This is con-
sistent with the overall lack of application of
gender mainstreaming methods across the RRPs
(see Section 4.3). Most Member States did not
use gender budgeting methods or tools to main-
stream a gender perspective in their RRPS
budgets.

The differences in the scope and presentation of
information (e.g. in the number and definition of
headline categories) by Member States presented
another limitation for a cross-country compari-
son of the RRPs' budgets dedicated to gender
equality. Many RRPs do not provide sufficient

disaggregation in their planned budgets to iden-
tify the allocations to gender-relevant interven-
tions, particularly within non-targeted measures.
For example, an investment might list women
among the potential beneficiaries without defin-
ing the allocation or targets for each group. A
representative from one national government
gender equality body revealed that the lack of
concrete detail contained in the budget allocated
to gender-relevant measures in their RRP was, to
some extent, intentional, to avoid ‘embarrass-
ment’ at the small budget dedicated to these
measures in comparison with the overall budget.
In addition, some Member States do not allocate
budgets to reforms, only to investments. Thus,
gender-targeted reforms would not be reflected
in their RRPs’ budgets.

Considering these limitations, the estimation of
the planned budget expenditure on gender
equality in the RRPs was done on the basis of the
qualitative assessment of each measure. It was
carried out by the national experts (see Annex 9)
using the criteria presented in Box 23.

Box 23. Criteria for identifying and classifying gender-relevant measures in the recovery

and resilience plans

As part of the country-level research, gender-relevant measures were identified in the RRPs by
considering their potential to address gender inequalities and contribute to gender equality.

To identify gender-relevant measures, the following classifications of the measures were used:

targeted: gender equality is an important and deliberate objective of the measure or the
principal reason for undertaking the measure (e.g. measures aiming to address women'’s
under-representation in STEM, to increase women’s access to reproductive and sexual health

or to improve the collection of data on GBV);

non-targeted: a measure has the potential to contribute to gender equality, but it does not
target gender equality directly (e.g. measures aiming to promote flexible working arrange-
ments, but not targeting gender inequalities in employment or care responsibilities).

The identification and classification of measures was based on a qualitative assessment of
the extent to which gender equality objectives were operationalised in the description of the

measures, including the following:

the objectives of the measure;

the analysis of the challenges addressed by the measure;
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milestones/targets;

the target groups of the measure;

the process of implementation;

the expected impact of the measure;
CSRs being addressed by the measure.

Importantly, the identification and classification of measures did not rely solely on the infor-
mation provided in the stand-alone explanation on gender equality. The assessment was done
against the full content of RRPs and covered all measures.

The measures that Member States explicitly highlighted as having a positive impact on gen-
der equality in the RRPs’ stand-alone explanations also underwent the gender assessment. It
was deemed relevant to address a clear trend in the RRPs’ stand-alone explanations to relate
various measures to gender equality even though they had no gender equality objectives or
potential to contribute to gender equality. These included measures aimed at the construction
or renovation of buildings (e.g. healthcare facilities, improvement of energy efficiency), the
improvement of the public transport sector or the purchase of goods (such as digital equip-
ment). Those examples have no clear connections to the advancement of gender equality in
their description and no consideration of the practical needs of women (e.g. women as users
of public transport) or the gendered dimension of work (e.g. over-representation of women in
healthcare professions).

As a result, an estimation of the budget expenditure on gender equality purely based on the
information provided in the stand-alone explanation on gender equality by the Member States

would differ from the one conducted in the context of this study.

The assessment of the publicly available informa-
tion shows that 16 Member States include gen-
der-targeted measures in their RRPs (BE, BG, CZ,
DE, EE, EL, ES, FR, HR, IT, LV, HU, MT, AT, PT, RO),
amounting roughly to a total of EUR 9.43 million.
Annex 8 provides information on the total budget
per RRP, the total budget allocation per type of
measure and the share of budget per type of
measure.

With the available information, less than 2 % of
the total funds to be mobilised through the RRF
by Member States (around EUR 499 billion) is
intended to be dedicated to gender-targeted
measures (around EUR 9.4 billion). This percent-
age is strikingly low, given that the mitigation of
the adverse social and economic impacts of the
COVID-19 pandemic on women (among other

affected groups) is a general objective of the RRF
(Article 4(1), Regulation (EU) 2021/241).

It should be noted that the rest of the RRPS
budgets are not necessarily neutral with regard
to the promotion of gender equality, but rather
that the RRPs and their budgets were designed in
a largely non-gender-sensitive manner (as noted
in Section 4.3). Considering that the Member
States are still implementing their plans and that
measures not currently flagged may also have an
impact on gender equality, it is too early to draw
final conclusions on the real impact and expendi-
ture on gender equality.

Finally, the estimates provided are based on
planned spending. These funds will not neces-
sarily be paid out, because Member States receive

Evidence to Action: Gender equality and gender mainstreaming in the COVID-19 recovery
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payments only on fulfilment of milestones and
targets (Article 24, Regulation (EU) 2021/241).

The national-level research also found that most
of the gender-relevant measures funded by the
RRF are the result of pre-existing priorities or
reforms/investments that had already been initi-
ated, rather than new measures necessitated by
the COVID-19 pandemic.

Gender budgeting contributes to the account-
ability and transparency of public budgets and
supports a performance-oriented approach
(EIGE, 2022c). However, the aforementioned lack
of disaggregation in the RRPs' budgets will pre-
vent the effective monitoring and evaluation of
the RRPs’ budgets against the gender equality
objectives. This is inconsistent with the shift
towards a performance-oriented approach
adopted in the RRF based on monitoring the RRPs
through their milestones and targets.

4.5. Actors and processes shaping
gender equality in the
recovery and resilience plans

In Spain, high-level political commitment

and a compatible legal and policy framework
fostered the inclusion of gender equality and
gender mainstreaming into the country’s RRP

According to the representative from the coordin-
ating unit of the Spanish RRP, one prominent fac-
tor that boosted gender equality and gender
mainstreaming in the plan was the high-level
commitment to gender equality from the prime
minister and Council of Ministers. The existence
of gender equality structures within each ministry
also contributed to the inclusion of a gender per-
spective in the measures, and ministries were
able to rely on existing processes such as the
gender impact assessment of the national
budget. In contrast, in some Member States (e.q.
BE, EE, IE and RO), stakeholders noted that there
were no political actors who championed or

monitored the process from a gender perspec-
tive. As found by country-level research, the lack
of political commitment to ensuring a gender
perspective in the RRPs was exacerbated by the
absence of gender expertise and weak gender
mainstreaming and budgeting frameworks at
national level in many countries. This resulted in a
lack of readily available or well-established pro-
cesses to draw on, including a lack of sex-disag-
gregated data (*8).

In most Member States, ministries of finance
drove the development of the RRPs and
sidelined gender equality

Preparation and control of each Member State’s
RRP is generally located in its ministry of finance.
As a result, in some Member States (e.g. IE, FR
and LV) the development of the RRP focused on
economic priorities, not clearly linked to gender
equality. This lack of focus on gender equality was
exacerbated by limited gender expertise within
the ministries of finance, the limited involvement
of government gender equality bodies, and the
lack of public consultation with women's
organisations.

Interviews with government officials revealed that
the process of selecting measures was seen as a
technical one, driven by pre-existing priorities
and time restrictions to mobilise EU funding as
quickly as possible. As a result, many measures
had already been decided on, which diminished
the opportunities to assess needs and challenges
from a gender perspective and to propose meas-
ures accordingly.

RRP coordinating bodies did not perceive the
late-added requirements in relation to gender
equality and gender mainstreaming to be a
priority within the RRF

In many Member States, the preparation of RRPs
had been ongoing for months before the intro-
duction of the RRF's requirement for a stand-alone
explanation on gender equality. National-level

(*®)  Although 18 Member States have some form of obligation or agreement in place to produce statistics disaggregated by sex (BE, DE, EE, EL, ES, HR, IT, LT,
LU, MT, NL, PL, PT, RO, SI, SK, FI and, SE), this does not always translate into the effective collection and dissemination of sex-disaggregated data (EIGE,

2023).
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research confirmed that this delay in adding gen-
der equality requirements compromised the
implementation of gender mainstreaming and the
proposal of gender-relevant measures. Even after
the release of the guidance to Member States, sev-
eral Member States did not consider gender main-
streaming to be a legal requirement from the
European Commission. As a result, national
authorities, for example in Czechia, Lithuania and
the Netherlands, did not perceive gender equality
as a priority within the RRF and the RRPs.

The RRF regulation does not explicitly mention
which gender equality actors Member States

4. Gender equality in the national recovery and resilience plans

should consult during the preparation and imple-
mentation of their plans, as discussed in Sec-
tion 3.2. Consequently, country-level research
reveals that, in several Member States (e.g. CZ, IE,
LU, HU, MT, PL, RO, SI and SK), government gen-
der equality bodies did not participate in, and
were not consulted during, the preparation of the
RRPs. This represents a missed opportunity to
foster synergies with national gender equality
policy priorities, to support gender mainstream-
ing in the RRPs and to respond to the gender
equality challenges resulting from the COVID-19
pandemic.

Box 24. Example of the participation of a government gender equality body

One example of active participation of the governmental gender equality body in the RRP was
found in Germany. The Federal Ministry for Family Affairs, Senior Citizens, Women and Youth
coordinated the examination of the gender relevance of individual measures, and was involved
in the design of the fourth pillar of the German RRP on ‘social and territorial cohesion’ and
the drafting of the stand-alone explanation on gender equality. As noted by the stakeholders
interviewed, the Ministry for Family Affairs, Senior Citizens, Women and Youth was a perman-
ent contact partner on gender issues for the Ministry of Finance, as the coordinating body.

Source: Authors, based on the country-level research.

Where government gender equality bodies were
involved, this participation came late in the draft-
ing process. In several Member States (e.g. HR,
CY, LT, NL, SI and FI), the government gender
equality body was not involved in the drafting of
the RRP from the beginning, but at a later stage,
usually after the RRP had already been developed
or submitted to the Commission. In the Nether-
lands, for example, the government equality body
was involved only when minor adaptations could
be implemented. Similarly, the Slovenian Equal
Opportunities Division (Ministry of Labour, Family,
Social Affairs and Equal Opportunities) was
engaged only after the Commission requested
amendments to the stand-alone explanation on

gender equality and to the labour market and
social policies.

In addition, the participation of government gen-
der equality bodies was often limited, and they
did not have sufficient influence from a gender
equality and gender mainstreaming perspective.
For instance, in Belgium, Latvia and Lithuania,
these bodies were primarily involved in preparing
the stand-alone explanation on gender equality
to identify gender-relevant measures in the
already prepared reforms and investments. In
Czechia, Austria and Slovakia, gender equality
bodies were able to submit proposals as part of
interministerial consultation procedures, but had
little influence on the final content of the RRP.

Evidence to Action: Gender equality and gender mainstreaming in the COVID-19 recovery
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In Denmark, interviewees explained that the
absence of the government gender equality body
from the drafting of the RRP was due to the per-
ceived limited impact of the pandemic on gender
equality. In Ireland, the gender equality unit did
not have a formal role in the RRP preparation

because it is considered to be outside the state’s
economic apparatus. This approach constitutes a
missed opportunity to address gender inequal-
ities in policymaking, which is of particular import-
ance in economic crises and recoveries.

Box 25. Involvement of the offices of (gender) equality ombudspersons

In Croatia, after an extended summary of the plan was presented to the general public, the
Ombudsperson for Gender Equality prepared a formal review of the summary from a gen-
der perspective (Ombudsperson for Gender Equality, 2021). In the review, the ombudsperson
insisted on the implementation of the gender equality principle and emphasised the challenges
in relation to gender equality. Most of the suggestions given by the Ombudsperson for Gen-
der Equality were incorporated into the RRP. In Lithuania, the Office of the Equal Opportunities
Ombudsperson was invited to provide feedback on the final draft of the RRP, but at very short

notice.

Source: Authors, based on the country-level research.

Research at national level confirmed that a large
majority of Member States did not formally and
systematically consult women’s CSOs as part of
the preparation of their RRPs.

In Sweden, the women's CSO representative indi-
cated that, at one point, they had regular meet-
ings with the gender equality body, but that these
meetings stopped during the COVID-19 crisis,
and they were not consulted in the preparation of
the RRP. In Portugal, the Minister of State for the
Presidency (which oversees the RRP) and the Sec-
retary of State for Citizenship and Equality organ-
ised a meeting with the consultative council of
the gender equality body (Comissao para a
Cidadania e a Igualdade de Género (CIG) (The
Commission for Citizenship and Gender Equal-
ity)), which includes representatives of govern-
ment and public administration, equality and
human rights NGOs and experts. However, no
information is available about the CIG's input and
the extent to which it was taken on board. In Ire-
land, the National Women’s Council of Ireland
produced submissions on the RRP and the CSRs,
asking for investments in the care economy,
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gender-proofed labour market policies and the
inclusion of a ‘feminist green deal’, among other
proposals (National Women's Council, 2021).
However, this broader input is not visible in the
RRP.

In interviews, representatives of women'’s organ-
isations in the Netherlands revealed that they felt
they had been used to ‘pink wash’ the plan. They
participated in a consultation meeting, but were
given very little time to express their concerns,
and it became clear that there was hardly any
opportunity to make substantial changes to the
plan. In Bulgaria, informal discussions with some
NGOs were conducted only after the Commission
made comments about gender equality in the
RRP. In Poland, interviewed stakeholders said that
women's CSOs did not participate in public con-
sultations due to a lack of trust in the government
after months of mobilisations following restric-
tions on abortion access. In Denmark, given the
RRF's focus on job creation and the green transi-
tion, primarily green and environmental NGOs,
trade unions and employer organisations were
consulted.

The poor consultation of women's CSOs by RRP
coordinating bodies was exacerbated by the
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context of lockdowns and other types of restric-
tions due to the COVID-19 pandemic. Women’s
organisations in many Member States were un-
able to follow the process, have access to the
decision-making spaces or influence the prepara-
tion of the RRP. Moreover, the representatives of
national women's CSOs expressed their disap-
pointment with the lack of consultations. In
Czechia, Greece, Hungary and Poland, this is seen
as part of an overall lack of transparency in the
preparation of the RRP and poor engagement
with civil society. Even in countries that held open
consultations (e.g. HR and SI), some representa-
tives of civil society noted that, given the lengths
of RRPs (in some cases, hundreds of pages),
women'’s CSOs did not have sufficient capacity to
review the plans and provide proposals. This
highlights the need for targeted consultations
with gender equality stakeholders to have been
conducted at earlier stages in the preparation of
the RRPs.

The role of the European Commission in
contributing to gender equality in RRPs is
perceived differently across Member States

On the one hand, research at national level shows
that, in many Member States (e.g. BG, DK, HR, IT,
LT, LU, AT, PL, RO, SI and FI), interactions with the
Commission played a key role in supporting gen-
der mainstreaming and developing relevant gen-
der measures. For example, Bulgaria's RRP
coordinating body confirmed that there were
many informal discussions with the Commission,
during which instructions and guidelines on gen-
der equality were given. In the case of Croatia, the
first version of the RRP did not address gender
equality; gender-related content was included
following instructions from the Commission. Simi-
larly, in Romania, the inclusion of gender-related
measures resulted from the Commission’s
request and guidance.

Conversely, several other Member States have
highlighted the minor role played by the Commis-
sion (e.g. BE, DE, EE, IE, FR, LV, MT and SE), mainly
due to a lack of substantial guidance, or guidance
being provided late. In the case of the French RRP,
despite its lack of gender mainstreaming and tar-
geted measures, no specific comments were

received in relation to gender equality in the RRP.
In most cases, interactions with the Commission
focused on the stand-alone explanation on gen-
der equality and gender mainstreaming.

Council implementing decisions did not
critically assess the gender-relevant content
of RRPs

Once a national RRP had been submitted, the
European Commission assessed the proposals.
The Council then adopted the Commission’s
assessment, translating its content into binding
legal acts, including the proposal for a Council
implementing decision, a staff working document
and operational documentation. Overall, the
national-level research found that both the Com-
mission staff working document and the Council
implementing decision relied heavily on Member
States’ contributions (namely, the stand-alone
explanation on gender equality), generally reflect-
ing, uncritically, the positive account of gender
equality measures provided in the RRPs.

For example, in several Member States (DE, IE, FR,
LT, NL and FI), the Council implementing decision
mainly enumerated the positive effects of par-
ticular measures (i.e. reducing gender inequal-
ities and socioeconomic disadvantages and
supporting people from vulnerable groups), but
did not evaluate the ability of the plans to address
gender equality gaps, the quality of the gen-
der-related measures suggested or to what
extent the suggested measures respond to
national gender equality challenges. Thus, many
gaps identified by research at national level were
not addressed by the Commission or the
Council.

Some Member States received little or
no feedback on gender equality in the
Commission staff working document

In several Member States (e.g. BE, CY, LU, FI and
SE), country-level research found that the Com-
mission staff working document contained limi-
ted or no insights on gender equality or gender
mainstreaming in the RRPs. This may demon-
strate some inconsistencies in the assessment
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process. The staff working document for Luxem-  fact that the plan contained measures focusing
bourg points out that the RRP did not contain a on equal opportunities for all that could also
stand-alone section on gender equality. Never- implicitly include a gender aspect. This decision
theless, the RRP was adopted. The Commission undermines its own requirement for the stand-
justified its decision by referring to the country’s alone explanation on gender equality.

relatively good gender equality situation and the
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The COVID-19 pandemic severely affected
the labour market situation of both women
and men, but for women it aggravated pre-
existing disadvantages

Employment rates significantly declined for both
women and men in 2020, especially during the
second quarter. Compared with men, women
were more negatively affected by a decline in the
hours of work and an increase in absences from
work. By 2021, women's employment rates had
been restored to 2019 levels or above in 19 out of
the 27 EU Member States, whereas women'’s
working hours had been restored in only nine
countries. Men’'s employment and working hours
continued to lag behind pre-pandemic levels in
most EU Member States. Before and throughout
the pandemic, women were more likely to be
unemployed or to work fewer hours than they
wanted. In 2020, women were more likely to move
into economic inactivity, from both employment
and unemployment, and women who were eco-
nomically inactive were more likely than men to
remain inactive. By the third quarter of 2021,
inactivity rates went down to pre-pandemic
levels.

The total effect of the crisis and discretionary pol-
icy measures on mean individual disposable
incomes in 2020 was positive and more favour-
able to women, both those of working age and
older women. In most EU Member States, the
2020 labour market shock affected the individual
disposable incomes of working-age women to a
lesser degree than those of men, while the effect
of the discretionary policies implemented by EU
governments to counteract the adverse impacts
of the pandemic on disposable incomes was posi-
tive for both women and men of working age in
almost all EU Member States. This has resulted in
a reduction in gender income inequality among
the working-age population in 14 EU Member
States, compared with the no-COVID-19 scenario.
Across the EU as a whole, the ratio of women'’s
individual disposable incomes to those of men
has increased from 73 % in the no-pandemic

scenario to 74 % in the pandemic scenario with
discretionary COVID-19 measures.

The total effect of the COVID-19 crisis and
anti-COVID-19 policy measures in 2020 was
poverty reducing for women and men

The COVID-19 labour market shock of 2020, with-
out new policy interventions, would have resulted
in an increase in poverty for both women and
men of working age in the majority of EU Mem-
ber States. However, the effect of discretionary
COVID-19 measures introduced in 2020 was
either to reduce the poverty rate or to maintain it
at the same level among individuals of working
age.

Gender gaps in individual disposable incomes
are smaller than gender gaps in market
incomes in almost all EU Member States

In all Member States, men of working age have
significantly higher market incomes; however,
they also pay considerably more in taxes. The
gender gap in income from social transfers
(including pensions) is smaller, and in some EU
Member States women receive a higher share of
social transfers than men. Predictably, the size of
the gender gap in individual disposable incomes
is driven by the size of the gender gap in market
incomes.

Although men benefited more from the MC
schemes, the impact of all COVID-19-related
policies introduced in 2020 contributed to a
reduction in the gender income gap among
the working-age population

At EU level, the relative contribution made by MC
schemes to individual disposable incomes in
2020 amounted to 4 % for women of working age
and 6 % for men of working age. This amounts to
22 % and 32 % of the income from pensions /
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social transfers received by working-age women
and men, respectively. In most EU Member States,
the share of men’s individual disposable incomes
that was made up by MC schemes was larger
than or similar to the corresponding share for
women. The anti-crisis tax-benefit measures
introduced by EU governments in 2020 were
temporary in nature; hence their positive impacts
on individual disposable incomes, poverty and
gender income inequality are also likely to be
temporary.

The gender equality provisions of the RRF
framework fall short of the legal and policy
commitments to gender equality by the EU
and Member States

Even though tackling the adverse impacts of the
crisis on women is a general objective of the RRF
(Article 4(1), Regulation (EU) 2021/241), its regula-
tory requirements in relation to gender equality
are limited. The RRF regulation does not align
with the regulatory and policy framework that
sets gender equality as a core value and a funda-
mental principle of the EU and enshrines the EU's
obligation to promote equality between men and
women in all of its activities.

The requirement for each RRP to include a stand-
alone explanation describing how the plan con-
tributes to ‘gender equality and equal
opportunities for all and the mainstreaming of
those objectives' does not establish a duty on the

Member States to conduct gender mainstream-
ing in their RRPs and to include gender-targeted
measures. Furthermore, due to late integration
of this requirement into the drafting of the RRF
regulation, it largely failed to influence the adop-
tion of gender mainstreaming and gender-tar-
geted measures in many RRPs. Finally, the RRF's
approach to gender equality is minor compared
with its focus on the green and digital transitions,
and, to some extent, compared with the gen-
der-related requirements of other EU funds.

Some RRF requirements could support further
integration of gender equality into the RRF
and the RRPs

In addition to the stand-alone explanation on
gender equality, analysis of the RRF framework
found other potential entry points, summarised
by the four stages of the policy cycle in Figure 14.
They provide opportunities for gender equality
and gender mainstreaming to be integrated into
the RRPs and the monitoring and evaluation of
the RRF.

The RRPs can be modified during the course of
their implementation, particularly in light of the
impact on the EU of Russia’s invasion of Ukraine
(Report (EU) COM(2022) 383 final); however, it is
unclear to what extent the knowledge and data
on gender equality gathered in the monitoring of
the RRF will be used to revise the RRPs.
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Figure 14. Summary of gender equality entry points into the Recovery and Resilience Facility

and the recovery and resilience plans
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Source: Elaborated by the authors.

At national level, although Member States
have put forward gender-targeted measures,
gender equality rarely extends beyond the
stand-alone explanation on gender equality

The Spanish and Italian RRPs establish gender
equality as a cross-cutting objective. This commit-
ment was strengthened by the use of gender
mainstreaming methods (e.g. ex ante gender
analysis, a gender equality marker or gender-re-
sponsive public procurement), together with a
number of gender-relevant measures. A few
other countries also used some gender main-
streaming tools, although gender mainstreaming
is not fully institutionalised into their RRPs.

Largely due to the late-added requirement relat-
ing to gender equality and gender mainstream-
ing in the RRF, the majority of Member States
retrospectively identified measures with some
potential to contribute to gender equality, and
listed these in the stand-alone explanation.
Moreover, country-level research reveals that, in
some RRPs, the potential impact of the intro-
duced ‘gender-relevant’ measures on gender
equality is not clearly defined. In other cases, the
measures are designed in a non-gender-sensi-
tive way; therefore, their potential positive con-
tribution to gender equality is questionable.
Finally, a gender perspective is largely missing
from RRPs’ measures proposed under the digital
and green pillars, thus risking that the EU-funded

twin transitions are non-gender sensitive. Based
on the analysis of the Commission staff working
documents and the Council decisions, gender
equality did not play a significant role in the
assessment of the RRPs. The focus on gender
equality was either absent or insufficiently
critical.

In many Member States, ministries of finance
shaped the selection of measures on the basis
of pre-existing economic priorities

Preparation and control of each country’s RRP is
generally located in the ministry of finance. It was
found that the development of the RRP focused
on economic priorities, which were rarely linked
to gender equality. The limited capacity to adopt
a gender perspective in the RRPs was exacer-
bated by perceived insufficient EU-level steering
of the process; generally low levels of internal
expertise on gender equality within the ministries
of finance and other ministries involved in the
preparation of the RRP; and the often weak gen-
der mainstreaming and budgeting frameworks at
national level, including a lack of sex-disaggre-
gated data. Furthermore, RRP coordinating bod-
ies did not perceive the late-added requirements
relating to gender equality and gender main-
streaming to be a priority within the RRF. These
limitations were compounded by the limited
involvement of governmental gender equality
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institutions and the lack of or insufficient public
consultation with women’s CSOs in the majority
of Member States.

Member States prioritised reforms and
investments related to promoting women'’s
participation in the labour market

The focus on gender equality challenges in
employment found in most RRPs reflects the
emphasis on the topic in the RRF regulation, CSRs
and the Commission’s guidance documents.
Among other measures, some Member States
have introduced reforms to their pension sys-
tems, although their gender impact is not always
acknowledged. Similarly, despite proposed invest-
ments in care infrastructure in many RRPs, these
are rarely linked to the objective of improving
gender equality. Member States have also pro-
posed measures to achieve better work-life bal-
ance, but these are mostly limited to improving
formal childcare and long-term care facilities and
services. Frequently, these measures set women'’s
(re-)entry into the labour market as their ultimate
goal, sidelining the importance of closing gender
care gaps and transforming gender relations
within the family. Although the prevention and
elimination of GBV have been recognised as pri-
orities in many national gender equality strat-
egies, only a few Member States included relevant
measures in their RRPs. Although briefly men-
tioned in the Commission’s guidance, the RRF
regulation does not mention how the COVID-19
pandemic has put women at increased risk of
GBV.

The lack of a sufficient tracking methodology
in the RRF, and the fact that most Member
States have not used gender budgeting tools,
will prevent systematic assessment and
monitoring of the budget allocated to gender
equality in the RRPs

The flagging method established by the Commis-
sion will allow only limited (qualitative) reporting
of social measures with a focus on gender equal-
ity. Furthermore, the RRF does not provide ear-
marked funding for gender equality. Apart from
the gender equality markers found in the RRPs of
several countries, the research does not provide
any evidence of the use of gender budgeting
tools by Member States. Very often, the budgets
of RRPs are insufficiently disaggregated, making
it very difficult to assess what budget allocations
have been made to gender-relevant interven-
tions, particularly within non-targeted measures.
The ex ante assessment of available budgetary
information shows that the overall share of the
RRPs' budgets that is intended to be allocated to
measures having a focus on gender equality con-
stitutes only a minor fraction of the total budget
(around 2 %). Considering that the Member States
are still implementing their plans and that meas-
ures not currently flagged may also have an
impact on gender equality, it is too early to draw
final conclusions on the real impact and expendi-
ture on gender equality.

With regard to other gender mainstreaming
methods, only a few Member States have com-
mitted to some form of gender-responsive public
procurement. Monitoring and evaluation frame-
works were under preparation in many Member
States at the time of the country-level research,
but there was little indication that a gender-re-
sponsive approach would be prioritised. Finally,
because the RRF regulation does not specifically
require the consultation of gender equality actors
in the preparation and implementation of the
RRPs, most Member States do not plan to involve
gender equality bodies or gender equality experts
in the implementation and monitoring of their
RRPs.
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Make gender equality a priority of the
EU recovery from the COVID-19 crisis by
complying with the EU dual approach to
gender equality and the RRF's general
objective of mitigating the adverse
impacts of the crisis on women

Recommendations for the European
Commission and Member States

* As part of all recovery and resilience efforts,
apply the EU dual approach to gender equal-
ity based on gender mainstreaming and tar-
geted actions, as established in the EU legal
and policy obligations to gender equality and
its international commitments (e.g. the Bei-
jing Platform for Action). Moreover, as defined
in the EU Gender Equality Strategy, adopt
an intersectional perspective in all recovery
policies.

* Prioritise the integration of a gender perspec-
tive into the implementation, monitoring and
evaluation of the RRF and national plans. To do
so, the Commission and Member States could
rely on the following to inform the recovery
and resilience measures: EIGE's tools (*) and
the knowledge built by EIGE in the assess-
ment of other EU funds (see EIGE, 2019a); the
impact of the pandemic on gender equality
(see, for examples, EIGE, 202143, 2021b, 2021c,
2022b); and knowledge from other national,
EU and international institutions, academia
and civil society.

* Ensure the complementarity and coordination
of the RRF and the national RRPs with other
EU funds to advance gender equality object-
ives, and optimise mechanisms for gender
mainstreaming.

* Incorporate a gender perspective into the
‘twin transitions' to guarantee that they benefit

(*9)

gender-mainstreaming/toolkits).

women and men equally and ensure that no
measure under the green or digital transitions
exacerbates gender inequalities. This includes
the current priorities to improve the EU's stra-
tegic energy independence, and the digital
transformation pillars of the RRF.

Ensure that the implementation,
monitoring and evaluation of the RRF
and the national plans adopt a gender
equality perspective

Recommendations for EU institutions

* In the implementation of the RRF, expand the
concept of gender equality beyond the frame-
work of the EPSR, which primarily focuses on
equal treatment and opportunities between
women and men in the labour market. Under-
standing of gender equality could be aligned
with the comprehensive policy objectives and
key actions of the EU Gender Equality Strategy.

* Maximise the impact of the CSRs and of inte-
gration with the monitoring of the EPSR and
the SDGs by identifying gender gaps and
urging national reforms with a specific focus
on gender equality (targeted actions). For this
purpose, provide gender-specific CSRs when
relevant, with explicit links between gender
equality challenges and proposed clear and
direct recommendations at Member State
level. Ensure that there is sufficient gender
expertise to screen CSRs from a gender per-
spective, so that no recommendation has
adverse effects on gender equality.

* During the monitoring of the RRF, encourage
Member States to integrate gender and inter-
sectional perspectives when amending mile-
stones and targets.

See, in particular, EIGE's toolkits on Gender Impact Assessment, Gender Budgeting and Gender-responsive Public Procurement (https://eige.europa.eu/

Evidence to Action: Gender equality and gender mainstreaming in the COVID-19 recovery


https://eige.europa.eu/gender-mainstreaming/toolkits
https://eige.europa.eu/gender-mainstreaming/toolkits
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Gender-disaggregated data should be consist-
ently displayed across the relevant indicators
of the Recovery and Resilience Scoreboard.
Gender disaggregation could also be consid-
ered with regard to data on enterprises (EIGE,
2019a) and dwellings (households) benefiting
from the RRF. Moreover, gender-specific indi-
cators could be introduced to monitor the tar-
geted actions (*°) proposed by Member States
in their RRPs.

Mainstream gender equality across the annual
and evaluation reports. The Commission could
also consider commissioning independent
evaluation reports on the RRF and RRPs, focus-
ing on gender equality.

The Commission could develop guidelines to
support Member States with gender-respon-
sive planning, reporting and evaluation of
their RRPs.

Include a gender perspective in activities to
support the implementation of the RRF and
the RRPs, such as communication activities.

Recommendations for Member States

*9)

In the implementation of gender-targeted
reforms and investments, ensure that meas-
ures actually achieve their gender objectives
and, when relevant, reach women (or other
target groups relevant from a gender per-
spective) as the intended beneficiaries.

For those measures that are yet to be imple-
mented, carry out ex ante gender impact
assessments, and amend the measures to
ensure that they adopt a gender perspec-
tive in their objectives, expected results and
beneficiaries.

Based on solid evidence and analysis, thor-
oughly assess the impact of the proposed
reforms and investments on gender equality,
relying on EIGE's tools. Apply gender impact
assessments to identify potential negative
impacts and ensure compliance with the prin-
ciple ‘do no significant harm’ to gender equal-
ity. Amend measures that are found to have a
negative impact on gender equality.

Specifically, ensure that the reforms and
investments in the RRPs for the green and
digital transitions address existing gender
gaps and do not perpetuate gender inequal-
ities. For example, ensure that women and
men benefit equally from job creation, reskill-
ing and upskilling programmes and climate
change adaptation measures.

Comply with the collection of gender-disag-
gregated data for the Scoreboard. Moreover,
collect data disaggregated by sex and other
relevant characteristics beyond the require-
ments of the common indicators, particularly
in the monitoring of measures that target
individuals.

Overall, develop gender-responsive monitor-
ing and evaluation frameworks and use the
data and knowledge gathered in the monitor-
ing and review process to amend reforms and
redistribute funds as necessary to close any
gender gaps identified.

Consider setting up an RRF independent mon-
itoring body composed of gender equality
experts and civil society representatives with
specific knowledge on gender equality and
gender mainstreaming/budgeting, with the
role of monitoring government work and pro-
viding advice and expertise to strengthen gen-
der equality during the implementation of the
RRPs.

See EIGE's guidance on developing indicators to advance gender equality and expanding existing common indicators for EU funds (https://eige.europa.
eu/gender-mainstreaming/toolkits/gender-budgeting/tool-6-developing-quantitative-and-qualitative-indicators-advancing-gender-equality).
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Integrate gender budgeting into the
RRF, the RRPs’ budgets and throughout
the EU budget and funds

Recommendations for the European
Commission

As part of the reporting and monitoring pro-
cess, continue to analyse and publish on
how the RRF contributes to advancing gen-
der equality in the EU, both qualitatively and

Ensure that there is permanent and
well-resourced gender expertise and
enhance coordination, support and
consultation with governmental gender
equality bodies and non-governmental
stakeholders

Recommendations for the European
Commission

* Ensure that all technical assistance provided

quantitatively.

* Closely monitor gender equality expenditure
under the RRF. For this purpose, the Com-
mission could develop a more refined meth-
odology than the ‘flagging method’ for social

measures.

through the TSI includes gender equality and
gender mainstreaming/budgeting expertise
and guidance. Through the TSI, proactively
offer technical assistance to Member States in
the area of gender mainstreaming/budgeting,
in particular to those countries identified as
lacking sufficient gender expertise and gen-
der mainstreaming frameworks.

The methodology should be in line with stand-
ards to track gender-related expenditure (e.qg.
OECD (*") and EIGE (*?)), including the setting
of clear minimum criteria for the attribution of
scores and accounting for potential negative
effects (the ‘do no harm’ to gender equality
principle), to prevent overestimations of the
funding under the RRF that is dedicated to
gender equality.

* Ensure that all events, consultation activities
and forums organised in the context of the

RRF and, more broadly, the EU recovery from

COVID-19 and the twin transitions, include the

participation of gender experts.

Recommendations for Member States

Recommendations for Member States

Ensure that there are sufficient human
resources and gender expertise in their min-
istries of finance, RRP coordinating bodies

* Within their national contexts, ensure that

the process of allocating funds incorporates a
gender perspective and targets improvements
in gender equality, thus adopting mechanisms
that support a gender-responsive approach
to budgeting and public procurement. To do

and implementing ministries - both through

specific positions (gender focal points / coord-

inators) and by providing gender training to all
the administrators of measures.

so, Member States could rely on EIGE's gender

mainstreaming tools.

* Enhance the transparency and detail of their
RRP’s budget, with a view to allowing a gender
analysis of expenditure dedicated to gender

equality that is as granular as possible.

* Establish or improve the involvement of gov-

ernment gender equality bodies in the imple-
mentation, monitoring and evaluation of RRPs
to ensure the well-informed and comprehen-
sive inclusion of a gender perspective and
gender equality concerns. The gender equality
bodies must be sufficiently funded and staffed
to ensure that they have adequate resources
to carry out such tasks.

(*")  OECD, Handbook on the OECD-DAC Gender Equality Policy Marker Handbook, 2016 (https://www.oecd.org/dac/gender-development/Handbook-OECD-DAC-

Gender-Equality-Policy-Marker.pdf).

(**)  EIGE, Tool 8: Tracking resource allocations for gender equality in the EU funds’ (https://eige.europa.eu/gender-mainstreaming/toolkits/gender-budgeting/

tool-8-tracking-resource-allocations-gender-equality-eu-funds).
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During the implementation of measures, con-
sult relevant gender equality stakeholders
such as women's organisations, civil society
representatives, gender experts and direct
beneficiaries, and incorporate their concerns
as far as is possible. Technical assistance fund-
ing should be made available to build the
capacity of stakeholders and CSOs to ensure
that they have the means to fully participate in
all stages of the process.

To cooperate with governmental and inde-
pendent gender equality bodies and non-gov-
ernmental stakeholders, Member States could
build on the requirements, arrangements and
experiences gained in the implementation of
EU cohesion funds.

Commission independent gender experts to
advise, monitor and evaluate all measures
and activities, and to carry out gender impact
assessments of their RRPs.

Apply a gender perspective in assessing
the effectiveness of tax-benefit policies
in order to provide an evidence base
for the design and implementation of
effective tax-benefit policies in times of
crises

Recommendations for Member States

Ensure that national public policies aimed at
mitigating the adverse impacts of economic
crises account for the existence of intra-house-
hold inequality and assess these policies using
both household-level and individual-level
information, for example gender-sensitive
measures of disposable income, such as the
one adopted in this study.

Adopt a gender-sensitive design towards exist-
ing tax-benefit policies. Currently, many social
transfers still target households (families, fis-
cal units) and some individual benefits may
also be conditioned by household resources.
This conceals gender asymmetries within the
household, and may reinforce existing gender
inequalities.

Conduct gender assessments of the economic
outcomes of the crisis and anti-crisis policies
over the short, medium and long terms and
use the results of these assessments by inte-
grating them into the recovery policymaking
efforts.

Use the policymaking experience gathered
during the most critical times of the COVID-19
pandemic and lockdowns to develop robust
and more inclusive social protection sys-
tems. The positive policy innovations of this
period include MC schemes for employees in
countries that have no tradition of their use;
changes to eligibility for coverage to include
non-standard workers; and the widespread
development of schemes for the self-em-
ployed, who have often been excluded from
access to unemployment support.

In the design of tax transfer policies, move
away from targeting solely normative workers
(predominantly men) and ignoring the gen-
dered division of paid and unpaid work, and
acknowledge the existence of non-standard
employment and caregiving responsibilities
in the design of gender-sensitive support
schemes.

Analyse further the impacts of withdrawing
COVID-19-related government support (e.g.
MC schemes) on workers who have benefited
from it. In particular, non-standard workers
(predominantly women) may be more vulner-
able to redundancy, as the MC schemes no
longer support them. Such impacts can be
assessed in the future by analysing rates of
employment over time by gender and contract

type.

Utilise the COVID-19-induced changes to pro-
mote gender equality. Continue changing
social norms around care workers as essential
workers and improve their working conditions.
Supporting the development and uptake of
adequately organised teleworking among
both women and men is another opportunity
to tackle gender inequalities.
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Recommendation for EU and national inequality, intra-household inequality must

statistical agencies and researchers be accounted for, thus challenging conven-

tional assumptions of complete income pool-

* There is an urgent need to shift from collect- ing and equal sharing of resources within the

ing household-level data to providing individ- household. Such a conceptualisation is now

ual-level information on income components widely considered inappropriate in academic
received and transfers made by and to individ- research.

uals. To assess the true level of gender income
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https://www.who.int/publications/i/item/WHO-2019-nCoV-Advocacy_brief-Gender-2020.1
https://www.who.int/publications/i/item/WHO-2019-nCoV-Advocacy_brief-Gender-2020.1
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Annex 1. Additional figures and tables on the COVID-19 effects on
gender inequality in the labour market (Chapter 1)

Table A1.1. Changes in employment between 2019 and 2020 and 2019-2021 in the EU, by sex
and economic sector

Share Change 2019 to 2020 (%) | Change 2019 to 2021 (%)

Total: all NACE activities 46.1 -1.6 -15 -05 -14
Agriculture, forestry and fishing 333 -35 -1.6 -172 -89
Mining and quarrying 131 7.4 1.1 3.7 -6.2
Manufacturing 30.1 -22 -07 -17 - 2.1
Electricity, gas, steam and air conditioning supply 25.1 6.3 24 17.0 23
\:Z?r:z:jisaifopr:yéss\\;\i/g;asge, waste management and 217 33 06 04 07
Construction 9.6 -28 -41 49 -30
LVngisleeznd retail trade; repair of motor vehicles and 490 18 49 11 _30
Transportation and storage 22.5 -49 -37 -1.6 -20
Accommodation and food service activities 54.0 -14.0 -11.5 -176 -157
Information and communication 303 7.0 8.0 15.6 14.2
Financial and insurance activities 53.0 23 35 46 53
Real estate activities 52.0 7.3 7.9 9.7 1.5
Professional, scientific and technical activities 49.3 0.2 -17 3.1 14
Administrative and support service activities 49.0 -84 -82 -75 -58
::f:ircit?/dministration and defence; compulsory social 480 61 27 75 17
Education 72.6 -12 1.7 2.2 2.2
Human health and social work activities 78.6 -09 0.2 1.9 2.6
Arts, entertainment and recreation 48.5 -52 -52 -49 -85
Other service activities 67.3 2.0 17.2 54 20.3
Activities of households as employers; undifferentiated

goods- and services-producing activities of households 88.9 -126 -93 -13.7 -71
for own use

Activities of extraterritorial organisations and bodies 54.2 -125 -49 -94 7.2

NACE, general industrial classification of economic activities within the European Union.

NB: Seasonally adjusted data. Break in time series in 2021 due to updated labour status definitions. Employment as percentage of the
population aged 15-64 years.

Source: Calculated using Eurostat data, EU-LFS [LFSQ_EGANZ2]. Data extracted on 18 April 2022.

@ European Institute for Gender Equality



Annexes

Figure A1.1. Changes in employment rate between 2019 and 2020 and between 2019 and 2021
(percentage points), by sex and country
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NB: Employment rate is measured as a percentage of the population aged 20-64 years. Countries are in ascending order of the
changes in the female employment rate.

Source: Calculated using Eurostat data, EU-LFS [LFSI_EMP_Q]. Data extracted on 18 April 2022.
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Figure A1.2. Index of total hours worked in the main job (2019 = 100 %), by sex and country
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NB: Seasonally adjusted data. This index shows the annual change in the total actual hours of work, compared with the actual working
hours, in 2019 for the population aged 20-64 years. Estimates for Germany for 2020 are not available. Countries are in ascending
order of the index for women.

Source: Calculated using Eurostat data, EU-LFS [LFSI_AHW_Q]. Data extracted on 18 April 2022.
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Figure A1.3. Changes in total absences from work between 2019 and 2020 and between 2019
and 2021 (percentage points), by sex and country
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NB: Seasonally adjusted data. Total absence from work refers to the number of people absent from work expressed as a percentage
of the employed population aged 20-64 years. Note that persons absent from work are considered as employed if there is a formal
attachment to the job (e.g. the continued receipt of wages) and an assurance of a return to work. Persons can be absent from work
for a number of reasons, including holidays, illness and temporary lay-offs. Countries are in ascending order of the percentage of
absences from work among women.

Source: Calculated using Eurostat data, EU-LFS [LFSI_ABT_Q]. Data extracted on 18 April 2022.
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Figure A1.4. Changes in the share of part-time employment between 2019 and 2020 and
between 2019 and 2021 (percentage points), by sex and country
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NB: Seasonally adjusted data. Part-time workers are employed persons not working full time, as a percentage of the population aged
20-64 years. The distinction between full-time and part-time work is generally based on a spontaneous response by the respondent.
Temporary contracts refer to employees with a limited-duration job/contract, as a percentage of the population aged 20-64 years.
Data for Germany is missing in 2020. Countries are in ascending order of the changes in part-time employment for women.

Source: Calculated using Eurostat data, EU-LFS [LFSI_PT_Q]. Data extracted on 18 April 2022.
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Figure A1.5. Changes in the labour market slack between 2019 and 2020 and between 2019
and 2021 (percentage points), by sex and country
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NB: Seasonally adjusted data. Labour market slack shows the total sum of all unmet employment demands of the population aged
20-64 years. Countries are in ascending order of the changes in the labour market slack for women.

Source: Calculated using Eurostat data, EU-LFS [LFSI_SLA_Q]. Data extracted on 18 April 2022.
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Figure A1.6. Transitions out of employment between 2019 and 2020 (%), by sex and country
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NB: Transition rates between two labour market states are calculated as the share of a transition in percentage of the labour market
status in the initial quarter/year, for individuals aged 15-74 years in both periods. For instance, the transition rate for the flow from
unemployment to employment (U_E) is calculated as U_E / (unemployment of initial period) x 100. Data for Germany and Portugal is
not available.

Source: Calculated using Eurostat data, EU-LFS [LFSI_LONG_A]. Data extracted on 28 February 2022.
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Annex 2. The approach to the assessment of the gendered impacts of
the COVID-19 crisis and policy response using EUROMOD (Chapter 2)

Existing evidence on the gendered impacts of
public policies

Previous work on gender inequality in advanced
countries identified the manifold disadvantages
that women face in the labour market in terms of
participation, employment and earnings, com-
pared with men (Blau and Kahn, 2017; OECD,
2017; Olivetti and Petrongolo, 2016). The ‘mother-
hood penalty’ and low wages in care-related jobs
(and other jobs with large proportions of women)
are considered as the most important factors
behind women’s lower wages (Budig and Eng-
land, 2001; Harkness and Waldfogel, 2003; Man-
del and Semyonov, 2005; Rubery and Grimshaw,
2014; Sigle-Rushton and Waldfogel, 2007). The
tax-benefit system cushions the gender earnings
gap by redistributing between men and women,
both through the direct income it provides (or
withdraws) and through the work incentives it
generates (Gornick, 2004; Grown and Valodia,
2010; Ponthieux and Meurs, 2015). Higher earn-
ings result in higher taxes for men, and shorter
contribution histories and lower earnings for
women usually result in lower entitlements to
contributory benefits such as pensions. At the
same time, lower income makes women more
dependent on means-tested benefits, and their
care responsibilities make them more dependent
on public services. The feminist comparative wel-
fare state research (Gordon, 1990; Lewis, 1993;
Sainsbury, 1999) highlights substantial differ-
ences in the institutional design of welfare state
policies across Europe. In turn, these institutional
differences result in different outcomes in terms
of gender inequality. The comparison of relevant
institutional characteristics of policies and their
outcomes in terms of gender gaps in earnings
and disposable incomes can help to interpret
these differences.

However, the evidence on gender gaps in dispos-
able incomes is limited, because, unlike earnings,
disposable income is usually measured at house-
hold level, the conventional assumption being
that household members pool all their incomes
and share them equally. The research therefore

mainly focused on the gender gap in disposable
incomes of single men and women, for example
lone parents (Bastos et al., 2009; Brady and Bur-
roway, 2012; Christopher et al., 2002). At the same
time, a number of studies challenged the conven-
tional assumptions and measured gender gap in
incomes by employing the minimal income pool-
ing assumption to accurately measure income
inequality within couples.

Using the assumption of minimal income pooling
is justified based on three considerations. First, a
consistent finding of the empirical literature on
intra-household allocation is that the woman's
consumption / living standard in the household is
strongly correlated with her share of earnings
(Bennet, 2013; Bonke, 2015) or, more broadly, her
share of income (Cantillon, 2013; Himmelweit et
al., 2013; Pahl, 1983).

Second, this assumption is consistent with
non-unitary models of household decision-mak-
ing, whereby decisions over the allocation of con-
sumption are taken by negotiating partners
whose bargaining power depends on the
resources they command when the relationship
breaks down (i.e. ‘the threat point’) (Himmelweit
et al., 2013; Lundberg and Pollak, 1996). Third,
examination of individual income allows the cap-
ture of gender inequality not only in consump-
tion, but also in other dimensions that are
important to individual well-being, such as status,
personal autonomy and control over one's life
(Pahl, 2005).

Several recent studies applied microsimulation
techniques to construct the individual income
measures for women and men. A study by Avram
and Popova (2022) for a selection of European
countries showed that women’s individual dis-
posable incomes were consistently lower than
those of men, but with large variation across the
countries. Among the working-age population,
the lowest gender earnings ratios were found in
Czechia, Germany and Romania (with female
earnings amounting to less than 60 % of male
earnings), and the highest one was found in
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Finland (77 %). The disposable income ratios were
lowest in Germany (60 %) and highest in Finland
(84 %). The gender gaps in earnings were larger
in all countries included in the study, suggesting
that welfare state policies have an equalising
effect. The authors did not find any evidence to
suggest that the size of the gender gap in earn-
ings is associated with the amount of redistribu-
tion through taxes and transfers. In other words,
countries with large gender gaps in earnings do
not necessarily redistribute more than countries
with smaller gender earnings gaps. Doorley and
Keane (2020) applied a similar method to derive
the individual income measure in order to assess
the cushioning effect of the tax-benefit system
on gender income inequality in a selection of
European countries. They estimated that the gen-
der earnings gap is reduced by tax-benefit policy
by 10-40 %. Both studies conclude that taxes and
SICs are the most consistent policy instruments
in reducing the gender income gap among the
working-age population.

A study by Doorley et al. (2021) provides a first
gender-sensitive analysis of the distributional
effects of the pandemic and the government pol-
icy response for Ireland, using the individual
measures of income based on the minimal
income pooling assumption. They found that,
during all three waves of COVID-19 in Ireland, the
gender gap in market income was similar in rela-
tive terms (at 40-41 %) to the pre-COVID-19 gap,
although market income for women and men has
decreased significantly. Further decomposing the
drop in market income, the average employment
rate decreased relatively more for men, whereas
average wages decreased relatively more for
women. However, the gender gap in disposable
income was significantly lower in each wave of
the pandemic (at 29-31 %) than in the pre-pan-
demic scenario. Most redistribution is achieved
by direct taxation. Overall, the cushioning effect
of the Irish tax-benefit system on the gender gap
in income doubled in the pandemic scenarios.

Overview of the methodology

This study uses the most up-to-date version of
EUROMOD available at the time of writing (ver-
sion 14.62+), which contains COVID-19-related
policies modelled for all EU Member States for
the 2020 policy year using the 2019 EU-SILC data
(with income reference period of 2018). EURO-
MOD simulates two types of COVID-19-related
policies (*3). The first one is MC schemes, the
short-term earnings replacement schemes aimed
at compensating employees and the self-em-
ployed for the reduction in their economic activity
due to lockdowns. These also include special
parental leave schemes for parents who were
unable to work for childcare reasons during
school closures. In addition, many governments
adjusted their existing tax-benefit policies to
cushion the reduction in household income, for
example through increases in the coverage and
generosity of sick leave benefits, social assistance,
and various ad hoc cash payments and tax reduc-
tions. These can be simulated in EUROMOD as
separate policies or as part of the existing
policies.

To simulate the impact of COVID-19 on income
distribution using EUROMOD, this study follows
the methodological approach to nowcasting pre-
and post-COVID-19 income distribution, devel-
oped and employed by the Joint Research Centre
in close collaboration with the flash estimates
team at Eurostat, EUROMOD national teams and
the University of Essex (see Christl et al. (2022) for
the most recent empirical application). This
approach uses detailed labour market statistics
provided by Eurostat to simulate transitions from
work to unemployment and MC schemes (e.qg.
short-term furlough schemes, monetary support
for the self-employed) in order to nowcast labour
market conditions of 2020 in the underlying 2019
EU-SILC data. The use of labour market statistics
as a base for the simulation of labour market
transitions represents a novel, simplified applica-
tion of the nowcasting approach used by Eurostat
in the production of the flash estimates of income
inequality and poverty indicators (°*). The labour
market transitions for individuals potentially

(>3 The list of COVID-19-related policies simulated in each country can be found in Euromod country reports (https://euromod-web.jrc.ec.europa.eu/

resources/country-reports/latest).

(> See https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/cros/content/flash-estimates-income-and-poverty-indicators_en.
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affected by the COVID-19-related shocks can be
simulated using a special EUROMOD tool, the
labour market adjustment (LMA) add-on.

EUROMOD is a state-of-the-art tool for distribu-
tional analysis in the EU. The model allocates taxes
and benefits to individuals in the household survey
so that one can compare incomes before taxes
and transfers with incomes after taxes and trans-
fers. The study uses the following income con-
cepts. The starting point is market income, that is,
household income before any tax-benefit inter-
ventions have taken place. It comprises income
from all forms of employment, capital income (rent
and dividends) and private transfers. By subtract-
ing direct taxes and SICs and adding direct cash
transfers (pensions and other social benefits), the
research arrives at disposable income.

EUROMOD allows for the generation of counter-
factual income distributions whereby policies of
different periods are applied to different underly-
ing populations (see Paulus and Tasseva (2020)
for the most recent application of this approach).
This method allows the impact of the tax-benefit
system to be separated from the environment in
which it operates. In addition, EUROMOD allows
the effects of policies going through two different
channels to be distinguished: discretionary policy
actions and automatic stabilisers. The former
refers to the new (elements of) tax-benefit pol-
icies that are specifically designed to achieve cer-
tain goals (e.g. counteracting the adverse
consequences of crises). The latter refers to the
automatic adjustments of benefit entitlements
and tax liabilities when earnings, employment
status or people's characteristics change (e.qg.
unemployment benefits compensating income
shortfalls after a loss of employment or progres-
sive taxes reducing net gains when market
incomes increase). Due to the different nature of
these channels, it is important to disentangle the
consequences of discretionary choices made by
policymakers to counteract the adverse conse-
quences of COVID-19 and the automatic mecha-
nisms already embedded in the tax-benefit
system. These counterfactual distributions can
be created in EUROMOD using a special tool, the
advanced policy effects tool.

To measure the distributional impact of the COVID-
19 crisis and anti-crisis policies, we have con-
structed the following counterfactual scenarios.

Scenario 1: no-COVID-19 shock scenario (or
2020 as if COVID-19 had not happened):

* 2019 tax-benefit system, whereby simulated
policy parameters are uprated using the 2020
CPI;

¢ 2019 EU-SILC data (with 2018 incomes)
uprated to 2020 using the uprating indices for
each non-simulated component of income;

* no changes in the labour market.

Scenario 2: COVID-19 shock without COVID-19
policies (or 2020 with COVID-19 labour market
shock but without the discretionary COVID-19
measures):

* 2019 tax-benefit system, whereby policy
parameters are uprated using the 2020 CPJ;

* 2019 EU-SILC data (2018 incomes) uprated
to 2020 using the uprating indices for each
non-simulated component of income;

* labour market transitions simulated using the
LMA add-on.

Scenario 3: COVID-19 shock with COVID-19 pol-
icies (or 2020 with COVID-19 labour market shock
and with the discretionary COVID-19 measures,
including MC schemes and other new
COVID-19-related policy changes, e.g. increases
in the generosity of social assistance (*°)):

* 2020 tax-benefit system;
* 2019 EU-SILC data (2018 incomes) uprated
to 2020 using the uprating indices for each

non-simulated component of income;

* labour market transitions simulated using the
LMA add-on.

(*>)  To enable meaningful cross-country comparisons, all new (elements of) policies introduced in 2020 that go beyond simple parametric changes are

considered discretionary COVID-19 measures.
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The main characteristics of MC schemes simu-
lated in EUROMOD for each country are summar-
ised in Annex 3, Table A3.1. The actual take-up of
MC schemes was simulated, rather than the stat-
utory rules, whenever this information was avail-
able. Still it is possible that the overall impact of
these schemes may be overestimated in EURO-
MOD. Furthermore, the schemes for the self-em-
ployed might be simulated with less accuracy
because they were typically conditioned on
self-employment incomes received over the pre-
vious few years, whereas EU-SILC data reflects
incomes for the previous year only.

The difference between S2 and S1 captures the
impact of COVID-19-related labour market shocks
and the automatic stabilisers (labour market
effect = S2 - S1). The difference between S3 and
S2 shows the net impact of COVID-19-related dis-
cretionary policy measures (policy effect =S3 - S2).
Finally, the difference between S3 and S1 cap-
tures the total effect of the COVID-19 labour mar-
ket changes and the full response of the
tax-benefit system, including the impact of auto-
matic stabilisers and the discretionary COVID-19
policies (total effect = S3 - S1).

The parameters of all labour market changes
between S3 and S1, simulated using the LMA
add-on, are summarised in Annex 3, Tables A3.2-
A3.5. Following the approach developed by Avram
and Popova (2022) and Avram et al. (2016), this
study uses EUROMOD to construct a gender-sen-
sitive measure of individual disposable income
that accounts for intra-household income ine-
quality. The measure is constructed using the
assumption of minimal income pooling, that is,
that individuals retain all income received in a
personal capacity, including earnings and all indi-
vidual-level benefits. The common sources of
income (e.g. family benefits or investmentincome)
are split equally among all adults in the relevant
assessment unit. The detailed overview of the
income-splitting procedure in EUROMOD s pre-
sented in Annex 3, Table A 3.6.

Using EUROMOD to construct individual incomes
of women and men has a number of advantages
over using the original EU-SILC data, which was
done in several previous studies (e.g. Meulders

and O'Dorchai, 2010). First, it allows us to gener-
ate accurate and individualised measures of both
direct income taxes and SICs, which are lacking in
EU-SILC. Second, all family benefits are generally
measured at the household level in EU-SILC,
whereas EUROMOD enables us to simulate indi-
vidual benefits, for instance parental leave bene-
fits, and allocate them to their actual recipients.
Third, EUROMOD allows us to accurately deter-
mine which individuals belong to a unit entitled to
receive non-individual transfers such as housing
benefits or social assistance. In turn, this allows
us to allocate incomes among only entitled indi-
viduals, rather than among all adults present in
the household. This may be especially important
in the case of child-related transfers if the parents
are living together with other adults. Fourth,
using EUROMOD, the study obtains potentially
more accurate measures of some types of income
transfers that are known to be poorly captured by
surveys (e.g. means-tested benefits).

The research accounts for economies of scale in
consumption and differences in household size
and composition by adjusting the ‘modified OECD’
scale (°°) for use with individual incomes. First, the
weights of adults living in the same household
are added and divided by the number of adults
present. Second, the research takes into account
the financial cost of children by attributing the
weight of children to their parents. When both
parents are present, it is assumed that the costs
of their children are split equally.

This individual disposable income measure is
used based on the assumption of minimal income
pooling, for all of the analyses in Chapter 2. It is
noteworthy that the lack of income pooling within
the household does not necessarily imply the
same level of consumption inequality, as trans-
fers between partners can take place without any
income pooling. In the absence of information
about intra-household distribution of income, the
minimal income pooling assumption provides an
upper bound of the degree of intra-household
gender inequality, whereas the conventional
assumption provides a lower bound, by ignoring
inequality within couples.

(**)  The ‘modified OECD’ scale assigns a weight of 1 to the first adult, 0.5 to subsequent adults and 0.3 to children.
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Annex 3. Additional tables on the impact of COVID-19-related tax-benefit
policies on gender and intersecting inequalities (Chapter 2)

Table A3.1. Monetary compensation schemes in the EU Member States simulated in EUROMOD,

2020

. VElELIE

Wage compensation
. bwkmcee_s Percentage of .
paid by state and Employees ) Upper limit Partly covered by employer
yemmc_s earnings
employer
Austria Simulated as one-off
: : payment with average
Hardship fund for self bwkmcse_s Self-employed Lump sum N/A amount of compensation
employed ) :
provided during phases 1
and 2 of the programme
The amount of compensation
varies by the share of hours
Temporary Percentage of Lower and spent on furlough, but these
bwkmcee s | Employees ) o ) .
unemployment scheme earnings upper limits are not taken into account in
the current implementation
Belgium due to the lack of data
) Amount varies
The compensation depending on
premium for self- bwkmcse_s Self-employed Lump sum P g
emploved the number of
pioy dependants
Wage subsidies ('60/40 | yemmc_s Percentage of -
measure’) bwkmcee. s Employees earnings Upper limit Partly covered by employer
Bulgaria BGN290 compensation
scheme for self- bwkmcse_s | Self-employed Lump sum N/A
employed
Specgl unemployment Percentage of Lower and
benefit scheme for bwkmcee_s | Employees ) o
earnings upper limits
employees
Cyprus
Special unemployment
benefit scheme for self- | bwkmcse_s Self-employed Pergentage of Lower énq
earnings upper limits
employed
) Amount and duration vary
Wage compensation Percentage of - )
R bwkmcee_s | Employees ) Upper limit depending on the obstacles
scheme (‘Antivirus’) earnings
. at work
Czechia
Self—employed bwkmcse_s Self-employed Lump sum Upper limit
compensation bonus
COVID-19-related wage Higher if there
: Percentage of
compensation for bwkmcee_ s | Employees carninas are dependent
employees 9 children
Germany
COVID-19-related . . .
one-off benefit for the | bwkmcse_s | Self-employed N/A N/A slmulateq but notincluded in
income lists
self-employed
Employee ) bwkmcee_s Employees Percgntage of Upper limit Partly covered by employer
compensation scheme |yemmc_s earnings
Denmark
Self—employed bwkmcse_s | Self-employed Percentage of the Upper limit
compensation scheme lost revenue
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. VELEL]S

Comments

) Wage compensation bwkmcee_s Percentage of Lower and
Estonia Employees ) o Partly covered by employer
measure yemmc_s earnings upper limit
Beneficiaries (whose labour
Special purpose contracts are suspended)
monetary bwkmcee_s | Employees Lump sum N/A are determined on the basis
compensation of the NACE codes of the
Greece employer
Special purpose Beneficiaries are determined
monetary bwkmcse_s | Self-employed Lump sum N/A on the basis of the NACE
compensation codes of their business
Wage compensation bwkmcee_s Percentage of Lower and
Employees ) o Partly covered by employer
scheme yemmc_s earnings upper limit
Spain Self-employment Percentage
. ) ) Lower and
income compensation | bwkmcse_s | Self-employed | of previous o
L upper limit
scheme contribution base
Finland Compensation scheme bwkmcse_s | Self-employed One-off N/A
for the self-employed
Wage compensation bwkmcee_s Percentage of Lower and
Employees ) o Partly covered by employer
scheme yemmc_s earnings upper limits
. 100 % of turnover is
rance compensated for self-
Self-employed and firm Percentage of the o
g bwkmcse_s | Self-employed Upper limit employed (modelled as an
compensation scheme lost turnover .
average value, as turnover is
not available)
Different lump-sum amounts
Wage compensation bwkmcee_s | Employees Lump sum N/A provided for March and April/
May
Croatia
Different lump-sum amounts
Wage compensation bwkmcse_s | Self-employed Lump sum N/A provided for March and April/
May
W. i P f
Hungary Scigei]ceompensatlon bwkmcee_s | Employees e::ﬁie:;zge © N/A Partly covered by employer
Percentage of
previous earnings
Temporary wage or flat rate o
Ireland bwk Empl u limit
relan subsidy scheme Wmcees mployees according to the pperiim:
amount of the
previous earnings
W, | tati P t f
age supplementation bunct01_s Employees ercgn age o Upper limit
scheme earnings
Italy
COVID-19 bonus for Income must be below
self-employed bls01_s Self-employed Lump sum N/A EUR 35 000
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. Variable

Comments

compensation

contribution base:

average, or a
percentage or a
lump sum

Subsidies to remain in | bwkmceel_s Emplovees Percentage of Ubper limit Partly covered by emplover
the labour market bwkmcee2_s pioy earnings PP y y employ
COVID-19
Lithuania compensation for the | ysemc_s Self-employed Lump sum N/A
self-employed
) Only modelled for parents
Slc'kness benefit for bhl_s Employees Perc.entage of N/A and those with disabled
childcare earnings ;
children
Luxembourg short-time working yemme.s Employees Percgntage Of Lower gnq Partly covered by employer
scheme bwkmcee_s previous earnings | upper limits
Downtime benefit paid Percentage of Lower and
bwkmcee_s | Employees ) . o
to employees previous earnings | upper limits
Percentage of
Downtime benefit paid bwkmcse. s Self-employed previous self- Lower énq
) to self-employed employment upper limits
Latvia .
income
Supplementary
payment to downtime
benefit for dependent bwkmcch_s Employees Lump sum N/A
children
Wage supplement for |yemmc_s Employees Several flat rates N/A Partly covered by employer
employees bwkmcee_s
Wage supplement for cemc s
self-occupied / self- y - Self-employed | Several flat rates N/A Partly covered by employer
bwkmcse_s
employed
Malta
Targeted at parents
) who cannot carry out
Employees in their functions through
Parental benefit bfapl_s the private Flat-rate payment N/A ) 9
teleworking and are
sector I,
not eligible for wage
supplements
Monetary Percentage of This benefit is for employers
Netherlands | compensation for bmcer_s Employers the wage cost of N/A while employees receive
employers employers 100 % of their wages
Wage compensation yemmc_s Either percentage Lower and
Employees of earnings or flat o Partly covered by employer
scheme bwkmcee_s upper limits
rate
Poland
Benefit for the self- bwkmcst_s Self-employed Flat rate N/A
employed
Wage compensation yemmc_s Percentage of Lower and
Employees . ) L
scheme bwkmcee_s previous earnings | upper limits
Depending on
the average
Portugal remuneration
self-employed bwkmcse_s | Self-employed recorded as Upper limit

Evidence to Action: Gender equality and gender mainstreaming in the COVID-19 recovery @
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. VELEL]S

Comments

Wage compensation yemmc_s Percentage of .
Employees ) ) Upper limit Partly covered by employer
scheme bwkmcee_s previous earnings
Self-employment
) income compensation | bwkmcse_s | Self-employed Lump sum N/A
Romania
scheme
Allowance for parents in the
Allowance for parental Percentage of . P
bplmc_s Employees ) ) Upper limit event of temporary closure of
leave previous earnings } !
educational establishments
Different levels of
) compensation depending
W. t p t f
Sweden age compensation yemme.s Employees ercgn age o ) Upper limit on share of hours worked,
scheme bwkmcee_s previous earnings
cannot be 0 hours worked;
partly covered by employer
Wage compensation yemmc_s Percentage of .
Empl u limit Partl db |
for workers on hold bwkmcee_s mployees previous earnings pperiimi artly covered by empioyer
Crisis allowance for
Slovenia employees who work | yemxp_s Employees Lump sum N/A
during COVID-19
Universal income for
self-employed during | bwkmcse_s | Self-employed | Lump sum N/A
COVID-19
W. ti p t f L d
age compensation bwkmcee_s | Employees ergen age o . ower é.m ) Partly covered by employer
scheme previous earnings | upper limits
Self-emplovment Different sum depending on
Slovakia b y bwkmcse_s | Self-employed Lump sum N/A randomly assigned revenue
compensation )
(approximated by profit) loss
Pandemic nursin Employees and | Percentage of o Benefit for parents durin
) 9 bceme_s ploy ehtage ot Upper limit P 9
benefit self-employed previous earnings school closures

N/A, not applicable; NACE, general industrial classification of economic activities within the European Union.

NB: The table includes schemes that are switched off in baselines and are working with the LMA add-on. For the Netherlands, the
employer MC scheme was included in disposable income in the analysis.
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Table A3.2. Labour market transitions: employment, year-on-year change, 2020 versus 2019 (%)

" S T

16-34 years 35-65 years 16-34 years 35-65 years
L M H L M H L M H L M H
-11.8 | -68 -08 -78 | -07 44 -98 -53 0.8 -51 | -04 40
5.1 -39 -1.0 -59 | -22 36 35 65 | -04 -29 | -18 1.9
-16.7 -94 1.2 -49 | -62 64 | -116 -56 39 -49 | -22 37
-119 | -102 -19 | =142 | -43 14 | -110 -94 | -67 -97 | -18 46
49 -09 1.7 -82 | -04 3.1 304 -61 | -44 -65 | -05 5.7
118 | -113 -39 -33 | -16 59 113 -38 | -31 -5.1 0.4 03
-43 -06 59 27 | -59 41 -36 -23 43 114 | -68 33
-56 -1.0 31 49 | -25 1.0 02 02 25 -31 | -07 06
-1938 02 | =101 | -236 | -12 54 | -178 -89 1.3 03 0.1 - 0.1
-204 -80 -30 -80 | -24 19 | -154 -85 | -34 -52 | -05 1.1
-163 -85 42 | -115 | -54 42 | -143 -55 51 -112 | -1 33
-86 - 46 -09 -46 | -44 52 -20 -5/ 07 -36 | -09 37
-114 - 64 -27 -90 20 47 | -149 -51 | -53 -67 19 1.7
-51.0 -58 -43 | -168 16 39 | -408 -938 212 -26 15 -4
-52 -66 -94 -66 | -38 44 -75 -39 03 -73 | -38 87
-103 | -17.8 12 | =132 | -32 52 | -177 -86 | -00 -76 | -10 9.1
-172 -83 03 -41 | -07 23 | -104 -39 6.2 -27 03 26
-47 -97 -43 10 | -36 - 06 -53 -46 | -19 -84 | -24 75
-1738 -59 40 109 16.6 1.1 13 | -109 52 81 | -05 - 0.1
-57 -56 96 | -124 | -37 20 | -194 -49 | -89 92 | -43 3.1
1.2 -27 75 | =134 | 242 13.0 -66 -34 100 -31 | -16 11.8
- 9.1 -36 538 -48 | -28 5.1 -94 -36 79 -73 | -12 4.4
-29 -77 - 6.1 -75 | -1 72 -99 -56 | -81 | -135 0.5 6.8
-191 | -11.8 65 -55 | -08 83 | -212 -67 79 -70 135 0.0
-16.1 0.1 -85 -89 | -09 25 | -155 08 | -45 | -129 1.3 15
-1138 -84 1.8 -68 | -12 0.1 -99 -24 | -22 -74 0.1 4.1
-229 | -142 20 | -146 | -44 105 | -257 - 44 32 -119 1.2 179
-89 | -107 05 | -206 | -12 68 | -197 -43 | -81 | -158 | -05 49

L, low level of education; M, medium level of education; H, high level of education.

NB: The table shows the targets for employment transitions applied in the EUROMOD LMA add-on to create a labour market shock in
2020.

Source: Eurostat data prepared for the EUROMOD LMA add-on.
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Table A3.3. Labour market transitions: self-employment, year-on-year change, 2020 versus 2019 (%)

T S T

16-34 years 35-65 years 16-34 years 35-65 years
L M H L M H L M H L M H

-03 -63 84 |« -26 | -06 2.1 0.1 23 | -40 -1.9 0.4 26

-15 34 -55 | -72 06 | -102 -53 | -255 34 0.4 -27

-25 | -129 119 | -218 19 1.8 11.1 -53 | -83 23 73 74

-275 -76 -74 | -28 88 | -359 93 163 -53 | -61 102

0.0 218 | -149 -55 250 107 | -29.1 -07 12.0 113

83.4 -64 05 | -308 22 -32 19.5 -37 02 01 | -18 15

03 -96 186 | -136 | -115 2.1 -69 | -08 62 | -168 | -13.1

9.0 -17 426 41 8.4 -33 -12 -24 29 84 | -54 106

-70 27 -00 | -149 157 46 | -46 192 | -80 -1

-193 -74 0.5 -35 | -05 64 | -103 -31 | -32 -24 | -02 25

03 | -169 -74 | -66 -65 5.4 52 163 -24 02 - 45

-19 92 -54 8.5 9.1 5.8 136 72 -59 | -77 52

-331 243 69 | -13.1 74 16 | -236 -55 2.1 -96 42 -07

- 456 18.0 12.8 44 | -152 12 | -189 538 12.7 -93

16 757 | -19.1 12.0 105 177 138 17 7. 7.0

-152 -29 112 62 - 280 148 | -144 | -52 1.0

-114 -76 | -100 0.8 -36 -17 42 | -55 14 | -29 -02

-259 62.0 10 | -154 -134 26 17.0 33 1.8

11.5 549 | -50 -65 277 316 137 35 186 -16

35 61.6 -82 25.0 41 | -67 | -100 41 283

-27 -66 | -562 203 10.3 163 83 339 | -308 60 | -27 187

-04 55 01 | -19 75 79 109 28 | -117 36 63

6.6 -02 -85 | -19 1.0 - 49 72 | -46 12.0 5.1 28

-223 -34 25 -66 03 105 | -447 -41 | -33 -40 | -51 3.0

4.1 22 | -108 23 153 -66 27 | -48 -63 1.1 3.7

-96 129 -30 | -07 -09 12.1 -79 |-127 | -124 0.4 -56

-340 19 | =359 | -100 13.8 -186 | -258 | -271 | -38 |-141

106 -27 -119 101 86 | -171 | -344 | -38 2.0

L, low level of education; M, medium level of education; H, high level of education. Empty cells signify confidential or unreliable data.

NB: The table shows the targets for self-employment transitions applied in the EUROMOD LMA add-on to create a labour market shock
in 2020.

Source: Eurostat data prepared for the EUROMOD LMA add-on.
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Table A3.4. Labour market transitions: employee absences from work, year-on-year change,
2020 versus 2019 (%)

Women Men
AE F (e(f(a"'_l) I ou AE F (e?(a"jl) I ou
145 12.1 12.8 395 9.4 136 157 11.0 40.1 7.0
142 109 7.0 517 53 115 13.7 138 504 43
137 134 219 64.1 127 13.4 253 17.4 636 12.0
78 47 17 347 05 6.0 17 11 44 13
47 49 120 45 32 72 46 66 211 11
19.0 10 13 368 129 1.8 56 8.1 503 9.2
73 4.4 95 2838 107 78 21 73 185 7.9
35 9.0 7.9 314 30 33 15 7.2 209 36
13 151 163 62.2 54 83 7.4 8.8 627 9.8
19.7 17 367 59.2 385 2138 482 222 8356 247
102 30.8 126 428 15 9.9 195 109 457 7.5
25 404 5.1 402 32 28 35 27 428 25
6.7 22 182 48.1 222 88 395 159 49.1 219
239 118 118 55.2 135 265 235 273 482 106
48 347 3.1 19.1 55 33 7.4 35 150 36
118 13 281 397 96 138 343 212 480 8.0
284 29 219 62.2 202 253 536 211 59.2 125
8.1 331 35 206 29 66 75 37 14.4 0.2
58 129 109 317 25 45 19.9 88 17.1 25
7.1 123 22 2938 19 15 0.9 0.1 56 32
81.0 28 134 55 6.5 66.9 274 9.4 331 63
19.7 39 195 394 6.0 263 186 172 488 65
14.1 0.9 119 495 172 1.2 105 9.0 454 76
19.8 224 105 423 538 163 37 8.4 79.1 46
126 121 155 603 107 102 14.2 16.4 58 56
20 0.9 13 43 11 4.1 17 14 58 14
203 224 18.1 597 73 17.1 13.1 156 563 35
222 121 127 429 154 19.8 150 110 523 7.5

NB: The table shows the targets for transitions to absences from work applied in the EUROMOD LMA add-on to create a labour market
shock in 2020. Codes are from Eurostat, NACE Rev. 2: Statistical classification of economic activities in the European Community (2008).
Level 1 codes are used for groupings: A_E = A: agriculture, forestry and fishing; B: mining and quarrying; C: manufacturing; D: electricity,
gas, steam and air conditioning supply; E: water supply; sewerage, waste management and remediation activities. F = construction.
G_N(excl_I) = G: wholesale and retail trade; repair of motor vehicles and motorcycles; H: transportation and storage; J: information
and communication; K: financial and insurance activities; L: real estate activities; M: professional, scientific and technical activities;
N: administrative and support service activities. I = accommodation and food service activities. O_U = O: public administration and
defence; compulsory social security; P: education; Q: human health and social work activities; R: arts, entertainment and recreation;
S: other service activities; T activities of households as employers; undifferentiated goods- and services-producing activities of
households for own use; U: activities of extraterritorial organisations and bodies. Empty cells signify confidential or unreliable data.

Source: Eurostat data prepared for the EUROMOD LMA add-on.
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Table A3.5. Labour market transitions: employees’ reduced working hours, year-on-year
change, 2020 versus 2019 (%)

Women Men
AE F (e?(a"_‘l) I ou AE F (e?(aN_I) I o
11.8 8.4 12.1 228 8.6 107 10.8 10.1 18.4 6.1
257 162 255 336 86 26 17.8 195 264 7.1
9.4 6.9 107 13.7 9.9 123 126 88 216 83
3.1 35 27 16 0.7 19 10 29 32 06
627 65.1 394 763 216 29.1 685 309 39.8 127
8.9 47 83 279 107 56 54 59 275 63
76 0.7 88 146 145 8.1 14 6.9 9.1 104
48 04 49 205 28 43 16 33 142 5.1
182 0.7 110 233 86 226 156 9.1 196 6.5
45 29 6.4 21 149 7.0 17.4 21 3.1 50
49 23 47 36 3.1 45 34 38 35 21
23 18 36 16.7 27 29 28 4.1 14.1 35
190 116 153 27 1538 19.0 235 187 303 138
36.4 2438 212 207 1.1 347 202 231 193 8.1
39 0.4 47 17.1 44 46 08 40 93 28
54 19 132 233 55 66 9.2 9.2 8.2 48
172 54 113 13.4 131 152 124 105 157 6.2
57 8.1 12.0 503 6.0 7.6 84 9.9 39 50
110 2438 86 118 154 1.1 16.8 6.2 205 104
2.1 86 46 12.1 29 31 0.1 38 221 42
163 23 488 89.5 159 118 154 373 78.1 156
176 0.4 210 259 113 229 28 173 204 8.1
36 23 39 9.7 6.9 28 30 28 127 4.1
63 10 75 17.8 84 38 6.6 6.9 137 46
41 9.9 83 234 50 3.1 27 83 146 18
75 10 54 19.7 18 106 27 6.1 167 10
63 9.9 98 18.1 29 8.0 7.6 6.9 187 32
45 24 53 6.9 8.7 39 3.1 5.1 9.1 48

NB: The table shows the targets for transitions to reduced working hours applied in the EUROMOD LMA add-on to create a labour
market shock in 2020. Codes are from Eurostat, NACE Rev. 2: Statistical classification of economic activities in the European Community
(2008). Level 1 codes are used for groupings: A_E = A: agriculture, forestry and fishing; B: mining and quarrying; C: manufacturing;
D: electricity, gas, steam and air conditioning supply; E: water supply; sewerage, waste management and remediation activities. F =
construction. G_N(EXCL_I) = G: wholesale and retail trade; repair of motor vehicles and motorcycles; H: transportation and storage; J:
information and communication; K: financial and insurance activities; L: real estate activities; M: professional, scientific and technical
activities; N: administrative and support service activities. I = accommodation and food service activities. O_U = O: public administration
and defence; compulsory social security; P: education; Q: human health and social work activities; R: arts, entertainment and recreation;
S: other service activities; T. activities of households as employers; undifferentiated goods- and services-producing activities of
households for own use; U: activities of extraterritorial organisations and bodies. Empty cells signify confidential or unreliable data.

Source: Eurostat data prepared for the EUROMOD LMA add-on.
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Table A3.6. Allocation of disposable income components in EUROMOD assuming minimal

income pooling

Components

of disposable income

Individual level in EU-SILC

EUROMOD

Type of income .

Minimum income
pooling scenario

Eiﬁgﬁ?;ﬁ izg%ei:f;(:z/:d income Market income From data Individual who receives this income
Pension from individual private plans | Market income From data Individual who receives this income
Unemployment benefits Benefits/pensions Simulated Individual who receives this income
Old-age benefits Benefits/pensions From data Individual who receives this income
Survivor benefits Benefits/pensions From data Individual who receives this income
Sickness benefits Benefits/pensions From data Individual who receives this income
Disability benefits Benefits/pensions From data Individual who receives this income
Education-related allowances Benefits/pensions Simulated / from data | Individual who receives this income

Household level in EU-SILC

Income from rental of a property or
land

Market income From data

Shared equally between the oldest couple

Interest, dividends, profit from capital
investments

Market income From data

Shared equally between the oldest couple

Family- / children-related allowances

Benefits/pensions Simulated / from data

Shared equally among the adults in the
assessment unit

Social exclusion not elsewhere
classified

Benefits/pensions Simulated

Shared equally among the adults in the
assessment unit

Housing allowances

Benefits/pensions Simulated / from data

Shared equally among the adults in the
assessment unit

Regular inter-household cash transfer

Shared equally among the adults in the

) Market income From data )
received assessment unit
Income received by people aged Shared equally among the adults in the
y peopie ag Market income From data g y. g

under 16 assessment unit

Regular taxes on wealth Taxes From data Shared equally between the oldest couple

Regular inter-household cash transfer ) Shared equally between all adults in the

; Market income From data

paid household
SICs and individual taxes are allocated to
respective individuals; taxes in a joint taxation

Tax on income and SICs Taxes/SICs Simulated P J

system are divided between spouses in
proportion to their taxable income

Source: Adopted from Avram and Popova (2022).
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Table A3.7. Changes in mean individual disposable income due to the COVID-19 labour market
shock and the discretionary policy response, for women and men aged 15-24 years in the EU,
2020, by country (%)

T S I R N N
S1 S2 S3 S1 S2 S3

LM Policy Total LM Policy Total
47.6 45.0 494 57.9 54.3 59.8 -54 9.1 37 -6.2 9.5 3.2
61.8 475 61.8 72.0 53.9 724 - 231 23.2 0.1 -252 25.7 0.5
42.6 41.5 46.1 48.6 475 52.6 -26 109 83 -22 10.5 83
48.2 46.0 51.9 60.8 59.0 65.9 -47 122 7.6 -31 1.3 8.2
50.8 49.1 51.0 55.8 53.8 55.6 -32 3.8 0.6 -36 33 -03
33.2 31.8 344 55.6 54.6 57.8 -39 7.8 3.8 -1.8 5.7 4.0
409 39.8 41.5 54.2 52.3 54.4 -26 4.0 1.4 -35 3.8 0.3
56.7 57.3 57.5 60.0 60.0 60.0 1.1 0.4 1.4 0.0 -0.1 -0.1
54.1 52.0 57.3 58.4 55.9 62.2 -38 9.9 6.1 -42 10.7 6.5
38.1 32.8 38.6 37.2 34.2 379 -13.8 153 15 -80 9.9 1.9
32.0 304 335 375 35.9 38.7 -5.1 9.8 4.7 -43 7.4 3.1
60.5 59.9 61.0 61.0 60.8 61.7 -1.0 1.8 0.8 -04 1.6 1.2
50.5 47.8 51.8 55.7 51.6 57.2 -54 7.9 25 -73 10.0 2.7
451 42.7 48.0 64.5 57.1 67.6 -53 1.7 6.5 -114 16.2 4.8
499 49.2 48.5 62.5 60.9 60.2 -1.6 -13 -28 -26 -1.0 -36
73.0 68.9 7.7 755 70.0 71.0 -56 39 -1.7 -73 1.4 -59
30.1 29.4 29.7 46.8 46.1 459 -23 1.0 -13 -15 -06 -21
49.8 471 55.6 64.1 58.9 71.2 -55 171 1.7 -83 19.2 10.9
29.0 33.6 329 41.2 42.5 44.2 16.1 -25 13.6 33 4.0 7.4
574 55.9 61.4 68.9 67.2 73.8 -27 9.7 7.0 -25 9.6 7.0
83.2 67.2 84.1 85.6 63.1 85.5 -19.2 204 12 -263 26.1 -02
50.8 46.4 52.8 51.8 46.6 53.0 -87 12,6 4.0 -99 123 24
437 434 47.2 67.6 65.4 70.2 -07 8.7 7.9 -32 7.1 3.8
40.7 40.1 42.8 49.0 51.0 53.8 -14 6.5 5.2 4.0 59 9.8
29.5 28.2 31.2 534 533 59.0 -45 103 5.8 -03 10.8 10.5
55.8 55.2 57.0 62.0 61.1 63.3 -1.0 3.2 23 -14 3.6 2.2
389 37.2 41.4 56.8 54.8 60.8 -45 10.8 6.4 -36 10.5 7.0
67.9 59.4 72.2 86.4 73.5 89.3 -126 18.8 6.2 -149 18.2 33

LM, labour market effect; Policy, policy effect; Total, total effect.

NB: The table shows mean incomes of women and men as percentages of the national median equivalised income in each country for
the three scenarios, and changes in income between the scenarios. Changes between scenarios are measured in percentages.

Source: Authors’ calculations using EUROMOD and Eurostat data (EU-SILC).
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Table A3.8. Changes in individual poverty rate due to the COVID-19 labour market shock
and the discretionary policy response, for women and men aged 14-24 years in the EU, in
percentage points, 2020, by country

Poverty line S1 S2 S3 S1 S2 S3 LM Policy | Total LM Policy | Total
6 245 48% | 50% | 47% | 43% | 45% | 43% 1.5 -24 | -09 1.9 -25 - 0.6
1329 37% | 45% 37 % 32% | 41% 33% 7.3 -80 -07 8.8 -78 1.0
1266 55 % 54 % 52% | 49% 50 % 48% | -04 -24 -27 0.5 -21 -17

488 46 % 48 % 45 % 42 % 43 % 40 % 2.1 -29 -0.8 1.8 -3.2 -15
831 46% | 47 % 46% | 46% | 47 % 46 % 0.8 - 1.1 -03 1.4 -14 - 0.1
14162 52 % 54 % 52 % 40 % 41 % 40 % 1.1 -1.1 -0.0 0.4 -0.8 -04
1203 57 % 58 % 57% | 45% | 47 % 45 % 1.4 -1.0 0.3 1.8 -15 0.3
11 863 48 % 47 % 47 % 43 % 43 % 43% | -0.2 -03 -0.5 0.0 0.0 0.0
617 43% | 44 % 4M% | 42% | 44% 41 % 1.4 -33 -19 1.7 -27 -1.0
449 52 % 54 % 50 % 49 % 50 % 48 % 1.9 -33 -14 1.4 -2.3 -09
747 57 % 57 % 56 % 55 % 55 % 54 % 0.8 -13 -05 0.8 -1 -04
1267 34 % 35% 33% 37 % 37 % 36 % 0.4 -16 -12 | -04 -0.2 -0.5
1124 43% | 46 % 43% | 42% | 44% 41 % 2.1 -238 -038 1.6 -238 -12
2 958 54 % 55 % 53 % 44 % 48 % 44 % 1.2 -2.2 -09 32 -34 -0.2
104 968 50 % 50 % 50% | 47% | 48% 48% | -03 - 0.1 -04 03 0.2 0.6
1229 26 % 29 % 28 % 29 % 31 % 30 % 2.8 -1.7 1.0 23 -09 1.4
816 58 % 58 % 58% | 49% 50 % 50 % 0.1 -02 -0 0.7 -01 0.6
466 52 % 54 % 50 % 42 % 46 % 40 % 1.4 -36 -22 4.4 -6.0 -1.6
2100 64 % 61 % 60 % 52 % 51 % 51% | -2.7 -13 -40 | -10 -06 -16
439 42 % 42 % 39 % 37 % 37 % 34 % 0.4 -3.0 -2.6 0.1 -27 -2.6
768 27 % 39 % 29 % 29% | 44 % 30% | 124 -10.5 1.8 | 147 -13.8 09
1312 49 % 52 % 48 % 49 % 52 % 48 % 2.5 -42 -16 2.4 -33 -0.8
1714 51 % 51 % 50% | 43% | 44% 43 % 0.2 -12 -1.0 0.7 -07 0.0
528 52 % 52 % 51 % 47 % 47 % 46 % | -0.1 -1.2 -13 | -07 -09 -1.6
1097 57 % 57 % 57% | 48% | 47 % 47 % 0.2 -06 -04 | -06 -04 -1.0
13 680 41 % 40 % 40 % 39 % 39 % 37% | -00 -04 -04 0.5 -1.8 -14
744 55 % 56 % 54% | 44% | 45% 42 % 1.0 -26 -16 0.9 -25 -17
444 57 % 61 % 57% | 46% | 49% 45 % 33 -4 -038 33 -338 -04

LM, labour market effect; Policy, policy effect; Total, total effect.
NB: The table shows the poverty rate for the three scenarios and changes in poverty rate between scenarios. Poverty rate is the
percentage of women and men with individual incomes below 60 % of the median equivalised household income in each country.
Poverty lines are shown in the national currency, are fixed at the level of scenario 1 and do not change between household types.
Changes between scenarios are measured in percentage points.

Source: Authors’ calculations using EUROMOD and Eurostat data (EU-SILC).
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Table A3.9. Decomposition of mean individual disposable incomes of women and men aged
15-24 years in the pandemic scenario with COVID-19 measures, 2020, by country (%)

“

MI gaoxes | Benefits | MC DI MI aaxes | Benefits | MC DI

432 ~94 125 3.0 49.4 59.5 -143 10.6 40 59.8
44,0 -66 147 9.7 618 586 -99 114 123 724
35.1 ) 139 34 46.1 47.0 -109 1.7 49 526
502 “111 105 23 519 719 _154 7.7 16 65.9
36.0 -38 17.0 19 510 466 _47 120 17 55.6
335 -66 6.1 15 344 677 -152 4.1 13 57.8
419 ~96 83 08 415 617 - 165 78 14 544
482 205 284 14 575 553 -226 249 24 60.0
468 -50 133 23 573 556 _72 106 32 62.2
27.4 -36 9.6 52 386 29.1 46 104 30 37.9
284 .35 6.5 2.1 335 364 52 57 18 387
477 -87 219 0.1 610 54 ~116 19.1 0.1 617
409 ~90 156 42 51.8 465 ~102 152 58 57.2
452 -73 7.0 3.1 480 705 -129 39 6.1 676
64.0 - 229 63 11 485 84.5 -315 59 13 60.2
574 -65 19.1 17 717 56.4 - 71 19.9 18 71.0
26.1 _53 7.1 18 297 432 ~93 8.4 36 459
55.0 ~168 15.1 24 556 847 ~297 15 46 712
262 -55 133 -1 329 409 ~98 1.1 19 442
628 ~143 1.7 13 614 827 2041 98 13 7338
64.4 -113 135 176 84.1 62.9 ~123 120 229 85.5
439 _124 154 59 528 47.7 ~147 14.4 57 530
44.1 ~69 93 0.7 4722 76.0 ~130 6.4 07 70.2
40.4 ~62 6.5 20 4238 554 -89 54 19 5338
3856 ~15.2 6.2 15 312 835 -313 48 20 59.0
482 ~99 183 0.4 570 59.4 “122 154 08 633
325 -86 14.0 36 414 64.1 -190 10.7 5.0 60.8
37,1 ~90 9.0 48 419 64.2 ~193 56 9.1 596

DI, disposable income; MI, market income.

NB: The table shows the mean contribution of different sources to the disposable incomes of women and men in scenario 3. The mean
incomes of women and men are shown as percentages of the national median equivalised income in each country.

Source: Authors' calculations using EUROMOD and Eurostat data (EU-SILC).

European Institute for Gender Equality
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Table A3.10. Changes in mean individual disposable income due to the COVID-19 labour market
shock and the discretionary policy response, for women and men aged 25-49 years in the EU,
2020, by country (%)

T S I S N S N
S1 S2 S3 S1 S2 S3

LM Policy Total LM Policy Total

100.8 96.3 103.4 136.4 128.6 138.3 -45 7.1 2.6 -538 7.1 1.4
86.4 69.2 87.9 1293 101.6 128.4 -20.0 21.7 1.7 -214 20.7 -06
96.2 93.2 100.6 1213 115.7 1254 -32 7.7 4.6 -47 8.0 3.4
128.0 124.5 139.7 166.7 160.0 18222 -27 1.8 9.2 -40 133 93
99.8 94.4 98.2 136.1 128.8 1332 -54 3.8 -16 -53 32 -2.1
89.3 86.2 93.0 1453 140.8 150.3 -35 7.7 4.2 -3.1 6.5 35
93.3 90.4 933 141.7 136.4 1404 -31 3.2 0.0 -37 2.8 -09
101.8 102.2 1023 1185 118.7 1189 04 0.2 0.5 0.2 0.1 03
105.4 102.7 112.2 1321 126.7 138.8 -25 9.0 6.5 - 4.1 9.2 5.1
83.9 76.4 84.6 1339 122.0 134.0 -89 9.8 0.9 -88 9.0 0.1
92.6 88.3 92.8 128.8 1231 128.7 -4.7 4.9 0.2 -44 43 -0.1
104.3 104.4 106.2 125.7 1251 1271 0.0 1.8 1.8 -05 1.6 1.1
98.8 92.9 98.4 1324 1232 131.0 -6.0 5.6 -04 -70 5.9 -1
106.8 99.6 109.5 146.0 1349 148.2 -6.7 9.3 2.6 -76 9.2 1.5
103.8 101.6 100.3 137.3 133.3 131.8 - 21 -1.2 -33 -30 -1.1 -40
112.0 107.5 108.0 162.4 1535 154.0 -4.0 0.5 -36 -55 03 -5.1
85.3 83.0 829 1339 1304 129.7 -27 - 0.1 -28 -26 -05 -32
105.8 100.2 177 1423 134.6 152.3 -53 16.6 1.3 -54 12.5 7.0
99.6 100.5 102.6 129.2 130.1 1312 0.9 2.1 3.0 0.7 0.9 15
1171 114.6 124.2 153.8 151.2 162.8 - 2.1 8.1 6.0 -1.7 7.5 5.8
108.2 89.6 106.6 149.6 109.2 1421 -17.2 15.7 -15 -270 22.0 -50
98.2 91.4 98.9 1337 120.7 134.6 -69 7.6 0.8 -97 103 0.7
102.3 101.4 104.6 149.8 147.2 148.8 -09 3.1 2.2 -17 1.0 -07
106.8 103.1 107.4 1313 127.8 1322 -35 4.1 0.6 -27 34 0.7
104.5 1011 111.5 142.7 138.7 154.0 -33 10.0 6.7 -28 10.7 79
97.7 96.8 100.5 1139 1125 1173 -1.0 3.8 29 -12 42 3.0
98.8 97.6 106.8 116.9 1123 1229 -13 9.3 8.0 -4.0 9.1 5.1
95.7 87.1 1011 129.2 112.9 133.2 -90 14.6 5.6 -12.7 15.7 3.1

LM, labour market effect; Policy, policy effect; Total, total effect.

NB: The table shows mean incomes of women and men as percentages of the national median equivalised income in each country for
the three scenarios, and changes in income between the scenarios. Changes between scenarios are measured in percentages.

Source: Authors’ calculations using EUROMOD and Eurostat data (EU-SILC).

Evidence to Action: Gender equality and gender mainstreaming in the COVID-19 recovery
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Table A3.11. Changes in individual poverty rate due to the COVID-19 labour market shock
and the discretionary policy response, for women and men aged 25-49 years in the EU, in
percentage points, 2020, by country

Women Men Women

Poverty line S1 S2 S3 S1 S2 S3 LM Policy | Total LM Policy | Total
6 245 29%| 32%| 28% 15%| 19% 15 % 3.0 -42 | -1.2 3.0 -36 | -0.6
1329 35% 50 % 34 % 15 % 24 % 5% 145 | -152 | -08 8.4 -87 | -03
1266 21 % 21 % 18 % 12 % 11 % 9 % 0.7 -33 -26 -04 -1.8 -22

488 30 % 33% 28 % 21 % 23 % 19 % 2.4 -50 -26 1.5 -4.2 -27
831 34 % 36 % 34 % 12 % 14 % 12 % 2.2 -22 0.0 1.8 -18 | -00
14162 30 % 33 % 28 % 8% 9% 7% 2.5 -45 | -20 1.2 -22 | -10
1203 35% 36 % 34 % 13% 15 % 13 % 1.7 -23 | -06 14 -13 0.0
11 863 17 % 17 % 17 % 15 % 15 % 15% | -05 -00 | -05 -03 - 0.1 -04
617 25% 26 % 21 % 19 % 20 % 18 % 1.6 -47 | -31 0.9 -25 1| -16
449 45% | 49% | 44% 21 % 26 % 22% 42 -52 | -11 44 -42 0.2
747 39% | 43% 39 % 21 % 24 % 21 % 34 -37 | -03 24 -26 | -02
1267 16 % 16 % 15 % 11 % 11 % M%| -02 -1.2 -1.4 0.4 -09 -05
1124 23 % 27 % 22 % 10 % 12 % 10 % 4.0 -51 | =11 1.9 -28 | -08
2958 31 % 33 % 30 % 17 % 19 % 16 % 22 -28 | -06 2.5 -32 | -07
104 968 33% 34 % 34 % 24 % 25 % 24 % 0.7 -00 0.7 1.0 -03 0.7
1229 28 % 29 % 29 % 13% 14 % 13 % 1.7 -04 13 1.8 -15 03
816 43% | 45%| 44% 20 % 21 % 20 % 1.4 -06 0.8 13 -11 0.1
466 31 % 36 % 25% 19 % 23 % 16 % 49 | -108 | -59 3.8 -67 | -29
2100 31 % 30 % 28 % 13% 13 % 13%| -02 -27 | -29 0.6 -08 | -02
439 25 % 27 % 23 % 19 % 19 % 17 % 1.4 -32 -1.8 0.6 -23 -16
768 29% | 46% 30 % 8% 37 % 0% 168 | -156 1.2 289 | -274 1.5
1312 25 % 29 % 26 % 12 % 16 % 12 % 3.9 -37 0.2 43 -48 | -05
1714 31 % 31 % 29 % 16 % 17 % 16 % 0.2 -20 | -19 0.7 -07 | -00
528 25% 27 % 24 % 16 % 18 % 16 % 1.6 -29 | -13 1.5 -18 | -03
1097 37 % 38 % 37 % 17 % 17 % 15 % 0.5 -08 | -03 0.0 -15 | -15
13 680 24 % 25% 23 % 16 % 16 % 15 % 0.7 -19 | -12 - 0.1 -08 | -09
744 23 % 24 % 20 % 16 % 18 % 16 % 0.6 -36 | -30 2.0 -24 | -04
444 27 % 36 % 26 % 13 % 21 % 13 % 8.6 -99 -13 8.8 - 8.8 -0.0

LM, labour market effect; Policy, policy effect; Total, total effect.
NB: The table shows the poverty rate for the three scenarios and changes in poverty rate between scenarios. Poverty rate is the
percentage of women and men with individual incomes below 60 % of the median equivalised household income in each country.
Poverty lines are shown in the national currency, are fixed at the level of scenario 1 and do not change between household types.
Changes between scenarios are measured in percentage points.

Source: Authors’ calculations using EUROMOD and Eurostat data (EU-SILC).

European Institute for Gender Equality
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Table A3.12. Decomposition of mean individual disposable incomes of women and men aged
25-49 years in the pandemic scenario with COVID-19 measures, 2020, by country (%)

“

MI gaaves | Benefits | MC DI MI gaoves | Benefits | MC DI
117.8 -334 14.1 49 103.4 169.4 506 12.4 7.1 138.3
77.4 ~176 147 135 87.9 1320 369 13.4 19.9 128.4
118.0 -419 170 7.5 1006 161.7 624 158 103 125.4
156.0 -320 119 38 139.7 206.1 _422 11.0 73 182.2
985 ~14.7 106 37 982 1422 ~232 9.8 43 1332
103.6 -239 9.9 34 93.0 181.8 433 8.1 37 1503
119.8 ~410 125 21 933 194.0 669 9.7 36 140.4
135.2 591 222 40 1023 173.0 ~77.9 18.8 49 1189
1125 -217 177 37 1122 147.2 ~292 162 46 1388
9122 ~216 95 55 84.6 155.0 374 100 6.5 134.0
9.6 -17.9 1.1 31 9238 143.4 -296 112 37 128.7
1235 ~363 189 0.2 106.2 164.8 556 17.7 02 127.1
1022 ~260 16.4 59 98.4 145.0 384 158 8.6 131.0
124.7 - 286 7.9 55 109.5 173.4 - 400 7.4 75 148.2
1386 480 80 18 1003 189.8 670 6.6 23 1318
111.0 -289 239 20 108.0 180.0 511 222 29 154.0
89.8 -239 122 48 82.9 151.6 445 156 7.1 129.7
1408 - 541 243 6.7 117.7 2102 - 80.1 18.1 43 1523
125.0 -366 110 32 1026 176.9 580 100 23 131.2
1409 ~362 17.8 16 124.2 2023 539 13.4 11 162.8
1002 Z211 9.4 18.1 106.6 129.4 ~310 8.2 355 142.1
111.0 -327 14.1 6.6 98.9 177.0 - 66.1 15 12.1 1346
1199 -314 146 15 104.6 1795 - 466 144 14 148.8
123.7 -277 75 40 107.4 166.4 449 6.6 4.1 1322
169.2 - 70.1 85 38 1115 2347 949 84 59 154.0
114.1 ~338 192 10 1005 1433 _437 163 14 117.3
129.1 - 451 167 6.1 106.8 159.8 555 103 83 1229
107.2 ~292 131 9.9 101.1 153.9 467 83 178 1332

DI, disposable income; MI, market income.

NB: The table shows the mean contribution of different sources to the disposable incomes of women and men in scenario 3. The mean
incomes of women and men are shown as percentages of the national median equivalised income in each country.

Source: Authors' calculations using EUROMOD and Eurostat data (EU-SILC).

Evidence to Action: Gender equality and gender mainstreaming in the COVID-19 recovery
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Table A3.13. Changes in mean individual disposable income due to the COVID-19 labour market
shock and the discretionary policy response, for women and men aged 50-64 years in the EU,
2020, by country (%)

S I N N R N
S1 S2 S3 S1 S2 S3

LM Policy Total LM Policy Total

108.0 104.1 110.2 155.2 148.0 156.8 -3.6 5.6 2.0 -46 5.7 1.0
101.9 86.6 102.5 164.3 134.7 159.1 -15.1 15.6 0.6 -18.0 14.8 -32
101.6 98.7 105.4 146.9 1419 150.6 -29 6.6 3.7 -34 59 25
135.2 1329 1471 161.6 157.7 1754 -16 10.5 8.9 -24 109 8.5
123.0 117.5 1214 213.0 203.5 209.5 -45 3.2 -13 -44 2.8 -1.7
105.6 101.9 109.8 141.4 135.8 145.8 -35 74 3.9 -39 7.0 3.1
98.4 96.0 98.2 1722 166.0 170.2 -25 2.2 -02 -36 2.4 -12
127.6 1274 1275 150.6 150.8 151.0 -0.1 0.1 -00 0.1 0.1 0.2
107.1 104.4 114.4 1176 114.4 125.0 -26 9.4 6.8 -27 9.1 6.3
100.8 95.8 101.2 183.6 1714 183.8 -50 54 0.4 -66 6.8 0.1
112.6 109.2 1134 175.8 169.5 175.8 -30 3.8 0.8 -36 3.6 -00
126.9 126.5 129.0 142.5 143.0 145.6 -03 2.0 1.7 0.3 1.9 2.2
122.5 117.3 122.7 171.2 161.7 168.5 -43 4.4 0.1 -55 39 -16
96.4 91.4 98.9 144.0 136.6 147.2 -53 7.8 25 -51 7.4 2.2
108.4 106.9 104.9 1263 1238 1215 -14 -18 -33 -20 -18 -38
1081 104.3 104.9 173.0 1629 162.6 -35 0.5 -3.0 -59 -02 -6.0
106.3 104.1 103.5 188.1 1824 181.8 -2.1 -06 -27 -3.0 -03 -34
114 104.6 1211 142.3 1341 152.3 -6.0 14.8 8.8 -58 12.8 7.0
96.5 94.2 96.9 1723 1714 1733 -23 2.8 0.4 -05 1.1 0.6
1024 101.0 109.2 129.1 127.6 1374 -14 8.0 6.6 -11 7.6 6.5
71.0 64.2 72.2 164.1 136.7 161.0 -96 1.2 1.6 -16.7 14.8 -19
101.0 93.9 101.4 168.8 154.2 169.6 -70 7.5 0.5 -86 9.1 0.5
1023 101.1 99.9 135.6 1338 1323 -1 -12 -23 -13 -1.1 -24
112.8 109.1 112.8 159.0 1555 1594 -33 33 -0.0 -22 2.5 0.3
94.6 92.1 1014 138.7 136.8 150.6 -27 9.8 7.1 -14 9.9 8.6
126.5 124.7 129.9 156.2 154.7 161.8 -14 4.1 2.7 -1.0 4.6 3.6
1109 109.5 118.7 1236 119.7 1304 -12 8.2 7.0 -32 8.6 5.4
1033 95.4 106.5 1285 1154 1323 -76 10.7 3.1 -10.2 13.2 3.0

LM, labour market effect; Policy, policy effect; Total, total effect.

NB: The table shows mean incomes of women and men as percentages of the national median equivalised income in each country for
the three scenarios, and changes in income between the scenarios. Changes between scenarios are measured in percentages.

Source: Authors’ calculations using EUROMOD and Eurostat data (EU-SILC).

European Institute for Gender Equality
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Table A3.14. Changes in individual poverty rate due to the COVID-19 labour market shock
and the discretionary policy response, for women and men aged 50-64 years in the EU, in
percentage points, 2020, by country

Women

Poverty line S1 S2 S3 S1 S2 S3 LM Policy | Total LM Policy | Total
6 245 30%| 31%| 29% 16 % 18%| 16% 1.8 -27 -0.9 1.9 -28 | -09
1329 27 % 35% 28 % 14 % 18 % 14 % 7.5 -6.8 0.7 4.1 -43 | -02
1266 24 % 23 % 21 % 10 % 8% 7% -13 -22 -35 -13 -09 | -22

488 27 % 28 % 25 % 21 % 22 % 19 % 1.0 -3.0 -19 1.0 -27 -1.7
831 37 % 38 % 36 % 1 % 12 % 11 % 1.1 -17 -06 04 -09 | -04
14162 19 % 22 % 16 % 10 % 12 % 8% 23 -54 -30 1.6 -35 | -19
1203 33 % 35% 33% 14 % 15 % 14 % 1.8 -13 0.5 09 -08 0.1
11 863 9 % 9% 9% 10 % 10 % 10 % 0.1 -03 - 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0
617 23 % 24 % 19 % 28 % 29 % 25% 0.8 -45 -36 0.8 -40 | -33
449 42 % 44 % 42 % 15 % 17 % 15 % 1.8 -19 -01 19 -1.7 0.3
747 41 % 42 % 40 % 19 % 21 % 19 % 1.0 -15 -05 1.4 -1.7 -03
1267 10 % 10 % 9% 15 % 15 % 14 % 0.3 -09 -0.6 0.1 -1.1 -0.9
1124 21 % 24 % 20 % 9 % 11 % 9% 23 -35 -12 14 -17 | -03
2958 43 % 44% | 41% 20 % 21 % 18 % 12 -23 -12 0.6 -22 | -16
104 968 28 % 28 % 29 % 25 % 27 % 27 % 0.7 0.4 1.1 15 - 0.1 14
1229 35 % 36 % 37 % 18 % 20 % 19 % 04 1.0 1.4 14 -04 1.0
816 43 % 44% | 43% 16 % 17 % 16 % 0.8 -08 -00 15 -17 | -02
466 28 % 32 % 25 % 24 % 28 % 21 % 4.1 -75 -34 3.8 -73 | -35
2100 34 % 35% 33 % 12 % 13% 12 % 13 -15 -02 0.6 -06 0.0
439 34 % 35% 31 % 29 % 30 % 27 % 1.2 -37 -25 0.6 -2.8 -2.2
768 54 % 61 % 53 % 10 % 29 % 8% 6.5 -80 -15 183 | =202 | -19
1312 32% 35% 31 % 10 % 13% 10 % 33 -35 -03 2.7 -28 | -01
1714 35 % 35% 35% 24 % 24 % 23 % 03 0.5 0.7 0.5 -08 | -03
528 34 % 35% 34 % 17 % 18 % 17 % 14 -14 0.0 0.7 -11 | -04
1097 35% 36 % 33 % 18 % 17 % 15 % 0.8 -32 -25 -0.1 -23 | -24
13 680 12 % 12 % 11 % 13 % 13% 12 % 0.1 -09 -07 -04 -06 | -10
744 23 % 24 % 21 % 18 % 20 % 17 % 1.0 -30 -21 13 -28 -1.6
444 18 % 24 % 17 % 13 % 19 % 13 % 6.1 -6.5 -05 6.3 -6.7 -05

LM, labour market effect; Policy, policy effect; Total, total effect.
NB: The table shows the poverty rate for the three scenarios and changes in poverty rate between scenarios. Poverty rate is the
percentage of women and men with individual incomes below 60 % of the median equivalised household income in each country.
Poverty lines are shown in the national currency, are fixed at the level of scenario 1 and do not change between household types.
Changes between scenarios are measured in percentage points.

Source: Authors' calculations using EUROMOD and Eurostat data (EU-SILC).

Evidence to Action: Gender equality and gender mainstreaming in the COVID-19 recovery
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Table A3.15. Decomposition of mean individual disposable incomes of women and men aged
50-64 years in the pandemic scenario with COVID-19 measures, 2020, by country (%)

MI gaores | Benefits | MC DI MI aaxes | Benefits | MC DI
112.5 -36.1 30.0 38 1102 173.1 _58.4 36.1 6.0 156.8
787 - 260 383 15 1025 165.9 - 60.9 355 186 159.1
109.5 484 38 1 6.1 105.4 176.4 834 496 7.9 150.6
1465 ~296 28.1 21 147.1 1725 350 343 36 175.4
104.1 ~183 321 34 121.4 196.9 ~378 450 54 209.5
100.9 246 3022 32 109.8 160.6 407 222 37 145.8
119.8 444 209 19 98.2 215.7 -783 286 42 1702
181.0 868 289 44 1275 287 | -1082 249 55 151.0
108.9 ~195 214 36 114.4 120.1 - 241 256 35 125.0
859 ~294 416 3.1 101.2 176.3 500 529 46 183.8
108.6 - 267 29.1 24 1134 179.9 ~494 418 35 175.8
151.4 510 285 03 129.0 180.1 ~708 36.1 03 1456
118.1 360 347 58 122.7 169.6 586 50.0 7.5 168.5
94.0 -228 236 41 989 1359 335 393 55 147.2
1153 436 32,0 12 104.9 161.4 - 60.7 20.0 0.9 1215
109.5 ~326 269 10 104.9 185.0 579 329 26 162.6
106.8 -37.1 292 46 1035 197.1 - 741 5138 7.0 181.8
144.4 _547 275 38 121.1 190.9 -713 278 49 1523
89.2 -356 39.0 44 96.9 175.3 -735 66.7 47 1733
119.6 ~319 205 10 109.2 153.8 ~437 265 0.9 137.4
575 “116 189 7.3 722 1385 349 342 232 161.0
115.2 ~393 189 66 101.4 2325 ~974 212 133 169.6
857 300 432 12 99.9 1343 - 409 378 12 1323
119.0 -339 246 3.1 1128 173.4 538 366 32 159.4
101.7 -430 39.8 29 101.4 176.7 -720 421 38 150.6
1503 452 235 13 129.9 212.0 - 721 205 13 161.8
120.1 452 39.0 48 118.7 139.3 _518 3622 6.7 130.4
9438 269 302 8.4 106.5 125.1 —417 348 143 1323

DI, disposable income; MI, market income.

NB: The table shows the mean contribution of different sources to the disposable incomes of women and men in scenario 3. The mean
incomes of women and men are shown as percentages of the national median equivalised income in each country.

Source: Authors' calculations using EUROMOD and Eurostat data (EU-SILC).

European Institute for Gender Equality
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Table A3.16. Changes in mean individual disposable income due to the COVID-19 labour market
shock and the discretionary policy response, for women and men with a low level of education
in the EU, 2020, by country (%)

S1 S2 S3 S1 S2 S3 LM Policy Total LM Policy Total
63.3 61.8 64.8 93.1 89.4 94.5 -2.3 47 24 -4.0 5.4 1.5
63.2 58.2 64.7 89.4 78.6 91.8 -7.9 103 24 =121 14.8 2.7
59.5 58.8 62.0 92.6 90.4 95.7 -1 53 4.2 24 5.8 3.4
52.2 51.1 56.0 71.4 69.9 76.1 2.1 9.3 7.3 2.1 8.8 6.7
58.6 57.2 59.1 1101 106.2 109.7 2.5 34 0.9 -35 3.2 04
58.8 58.0 62.7 65.4 66.1 70.4 -1.3 8.0 6.7 1.0 6.5 7.5
55.0 54.5 553 72.5 71.0 72.6 -1.0 1.5 0.5 -2.2 23 0.1
81.4 81.4 81.9 102.6 102.5 102.8 -0.1 0.6 0.5 -0.1 03 0.2
64.7 62.3 67.7 783 75.1 823 -3.8 8.3 4.5 -4 9.2 5.1
69.7 67.8 68.0 125.0 120.5 124.7 2.7 0.4 2.3 -3.6 33 0.2
67.3 65.4 67.8 115.2 11.8 115.8 -2.8 3.6 0.8 -3.0 35 0.6
70.2 69.8 71.3 88.7 87.5 89.2 -0.5 2.1 1.6 -13 19 0.5
75.3 73.7 76.2 108.5 105.2 109.4 2.2 33 1.1 -3.0 3.8 0.8
48.8 47.6 50.3 82.1 78.0 84.1 24 5.6 32 -4.9 7.3 2.4
65.9 65.2 63.7 784 76.9 753 -1.0 -2.3 -3.3 -2.0 -2.0 -4.0
59.3 58.7 59.2 109.3 105.3 106.5 -1.0 0.9 -0.1 -3.7 1.1 -2.6
70.6 69.7 70.4 1310 128.6 128.8 -1.2 0.9 -0.3 -1.8 0.2 -1.6
57.7 56.7 65.8 84.9 81.4 94.4 -1.8 15.8 14.0 -4.1 153 1.2
64.6 64.2 65.8 103.0 103.1 105.2 -0.6 24 1.8 0.1 2.0 2.2
49.5 48.6 53.1 68.2 67.4 733 -1.9 9.2 7.3 -1.2 8.6 7.4
56.2 49.8 57.2 116.9 933 114.6 -11.4 13.0 1.6 -20.2 18.2 2.0
68.7 65.9 69.5 105.7 97.7 105.5 -4.0 5.2 1.2 -7.5 7.4 -0.1
76.4 75.5 76.6 108.6 105.1 106.2 -1.1 1.4 0.2 3.2 1.0 -2.2
75.3 73.5 75.3 116.0 113.1 115.8 24 24 -0.0 25 23 0.2
48.9 484 52.4 721 70.4 77.0 -0.9 8.0 7.1 23 9.1 6.8
66.1 65.2 67.9 83.3 81.8 85.7 -1.3 4.1 2.8 -1.8 47 29
60.2 59.7 63.5 71.3 69.0 74.4 -0.9 6.3 54 -3.2 7.6 4.4
64.8 62.4 65.9 62.9 57.7 63.1 -3.7 5.4 1.7 -8.2 8.6 03

LM, labour market effect; Policy, policy effect; Total, total effect.

NB: The table shows mean incomes of women and men as percentages of the national median equivalised income in each country for
the three scenarios, and changes in income between the scenarios. Changes between scenarios are measured in percentages.

Source: Authors’ calculations using EUROMOD and Eurostat data (EU-SILC).

Evidence to Action: Gender equality and gender mainstreaming in the COVID-19 recovery
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Table A.3.17. Changes in individual poverty rate due to the COVID-19 labour market shock and
the discretionary policy response, for women and men with a low level of education in the EU,
in percentage points, 2020, by country

Women Men Women

Poverty line S1 S2 S3 S1 S2 S3 LM Policy | Total LM Policy | Total
6 245 27% | 28% | 26% | 14% 15 % 13% 0.8 -22 -14 1.2 -20 | -07
1329 26 % 29 % 25 % 10 % 13 % 10 % 34 -4 -07 3.1 -36 | -05
1266 22 % 22% 20 % 10 % 9% 8% -02 -16 -18 -04 -09 | -13

488 40 % 40 % 37 % 26 % 26 % 24 % 0.6 - 3.1 -25 0.7 -26 | -19
831 32% 32 % 31 % 10 % 10 % 9% 0.5 -15 -1.0 0.1 -13 | -12
14162 20 % 20 % 16 % 10 % 10 % 9% 0.1 -35 -34 -02 -07 | -08
1203 23 % 23 % 23 % 13 % 13 % 12 % 0.3 -04 -0.1 0.3 -05 -0.2
11 863 16 % 16 % 14 % 13 % 13% 13 % 0.0 -1.1 -1 0.1 -03 | -02
617 24 % 24 % 21 % 19 % 20 % 17 % 0.7 -29 -22 0.8 -28 -21
449 27 % 28 % 29 % 10 % 11 % 11 % 0.9 0.8 1.6 1.1 -04 0.7
747 34 % 35% 34 % 16 % 17 % 16 % 1.2 -15 -03 1.2 -14 | -02
1267 17 % 17 % 15 % 13 % 13 % 12% 0.0 -14 -14 0.2 -08 | -06
1124 21 % 22% 20 % 9 % 10 % 9% 0.9 -16 -07 0.6 -09 | -03
2958 41 % 41 % 39 % 17 % 18 % 17 % 03 -17 -14 0.8 -17 | -08
104 968 26 % 26 % 26 % 18 % 18 % 18 % -0.0 0.5 0.5 0.2 0.1 03
1229 22 % 22% 18 % 12 % 13% 10 % -0.1 -44 -45 0.7 -29 | -23
816 35% 36 % 35% 13 % 14 % 13 % 0.5 -05 0.0 0.7 -06 0.1
466 29 % 29 % 24 % 16 % 16 % 14 % 0.6 - 5.1 -45 0.6 -26 | -20
2100 30 % 30 % 29 % 13 % 13% 12 % 0.0 -13 -12 0.5 -07 | -02
439 29 % 29 % 26 % 19 % 19 % 17 % 0.4 -34 -31 0.1 -24 | -23
768 42 % 48% | 42% 9 % 25% 9% 5.9 -64 -06 164 | -16.1 03
1312 27 % 29 % 27 % 11 % 12 % 10 % 13 -20 -0.7 1.7 -20 -03
1714 24 % 24 % 23 % 17 % 18 % 18 % 03 -04 -0.1 0.7 -03 0.4
528 31 % 32 % 31 % 15 % 15 % 14 % 1.1 -14 -03 0.9 -10 | -01
1097 40 % 40 % 36 % 22 % 22% 20 % 0.2 -41 -39 0.4 -26 | =22
13 680 24 % 24 % 20 % 16 % 16 % 14 % 0.2 -36 -34 0.0 -15 | -15
744 25 % 25% 23 % 14 % 15 % 13 % 0.4 -24 -20 0.5 -15 1| -10
444 17 % 18 % 17 % 14 % 15 % 14 % 1.1 -15 -04 1.0 -09 0.1

LM, labour market effect; Policy, policy effect; Total, total effect.
NB: The table shows the poverty rate for the three scenarios and changes in poverty rate between scenarios. Poverty rate is the
percentage of women and men with individual incomes below 60 % of the median equivalised household income in each country.
Poverty lines are shown in the national currency, are fixed at the level of scenario 1 and do not change between household types.
Changes between scenarios are measured in percentage points.

Source: Authors’ calculations using EUROMOD and Eurostat data (EU-SILC).
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Table A3.18. Decomposition of mean individual disposable incomes of women and men with a
low level of education in the pandemic scenario with COVID-19 measures, 2020, by country (%)

MI gaaves | Benefits | MC DI MI gaoves | Benefits | MC DI
27.2 -102 46.2 15 64.8 64.0 ~208 48.0 33 94.5
204 -67 471 39 64.7 431 ~135 539 83 9138
215 88 471 22 62.0 52.1 -228 62.0 4.4 957
276 _57 334 08 56.0 5138 ~106 34,1 08 76.1
206 33 40.7 12 59.1 69.5 114 483 30 109.7
152 -32 50.1 07 627 495 -107 309 07 70.4
26.1 ~125 413 05 553 535 ~176 356 11 726
679 - 466 587 18 819 108.4 568 489 23 102.8
2738 48 436 11 677 557 ~97 339 24 823
234 ~106 5338 14 68.0 67.0 ~196 753 2.1 124.7
312 68 422 13 67.8 66.6 - 166 634 23 1158
204 ~129 633 0.1 713 5138 - 262 633 02 89.2
355 ~135 522 19 762 64.3 - 235 64.5 36 109.4
152 -29 36.9 11 503 434 -89 463 32 84.1
33.0 ~135 437 05 637 737 264 272 08 753
16.8 _32 452 0.4 592 69.6 - 168 525 12 106.5
283 - 140 54.1 14 70.4 77.0 ~342 819 4.1 1288
2138 ~71 49.9 12 65.3 77.9 -279 416 28 94.4
365 -138 407 24 65.8 69.1 - 263 589 35 105.2
163 _45 40.7 07 531 573 ~142 295 06 733
235 _42 30.8 7.1 572 65.2 - 149 427 215 1146
431 -162 403 23 69.5 102.8 ~399 3622 6.4 105.5
443 ~186 50.2 07 76.6 101.4 ~302 339 10 106.2
392 _97 44.4 14 753 793 ~225 56.8 22 1158
156 62 422 07 524 45.1 ~135 438 17 77.0
2838 ~139 52.8 02 679 58.0 - 235 50.4 08 857
217 -76 480 13 635 449 ~153 415 33 744
12.1 ~34 547 26 65.9 297 -838 374 48 63.1

DI, disposable income; MI, market income.

NB: The table shows the mean contribution of different sources to the disposable incomes of women and men in scenario 3. The mean
incomes of women and men are shown as percentages of the national median equivalised income in each country.

Source: Authors' calculations using EUROMOD and Eurostat data (EU-SILC).

Evidence to Action: Gender equality and gender mainstreaming in the COVID-19 recovery
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Table A3.19. Changes in mean individual disposable income due to the COVID-19 labour
market shock and the discretionary policy response, for women and men with a medium level
of education in the EU, 2020, by country (%)

T S I N N N
S1 S2 S3 S1 S2 S3

LM Policy Total LM Policy Total
84.1 80.5 86.0 120.0 114.2 121.9 -43 6.5 2.2 -4.8 6.4 1.6
85.8 73.6 87.2 129.1 107.5 128.8 -143 159 1.6 -16.7 16.5 -02
73.0 70.3 75.7 109.4 105.6 1131 -37 7.4 3.7 -34 6.9 34
923 89.7 99.8 128.0 1244 138.6 -29 11.0 8.1 -28 1.1 83
82.7 78.9 81.7 125.6 120.0 1236 -46 3.4 -12 -45 29 -16
83.0 80.3 86.7 1179 1145 1229 -32 7.7 45 -29 7.1 42
75.5 73.6 754 116.3 113.2 1155 -25 2.3 -01 -27 2.0 -08
91.2 91.2 91.5 1M11.4 1114 1M11.7 -0.1 0.4 03 -0.0 03 03
77.0 75.2 82.3 103.4 99.3 109.0 -24 9.2 6.8 -4.0 9.4 5.4
73.7 68.3 74.2 129.9 120.6 131.1 -73 8.0 0.7 -71 8.1 1.0
76.8 73.7 77.4 1249 119.9 125.2 -4.0 4.7 0.7 -4.0 42 0.2
90.3 89.2 91.0 109.1 108.0 109.8 -12 19 0.7 -1.0 1.7 0.7
89.3 85.4 89.8 121.2 1149 1214 -44 49 0.6 -52 53 0.1
84.4 79.6 87.0 1234 115.2 126.0 -57 8.7 3.1 -6.7 8.8 2.1
93.7 92.3 90.5 114.7 111.8 110.0 -15 -19 -34 -25 -16 -41
77.8 75.0 76.5 1191 113.9 115.0 -36 1.8 -1.8 -44 1.0 -34
923 90.1 89.8 143.0 139.7 139.3 -23 -03 -26 -23 -02 -25
75.4 711 84.3 105.3 99.0 113.9 -58 17.6 11.8 -6.0 14.2 8.2
833 83.6 85.7 126.0 1254 1264 0.4 25 2.8 -05 0.8 03
75.0 734 80.1 1103 108.2 117.0 -2.1 8.8 6.8 -19 8.0 6.1
96.1 80.4 96.3 136.9 106.4 131.8 -16.4 16.6 0.2 -223 18.6 -37
79.1 74.2 79.4 115.0 105.6 1154 -62 6.6 0.4 -82 8.5 0.4
78.8 77.9 79.0 125.8 124.5 125.0 -1.0 1.4 0.3 -1.0 04 -0.7
924 88.0 92.0 132.1 1322 136.3 -47 43 -04 0.0 3.1 32
85.7 83.5 91.8 124.8 1228 135.6 -26 9.6 7.0 -16 10.2 8.6
97.0 95.6 99.7 118.9 1175 122.6 -14 42 2.8 -13 4.4 31
81.5 79.1 85.9 101.5 98.0 106.4 -29 8.3 5.4 -35 8.3 4.8
88.6 81.1 91.7 1176 104.5 1209 -84 1.9 3.6 -11.2 14.0 2.8

LM, labour market effect; Policy, policy effect; Total, total effect.

NB: The table shows mean incomes of women and men as percentages of the national median equivalised income in each country for
the three scenarios, and changes in income between the scenarios. Changes between scenarios are measured in percentages.

Source: Authors’ calculations using EUROMOD and Eurostat data (EU-SILC).
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Table A3.20. Changes in individual poverty rate due to the COVID-19 labour market shock and
the discretionary policy response, for women and men with a medium level of education in the
EU, in percentage points, 2020, by country

Poverty line S1 S2 S3 S1 S2 S3 LM Policy | Total LM Policy | Total
6 245 36%| 38%| 34%| 21%, 23%| 20% 2.7 -43 | -16 24 -33 | -09
1329 32% | 43%| 32% 14%| 21% 14%| 108 | -109 | -02 6.7 -68 | -0.1
1266 36%| 37%| 33% 19 % 19 % 17 % 0.9 -36 | =27 -0.1 -15 1| -16

488 9% 41%| 35%| 23%, 25%| 21% 2.0 -56 | -36 15 -42 | -28
831 44 % 46 % 44 % 23 % 25% 23 % 1.5 -16 | -01 22 -16 0.6
14162 28% | 30%| 24% 1 % 12 % 9% 25 -63 | -38 1.1 -28 | -16
1203 43 % 45 % 43 % 20 % 22 % 21 % 1.7 -14 0.2 1.4 -11 0.3
11 863 23 % 23 % 23 % 16 % 16 % 16 % 0.0 -05 | -05 0.1 -03 -03
617 1% | 42%| 35%| 30%| 31%, 26% 1.6 -70 | -55 1.0 -44 | -34
449 49% | 53%| 49%| 27%| 30%, 26% 33 -40 | -06 3.1 -32 | -01
747 48% | 50%| 47%| 28%| 30%, 28% 23 -28 | -06 1.8 -21 | -03
1267 20| 21% 19 % 17 % 17 % 16 % 0.9 -17 | -07 0.7 -08 | -02
1124 27 % 31 % 26 % 15 % 17 % 14 % 3.8 -48 | -1.0 21 -28 | -07
2958 9% 41%| 38%| 2%, 24%| 21% 2.2 -35 | -13 2.1 -31 | -09
104 968 31% | 31%| 32%| 27%, 28%| 28% 03 0.2 0.5 0.7 -0.1 0.7
1229 39 % 41 % 38 % 22 % 24 % 21 % 1.6 -26 | -10 24 -27 | -04
816 43% | 44%| 44%| 23%| 24%, 23% 0.9 -04 0.5 0.9 -09 0.0
466 48% | 53%| 40%| 30%| 34%, 25% 42 | -129 | -86 4.0 -95 | -55
2100 39% | 39%| 37% 19 % 19 % 19 % 0.1 -21 | -20 0.8 -04 0.4
439 47% | 48%| 43%| 29%| 29%, 26% 13 -56 | -42 0.6 -34 | -28
768 29 % 43 % 29 % 15 % 34 % 15% | 142 -14.3 -00 198 | -19.7 0.1
1312 37% | 41%| 37%| 21%, 24%| 20% 3.8 -41 | -04 33 -39 | -06
1714 39% | 39%| 39% 19 % 19 % 19 % 0.4 -05 | -01 04 -05 | -01
528 34 % 37 % 34 % 25 % 24 % 23 % 2.7 -27 0.0 -09 -1.1 -20
1097 34%| 35%| 33% 17 % 16 % 15 % 0.5 -21 | -16 -04 -13 ] -18
13 680 2% 23%| 21% 13 % 14 % 13 % 0.8 -26 | -18 0.4 -13 | -09
744 30% | 32%| 28%| 20%, 21% 18 % 1.8 -38 | -20 1.8 -29 | -11
444 23% | 31%| 23% 13%| 20% 13 % 7.3 -82 | -08 7.5 -78 | -03

LM, labour market effect; Policy, policy effect; Total, total effect.
NB: The table shows the poverty rate for the three scenarios and changes in poverty rate between scenarios. Poverty rate is the
percentage of women and men with individual incomes below 60 % of the median equivalised household income in each country.
Poverty lines are shown in the national currency, are fixed at the level of scenario 1 and do not change between household types.
Changes between scenarios are measured in percentage points.

Source: Authors’ calculations using EUROMOD and Eurostat data (EU-SILC).

Evidence to Action: Gender equality and gender mainstreaming in the COVID-19 recovery
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Table A3.21. Decomposition of mean individual disposable incomes of women and men with a
medium level of education in the pandemic scenario with COVID-19 measures, 2020, by country (%)

MI gaores | Benefits | MC DI MI aaxes | Benefits | MC DI

72.4 215 315 3.7 86.0 118.6 -375 355 5.4 121.9
54.1 162 400 9.4 8722 102.6 -364 475 151 1288
575 -202 342 42 757 106.1 _454 449 75 113.1
89.1 ~199 28.1 25 99.8 135.1 ~29.1 29.1 35 1386
62.0 ~90 26.1 26 817 99.7 ~158 363 35 1236
67.0 ~153 327 23 86.7 118.1 -282 304 26 122.9
727 266 279 14 754 1156 ~414 39.0 22 1155
96.4 ~ 481 406 26 915 1428 - 687 335 41 11.7
577 ~94 316 24 823 100.6 -192 237 39 109.0
5438 165 315 43 742 1138 ~302 423 52 131.1
632 ~125 242 24 77.4 113.9 -273 35.1 34 125.2
7556 240 392 02 91.0 1113 -396 379 0.2 109.8
675 ~215 395 43 89.8 92.2 -295 526 6.1 1214
746 ~156 2338 42 87.0 1135 -252 318 59 126.0
85.4 311 35.1 11 905 129.7 ~478 263 14 1100
57.0 “114 298 12 765 107.1 2611 310 3.0 115.0
822 - 282 319 39 89.8 134.4 -500 49.1 58 139.3
717 249 334 41 843 124.9 ~453 304 40 1139
753 _254 325 33 857 1114 - 440 573 18 126.4
643 161 307 12 80.1 122.7 -330 263 10 117.0
80.1 158 153 167 96.3 106.1 ~252 244 265 1318
722 -218 247 43 79.4 130.4 - 4811 249 83 115.4
555 ~196 422 0.9 79.0 115.9 -341 421 10 1250
90.8 201 17.7 37 92.0 149.1 ~426 263 35 136.3
96.4 402 3238 28 9138 160.9 - 656 36.0 44 1356
94.1 ~296 342 0.9 99.7 126.7 - 442 39.1 10 1226
67.0 ~227 373 43 859 1033 -349 321 59 106.4
705 ~19.7 327 8.1 917 114.8 -360 2738 142 120.9

DI, disposable income; MI, market income.

NB: The table shows the mean contribution of different sources to the disposable incomes of women and men in scenario 3. The mean
incomes of women and men are shown as percentages of the national median equivalised income in each country.

Source: Authors' calculations using EUROMOD and Eurostat data (EU-SILC).

European Institute for Gender Equality
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Table A3.22. Changes in mean individual disposable income due to the COVID-19 labour market
shock and the discretionary policy response, for women and men with high level of education
in the EU, 2020, by country (%)

S I NS N
S1 S2 S3 S1 S2 S3

LM Policy Total LM Policy Total
134.0 129.7 137.5 185.7 178.1 188.7 -32 5.8 2.6 -41 57 1.6
109.8 90.6 109.9 164.3 137.2 159.7 -175 17.6 0.1 -16.5 13.7 -28
114.2 1M11.7 1189 148.4 143.2 1521 -22 6.3 4.1 -35 6.0 25
179.5 177.5 197.3 268.9 259.7 2953 -12 1.0 9.9 -34 133 9.8
141.9 135.7 1401 207.9 199.4 204.2 -44 31 -13 -41 23 -1.8
110.9 108.2 116.7 180.0 174.2 185.4 -25 7.7 5.2 -33 6.2 3.0
114.5 111.9 1141 1814 176.0 179.3 -23 2.0 -03 -30 1.8 -1.2
120.0 120.5 120.8 1443 144.8 145.2 04 03 0.7 03 03 0.6
114.9 1129 123.2 153.1 149.4 162.7 -1.7 8.9 7.2 -25 8.7 6.3
134.2 126.5 136.0 196.3 183.6 197.7 -57 7.1 1.4 -65 7.2 0.7
136.1 132.0 137.2 1922 186.6 192.6 -31 3.9 0.8 -29 3.1 0.2
128.3 1291 131.4 162.7 164.3 167.0 0.6 1.8 24 1.0 1.7 2.6
140.3 134.0 139.9 190.8 180.1 1873 -45 42 -03 -56 3.8 -18
1493 142.4 153.7 196.5 188.0 201.8 -4.7 7.6 29 -43 7.0 2.7
137.4 135.8 133.4 177.0 174.5 172.3 -1.1 -1.8 -29 -14 -13 -26
1283 123.0 124.1 182.2 171.0 171.2 -4 0.9 -33 - 6.1 0.1 -6.0
1331 1304 1295 2238 2185 216.6 -20 -07 -27 -24 -09 -32
129.6 1243 141.7 189.6 1813 202.3 -41 134 93 -44 1.0 6.7
1201 120.8 122.0 171.0 1725 1731 0.6 1.0 1.6 0.9 04 13
138.6 1371 147.2 212.7 210.8 225.7 -1.1 7.3 6.2 -09 7.0 6.1
154.2 1353 152.2 208.5 169.9 201.7 -123 10.9 -13 -185 153 -33
117.6 110.4 119.7 167.4 155.4 169.7 -6.1 7.9 1.8 -71 8.5 1.4
140.8 140.6 141.7 199.0 198.3 197.2 -02 0.8 0.6 -04 -06 -09
1773 174.8 180.0 220.7 2171 222.0 -15 29 1.5 -16 2.2 0.6
185.7 180.1 198.5 2239 219.0 240.7 -3.0 9.9 6.9 -22 9.7 7.5
118.0 117.5 1223 148.6 148.5 155.6 -05 4.1 3.7 -0.1 4.8 47
128.7 129.3 140.2 154.4 150.8 163.7 0.5 8.5 8.9 -23 8.4 6.1
114.0 109.1 120.8 147.4 1354 152.4 -43 10.3 6.0 -8.1 11.6 34

LM, labour market effect; Policy, policy effect; Total, total effect.

NB: The table shows mean incomes of women and men as percentages of the national median equivalised income in each country for
the three scenarios, and changes in income between the scenarios. Changes between scenarios are measured in percentages.

Source: Authors’ calculations using EUROMOD and Eurostat data (EU-SILC).

Evidence to Action: Gender equality and gender mainstreaming in the COVID-19 recovery
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Table A3.23. Changes in individual poverty rate due to the COVID-19 labour market shock and
the discretionary policy response, for women and men with a high level of education in the EU,
in percentage points, 2020, by country

Women Men Women

Poverty line S1 S2 S3 S1 S2 S3 LM Policy | Total LM Policy | Total
6 245 19%| 20% 18 % M%| 12% 10 % 1.2 -26 | -14 1.2 -20 | -08
1329 29 % 37 % 28 % 16 % 20 % 16 % 7.8 -84 | -06 3.9 -36 03
1266 16 % 15 % 14 % 9% 9% 8% | -1.0 -12 | -23 -05 -08 | -14

488 19 % 20 % 17 % 11 % 11 % 9% 0.7 -28 -2.1 0.1 -2.1 -20
831 23 % 24 % 23 % 10 % 10 % 9 % 1.5 -16 | -01 0.5 - 1.1 -06
14162 24 % 24 % 21 % 5 % 7% 5% 0.5 -32 -27 1.1 -1.7 -0.7
1203 24 % 25 % 24 % 9% 9% 9 % 0.9 -11 | -02 0.4 -03 0.1
11 863 12 % 12 % 1 % 11 % 10 % 0% -05 -03 | -07 -06 -03 | -09
617 23 % 23 % 20 % 16 % 16 % 14 % 0.5 -35 | -31 0.1 -2.1 -19
449 25 % 27 % 24 % 11 % 13 % 11 % 23 -33 | -11 2.4 -26 | -03
747 27 % 28 % 26 % 14 % 15 % 14 % 1.7 -21 -04 1.0 -12 -01
1267 8% 7% 7 % 6 % 5% 5%| -09 -0.6 -1.4 -0.7 -04 -1.1
1124 15 % 16 % 14 % 8% 9% 7% 1.6 =27 | =11 0.5 - 1.1 -07
2958 17 % 17 % 16 % 10 % 10 % 9 % 0.0 -07 | -07 -02 -10 | -12
104 968 21 % 21 % 21 % 18 % 19 % 19 % 03 0.0 03 1.1 -02 0.9
1229 22% 24 % 21 % 13% 14 % 13 % 1.9 -31 | -12 1.0 -13 | -03
816 27 % 28 % 28 % 15 % 16 % 15 % 0.6 -05 0.1 1.0 - 1.1 -02
466 21 % 23 % 17 % 10 % 13 % 8 % 2.2 -68 | -46 3.0 -47 | -17
2100 27 % 27 % 26 % 12 % 12 % 12%| -03 -13 -1.6 -07 0.0 -0.7
439 19 % 20 % 16 % 14 % 15 % 11 % 03 -3.1 -28 0.2 -38 -36
768 11 % 23 % 12 % 6 % 19 % 5% 120 | -11.2 09 132 | -138 | -06
1312 19 % 22 % 18 % 9% 11 % 8 % 2.1 -32 -11 1.8 -26 -0.7
1714 16 % 15 % 14 % 10 % 10 % 9% | -0.7 -10 | -17 -03 -05 | -08
528 15 % 14 % 13 % 14 % 15 % 14% | -1.8 -08 | -26 13 -12 0.1
1097 8% 9% 9 % 3% 3% 3% 03 -02 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0
13 680 15 % 15 % 13 % 14 % 13 % 12% | -0.1 -16 | -18 - 1.1 -08 | -19
744 15 % 14 % 12 % 12 % 13% 2% -1.2 -1.8 -30 0.5 -1.2 -0.7
444 20 % 23 % 19 % 12 % 15 % 12 % 2.9 -4.0 -1.2 32 -34 -0.2

LM, labour market effect; Policy, policy effect; Total, total effect.

NB: The table shows the poverty rate for the three scenarios and changes in poverty rate between scenarios. Poverty rate is the
percentage of women and men with individual incomes below 60 % of the median equivalised household income in each country.
Poverty lines are shown in the national currency, are fixed at the level of scenario 1 and do not change between household types.
Changes between scenarios are measured in percentage points.

Source: Authors’ calculations using EUROMOD and Eurostat data (EU-SILC).

European Institute for Gender Equality
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Table A3.24. Decomposition of mean individual disposable incomes of women and men with a
high level of education in the pandemic scenario with COVID-19 measures, 2020, by country (%)

MI gaaves | Benefits | MC DI MI gaoves | Benefits | MC DI
152.3 -486 29.2 47 137.5 216.6 -75.9 415 6.5 188.7

96.4 -315 30.8 143 109.9 151.5 ~613 52.0 175 159.7
142.1 -629 321 7.5 1189 192.7 - 936 446 8.4 152.1
205.0 -385 27.8 29 197.3 309.8 - 58.1 326 109 2953
1302 ~238 296 4.1 140.1 196.7 ~432 465 42 2042
125.1 -309 187 40 1167 2087 -529 254 42 185.4
136.4 _545 302 20 114.1 197.0 - 80.1 5838 36 179.3
161.1 -738 300 36 1208 2135 | -101.1 283 45 145.2
1165 -243 276 34 1232 166.4 -363 29.0 37 162.7
1332 ~393 3722 48 1360 193.7 634 619 54 197.7
1434 -348 254 32 137.2 207.1 -588 411 33 1926
150.0 -535 347 0.2 131.4 2002 -87.7 54.1 03 167.0
143.4 _ 431 330 6.5 139.9 197.3 ~67.0 484 8.7 187.3
162.8 -433 294 48 153.7 2115 -595 443 55 20138
152.7 ~543 333 17 1334 2067 ~748 384 20 1723
1354 ~384 253 19 124.1 208.0 -658 269 22 171.2
1395 -520 36.1 59 1295 2385 | -1105 8238 58 2166
1706 -67.1 3338 43 141.7 2731 ~1056 30.8 40 2023
144.9 -504 256 20 1220 206.4 -89.9 54.0 27 173.1
160.8 -455 311 09 147.2 270.0 ~796 344 0.9 2257
160.0 346 103 16.4 1522 2017 _527 195 332 2017
139.9 - 46.1 179 8.0 119.7 236.1 - 95 17.8 122 169.7
158.8 - 458 272 15 1417 2247 - 665 374 16 197.2
195.3 -638 442 43 180.0 2682 | -1100 59.8 40 2220
2876 | -1221 277 52 1985 3437 | -1459 376 53 2407
1340 ~454 327 10 1223 1832 694 406 12 1556
158.6 -586 347 55 1402 186.2 - 714 407 7.9 163.7
127.7 -346 216 6.2 1208 1556 485 317 136 1524

DI, disposable income; MI, market income.

NB: The table shows the mean contribution of different sources to the disposable incomes of women and men in scenario 3. The mean
incomes of women and men are shown as percentages of the national median equivalised income in each country.

Source: Authors' calculations using EUROMOD and Eurostat data (EU-SILC).

Evidence to Action: Gender equality and gender mainstreaming in the COVID-19 recovery
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Table A3.25. Changes in mean individual disposable income due to the COVID-19 labour market
shock and the discretionary policy response, for women and men in single-person households
in the EU, 2020, by country (%)

I S I R N N
S1 S2 S3 S1 S2 S3

LM Policy Total LM Policy Total

86.0 84.2 87.9 100.0 96.1 101.9 -21 43 2.2 -38 5.8 1.9
91.2 82.7 92.3 103.5 87.7 103.1 -94 10.5 12 -152 149 -04
78.1 771 81.1 90.5 89.2 94.1 -13 5.0 3.7 -14 54 4.0
79.4 78.6 86.6 1244 1145 1339 -1.0 101 9.1 -80 15.7 7.7
97.2 94.4 97.0 1275 1216 1254 -29 2.7 -02 -46 3.0 -16
75.9 74.3 80.3 96.9 94.8 1014 -21 7.9 5.8 -22 6.8 4.6
87.1 85.6 86.4 100.1 97.8 99.1 -1.7 0.9 -0.8 -23 13 -1.0
86.8 87.2 87.8 90.9 91.2 91.6 04 0.7 1.1 03 0.5 0.8
743 73.0 79.6 784 76.3 83.2 -1.8 8.9 7.1 -27 8.8 6.1
99.3 96.9 98.6 17.7 1119 118.6 -24 1.7 -07 -49 5.7 0.8
101.7 100.0 102.6 113.8 1104 114.1 -1.7 25 0.8 -3.0 3.2 03
82.2 82.5 83.9 88.0 89.1 90.7 03 1.7 2.1 12 17 3.0
107.6 105.1 108.3 107.1 103.2 107.6 -23 3.0 0.6 -36 4.1 0.5
71.8 69.1 734 84.2 80.7 86.3 -38 6.1 2.2 -42 6.6 24
90.2 89.0 87.3 102.0 100.6 98.3 -13 -19 -33 -14 -23 -37
84.4 823 85.1 943 90.3 92.6 -25 33 0.8 -42 2.4 -1.8
102.7 101.2 101.7 124.8 122.2 122.5 -15 0.5 -1.0 - 2.1 0.2 -18
72.0 68.6 78.5 88.4 85.9 95.7 -48 13.8 9.0 -29 1.1 8.2
99.8 98.9 100.2 119 109.8 112.7 -09 14 0.4 -19 2.6 0.8
74.0 733 79.1 84.0 82.5 89.4 -09 7.9 6.9 -17 8.2 6.5
79.6 771 82.4 99.3 86.0 1024 -31 6.7 3.6 -135 16.6 31
86.6 83,5 88.3 96.2 90.5 97.6 -37 5.6 1.9 -59 7.3 15
83.5 83.4 81.9 99.1 97.4 95.9 - 01 -1.8 -19 -1.6 -15 -32
104.2 1025 104.3 113.1 116 114.2 -16 1.7 0.1 -13 2.2 0.9
78.0 77.0 83.7 933 92.4 101.3 -13 8.5 7.2 -09 9.5 8.6
81.2 80.1 84.1 99.0 97.7 102.1 -13 5.0 3.7 -13 44 32
75.0 74.2 78.9 82.1 80.2 86.8 -1.0 6.2 5.2 -22 8.0 5.8
79.0 77.0 80.6 89.5 80.5 91.5 -26 47 2.1 -10.1 123 23

LM, labour market effect; Policy, policy effect; Total, total effect.

NB: The table shows mean incomes of women and men as percentages of the national median equivalised income in each country for
the three scenarios, and changes in income between the scenarios. Changes between scenarios are measured in percentages.

Source: Authors’ calculations using EUROMOD and Eurostat data (EU-SILC).

European Institute for Gender Equality
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Table A3.26. Changes in individual poverty rate due to the COVID-19 labour market shock and
the discretionary policy response, for women and men in single-person households in the EU,
in percentage points, 2020, by country

Poverty line S1 S2 S3 S1 S2 S3 LM Policy | Total LM Policy | Total
6 245 34%| 35%| 30%| 29%| 31%| 26% 1.2 -51 -38 24 -52 -28
1329 27 % 34 % 25 % 24 % 34 % 23 % 73 -85 -12 9.8 | -109 -1.1
1266 20 % 18 % 14 % 20 % 16 % 14% | -21 -37 -58 | -34 -20 -53

488 59 % 60 % 54 % 43 % 45 % 39 % 0.8 -59 -51 1.4 -56 -4.2
831 20 % 23 % 17 % 20 % 21 % 20 % 2.6 - 5.1 -25 1.8 -1 0.7
14162 37 % 38 % 25 % 19 % 20 % 13 % 14 | =127 | -113 0.9 -6.7 -58
1203 29 % 30 % 30 % 28 % 29 % 29 % 1.0 -06 03 1.1 -07 0.4
11 863 24 % 24 % 23 % 27 % 26 % 25%| -04 -09 -13 | -06 -07 -13
617 56 % 57 % 52% | 46% 47% | 44% 0.8 -45 -37 0.2 -28 -25
449 17 % 18 % 20 % 16 % 19 % 16 % 13 1.7 3.0 3.1 -27 0.4
747 19 % 20 % 18 % 19 % 22% 19 % 0.8 -14 -05 2.4 -25 -0.1
1267 25 % 24 % 22 % 27 % 26 % 24% | -02 -24 -26 -1.1 -2.1 -32
1124 13 % 14 % 12 % 14 % 15 % 12 % 1.5 -28 -13 13 -25 -12
2958 52 % 52% | 49% | 40% 42 % 38 % 0.5 -32 -27 24 -38 -15
104 968 26 % 26 % 27 % 28 % 30 % 30 % 0.2 0.5 0.7 1.7 -02 1.5
1229 56 % 57 % 25% | 46% 48 % 30 % 08 | -319 | -31.1 22 | =179 | -157
816 25% 26 % 25% 19 % 20 % 20 % 0.6 -06 0.1 0.8 -07 0.1
466 59 % 62 % 50%| 49% 52% | 40% 25 | =115 -9.0 28 | -120 -9.1
2100 23 % 24 % 22 % 19 % 21 % 19 % 13 -20 -06 2.0 -18 0.2
439 59 % 59 % 54 % 49 % 50 % 42 % 0.6 -53 -47 0.8 -82 -74
768 35 % 39 % 32% 22 % 39 % 17 % 39 -76 -38 163 | -214 -52
1312 21 % 24 % 20 % 25% 29 % 23 % 33 -43 -09 4.8 -62 -15
1714 37 % 37 % 37 % 34 % 35% 34 % 0.0 -06 -06 1.0 -17 -07
528 29 % 29 % 28 % 26 % 27 % 26 % 0.5 -14 -09 1.0 -16 -06
1097 44 % 45 % 37 % 27 % 27 % 23 % 0.4 -77 -73 0.1 -38 -38
13 680 32 % 32 % 25 % 27 % 27 % 24 % 0.7 -77 -70 | -00 -33 -34
744 43 % 44% | 40% 37 % 39 % 33 % 14 -39 -25 2.0 - 6.1 -42
444 21 % 23 % 19 % 25 % 36 % 23 % 19 -32 -13 10.4 -121 -1.7

LM, labour market effect; Policy, policy effect; Total, total effect.
NB: The table shows the poverty rate for the three scenarios and changes in poverty rate between scenarios. Poverty rate is the
percentage of women and men with individual incomes below 60 % of the median equivalised household income in each country.
Poverty lines are shown in the national currency, are fixed at the level of scenario 1 and do not change between household types.
Changes between scenarios are measured in percentage points.

Source: Authors' calculations using EUROMOD and Eurostat data (EU-SILC).

Evidence to Action: Gender equality and gender mainstreaming in the COVID-19 recovery
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Table A3.27. Decomposition of mean individual disposable incomes of women and men in single-
person households in the pandemic scenario with COVID-19 measures, 2020, by country (%)

MI gaores | Benefits | MC DI MI aaxes | Benefits | MC DI
50.9 ~19.9 55.2 18 87.9 88.9 -312 403 40 101.9
437 ~215 6356 6.6 923 84.2 -319 39.0 118 103.1
436 266 60.8 32 81.1 89.2 - 443 453 38 94.1
513 -100 445 08 86.6 110.9 -213 347 9.7 1339
55.1 -89 49.0 19 97.0 119.2 -225 255 33 1254
384 Y 50.0 16 803 883 -238 350 18 101.4
706 ~307 454 10 86.4 9.1 -420 434 16 99.1
745 _ 441 559 15 87.8 94.0 ~516 465 27 916
509 -106 375 17 796 7338 - 146 216 24 832
417 ~17.0 724 16 9856 92.8 - 286 513 3.1 1186
519 ~159 653 12 1026 89.8 -250 47.0 23 114.1
510 -230 5538 0.1 839 763 -309 45.1 0.1 90.7
66.3 264 65.6 28 108.3 82.0 - 286 50.0 43 107.6
315 -86 49.1 16 734 542 - 166 462 26 86.3
423 ~16.2 60.1 10 873 1015 -380 343 06 983
55.0 ~168 464 05 85.1 75.1 -226 3822 19 926
530 -302 76.7 22 101.7 106.4 -458 577 42 1225
587 ~228 409 17 785 101.3 3611 286 18 95.7
7538 2353 56.5 32 100.2 108.2 ~465 454 58 112.7
58 1 ~17.2 3738 05 79.1 910 -27. 247 08 89.4
277 ~64 57.8 33 82.4 59.1 - 164 432 165 102.4
713 ~278 417 32 883 102.4 ~404 302 54 976
44.1 _211 585 04 819 833 -298 417 08 95.9
463 - 236 80.2 14 104.3 882 -354 594 20 1142
447 ~194 57.4 09 837 931 -387 448 20 101.3
573 ~230 49.0 09 84.1 97.2 -331 37.0 10 102.1
365 145 55.0 19 789 725 ~275 3722 46 86.8
321 - 10.1 56.5 22 80.6 69.7 -238 354 102 915

DI, disposable income; MI, market income.

NB: The table shows the mean contribution of different sources to the disposable incomes of women and men in scenario 3. The mean
incomes of women and men are shown as percentages of the national median equivalised income in each country.

Source: Authors' calculations using EUROMOD and Eurostat data (EU-SILC).
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Table A3.28. Changes in mean individual disposable income due to the COVID-19 labour market
shock and the discretionary policy response, for women and men in lone-parent household in
the EU, 2020, by country (%)

T S I S NS N
S1 S2 S3 S1 S2 S3

LM Policy Total LM Policy Total
83.0 80.5 85.5 95.5 92.4 97.7 -29 5.9 3.0 -33 5.6 23
79.9 69.1 82.9 82.1 68.0 78.9 -135 17.2 3.7 -17.1 132 -39
69.5 68.3 72.4 86.3 81.9 87.1 -1.7 5.8 4.1 -5.1 6.0 1.0
943 92.7 103.1 90.3 90.3 99.2 -1.7 1.1 9.4 0.0 9.9 9.9
90.7 87.2 90.2 100.2 934 97.6 -38 33 -06 -68 4.2 -26
75.5 731 77.8 76.7 731 78.5 -32 6.2 3.1 -48 7.1 2.3
77.7 76.2 80.1 96.8 94.8 99.9 -20 5.1 3.1 -20 52 3.2
77.4 77.3 77.6 87.7 89.7 89.9 -0.1 04 03 23 0.2 25
81.9 79.6 86.5 1147 113 1195 -28 8.4 5.6 -30 7.2 4.2
97.8 923 97.6 90.4 85.7 91.0 -56 54 -02 -52 5.8 0.6
82.6 79.9 84.1 96.0 92.8 97.3 -33 5.1 1.8 -33 4.7 1.4
81.1 80.9 82.5 85.2 84.7 86.1 -03 1.9 1.7 -06 1.7 1.1
73.9 71.4 751 89.5 854 911 -34 5.1 1.7 -45 6.4 1.9
79.6 77.7 823 89.2 80.6 89.2 -24 5.7 33 -96 9.6 0.0
971 95.4 93.7 101.6 99.5 99.0 -18 -1.7 -35 - 2.1 -05 -26
82.7 82.2 80.4 102.6 101.6 104.5 -06 -22 -28 -1.0 2.8 1.8
90.1 89.0 89.1 97.6 95.5 94.1 -12 0.2 -11 -21 -15 -36
72.0 68.3 814 81.3 81.3 95.6 -51 18.2 131 0.0 175 175
83.9 83.2 86.3 140.1 137.8 139.0 -038 3.7 3.0 -16 0.9 -038
95.2 94.2 101.7 106.6 106.4 1139 -1 7.9 6.8 -02 7.0 6.9
80.4 75.3 82.1 64.0 64.0 66.3 -6.2 8.4 2.1 0.0 3.6 3.6
75.6 73.1 78.5 119.0 109.9 117.8 -34 7.2 3.8 -76 6.6 -1.0
96.9 96.0 103.0 1191 117.3 127.6 -09 7.2 6.4 -15 8.7 7.2
88.8 86.3 89.2 1179 113.8 118.1 -29 33 0.5 -35 3.7 0.2
88.0 85.4 93.9 110.0 107.7 117.8 - 3.1 9.7 6.6 -21 9.2 7.1
70.2 704 72.7 84.7 83.1 86.8 03 32 3.6 -19 4.4 2.5
82.9 81.1 86.8 84.1 82.7 88.4 -21 6.9 4.8 -17 6.8 5.1
74.7 69.1 76.5 63.8 61.2 62.8 -75 10.0 25 -4.1 2.6 -15

LM, labour market effect; Policy, policy effect; Total, total effect.

NB: The table shows mean incomes of women and men as percentages of the national median equivalised income in each country for
the three scenarios, and changes in income between the scenarios. Changes between scenarios are measured in percentages.

Source: Authors’ calculations using EUROMOD and Eurostat data (EU-SILC).

Evidence to Action: Gender equality and gender mainstreaming in the COVID-19 recovery
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Table A3.29. Changes in individual poverty rate due to the COVID-19 labour market shock and
the discretionary policy response, for women and men in lone-parent households in the EU, in
percentage points, 2020, by country

Women Men Women

Poverty line S1 S2 S3 S1 S2 S3 LM Policy | Total LM Policy | Total
6 245 32%| 35%| 29%| 24%| 26%, 21% 2.7 -6.2 -35 2.2 -5.0 -238
1329 37 % 53 % 29 % 36% | 42% 29% | 165 | -241 -76 62 | -126 -63
1266 30 % 31 % 26 % 20 % 19 % 15 % 13 -54 -41 | -06 -43 -49

488 51 % 51 % 43 % 38 % 38 % 32% 0.0 - 8.6 - 86 0.0 -53 -53
831 39 % 37 % 36 % 30 % 30 % 30%| -15 -16 - 3.1 0.0 0.0 0.0
14162 36% | 41% 33 % 46% | 49% 29 % 5.0 -77 -27 27 | -192 | -165
1203 33% 35% 30 % 7% 11 % 7% 2.4 -50 -26 32 -32 0.0
11 863 24 % 24 % 24 % 5% 3% 3% 0.0 0.0 00 | -238 0.0 -28
617 36 % 39 % 27 % 24 % 24 % 24 % 23 | =115 -92 0.0 0.0 0.0
449 20 % 25% 20 % 31 % 35% 27 % 4.6 -48 -02 3.8 -79 -4
747 0% 44% 39 % 26 % 31 % 26 % 3.9 -42 -03 4.6 -46 0.0
1267 17 % 17 % 13 % 27 % 26 % 26 % 0.1 -35 -33 -09 -0.2 -1.1
1124 29 % 32% 26 % 17 % 23 % 13 % 32 -62 - 3.1 6.1 -99 -38
2958 34 % 34 % 31 % 36 % 36 % 36 % 0.0 -23 -23 0.0 0.0 0.0
104 968 26 % 28 % 28 % 34 % 34 % 34 % 2.8 -07 2.1 0.0 0.0 0.0
1229 33 % 32%| 40% 17 % 17 % 5% -1.0 7.4 6.4 00 | -125 | -125
816 36 % 36 % 34 % 17 % 19 % 18%  -0.1 -15 -16 1.2 -08 0.4
466 54 % 58 % 39 % 19 % 19 % 15 % 36 | -187 | =151 0.0 -35 -35
2100 33% 32% 23 % 21 % 21 % 21% | -14 -92 | =107 0.0 0.0 0.0
439 25 % 26 % 20 % 20 % 20 % 20 % 0.9 -55 -46 0.0 0.0 0.0
768 17 % 25 % 17 % 51 % 51 % 8 % 7.7 -77 0.0 00 | -433 | -433
1312 31 % 34 % 28 % 16 % 22 % 13 % 29 -65 -36 6.3 -94 - 3.1
1714 24 % 25 % 20 % 19 % 19 % 8 % 0.4 -5.1 -438 00 | -109 | -109
528 26 % 29 % 27 % 19 % 28 % 28 % 32 -20 1.2 9.2 -06 8.6
1097 36% | 41% 34 % 13 % 13 % 13 % 4.9 -6.7 -18 0.0 0.0 0.0
13 680 38 % 37 % 34 % 20 % 20 % 7% -0.7 -31 -38 0.0 -34 -34
744 27 % 29 % 21 % 29 % 29 % 29 % 2.0 -78 -58 0.0 0.0 0.0
444 32% 43 % 27 % 0% 20 % 38 % 11 -16.2 -51 20.2 17.6 379

LM, labour market effect; Policy, policy effect; Total, total effect.
NB: The table shows the poverty rate for the three scenarios and changes in poverty rate between scenarios. Poverty rate is the
percentage of women and men with individual incomes below 60 % of the median equivalised household income in each country.
Poverty lines are shown in the national currency, are fixed at the level of scenario 1 and do not change between household types.
Changes between scenarios are measured in percentage points.

Source: Authors’ calculations using EUROMOD and Eurostat data (EU-SILC).
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Table A3.30. Decomposition of mean individual disposable incomes of women and men in lone-
parent households in the pandemic scenario with COVID-19 measures, 2020, by country (%)

MI gaaves | Benefits | MC DI MI gaoves | Benefits | MC DI
80.4 -202 22.1 32 85.5 110.0 336 182 3.1 97.7
583 95 245 9.6 82.9 56.6 142 299 67 789
64.2 -198 245 35 724 1013 ~399 2038 49 87.1
109.5 ~210 122 24 103.1 1153 245 84 0.0 99.2
72.1 -738 233 26 90.2 95.0 124 1.2 38 976
70.8 -109 156 23 77.8 814 - 186 132 25 785
76.2 ~224 25.1 12 80.1 1204 385 16.0 19 99.9
81.0 -369 3138 17 776 1189 521 145 88 89.9
817 - 14.1 162 27 86.5 134.1 -296 128 2.1 1195
936 ~19.7 20.1 36 976 915 ~ 271 235 30 91.0
77.9 - 1241 16.1 22 84.1 85.7 ~193 289 2.1 973
713 -207 316 02 825 89.0 ~324 294 0.1 86.1
57.0 ~125 276 3.1 75.1 834 200 222 55 91.1
85.9 - 169 114 19 823 98.0 _214 6.1 6.6 89.2
114.2 -337 126 0.6 937 1239 391 1.1 32 99.0
56.1 - 1241 355 09 80.4 100.1 ~226 263 06 1045
95.1 - 265 167 38 89.1 109.2 340 130 59 94.1
812 ~2938 2538 42 814 77.7 ~272 402 48 95.6
806 -236 237 57 863 2012 -739 98 19 139.0
103.0 -202 180 0.9 101.7 1226 ~293 203 0.2 113.9
450 65 352 8.4 82.1 65.9 ~90 9.4 0.0 663
60.4 ~174 313 4.1 785 149.4 -599 224 58 117.8
90.9 ~189 30.1 0.9 103.0 1352 ~319 232 12 1276
90.6 ~17.1 133 25 89.2 1443 444 148 34 118.1
1189 -513 217 45 939 172.7 693 119 25 117.8
69.9 ~202 226 03 727 102.4 ~339 17.0 13 86.3
96.9 -318 183 34 86.8 86.5 - 286 271 34 884
67.9 ~130 132 8.4 765 109.4 552 6.6 20 628

DI, disposable income; MI, market income.

NB: The table shows the mean contribution of different sources to the disposable incomes of women and men in scenario 3. The mean
incomes of women and men are shown as percentages of the national median equivalised income in each country.

Source: Authors' calculations using EUROMOD and Eurostat data (EU-SILC).

Evidence to Action: Gender equality and gender mainstreaming in the COVID-19 recovery
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Table A3.31. Changes in mean individual disposable income due to the COVID-19 labour market
shock and the discretionary policy response, for women and men in households of couples
without children in the EU, 2020, by country (%)

I I S N S RS
S1 S2 S3 S1 S2 S3

LM Policy Total LM Policy Total

97.8 94.8 99.9 146.0 141.3 148.0 -31 53 2.2 -33 4.6 1.3
94.0 80.7 94.6 155.9 136.7 154.2 -141 147 0.6 -12.3 1.2 -1.1
73.2 71.5 75.6 139.0 136.0 141.8 -23 55 3.2 -21 4.1 2.0
104.6 102.5 1127 1335 131.6 1441 -20 9.8 7.8 -15 94 7.9
87.6 84.2 86.8 157.3 152.8 155.8 -39 29 -09 -29 1.9 -09
96.3 93.6 101.0 1253 1224 131.2 -29 7.7 4.8 -23 7.0 4.7
89.3 87.0 88.4 1624 159.0 160.7 -26 1.6 -11 -21 1.0 -11
1159 115.8 116.2 140.6 140.6 141.1 -0.1 03 0.2 -0.0 03 03
103.5 101.4 110.8 118.9 1154 126.2 -20 9.1 7.0 -3.0 9.1 6.1
86.6 82.7 86.7 1728 165.4 1732 -45 4.6 0.1 -43 4.5 0.2
86.4 83.8 87.0 169.0 165.1 169.8 -31 3.7 0.6 -23 2.8 0.5
114.0 113.3 115.5 137.3 136.8 139.1 -0.6 1.9 1.4 -03 1.7 14
108.4 104.9 109.0 166.2 160.5 165.6 -32 3.8 0.6 -35 3.1 -03
80.9 78.5 83.7 126.2 1227 130.0 -30 6.4 34 -28 5.7 3.0
104.7 103.7 101.6 130.5 128.6 126.3 -09 -20 -29 -14 -18 -32
105.9 102.8 103.6 161.2 150.9 1519 -29 0.8 -21 -64 0.6 -58
89.1 87.5 87.5 1824 179.8 179.9 -17 0.0 -17 -14 0.1 -14
101.5 96.2 111.9 140.4 1354 151.0 -52 154 10.2 -36 111 7.5
97.6 98.7 99.7 170.6 172.8 172.0 1.1 1.0 2.2 13 -05 0.8
107.4 105.4 113.7 131.8 129.9 139.8 -19 7.7 5.8 -14 7.5 6.1
88.7 74.5 86.9 147.6 122.6 144.1 -16.0 14.0 -19 -17.0 14.5 -24
95.4 90.1 96.6 150.6 1413 151.7 -55 6.8 13 -6.1 6.9 0.8
106.3 105.7 103.7 148.2 146.7 143.5 -06 -1.8 -24 -1.0 -2.1 -3
100.1 98.4 100.7 157.1 155.4 157.7 -17 23 0.6 -11 15 03
97.3 95.8 104.7 140.1 137.8 150.6 -16 9.2 7.6 -17 9.2 7.5
1149 1139 1185 1389 138.0 144.6 -09 4.0 3.2 -07 4.8 4.1
96.2 95.5 102.5 116.6 115.0 1227 -038 7.3 6.6 -14 6.6 5.2
95.6 90.8 98.9 122.6 115.2 126.0 -49 8.5 35 -6.1 8.8 2.7

LM, labour market effect; Policy, policy effect; Total, total effect.

NB: The table shows mean incomes of women and men as percentages of the national median equivalised income in each country for
the three scenarios, and changes in income between the scenarios. Changes between scenarios are measured in percentages.

Source: Authors’ calculations using EUROMOD and Eurostat data (EU-SILC).
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Table A3.32. Changes in individual poverty rate due to the COVID-19 labour market shock
and the discretionary policy response, for women and men in households of couples without
children in the EU, in percentage points, 2020, by country

Poverty line S1 S2 S3 S1 S2 S3 LM Policy | Total LM Policy | Total
6 245 33%| 34%| 31% 1% 12%| 10% 1.5 -31 | -16 1.3 -24 | -11
1329 33 % 39 % 33% 8 % 10 % 8% 59 -57 0.2 2.1 -27 | -06
1266 43 % 43%| 41% 3% 4% 3% 0.2 -18 | -16 04 -05 | -02

488 42 % 42 % 39 % 21 % 22 % 18 % 0.7 -33 -2.7 0.6 -38 -32
831 51 % 52 % 51 % 12 % 14 % 12 % 03 -04 | -02 14 -23 | -10
14162 16 % 17 % 11 % 5% 5% 4% 14 -56 | -43 0.6 -13 | -07
1203 41 % 2% 41% 7 % 8% 7% 14 -08 0.6 04 -03 0.1
11 863 17 % 17 % 16 % 10 % 10 % 10 % 0.1 -15 | -14 0.0 -05 | -05
617 24 % 25 % 18 % 20 % 21 % 14 % 1.1 -75 | -64 0.8 -66 | -58
449 41 % 43%| 42% 6 % 7% 6 % 1.7 -02 15 1.1 -04 0.7
747 46 % 47 % 46 % 10 % 12 % 10 % 1.4 -1.6 -01 1.2 -14 -02
1267 11 % 12 % 10 % 8 % 8% 7% 04 -1.4 -1.0 0.4 -06 -03
1124 30 % 31 % 29 % 7 % 7% 6 % 1.8 -28 | -10 0.5 -07 | -01
2958 47 % 48% | 46% 18 % 18 % 16 % 0.5 -22 | -16 04 -21 | -18
104 968 30 % 30 % 31 % 22 % 22% 22 % 04 0.5 0.9 0.0 -01 | -00
1229 28 % 28 % 27 % 9% 9% 8% 03 -10 | -07 0.5 -08 | -02
816 46 % 47% | 46% 7 % 8% 7% 0.7 -07 | -00 0.8 -07 0.1
466 31 % 35% 23 % 15 % 17 % 11 % 36 | -119 | -83 22 -62 | -40
2100 38 % 38 % 37 % 6 % 6 % 6%| -02 -05 | -07 -04 03 | -01
439 34 % 36 % 31 % 25 % 25 % 20 % 1.4 -52 -38 0.3 -50 -47
768 48 % 59% | 47% 3% 20 % 3%| 105 | -114 | -10 167 | =170 | -02
1312 40 % 42 % 38 % 8 % 9% 7% 1.8 -32 | -14 1.2 -20 | -07
1714 26 % 27 % 27 % 12 % 12 % 12 % 0.2 0.8 1.0 0.6 -00 0.5
528 43 % 44% | 42% 10 % 11 % 10 % 04 -14 | -10 04 -07 | -03
1097 33 % 34 % 29 % 10 % 10 % 8% 03 -41 | -38 0.2 -23 | -21
13 680 17 % 17 % 15 % 8 % 8% 7%| -02 -19 | -21 - 0.1 -10 | -11
744 20 % 20 % 17 % 10 % 10 % 8% 0.2 -31 | -29 0.1 -20 | -18
444 12 % 17 % 11 % 5% 8% 5% 4.6 -6.2 -16 2.9 -37 -0.8

LM, labour market effect; Policy, policy effect; Total, total effect.
NB: The table shows the poverty rate for the three scenarios and changes in poverty rate between scenarios. Poverty rate is the
percentage of women and men with individual incomes below 60 % of the median equivalised household income in each country.
Poverty lines are shown in the national currency, are fixed at the level of scenario 1 and do not change between household types.
Changes between scenarios are measured in percentage points.

Source: Authors' calculations using EUROMOD and Eurostat data (EU-SILC).

Evidence to Action: Gender equality and gender mainstreaming in the COVID-19 recovery
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Table A3.33. Decomposition of mean individual disposable incomes of women and men in
households of couples without children in the pandemic scenario with COVID-19 measures,

2020, by country (%)

MI ghoxes | Benefits | MC DI MI axes | Benefits | MC DI
82.4 284 430 2.9 99.9 112.9 -45.1 76.3 38 148.0
635 ~228 439 9.9 94.6 104.3 -532 906 126 1542
56.1 ~29.7 459 32 756 929 -629 107.4 44 141.8
943 -19.7 369 11 112.7 1033 -209 59.6 21 144.1
517 ~108 437 21 86.3 847 -217 90.5 24 1558
70.9 ~178 456 23 101.0 1015 ~271 545 23 131.2
919 -380 3238 17 884 1358 -586 813 22 160.7
139.3 “71.7 46.1 24 116.2 180.3 ~896 465 38 1411
912 ~176 343 29 1108 105.9 - 231 40.1 33 126.2
57.8 ~232 495 26 86.7 94.0 -389 1155 26 1732
70.1 ~174 324 19 87.0 106.7 361 96.7 25 169.8
101.8 383 5138 03 1155 122.2 -584 75.0 03 139.1
84.4 ~296 50.2 40 109.0 109.8 - 47 98.0 49 165.6
488 ~132 46.1 19 837 594 - 186 86.8 24 130.0
85.6 ~329 48.1 08 101.6 1118 -437 57.0 11 126.3
94.1 - 263 34,1 16 103.6 136.6 ~399 533 19 151.9
59.0 -275 537 24 875 982 - 663 145.1 29 179.9
106.2 402 425 33 111.9 154.0 -58.1 529 21 151.0
943 ~358 402 10 99.7 134.7 -702 107.8 -03 172.0
1102 -321 346 0.9 113.7 1338 - 409 46.0 09 139.8
777 165 133 124 86.9 89.8 -237 555 224 144.1
936 -321 298 52 9.6 180.5 -715 341 86 151.7
85.1 -304 480 11 103.7 1216 -438 643 10 1435
64.3 ~210 55.1 18 100.7 917 -438 108.1 16 1577
922 ~393 499 19 104.7 119.2 -507 792 29 150.6
106.7 ~378 488 08 1185 126.1 _554 73.0 09 144.6
64.0 ~238 59.1 32 1025 673 ~260 77.9 30 122.7
683 200 446 55 989 81.0 -267 635 83 126.0

DI, disposable income; MI, market income.

NB: The table shows the mean contribution of different sources to the disposable incomes of women and men in scenario 3. The mean

incomes of women and men are shown as percentages of the national median equivalised income in each country.

Source: Authors’ calculations using EUROMOD and Eurostat data (EU-SILC).
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Table A3.34. Changes in mean individual disposable income due to the COVID-19 labour market
shock and the discretionary policy response, for women and men in households of couples
with children in the EU, 2020, by country (%)

T S IR NS N
S1 S2 S3 S1 S2 S3

LM Policy Total LM Policy Total

90.2 86.7 92.8 144.4 136.1 145.9 -39 6.8 29 -57 6.8 1.0
67.4 56.1 69.3 138.1 110.8 136.7 -16.8 19.6 2.8 -19.8 18.7 -1.0
89.3 85.9 92.8 1228 117.7 126.8 -38 7.8 4.0 -4.1 7.4 33
1189 1171 130.0 170.8 165.7 186.9 -15 10.9 9.4 -30 124 9.4
96.5 92.3 954 146.9 1393 1437 -44 32 -1 -52 3.0 -22
66.5 64.4 70.2 149.7 144.8 154.9 -31 8.7 5.7 -33 6.8 35
74.9 72.6 75.7 156.9 151.2 155.8 -30 4.2 1.2 -36 29 -06
101.9 102.1 1023 1269 126.9 1271 0.1 0.2 03 -00 0.2 0.2
943 92.0 100.2 1433 138.2 150.6 -24 8.7 6.3 -36 8.6 5.1
81.6 75.8 82.9 151.8 140.1 152.0 -72 8.7 1.5 -77 7.9 0.2
90.0 86.1 90.2 1435 1374 1431 -4.4 4.6 0.2 -43 4.0 -03
98.1 98.3 100.0 135.0 1338 135.8 0.2 1.8 2.0 -09 15 0.6
91.9 86.6 91.3 1385 1285 136.0 -58 5.2 -06 -72 54 -18
95.1 90.2 97.7 150.5 1379 149.8 -52 7.9 2.7 -84 7.9 -05
84.1 82.8 81.7 147.0 143.2 141.5 -1.6 -1.2 -28 -26 -1.1 -37
1023 98.4 98.7 1653 155.6 155.6 -38 03 -35 -58 -0.0 -58
71.7 70.0 70.0 146.1 142.3 140.9 -25 0.0 -24 -26 -09 -35
88.5 85.0 99.5 1435 1338 1539 -4.0 16.4 124 -67 14.0 7.3
93.2 92.8 94.3 1335 134.8 135.6 -05 1.7 1.2 0.9 0.6 15
101.4 99.7 107.3 1713 169.3 181.7 -1.7 7.5 5.8 -1.2 7.2 6.0
87.3 73.0 86.8 164.6 117.7 152.7 -16.4 15.8 -06 - 285 213 -72
89.6 84.1 89.9 142.7 128.6 1432 -6.2 6.5 03 -99 10.2 03
94.9 94.2 100.5 163.6 160.8 165.5 -08 6.6 5.8 -17 2.8 1.2
1084 103.7 108.0 144.2 140.1 144.5 -4.4 4.0 -04 -29 3.0 0.2
92.4 89.4 98.1 139.1 136.4 150.5 -32 9.4 6.2 -20 10.2 8.2
90.8 90.1 934 119.0 1179 1229 -08 3.7 29 -1.0 42 33
91.2 90.8 99.5 1214 116.1 1263 -04 9.5 9.1 -43 8.4 4.1
73.8 68.0 79.9 1216 106.5 1245 -79 16.1 8.2 -125 14.8 24

LM, labour market effect; Policy, policy effect; Total, total effect.

NB: The table shows mean incomes of women and men as percentages of the national median equivalised income in each country for
the three scenarios, and changes in income between the scenarios. Changes between scenarios are measured in percentages.

Source: Authors’ calculations using EUROMOD and Eurostat data (EU-SILC).
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Table A3.35. Changes in individual poverty rate due to the COVID-19 labour market shock and
the discretionary policy response, for women and men in households of couples with children
in the EU, in percentage points, 2020, by country

Women Men Women

Poverty line S1 S2 S3 S1 S2 S3 LM Policy | Total LM Policy | Total
6 245 35%| 38%| 34% 10%| 13% 10 % 3.0 -43 | -13 35 -38 | -03
1329 52 % 66 % 50 % 9% 17 % 0%, 141 | -156 | -15 8.0 -74 0.6
1266 25% 26 % 22 % 6 % 6 % 5% 03 -35 | -32 0.5 - 1.1 -06

488 36 % 38 % 33% 19 % 21 % 14 % 2.2 -58 -36 2.7 -70 -43
831 39% | 41% 39 % 6 % 9% 6 % 2.9 -22 0.6 2.5 -24 0.1
14162 48 % 51%| 45% 5% 7% 5% 2.4 -51 | -26 1.7 -20 | -03
1203 47% | 49%| 46% 6 % 7% 6 % 2.1 -30 | -10 1.0 - 1.1 -02
11 863 14 % 14 % 14 % 6 % 6 % 6% -04 00 | -04 0.2 -02 | -00
617 30 % 32% 28 % 17 % 18 % 15 % 1.6 -37 | -21 1.0 -24 | -14
449 46 % 50%| 45% 10 % 14 % 1 % 3.9 -49 | -10 3.8 -34 0.4
747 41 % 44 % 41 % 15 % 17 % 15 % 2.9 -31 -01 2.1 -23 -01
1267 20 % 20 % 19 % 5% 6 % 6% -04 -0.6 -1.0 1.0 -0.2 0.8
1124 28 % 32% 27 % 7% 10 % 7% 45 -57 | -12 2.2 -25 | -04
2958 32 % 35% 31 % 8% 11 % 7% 2.4 -34 | -10 3.1 -35 | -04
104 968 43% | 44%| 44% 19 % 20 % 20 % 0.9 0.0 1.0 1.1 -04 0.7
1229 33% 35% 33% 12 % 14 % 12 % 2.6 -22 04 1.9 -18 0.1
816 51 % 53 % 52 % 13 % 14 % 13 % 1.9 -09 1.0 14 -12 0.2
466 38%| 41% 32% 13% 18 % 10 % 2.9 -96 | -67 45 -73 | =27
2100 32 % 32% 30 % 8% 9% 8 % 0.1 -28 | -26 0.5 -04 0.1
439 31 % 32% 28 % 12 % 12 % 10 % 1.0 -3.6 -26 0.5 -2.1 -16
768 36 % 52 % 39 % 4% 38 % 6% 162 | -130 32 343 | -321 2.2
1312 32 % 35% 32% 7% 11 % 7% 3.4 -32 03 4.1 -36 0.5
1714 34 % 34 % 31 % 7% 8% 7% 0.4 -31 | -27 0.7 -09 | -02
528 22% 26 % 22 % 10 % 13 % 10 % 3.5 -36 | -01 2.2 -26 | -03
1097 39 % 39 % 39 % 14 % 14 % 12 % 0.4 -04 0.1 -04 -15 | -19
13 680 27 % 28 % 26 % 12 % 11 % 1 % 1.2 -17 | -06 -02 -03 | -05
744 24 % 25 % 21 % 9% 12 % 10 % 0.6 -43 | -37 3.1 -23 0.8
444 43 % 51 % 40 % 9% 19 % 9% 7.4 -104 -29 10.3 -103 0.0

LM, labour market effect; Policy, policy effect; Total, total effect.
NB: The table shows the poverty rate for the three scenarios and changes in poverty rate between scenarios. Poverty rate is the
percentage of women and men with individual incomes below 60 % of the median equivalised household income in each country.
Poverty lines are shown in the national currency, are fixed at the level of scenario 1 and do not change between household types.
Changes between scenarios are measured in percentage points.

Source: Authors’ calculations using EUROMOD and Eurostat data (EU-SILC).
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Table A3.36. Decomposition of mean individual disposable incomes of women and men in
households of couples with children in the pandemic scenario with COVID-19 measures, 2020,

by country (%)

MI axes | Benefits | MC DI MI ghaxes | Benefits | MC DI
101.9 -289 15.9 3.9 92.8 178.2 -537 14.6 6.8 145.9
50.1 ~99 202 89 69.3 1386 ~393 18.1 19.2 136.7
109.9 -40 16.2 7.7 928 164.6 ~637 163 9.6 126.8
142.4 -273 12.7 22 130.0 206.2 -396 143 59 186.9
100.0 ~170 9.5 29 95.4 156.8 ~279 107 42 143.7
72.8 164 11.4 24 70.2 179.2 -394 116 36 1549
887 -30.1 153 18 757 207.1 685 134 38 1558
142.0 ~618 18.1 39 1023 199.4 -89.1 119 49 127.1
917 ~194 246 33 100.2 152.4 -306 2438 39 1506
883 _214 1.2 42 82.9 179.1 454 129 54 152.0
96.6 ~19.2 10.1 27 90.2 1652 ~369 112 37 1431
116.8 -350 18.1 0.2 100.0 181.4 -643 18.4 0.2 1358
949 ~243 156 52 913 149.8 -390 170 8.1 1360
107.2 _247 1.1 40 97.7 177.7 E 65 6.9 149.8
103.7 -333 10.1 12 817 191.4 -632 12 20 1415
106.2 -305 214 16 987 189.7 -594 2238 24 1556
76.1 -207 11.0 36 70.0 169.3 ~51.7 165 6.9 1409
993 -386 327 6.0 995 2116 -818 193 48 153.9
107.9 -303 14.0 27 943 178.4 ~60.2 16.1 13 1356
107.6 -270 257 10 107.3 2188 -563 18.4 07 181.7
80.8 _154 6.9 145 86.3 1423 -364 8.4 384 152.7
9.7 256 135 53 89.9 196.4 - 760 9.9 129 1432
109.3 -296 19.4 13 100.5 192.1 -500 22,0 14 1655
127.0 -306 7.4 42 108.0 1836 -516 86 39 1445
1405 -582 128 30 98 1 215 -900 139 50 1505
105.3 -333 207 08 934 1513 491 195 13 1229
1145 —M7 215 52 99.5 164.7 -573 13 7.6 1263
7338 ~194 18.8 66 79.9 141.2 ~422 9.7 158 1245

DI, disposable income; MI, market income.

NB: The table shows the mean contribution of different sources to the disposable incomes of women and men in scenario 3. The mean
incomes of women and men are shown as percentages of the national median equivalised income in each country.

Source: Authors’ calculations using EUROMOD and Eurostat data (EU-SILC).

Evidence to Action: Gender equality and gender mainstreaming in the COVID-19 recovery



Annexes

Table A3.37. Changes in mean individual disposable income due to the COVID-19 labour market
shock and the discretionary policy response, for women and men with disability in the EU,
2020, by country (%)

S1 S2 S3 S1 S2 S3 LM Policy Total LM Policy Total
67.8 67.9 69.8 73.7 73.6 75.6 0.1 2.8 3.0 -0.2 2.7 2.5
58.8 59.8 62.3 70.2 68.7 724 1.7 42 59 -2 52 31
75.9 753 76.8 86.7 86.4 87.8 -0.7 1.9 1.2 -03 1.7 1.4
56.8 56.6 60.4 733 73.1 77.8 -03 6.8 6.4 -03 6.5 6.1
107.0 105.9 107.6 83.6 83.5 84.3 -1 1.6 0.5 -02 1.0 0.8
70.3 69.7 75.4 76.9 76.5 82.8 -08 8.1 7.4 -04 8.1 7.7
101.4 101.2 101.7 98.3 98.1 98.6 -03 0.5 0.2 - 01 0.5 04
83.5 83.5 83.4 81.3 813 81.1 -00 -0.1 -02 -00 -02 -03
52.2 52.0 56.3 52.9 52.4 56.7 -03 8.3 8.0 -09 8.1 7.2
714 715 68.2 82.9 83.2 79.4 0.2 -46 -44 03 -45 -4.2
90.9 90.4 92.6 109.8 108.1 110.5 -06 24 1.8 -15 2.2 0.7
777 781 79.9 84.9 85.4 87.3 0.5 23 2.8 0.6 23 2.8
49.6 49.4 51.2 834 82.9 85.9 -05 3.8 33 -05 3.6 31
323 32.2 32.8 30.8 30.8 315 -02 1.6 1.4 0.1 2.1 2.2
53.2 543 52.6 55.1 54.9 53.1 2.2 -33 -1.1 -05 -33 -37
58.6 59.8 59.4 69.7 69.7 66.8 2.0 -0.7 1.3 -0.1 -4.1 -4.2
108.0 107.9 108.8 97.2 96.9 98.3 -0.1 0.8 0.7 -03 1.5 1.2
53.7 53.5 62.5 62.3 60.8 713 -04 169 16.5 -24 16.8 14.4
87.5 90.1 90.0 93.2 973 96.2 29 -00 29 4.4 -1.2 3.2
421 421 454 52.5 52.4 56.1 0.0 7.8 7.8 -0.1 7.0 6.9
51.7 52.0 54.8 59.0 59.2 63.8 0.6 55 6.1 0.4 7.8 8.2
65.5 66.3 67.9 791 79.3 81.3 13 24 3.7 0.1 26 2.8
76.3 76.0 79.2 91.9 914 93.8 -04 4.2 3.8 -06 2.7 2.1
66.9 66.8 67.3 58.6 58.0 58.4 -02 0.8 0.6 -09 0.7 -02
331 33.1 35.7 54.4 54.4 58.1 0.0 7.8 7.8 0.0 6.7 6.7
74.4 73.8 753 59.6 59.1 60.4 -08 21 1.2 -08 2.2 1.4
69.4 69.4 74.4 72.8 727 76.6 0.0 7.1 7.1 - 0.1 53 52
61.6 61.6 62.1 69.1 69.4 69.5 -00 0.8 0.8 0.5 0.1 0.6

LM, labour market effect; Policy, policy effect; Total, total effect.

NB: The table shows mean incomes of women and men as percentages of the national median equivalised income in each country for
the three scenarios, and changes in income between the scenarios. Changes between scenarios are measured in percentages.

Source: Authors’ calculations using EUROMOD and Eurostat data (EU-SILC).
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Table A3.38. Changes in individual poverty rate due to the COVID-19 labour market shock and
the discretionary policy response, for women and men with disability in the EU, in percentage
points, 2020, by country

Poverty line S1 S2 S3 S1 S2 S3 LM Policy | Total LM Policy | Total
6 245 49%  48%| 45%| 43%| 43% | 40%| -03 -33 -36 | -0.0 -26 -26
1329 55 % 50 % 50% | 43% 43%| 41%| -49 -04 -53 0.0 -20 -20
1266 21 % 20 % 18 % 19 % 17 % 6% -07 -22 -29 -2.7 -1.1 -3.7

488 69 % 69 % 62 % 56 % 56 % 51 % 0.0 -6.5 -6.5 0.0 -50 -50
831 39 % 39 % 35% 28 % 28 % 28% | -06 -34 -40 0.0 0.0 0.0
14162 45 % 45 % 37 % 29 % 29 % 25% 0.6 -84 -79 0.0 -43 -43
1203 25 % 26 % 25 % 35 % 35% 34 % 03 -02 0.0 0.0 -17 -17
11 863 17 % 17 % 17 % 20 % 20 % 20 % 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
617 68 % 68 % 55 % 71 % 71 % 59 % 00 | -136 | -136 01 | -120 | -119
449 39 % 39% | 44% 26 % 26 % 31 % 0.0 5.5 5.5 0.0 49 49
747 34 % 34 % 33 % 23 % 24 % 23 % 03 -18 -15 0.6 -06 -0.1
1267 28 % 27 % 21 % 25 % 25 % 19%| -03 -63 -6.6 0.2 -6.1 -59
1124 60 % 60 % 57 % 20 % 19 % 18 % 03 -27 -24 | -07 -16 -23
2958 88 % 89 % 88 % 88 % 88 % 87 % 0.8 -038 0.0 0.0 -07 -0.7
104 968 61 % 58 % 60 % 67 % 68 % 68% | -23 14 -1.0 0.5 04 0.9
1229 54 % 53% | 49% | 45% 44% | 46%| -1.2 -37 -48 | -1.1 1.8 0.7
816 22 % 23 % 22 % 28 % 28 % 26 % 0.6 -06 -00 0.0 -23 -23
466 66 % 66 % 57% | 48% 50% | 40% 0.0 -95 -95 1.3 | =101 -88
2100 40 % 38 % 35% 24 % 23 % 26% | -23 -32 -55 | -09 25 1.6
439 78 % 78 % 73 % 67 % 68 % 65 % 0.0 -46 -4.6 0.3 -29 -25
768 65 % 65 % 57 % 59 % 59% | 46% 0.0 -74 -74 00 | -132 | -132
1312 44 % 44% | 41% 33 % 34 % 31 % 0.6 -32 -26 03 -24 -22
1714 36 % 36 % 32 % 29 % 29 % 25 % 0.2 -42 -40 0.2 -39 -38
528 59 % 59 % 55 % 66 % 66 % 66 % 0.0 -32 -31 0.0 -05 -05
1097 88 % 88 % 85 % 69 % 69 % 68 % 0.0 -24 -24 0.0 -08 -08
13 680 24 % 23 % 21 % 53 % 54 % 54% | -0.7 -25 -33 1.1 0.0 1.1
744 48 % 48% | 44%| 40% 40 % 33% 04 -42 -39 0.2 -69 -6.7
444 44 % 44 % 44 % 38 % 38 % 38% | -0.1 0.1 0.0 0.5 -03 0.2

LM, labour market effect; Policy, policy effect; Total, total effect.

NB: The table shows the poverty rate for the three scenarios and changes in poverty rate between scenarios. Poverty rate is the
percentage of women and men with individual incomes below 60 % of the median equivalised household income in each country.
Poverty lines are shown in the national currency, are fixed at the level of scenario 1 and do not change between household types.
Changes between scenarios are measured in percentage points.

Source: Authors' calculations using EUROMOD and Eurostat data (EU-SILC).
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Table A3.39. Decomposition of mean individual disposable incomes of women and men with
disability in the pandemic scenario with COVID-19 measures, 2020, by country (%)

MI gaoxes | Benefits | MC DI MI aaxes | Benefits | MC DI
9.1 -65 66.9 0.2 69.8 107 -7.7 72.3 03 75.6
42 “19 59.8 0.2 623 105 -42 64.4 17 724
112 -5 70.7 0.0 76.8 114 -86 85.0 0.0 87.8
17 218 503 0.2 60.4 242 40 575 0.0 77.8
6.6 _17 1022 05 107.6 45 _22 819 0.1 843
4.1 - 06 716 04 754 6.6 -14 77.0 05 82.8
100 -80 995 0.2 101.7 149 _75 91.0 02 986
146 369 105.4 03 834 12.1 ~344 103.2 0.2 81.1
44 ~05 52,1 03 563 55 ~09 519 0.2 56.7
6.4 ~73 69.2 0.0 682 43 64 816 0.0 79.4
98 -80 90.2 05 926 133 -100 106.6 07 110.5
192 ~135 742 0.1 799 202 ~182 8522 0.1 873
131 _57 431 08 512 11.4 _53 786 12 85.9
34 ~02 292 03 3238 7.4 01 239 03 315
88 ~49 487 0.0 526 84 40 487 0.0 531
58 _22 5538 0.0 59.4 27 -18 65.9 0.0 66.8
6.4 ~108 1132 0.0 108.8 7.2 -103 101.4 0.0 983
6.7 17 573 02 625 135 -39 60.9 08 713
83 -79 89.7 0.0 90.0 166 ~142 94.6 ~08 96.2
86 _24 392 0.0 454 126 46 480 0.0 56.1
123 -23 448 0.0 5438 6.4 17 59.2 0.0 633
187 -257 742 08 679 19.2 -337 94.6 12 813
218 _154 72,5 03 792 317 ~199 816 04 9338
7.9 -18 61.1 0.0 673 7.9 ~18 523 0.0 584
04 -05 3538 0.0 357 5.1 -2 55.0 0.0 58 1
65 ~27 715 0.0 753 26 35 613 0.0 60.4
1238 -50 66.1 05 744 56 _25 732 04 76.6
30 -10 60.0 0.0 62.1 22 ~09 68.1 0.0 69.5

DI, disposable income; MI, market income.

NB: The table shows the mean contribution of different sources to the disposable incomes of women and men in scenario 3. The mean
incomes of women and men are shown as percentages of the national median equivalised income in each country.

Source: Authors' calculations using EUROMOD and Eurostat data (EU-SILC).
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Annex 4. Scope of gender equality issues in the European Pillar of Social
Rights principles

EPSR principle 2 on gender equality:

a. equality of treatment and opportun-
ities between women and men must be
ensured and fostered in all areas, including
regarding participation in the labour mar-
ket, terms and conditions of employment
and career progression;

b. women and men have the right to equal
pay for work of equal value.

EPSR principle 3 on equal opportunities:
regardless of gender, racial or ethnic origin, reli-
gion or belief, disability, age or sexual orienta-
tion, everyone has the right to equal treatment
and opportunities regarding employment,
social protection, education and access to
goods and services available to the public.
Equal opportunities of under-represented
groups shall be fostered.

EPSR principle 9 on work-life balance: par-
ents and people with caring responsibilities
have the right to suitable leave, flexible work-
ing arrangements and access to care services.
Women and men shall have equal access to
special leaves of absence in order to fulfil their
caring responsibilities and be encouraged to
use them in a balanced way.

EPSR principle 11 on childcare and support
to children.

a. Children have the right to affordable early
childhood education and care of good
quality.

b. Children have the right to protection from
poverty. Children from disadvantaged back-
grounds have the right to specific meas-
ures to enhance equal opportunities.

Annex 5. Sustainable development goal 5

SDG 5 on gender equality and women's empower-
ment sets nine targets:

1.

2.

end discrimination against women and girls;

end all violence against and exploitation of
women and girls;

eliminate forced marriages
mutilation;

and genital

. value unpaid care and promote shared domes-

tic responsibilities;

5. ensure full participation in leadership and

decision-making;

. universal access to reproductive health and

rights;

. equal rights to economic resources, property

ownership and financial services;

. promote empowerment of women through

technology;

. adopt and strengthen policies and enforce-

able legislation for gender equality.

Annex 6. Assessment of the recovery and resilience plans

Article 19 and Annex V of the RRF regulation set
out the main framework for assessing the RRPs.
They outline the four criteria that allow the Com-

mission

to evaluate the plans: relevance,

effectiveness, efficiency and coherence. A system
of ratings (A, B, C) facilitates equal treatment
among Member States (EPRS, 2021). In assessing
the RRPs along those four criteria, consideration

Evidence to Action: Gender equality and gender mainstreaming in the COVID-19 recovery
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should be given to the following thematic criteria
(Requlation (EU) 2021/241, Annex V).

1 Whether the RRP presents a balanced response to the Member State’s challenges

2 | Whether it addresses the concerns identified in CSRs
Whether it contributes to strengthening the growth potential, job creation, and economic, social and institutional resilience,

3 | contributing to the implementation of the EPSR, including through the promotion of policies for children and the youth, and to
mitigating the economic and social impact of the COVID-19 crisis

4 | Whether the measures respect the ‘do no significant harm'’ principle

5 | Whether it contributes to the green transition

6 | Whether it contributes to the digital transition

7 | Whether it brings about lasting impacts for the Member State

8 | Whether it ensures an effective monitoring and implementation of the plan

9 | Whether the estimated costs of the plan are reasonable and in line with the principles of cost-efficiency

10 | Whether it provides sufficient arrangements to prevent, detect and correct corruption and fraud

11 | Whether the measures of the plan are coherent

Annex 7. Recovery and Resilience Scoreboard common indicators

The Scoreboard DA defined the following com- (Commission  Delegated  Regulation  (EU)
mon indicators and their levels of disaggregation  2021/2106).

Disagoregated by

1 Savings in annual primary energy consumption

2 Additional operational capacity installed for renewable energy

3 Alternative fuels infrastructure (refuelling/recharging points)

4 Population benefiting from protection measures against floods, wildfires and other climate-

related natural disasters

5 Additional dwellings with internet access provided via very high-capacity networks

6 Enterprises supported to develop or adopt digital products, services and application processes

7 Users of new and upgraded public digital services, products and processes

8 Researchers working in supported research facilities Gender

9 Enterprises supported (of which small - including micro, medium, large)
10 Number of participants in education or training Gender and age
11 Number of people in employment or engaged in job-searching activities Gender and age
12 Capacity of new or modernised healthcare facilities
13 Classroom capacity of new or modernised childcare and education facilities
14 Number of young people aged 15-29 years receiving support Gender and age

European Institute for Gender Equality
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Annex 8. Budget allocations per Member State and EU-27

Share of budget

Share of RRP for measures not

Non-targeted

Gender-targeted Share of RRP

e | tlon bRy | ™egmres et | Mebsres tta | gendertargeea | SOt 2 Ut | budt locatd o
6) equality (%)
AT 4.50 0.38 0.37 8.55 8.28 83.17
BE 5.93 0.06 0.34 1.08 5.68 93.24
BG 6.90 0.04 0.77 0.55 11.09 88.36
cY 1.20 — 0.05 — 4.50 95.50
(o4 7.04 0.17 0.46 2.47 6.48 91.06
DE 27.95 0.50 1.50 1.79 5.36 92.85
DK 1.60 — — — — 100.00
EE 0.98 — 0.09 — 9.47 90.53
EL 18.19 1.21 0.10 6.65 0.57 92.78
ES 69.53 2.24 0.20 3.22 0.29 96.49
FI 2.09 — 0.37 — 17.55 82.45
FR 40.95 — 0.01 — 0.02 99.98
HR 6.39 0.82 0.36 12.77 571 81.52
HU 7.04 0.37 — 5.22 — 94.78
IE 0.99 — 0.28 — 28.11 71.89
IT 191.48 3.12 16.22 1.63 8.47 89.90
LT 2.23 — 0.48 — 21.59 78.41
LU 0.09 — 0.01 — 13.41 86.59
LV 1.83 0.03 0.19 1.51 10.44 88.05
) 3.44 — — — — 100.00
NL 4.70 — 0.83 — 17.61 82.39
PL 35.97 — 1.27 — 3.52 96.48
PT 16.64 0.41 3.17 2.44 19.05 78.51
RO 29.18 0.04 0.40 0.12 1.37 98.51
SE 3.28 — 0.55 — 16.68 83.32
SI 2.48 — 0.32 — 12.80 87.20
SK 6.58 — 0.34 — 5.24 94.76
EU 499.17 9.38 28.68 1.88 575 92.38

Source: Based on country-level research, including RRPs and Council implementing decisions.
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Annex 9. List of national experts

Member State National expert

Belgium Professor Emerita Alison E. Woodward (Vrije Universiteit Brussel)
Bulgaria Iliana Balabanova (Bulgarian Platform - European Women's Lobby)
Czechia Hedvika Janeckova (PPMI)

Denmark Dr Anne Sophie Lassen

Germany Dr Ruth Abramowski (University of Bremen)

Estonia Anu Laas
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GETTING IN TOUCH WITH THE EU

In person
All over the European Union there are hundreds of Europe Direct centres. You can find the
address of the centre nearest you online (european-union.europa.eu/contact-eu/meet-us_en).

On the phone or in writing

Europe Direct is a service that answers your questions about the European Union. You can
contact this service:

— by freephone: 00 800 6 78 9 10 11 (certain operators may charge for these calls),

— at the following standard number: +32 22999696,

— via the following form: european-union.europa.eu/contact-eu/write-us_en.

FINDING INFORMATION ABOUT THE EU

Online
Information about the European Union in all the official languages of the EU is available on
the Europa website (europa.eu).

EU publications

You can view or order EU publications at op.europa.eu/en/publications. Multiple copies of free
publications can be obtained by contacting Europe Direct or your local documentation centre
(european- union.europa.eu/contact-eu/meet-us_en).

EU law and related documents
For access to legal information from the EU, including all EU law since 1951 in all the official
language versions, go to EUR-Lex (eur-lex.europa.eu).

Open data from the EU

The portal data.europa.eu provides access to open datasets from the EU institutions, bodies
and agencies. These can be downloaded and reused for free, for both commercial and non-

commercial purposes. The portal also provides access to a wealth of datasets from European
countries.

Neither the European Institute for Gender Equality nor any person acting on behalf of the European Institute for
Gender Equality is responsible for the use that might be made of the following information.

Luxembourg: Publications Office of the European Union, 2023

Print ISBN 978-92-9486-224-2 doi:10.2839/713280 MH-02-23-366-EN-C
PDF ISBN 978-92-9486-225-9 doi:10.2839/060291 MH-02-23-366-EN-N

© European Institute for Gender Equality, 2023
Cover picture: © Diva Plavalaguna/Pexels.com

Reproduction is authorised provided the source is acknowledged. Reuse is authorised provided the source is
acknowledged, the original meaning is not distorted and EIGE is not liable for any damage caused by that use. The
reuse policy of EIGE is implemented by the Commission Decision of 12 December 2011 on the reuse of Commission
documents (2011/833/EU).

For any use or reproduction of photos or other material that is not under the European Institute for Gender Equality
copyright, permission must be sought directly from the copyright holders.


http://european-union.europa.eu/contact-eu/meet-us_en
http://european-union.europa.eu/contact-eu/write-us_en
http://europa.eu
http://publications.europa.eu/eubookshop
http://publications.europa.eu/eubookshop
http://eur-lex.europa.eu
https://data.europa.eu/en

Publications Office
of the European Union

X

x K
L)

o
EGE

for Gender Equality

www.eige.europa.eu



http://www.eige.europa.eu

	Executive summary
	Introduction
	1. The effects of COVID-19 on gender inequality in the labour market
	1.1.	Changes in employment
	1.2.	Changes in unemployment and inactivity
	1.3.	Labour market transitions

	2. Cross-country analysis of the impact of COVID-19-related tax–benefit policies on gender inequality in earnings and disposable incomes
	2.1.	Impact of COVID-19 on mean individual disposable incomes of women and men
	2.2.	Impact of COVID-19 on the individual poverty rate among women and men
	2.3.	Contribution of market incomes, taxes and benefits to individual disposable incomes of women and men after the COVID-19 crisis

	3. The Recovery and Resilience Facility approach to gender equality and its gender equality provisions
	3.1.	Links to the EU legal and policy framework on gender equality
	3.2.	Entry points for gender mainstreaming in the recovery and resilience plans
	3.3.	Entry points for gender mainstreaming in the monitoring and evaluation framework of the Recovery and Resilience Facility regulation
	3.4.	The Recovery and Resilience Facility approach to gender equality and the green and digital transitions

	4. Gender equality in the national recovery and resilience plans
	4.1.	Poor preconditions for mainstreaming gender equality into the national recovery and resilience plans
	4.2.	Member States’ approaches to gender equality in the recovery and resilience plans
	4.3.	Gender mainstreaming in the planning, implementation, monitoring and evaluation of measures
	4.4.	Gender-relevant measures in the recovery and resilience plans
	4.5.	Actors and processes shaping gender equality in the recovery and resilience plans

	5. Conclusions
	6. Recommendations
	References
	Annexes
	Table 4. Changes in individual poverty rate due to the COVID-19 labour market shock and the discretionary policy response, for women and men of retirement age in the EU, in percentage points, 2020, by country


