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Abstract: Integrated policy strategies represent an increasingly popular approach in urban develop-
ment and gender policies. This article analyses the integration between integral urban policies and
gender mainstreaming in the European Union. A specific analytical proposal is elaborated and ap-
plied to urban policies promoted by the EU in Spain between 1994 and 2013. The Comparative Urban
Policy Portfolio Analysis is used to study the inclusion of gender-sensitive policy measures in local
project portfolios, their transversality across policy sectors, and the relevance of two main approaches
to analyse them. The results show that integral urban development programmes have incorporated
gender-sensitive policy measures. Results also show a low level of transversality focused mainly on
social integration, although they combine objectives focused on a women-centred approach to classi-
cal areas of gender inequality affecting women, i.e., employment, education, health, and a gender
approach focused on new welfare challenges linked to care and defamilisation. These results show
the relevance of analysing gender approaches included in integral urban policies to comprehend the
character of their gender mainstreaming and their potential effects on more gender-equal cities.

Keywords: integrality; urban policies; gender approach; local welfare; defamilisation

1. Introduction

Since the 1990s, the European Union has been promoting integrated intervention ini-
tiatives in disadvantaged urban areas. These aim to improve the conditions and quality of
life of the population living in these areas using an integral approach. This entails engaging
different areas of public policy that explain the processes of socio-spatial exclusion and
vulnerability in the urban sphere (housing, employment, education, etc.), since exclusion is
a multidimensional phenomenon [1,2].

Urban development initiatives from an integral perspective are a key element in
the European Union’s Cohesion Policy [3], having expanded its policy frame from the
regeneration of disadvantaged urban areas to sustainable urban development. Its objectives
have been extended from the three pillars of the former approach (physical, economic, and
social) to encompass those related to governance and environmental sustainability. That is,
from a policy frame focused on neighbourhood revitalisation to a broader one focused on
promoting sustainable communities, both at the scale of individual neighbourhoods and
larger-scale urban areas [4,5].

In addition to these aspects, related to the objectives of these initiatives, from a
procedural point of view, the urban dimension of the EU’s Cohesion Policy is characterised
by a ‘meso-level’ approach, in line with the principle of adaptability and the place-based
orientation of the EU’s Cohesion Policy [6,7]. Local authorities design and implement
specific strategies tailored to the socio-spatial characteristics of the urban areas they target
but within the context of the general policy frame promoted by the EU. Thus, the latter sets
out the general purposes and implementation preferences for urban policies by applying
an integral strategy: transversality in objectives, a combination of policy instruments, and
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multi-level governance through the involvement of socio-economic agents and public
administrations at different levels.

Furthermore, gender inequalities have been a central aspect in the EU since its founda-
tion. To this end, it has adopted the policy frame of gender mainstreaming, which involves
applying the gender approach to all sectoral policies and at all stages of each public policy,
from design through to evaluation [8–10]. The document “Incorporating equal oppor-
tunities for women and men into all community policies and activities” defines gender
mainstreaming as “mobilising all general policies taking into account at the planning stage
their possible effects on the respective situation of men and women” [11]. Therefore, this
also implies an integrated strategy [12], in this case, from a gender perspective, which must
be incorporated into EU initiatives, including those aimed at urban areas.

Have these two policy frames been integrated? More specifically, the question ad-
dressed in this paper concerns whether the gender mainstreaming approach has been
integrated into EU-promoted integral urban development initiatives. Based on the study of
legislative documentation, some analyses offer a rather negative response, concluding that
there would be no gender dimension in the documents examined [13]. Other studies on
comparative case analysis concerning urban planning suggest that the gender perspective
has been progressively incorporated into urban planning, generating gender-sensitive
urban initiatives and policies in Europe and other regions [14,15]. In these studies, gender-
sensitive actions mean the inclusion of measures to avoid the inequality women face and
the difficulties they encounter in daily life.

In this article, we will endeavour to provide arguments and empirical evidence for
these questions. To this end, we will first review the literature on gender mainstreaming
in the EU and a gender perspective in urban policies to describe two approaches for anal-
ysis. Secondly, we will propose a comparative research strategy based on the analysis of
local projects in line with the ‘meso-level’ approach of the EU’s urban dimension. This
‘bottom-up’ strategy will allow us to study the policy frame actually applied, rather than
analysing it from the top-down based on legislative documentation or focusing on case
studies, thus complementing previous analyses. The analysis of 82 projects developed
within the framework of initiatives promoted by the EU in Spain between 1994 and 2013
will then be presented and discussed. The URBAN and URBANA initiatives are represen-
tative programs promoted by the Spanish Government in the framework of the European
Cohesion Policy. These programmes have been developed in plans designed by local au-
thorities to be implemented in specific urban areas (neighbourhoods). The idea of integral
urban development guides them. Specifically, the attempt to overcome the vulnerability
of deprived urban areas, paying attention to the multi-dimensional character of urban
socio-spatial inequalities. Finally, we will set out some brief conclusions and further scope
for research regarding the integration of these two policy frames in the EU and other
regions. The results show that the presence of gender-oriented measures in integrated
urban development projects in the period of analysis was not high. However, such projects
combine measures that address inequality processes that historically affect women and
measures that consider the role of men and women regarding care. These results provide
opportunities for the development of defamilisation processes at the local level.

2. Gender Mainstreaming and Integral Urban Development Policy Frames

The development of policy integration strategies for urban issues is now an essential
feature of urban policies, understanding that these are ‘complex problems’ requiring action
from different public policy sectors and different types of actors [4]. In particular, this is
an essential aspect of the New Urban Agenda promoted by the United Nations within
the framework of the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) [16]. Furthermore, gender
equality is explicitly included among these goals, understanding that gender inequalities
reduction must occur in an integrated way through actions in different sectors of public
policy, both in general and in the case of urban policies in particular [17,18]. In fact, this
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perspective involves applying a gender mainstreaming strategy, integrating the interests of
men and women into all policies and projects to achieve gender equality [19].

In the case of the EU, both aspects are central to its policies for promoting socio-spatial
cohesion within the framework of Cohesion Policy, on the one hand the integrated nature
of the initiatives developed within its urban dimension [20], and on the other the gender
mainstreaming approach in all its policies, therefore including urban initiatives. Therefore,
urban development initiatives and projects represent an explicit effort to integrate both
policy frames of the Cohesion Policy into urban areas providing an opportunity to learn
about the integration of the policy frame based on gender mainstreaming with the policy
frame for integrated urban development. These initiatives would reflect the integration
between two policies that, in turn, explicitly adopt integration strategies between different
policy sectors [21]. In fact, area-based initiatives, such as those promoted by the EU,
constitute a relevant instrument against gender inequalities, as their integration could lead
to more sustainable, more egalitarian, and more accessible contexts for all members of
society [22].

However, these policy frames set out guidelines to be incorporated into initiatives
supported by the EU, but the Member States are ultimately in charge of both areas (urban
policies and gender). Therefore, integrating both policy frames may also depend on the
initiatives and policies that each country establishes in this regard.

In any case, to analyse integration between the two policy frames, it is necessary
to define the perspective proposed by the gender mainstreaming policy frame for urban
policies in general and the proposal made in this regard by the EU. This section proposes
two perspectives for analysis based on a literature review of gender mainstreaming in the
EU, the gender policy approach, and the gender perspective in urban planning studies.

2.1. Gender Mainstreaming I: Gender-Sensitive Policy Measures across Policy Sectors

The question of inequality between men and women has been a central issue for the
European Union since its foundation. Over time, objectives have changed, new platforms
and agencies have been created, and different approaches developed. Thus, from the initial
formulation on discrimination prohibition and equality promotion, the EU has integrated
the gender perspective in all policies and phases of the public policy cycle [11,23]. This
approach, known as gender mainstreaming, supposes “the (re) organisation, improvement,
development and evaluation of policy processes so that a gender equality perspective
is incorporated in all policies at all levels and all stages, by the actors usually involved
in policy-making” [11] (p. 15). Thus, all policy sectors must incorporate gender equality
among their objectives, and therefore include gender-sensitive policy measures or at least
a perspective seeking to avoid the unfavourable situation of women to achieve a more
egalitarian society [24,25].

The EU, therefore, creates a framework for the Member States to integrate gender
mainstreaming into all public policies, although the latter remains within each Member’s
sphere of competence. In operational terms, the European Union defines gender main-
streaming as a “strategy toward achieving gender equality. It involves the integration
of a gender perspective into the preparation, design, implementation, monitoring and
evaluation of policies, regulatory measures and spending programmes, to promote equality
between women and men, and combating discrimination” [11,26]. Mainstreaming thus
represents a general framework for promoting equal opportunities between men and
women through the entire political process and applied to all policies [8,27].

This approach allows and seeks to ensure the application of the gender perspective in
the drafting and development of public policies promoted (co-funded) by the EU. Three
main strategic objectives are established for the implementation of gender mainstream-
ing: (i) create or strengthen national specific governmental bodies; (ii) integrate gender
perspectives into legislation, public policies, programmes and projects; (iii) generate and
disseminate gender-disaggregated data and information for planning and evaluation [28].
The second of these objectives involves action on gender inequalities in all sectoral policies
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promoted by the EU. Hence, the idea of mainstreaming would imply that gender inequali-
ties represent a cross-cutting principle in all policies, and therefore that gender-sensitive
policy measures (GSPMs) should be included in each policy to ensure this. Yet, the imple-
mentation of mainstreaming still seems to be limited in traditional policy sectors, such as
agriculture or planning [29,30]

Specifically, this EU’s approach to gender mainstreaming means that it must be in-
corporated into the integral urban policies promoted by the EU. Therefore, in addition
to the transversality of their agenda regarding different objectives and policy sectors to
address the complexity of urban problems (physical space, economic, social development,
etc.), these initiatives must incorporate the gender perspective transversally and, therefore,
should include GSPMs in all proposed objectives. That is, urban policies should demon-
strate the existence of the gender mainstreaming approach as the transversal presence of
GSPMs in all their objectives.

2.2. Gender Mainstreaming II: Gender-Sensitive Policy Measures across Approaches

Thus, gender mainstreaming means transversality between different policy sectors
and is considered one of the first examples of the integral strategy of public policies [12].
However, there is widespread consensus that this perspective is built on previous strate-
gies and policies to reduce gender inequalities. Booth and Bennet [31] note that gender
mainstreaming is based on three traditions of equality policy: the equal treatment perspec-
tive, the women’s perspective, and the gender perspective. This would entail designing
gender-sensitive policy measures (GSPM) to achieve different outcomes concerning equal-
ity between women and men in all three cases.

The first tradition means actions that guarantee women the same rights and opportu-
nities as men in the public sphere. It has been developed mainly through legally binding
instruments, such as directives on equal pay and equal treatment [8]. The second inspire
initiatives that identify women as a disadvantaged group in society, requiring specific
treatment and opportunities to rectify the history of discrimination they have endured as
a group. It consists mainly of creating conditions for equality between men and women
through positive actions [8,32]. Finally, the gender perspective promotes actions to trans-
form the social organisation for a fairer distribution of responsibilities between men and
women. The aim is to transform the role of men and women in society, their responsibilities
in the public sphere and, in particular, in the private sphere, given the centrality of women
as caregivers, to reconcile home, work, and family life [25,27,31].

From all three perspectives, joint efforts should be made to achieve gender equality in
all areas [31]. Therefore, it is possible to find overlaps between them, promoting processes of
complementarity and integrality. From this perspective, gender mainstreaming would not
be so much about the presence of gender inequality-oriented measures in different public
policy sectors, but rather about which gender perspectives or approaches are included
somewhat regardless of the sectoral policy concerned. In this regard, for example, in
the analysis of the new urban agenda, Moser [19] points out that gender mainstreaming
means both the integration of the gender perspective into all policies and projects to
achieve equality, as well as specific activities “aimed at empowering women, to increase
their bargaining power in public and private spheres to participate fully in economic and
political ’life’”(p. 226).

In this regard, it is also relevant to note the importance of gender inequalities in
welfare state studies, grounded in feminist criticism of the classic approach developed by
Esping-Andersen [33]. This perspective brings to light the importance of unpaid work
done by women through the provision of care and the need to integrate this issue into
studies on the welfare state [34–39]. More generally, this issue falls within the framework
of the distinction between classic risks and new risks of the welfare state, including among
the former, mainly, socio-labour integration, and among the latter, the need to address the
provision of welfare services traditionally carried out by women within the family, and
in particular, those focused on the care of dependents [40–42]. From this perspective, the
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analysis focuses on the study of initiatives that tend to produce defamilisation, understood
as the degree to which the state assumes welfare responsibilities traditionally developed
in the households. Defamilisation would involve incorporating measures that provide
households with opportunities to meet the demand for care without resorting to the
self-provision that women generally carry out [33,43].

In this line, the literature on urban planning points out that the conformation of urban
space can generate gender inequalities in everyday life because its use by women and men
is different [30,44]. Therefore, in addition to the necessary presence of women in urban
planning policies and processes, these should promote a ‘women-friendly city’ according
to the challenges they face in their daily lives derived from the roles they play in both the
public and private spheres [45,46].

This perspective, in addition to pointing out the situations of inequality faced by
women in classic areas (education, employment, health, etc.), and the form these take in the
urban context, focuses mainly on two major issues about how urban space, and therefore,
urban planning policies generate gender inequalities. On the one hand, women’s mobility
and accessibility problems arise because of their role as caregivers. Their day-to-day is
more complicated than that of men. They have to make multiple trips between schools,
places of work, the shops, and other spaces related to the care activities they carry out
(health centres, education establishments, ...), and they tend to use private transport to a
lesser degree [47–49]. From this perspective, an urban gender-sensitive policy will seek to
reduce the distance between residence and places of work, schools, and public facilities to
increase accessibility. These places are nodes on women’s daily circuits, especially for those
with family responsibilities that impose costs on their daily lives. On the other hand, this
perspective also identifies gender inequalities related to safety in the urban space. Women
are recognised as a vulnerable group in this respect, regardless of whether they are more at
risk or because women have a lower level of perceived safety than men in public spaces,
both in urban centres and in the suburbs [50,51]. Measures aimed at both issues would help
make cities more women-friendly and improve employment opportunities [22,45,52–54].

On the whole, based on previous arguments, gender-sensitive policy measures could
be understood around two main approaches. On the one hand, actions that understand
gender inequalities as differences in resources and opportunities in various fields identi-
fying women as a disadvantaged group. In this case, policy measures try to reduce such
differences in key areas and aspects of the historical gap between men and women (public
space, employment, education, health, etc.). This approach means urban policies should
include measures aimed at reducing the classic risks faced by women: insecurity in urban
areas, other initiatives aimed at improving situations of inequality and vulnerability of
women, or more generally, measures to increase equality between men and women from a
woman’s perspective [8,31].

On the other hand, some measures understand gender inequalities as the consequences
of gender roles and the impact on the organisation of activities and spaces in the city.
Therefore, they seek to modify such roles, or at least reduce the barriers women encounter
in everyday life in the city. This approach would include measures aimed at promoting
the practical interests of women [55], acting on new social risks linked to care, reducing
the costs of mobility and accessibility in everyday life to work or other activities, and in
particular the development and/or reconciliation of care tasks (public transport, proximity
to day-care, schools, social centres, health centres, etc.). These are, therefore, measures
aimed at reducing gender inequalities from a ‘gender perspective’, with particular emphasis
on defamilisation processes.

These arguments imply that integrating a gender perspective into urban policies could
be studied from at least three perspectives. Firstly, the gender approach in urban initiatives
means GSPMs inclusion and the importance concerning the set of measures proposed by
urban policies. Secondly, in line with the more classic approach of gender mainstreaming,
it would mean transversality, with GSPMs in the different sectors of public policy that
include integrated urban policies. Thirdly, in line with the two broad approaches on
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gender-sensitive policies, integrality would involve combining GSPMs that address these
two orientations (women and gender perspectives). Obviously, the first is a necessary
condition for the other two.

3. Data and Methods

This article will analyse the presence, transversality, and gender perspective approach
in integrated urban development programmes developed in Spain within the framework of
EU initiatives, specifically the URBAN and URBANA Initiatives. The first was developed
between 1994 and 2006 within the URBAN I (1994–1999) and URBAN II (2000–2006)
programmes in 39 cities (29 and 10, respectively). Subsequently, between 2007 and 2013,
the URBANA Initiative was implemented in 46 cities, a programme promoted by the
Spanish government through ERDF funds. Within the same framework, since 2014, the
Sustainable and Integrated Urban Development Strategy (SIUDS) has been implemented
in 174 municipalities. Both of them are place-based programmes nested in the European
Cohesion Policy aimed at promoting sociospatial cohesion. In its general framework, each
country established specific objectives and implementation rules, and a local government
design-specific plan established concrete objectives, governance modes, and policy actions.

Both the URBAN and the URBANA initiatives involve implementing the EU’s integral
urban development strategy: cross-cutting objectives, multi-level governance, and the
participation of socio-economic actors and citizens in general. More specifically, its policy
frame aims to promote integral urban regeneration, revitalising neighbourhoods through
the development of actions in different policy sectors aiming to reduce levels of socio-
spatial vulnerability in disadvantaged urban areas [5]. Thus, within the framework of these
initiatives, actions are carried out with objectives related to different sectors of public policy,
such as urban space, the promotion of economic development, the improvement of social
integration, protection of the environment, and the improvement of governance [56–58].

Since these are initiatives promoted by the EU, local projects must incorporate a gen-
der perspective. In addition to the general principle of gender mainstreaming established
by the EU, the URBAN II Initiative explicitly includes the promotion of equal opportu-
nities for men and women, including women as a specific target in priorities related to
entrepreneurship and agreements in favour of employment, as well as the development of
a strategy against exclusion and discrimination especially targeted at women, immigrants,
and refugees [57]. Project strategies in the framework of URBANA Initiative must show
consistency with European policies on the environment, employment promotion, and equal
opportunities for men and women, taking into account EU objectives on equal opportu-
nities. Projects should highlight how they contribute to achieving greater integration of
women in the employment and social spheres, estimating the expected impact on women’s
entrepreneurship, and the reconciliation of family and professional life [58].

In this regard, it is also worth mentioning some features of equality policies imple-
mented in Spain, both because of changes in their content and their multi-level character.
These policies have been developed mainly through equal opportunities plans, promoted
and drawn up by the central and regional governments in the early stages of Spain’s
transition to democracy in the early 1980s. They have institutionalised public policies
on equal opportunities and positive action onto the public agenda [59,60]. Specifically,
some significant milestones have influenced equality policies in Spain, namely the Gender
Violence Act (2003), the Dependency Act (2006) establishing financial aid and services for
the care of dependents, and the Equality Act of 2007, which implies the explicit introduction
of the principle of gender mainstreaming in all policies and at all levels of government
in Spain. The evolution of the equality plans adopted by regional governments is similar.
These plans have progressively incorporated actions regarding new social risks linked
to care and the work/life balance together with the classic challenges (participation in
the public sphere, education, employment, etc.) [61,62]. Although gender mainstreaming
is not common in local governments [63], they have increasingly incorporated equality
agencies and plans, albeit with differences according to the role played by critical actors
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and women’s coalitions that promote the inclusion of gender issues in the municipal
agenda [64].

However, in this context, to what extent does gender mainstreaming take place in
integral urban development initiatives promoted by the EU? To answer this question, the
portfolios of local projects developed within the framework of the URBAN and URBANA
Initiatives have been analysed through the application of comparative urban policy port-
folio analysis (CUPPA). This approach proposes a bottom-up strategy to analyse urban
policy frames based on the study of all measures included in projects developed under the
same programme or public policy. In this way, the characteristics of its policy frame are
reconstructed through the actions included in the local portfolios rather than relying solely
on the analysis of normative or programmatic documentation or specific cases [4,65]. Thus,
the integration between integral urban development and gender mainstreaming policy
frames is studied according to the policy measures included in local projects. Therefore,
from an operational point of view, the research question explored would be as follows.
To what extent did the projects include gender-sensitive political measures? Moreover,
what kind of projects have been included to obtain the extent of gender mainstreaming as
transversality and the relevance of different gender mainstreaming approaches?

The objectives of policy measures implemented in all projects are analysed, enabling
us to rebuild the substantive dimension of the policy frame developed in each programme
and compare them. To this end, the design and evaluation reports of local URBAN and
URBANA Initiatives have been analysed. A total of 82 projects with 1659 policy measures
have been identified, constructing a data set containing all measures. For each of them, we
have identified whether they are gender-sensitive political measures (GSPMs). Then, they
have been analysed to study their integrality in terms of the proposal made in the previous
section (Figure 1).
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Figure 1. Analysing gender mainstreaming in integral urban projects.

As indicated above, GSPMs are policy measures that consider gender inequalities
in their objectives. Two criteria have been applied to analyse local portfolios, namely
whether a specific focus on women is explicitly stated, or whether this is done implicitly
because of its potential effects on gender inequalities. The first criterion identifies measures
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targeted explicitly at women (for example, gender-based violence), or for which they
are beneficiaries, even if the measures have also targeted other groups (e.g., measures to
improve employability where women are a specific target among other social groups).

The second criterion identifies measures that, although not explicitly mentioning
women, would have specific effects on reducing gender inequalities. On the one hand,
these include measures that seek to make a city more friendly for women in their daily
lives (improvements in safety in public spaces, in public transport, etc.). On the other hand,
actions are aimed at improving care services for dependents, tasks generally performed by
women (e.g., nursery and day-care, or other services for minors and other dependents). In
Spain, as in other countries in Europe, informal care for both the elderly and children is
mainly provided by women [66–68].

The specific objectives of all the GSPMs identified with the above criteria have been
classified using the two proposed perspectives. First, there is gender mainstreaming as a
transversal inclusion of GSPMs in the objectives set by urban development projects. To
this end, the measures have been classified in terms of the five main objectives defined
by the Framework of Reference for Sustainable Urban Development in Europe, namely
physical space, economic development, social integration, environmental sustainability,
and governance [69]. These are the policy sectors linked to the main objectives of this type
of initiative. For instance, attract or generate economic activities and/or enhance existing
ones (economic development), welfare services such as education, health, minorities,
poverty (social integration), community life, associational life and promotion of public
participation (governance), green spaces and better energy consumption (environmental
sustainability), as well as transport, accessibility, and housing (physical space). Once the
gender-sensitive measures have been identified, we searched for them in each objective to
‘count’ their presence in each objective.

The presence of GSPMs in these objectives will enable us to analyse gender transver-
sality across policy sectors, as set out in the perspective of gender mainstreaming, in
general, and the principles promoted in this regard by the EU, in particular. In addition to
the distribution of GSPMs among them, the standardised Herfindahl–Hirschman Index
(sHHI) will help to show whether the GSPMs are similarly distributed among the five
objectives (index equal to 1) or whether they centred in one of those objectives (index equal
to 0). Therefore, values closer to 1 will show a higher degree of gender mainstreaming
in the policy frame of the programmes (a higher degree of transversality across its five
major objectives).

Second, we have analysed gender approaches according to whether objectives are
oriented towards them. Specifically, the weight of the GSPMs corresponding to a women
and gender approach on the total of policy measures has been analysed. Therefore, a
greater degree of integrality would be evident when the difference between the weighting
of the two orientations is equal to zero. Other values will show a lower degree of integrality,
showing whether it does so towards the women perspective (values less than 0) or the
gender perspective (values greater than 0).

4. Results and Discussion

How many gender-sensitive policy measures do the projects include? They account
for 14.2% of the 1695 measures analysed. The vast majority of these focus on the objective
of social integration (83.4%), particularly measures for improving the employability of
women (18.7% of the total GSPMs), and mainly those aimed at facilitating the reconciliation
of care tasks (30.6%). The objectives of other urban development goals are very minority.
Only 10% of gender-sensitive measures involve purposes related to improving physical
space (lighting, public transport, ...) (Table 1).

A comparison with the distribution of the objectives developed by the projects shows
even more clearly this inclination of gender measures toward goals related to social in-
tegration. These account for 43.6% of the total measures. Thus, the difference between
the set of measures as a whole and the GSPMs is equal to 39.8 points (Table 1). For the
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other objectives, on the other hand, it is negative, especially for those related to economic
development (−17.0) or physical space (−15.8), the difference being somewhat smaller for
those related to environmental sustainability (−5.6) and, in particular, governance (−1.4),
areas for which, in general, there are few measures in analysed projects.

Table 1. The objectives of integral urban development: Total and GSPMs.

Goals
Total (URBAN + URBANA)

GSPMs Total Difference

Physical space 10.2 26.0 −15.8
Economic development 3.0 20.0 −17.0

Social inclusion 83.4 43.6 39.8
Environmental sustainability 0.9 6.5 −5.6

Governance 2.5 3.9 −1.4

Total 100.0 100.0
N 235 1659

Source: Database of measures. URBAN-IMPACTS Project.

Thus, analysis of local portfolios shows projects include gender sensitivity policy mea-
sures, although these are mainly oriented towards social inclusion: most of the GSPMs aims
to improve women’s social integration. This characteristic could be explained primarily
by the policy frame of urban initiatives analysed. Although their strategy is integral, they
focus on the regeneration of disadvantaged areas, social integration being one of their most
relevant objectives, especially regarding women because they are targeted as a specific
vulnerable group in need of social support. On the contrary, other policy sectors are more
resistant to incorporating GSPMs. For instance, urban planning actions have aimed to pro-
mote changes in city organisation and its influence on women’s daily lives [44]. According
to the results presented, this pattern also appears regarding economic development policy
measures, i.e., the role of women as economic agents in urban development. This bias
towards social integration is also common in gender equality policy in Spain [29,30,62].

This distribution, therefore, shows that the integrality of the policy frame understood
as gender mainstreaming is relatively low. The value of the SHHI indicator is equal to 0.37,
far from the value 1, which would show a balanced distribution of GSPMs across the five
primary objectives of integrated urban development. However, analysis of the orientation
of the GSPMs shows a certain balance between women and gender approaches. Of the
total GSPMs, 48.9% are oriented towards the former, while 50.2% are oriented towards
the latter. From this perspective, programmes point to an integrated strategy combining
women and gender approaches.

In sum, although the gender approach in projects does not reflect a high presence
or level of transversality, it is not negligible. There are no other similar studies to assess
the relevance of the GSPMs quantitative presence in analysed projects. However, the
analyses show that if gender is considered a sectorial objective, its weighting is more
significant, for example, than environment or governance goals. Moreover, it is pretty close
to the weighting of actions aimed at promoting economic development. Therefore, it is an
objective that appears to have been incorporated into integral urban development projects.

Furthermore, although the measures are concentrated in a specific policy sector,
the strategy applied combines the two identified approaches. Gender inequalities are
addressed from a social vulnerability perspective and gender roles transformation (gender
and women approaches, respectively). This result highlights the importance of studying
the overlapping between these approaches to understand gender mainstreaming and the
specific contexts in which it is implemented. As Booth and Bennet indicate, the different
perspectives must operate together to achieve an effectively equal society [31]. Therefore,
although the GSPMs do not particularly stand out for their presence or transversality, some
gender integrality exists in urban policy due to combining the two approaches needed to
achieve more egalitarian societies.
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Comparison between the URBAN and URBANA initiatives shows that the presence of
GSPMs is quite similar between them, slightly higher in the first case than the second (15.2%
and 12.9%, respectively). Thus, despite the growing importance of gender mainstreaming
in the EU, the explicit emphasis in programmes calling for changes in Spanish equality
policies does not seem to increase the presence of the gender perspective, i.e., GSPMs, in
the later programme developed.

However, analysis of gender mainstreaming in terms of transversality and approaches
flags some differences. In both programmes, the GSPMs focus mainly on social integra-
tion, although to a lesser extent in the URBANA Initiative. In this case, the presence
of GSPMs is somewhat more significant concerning the objective of improving physical
space and community governance. The difference between GSPMs distribution across the
five objectives and all policy measures is 46.2 points for social integration in the URBAN
Initiative and 40.3 points in the URBANA Initiative. These differences are −17.2 and −13.8
points for physical space, −15.7 and −18.7 for economic development, −3.4 and −8.7
for environmental sustainability, and finally −2.0 and 0.3 for the objective of improving
community governance (Figure 2 and Table A2 in Appendix A).
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There are no GSPMs regarding environmental sustainability in the URBANA Initiative.
However, the low weighting of these in the URBAN programme means that the former
shows a slightly more cross-cutting distribution of the gender perspective, or rather, there
is a lower level of concentration concerning the object of social integration. In particular,
the SHHI values are equal to 0.34 in URBAN and 0.41 in the case of URBANA. Therefore,
the transversality of gender measures is somewhat more significant in the programme
implemented later. This could be explained by the fact that Spain, like other EU countries, is
progressively implementing the principle of gender mainstreaming, incorporating gender
perspectives transversally through different policy sectors [57], and having adopted the
Effective Equality Act in 2007, when the URBANA Initiative began.

Finally, analysis of gender mainstreaming approaches shows that, in general, the
URBANA Initiative presents a greater balance between women and gender approaches
(Figure 3). The difference between them is −2.2 points, while in the URBAN Initiative it is
equal to 4.4 points (Table A2 in Appendix A). Thus, the URBAN Initiative is more oriented
towards classic challenges about gender inequalities, and the URBANA Initiative is more
oriented towards the new risks linked to women’s roles as caregivers and their incorpo-
ration into public life, as well as the effect of urban morphology on them. As mentioned
before, this programme explicitly incorporates family life balance into its goals. In addition,
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at that moment, the reconciliation of working and family life became a dominant issue in
Spain’s equality policy [29], and a debate took place with the subsequent implementation
of the Dependency Act in 2006, aimed at promoting processes defamilisation [70].
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5. Conclusions

The analyses presented show that the integrated urban development projects im-
plemented in Spain between 1994 and 213 within the framework of EU initiatives have
incorporated, to some extent, the gender perspective. These results scope cannot be as-
sessed more precisely, as there is, in general, not much systematic evidence on this subject
to allow for comparative analysis. However, the results show that the presence of GSPMs
is not negligible and is even greater than that of other central objectives of integrated urban
development in general and those set by the EU in particular.

Therefore, there is some integration of the gender mainstreaming policy frame into
the policy frame for integrated urban initiatives. However, the integration of the former
seems to be contingent upon the latter. The focus on the revitalisation of disadvantaged
neighbourhoods that characterises the two programmes analysed could explain their
low level of gender mainstreaming as transversality. GSPMs focus on social integration
objectives, as do the projects analysed in general. Besides, there may still be resistance to
their incorporation into other objectives, such as physical space or economic development,
that could contribute to more transformative changes in the roles of men and women, as
some case studies show [19,44]. This particular bias towards social integration may be due
to programme frames, which, as we said previously, present social integration as one of
their most relevant objectives, and the fact that the conception of gender equality is biased
towards an idea that links gender inequality with social policy.

Nevertheless, the analysis of gender approaches adopted in local projects shows that
women are not only targeted as disadvantaged groups. Projects also include actions to
foster gender roles changes to facilitate compatibility between public space incorporation
and the traditional care role within the home. Although the difference between URBAN
and URBANA initiatives is small, the gender approach seems to be expanded in the later,
either because work/life balance is explicitly one of its objectives or because of equality
policies trends in Spain, as well as the critical actors that drive them at the local level [64,71].
This outcome points to the role that integrated urban development interventions can play
concerning gender inequalities in local welfare systems, not just because of their attention
to the classic inequalities that women face, but particularly because of their contribution to
the development of defamilisation processes. These initiatives integrate this new challenge
into local government actions to reduce inequalities caused by the roles assigned to men
and women in general, and specifically regarding care in the home. Just as nationwide
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comparative studies show the effects of defamilisation initiatives on women’s employment
integration in the EU [70,72], integrated urban policies could complement such effects
depending on the gender mainstreaming approach adopted.

As indicated before, the absence of comparative data from other urban programmes or
policies does not allow for any clear conclusions on the importance of integration between
the two integrated policy frames analysed (gender mainstreaming and integrated urban
development). However, the strategy proposed based on the analysis of local portfolios
(CUPPA) shows that, although there are not many explicit references to gender inequalities
in the normative and strategic documents of EU integrated urban development initiatives,
there does seem to be some integration when we analyse what is actually done and achieved
by local projects with the policy measures that have been implemented. This would point
towards the trend of incorporating GSPMs into urban policies shown by case studies on
urban planning [73]. The applied perspective thus implies an exercise that complements
these two strategies, adding a systematic method for comparative analysis that considers
both the presence of GSPMs, as well as their transversality and approach, enriching the
study of the mainstreaming perspective and, more generally, gender mainstreaming in
urban policies, one of the central aspects within the SDGs and the new urban agenda.
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Appendix A

Table A1. Gender mainstreaming as transversality: integral urban policy objectives and gender-sensitive policy measures in
URBAN and URBANA Initiatives. Percentage of total.

URBAN Initiative
(1994–2006)

URBANA Initiative
(2007–2014) Total (URBAN + URBANA)

Goals GSPMs Total Difference GSPMs Total Difference GSPMs Total Difference

Physical space 9.4 26.6 −17.2 11.5 25.3 −13.8 10.2 26.0 −15.8
Economic

development 2.9 18.6 −15.7 3.1 21.8 −18.7 3.0 20.0 −17.0
Social inclusion 84.9 46.2 38.7 81.2 40.3 40.9 83.4 43.6 39.8
Environmental
sustainability 1.4 4.8 −3.4 0.0 8.7 −8.7 0.9 6.5 −5.6
Governance 1.4 3.8 −2.4 4.2 3.9 0.3 2.5 3.9 −1.4

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
n 139 915 85 744 235 1659

Source: Database of measures. URBAN-IMPACTS Project.

Table A2. Gender mainstreaming approaches in URBAN and URBANA initiatives. Percentage
of total.

Strategy URBAN URBANA Total

Women approach 51.08 47.92 48.90
Gender approach 48.92 52.08 50.30

Total 100.00 100.00 100.0
n 139 85 235

Difference −2.16 4.17 1.4
Source: Database of measures. URBAN-IMPACTS Project.

References
1. Atkinson, R. Combating Social Exclusion in Europe: The New Urban Policy Challenge. Urban Stud. 2000, 37, 1037–1055.

[CrossRef]
2. Aalbers, M.B.; Van Beckhoven, E. The integrated approach in neighbourhood renewal: More than just a philosophy? Tijdschr.

Voor Econ. Soc. Geogr. 2010, 101, 449–461. [CrossRef]
3. European Commission. Guidance for Member States on Integrates Sustainable Urban Development. 2015. Available online:

http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/sources/docgener/informat/2014/guidance_sustainable_urban_development_en.pdf (ac-
cessed on 10 May 2021).

4. Navarro, C.J.; Rodríguez-García, M.J. Urban policies as multi-level policy mixes. The comparative urban portfolio analysis to
study the strategies of integral urban development initiatives. Cities 2020, 102, 102716. [CrossRef]

5. Yáñez, C.N. Políticas de Regeneración Urbana En España En El Marco de Iniciativas de La Unión Europea. Papers 2020, 63, 68–81.
6. Crescenzi, R.; Rodríguez-Pose, A. Commentary. Environ. Plan. A 2011, 43, 773–780. [CrossRef]
7. McCann, P. The Regional and Urban Policy of the European Union; Edward Elgar Publishing: Cheltenham, UK, 2015.
8. Pollack, M.A.; Hafner-Burton, E. Mainstreaming gender in the European Union. J. Eur. Public Policy 2000, 7, 432–456. [CrossRef]
9. Walby, S. Gender Mainstreaming: Productive Tensions in Theory and Practice. Soc. Polit. 2005, 12, 321–343. [CrossRef]
10. Moser, C.; Moser, A. Gender mainstreaming since Beijing: A review of success and limitations in international institutions. Gend.

Dev. 2005, 13, 11–22. [CrossRef]
11. European Commission. Incorporating Equal Opportunities for Women and Men into All Community Policies and Activities; Commission

of the European Communities: Brussels, Belgium, 1996.
12. Tosun, J.; Lang, A. Policy integration: Mapping the different concepts. Policy Stud. 2017, 38, 553–570. [CrossRef]
13. De Gregorio Hurtado, S. El desarrollo de las iniciativas comunitarias Urban y Urban II en las periferias degradadas de las

ciudades españolas. Una contribución a la práctica de la regeneración urbana en España. Ciudades 2017, 13, 39. [CrossRef]
14. Horelli, L.; Wallin, S. Gender-Sensitive E-Planning for Sustaining EverydayLife. In Fair Shared Cities. The Impact of Gender Planning

in Europe; de Madariaga, I.S., Marion, R., Eds.; Routledge: London, UK; New York, NY, USA, 2016; pp. 231–248.
15. Gelmini, F.; Zambianchini, M. A History, Concepts and Practice of Time Policies and Time Planning: The Bergamo Case. In Fair

Shared Cities. The Impact of Gender Planning in Europe; de Madariaga, I.S., Marion, R., Eds.; Routledge: London, UK; New York, NY,
USA, 2016.

16. UN-Habitat. The New Urban Agenda. 2017. Available online: http://habitat3.org/the-newurban-agenda/ (accessed on
10 May 2021).

17. UN Woman. Gender Equality and the New Urban Agenda; UN Woman: Washington, DC, USA, 2016.

http://doi.org/10.1080/00420980050011226
http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9663.2009.00574.x
http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/sources/docgener/informat/2014/guidance_sustainable_urban_development_en.pdf
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.cities.2020.102716
http://doi.org/10.1068/a43492
http://doi.org/10.1080/13501760050086116
http://doi.org/10.1093/sp/jxi018
http://doi.org/10.1080/13552070512331332283
http://doi.org/10.1080/01442872.2017.1339239
http://doi.org/10.24197/ciudades.13.2010.39-59
http://habitat3.org/the-newurban-agenda/


Sustainability 2021, 13, 9543 14 of 15

18. UN Woman. Turning Promises into Action: Gender Equality in the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development; UN Woman: Washington,
DC, USA, 2018.

19. Moser, C.O.N. Gender transformation in a new global urban agenda: Challenges for Habitat III and beyond. Environ. Urban.
2016, 29, 221–236. [CrossRef]

20. Fioretti, C.; Pertoldi, M.; Busti, M. Handbook of Sustainable Urban Development Strategies; Publications Office of the European Union:
Luxembourg, 2020.

21. Candel, J.J.L. The expediency of policy integration. Policy Stud. 2019, 42, 346–361. [CrossRef]
22. Greed, C. An investigation of the effectiveness of gender mainstreaming as a means of integrating the needs of women and men

into spatial planning in the United Kingdom. Prog. Plan. 2005, 64, 243–321. [CrossRef]
23. Stratigaki, M. Gender Mainstreaming vs. Positive Action. Eur. J. Women’s Stud. 2005, 12, 165–186. [CrossRef]
24. Woodward, A. European Gender Mainstreaming: Promises and Pitfalls of Transformative Policy. Rev. Policy Res. 2003, 20, 65–88.

[CrossRef]
25. Rees, T. Reflections on the uneven development of gender mainstreaming in Europe. Int. Fem. J. Politi 2005, 7, 555–574. [CrossRef]
26. European Institute for Gender Equality. Mainstreaming Gender into the Policies and the Programmes of the Institutions of the European

Union and EU Member States; European Institute for Gender Equality: Loxembourg, 2013.
27. Verloo, M. Mainstreaming gender equality in europe. a critical frame analysis approach. Greek Rev. Soc. Res. 2016, 117, 11.

[CrossRef]
28. UN-Women. Available online: https://www.un.org/womenwatch/daw/beijing/platform/institu.htm#diagnosis (accessed on

14 June 2021).
29. Lombardo, E.; Meier, P. Gender Mainstreaming in the EU. Eur. J. Women’s Stud. 2006, 13, 151–166. [CrossRef]
30. De Madariaga, I.S.; Novella, I. A New Generation of Gender Mainstreaming in Spatial and Urban Planning under the New

International Framework of Policies for Sustainable ‘Development’. In Gendered Approaches to Spatial Development in Europe.
Perspectives, Similarities, Differences; Zibel, B., Damyanovic, D., Sturn, U., Eds.; Routledge: New York, NY, USA, 2019; pp. 181–203.

31. Booth, C.; Bennett, C. Gender Mainstreaming in the European Union. Eur. J. Women’s Stud. 2002, 9, 430–446. [CrossRef]
32. Francis, B.; Rees, T. Mainstreaming Equality in the European Union: Education, Training and Labour Market Policies. Contemp.

Sociol. A J. Rev. 2000, 29, 356. [CrossRef]
33. Esping-Andersen, G. The Three Worlds of Welfare Capitalism; Polity Press: Cambridge, UK, 1990.
34. Lewis, J. Gender and the Development of Welfare Regimes. J. Eur. Soc. Policy 1992, 2, 159–173. [CrossRef]
35. Lewis, J. Gender and Welfare Regimes: Further Thoughts. Soc. Politi 1997, 4, 160–177. [CrossRef]
36. Pascall, G.; Lewis, J. Emerging Gender Regimes and Policies for Gender Equality in a Wider Europe. J. Soc. Policy 2004, 33,

373–394. [CrossRef]
37. Orloff, A.S. Gender and the Social Rights of Citizenship: The Comparative Analysis of Gender Relations and Welfare States. Am.

Sociol. Rev. 1993, 58, 303. [CrossRef]
38. Sainsbury, D. Taxation, Family Responsibilities, and Employment. In Gender and Welfare State Regimes; Oxford University Press:

Oxford, UK, 1999. [CrossRef]
39. Sümer, S. European Gender Regimes and Policies; Routledge: London, UK, 2016. [CrossRef]
40. Bahle, T.; Maucher, M. Developing a Family Policy Database for Europe; MZES: Mannheim, Germany, 1998; p. 27.
41. Scheiwe, K. New Demands for Social Protection-Changing Family Structures, Women’s Roles and Institutional Responses. The Case of the

German Long-Term Care Insurance; Manheim Centre for European Social Research: Mannheim, Germany, 1997. Available online:
https://madoc.bib.uni-mannheim.de/15169/ (accessed on 10 May 2021).

42. Daly, M. A More Caring State? The Implications of Welfare State Restructuring for Social Care in the Republic of Ireland. In
Gender, Social Care and Welfare State Restructuring in Europe; Routledge: London, UK, 1998; pp. 28–50.

43. García, M.J.R.; Yáñez, C.J.N. El esfuerzo público de desfamilización. Propuesta de medición y análisis descriptivo para la Unión
Europea (1970–1999). Pap. Rev. Sociol. 2008, 90, 59. [CrossRef]

44. Roberts, M. Fair Shared Cities; de Madariaga, I.S., Ed.; Routledge: London, UK, 2016. [CrossRef]
45. Massey, D. Space, Place, and Gender; University of Minnesota Press: Minneapolis, MN, USA, 1994.
46. Hayden, D. What Would a Non-Sexist City Be Like? Speculations on Housing, Urban Design, and Human Work. Univ. Chicago

Press 1980, 5, 170–187. [CrossRef]
47. Chapple, K. Time to Work: Job Search Strategies and Commute Time for Women on Welfare in San Francisco. J. Urban Aff. 2001,

23, 155–173. [CrossRef]
48. Blumenberg, E. Engendering Effective Planning: Spatial Mismatch, Low-Income Women, and Transportation Policy. J. Am. Plan.

Assoc. 2004, 70, 269–281. [CrossRef]
49. McGuckin, N.; Murakami, E. Examining Trip-Chaining Behavior: Comparison of Travel by Men and Women. Transp. Res. Rec. J.

Transp. Res. Board 1999, 1693, 79–85. [CrossRef]
50. Kallus, R.; Churchman, A. Women’s struggle for urban safety. the Canadian experience and its applicability to the Israeli context.

Plan. Theory Pract. 2004, 5, 197–215. [CrossRef]
51. Whitzman, C. Stuck at the Front Door: Gender, Fear of Crime and the Challenge of Creating Safer Space. Environ. Plan A Econ.

Space 2007, 39, 2715–2732. [CrossRef]
52. De Madariaga, I.S.; Neuman, M. (Eds.) Engendering Cities; Routledge: New York, NY, USA, 2020. [CrossRef]

http://doi.org/10.1177/0956247816662573
http://doi.org/10.1080/01442872.2019.1634191
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.progress.2005.08.004
http://doi.org/10.1177/1350506805051236
http://doi.org/10.1111/1541-1338.00005
http://doi.org/10.1080/14616740500284532
http://doi.org/10.12681/grsr.9555
https://www.un.org/womenwatch/daw/beijing/platform/institu.htm#diagnosis
http://doi.org/10.1177/1350506806062753
http://doi.org/10.1177/13505068020090040401
http://doi.org/10.2307/2654400
http://doi.org/10.1177/095892879200200301
http://doi.org/10.1093/sp/4.2.160
http://doi.org/10.1017/S004727940400772X
http://doi.org/10.2307/2095903
http://doi.org/10.1093/0198294166.003.0007
http://doi.org/10.4324/9781315580906
https://madoc.bib.uni-mannheim.de/15169/
http://doi.org/10.5565/rev/papers/v90n0.735
http://doi.org/10.4324/9781315581835
http://doi.org/10.1086/495718
http://doi.org/10.1111/0735-2166.00081
http://doi.org/10.1080/01944360408976378
http://doi.org/10.3141/1693-12
http://doi.org/10.1080/14649350410001691754
http://doi.org/10.1068/a38449
http://doi.org/10.4324/9781351200912


Sustainability 2021, 13, 9543 15 of 15

53. Burgess, G. Planning and the Gender Equality Duty—why does gender matter? People Place Policy Online 2008, 2, 112–121.
[CrossRef]

54. McDowell, L. Towards an Understanding of the Gender Division of Urban Space. Environ. Plan. D Soc. Space 1983, 1, 59–72.
[CrossRef]

55. Molyneaux, M. Mobilization without Emancipation? ‘Women’s Interest, the State, and Revolution in Nicaragua. Fem. Stud. 1985,
11, 227–254. [CrossRef]

56. European Commission. Notice to the Member States Laying Down Guidelines for Operational Programmes Which Member States Are
Invited to Establish in the Framework of a Community Initiative Concerning Urban Areas (Urban); 94/C 180/2; Official Journal of the
European Communities: Brussels, Belgium, 1994.

57. European Commission. Guidelines for a Community Initiative Concerning Economic and Social Regeneration of Cities and of Neighbour-
hoods in Crisis in Order to Promote Sustainable Urban Development (URBAN II) (2000/C 141/04); 94/C 180/2; Official Journal of the
European Communities: Brussels, Belgium, 2000.

58. Ministerio de Economía y Hacienda. Iniciativa URBANA (URBAN). Orientaciones para la Elaboración de Propuestas; Ministerio de
Economía y Hacienda, Gobierno de España: Madrid, Spain, 2007.

59. Bustelo, M.; Lombardo, E. Las Políticas de Igualdad En España y En Europa; Cátedra: Madrid, Spain, 2007.
60. Frotiée, B. Institucionalización de La Politica de Igualdad En España. In Género, Políticas de Igualdad y Bienestar; Rodríguez-García,

M.J., Ed.; Miño y Dávila: Buenos Aires, Argentina, 2013; pp. 39–58.
61. Astelarra, J. Veinte Años de Políticas de Igualdad; Ediciones Cátedra: Madrid, Spain, 2005.
62. Rodríguez-García, M.J.; Mateos Mora, C. Entorno Intergubernamental: Políticas y Planes de Igualdad en las Comunidades Autónomas.

En Género, políticas de Igualdad y Bienestar; Rodríguez-García, M.J., Ed.; Miño y Dávila: Buenos Aires, Argentina, 2013; pp. 63–84.
63. Otero-Hermida, P.; Lorenzo, R.B. Gender mainstreaming in Spain: Policy instruments, influencing factors, and the role of local

government. Local Gov. Stud. 2019, 46, 865–887. [CrossRef]
64. Rodríguez-Garcia, M.J. Local women’s coalitions: Critical actors and substantive representation in Spanish municipalities. Eur. J.

Women’s Stud. 2014, 22, 223–240. [CrossRef]
65. Navarro, C.; Rodríguez-García, M.J.; Guerrero-Mayo, M.J. Lógica e Impactos de La Estrategia Integral En Políticas Urbanas. Análisis y

Evaluación de Iniciativas Promovidas Por La Unión Europea En España; Icaria: Barcelona, Spain, 2020.
66. Durán, M.A. La Riqueza Invisible Del Cuidado; Universidad de Valencia: Valencia, Spain, 2018.
67. Salvador-Piedrafita, M.; Malmusi, D.; Borrell, C. Time trends in health inequalities due to care in the context of the Spanish

Dependency Law. Gac. Sanit. 2016, 31, 11–17. [CrossRef]
68. Oliva, J.; Vilaplana, C.; Osuna, R. El valor social de los cuidados informales provistos a personas mayores en situación de

dependencia en España. Gac. Sanit. 2011, 25, 108–114. [CrossRef]
69. European Union. Toledo Informal Ministerial Meeting on Urban Development Declaration. Toledo. 22 June 2010. Available online:

https://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/archive/newsroom/pdf/201006_toledo_declaration_en.pdf (accessed on 10 May 2021).
70. Rodríguez-García, M.J. Familia, Políticas Públicas y Bienestar. El Efecto de Estrategias Estatales de Atención a La Familia En Perspectiva

Comparada; Miño y Davila: Buenos Aires, Argentina, 2009.
71. Rodríguez-García, M.J. Género, Políticas de Igualdad y Bienestar; Miño y Dávila: Buenos Aires, Argentina, 2013.
72. Lewis, J.; Knijn, T.; Martin, C.; Ostner, I. Patterns of Development in Work/Family Reconciliation Policies for Parents in France,

Germany, the Netherlands, and the UK in the 2000s. Soc. Politi 2008, 15, 261–286. [CrossRef]
73. Zibel, B.; Damyanovic, D.; Sturn, U. Gendered Approaches to Spatial Development in Europe. Perspectives, Similarities, Differences;

Routledge: New York, NY, USA, 2019.

http://doi.org/10.3351/ppp.0002.0003.0001
http://doi.org/10.1068/d010059
http://doi.org/10.2307/3177922
http://doi.org/10.1080/03003930.2019.1682556
http://doi.org/10.1177/1350506814549424
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.gaceta.2016.06.006
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.gaceta.2011.09.005
https://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/archive/newsroom/pdf/201006_toledo_declaration_en.pdf
http://doi.org/10.1093/sp/jxn016

	Introduction 
	Gender Mainstreaming and Integral Urban Development Policy Frames 
	Gender Mainstreaming I: Gender-Sensitive Policy Measures across Policy Sectors 
	Gender Mainstreaming II: Gender-Sensitive Policy Measures across Approaches 

	Data and Methods 
	Results and Discussion 
	Conclusions 
	
	References

