
Sex and Gender dimension in 
frontier research

Session 2: Gender, demographics and behaviour

Project: EQUALIZE, "Equalizing or disequalizing? Opposing socio-
demographic determinants of the spatial distribution of welfare”

Iñaki PERMANYER, Center for Demographic Studies



0.0%

5.0%

10.0%

15.0%

20.0%

25.0%

1970 1980 1990 2000 2010

Share of total income of the richest 1%

UK

Germany

Sweden

Japan

Australia

New Zealand

Denmark

Italy

The Netherlands

Spain

India

South Africa

Argentina

China

France

US

GENERAL CONTEXT: ARE WE GROWING UNEQUAL?



• Forces of divergence: Demographic processes (current
patterns of family formation and living arrangements)

• Single-person households ↑

• Single-parent households ↑

• Household size ↓

• Assortative mating ↑

• Huge implications for inequality, poverty and polarization.

WHY EQUALIZE?



• Forces of convergence: Education expansion and the reversal of the
gender gap in education in favor of women.

WHY EQUALIZE?



• Forces of convergence: Education expansion and the reversal of the
gender gap in education in favor of women.

• In this project:

a) Assess the inequality
implications of these
opposing forces.

b) Territorial balance? 
Uncover regional 
heterogeneity.

WHY EQUALIZE?



Gender: a key dimension in socio-demographic
research

• Inequality in education

•Assortative mating and Income inequality

•Health inequality

• Inequality in human development: the SHDI and the SGDI

• Intimate Partner Violence



Education inequality



Education inequalities (I)

The gender gap in 
education across
regions and over
time



Education inequalities (II)
Total inequality = Inequality among men (Vm) + Inequality among women (Vf) 
+ Inequality favoring men (Am) + Inequality favoring women (Af)
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Shifting
composition
of education
inequality



Assortative mating and 
inequality



Assortative mating and inequality (I)



Assortative mating and inequality (I)



Assortative mating and inequality (II)



Inequality in human 
development

The Subnational Human 
Development Index (SHDI) 
& the Subnational Gender
Development Index (SGDI)



The human development index (HDI)

• The Human Development Index is defined as a country average of achievements in 
health, education and income.



The Subnational Human Development Index



UNDP’s Gender Development Index

𝑆𝐺𝐷𝐼 =
𝑆𝐻𝐷𝐼𝑓

𝑆𝐻𝐷𝐼𝑚



The Subnational Gender Development Index





Intimate Partner Violence



The ‘Nordic Paradox’

women who are currently in union tends to decrease with

increasing gender equality.

To ensure that our findings are not contingent upon

arbitrary methodological choices, we have performed

several robustness checks. We have (1) recalculated the

repetition-sensitive IPV indicators using different

cardinalizations for the open-ended category ‘6 times or

more’ ; (2) repeated the same analysis removing the only

three countries that approached women via phone inter-

views (Denmark, Finland and Sweden); and (3) substituted

the correlation coefficient or the rank correlation coeffi-

cient reported in this paper by other measures of

Fig. 2 Scatterplots comparing the Gender Equality Index (horizontal

axes) against different intimate partner violence measures (vertical

axes) across the 28 EU Member States. Best-fit regression lines added

to show the direction of the relationships. Notes: Reference popula-

tion: women declaring that are currently married or in a civil

partnership, living with a partner, involved in a relationship without

living together. Prevalence of intimate partner violence (P) and

repetition-sensitive measures (R); prevalence for previous partner

violence (Pp) and repetition-sensitive measures (R p); prevalence of

current partner violence (Pc) and repetition-sensitive measures (R c).

Country labels follow the ISO3166 codes: Austria (AT); Belgium

(BE); Bulgaria (BG); Cyprus (CY); Czech Republic (CZ); Germany

(DE); Denmark (DK); Estonia (EE); Greece (EL); Spain (ES);

Finland (FI); France (FR); Croatia (HR); Hungary (HU); Ireland (IE);

Italy (IT); Lithuania (LT); Luxembourg (LU); Latvia (LV); Malta

(MT); Netherlands (NL); Poland (PL); Portugal (PT); Romania (RO);

Sweden (SE); Slovenia (SI); Slovakia (SK); United Kingdom (UK);

European Union (EU). Source: Authors’ calculations based on the

European Union Agency for Fundamental Rights’ survey on Violence

Against Women Survey dataset, 2012
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Gender Equality Index (GEI)

The countries with higher
levels of gender equality, also
have higher levels of Intimate
Partner Violence (IPV)!
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Disentangling the Nordic Paradox (I)

• Standard prevalence measures do not distinguish between current
and previous partners.

• Prevalence measures are not sensitive to the frequency of 
victimisation (a woman experiencing a single violent episode counts
as much as another women experiencing violence episodes on a daily
basis).
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Disentangling the Nordic Paradox (II)
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The countries with higher
levels of gender equality tend
to score lower in repetition-
sensitive current partner IPV 
indicators


