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1

Introduction

The Gender Equality Index (hereinafter the ‘Index’) was first proposed in the European Commission’s
‘Roadmap for Equality between Women and Men 2006–10’ as a comprehensive measure of gender
equality, tailored to fit the EU policy context. Developed by the European Institute for Gender Equality
(EIGE) and launched in 2013, the Index is built around six core domains – work (measured using 5
indicators), money (4), knowledge (3), time (4), power (8) and health (7) – and two additional domains:
intersecting inequalities and violence against women. Data from various sources are used to populate
the indicators for each domain e.g. Eurostat’s Labour Force Survey (LFS), Structure of Earnings Survey
(SES), EU-Statistics Income and Living Conditions (EU-SILC), Education Statistics, Eurofound’ European
Working Conditions Survey (EWCS), as well as EIGE’s data on women and men in decision-making. The
Index methodological report published in 2017 outlines the approach followed to calculate each
indicator.
Currently, EIGE publishes Index scores only for the EU Member States. However, under the Instrument
for Pre-Accession (IPA)2, which assists EU candidate countries and potential candidates (i.e. the “IPA
beneficiaries”) on their path towards EU membership, EIGE is collecting data on women and men in
decision-making and supporting the development of the Gender Equality Index for IPA beneficiaries.
This is made possible under EIGE’s on-going project “Increased capacity of EU candidate countries and
potential candidates to measure and monitor impact of gender equality policies” (2018-2022), funded
under the IPA by the European Commission (DG NEAR). There are currently 7 IPA beneficiaries3:
Montenegro, North Macedonia, Albania, Serbia, Turkey, Bosnia and Herzegovina and Kosovo4.
This statistical note analyses the eight indicators included under the power domain of the Index,
looking at the situation in the IPA beneficiaries and how they compare to the EU Member States. The
indicators used to measure the gender balance amongst key decision-makers are:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.

Share of ministers (Junior + Senior) (% W, M)
Share of members of parliament (both houses, TOGETHER) (% W, M)
Share of members of regional assemblies (% W, M)
Share of members of boards in largest quoted companies, supervisory board or board of
directors (% W, M)
Share of board members of central bank (% W, M)
Share of board members of research funding organisations (% W, M)
Share of board members in publicly owned broadcasting organisations (% W, M)
Share of members of highest decision-making body of the national Olympic sport organisations
(% W, M)

In order to both normalise and smooth these quite disparate measurements, which (because they
cover small numbers of people) can be subject to significant year on year variation, the indicators are
calculated as a percentage (%) of the population aged 18+ (i.e. adult population) using three-year
rolling averages.
This report analyses the latest available data for each of the eight abovementioned indicators and
provides an overview of the gender balance across the IPA beneficiaries and how they compare with

2

https://ec.europa.eu/neighbourhood-enlargement/sites/near/files/pdf/financial_assistance/ipa/2014/2312014_ipa-2-reg.pdf
3
Beneficiaries are listed in chronological order, based on starting with collection of data
4
This designation is without prejudice to positions on status and is in line with UNSCR 1244/1999 and the ICJ
Opinion on the Kosovo declaration of independence.
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the EU Member States. It also considers the Index scores for the power domain for 2017 and 2019
using data calculated specifically for this analysis for the IPA beneficiaries (following the Index
methodology) and the values published by EIGE for the EU Member States. Serbia5, Montenegro6,
North Macedonia7, and Albania8 have also independently calculated and published national Index
scores. These reports are reviewed to assess the extent to which EIGE’s data on women and men in
decision-making9 were used to calculate the power domain.
Important note: EU composition
All analysis in this note refers to the EU composition pre-2020 (i.e. a Union of 28 Member States,
including the UK). This is a deliberate choice to align with the data published in EIGE’s Index reports.
The 2020 Index, for example, mostly uses data from 201810, when the UK was still a Member State.
The data on decision-making published in EIGE’s Gender Statistics Database11 includes both EU-28 and
EU-27 (ex-UK) aggregates.

2

Power Domain of the Gender Equality Index

The power domain of the Index measures gender equality across three sub-domains: political,
economic, and social power. Each sub-domain composes of one or more indicator(s) which are based
on EIGE’s data on women and men in decision-making. The subsections (2.1-2.3) below provide an
overview each of the three sub-domains.

2.1 Politics
The politics sub-domain is measured using three indicators covering the representation of women and
men in:
1. National governments (senior and junior): the indicator covers all members of national
governments, including both senior ministers who have a seat in the cabinet or council of
ministers (count includes the prime minister) and - where applicable - junior ministers, who
are members of the government without a seat in the cabinet.
2. National parliaments: the indicator covers all members of national parliaments. In countries
with a bicameral system both upper and lower houses are taken into account.
3. Regional12 assemblies: the indicator covers all members of regional assemblies (i.e. the
representative assemblies of regional authorities endowed with powers of selfgovernment)13. In countries where there is no such intermediate level of power (i.e. between
the national and local levels) then the gender balance amongst the members of representative
assemblies at the local level (typically the municipality) is considered instead.

5

Gender Equality Index 2014: Measuring gender equality in Serbia 2014 and Gender Equality Index 2016:
Measuring gender equality in Serbia 2016). A third edition is expected 2020/2021.
6
Gender Equality Index: Montenegro, 2019
7
Gender Equality Index for North Macedonia
8
Gender Equality Index for the Republic of Albania 2020
9
https://eige.europa.eu/gender-statistics/dgs/browse/wmidm
10
https://eige.europa.eu/gender-equality-index/2020
11
https://eige.europa.eu/gender-statistics/dgs/browse/wmidm
12
Local assembly members covered in case self-governing regions are not applicable in the country.
13
https://eige.europa.eu/sites/default/files/documents/wmid_methodology.pdf
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2.1.1 Share of ministers (Junior + Senior) (% W, M)
In May 2020, national governments (senior + junior ministers) across the seven IPA beneficiaries
comprised 26% women and 74% men compared to 32% and 68%, respectively, in the 28 EU Member
States (Figure 1).
At the national level, Albania (51% women) is the only IPA beneficiary to achieve gender balance (i.e.
at least 40%14 of each gender) in the national government, compared to more than a quarter of EU
Member States (8 of 28)15. In Serbia (23%) and Montenegro (21%) women accounted for around one
in five government ministers but the remaining 4 IPA beneficiaries (TR, BA, MK, XK) have fewer
women, with levels of women’s representation between 11 and 19%.
Figure 1 Share of women ministers (senior + junior) in national governments, EU-28, IPA beneficiaries, May 2020

Gender balance zone

Source: European Institute for Gender Equality. Notes: Data refer to 2020Q2. Junior ministers are not applicable in 9 of the
28 EU Member States (HU, CY, HR, CZ, EE, RO, DK, FR, SE) and 3 IPA beneficiaries (ME, RS, TR).

IPA beneficiaries have been added to the women and men in decision-making data collection
progressively, so it is not possible to create a consistent time-series covering all 7 beneficiaries.
However, an IPA aggregate that takes into account all beneficiaries covered at each observation point,
starting from the first quarter of 2016, covering four of the seven IPA beneficiaries (Montenegro,
North Macedonia, Serbia and Turkey), and including the others progressively, shows that the share of
women in national governments has increased by over 10 percentage points (pp) at an average rate
of 2.4 pp/year (Figure 2). Noticeably there was no major change after the inclusion of the 3 IPA
beneficiaries in the third quarter of 2018. However, the jump from 20% in the last quarter of 2019 to
24% in the first quarter of 2020 is not due to improved gender balance in the governments of IPA
beneficiaries but rather related to a decrease in the number of junior ministers in Kosovo (from 71 to
13, respectively). The EU Member States also saw an improvement of 5 pp with the proportion of
women reaching 32% in the second quarter of 2020, at an average rate of 1.2 pp/year.

14

This threshold derives from the European Commission’s proposed Directive which sets an objective of 40%
presence of the under-represented sex (https://ec.europa.eu/commission/presscorner/detail/en/IP_12_1205)
15
BG, DE, FR, ES, NL, SE, AT, FI
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Figure 2 Share of women ministers (senior + junior) in national governments, EU-28, IPA beneficiaries, 2016-May 2020

40%
32%

EU-28

30%
26%

20%
10%

26%

IPA
15%

0%
2016

ME, MK, RS, TR, AL
BA, XK

ME, MK, RS, TR

2017

2018

2019

2020

2021

Source: European Institute for Gender Equality. Notes: Data for IPA cover ME, MK, RS and TR up to the second quarter of
2018 and all 7 IPA beneficiaries thereafter.

2.1.2 Share of members of parliament (both houses, together) (% W, M)
In May 2020, the members of national parliaments (single/lower + upper houses) across the seven IPA
beneficiaries comprised 27% women and 73% men. The gender balance amongst the 28 EU Member
States is slightly better with 32% women and 68% men (Figure 3).
There is, considerable variation at the national level. The parliament in North Macedonia is gender
balanced with at least 40% women along with 7 EU Member States (DK, AT, PT, ES, BE, FI, SE) whilst
Serbia (with 37% women) is the only other IPA beneficiary close to this threshold. At the other end of
the spectrum, Turkey (17%) was the only IPA beneficiary in which women held less than a fifth (i.e.
<20%) of the parliamentary seats along with Hungary, Malta, and Croatia.
Figure 3 Share of women members of national parliaments (single/lower + upper house) and legislative candidate quota
targets, EU-28, IPA beneficiaries, May 2020

Gender balance zone

Source: European Institute for Gender Equality. Notes: Data refer to 2020Q2. Half (14) of the 28 EU Member States (BE, CZ,
DE, IE, ES, FR, IT, LT, NL, AT, PL, RO, SI, UK), plus BA amongst IPA beneficiaries, have a bicameral parliamentary system (i.e.
lower and an upper house). All remaining countries have a unicameral system (i.e. single house). Legislative candidate quota
targets: ME, AL, XK, and RS (30%), EL & PT (33%), SI & PL (35%), HR, IE, BA, MK and ES (40%), FR & BE (50%).
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A number of countries have taken initiatives to improve the gender balance in their parliaments.
Legislative candidate quotas16 are currently in place in 15 of the countries covered by EIGE’s Gender
Statistics Database: nine EU Member States17 and all IPA beneficiaries except Turkey. Details of the
quotas are provided in table 5.1 in the Annex. Of these 15 countries, 7 have a bicameral system (i.e.
upper and lower houses of parliament): 6 EU Member States (BE, IE, ES, FR, PL, SI) plus Bosnia and
Herzegovina. The legislative candidate quota applies to elections for both houses of parliament in
Belgium, Spain, and France but only to the lower house in the remaining 418 cases.
EIGE’s latest data19 (May 2020) on the members of the lower/single houses of parliament show that
the level of women’s representation set out in legislative candidate quotas (see notes under Figure 3
above) has been achieved20 amongst the elected members in Spain (44%), Portugal (40%),
Montenegro (30%), North Macedonia (40%), Albania (30%), Serbia (37%), and Kosovo (33%) but not
yet in the remaining 8 countries with legislative quotas21. None of the three countries in which the
quota applies also to the upper house of parliament (BE, ES, FR) have yet achieved the quota level
amongst the members of that house.
Figure 4 Share of women members of national parliaments (single/lower + upper house), EU-28, IPA beneficiaries, 2016-May
2020
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Source: European Institute for Gender Equality. Notes: Half (14) of the 28 EU Member States (BE, CZ, DE, IE, ES, FR, IT, LT,
NL, AT, PL, RO, SI, UK), plus BA amongst IPA beneficiaries, have a bicameral parliamentary system (i.e. lower and upper
house). All remaining countries have a unicameral system (i.e. single house). Data for IPA refer to ME, MK, RS and TR up to
the second quarter of 2018 and all 7 IPA beneficiaries thereafter.

The IPA aggregate, that takes into account all beneficiaries covered at each observation point, starting
from the first quarter of 2016, covering four of the seven IPA beneficiaries (Montenegro, North
Macedonia, Serbia and Turkey), and including the others progressively, shows that the share of
women in national parliaments has reached 27%, an increase of 4.5 percentage points (pp) at an

16

Laws requiring a minimum share of the under-represented sex to be included in candidate lists for
parliamentary elections.
17
Note that Luxembourg also has a 40% quota introduced in 2016 but the quota was not fully applied in the
most recent (2018) election so is not included in the analysis of implemented quotas.
18
IE, PL, SI, BA.
19
https://eige.europa.eu/gender-statistics/dgs/indicator/wmidm_pol_parl__wmid_natparl
20
Based on rounded figures: actual values for Montenegro (29.6% women) and Albania (29.8% women) are
marginally below the quota levels.
21
BE, IE, EL, FR, HR, PL, SI, BA.
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average rate of 1.1 pp/year (Figure 4). Across the EU Member States, the current figure (32%)
represents an increase of 3.8pp of at an average rate of 0.9 pp/year.

2.1.3 Share of members of regional assemblies (% W, M)
Regional assemblies are the deliberative bodies of regions with powers of self-governance organised
between the national and local level, though not necessarily with any hierarchical control. Such
assemblies do not exist in all countries so, in order to have comprehensive coverage, the Index uses
data for local authorities in countries where regions do not apply. Data for EU and IPA aggregates used
here are therefore composite figures aligned with the Index approach and differ from figures that
cover only countries with regional assemblies published on EIGE’s database22.
In 2019, the regional (or local) assemblies across the seven IPA beneficiaries comprised 20% women
and 80% men compared to 29% and 71% respectively in the 28 EU Member States. Both results, but
particularly the IPA result, are affected by the inclusion of data from the local level for some countries.
In the EU, local level data are used in just 8 of the 28 Member States, most of which are relatively
small (CY, MT, IE, LU, BG, EE, LT, SI), but they still contribute 53% of the total number of people counted
(18,377 of 34,533), simply because there are so many more local than regional authorities. The
inclusion of the local level data lowers the share of women from 34% in regional assemblies only (20
Member States) to 29% in the final composite result. In the IPA beneficiaries, the 4 countries with
regional assemblies (AL, BA, RS, TR) have just 11% women members but this figure is heavily
influenced by Turkey, which accounts for 88% of the assembly members counted. Adding in the local
data for the 3 IPA beneficiaries without regional authorities (ME, MK, XK) dilutes the impact of Turkey
(the additional local assembly members account for 42% of all those counted: 3,276 of 7,850) and
results in the share of women almost doubling to 20%.
At the national level, the share of women in regional (or local) assemblies is above the 40% threshold
in 5 EU Member States (FR, SE, FI, ES, BE) but none of the IPA beneficiaries. Serbia (36%), Kosovo (35%
at local level) and 3 EU Member States (DK, UK, NL) have at least one third women members, while
North Macedonia and Slovenia (both 32% at local level) are close behind. In the remaining IPA
beneficiaries, women accounted for 30% of seats in Albania and Montenegro (local level) and a
quarter (25%) in Bosnia and Herzegovina. Turkey (9%) is the only country (EU or IPA) in which women
hold less than 1 in 10 (i.e. <10%) seats in regional assemblies.
Figure 5 Share of women members of regional assemblies (local assemblies where regional assemblies do not apply), EU-28,
IPA beneficiaries, 2019

Gender balance zone

Source: European Institute for Gender Equality.

22

https://eige.europa.eu/gender-statistics/dgs/indicator/wmidm_pol_parl__wmid_regall_ass
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Since 2016, the share of women in regional (or local) assemblies in the EU has hardly changed (28% in
2016, 29% in 2019). The data for IPA beneficiaries appear to show some improvement over time but
in practice this is a result of the changing coverage through time as countries were added to EIGE’s
data collection. In particular, whilst the extension of coverage in 2018 to include Albania, Bosnia and
Herzegovina and Kosovo appeared to have no significant impact, in practice Albania was not included
in the data until 2019. Albania does not have regional authorities endowed with self-government so
local assemblies are covered instead, but this data is collected only every other year so Albania had
no data for this indicator until 2019 and the share of 34.9% women then caused an increase in the
overall IPA figure.
Figure 6 Share of women members of regional assemblies (local assemblies where regional assemblies do not apply), EU-28,
IPA beneficiaries, 2016-2019
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Source: European Institute for Gender Equality. Note: aggregates cover regional assemblies except for BG, EE, IE, CY, LT, LU,
MT, SI, ME, MK, and XK, where regional authorities do not exist and local authorities are covered instead.

2.2 Economic
The economic sub-domain is measured using two indicators covering:
1. Largest publicly listed companies: the indicator covers members of the highest decisionmaking body of the largest publicly listed companies on the primary blue-chip Index in each
country.
2. Central Banks: the indicator covers members of all key decision-making bodies of the national
central bank in each country.

2.2.1 Share of members of boards in largest quoted companies, supervisory board or board
of directors (% W, M)
EIGE collects and publishes data on key decision-makers in the largest publicly listed companies in all
EU Member States and IPA beneficiaries. The only exceptions are Albania, where the stock exchange
currently lists only government securities and not companies, and Kosovo, which does not have a stock
exchange.
In April 2020, women accounted for 18% of board members of the largest publicly listed companies
registered in the IPA beneficiaries compared to 29% in the 28 EU Member States (Figure 7), a
difference of more than 10 percentage points (pp). Indeed, women accounted for less than 2 in 10
(<20%) board members in all IPA beneficiaries but there is much more variation across the EU Member
States. France is the only country with over 40% women, followed closely by Sweden (39%), and then
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a further 7 Member States (NL, DK, FI, UK, DE, BE, IT) in which at least a third of board seats are
occupied by women. Women held less than 1 in 10 board seats (<10%) in Cyprus and Estonia.
Figure 7 Share of women board members of largest publicly listed companies and legislative quota targets, EU-28, IPA
beneficiaries, April 2020

Gender balance zone

Source: European Institute for Gender Equality. Notes: no data for AL (stock exchange has no companies listed) or XK (no
stock exchange). Legislative quota targets: FR & IT (40%), BE & PT (33%), DE & AT (30%). Legislative quota (25%) introduced
in EL in July 2020 after the data were collected in April 2020.

Up to July 2020, six Member States had enacted a legislative quota to address the gender imbalance
in boardrooms: France and Italy23 (40%), Belgium, and Portugal (33%), Germany and Austria (30%).
Details of the quotas are provided in table 5.2 in Annex. In addition, on 17 July 2020, Greece adopted
a 25% legislative quota for companies listed on the Athens stock exchange with immediate effect (i.e.
to apply at the next scheduled board renewal). In the Netherlands, the Parliament agreed in December
2019 to introduce a 30% quota for supervisory boards of listed companies; the relevant legislation has
been drafted and submitted for consultation mid-April 202024. At the time of writing, the 1-month
consultation period has ended but there has not been any further progress on the adoption of the
legislation.
Based on the companies covered by EIGE’s sample, which covers only the largest listed companies in
each country, quota targets have already been achieved25 in France (October 2016), Germany
(October 2017), Italy (original 33% target achieved in October 2017, new target now 40%), and Austria
(October 2019). In Portugal, where the quota came into force in January 2018, there have been
significant improvements, with the share of women on boards climbing from 16% in October 2017 to
25% in April 2020.
To date, none of the IPA beneficiaries have taken legislative action targeting the gender imbalance in
boardrooms. Yet there is some evidence of progress. Although it is not possible to create a consistent
time-series covering all beneficiaries as countries were added progressively to the data collection, an
aggregate taking into account the data available at each observation point shows no significant break
in the trend as the coverage was increased from 4 to 5 beneficiaries in the second half of 2018. This
makes it reasonable to treat the aggregate as a continuous time-series, albeit with a clear caveat about

23

In Italy, the 33% minimum quota set in 2011 was increased to 40% in October 2019.
https://www.equalitylaw.eu/downloads/5089-italy-women-s-representation-in-company-boards-of-directorsand-auditors-of-listed-companies-and-state-subsidiary-companies-80kb
24
https://www.internetconsultatie.nl/nvenmv
25
The dates shown refer to the date of the first of EIGE’s regular data collections in which the gender balance
in boardrooms of the sampled companies surpassed the quota target.
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the change in coverage and noting that the data exclude Albania and Kosovo. The resulting aggregate
shows that the share of women in the largest listed companies in IPA beneficiaries increased from
14% in April 2016 to 18% in April 2020 (an increase of 4 pp at an average rate of 1.0 pp/year) (Figure
8). The same indicator for the EU Member States shows an increase of 6 pp over the same period, an
average rate of 1.5 pp/year, reaching 29% in April 2020.
Figure 8 Share of women board members of largest publicly listed companies, EU-28 and IPA beneficiaries, April 2016 - April
2020
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Source: European Institute for Gender Equality. Notes: Data for IPA beneficiaries exclude AL (stock exchange exists but has
no companies listed) and XK (no stock exchange). Data cover ME, MK, RS, TR up to April 2018 and also BA from October 2018.
Key: “B1” refers to April and “B2” is the October update.

2.2.2 Share of board members of central bank (% W, M)
In 2020, the highest decision-making bodies of national central banks in the IPA beneficiaries have a
better gender balance (31%) than those in EU Member States (26%, Figure 9).
Central banks in Albania and Bosnia and Herzegovina had gender parity in their highest decisionmaking bodies (i.e. 50% of each gender) along with Spain. Women also held at least a third (33%) of
board seats in Serbia and North Macedonia but are less well represented in Turkey (23%) and
Montenegro (17%). In contrast, the highest decision-making bodies of the central bank in Kosovo (6members), Austria (4), Czech Republic (7), Romania (9), and Slovakia (5) include only men. Note,
however, that the decision-making bodies of central banks are relatively small in most cases26 so that
small differences in the number of women can result in significant percentage differences.

26

Ranging from 4 members in AT and LT to 28 in DK across the EU Member States, and from 6 in ME and XK to
13 in TR across the IPA beneficiaries.

FWC EIGE /2016/OPER/01 – Lot 2 – RS13, Activity 7

12

Statistical note on indicators included in Power domain of the
Gender Equality Index
Figure 9 Share of women members of all key decision-making boards of central banks, EU-28, IPA beneficiaries, 2020

Gender balance zone

Source: European Institute for Gender Equality.

It is not possible to create a fully consistent time-series given that IPA beneficiaries were added to the
data collection progressively. An IPA aggregate taking into account all beneficiaries covered at each
observation point thus shows a clear break in the time-series as the coverage changes. Women
accounted for just 14-15% decision-makers in the central banks of Montenegro, North Macedonia,
Serbia and Turkey between 2016 and 2017 but jumped to 23% in 2018 following the inclusion of the
remaining three countries (Bosnia and Herzegovina and Albania having a strong positive impact that
was offset by the negative impact of Kosovo). Since 2018, the situation amongst all the IPA
beneficiaries has improved by 8 pp to 31%, largely as a result of improvements in Turkey. The gender
balance in the IPA central banks is now 5 pp ahead of the EU level (26%, Figure 10).
Figure 10 Share of women members of all key decision-making boards of central banks, EU-28 and IPA beneficiaries, 20162020
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Source: European Institute for Gender Equality. Notes: Data cover ME, MK, RS, TR up to 2018 and all 7 IPA beneficiaries
thereof.

2.3 Social
The sub-domain of social power measures access to decision-making in institutions that have an
influence on social norms, attitudes, and values in society. It is measured by three indicators:
1. Research funding organisations: the indicator covers members of the highest decision-making
body of self-governing research funding organisations allocating national public funds to
research organisations, programmes, or projects in each country. In cases where there is no
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research funding organisation fulfilling these criteria, the ministry responsible for allocating
the funds is covered and the decision-makers are identified on a case-by-case basis27.
2. Publicly owned broadcasting organisations: the indicator covers members of the highest
decision-making body of TV, radio and news agencies operating at the national level. In cases
where no national level public broadcasters exist, the highest sub-national (regional)
organisations are included instead28.
3. National Olympic sport organisations: the indicator covers members of the highest decisionmaking body in federations of the top ten Olympic sports. Currently, the Index calculations for
the EU Member States use EIGE’s data on the federations of “most popular” Olympic sports
based on a sample established in 2015, which did not cover the IPA beneficiaries. For the
purpose of this report, therefore, data for the federations of “most funded” Olympic sports
will be used for both EU and IPA (to ensure comparability of data).

2.3.1 Share of board members of research funding organisations (% W, M)
EIGE’s data research funding organisations cover the self-governed funding organisations allocating
national public funds to research organisations, programmes or projects in the countries. In cases
where there are no such organisations (2 EU: IT and RO; and 5 IPA: ME, MK, RS, BA, and XK), data cover
the evaluation committees established by the government ministry responsible for the allocation of
research funding.
In 2020, the highest decision-making body of research funding organisations across the seven IPA
beneficiaries included 31% women compared to 38% in the 28 EU Member States (Figure 11). These
figures have hardly changed since data were first collected in 2017 for EU countries and 2018 for the
IPA beneficiaries (Figure 12).
Figure 11 Share of women board members of research funding organisations, EU-28, IPA beneficiaries, 2020

Gender balance zone

Source: European Institute for Gender Equality.

Women are well represented (i.e. occupy 40% or more of the board seats) in North Macedonia,
Albania, and Bosnia and Herzegovina along with 14 EU Member States29. In the remaining IPA
beneficiaries, women accounted for just over a third of board members in Montenegro (34%), 29% in

27

See Statistical Presentation in the metadata for wmid_resfund for details.
In Belgium, there are no public broadcasters at the national level thus separate broadcasters for each
linguistic community are covered instead.
29
FR, LV, IE, PT, SI, RO, MT, DK, BE, NL, ES, BG, LU, SE
28
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Kosovo and 23% in Serbia. Strikingly, Turkey had just one woman amongst the 29-members of the
bodies covered (accounting for 3%).
Figure 12 Share of women board members of research funding organisations, EU-28 and IPA beneficiaries, 2017-2020
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Source: European Institute for Gender Equality. Notes: data collection started for IPA beneficiaries in 2017.

So far, EIGE has collected data on research funding organisations in 2017 for the EU Member States
only, and including IPA beneficiaries from 2018 onwards. The share of women in the EU Member
States remains constant (38%) over the past three years, while there has been a marginal
improvement in the IPA beneficiaries (from 30 to 31%) (Figure 12).

2.3.2 Share of board members in publicly owned broadcasting organisations (% W, M)
In 2020, the board members of publicly owned broadcasting organisations in the seven IPA
beneficiaries included 22% women compared to 36% across the 28 EU Member States (a difference
of 14 pp).
At the national level, North Macedonia included at least 40% of each gender whilst Serbia (38%) is
close behind. Women held 1 in 4 (25%) seats in Bosnia and Herzegovina and Kosovo but less than 10%
in Albania. Notably, there were no women on the boards of public broadcasters in Montenegro or
Turkey, or Portugal in the EU.
Figure 13 Share of women board members of publicly owned broadcasting organisations, EU-28, IPA beneficiaries, 2020

Gender balance zone

Source: European Institute for Gender Equality.

An IPA aggregate taking into account all beneficiaries covered at each observation point shows that
women accounted for 26-29% of the board members of public broadcasters between 2016 and 2017
when data covered Montenegro, North Macedonia, Serbia and Turkey. Since 2018, when all IPA
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beneficiaries were covered, the indicator has shown a progressive decline (from 26% in 2018 to 22%
in 2020) (Figure 14). The equivalent indicator for the EU Member States shows the proportion of
women remaining within a narrow band between 35 and 38% across the whole period.
Figure 14 Share of women board members of publicly owned broadcasting organisations, EU-28 and IPA beneficiaries, 20162020
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Source: European Institute for Gender Equality. Notes: Data cover ME, MK, RS, TR up to 2018 and all 7 IPA beneficiaries
thereafter.

2.3.3 Share of members of highest decision-making body of the national Olympic sport
organisations (% W, M)
EIGE currently collects and publishes data for two different samples on sports federations including:
1. National sports federations based on a sample of top ten most funded Olympic sports30: data
have been collected for EU Member States and IPA beneficiaries since 2018. The sample is
based on the top ten Olympic sports according to the level of public funding granted during
the latest allocation of funds.
2. National sports federations based on a sample of top ten most popular Olympic sports31: data
are available for 2015 and have been collected annually since 2018 covering the top ten most
popular Olympic sports; the popularity of sports was identified using national statistics and
desk research in 2015. The sample covers the EU Member States only.
For the Index calculations for the EU Member States, EIGE currently uses data based on the most
popular sample but because this has never been collected for IPA beneficiaries, the analysis below
uses data based on the most funded sample.
In 2019, women accounted for less than 1 in 10 board members of the top ten most funded Olympic
sports across the IPA beneficiaries (8%). The situation is slightly better across the 28 EU Member States
(18%) (Figure 15).
At the national level, Sweden is the only country to have at least 40% of each gender, but none of the
IPA beneficiaries have achieved even 20%. Women held 19% of board seats in Kosovo and 15% in
Albania but less than 10% in the remaining 5 IPA beneficiaries: North Macedonia, Bosnia and
Herzegovina, Montenegro, Serbia, and Turkey.

30
31

https://eige.europa.eu/gender-statistics/dgs/indicator/wmidm_sp_nat__wmid_nat_fed_fnd
https://eige.europa.eu/gender-statistics/dgs/indicator/wmidm_sp_nat__wmid_sp_nat_fed_pop
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Figure 15 Share of women board members in federations of top ten most funded Olympic sports, EU-28, IPA beneficiaries,
2019

Gender balance zone

Source: European Institute for Gender Equality. Notes: No data for DE (no sample available). The EU-28 figure therefore
covers the remaining 27 Member States. Data not fully complete for MT and AL (9 federations in both cases) and TR (8).

EIGE has been collecting data on decision-making positions in federations of the top ten most funded
Olympic sports only since 2018. The latest available figures for 2019 - EU 18% and IPA 8% - shows no
change in the EU Member States but a slight improvement in the IPA beneficiaries (up from 6%) (Figure
16).
Figure 16 Share of women board members in federations of top ten most funded Olympic sports, EU-28 and IPA beneficiaries,
2018-2019
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Source: European Institute for Gender Equality.

3

2017 and 2019 Index scores for the Power domain (EU and IPA)

Index scores for 2017 and 2019 are published on EIGE’s website for the EU Member States. For the
purpose of analysis in this report, 2017 and 2019 power domain scores have been calculated also for
the IPA beneficiaries, fully applying the Index methodology. Scores by country are included in table
5.3 in the Annex. All indicators have been calculated as a percentage of the population aged 18+
except in the case of Bosnia and Herzegovina, for which Eurostat has no data on population and the
United Nations’32 data on the population aged 15+ were used instead.
It should be clear that the Index values calculated may differ from those calculated independently by
some of the IPA beneficiaries due to the use of different data, reference years or calculation
methodology. See further details in section 4. The remainder of this section compares the scores for
32

https://population.un.org/wpp/DataQuery/
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IPA beneficiaries calculated specifically for this report with those calculated by EIGE for the EU
Member States for reference years 2017 and 2019.
The 2017 Index methodology report outlines how the scores are calculated for each domain and their
sub-domains. The Index takes a value on a scale of 1 to 100, where the value of 100 stands for
complete gender equality, and 1 for full gender inequality.
Scores are calculated on the basis of the average of data for the three preceding years. Hence index
scores for 2017 are based on data for 2014-2015-2016 whilst 2019 scores use data for 2016-20172018. In this respect, it should be noted that the coverage of EIGE’s data on decision-making has been
expanded through time in terms of both topics and countries. The Index scores calculated for IPA
beneficiaries make use of whatever data are available for the reference year so that the coverage for
some indicators varies through time.

3.1 Power domain
The 2019 score for the domain of power for IPA beneficiaries was 36.0 compared to 51.9 in the EU (a
difference of 15.9 points) (Figure 17). For IPA beneficiaries, this score represents an improvement of
3.8 points from 32.2 in 2017. The EU saw a similar increase over the same period (up by 3.4 from 48.5
in 2017).
At the national level, there is considerable variation between the countries. In 2019, Albania (64.1),
North Macedonia (54.4), Bosnia and Herzegovina (48.3) and Serbia (47.0) achieved scores well above
the overall IPA result (36.0). Whilst Montenegro (35.1) was close behind, it is the scores of Turkey
(13.0) and Kosovo (12.5) that drag down the overall result.
When considered in relation to the EU countries, Albania sits with a small group of 5 Member States
(ES, DK, FI, FR, SE) for which the 2019 power domain score is over 60. Greece (24.3) and Hungary (20.6)
are the laggards within the EU, but their scores are still well above those of Turkey and Kosovo.
Figure 17 Gender Equality Index Power domain scores, 2017 and 2019, EU-28 and IPA beneficiaries

Source: EU Member States: European Institute for Gender Equality (EIGE) Index. IPA beneficiaries: own calculations based
on EIGE’s data on women and men in decision-making. Notes: Scores are 3-year averages - 2017 scores cover 2014-2016 and
are not available for not available for AL, BA, XK (relevant data not collected until 2018), 2019 scores cover 2016-2018.

There is a wider picture behind the power domain score of course. The overall score is an average of
the representation of women across three sub-domains: political, economic, and social. The next
sections outline the gender equality levels in each sub-area.
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3.2 Sub-domain: Political
The first sub-domain of the power domain is Political power which, as outlined under section 2.1,
includes three indicators: the share of women ministers (senior + junior) in national governments,
share of women representatives in the national parliament (lower/single + upper house), and share
of women representatives in regional (local in case there are no regions as per women and men in
decision-making methodology) assemblies.
The 2019 political sub-domain of power score across the IPA beneficiaries is 32.7 compared to 55.0 in
the EU Member States (Figure 18).
The IPA beneficiaries demonstrate a wide range of gender equality scores. The scores of Albania (69.3)
and Serbia (59.8) both surpass the overall EU result (55.0), but still lag behind the EU leaders where
Sweden achieves a score of 95.1. North Macedonia (51.3) also has a score over 50, but at the other
end of the spectrum Turkey (19.9) has the lowest score apart from Hungary (15.0). Compared to 2017,
Serbia (+10.2) achieved the highest increase across all countries, mainly driven by the significant
increase in the share of women representatives in the regional assembly following the 2016 elections33
(according to EIGE’s data on regional assemblies in Serbia, the share of women members increased
from 19.3% in 2015 to 35.8% in 2016). A legislative candidate quota was applied to the regional
elections in 2012 to achieve at least a third (33%) of women representatives34, but the target was only
reached following the 2016 elections.
Figure 18 Gender Equality Index political sub-domain of power, 2017 and 2019, EU-28 and IPA beneficiaries

Source: EU Member States - European Institute for Gender Equality (EIGE) Index. IPA beneficiaries: own calculations based
on EIGE’s data on women and men in decision-making. Notes: Scores are 3-year averages - 2017 scores cover 2014-2016 and
are not available for not available for AL, BA, XK (relevant data not collected until 2018), 2019 scores cover 2016-2018.

3.3 Sub-domain: Economic
The second sub-domain of the power domain is Economic power which, as outlined under section 2.2,
is measured using two indicators: the proportion of women board members of the largest list
companies listed on the stock exchanges, and the share of women board members of central banks.
The 2019 score for the economic sub-domain of power is 33.9 across the IPA beneficiaries and 43.9 in
the EU (Figure 19). Compared to 2017, these figures represent increases of 4.1 points for the EU and
6.4 points for IPA beneficiaries.
At the national level, Albania and Kosovo, for both of which the data only cover the central bank, are
placed at the opposite ends of the spectrum (89.1 compared to 1.0, respectively). Across the
33
34

https://www.skupstinavojvodine.gov.rs/Statistika.aspx?s=poslanici&r=1
http://www.rtv.rs/sr_lat/vojvodina/skupstina-vojvodine-ukinula-blanko-ostavke_296372.html
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remaining IPA beneficiaries (for with data cover central banks and large companies), Bosnia and
Herzegovina (63.1) is the only country with a score over 50, whilst Turkey (14.1) is well below the IPA
level (33.9).
Across the 28 EU Member States, the economic sub-domain scores are over 50 in 9 Member States
(FR, SE, BG, DK, ES, IT, FI, SI, UK), with the highest score of 82.9 in France. Elsewhere, the score is below
20 in Croatia, Lithuania, Slovakia, Greece, and Czech Republic. Noticeably, Portugal (36.3) has achieved
the highest rate of change compared to the 2017 scores (up by 19.9 points from 16.4): a likely impact
of the improvement in the share of women board members following the application of a legislative
gender quota (requiring at least 33% of the under-represented sex) in January 2018.
Figure 19 Gender Equality Index economic sub-domain of power, 2017 and 2019, EU-28 and IPA beneficiaries

Source: EU Member States: European Institute for Gender Equality (EIGE) Index. IPA beneficiaries: own calculations based
on EIGE’s data on women and men in decision-making. Notes: Scores are 3-year averages - 2017 scores cover 2014-2016 and
are not available for not available for AL, BA, XK (relevant data not collected until 2018), 2019 scores cover 2016-2018.

3.4 Sub-domain: Social
The last sub-domain of the power domain is Social power which, as outlined under section 2.3,
includes three indicators: share of women board members in research funding organisations, in
publicly owned broadcasting organisations, and national sports federations of Olympic sports.
The 2019 figures for the social sub-domain of power show the IPA beneficiaries scored 42.1 compared
to 58.2 across the 28 EU Member States. Compared to 2017, these figures represent an increase of
3.2 points for the EU and 0.8 points for IPA beneficiaries.
Across the IPA beneficiaries, North Macedonia (67.7) shows the highest Index score in 2019, a figure
that even surpasses the EU level. Kosovo scored 53.5, Bosnia and Herzegovina 47.7, and Albania 42.6,
all above the overall IPA score (42.1), whilst Montenegro scored 30.4 but Turkey scored only 7.8.
Comparisons between 2017 and 2019 scores for the social domain are of limited value for some of the
IPA beneficiaries because of differences in the data coverage. The 2017 scores for Montenegro, North
Macedonia, Serbia and Turkey are based on incomplete data covering only public broadcasting
organisations whilst the 2019 scores are complete and also cover research funding organisations and
national sports federations. The impact is particularly noticeable for North Macedonia where the
board of the public broadcasting authority is well balanced, thus generating a high score of 91.8 in
2017 that was significantly reduced (to 67.7 in 2019) when taking account also the sports federations
and research funding organisations. In other cases the public broadcasters were not so well balanced
so the impact is smaller.
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There is considerable variation in the social domain scores achieved by EU Member States. Sweden
(87.9) stands out as the closest country to full gender equality (100 points). Eleven other Member
States (NL, UK, BE, LU, DK, BG, MK, RO, FI, FR, IE) also achieved scores over 60. At the other end of the
spectrum, Poland (17.0) is the only EU Member State with a score below 20.
Figure 20 Gender Equality Index social sub-domain of power, 2017 and 2019, EU-28 and IPA beneficiaries

Source: EU Member States - European Institute for Gender Equality (EIGE) Index. IPA beneficiaries: own calculations based
on EIGE’s data on women and men in decision-making. Notes: Scores are 3-year averages - 2017 scores cover 2014-2016 and
are not available for not available for AL, BA, XK (relevant data not collected until 2018), 2019 scores cover 2016-2018. 2017
and 2019 results for ME, MK, RS, TR not comparable (2017 scores based on incomplete data). Data include results for the
“sports” indicator based on different samples of national federations of Olympic sports (10 “most popular” for EU Member
States and 10 “most funded” for IPA beneficiaries.

4

Index scores calculated by IPA beneficiaries

As previously mentioned, the Index scores are currently routinely calculated for EU Member States
and published through the Gender Equality Index entry point of EIGE’s official website. The Index
scores (overall and by domain and sub-domain) are also available from EIGE’s Gender Statistics
Database. There is growing interest among IPA beneficiaries to use the Index and some have taken
the initiative to calculate and publish their own Index scores: Serbia (2014 and 2016), North
Macedonia (2015), Montenegro (2018), and Albania (2019).
This section focuses on the key findings from these reports and assesses how they calculated their
power domain scores, with a specific focus on whether EIGE’s data on women and men in decisionmaking were used and, if so, the reference data used in the calculations.

4.1 Serbia
Serbia was the first IPA beneficiary to take the initiative and calculate the Index scores. The 2014 and
2016 Index scores were developed by the Social Inclusion and Poverty Reduction Units (SIPRU), along
with the Coordination Body of Gender Equality (CBGE) and the Statistical Office of the Republic of
Serbia (SORS) in cooperation with EIGE and published the findings in 2016 and 2018 (respectively).
The 2014 Serbian Index report (published in 2016) includes scores for the power domain as a whole
but only the political and the economic sub-domains were calculated. The social sub-domain was left
unmeasured, as was the case also for EIGE’s scores for EU Member States up to Index 2017, though
backdated results seem to have been added in the 2020 report (covering updated 2014 and newly
calculated 2016 Index scores). The 2014 Index report informs that scores were based on data from the
European Commission’s database on women and men in decision-making (taken over by EIGE in 2017)
but there is no clarification on whether three-year averages were used (see 5.5 in the Annex).
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Similarly, the 2016 Serbian Index report (published in 2018) informs that EIGE’s data on women and
men in decision-making were used to calculate all 8 power domain indicators except the Share of
board members of research funding organisations (% W, M) and the Share of members of highest
decision-making body of the national Olympic sport organisations (% W, M) for which there were no
data available (topics were only added to EIGE’s database from 2018). The report clarifies that data
on research funding organisations were provided by the Ministry of Education, Science and
Technological Development of the Republic of Serbia whilst data for sports federations were collected
by the Serbian Olympic Committee (see 5.6 in the Annex). There is a consistent approach applied to
reference years and where available, three-year averages were used to calculate scores, which is a
principle that adheres to EIGE’s Index methodology.
Although it has to be recognised that the methods and data sources used by Serbia and by EIGE may
not be fully consistent across all indicators, it is nevertheless interesting to consider all the available
results as a time-series, albeit with clear caveats as to the reliability of any trends observed. In
practice, the results suggest that any discrepancies between the two approaches/datasets are
relatively minor. Scores for the economic and political sub-domains show only small differences
between the Serbian produced result for 2016 and EIGE’s result for 2017. There is a more significant
jump for the social sub-domain, which is known to be more problematic in terms of data availability
such that some difference is not unexpected. Ultimately, however, the trend for the overall power
domain score looks plausible, showing a steady increase from 28.0 in 2014 to 47.0 in 2019. The third
Index report for Serbia is expected in 2021 and it will be interesting to add those results into this
analysis to see if there is further evidence of convergence in the approach and data.
Figure 21 - Index scores for Serbia 2014-2019 based on national and EIGE's calculations
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Source: 2014 and 2016: Index reports published by Serbia; 2017 and 2019: own calculations based on EIGE’s data on women
and men in decision-making

4.2 North Macedonia
The 201535 Index scores for North Macedonia were developed by the Ministry of Labour and Social
Policy and State Statistical Office in cooperation with EIGE. The report shows that the scores were
calculated using EIGE’s data on women and men in decision-making for all indicators. One of the
35

North Macedonia’s published report refers to “2015” Index year however it is not clear what the actual index
reference year is given that despite 2015 being used for vast majority of the indicators, for the indicator on
research funding organisations 2016 were used and an average of 2015-2017 used for publicly owned
broadcasters. In line with EIGE’s Index reports, this would technically be considered as “2018 index year”.
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exceptions is the Share of members of highest decision-making body of the national Olympic sport
organisations (% W, M)36 for which EIGE has no data on IPA beneficiaries. Hence, North Macedonia
used the data collected by the State Statistical Office (see 5.7 in the Annex), though the report does
not provide any details on how the top ten “most popular” Olympic sports were identified.
Furthermore, although the report states that EIGE’s 2016 data on board members of research funding
organisations were used, it should be noted that EIGE only began collecting data for this topic in 2017
and the time series for the IPA beneficiaries starts in 201837.
There is also variation between the approach followed on reference years to calculate each indicator.
The report shows that a three-year average, in line with EIGE’s Index methodology, was used for only
one indicator: board members of publicly owned broadcasting organisations in the social sub-domain.
For all other cases, 2015 data were used. Moreover, in cases where sub-annual data are available, the
first quarter of 2015 was used for political data (ministers and parliaments) and only the first half for
the largest listed companies (i.e. April 2015).
The 2017 scores for the political and economic sub-domains (50.1 and 44.6, respectively) included in
North Macedonia’s Index report are identical to the 2017 figures calculated for North Macedonia for
the purpose of this report (see sections 3.2 and 3.3), thus confirming correct application of the Index
methodology and use of the same data. However, the social sub-domain score (65.2) and
consequently the overall power domain score (52.6) in North Macedonia’s Index report do not match
those calculated for this report (91.8 and 59.0, respectively, see section 3.4) because of the different
coverage in the underlying data. EIGE’s data are incomplete because data on sports and research
funding organisations were not collected for North Macedonia until 2018. The North Macedonian
report thus gives results for the social power sub-domain and overall power domain that are more
complete and – given that the political and economic sub-domains were clearly calculated correctly –
probably more reliable than the figures calculated for this report. Indeed, EIGE might consider using
the data collected by North Macedonia to back-fill the time-series for sports and research funding
organisations in its gender statistics database. The data would have to be checked for coherence with
the WMID methodology but could be appropriately flagged if any issues are uncovered.

4.3 Albania
The 201938 Index for Albania (published in 2020) was developed by the Ministry of Health and Social
Protection and Institute of Statistics of the Republic of Albania in cooperation with EIGE. The report
shows that the underlying data were collected by Albanian institutions and external sources and
complemented with EIGE’s data (where available) on women and men in decision-making (see 5.8 in
the Annex). It also indicates some variations in the approach followed for reference years of the
underlying data. In line with the Index methodology, three-year averages were used for 5 of the 8
indicators, although the indicator on the Share of members of regional assemblies (% W, M) (If regional
assemblies do not exist in the country, local level politics are included) uses the average of 2015-20162017 data whilst the remainder refer to the average of 2016-2017-2018. For the indictor on the Share
of members of boards in largest quoted companies, supervisory board or board of directors (% W, M)
in the economic sphere, EIGE does not collect data because the Albanian Stock Exchange (ALSE)
currently lists only government securities and no companies. The report uses data collected directly
from Albanian companies but without any detail on the methodology applied in the selection of
36

An indicator that covers federations of the “top ten most popular” sports sample drawn by EIGE in 2015. The
data covers the EU Member States only.
37
https://eige.europa.eu/gender-statistics/dgs/indicator/wmidm_educ__wmid_resfund
38
Albania’s published report refers to “2017” but the actual index reference year is 2019 given that averages
of 2016-2018 were used (in line with EIGE’s Index reports).
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companies and collection of data. For two indicators in the social sub-domain (board members of
research funding organisations and federations of most funded sports), EIGE’s 2018 data (collected
for IPA beneficiaries for the first time) were used.
The 2019 power domain scores calculated by Albania (using data collected by Albanian institutions)
and those calculated for the purpose of this report (using EIGE’s data on women and men in decisionmaking) (see section 3) are not fully comparable given the different sources of data used (see details
above). It is not clear whether the nationally collected data by Albania followed the methodological
principles of EIGE’s data on women and men in decision-making39, if the reference periods were the
same40, or if the same sources of data were used. Moreover, the scores for Albania calculated here
use 2018 data only (instead of 3-year averages) as Albania was added to EIGE’s data collection on
women and men in decision-making only in 2018 so there are no earlier data. Reflecting these
differences, there is a small difference in the resulting power domain scores: 60.9 in Albania’s Index
report compared to 64.1 in this report (a difference of 3.2 points). At the sub-domain level, the score
for the political sub-domain is 2.4 points higher in Albania’s Index report than that calculated here
(71.7 vs 69.3, respectively); there is a marginal difference for the social sub-domain (0.3 points or 42.3
vs 42.6, respectively) but a wider gap for the economic sub-domain (difference of 14.6 points, 74.5 vs
89.1, respectively).
The nationally calculated scores for Albania are also not fully comparable with the Index scores
calculated by EIGE for the EU Member States for the abovementioned reasons. Nonetheless, taking a
close look at Albania’s Index report, the 2019 power domain score for Albania (60.9) surpasses the EU28 score (51.9) by 9 points. At the sub-domain level, Albania has a higher score than EU-28 in the
political (71.7 vs. 55.0, respectively) and the economic (74.5 vs 43.6) spheres but the EU-28 (58.2) has
a higher score than Albania (42.3) for the social sub-domain.

4.4 Montenegro
The 201841 Index scores for Montenegro (published in 2019) were calculated by the State Statistical
Office of Montenegro (MONSTAT) in cooperation with the Department for Gender Equality of the
Ministry of Human and Minority Rights, EIGE and the United Nations Development Programme
(UNDP) in Montenegro. In line with the Index methodology, the published report shows that threeyear averages of EIGE’s data (where available) on women and men in decision-making were used to
calculate the 8 indicators of the power domain (see 5.9 in the Annex). This provides comparable figures
with the EU Member States. In fact, the 2018 figures calculated by Montenegro (using averages of
2015-2016-2017 data) for the power domain (35.1) as well as the political (44.7) and economic (31.8)
sub-domains are an exact match to those calculated for the purpose of this report (using averages of
2016-2017-2018 data, see section 3), which is to be expected given that the same methodology were
used/applied and the averages of last 3 years smooths out the minor changes over years. The scores
for the social sub-domain are marginally different (30.5 in the Montenegro Index report vs 30.4 in this
report, see section 3.4), possibly a result of rounding at some stage of the calculation or a minor data
revision and not of concern.

39

E.g. president is always included in the count, only persons holding decision-making positions are counted
(alternates are not counted), etc.
40
For instance EIGE’s data on largest listed companies is collected twice a year (April and October) and each
collection only records the changes within and up to the end of the collection month (e.g. October data does
not include changes occurring after 31st October).
41
Montenegro’s published report refers to “2019” but the actual index reference year is 2018 given that
averages of 2015-2017 were used (in line with EIGE’s Index reports).
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The report on the 2018 Index scores shows Montenegro scored 35.1 for the domain of power, far
below the 2019 score of 51.9 across the 28 EU Member States (a difference of 16.8 points). Looking
further into the detail, the gap is narrower for the political sub-domain (44.7 vs 55.0, respectively, a
gap of 10.3 points) and the economic sub-domain (31.8 vs 43.6, gap 11.8) but noticeably wider for the
social sub-domain (30.5 vs. 58.2, gap 27.7 points).

4.5 Index power domain scores
In their published reports, the 4 IPA beneficiaries included a comparison of their nationally calculated
power domain scores with the EU-28 Index scores calculated by EIGE. The EU-28 scores used by
Montenegro and Albania match those currently published under the Gender Equality Index section of
EIGE’s website but the scores used in the two Serbian reports (2014 and 2016) and the North
Macedonian report are different. In the 2014 Serbian report, the national power domain score is
compared with 2012 EU-28 scores, which are not currently published (the time-series on EIGE’s
website starts in 2013). The 2012 scores for the EU probably derive from the first Index report
published in October 2012, which used a different methodology.
The North Macedonian report and the 2016 Serbian report both indicate that the national power
domain scores were compared with 2015 EU scores. However, in both cases the score used (48.5)
comes from the 2017 Index (covering 2014-2015-2016) and not the 2015 Index (2012-2013-2014).
Though, the comparison with the 2017 EU score is acceptable in the case of North Macedonia for
which the Index year is technically 2018 given the reference years of the underlying data (covering
2015-2016-2017)42.
Figure 22 below compares the nationally calculated power domain scores for each of the 4 IPA
beneficiaries with the closest available EU-28 scores currently published on EIGE’s website:
-

-

42

For both Albania and North Macedonia, national scores for the power domain exceed the
closest EU scores. North Macedonia scored 52.6 for 2015 compared to 43.5 for the EU, while
Albania scored 60.9 for 2019 compared to 51.9 for the EU.
Scores for Montenegro and Serbia were both lower than the closest equivalent for the EU. In
the case of Montenegro, the 2018 score was well below the 2017 EU score (35.1 vs. 48.5) and
further behind the 2019 EU score (51.9). For Serbia, the 2014 power domain score was 13.9
points lower than the 2013 EU-28 score (28.0 vs. 41.9) but, encouragingly, two years later the
gap had narrowed, with a difference of just 6.2 points between the 2016 score for Serbia and
the 2015 EU-28 score (37.3 vs, 43.5). Note, however, that 2017 EU-28 score jumped 4 points
to 48.5 so the Serbian score for 2018 (when available) will need to show a similar or greater
improvement to avoid the gap widening again.

See Footnote 35.
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Figure 22 Comparison of nationally calculated power domain scores for IPA beneficiaries with the EU-28 scores available for
the same or previous Index year

Source: ME, MK, AL and RS refer to nationally calculated scores from their published reports; EU-28 scores are from EIGE’s
Gender Equality Index
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Annex

5.1 Legislative candidate quotas applied to parliamentary elections, EU Member States and IPA beneficiaries
MS

Year

Provisions

EU Member States
BE
2002 On electoral lists, the difference between the
number of candidates of each sex should not be
more than one. This also applies to the list of
alternates. The 2 top candidates on candidate lists
and on the lists of alternates cannot be of the same
sex (Electoral Code, Article 117bis).
IE
2012 At least 30% of women candidates should be
nominated by parties. The required gender quota of
candidates is to rise to at least 40% women and at
least 40% men within 7 years from the date of the
first election held in line with this new rule, and the
penalty will apply during those 7 years.

EL

2008

ES

2007

At least one-third (1/3) of political parties’ candidate
lists, both for national and constituency lists, must
be filled with candidates of each sex.
List of candidates put forward should have at least
40% of either sex.
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Required % of underrepresented sex

Sanctions

Type of parliament

Quota applied to

50%

Yes - Candidates list will not be admitted
by the electoral authorities if does not
meet the requirement.

Bicameral (lower and
upper)

Both

30% (rising to 40% in the
next election)

Yes - the political parties, in the coming
after the implementation of the law
national elections, will lose 50 per cent
(50%) of their state funding, unless at
least 30 per cent (30%) of their
candidates are women and at least 30
per cent (30%) are men. After a period of
7 years the political parties should have a
forty per cent (40%) gender quota in
their candidate lists in order receive a full
state funding.
Yes - the party list is not accepted by the
Supreme Court if it does not meet the
requirement.
Yes - political parties are given a short
period to adjust lists that do not meet
the quota requirement. But if they fail to
do so, the lists will not be approved by
the Electoral Commission.

Bicameral (lower and
upper)

Lower only

Unicameral
house)

Single

33%

40%
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(single

Bicameral (lower and
upper)

Both
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Year

Provisions

FR

2000

The difference between the number of candidates of
each sex that a party or group of parties present for
single-member constituency elections cannot be
greater than 2%.

HR

2008

PL

2011

A sex is seen as substantially under-represented if it
accounts for less than 40% of representatives in
political and public decision-making bodies. When
drawing up and proposing lists of candidates for
election of representatives to the Croatian
Parliament, political parties and other authorised
entities submitting such lists shall observe the
principle of gender equality and seek to achieve the
balance in terms of the representation of women
and men on such election lists to the provisions of
Article 12 of the Act.
The number of women and men candidates cannot
be less than 35% of all candidates on the list.
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Required % of underrepresented sex
50%

40%

35%

Sanctions

Type of parliament

Quota applied to

Yes - non-compliance with 50% parity
rule (only 2% difference allowed
between the number of female and male
candidates) will result in a financial
penalty: the public funding provided to
parties based on the number of votes
they receive in the first round of
elections will be decreased ‘by a
percentage equivalent to three quarters
of the difference between the total
number of candidates of each sex, out of
the total number of candidates’.
Yes - Political parties and other entities
authorised to propose lists of candidates
who do not comply and do not seek to
achieve a gender balance shall be
punished for a violation with a fine of
HRK 50,000.00 in case of elections of
members to the Croatian Parliament.

Bicameral (lower and
upper)

Both

Unicameral
house)

Single

Yes - In case the list does not meet the
requirement, the Electoral Commission
shall request the list to be adjusted
within 3 days. In the case of defects not
removed within the specified time, the
commission decides to refuse to register
the list in its entirety.

Bicameral (lower and
upper)

28
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Year

Provisions

PT

2006

Candidate lists for the elections to the National
Assembly shall be composed in a way such as to
promote a minimum representation of 33% of each
sex.

SI

2006

35%

LU

2016

No gender shall be represented by less than 35% of
the actual total number of female and male
candidates on the list. This shall not apply to a list of
candidates containing three male or three female
candidates, since a list of candidates containing
three candidates must contain at least one
representative of the opposite sex.
Candidate lists required to have at least 40%
women.

IT

2017

In multi-member districts, candidates must be listed
according to alternating gender order. The first place
on the candidate list cannot be assigned to same
gender in more than 60% of the districts. Single or
coalition lists cannot have more than 60% of the
same gender.
IPA beneficiaries
ME 2011 Candidate lists must include at least 30% of the
under-represented gender.

40%
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Required % of underrepresented sex
33%

40%

30%

Sanctions

Type of parliament

Quota applied to

Yes - if a list does not comply with the
quota requirement, the error is to be
made public and there will be financial
sanctions in the form of reduction of the
public funding provided for the conduct
of the electoral campaign, in relation to
the level of inequality on lists. The
financial sanction does not apply to lists
with less than 3 names.
Yes - If the lists do not comply with the
law, the electoral commission shall reject
the list.

Unicameral
house)

Single

Bicameral (lower and
upper)

Lower only

Yes – political parties not adhering to the
requirement will be punished through
gradual cutbacks in state funding.
Maximum penalty (i.e. receiving only
25% of state funding) applies to those
with less than 30% of either gender on
the candidate list.
No information on sanctions provided in
the law provides but it notes that the
National Electoral Commission ensures
compliance with the provisions.

Unicameral
house)

Single

Bicameral (lower and
upper)

Both

Yes - in case of non-compliance, the
Central Electoral Committee asks parties
to remove the shortcomings of the list
and also shall refuse to publish the
candidate list in case these shortcomings
are not removed.

Unicameral
house)

Single
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Year

Provisions

MK

2015

AL

2015

All candidate lists submitted for parliamentary
elections must include at least 40% of the underrepresented gender. These candidates must be
equally distributed throughout the list - on every
three positions on the list, one must belong to the
less represented gender, plus at least one additional
position reserved for the less represented gender on
every ten positions on candidates' list.
For each electoral zone, at least 30% of the multimember list and/or one of the first three names on
the multi-member list must be from each gender.

RS

2011

BA

2013

Candidate lists must include at least 30% of each sex.
For every three candidates on the electoral list there
shall be at least one candidate of the underrepresented sex on the list (first group of three
places, second group of three places and so on until
the end of the list).
Each list of candidates shall include both male and
female candidates, who are equally represented.
Equal gender representation exists when one of the
sexes is represented by at least 40% of the total
number
of
candidates
in
the
list.
The candidates of the underrepresented gender
shall be distributed on the candidates list in the
following manner: At least 1 candidate of the
underrepresented gender amongst the first 2
candidates, 2 candidates of the underrepresented
gender amongst the first 5 candidates, and 3
candidates of the underrepresented gender
amongst the first 8 candidates etc.
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Required % of underrepresented sex
40%

Sanctions

Type of parliament

Quota applied to

Yes - list rejected in case noncompliance.

Unicameral
house)

(single

Single

30%

Yes - Central Electoral Commission (CEC)
poses a fine in case of non-compliance.
Furthermore, the CEC replaces each
candidate with the next candidate in the
list belonging to the least represented
gender, until the gender quota is
reached.
Yes - Central Electoral Commission (CEC)
requests parties to revise the list in case
of non-compliance. If list is not revised,
CEC rejects the list.

Unicameral
house)

(single

Single

Unicameral
house)

(single

Single

Yes - Central Electoral Commission
approves the list up to the point where
the requirements are met and requires
parties to revise the list within 5 days and
resubmit.

Bicameral (lower and
upper)

30%

40%

30

Lower only
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MS

Year

Provisions

XK

2008

Candidate lists must include at least 30% of each sex,
with 1 candidate from each gender included at least
once in each group of 3 candidates, counting from
the first candidate in the list.

Required % of underrepresented sex
30%

Sanctions

Type of parliament

Quota applied to

Yes - list reordered by replacing the last
elected
candidate
of
the
overrepresented gender with the next
candidate of the opposite gender until
the total number of seats allocated to
the underrepresented gender reached at
least 30%.

Unicameral
house)

Single

(single

5.2 Legislative quotas applied to companies, EU Member States and IPA beneficiaries
MS

BE

Quota Year

2011

DE

2015

EL

2020

FR

2011

IT

2011

Quota details

Sanctions/Mechanisms

Law adopted in 2011 implemented in 2012 required 33% of executives and nonexecutives in state-owned and listed companies by 2017. Listed SMEs required
to reach the target by 2019.

As long as this quota is not fulfilled, a person belonging to the minority sex must be
appointed to any vacant position and any appointment which does not comply with
this rule is void. The amended Company and Association Code provides a specific
sanction: as long as the composition of a board does not comply with the quota, any
advantage (financial or otherwise) attached to the position of director is suspended
for all the members of the board.
In cases of non-compliance, the election is void and the seat designated for a
member of the underrepresented gender remains vacant. In addition, the act
obliges many important companies to publish target gender quotas for boards and
positions at the highest management level.

Law passed in 2015, adopted in 2016 set 30% target for supervisory boards of
large joint stock companies or enterprises with more than 2,000 workers
(private companies as well as publicly owned companies).
The law also obliges other private companies to publish target gender quotas
for boards and positions at the highest management level.
Law passed in July 2020 requiring listed companies to have at least 25% of the
under-represented sex.
Law adopted in January 2011 required 40% by 2017 for non-executive directors
in large listed and non-listed companies. Quota has strong sanctions i.e.
suspension of benefits of directors and nullification of board elections.
Law adopted in 2011 required 33% by 2015 for listed companies and stateowned companies (with financial sanctions in case of non-compliance).
Applicable to management boards and supervisory boards (i.e. executives and
non-executives).
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(see left)

The sanction procedure in the event of an infringement of the rule is very gradual
and only after two warnings by the Consob (the National Securities and Exchange
Commission), which is also charged with monitoring compliance with the gender
balance principle, can the penalty of the dissolution of the company board be
applied.
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NL

AT

PT

Quota Year

Pending

2017

Quota details

Sanctions/Mechanisms

On 3 December 2019, the Parliament decided to follow advice Social and
Economic Council and to introduce a women’s quota. The quota will apply only
to Supervisory Boards and only to listed companies. These companies will be
obliged to make sure that their Supervisory Boards consist for 30 % of women.
If a man is appointed while this target has not yet been met, the appointment
shall be declared null and void. In that case the ‘chair’ on the Supervisory Board
will remain empty until a woman is appointed. A draft legislation was shared
for consultation in April with a month-deadline.
Law passed in 2017 implemented since January 2018, requires all state-owned
companies and companies with more than 1,000 employees to have at least
30% of each gender on supervisory boards. In case of non-compliance, the
respective appointment becomes invalid.
Law passed in 2017 implemented since January 2018, requires at least 33% of
the under-represented sex in supervisory boards of listed companies.

(see left)

2017

FWC EIGE /2016/OPER/01 – Lot 2 – RS13, Activity 7

(see left)

if the set levels are not achieved within the indicated time-limits, the act
nominating the members of the executive and/or surveillance boards may be
declared null and void, and the company in question may be subjected to fines and
other administrative sanctions until a valid nomination is produced (Article 6 of Law
62/2017).
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5.3 2017 and 2019 Gender Equality Index scores for power domain and its subdomains, EU-28 and IPA beneficiaries
2017
Power
EU-28

48.5

Sub-domains
Political
52.7

BE
BG
CZ
DK
DE
EE
IE
EL
ES
FR
HR
IT
CY
LV
LT
LU
HU
MT
NL
AT
PL
PT
RO
SI
SK
FI
SE
UK

53.4
56.0
22.6
61.5
53.0
28.2
48.6
21.7
57.0
68.2
28.5
45.3
24.7
39.0
36.6
43.5
18.7
27.4
52.9
34.9
35.1
33.9
33.2
60.6
23.1
65.3
79.5
53.0

70.2
49.2
36.6
71.2
71.5
44.9
39.8
34.7
72.3
77.1
38.7
47.4
25.8
40.5
40.0
51.1
14.3
30.5
70.6
59.1
46.1
48.7
32.9
65.4
29.0
84.8
93.9
53.0

2019
Power
Economic
39.5

Social
55.0

38.0
53.2
9.2
55.7
42.1
23.2
39.9
12.1
43.5
70.2
19.0
44.7
22.6
44.2
30.1
23.5
22.1
24.4
33.1
17.4
38.2
16.4
21.4
61.5
14.6
47.6
60.8
40.8

57.1
67.0
34.2
58.7
49.5
21.4
72.4
24.2
58.9
58.4
31.6
43.7
25.8
33.2
40.9
68.2
20.9
27.5
63.4
41.1
24.4
48.9
51.8
55.3
29.1
68.9
87.8
68.8

51.9

Sub-domains
Political
Economic
55.0
43.6

Social
58.2

55.2
59.9
26.1
64.9
56.6
34.6
53.4
24.3
62.0
78.3
34.8
47.6
28.2
44.1
32.5
44.8
20.6
32.2
50.0
39.9
29.1
46.7
38.8
57.6
26.8
66.7
83.4
56.5

67.8
53.8
37.8
74.2
69.6
48.5
44.1
35.8
76.8
80.8
42.2
47.9
27.5
36.7
40.9
48.9
15.0
32.9
70.6
61.1
43.6
56.7
40.8
67.3
35.3
78.8
95.1
58.7

61.7
66.8
34.3
65.3
52.4
36.5
74.5
27.0
58.1
71.7
50.2
42.5
35.6
51.4
45.3
65.2
25.1
42.2
60.2
49.3
17.0
49.4
69.7
56.2
30.4
71.5
87.9
61.2

40.2
59.9
13.6
56.5
49.7
23.4
46.4
14.9
53.4
82.9
19.8
53.1
23.0
45.6
18.5
28.2
23.1
24.0
29.3
21.1
33.1
36.3
20.5
50.4
17.9
52.5
69.4
50.2

IPA
32.2
29.4
27.6
41.3
36.0
32.7
33.9
42.1
ME
25.0
36.4
19.6
22.0
35.1
44.7
31.8
30.4
MK
59.0
50.1
44.6
91.8
54.4
51.3
46.4
67.7
AL
64.1
69.3
89.1
42.6
TR
5.9
18.6
11.3
1.0
13.0
19.9
14.1
7.8
RS
43.2
49.6
45.7
35.5
47.0
59.8
43.0
40.3
BA
48.3
37.3
63.1
47.7
XK
12.5
36.7
1.0
53.5
Source: European Institute for Gender Equality (EIGE). Scores for the EU Member States are from the Gender Equality Index
section of EIGE’s official website. The scores for IPA beneficiaries are calculations based on EIGE’s data completed for the
purpose of this report. Note that data for Bosnia and Herzegovina is calculated as a percentage (%) of the 15+ population
instead of 18+ (not available).
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5.4 Gender Equality Index: Power domain, its subdomains and calculation
Domain

Subdomain

Political

Indicator and reference
population
Share of ministers (% W,
M)

Share of members of
parliament (% W, M)

Share of members of
regional assemblies (% W,
M)

Power

Economic

Share of members of
boards in largest quoted
companies, supervisory
board or board of directors
(% W, M)
Share of board members of
central bank (% W, M)

Share of board members of
research funding
organisations (% W, M)

Social

Share of board members in
publicly owned
broadcasting organisations
(% W, M)
Share of members of
highest decision making
body of the national
Olympic sport
organisations (% W, M)
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Description

Source

2017

2019

Share of ministers. Ratio based on three year averages and
ratio of each sex in the population (18+). National
governments (all ministers: junior ministers + senior
ministers). Population statistics is based on Eurostat
database.
Share of members of parliament. Ratio based on three years
averages and ratio of each sex in the population (18+).
National parliaments (both houses). Population statistics are
based on Eurostat database.
Share of members of regional assemblies. Ratio based on
three years averages and ratio of each sex in the population
(18+). If regional assemblies do not exist in the country, local
level politics are included. Population statistics are based on
Eurostat database.
Share of members of boards in largest quoted companies.
Ratio based on three years averages and ratio of each sex in
the population (18+). Population statistics are based on
Eurostat database.

EIGE, Gender
Statistics Database,
WMID
EIGE's calculation

2014-20152016

2016-2017-2018

EIGE, Gender
Statistics Database,
WMID
EIGE's calculation
EIGE, Gender
Statistics Database,
WMID
EIGE's calculation

2014-20152016

2016-2017-2018

Regional
assembly 20142015-2016
Local level
politics 2015
2014-20152016

Regional assembly
2016-2017-2018
Local level politics
2017

Share of board members of central bank. Ratio based on
three years averages and ratio of each sex in the population
(18+). Population statistics are based on Eurostat database.

EIGE, Gender
Statistics Database,
WMID
EIGE's calculation
EIGE, Gender
Statistics Database,
WMID
EIGE's calculation
EIGE, Gender
Statistics Database,
WMID
EIGE's calculation
EIGE, Gender
Statistics Database,
WMID
EIGE's calculation

2014-20152016

2016-2017-2018

2017-2018
IT: 2017

2017-2018
IT: 2017

2014-20152016

2016-2017-2018

2015

2015, 2018

Members of the highest decision-making bodies of research
funding organisations. Ratio based on three years averages
and ratio of each sex in the population (18+). Population
statistics are based on Eurostat database.
Share of board members in publicly owned broadcasting
organisations. Ratio based on three years averages and ratio
of each sex in the population (18+). Population statistics are
based on Eurostat database.
Share of members of highest decision-making body of the 10
most popular national Olympic sport organisations. Ratio
based on three years averages and ratio of each sex in the
population (18+). Population statistics are based on Eurostat
database.

EIGE, Gender
Statistics Database,
WMID
EIGE's calculation
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5.5 Sources and reference periods of data used to calculate the 8 indicators of power domain by Serbia, 2014
Sub-domain of
Power
Politics

Economic

Indicator

Source

Share of ministers (Junior + Senior) (% W,
M)

DG Justice - women and men in decisionmaking (overtaken by EIGE Gender Statistics
Database since 2017)

Share of members of parliament (both
houses, TOGETHER) (% W, M)
Share of members of regional assemblies
(% W, M) (If regional assemblies do not
exist in the country, local level politics are
included)
Share of members of boards in largest
quoted companies, supervisory board or
board of directors (% W, M)
Share of board members of central bank
(% W, M)

Social

Reference
year(s)
Unknown

Compliance with
index methodology
Unknown

DG Justice - women and men in decisionmaking (overtaken by EIGE Gender Statistics
Database since 2017)
DG Justice - women and men in decisionmaking (overtaken by EIGE Gender Statistics
Database since 2017)

Unknown

Unknown

The source of data is in line
with the Index methodology
but the Serbian Index report
does not clarify whether
three-year averages were
used.
As above

Unknown

Unknown

As above

DG Justice - women and men in decisionmaking (overtaken by EIGE Gender Statistics
Database since 2017)
DG Justice - women and men in decisionmaking (overtaken by EIGE Gender Statistics
Database since 2017)
-

Unknown

Unknown

As above

Unknown

Unknown

As above

Share of board members of research
funding organisations (% W, M)
Share of board members in publicly
owned broadcasting organisations (% W,
M)
Share of members of highest decisionmaking body of the national Olympic
sport organisations (% W, M)
Source: Gender Equality Index 2014: Measuring gender equality in Serbia 2014 report produced by Serbia. Key: “-“ Not applicable.
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Remarks

Not mentioned in the report
As above

As above
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5.6 Sources and reference periods of data used to calculate the 8 indicators of power domain by Serbia, 2016
Sub-domain of
Power
Politics

Economic

Social

Indicator

Source

Reference year(s)

Share of ministers (Junior + Senior) (% W, M)

EIGE Gender Statistics
Database
EIGE Gender Statistics
Database
EIGE Gender Statistics
Database

2015-2016-2017
(average)
2015-2016-2017
(average)
2015-2016-2017
(average)

EIGE Gender Statistics
Database
EIGE Gender Statistics
Database
Ministry of Education,
Science and
Technological
Development of the
Republic of Serbia
EIGE Gender Statistics
Database
Serbian Olympic
Committee

Share of members of parliament (both houses, TOGETHER)
(% W, M)
Share of members of regional assemblies (% W, M) (If
regional assemblies do not exist in the country, local level
politics are included)
Share of members of boards in largest quoted companies,
supervisory board or board of directors (% W, M)
Share of board members of central bank (% W, M)
Share of board members of research funding organisations
(% W, M)

Share of board members in publicly owned broadcasting
organisations (% W, M)
Share of members of highest decision-making body of the
national Olympic sport organisations (% W, M)

Compliance with
index methodology
Full

Remarks

Full

No comments

Full

No comments

2015-2016-2017
(average)
2015-2016-2017
(average)
2016

Full

No comments

Full

No comments

Unknown

2015-2016-2017
(average)
2016

Full

It is unknown whether data
collected by the Serbian
ministry is fully compliant
with EIGE's methodology on
women and men in decisionmaking data.
No comments

Unknown

Source: Gender Equality Index for the Republic of Serbia: Measuring Gender Equality in the Republic of Serbia 2016 report produced by Serbia
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No comments

The Serbian Index report
clarifies that the top ten
most popular sports
federations were covered (in
line with EIGE's
methodology) but it is
unclear how the "most
popular" sample was
selected and whether the
same methodological
principles were applied
during data collection.

Statistical note on indicators included in Power domain of the
Gender Equality Index

5.7 Sources and reference periods of data used to calculate the 8 indicators of power domain by North Macedonia
Sub-domain of
Power
Politics

Economic

Social

Indicator

Source

Share of ministers (Junior + Senior) (% W, M)

EIGE Gender
Database
EIGE Gender
Database
EIGE Gender
Database

Share of members of parliament (both houses,
TOGETHER) (% W, M)
Share of members of regional assemblies (% W,
M) (If regional assemblies do not exist in the
country, local level politics are included)
Share of members of boards in largest quoted
companies, supervisory board or board of
directors (% W, M)
Share of board members of central bank (% W,
M)
Share of board members of research funding
organisations (% W, M)
Share of board members in publicly owned
broadcasting organisations (% W, M)
Share of members of highest decision-making
body of the national Olympic sport organisations
(% W, M)

Statistics

Reference
year(s)
2015Q1

Compliance with
index methodology
Partial

Statistics

2015Q1

Partial

Only partial compliance as single reference
period used instead of 3-year average.
As above

Statistics

2015

Partial

As above

EIGE Gender
Database

Statistics

2015H1 (April)

Partial

As above

EIGE Gender
Database
EIGE Gender
Database
EIGE Gender
Database

Statistics

2015

Partial

As above

Statistics

2016^

Full

Statistics

2015-20162017
(average)
2015

Full

^EIGE's data available for 2018 onwards
only. Assumed 2018 figures were used.
No comments

State Statistical Office

Unknown

Source: Gender Equality Index for North Macedonia report produced by North Macedonia
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Remarks

Data collected by external source unknown if adheres to EIGE's methodology
for women and men in decision-making
data.

Statistical note on indicators included in Power domain of the
Gender Equality Index

5.8 Sources and reference periods of data used to calculate the 8 indicators of power domain by Albania
Subdomain
of Power
Politics

Economic

Indicator

Source

Reference
year(s)

Compliance with
index methodology

Remarks

Share of ministers (Junior + Senior) (% W, M)

Prime Minister Office

2016-20172018
(average)

Unknown

Share of members of parliament (both houses,
TOGETHER) (% W, M)

National Parliament of
Albania

Unknown

Share of members of regional assemblies (% W, M) (If
regional assemblies do not exist in the country, local
level politics are included)
Share of members of boards in largest quoted
companies, supervisory board or board of directors
(% W, M)

Central Election Office

2016-20172018
(average)
2015-20162017
(average)
2016

It is unknown whether data collected by
Albanian institution(s) and external
sources were fully compliant with EIGE's
methodology on women and men in
decision-making.
As above

Unknown

As above

Unknown

As above

2016-20172018
(average)
2018

Unknown

As above

Share of board members of central bank (% W, M)

Social

Share of board members of research funding
organisations (% W, M)
Share of board members in publicly owned
broadcasting organisations (% W, M)

Publication "Women in
Boards & Senior Positions in
companies Operating in
Albania"*
Central Bank of Albania

EIGE's data available for 2018 only.
Considered as full compliance.
2016-2017Unknown
It is unknown whether data collected by
2018
Albanian institution(s) and external
(average)
sources were fully compliant with EIGE's
methodology on women and men in
decision-making.
Share of members of highest decision-making body of EIGE Gender Statistics
2018
Full
EIGE's data available for 2018 only.
the national Olympic sport organisations (% W, M)
Database
Considered as full compliance.
Source: Gender Equality Index for the Republic of Albania 2020 report produced by Albania. Key: “*” report states This is a survey conducted in 2016, which asked the enterprises for the
composition by sex of their boards. It is unknown whether the data collection complied with the women and men in decision-making methodology.
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EIGE Gender Statistics
Database
Radio Television of Albania

Full
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Statistical note on indicators included in Power domain of the
Gender Equality Index

5.9 Sources and reference periods of data used to calculate the 8 indicators of power domain by Montenegro
Sub-domain of Power

Indicator

Politics

Source

Reference year(s)

Compliance with
index methodology
Full

Remarks

Share of ministers (Junior +
EIGE Gender Statistics
2015-2016-2017 (threeNo comments
Senior) (% W, M)
Database
year average)
Share of members of
EIGE Gender Statistics
2015-2016-2017 (threeFull
No comments
parliament (both houses,
Database
year average)
TOGETHER) (% W, M)
Share of members of regional EIGE Gender Statistics
2015-2016-2017 (threeFull
No comments
assemblies (% W, M) (If
Database
year average)
regional assemblies do not
exist in the country, local
level politics are included)
Economic
Share of members of boards
EIGE Gender Statistics
2015-2016-2017 (threeFull
No comments
in largest quoted companies,
Database
year average)
supervisory board or board
of directors (% W, M)
Share of board members of
EIGE Gender Statistics
2015-2016-2017 (threeFull
No comments
central bank (% W, M)
Database
year average)
Social
Share of board members of
EIGE Gender Statistics
2018*
Full
EIGE's data available for
research funding
Database
2018 only. Considered as
organisations (% W, M)
full compliance.
Share of board members in
EIGE Gender Statistics
2015-2016-2017 (threeFull
No comments
publicly owned broadcasting
Database
year average)
organisations (% W, M)
Share of members of highest
EIGE Gender Statistics
2018*
Full
EIGE's data available for
decision-making body of the
Database
2018 only. Considered as
national Olympic sport
full compliance.
organisations (% W, M)
Source: Gender Equality Index: Montenegro 2019 report produced by Montenegro. Key: “*” the report states “2015-2017 (three-year average)” but EIGE’s data is only available from 2018 for
these two indicators – assumed Montenegro used 2018 data.
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