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Map 5.22: Proportion of women feeling satisfied with their life, 

2019 

 

Map 5.23: Gender gap in feeling satisfied with life, 2019 

 

 



 

3 
 

Map 5.24: Proportion of women believing it is a good time to find 

a job where they live, 2019 

 

Map 5.25: Gender gap in believing it is a good time to find a job 

where they live, 2019 
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Map 5.26: Proportion of women d feeling safe walking alone at 

night, 2019 

 

Map 5.27: Gender gap in feeling safe walking alone at night, 

2019 
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When women achieve less, they also tend to be at a disadvantage26 

Two composite indices have been constructed to capture how well women are achieving in different regions 

relative to the best performing women in the EU and relative to men, the Female Achievement Index for the former 

and the Female Disadvantage Index for the latter (Map 5.28).27  

Women achieve most in Nordic Member States and most Austrian regions and achieve least in regions in the 

southern and eastern EU. They face the least disadvantage in the majority of regions in the Nordic countries as well 

as in France and Spain – least of all in Auvergne in France, La Rioja and Galicia in Spain and the capital city region 

in Finland – and are disadvantaged most in regions in Greece and Romania. 

Comparing female achievements and disadvantages. 

Regions where women achieve least and are disadvantaged most are largely located in the southern and eastern 

EU, while they achieve most and are disadvantaged least in the north-west of the EU (Map 5.28).  

Above average achievements and below average disadvantage is the best combination. This is quite common in 

north-western regions and Spain. The next best combination is both achievements and disadvantage being above 

average, which implies that while women achieve much in these regions, they face disadvantages as men achieve 

more. This is the case in Czechia, Slovenia and some north-western EU regions.  

The third best combination is low achievement and low disadvantage, which means in the regions concerned low 

achievement is not because of women being disadvantaged but men and women both achieving less than average. 

There are only 13 regions where this is the case: three each in Belgium and Bulgaria, two in Croatia and Lithuania 

and one in Latvia, Poland and Portugal.   

The least favourable combination is low achievements and high disadvantage, which means that women have 

limited achievement because they are disadvantaged relative to men but also because men’s achievements are 

low as well. The regions concerned account for 36% of the EU population and are mostly less developed ones in 

eastern and southern EU.  

                                                           
26 This section is based on, and summarises, the findings in Norlén et al. (2021); for more details on the methodology, data, 

and additional results and analysis, see: https://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/en/information/maps/gender-equality-monitor   
27 See box for a description of how the two measures are defined.  

 

https://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/en/information/maps/gender-equality-monitor
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Map 5.28: Female Achievement index (left), Female Disadvantage index (centre) and comparison between the two (right) 
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The regional gender equality monitor: the conceptual framework 

The regional gender equality monitor consists of two composite indices: the Female Achievement Index 

(FemAI) and the Female Disadvantage Index (FemDI). The first measures the level of achievement of 

women compared with the best performing region and varies between 0 (lowest performance) and 

100 (best performance). The second measures women’s performance relative to men and varies 

between 0 (signifying parity with men) and 100. 

The indices are calculated for 235 NUTS2 regions and are based on 33 indicators grouped into 7 

domains: Work and money, Knowledge, Time, Power, Health, Safety, security and trust and Quality of 

life. 

 

The Work and money domain measures the extent to which there is access to employment and good 

working conditions and gender inequalities in financial resources. The Knowledge domain covers 

education attainment, participation in education and training, gender segregation and early leavers 

from education. The Time dimension covers the time spent in social activities, the Power dimension, 

the extent of involvement in decision-making, the Health domain, health status and access to health 

services, and the Safety, security and trust domain covers perceptions of personal safety in the areas 

where men and women live and the extent of trust towards family, social circles and authorities. The 

Quality of life covers various aspects of this as well as job satisfaction. 

Indicators are from different data sources, but mainly Eurostat (EU-LFS and EU-SILC), Gallup World 

Poll and the European Institute of Gender equality (EIGE). 

 
For more details, including, see Norlén et al. (2021) and interactive tools available at: 
https://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/en/information/maps/gender-equality-monitor  
 
 

https://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/en/information/maps/gender-equality-monitor
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5.6 Measuring social progress at the regional level28 

The EU regional Social Progress Index (EU-SPI) is aimed at measuring ‘the capacity of a society to 

meet the basic human needs of its citizens, establish the building blocks that allow peoples and 

communities to enhance and sustain the quality of their lives, and create the conditions for all 

individuals to reach their full potential.’29 The index builds on the approach of the global Social 

Progress Index30. Economic indicators are excluded from the index to allow it to be compared with 

indicators, such as GDP per head.  

The 2020 edition31 indicates a score of 67 out of 100 for the EU as a whole, with marked 

differences between EU regions at different stages of economic development (Map 5.29).32 Nordic 

regions score relatively highly, while regions in the south and east of the EU tend to have low 

scores. All the top-10 regions are located in Sweden, Finland or Denmark, Övre Norrland in Sweden 

having the highest score, as in the 2016 version of the index. Regions in the bottom 10 are mostly 

in Bulgaria and Romania but also include the two French outermost regions of Guyane and 

Mayotte.33  

                                                           
28 This section is based on, and adapted from, Annoni and Bolsi (2020); for more details on the methodology, 

data, and additional results and analysis, see: 
https://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/en/information/maps/social_progress  

29 Source: https://www.socialprogress.org/index/global  
30 More information on the Global Social Progress Index is available at: https://www.socialprogressindex.com  
31 ‘Comparison with the first edition has limited validity. When developing an aggregate index of this 
complexity at the regional level, each edition unavoidably includes refinements and modifications. This is even 
more valid for the first editions of an index, meaning that the 2020 EU-SPI is not fully comparable with its 
first edition’’ (Source: Annoni and Bolsi, page 16). 
32 Interactive tools are available on DG REGIO Open Data Portal, at: 

https://cohesiondata.ec.europa.eu/stories/s/EU-Social-Progress-Index-2020/8qk9-xq96  
33 The results for the French outermost regions need to be interpreted with caution because some indicators 

were not available for these regions and because of their specific context far from the European 
mainland. 

https://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/en/information/maps/social_progress
https://www.socialprogress.org/index/global
https://www.socialprogressindex.com/
https://cohesiondata.ec.europa.eu/stories/s/EU-Social-Progress-Index-2020/8qk9-xq96
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EU-SPI: The EU Regional Social Progress Index 

The regional EU-Social Progress index is a composite indicator, first published in 2016. The 
2020 edition is based on 55 individual social and environmental indicators.  

The index includes three dimensions of social progress: basic human needs; foundations of 
well-being and opportunity, each of which has four components.  

The index is based on the assumption that these three dimensions are necessary to describe 

social progress. Basic needs have to be satisfied to achieve good levels of social development. 

The foundation dimension includes more advanced factors of social and environmental 

progress, while the opportunity dimension includes the ‘most advanced’ elements of a cohesive 

and tolerant society. From a policy perspective, these three dimensions involve different levels 

of difficulty. It is, for example, easier to satisfy basic needs than to improve societal attitudes. 

Data come from a range of sources, including Eurostat, Gallup World Poll, DG REGIO, the 

European Environmental Agency and the European Institute for Gender Equality.  

For more details see: Annoni and Bolsi (2020) and  

https://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/en/information/maps/social_progress2020/  

 
 

Source: Annoni and Bolsi, 2020 

https://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/en/information/maps/social_progress2020/
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Map 5.29: The EU Social Progress index, 2020 

 
Source: Annoni and Bolsi (2020) 

 

While more developed regions have an average score of 73 and transition regions one of 70, the 

score for less developed regions is only 58 (Figure 5.25). 
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Although the EU - as a whole - scores well on the basic components (80 out of 100), it does less 

well on the foundations of well-being (64) and even less well on the opportunity dimension (58) 

(Map 5.30). Most regions score well on ‘basic human needs’, except for those in Romania and 

Bulgaria. There are larger differences for the other two dimensions, for which a clear spatial pattern 

emerges, with regions in southern and eastern EU having low scores for the opportunity dimension, 

in particular (Map 5.30).  

Figure 5.25: EU-SPI 2020 by group of regions 

 

Source: Annoni and Bolsi (2020), DG REGIO calculations 
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Map 5.30: 2020 EU-SPI results on the three dimensions: Basic, Foundations of Well-Being and Opportunity 

 

Source: Annoni and Bolsi (2020) 
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