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The relationship between economic growth and inequalities between
men and women has become one of the most debated issues in policy-
making arenas and in the social sciences. Nongovernmental organiza-
tions (NGOs) throughout the world are actively and critically assessing
the impact of economic policies on women. Partly in response to these
concerns, international agencies such as the World Bank and the United
Nations (UN) are attempting to better understand the gender-specific im-
pact of alternative development strategies, while national governments
often have become more active in promoting policies designed to reduce
inequalities between men and women. Accompanying these trends, there
has been a burgeoning literature in the social sciences addressmg the top-
ics at hand.

Within this literature, feminist studies have generated thexr own in-
ternal critiques and debates regarding gender inequalities and develop-
ment. For example, the gender and development (GAD) critique has
called into question the ability of women in development (WID) pro-
grams to achieve equity and equality for women. Rather than focus on
integrating women into existing strategies for economic development, as
WID proposes, the GAD critique seeks to rethink development strategies
from below and to analyze development in terms of the totality of social
relations and institutions through which women’s subordination to men
is achieved and maintained. Furthermore, paralleling the GAD critique
of WID, women’s organizations in developing countries over the last de-
cade have developed a distinction between gender equality and women’s
empowerment, challenging existing notions of what should be the appro-
priate goals of gender-sensitive programming.
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Despite these interests and debates, there have been few systematic
cross-national studies of global changes in women’s status and gender
inequality over time. Our study analyzes and further develops a new set
of data on women’s status and gender inequality to evaluate the cross-
sectional relationship between economic growth and these variables, as
well as the cross-national, longitudinal impact of economic growth on
changes in women’s status and gender inequality. The findings reported
in this article address key questions in the evolving debate over the char-
acter of gender differentiation and the goals of women’s empowerment.
Have strategies of economic growth in recent decades served to enhance
or undermine the status of women? Are changes in the status of women
accompanied by significant changes in gender inequality? What are the
implications for existing debates? These are the key issues addressed in
this article.

I. Review of the Literature

Several sets of literature are pertinent to our questions. While much of
the relevant literature involves empirical studies that do not always make
explicit a systematic theoretical framework, the field tends to be guided
by one of the following three general approaches: modernization-neo-
classical, women in development (WID), and gender and development
(GAD).!

A. The Modernization-Neoclassical Approach

A first set of studies within the cross-national and development literature
has indicated that gender inequalities are likely to decline with industrial-
ization or economic growth.> A similar perspective has been advanced
by organizations such as the World Bank, although with acknowledg-
ments that ‘‘economic growth has proved a slow instrument of change
in the status of women’’ and that public policies may have a significant
role to play in breaking down institutional and cultural mechanisms of
discrimination against women.?

In perhaps the most systematic presentation of this approach, sev-
eral studies within a neoclassical economic approach have argued that
differences between men and women (e.g., in employment, wages, or
vulnerability to poverty) result primarily from human capital differentials
(education, skills, expected length of labor-force participation) that are
bound to wither away over time.* Such an approach acknowledges that
a share of existing gender gaps in wages or employment might be attrib-
uted to the persistence of discrimination.’ But, according to this perspec-
tive, discrimination entails additional costs (such as the payment of
higher wages to favored groups) for the agents who engage in such prac-
tices, while it provides benefits (e.g., the opportunity to employ discrimi-
nated groups at relatively lower wages) for agents willing to exploit the
opportunities generated by the discriminatory activities of competitors.
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From this perspective, the process of economic growth, through the op-
portunities and constraints created by the expansion of markets, can be
expected to undermine the inequalities that result from discriminatory
practices.

This approach in the economic literature can be linked to sociologi-
cal theoretical perspectives emphasizing the gradual erosion of social in-
equalities rooted in ascribed characteristics. According to these perspec-
tives, the expansion of markets is accompanied by greater reliance on
achievement as a basis for allocating resources and organizing the divi-
sion of labor.” Gender inequalities, in this approach, are portrayed as a
remnant of traditional structures organized around ascribed status; pro-
cesses of economic growth, insofar as they are indicative of a process of
modernization, can be expected to reduce these inequalities.?

The modernization-neoclassical approach has had a significant im-
pact on policy making. For example, efforts to enhance human capital
attainment among women are often guided by the assumption that rela-
tive educational advances will be most effective in reducing the employ-
ment and earnings gaps of women relative to men. Similarly, the as-
sumption is often made that economic growth provides one of the most
effective mechanisms for narrowing existing gaps between men and
women (although there is growing acknowledgment of the occasional
need for public intervention to remove discriminatory barriers).

B. The Boserup Thesis and the WID Approach

E. Boserup advances an alternative interpretation, arguing that economic
growth during the initial stages of development is characterized by a
growing gap between men and women and that such a gap only begins
to diminish once countries develop beyond a certain threshold.” In other
words, Boserup argues that there is a curvilinear relationship between
economic growth and the status of women.

For Boserup, productivity differentials between men and women
prior to urbanization and the growth of a market economy are negligible,
but the emergence and development of an urban economy leads to “‘the
polarization and hierarchization of men’s and women’s work roles.’’!
These transformations are an outcome of the individual preferences of
both employers and workers, but such preferences become embedded in
discriminatory practices within institutional arrangements (such as colo-
nial rule), shaping the organization of labor markets and property rela-
tions."

But while the initial stages of development result in a growing gap
between men and women, other consequences of these changes, similar
to those emphasized in the neoclassical and moderization approaches,
eventually lead to a reversal of these trends over the long run. Shifts in
the distribution of political power accompanying the process of decoloni-
zation promote greater intolerance against discriminatory practices in
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general. More specifically, the very exclusion of women from wage ac-
tivities eventually results in tight labor markets and rising demand for
female workers, while the growing dependence of households on money
generates greater pressures for women to become employed. Policy mak-
ers eventually become more likely to intervene in promoting greater ac-
cess of women to education and training, and this is accompanied by
higher rates of female labor-force participation. Finally, with develop-
ment, women seek to acquire greater bargaining power in their families,
for example, by being “‘better able to support themselves if their hus-
bands desert them or treat them badly.”’??

However, Boserup emphasizes that economic growth is not the sole
variable shaping women’s labor-force participation and overall standing
relative to men, as ‘‘cultural traditions, including the role of women in
the traditional sector of market trade, seem to be a more important factor
in determining the place of women in the modern trade sector than is the
stage of general ‘modernization’ achieved by the country.””"® Hence,
rapid development is particularly likely to be accompanied by greater
gender rigidity in countries with a tradition of patriarchal institutional ar-
rangements, for example, those with a large Muslim population. Other,
more recent, studies would suggest that while such patriarchal institu-
tional legacies might have shaped gender inequalities and the status of
women in the past, they have become displaced in recent years by world
models and standards developed through the transnational environ-
ment."

Boserup’s interpretation fits well within broader perspectives on so-
cial inequality and development, such as were advanced by S. Kuznets."
For Kuznets, social inequalities grow in the earlier stages of a country’s
development, later stabilize, and finally narrow in later phases of eco-
nomic growth. This initial rise and eventual decline of social inequalities
has been depicted in the social science literature as Kuznets’s ‘‘inverted-
U curve” of income inequality. In the views of both Boserup and Kuz-
nets, power relations shift in the early stages of development in such a
manner that they result in greater inequality, but they become subse-
quently altered in ways that eventually act to reduce inequality.

Boserup’s analysis has shaped policy making and advocacy related
to women and development in recent decades. Her arguments high-
lighted the hidden contributions of women to development, called for
policy makers to become more sensitive to the importance of nonmarket
activities (such as household, subsistence, and informal production activ-
ities), and identified women as crucial actors who shape the success or
failure of alternative development strategies. From such a perspective,
eventually identified as the WID approach, greater concern with the im-
pact of development strategies on the status of women not only can re-
duce gender inequalities but also enhance the likelihood of success of
the development efforts themselves.!® Over recent decades, even organi-
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zations such as the World Bank have acknowledged the WID approach
as an important component of developmental efforts.!”

Beyond the historical evidence provided by Boserup herself, some
empirical studies support the argument that inequalities between men
and women have a curvilinear relationship to the level of economic de-
velopment. Focusing on patterns of female labor-force participation
(FLFP), F. Pampel and K. Tanaka argued that available data on 1965 and
1970 confirmed a curvilinear relationship between economic develop-
ment and FLFP.!” Similar arguments have been advanced by R. Evenson,
who, in an international comparison of the allocation of women’s time,
argues that female labor-force participation is likely to first decline under
conditions of economic growth; and by J. S. Chafetz, who makes a simi-
lar point in developing her typology of societal types according to level
of gender inequalities."

C. Critical Feminism and the GAD Approach

Generally opposing the two previous approaches, but often drawing se-
lectively from Boserup, other studies have generally emphasized, albeit
in a less structured manner, the continuing or rising vulnerability of
women over the course of economic development.?

Here we find two distinct but often overlapping lines of i mterpreta-
tion. One line of interpretation generally argues that inequalities between
men and women are shaped by institutional arrangements (such as patri-
archal family structures, and discriminatory labor practices and property
laws) that are relatively impervious to the process of economic growth,
For example, some argue that the structure of households, families, and
kinship systems are of greater relevance than levels of economic devel-
opment for understanding differences in rates of labor-force participation
across the developing world,? or that sex discrimination is itself more
likely in nations that are characterized by high levels of inequality be-
tween households.?? Others have pointed out that labor markets are char-
acterized by a persistence of gender discrimination, even when women
make significant educational gains.”® Within the cross-national literature,
studies adopting this perspective tend to emphasize that economic
growth fails to have a significant impact on the status of women.

The second line of interpretation informing both cross-national and
individual country studies is that economic development, in fact, exacer-
bates inequalities between men and women.” 1. Tinker, for example, ar-
gues that *‘development, by widening the gap between incomes of men
and women, has not helped improve women’s lives, but rather has had
an adverse effect upon them.”’® K. Ward indicates that *‘the intrusion of
the world-system through foreign investment from and trade dependency
on core nations has operated to reduce women’s status relative to
men’s.”’? Along the lines of Boserup’s arguments regarding the initial
impact of growth on patterns of gender inequality, these authors empha-
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size that through various mechanisms such as employment and wage dis-
crimination, the erosion of household production, or the restriction of ed-
ucational opportunities, economic growth leads to the systematic
exclusion of women.

Both lines of interpretation are linked to the emergence of the GAD
critique of the WID literature.”” The WID’s top-down approach, aiming
to improve women’s status on select measures determined by policy
makers, came under challenge from scholars and women’s organizations.
According to the GAD critique, categorical and narrowly targeted strate-
gies that rely on aggregate statistics to measure change in women’s sta-
tus ignore the differential impact of programming on different groups of
women, and they fail to understand the ways in which improvement on
some measures of status is often matched by the exacerbation of other,
and sometimes even the creation of new, problems.”® Rather than focus-
ing on the changing status of women as a general category, the GAD
approach seeks to understand the place and the consequences of gender
relations, understood broadly, in constructing the entirety of norms, prac-
tices, and social institutions governing gender inequality.” From this per-
spective, WID ignores both the extent to which women might continue
to experience (albeit new forms of) subordination and inequality® and
the persistence of gender relations in constructing institutional practices
and norms. !

The GAD critique begins to pose the problem taken up in our analy-
sis: Are women’s status and gender equality the same thing? Do im-
provements in women’s status translate into reductions in gender ine-
qualities, or do the two move independently of one another? Following
the GAD critique, substantive advancements in gender equality require
not only gradual improvements in the usual measures of social status or
development (such as income or education), but also a dramatic empow-
erment vis-a-vis men and the ‘‘decisionable agenda’’ of all institutional
arrangements in which men exercise power.*> Only such an empow-
erment can lead to a subsequent transformation of those institutional
practices in which gender inequalities are entrenched.”

Several cross-national studies have found evidence supporting the
notion of a persistent or deepening gap between men and women. Most
recently, G. Moore and G. Shackman have evaluated the relationship be-
tween levels of economic development and women’s empowerment and
have found that “‘neither high levels of economic prosperity nor develop-
ment of women’s ‘human capital’ through education and employment
necessarily results in increased access to authority positions for
women.”’* In fact, according to the latter study, ‘‘economic development
has a linear and negative impact on female/male odds in administrative
occupations but nonsignificant effects on relative gender equality in par-
liament. Economic development may improve women’s status by in-
creasing education levels, or decreasing fertility levels, but its direct ef-

Copyright © 2000. All rights reserved.



N. Forsythe, R. P. Korzeniewicz, and V. Durrant 579

fect on women’s authority positions is small or negative.”’® These
findings are similar to those reported by S. Nuss and L. Majka.*

The GAD interpretation also prevails in studies that criticize struc-
tural adjustment programs in poor countries for exacerbating inequalities
between men and women. Several studies indicate that women are partic-
ularly vulnerable to such programs due to their disproportional represen-
tation among the poor and disempowered.”” D. Elson indicates that struc-
tural adjustment programs, through cuts in public spending and social
programs, increase the scope and intensity of women’s unpaid household
labor (e.g., ensuring the health care and nourishment of family mem-
bers); and even where such programs enhance market opportunities, men
are likely to control the resulting income gains, producing little benefit
for other household members or leading to domestic violence as the out-
come of attempts to renegotiate intrahousehold distribution.®® Structural
adjustment programs also tend to make working women relatively more
vulnerable to unemployment or poor conditions of employment.* Others
have noted the consequences of such programs for young women. Buch-
man reports that over the 1975-85 period, structural adjustment had a
negative impact on female secondary enrollment, suggesting that as
‘‘low-income households develop strategies to enhance income and trim
expenses,’’ teenage girls become more likely than teenage boys to see
their educational opportunities curtailed.” Even the World Bank ac-
knowledges that in many cases, the ‘‘relative position [of women] has
often deteriorated during structural adjustment.’”*!

In contrast, several studies indicate that structural adjustment pro-
grams might not necessarily enhance inequalities between (all) men and
(all) women. While calling for more disadvantaged groups to be pro-
tected from the more immediate effects of such policies, T. Killick ar-
gues that the process of structural adjustment is, in general, essential for
long-run economic growth and a reduction of poverty.” C. Lantican, C.
Gladwin, and J. Seale suggest that economic growth is accompanied by
a decline of gender inequalities in some areas (such as education) but not
in others (such as manufacturing employment).” Likewise, U. Lele
views the expansion of labor market opportunities (stimulated by eco-
nomic growth) as potentially beneficial for women, but she warns that
the persistence of market distortions and institutional barriers to entry
might continue to prevent the full access of women to these opportuni-
ties.* Even P. Sparr acknowledges that some women may benefit from
structural adjustment programs, and hence she argues that such programs
should be viewed as promoting greater social differentiation among
women.*

D. Summary

Each of the perspectives reviewed in this section has a different set of
expectations regarding the impact of economic growth on inequalities
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between men and women. For the neoclassical and modernization per-
spectives, economic growth is likely to promote greater equality between
men and women. In the Boserup thesis and the WID approach, economic
growth will only promote gender equality after policy makers intervene
(promoting greater education among women, eliminating distortions in
labor markets, altering property laws) to correct the gender biases that
accompany the initial stages of development. In both the modernization
and WID approaches, however, reductions in equality between men and
women are assumed to follow improvements in women’s status; in fact,
the approaches target improvements in select measures of women’s sta-
tus. In the GAD critique, however, growth has a more complicated effect
on gender inequalities, and, while not always explicitly stated in the cri-
tiques we have reviewed, there is an implication that improvements in
select measures of women’s status cannot be assumed to translate into
reductions in inequalities between men and women. Such inequalities
might remain or become even more pronounced over the process of eco-
nomic growth (particularly if accompanied by transformations such as
those that characterize structural adjustment programs).

The various perspectives reviewed above have had a significant im-
pact on policy making and advocacy. For example, the neoclassical per-
spective has provided strong theoretical underpinnings for the economic
liberalization policies that have become predominant throughout the
world in recent years. The WID programming itself has been premised
on the belief that correcting for gender biases in the operations of mar-
kets and enterprises will overcome gender inequalities; in this sense, eco-
nomic growth is expected to accommodate women and to provide a strat-
egy for improving women’s status. While critical of WID programs, the
GAD critique fails to provide a systematic evaluation of WID program-
ming; it is difficult to assess, then, whether the GAD critique implies an
all-out rejection of WID programming or an adjustment of the vision and
the agenda of women’s empowerment to include, but not be limited to,
change brought about by conventional economic development strate-
gies. ¥

The role and the limitations of economic growth in women’s em-
powerment is ambiguous without clarification of the impact of economic
growth on women’s status and gender inequalities. To assess these rela-
tionships, in this article we use and further develop a new set of data.
Empirically, these data are useful because they allow us to evaluate the
relationships at hand not only in their cross-sectional patterns but also in
their longitudinal patterns of change. Methodologically, the data allow
us to show that cross-sectional and longitudinal results can be fruitfully
contrasted and compared to further enhance our insights into both the
broad patterns at hand and the relationship between these broad patterns
and the trajectories of specific populations. Theoretically, as we indicate
in the conclusion, the patterns and trends in women’s status and in gen-
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der inequalities identified in our research allow us to reevaluate and bet-
ter understand existing debates within the literature.

II. Data and Methods

Our research assesses the contending interpretations reviewed above by
combining new cross-national and longitudinal data on women’s status
and inequalities between men and women with other existing indicators.
We use these data to address three key sets of questions. First, according
to existing indicators, does economic growth have significant conse-
quences for the status of women? If there are clear trends, do gender
inequalities follow similar patterns? And in both cases, if trends are sig-
nificant, which of the approaches reviewed in the introduction are sup-
ported by the relationships apparent in the data? Second, do either or
both the empowerment of women and the persistence of patriarchal insti-
tutional arrangements have a significant role in mediating the impact of
economic growth (as suggested in different ways by both the WID ap-
proach and the GAD critique)? Has the impact of these arrangements on
the status of women and on gender inequalities changed over time?
Third, has the implementation of structural adjustment programs over the
past decades significantly enhanced gender inequalities or undermined
the status of women (as suggested by the GAD critique)?

The relevant data include two main dependent variables: the status
of women and gender inequality. Any effort to identify appropriate indi-
cators for either of these variables inevitability is bound to generate con-
siderable debate, and we discuss some of the pertinent issues in our text
below.

A. Dependent Variable: Status of Women

As measures of the status of women, we use both (a) the gender-related
development index (GDI), which was recently developed by the UN, and
(b) the individual components that the UN used to construct the GDL*¥
The UN has constructed the GDI to further specify its human develop-
ment index (HDI). The UN’s HDI uses standardized data drawn from
national sources to measure the relative achievement of nations in ad-
vancing three components of human capability: health and longevity, ed-
ucation, and standard of living. The GDI is designed to evaluate the
achievement of women along each of these three components. Hence, to
construct the GDI, the UN developed separate measures evaluating the
achievement of women with regard to life expectancy, education, and ac-
cess to income.

Of course, several criticisms can be raised regarding the extent to
which the GDI or any of its components adequately captures women’s
status. Regarding the individual components, the share of earned income,
for example, is likely to center around women’s formal participation in
the urban labor force; thus, it could fail to fully assess patterns of in-
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equality in income distribution within informal and subsistence sectors,
underestimate the extent of economic participation of women in rural ar-
eas, or fail to value the work of women outside of the paid labor force.
Formal measures of educational achievement are likely to miss differ-
ences in the quality of the education received by men and women and
in the benefits accruing to such achievement. The indicator of life expec-
tancy, as measured, may not sufficiently credit the higher average life
expectancy for women as compared to men. In relation to the GDI as a
whole, it may be criticized in that it fails to consider the extent to which
resources and power are unequally distributed in a given country be-
tween and within households and families, that it privileges what are
likely to be indicators of women’s participation in markets, and that the
use of a single index of gender inequality tends to oversimplify the mul-
tidimensional character of such inequality.*®

These reservations are important and will merit further evaluation
in the discussion of our findings. For the purpose of our exercise in this
article, however, the GDI as constructed does effectively capture the
three key dimensions (education, health, income) in the distribution of
resources between men and women that are usually emphasized in the
relevant literature.” Of greater importance, the dimensions of the GDI as
constructed do capture elements of women’s status both as they have
been addressed by the key theoretical approaches we have described
above and as they are currently being considered by key agents who are
shaping national and international policies regarding the issues in ques-
tion. Furthermore, a recent study has constructed alternative cross-na-
tional indicators of women’s status (such as the relative workload of men
and women in both formal and informal activities) using the detailed
data provided by the Demographic and Health Surveys in 25 low-income
and medium-income countries. A comparison of these alternative indica-
tors with the UN's GDI shows that ‘‘there is remarkable consistency in
the rankings of countries on these . . . different measures of women’s
status and gender inequality.””*® Hence, while it is important to critically
assess the constraints and limitations of the indicators in question, the
GDI as constructed does provide an adequate and relevant (albeit per-
haps initial) comparative measure of women’s status.

The UN has available data on the GDI and its components for 130
countries for 1992, a year when the values of the GDI ranged from a low
of 0.169 (for Afghanistan) to a high of 0.919 (for Sweden). The three
components combined by the UN to compose the GDI for 1992 are
highly correlated. The highest correlation (r = .88, p < .001) is found
between the measures of the gaps in life expectancy and education, but
the gap in the share of earned income is also significantly correlated with
both life expectancy (r = .82, p < .001) and education (r = .78, p <
.001). Of course, the GDI itself is highly correlated (above .94) with each
of its three components.
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In its Human Development Report 1995, the UN also provides the
aggregated GDI for 1970, and these data can be used to calculate rates
of change in the GDI between 1970 and 1992. As indicated below, we
follow G. Firebaugh and F. Beck in calculating rates of change by as-
sessing the difference-of-logs (or log Y,/Y)) (the data on change for our
sample is provided in table Al in the appendix).>! According to most of
the indicators used to compose the GDI in the UN Report, women made
considerable advances relative to men during the 1970s and 1980s,
thereby narrowing the existing gap. Overall, the life expectancy of
women in developing countries was 20% higher than that of their male
counterparts, and most countries (particularly Arab countries) experi-
enced rapid advances in women’s education, although the advances were
much slower in regard to income differentials and other variables not
captured directly by the GDI, such as rates of labor-force participation
and patterns of political participation.>

The UN data used to calculate each of the components of the GDI
for 1970 are not available to the public.”® Therefore, we are not able to
analyze the longitudinal patterns inherent in these components and, thus,
cannot provide a more detailed assessment of the precise shifts that the
relevant population in different countries experienced with the interac-
tion between education, health, and income.>

B. Dependent Variable: Gender Inequality

The GDI has been constructed as an indicator of the relative status of
women. We, however, are also interested in assessing patterns and trends
in inequality between men and women. This issue received moderate at-
tention in the various UN reports discussing the GDI measure, but as yet
these reports have provided only an indirect evaluation of the magnitude
of inequalities (by contrasting the ranking of nations according to their
HDI and GDI). Using a formula recommended by the UN itself in the
methodological observations regarding the GDL* we assess the level of
inequality in each country by calculating

GI = (HDI — GDI)/HDI, 0))

where gender inequality (GI) is the weight of the gap relative to a coun-
try’s HDI. Such a measure of gender inequality assumes that a value of
zero obtains in situations where women hold parity with men relative to
education and income and where the life expectancy of women on aver-
age maintains the edge, relative to men, on a global basis. As with the
GDI measure of status, this assumption might be challenged by critics,
but the indicator is relevant to the theoretical and policy-making debates
addressed by our exercise in this article. We provide the pertinent values
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for the calculated GI for 1970 and 1992 (and the difference-of-logs
change over this period) in the appendix.

Table 1 summarizes the quintile ranking of nations in 1992 ac-
cording to the indicators of the status of women (GDI) and inequalities
between men and women (GI). The table depicts a curvilinear distribu-
tion of nations, with the lowest levels of inequality observed in countries
where women’s status is highest and the highest relative levels of gender
inequality observed in nations where women’s status is intermediate.

C. Independent Variables
The main independent variables included in our study are level of eco-
nomic development, gender empowerment, weight of patriarchal institu-
tional arrangements, and structural adjustment. Following a standard pro-
cedure in the literature, our measure of economic development is gross
domestic product per capita (GDPPC), as provided by the UN in its
1994 Women’'s Indicators and Statistics Database for both 1970 and
19923

In order to explain the differences in GDI and GI, we use a revised
version of the UN’s gender empowerment measure (GEM) to evaluate
the relative significance of women’s participation in the professional and
political arenas. The GEM has three components: the share of women’s
earned income relative to that of men, the percentage of women among
administrative and professional workers, and the proportion of parlia-
mentary seats held by women. United Nations 1995 GEM data are avail-
able for 116 countries, and the values of this indicator range from a low
of 0.11 (for Afghanistan) to a high of 0.757 (for Sweden). For the pur-
pose of our study, we use as our indicator of women’s empowerment the
combined values of two of the GEM components: the percentage of
women among administrators and professional workers and the propor-
tion of parliamentary seats held by women (using the individual compo-
nents brought the same results as the combined values measure). A num-
ber of scholars, with both the WID and GAD approaches, have argued
that Muslim and Latin American countries are more likely than other
countries to be characterized by the prevalence of patriarchal institu-
tional arrangements that promote or preserve higher levels of gender
inequality.’” These attributes provide at least an initial indicator of a
variable that cannot be easily operationalized. To assess the relative sig-
nificance of this characteristic, we introduce into our models two dummy
variables: the first one assumes the value of one when 50% or more of
a country’s population is Muslim, and the other assumes the value of one
when a country is located in Latin America.®

As indicated in our literature review, there is an ongoing debate on
whether processes of structural adjustment have served to enhance or re-
duce gender inequalities. Our study considers whether structural adjust-
ment has been a significant variable affecting changes in relative gender
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inequality. Following Y. Bradshaw and A. Wahl,* we use a structural
adjustment index that is a composite of four indicators: (1) the number of
times bilateral debt was restructured over the 1975-90 period, (2) the num-
ber of times multilateral debt was restructured over the same period, (3) the
number of times a country received extended funds from the International
Monetary Fund (IMF), and (4) the total number of IMF loans received as a
percentage of its allotted quota over this period.® The same index has been
used in other studies on the social impact of structural adjustment.!

Several caveats apply to our findings on structural adjustment. In
this study, the impact of structural adjustment on changes in GDI and GI
is considered over the 1970-92 period, while much of the literature on
structural adjustment has focused on the late 1980s and early 1990s.
Also, our aggregate measures do not capture differences in the extent to
which policies were enacted that reallocated resources away from differ-
ent sectors (e.g., the poorest sector) of the population. Finally, our mea-
sures cannot assess some of the consequences of structural adjustment
programs that are observed in the literature, such as the intensification
of the double day (or *‘the triple roles’’) for women and the manner and
outcome of intrahousehold negotiations over changing household re-
sources. Our results caution against easy conclusions regarding the effect
of structural adjustment programs on women, and they direct our atten-
tion back to the debates among women scholars-activists about the rele-
vance of gender equality to women’s empowerment.

To evaluate cross-national relationships, we have calculated two
models. In the first model,

¥i = Po + B:(GDPPC), )

where y; is the dependent variable in question (either GDI or GI), and
GDPPC is an indicator of economic level as measured by the natural log-
arithm of the GDPPC indicator (to maintain proportional differences in
the distribution, the GDPPC variable is logged throughout our analyses
in this article). Following the usual form used to empirically assess
whether the cross-sectional data follow the curvilinear pattern described
by authors such as Boserup, a second model calculates

¥i = Bo + Bi(GDPPC) + B,(GDPPC)?, 3
so as to assess the relative significance of the quadratic term. Finally,
additional variables are introduced into each of these models to assess
the impact of each of the additional independent variables.

To evaluate the longitudinal patterns of change, we have calculated

Ay = Bo+ B(GDI/GI 1970) + B,(GDP 1970) + B;(change inGDP), (4)

Copyright © 2000. All rights reserved.
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588 Economic Development and Cultural Change

where Ay is the measure of change in the relevant dependent variable
(following Firebaugh and Beck)® as indicated by the difference-of-logs,
or log (y,/y)), in either GDI or GI between 1970 and 1992, GDI or GI
1970 controls for the original level of women’s status or gender inequal-
ity in 1970, and GDP 1970 controls for the original level of economic
development in 1970. Change in GDP is a measure of economic growth
as indicated by the rate of change of GDPPC between 1970 and 1992.
Finally, to assess whether the longitudinal data might follow the curvilin-
ear pattern described by authors such as Boserup, a second model calcu-
lates

Ay = B, + B,(GDI/GI 1970) + B,(GDP 1970)

5
+ Bs(change in GDP) + B4«(GDP 1970 X change in GDP), ©)

where the interaction term AGDPPC X GDPPC1970 serves to evaluate
whether the impact of economic growth on the status of women or in
inequalities between men and women differed according to the initial
level of economic development (Boserup’s approach, e.g., would predict
that such an interaction term would be significant and negative in the
change in inequalities model). We then introduce the additional indepen-
dent variables into these longitudinal models to assess their impact.

Regression diagnostics were run on all models to assess whether
multicollinearity among the independent variables was influencing our
estimates. In our models, except where indicated, the variance inflation
factors (VIFs) associated with our explanatory variables fell below the
value that would have led us to suspect that our estimates could be ex-
cessively influenced by multicollinearity.5

III. Findings

In order to facilitate the review of our findings, we discuss our results in
the following order: (a) cross-sectional patterns in women’s status, (b)
trends in women’s status, (¢) cross-sectional patterns in inequality be-
tween men and women, (d) trends in inequality between men and
women, and (¢) conclusion (where we summarize and bring together the
findings of each area).

A. Cross-Sectional Patterns in Women’'s Status

An initial review of the data clearly indicates a close relationship be-
tween the GDI and levels of log GDPPC in 1992 (see fig. 1). Although
there are important outliers (in 1992, some countries such as the Nether-
lands and Spain rank considerably lower in the GDI relative to their level
of wealth, while countries such as China and Vietnam rank higher in
GDI relative to GDPPC), the overall correlation between GDI and

Copyright © 2000. All rights reserved.
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FIG. 1.—Scatterplot of the relationship between women’s status (GDI) and
GDP (logged). Sources: GDI: United Nations, Human Development Report 1995
(New York: Oxford University Press, 1995); GDP: United Nations, Womens’
Indicators and Statistics Database (Version 2, CD-ROM) (New York: United
Nations, Department of Economic and Social Information and Policy Analysis
Statistical Division, 1994).

GDPPC was very high both in 1992 (r = 0.81, p < .001) and in 1970
(r = 0.83, p < .001).

The results for linear and curvilinear cross-national models of wom-
en’s status are provided in table 2. As indicated by the results, the data
provided support for the linear model for 1992, with the GDPPC indica-
tor showing statistical significance at the .001 level and an adjusted R?
of .651. However, the data provided little support for the quadratic
model, with the quadratic term in the equation showing no statistical sig-
nificance and the adjusted R* dropping slightly to .649. In other words,
the data provide little cross-sectional evidence for the existence of an
“inverted-U"" curve of women’s status in 1992; instead, they suggest a
strong linear relationship between the GDI and GDPPC. (A similar exer-
cise was conducted with the 1970 data, and the same pattern was ob-
tained regarding the significance of the linear GDPPC variable and the
lack of significance of the quadratic term.)

We also ran models with each of the three components of the GDI
(attainment in education, life expectancy, and income) as the dependent
variable to evaluate whether one of the components was driving the
larger relationship between GDI and GDP (see tables 3 , 4, and 5). The
results for each model are very similar. In all three cases—and as was
indicated for the GDI—the linear model was significant (with the

Copyright © 2000. All rights reserved.
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594 Economic Development and Cultural Change

GDPPC indicator showing statistical significance at the .001 level and
adjusted R%s of .660 for the life expectancy model, .472 for the education
model, and .614 for the income model). Likewise, the data provided little
support for the quadratic model, with the quadratic term showing no sta-
tistical significance.

The relevance of additional indicators is assessed in the subsequent
models presented in tables 2—4. As suggested by some of the studies
noted in our review of the literature, the Muslim variable is indeed nega-
tive and statistically significant (in all cases, it is at the .001 level of sig-
nificance, and it increases the R? value of the respective models). In con-
trast, the Latin American variable was not significant in the GDI model
or in the models that use the education or income components of the
GDI. The Latin American variable was significant (at the .001 level) in
the life expectancy model, but the parameter estimate was positive (as
opposed to the Muslim variable in all four models). Hence, in the early
1990s, countries classified as Muslim were significantly more likely to
show lower levels of status for women regardless of the level of eco-
nomic development, but this was not the case for countries in Latin
America.

Finally, in the last model of table 2, the GEM showed a positive
statistical significance at the .001 level while controlling for the Muslim
characteristic (with the relative significance of the latter variable drop-
ping slightly in the model in question), and the R? rose to .830. Compati-
ble results can be observed using each of the components of the GDI as
dependent variables (although in the life expectancy model inclusion of
the GEM measure altogether eliminated the significance of the Muslim
variable). We tested all these models, and no multicollinearity was found
among our independent variables.

In short, the cross-sectional model for the early 1990s suggests that
the level of economic development shows significance in shaping the sta-
tus of women as measured by the GDI, that such a relationship is linear
rather than curvilinear, that countries classified as Muslim (but not those
classified as Latin American) are likely to be characterized by relatively
lower levels of women’s status, and that the empowerment of women (as
measured by the GEM) is likely to be accompanied by higher levels of
status. These results, however, do not evaluate directly which of the lines
of interpretation reviewed earlier in this article better serve to predict the
longitudinal relationship between economic growth and the status of
women.

B. Trends in Women’s Status

According to our data, all nations experienced some degree of improve-
ment in women’s status from 1970 to 1992. As indicated in the appen-
dix, the three countries experiencing the most pronounced improvement
in women’s status were Botswana, Nepal, and Tunisia. The three coun-
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tries experiencing the least pronounced improvement in women’s status
were Canada, Luxembourg, and the United States.

The results for the relevant longitudinal models are provided in ta-
ble 6. As indicated by model 1 in table 6, the data provide considerable
support for the first longitudinal model, with the economic growth vari-
able (change in GDP) showing statistical significance at the .001 level
and an adjusted R? of .819. In other words, improvements in women'’s
status show a significant association with economic growth. In this
model, the GDI 1970 variable is both significant (at the .001 level) and
negative, suggesting that improvements in the status of women over the
1970-92 period were highest for countries that had lower original levels
of women’s status (i.e., lower values in the GDI). Finally, the GDP 1970
indicator is significant (at the .01 level) and positive, meaning that, tak-
ing into account original levels in the GDI, improvements in the status
of women over the 1970-92 period were more pronounced in countries
that had higher original levels of economic development.

However, model 2 in table 6 fails to provide longitudinal evidence
for the existence of a curvilinear relationship between economic devel-
opment and the status of women. The interaction term between original
level of economic development (GDP 1970) and rate of economic
growth (change in GDP) fails to show significance.

We also ran the longitudinal model with two additional variables.
First, we evaluated whether the countries classified as having patriarchal
institutional legacies were less likely to undergo improvements in the
status of women. As indicated by model 3 in table 6, the Muslim variable
showed no significance in explaining changes in GDI over the period un-
der consideration: the relative advances made by women in countries
classified as Muslim were not significantly different from the advances
that characterized women elsewhere in the world. In this sense, the Mus-
lim attribute helps to predict how a country might rank in a contempo-
rary cross-sectional distribution of nations according to women’s status,
but such an attribute is not significant in predicting longitudinal patterns
of change over the period under consideration. As indicated by model 4
in table 6, the Latin America variable also failed to show significance in
explaining change for this period.

Second, we examined the impact of structural adjustment on
changes in GDI. As indicated by model S in table 6, the structural adjust-
ment variable was not significant in explaining changes in GDI over the
1970-92 period. True, the sample in this model is smaller than those of
the previous models of table 6, and the sample is composed to a greater
extent by poorer nations. However, running the previous four models
with the smaller sample of model 5 shows the same results (with signifi-
cance levels and signs running in the same direction). The lack of sig-
nificance of the structural adjustment variable goes against some of the
GAD literature on the detrimental impact of structural adjustment poli-
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cies on the status of women. However, this finding should not be consid-
ered without taking into account some of the caveats we discussed earlier
regarding our measure of structural adjustment.

Summarizing our cross-sectional and longitudinal results, the level
of economic development has a significant, positive, and linear relation-
ship to the status of women as measured by the GDI. In a cross-sectional
analysis of available data, such a relationship is manifested in the fact
that the status of women (as measured by the GDI) is higher in wealthy
nations and lower in poorer ones. In a longitudinal analysis of the data,
such a relationship is manifested in the fact that advances in the GDI
were most pronounced in countries undergoing the highest rates of eco-
nomic growth. The longitudinal analysis also indicates that improve-
ments in women'’s status were most pronounced in countries character-
ized by relatively lower levels of such status in 1970. The longitudinal
results were robust after controlling for institutional characteristics (pre-
dominance of a Muslim population or Latin American affiliation), often
viewed as significant in the literature. However, neither the cross-sec-
tional (for both 1970 and 1992) nor the longitudinal (1970-92) analysis
provided any support for the notion that economic development and the
status of women are characterized by a curvilinear relationship.

C. Cross-Sectional Patterns in Inequality between Men and Women
The results for linear and curvilinear cross-national models of the rela-
tionship between gender inequality and our independent variables are
provided in table 7. As indicated by the results, the data provide slight
support for the linear model for 1992, with the GDPPC indicator show-
ing statistical significance at the .05 level and an adjusted R? of .024. As
opposed to our findings regarding women’s status, the data provide
stronger support for a quadratic model, with the quadratic term in the
equation showing both significance at the .01 level and the expected di-
rection and with the adjusted R? increasing to .083. In other words, the
data appear at first sight to provide cross-sectional evidence for the exis-
tence of an inverted-U curve of inequality between men and women in
1992. This apparent curvilinearity, in fact, can be observed in table 1,
where countries with high levels of gender inequality appear to cluster
primarily among nations of intermediate levels of development.
However, the apparent curvilinear relationship between level of
economic development and inequalities between men and women loses
importance when additional variables are considered. As indicated by
model 3 in table 7, the Muslim variable is positive and statistically sig-
nificant at the .001 level, and its inclusion in the model increases the R?
to .364. In this model, the GDPPC measure and its quadratic term remain
significant (at the .01 and .05 levels, respectively). This suggests that, all
other things being equal, levels of inequality (as indicated by the GI)
tend to be higher in Muslim countries. With the introduction of the Latin
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American variable, however, both the Muslim and Latin American vari-
ables in the model appear significant at the .001 level (although Latin
America shows a negative sign), and the pertinent R? rises to .417, with
both the GDPPC measure and its quadratic term losing significance.
Model 5, including only the Muslim and Latin American variables, pro-
vides an R? of .382, with both variables positive and significant at the
.001 level. Model 6 in the table incorporates the GDPPC measure (sig-
nificant at the .01 level), and the Muslim and Latin American variables
(both positive and significant at the .001 levels). The switch in the sign
of the Latin America indicator in models 5 and 6, as compared to model
4, suggests that levels of inequality in the region appear higher when not
controlling for a curvilinear relationship between level of growth and in-
equality.

Inclusion of the women’s empowerment measure changes the size
of the sample (from 129 to 104 nations) and alters the results slightly.
This is because the nations that lack information on the GEM measure
tend to be the poorest in our sample. As a consequence, as indicated in
table 8, the GDPPC measure does not recover significance once the Mus-
lim and Latin American variables are incorporated in the model. As in
table 7, the apparent curvilinear relationship between level of economic
development and gender inequalities disappears once the Muslim and
Latin American variables are included in the model (but in this case both
dummy variables are positive). However, as indicated by model 7, the
GDPPC variable recovers significance once the GEM is incorporated in
the model; the GEM measure itself is significant and negative, sug-
gesting that in countries showing a higher level of women’s empow-
erment, the extent of gender inequality tends to be less pronounced.
Again, we tested all these models, and no multicollinearity was found
between our independent variables. ,

In short, the cross-sectional models for the early 1990s suggest that
the level of economic development shows significance in shaping ine-
qualities between men and women as measured by the GI, and the appar-
ent curvilinearity in such a relationship tends to be explained away by
cultural and institutional legacies (as represented by countries classified
as Muslim and, perhaps to a lesser extent, Latin American).

D. Trends in Inequality between Men and Women

As opposed to the case of women’s status, where all nations experienced
some degree of improvement in the measure, changes in gender inequal-
ity over the 1970-92 period were more mixed. As indicated below in
the appendix and in table 11, most nations experienced a decline in such
inequalities, but there were 10 nations where these inequalities became
more pronounced. The four countries experiencing the greatest increase
in gender inequalities were Egypt, Honduras, India, and Guinea. The five
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countries experiencing the greatest decline in gender inequalities were
Barbados, Denmark, Finland, Norway, and Sweden.

The results for the relevant longitudinal models are provided in ta-
ble 9. As indicated by model 1, the data provide slight support for the
first longitudinal model, with the GI 1970 and GDPPC 1970 variables
showing significance at the .05 levels, the economic growth variable
(change in GDP) showing no statistical significance, and an adjusted R?
of .228. In this model, the GI 1970 variable is negative, suggesting that
a decline of inequalities between men and women over the 1970-92 pe-
riod was most pronounced for countries that had higher original levels
of gender inequality in 1970 (i.e., higher values in the GI). The GDPPC
1970 indicator is also negative, meaning that, taking into account
original levels in the GI, a decline of inequalities between men and
women over the 1970-92 period would appear to have been more pro-
nounced in countries that had higher original levels of economic devel-
opment.

In contrast, model 2 in table 9 provides longitudinal evidence for
the existence of a curvilinear relationship between economic growth and
changes in inequalities between men and women. In this model, the GI
1970 variable has lost its significance. Once the interaction between eco-
nomic growth and the original level of economic development (as mea-
sured by GDPPC 1970) is taken into account, all three of these variables
become significant. The interaction term is significant (at the .001 level)
and negative. This interaction term can be interpreted as indicating that
economic growth was most likely to be accompanied by rising or little
change in inequalities in countries at lower original levels of GDPPC and
that the relationship between economic growth and gender inequalities
tended to level off in countries with higher original levels of GDPPC.

We also ran the longitudinal model with the additional variables rel-
evant to our analysis. First, we sought to evaluate whether countries clas-
sified as Muslim were less likely than other countries to undergo a reduc-
tion in inequalities between men and women. As indicated by model 3
in table 9, the variable in question is significant (at the .05 level) and
positive, suggesting that in countries classified as Muslim, reductions in
inequality tended to be less pronounced. Thus, in a cross-sectional analy-
sis, the Muslim attribute helps to predict that a country might rank higher
in the relative prevalence of inequalities between men and women, and
such an attribute predicts a greater propensity to maintain inequalities in
a longitudinal analysis of the period under consideration. In other words,
the available GI data suggest that the relative reduction in inequalities
between men and women in countries classified as Muslim was less pro-
nounced than the reduction that characterized countries elsewhere in the
world. '

Furthermore, while the interaction term remains significant in

Copyright © 2000. All rights reserved.
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model 3, indicating the same relationship between original level of eco-
nomic development and economic growth as discussed above in refer-
ence to model 2, the GI 1970 variable regained significance at the .01
level. This variable remains negative, again suggesting that a decline of
inequalities between men and women over the 1970-92 period was most
pronounced for those countries that had higher original levels of gender
inequality in 1970 (i.e., higher values in the GI measure).

The Latin American variable was not significant in explaining
changes in inequality during the period under consideration. Thus, in a
cross-sectional analysis, the Latin American attribute helps to predict
that a country might rank higher in the relative prevalence of inequalities
between men and women, but the attribute predicts no greater or lesser
propensity to experience changes in such inequalities in a longitudinal
analysis.

In addition, we also considered the impact of structural adjustment
on changes in the GI measure. As indicated by model 5 in table 9, the
structural adjustment variable was not significant in explaining changes
in the GI measure over the 1970-92 period. Again, as in table 6, the
sample in model 5 is different from that used in the previous models of
table 9; in this particular case, running the four initial models with the
smaller sample show somewhat different levels of significance for our
other independent variables, with less importance of the economic vari-
ables (given that the sample is restricted to a greater extent to poor na-
tions) but similar patterns regarding the Muslim and Latin American
variables. Again, the lack of significance of structural adjustment on
changes in the GI measure goes against some of the literature on the im-
pact of structural adjustment on women’s status, although the caveats
discussed earlier apply here as well.&

Table 10 provides a summary of the rank changes in inequality ex-
perienced by the countries in our study between 1970 and 1992. As sug-
gested by the table, some countries (e.g., Austria, Barbados, Italy, Japan,
Singapore, the United Kingdom) underwent a considerable decline in
the relative extent of inequalities. Others (e.g., Egypt, the Dominican Re-
public, Ecuador, Paraguay) underwent a considerable increase in the rel-
ative extent of inequalities. Finally, in some cases, inequalities remained
relatively less pronounced throughout the two periods (as in Haiti, Tan-
zania, Thailand, and the United States), while in others they remained
relatively more pronounced (as in Iran, Iraq, Saudi Arabia, Spain, Syria
and the United Arab Emirates). These widely divergent patterns suggest
that individual case studies might offer very different conclusions re-
garding the character of change in inequalities between men and women
as experienced in recent decades, and that consideration of this pat-
tern might be useful in organizing alternative paths for contrast and com-
parison.

Copyright © 2000. All rights reserved.
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E. Conclusion

In summary, the level of economic development has a significant, posi-
tive, and linear relationship to the relative status of women as measured
by the GDL In a cross-sectional analysis of available data, such a rela-
tionship is manifested in the fact that the status of women (as measured
by the GDI) is higher in wealthy nations and lower in poorer ones. In a
longitudinal analysis of the data, such a relationship is manifested in the
fact that advances in the GDI were most pronounced, after controlling
for the initial level of women’s status, in countries undergoing the high-
est rates of economic growth. These results were robust after controlling
for patriarchal institutional arrangements, a variable that is often viewed
as significant in the literature. However, neither the cross-sectional (for
both 1970 and 1992) nor the longitudinal (1970-92) analysis provided
any support for the notion that economic development and the status of

women are characterized by a curvilinear relationship.

‘ As indicated in our longitudinal models, the rise in women’s status
between 1970 and 1992 was most pronounced in countries where women
had relatively lower levels of status in the early 1970s. And while the
legacy of patriarchal institutional arrangements (as indicated by the Mus-
lim and Latin America variables) explains cross-sectional patterns in
women’s status, such a characteristic indicates no significance in the lon-
gitudinal models.

Different results are obtained when looking at inequalities between
men and women as measured by the GI. Here, both cross-sectional and
longitudinal (1970-92) analyses appear to provide support for the argu-
ment that economic development and gender inequalities are character-
ized by a curvilinear relationship. In the cross-sectional analysis of avail-
able data, however, we show that such a relationship actually reflects the
relatively higher level of inequalities in both Muslim and Latin American
countries (nations that also tend to be characterized by intermediate lev-
els of economic development). But the curvilinear relationship between
economic development and gender inequalities is robust in a longitudinal
analysis of the data, even after controlling for the legacy of patriarchal
institutional arrangements. The longitudinal model on gender inequality
also suggests that gender inequalities were less likely to decline in Mus-
lim countries (as opposed to the pattern found regarding women’s sta-
tus), that Latin American countries showed no significant pattern of their
own regarding changes in gender inequality between 1970 and 1992, and
that countries with higher original levels of inequality in 1970 were
likely to experience the greatest relative decline in inequalities in subse-
quent decades. Structural adjustment did not appear as a significant vari-
able explaining trends in either women’s status or gender inequality.

Patterns of change during the period under consideration are sum-
marized in table 11. As indicated above, all countries showed some de-
gree of improvement in the status of women during the period under con-

Copyright © 2000. All rights reserved.
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sideration. In some (e.g., most high-income countries), the improvement
in the status of women was less pronounced than in others (e.g., Algeria,
Iran, Morocco, Nepal, Saudi Arabia, Tunisia), but they all moved toward
a rising status. However, trends are rather mixed regarding gender ine-
qualities. Here, some countries were characterized by a significant reduc-
tion in inequalities (most notably, Barbados, Denmark, Finland, Norway,
and Sweden). Others, however, even though experiencing an improve-
ment in the status of women, actually showed an increase in gender ine-
qualities (e.g., Egypt, Guinea, Honduras, India). The findings suggest
that while wealthy nations tended to experience less pronounced change
in women’s status, they also were the nations that showed the most pro-
nounced reductions in gender inequality.

The divergent patterns in recent trends identified in our findings
again suggest that in conducting national case studies or limited cross-
national comparisons, researchers must be particularly careful in con-
sidering how their sample fits within the global patterns and trends
suggested by the data. More research is also indicated to further disag-
gregate broad cross-national trends in women’s status and inequalities
between men and women and to assess patterns in these changes from a
longer historical perspective.

IV. Discussion

Methodologically, our findings suggest that differences in the measures
used as dependent variables and the types of procedures used to analyze
patterns and trends are likely to lead to widely different conclusions.
Such conclusions extend to the issue of sampling. Our findings suggest
that given the considerable heterogeneity that characterizes cross-sec-
tional and longitudinal patterns across the world, analyses based on indi-
vidual nations or on limited comparisons must carefully specify how pat-
terns and trends drawn from particular case studxes might fit within
broader processes of change.

Theoretically, our findings shed light on the debates discussed in
our literature review. For example, our study suggests that economic
growth between the 1970s and 1990s enhanced the status of women as
measured by the GDI and as expected both with the neoclassical and
WID approaches (with their promise that such gains could be made
within a framework of economic growth). Supporting the neoclassical
approach, our cross-sectional and longitudinal models indicated a posi-
tive, linear relationship between economic growth and the status of
women; providing better support for the WID approach, there was longi-
tudinal evidence of a curvilinear relationship between economic growth
and gender inequality.

Cross-sectional analyses of the data provided considerable support
to the argument that patriarchal institutional legacies undermine the sta-
tus of women. In fact, taking such legacies into consideration explains
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away the apparent curvilinearity in cross-sectional data on the relation-
ship between levels of economic growth and gender inequality. How-
ever, providing support to studies that have emphasized the growing im-
portance of international institutional arrangements in shaping changes
in the status of women and gender inequality, our longitudinal findings
indicate that in recent decades patriarchal institutional legacies did not
represent a hindrance to advancements in the status of women (the re-
sults were ambivalent regarding gender inequality, with Muslim—but
not Latin American—countries characterized by a greater persistence of
such inequality).

Our results regarding the significance of women’s empowerment (as
reflected in the GEM) also provided support for the WID and GAD’s
emphasis on the positive effect of gender-sensitive programming. How-
ever, structural adjustment was not revealed to be a significant variable
explaining trends in either women’s status or gender inequality. Perhaps,
as our results indicate, economic growth and structural adjustment in the
decades considered in this article had been directed at least in part by
the growing empowerment of women, so that changes in gender relations
occurred through programming sensitive to gender differences rather
than via gender-blind strategies of growth or adjustment. Recognizing
the efficacy of women’s empowerment in its brief history might be im-
portant both for the analysis of gender relations and for refining strate-
gies for women’s empowerment.

Gender inequalities (as measured by the GI) have been somewhat
more impervious to change, and economic growth in some countries
might result in rising, rather than declining, inequalities. These findings
offer support for the GAD critique, a perspective that advocates wom-
en’s empowerment but remains skeptical of economic growth as the
mechanism to achieve it, noting the tendency for WID-style program-
ming to interpret women’s empowerment as improvement for some
women or on some measures. According to the GAD critique, the persis-
tence of gender inequality and inequalities among women, even in the
context of significant gains for many women, can be interpreted as evi-
dence of the persistence of systemic imperatives toward inequality.
Hence, from a GAD perspective, if economic development improves the
status of some women, and even of ‘‘the average woman’’ on selected
criteria, this is no longer sufficient to satisfy the criteria for women’s em-
powerment.

While the neoclassical and WID approaches might say the glass is
half full, GAD would view the glass as half empty. Facing this debate,
our findings suggest that each of these approaches has an element of
truth. Refining the agenda for women’s empowerment in accordance
with such findings can be crucial to those committed to working within
existing institutional arrangements even as they transform those arrange-
ments. The GAD approach tends to assume that its critique is only valid
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if the neoclassical and WID approaches are wrong. In this formulation,
the validity of the GAD critique rests on the rejection of the neoclassical
and WID arguments. This is wrong as the debate between these ap-
proaches might be better interpreted in light of the on-going transforma-
tion of the goals of women’s empowerment. This would make sense out
of what otherwise appears as anomalous: that the neoclassical, WID, and
GAD approaches can each be partly right, that is to say, economic devel-
opment can be both good and bad for women. The research reported here
demonstrates that careful analysis of statistical evidence can assist in
clarifying the strengths and weaknesses of opposing theoretical and pol-
icy positions. The key to further advances in research in this area lies in
better understanding the ways and the context in which economic devel-
opment benefits women and the ways in which women articulate the lim-
itations and the importance of economic development in creating an
agenda for their empowerment.

Appendix

TABLE Al

VALUES OF 1970 GENDER INEQUALITY (GI), VALUE oF 1992 GI, CHANGE IN GI
(1970-92), AND CHANGE IN WOMEN's StaTUs (GDI) (1970-92)

Change in Change in

Country 1970 GI* 1992 GI* GI® GDI*
Afghanistan 259 699
Algeria 220 306 331 701
Angola 017

Argentina 225 129 -.553 281
Australia 159 .028 -1.735 217
Austria .201 .046 —1.463 253
Bahamas 074

Bahrain 204 583
Bangladesh 126 .082 —.422 .652
Barbados 278 024 -2431 .389
Belgium 182 .080 -.824 202
Benin .054

Bolivia 117

Botswana -.063 088 835
Brazil 176 118 —.396 528
Brunei 065

Burkina Faso .061

Burundi 042

Cameroon .082

Canada 136 062 -.787 151
Cape Verde .063

Central African Republic .030

Chad 122

Chile 204 138 -.394 335
China 027

Colombia 170 139 -.201 448
Comoros 031

Costa Rica .176 136 —-.260 359
Cote d'Ivoire .076
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Change in Change in
Country 1970 GI* 1992 GI* GI* GDF*
Cuba 056
Czech Republic .016
Denmark 137 .017 —2.060 175
Djibouti 063
Dominican Republic 105 163 436 37
Ecuador 124 182 .388 411
Egypt 030 261 2172 551
El Salvador 090 .079 -.125 328
Estonia 027
Ethiopia 044 716
Fiji .160 436
Finland 165 017 —2.265 251
France 148 . 034 —1.460 .191
Gambia 074
Ghana .085 046 -.620 574
Greece 212 .090 -.850 370
Guatemala 212 .186 -.129 443
Guinea Bissau 058
Guinea .009 097 2377 665
Guyana 061 175
Haiti 041 022 -.625 527
Honduras .020 093 1.541 424
Hong Kong 056
Hungary .023
India 016 087 1.704 473
Indonesia -.003 072 655
Iran 259 .206 -225 708
Irag 418 152 -1.010 687
Ireland 255 111 —-.826 274
Ttaly 217 056 —1.354 .280
Jamaica 097 015 —1.846 A72
Japan .198 044 —1.508 244
Kenya 021
Kuwait 128 410
Laos 036
Latvia 028
Lebanon 079
Lesotho -.049 015 370
Libya 305
Lithuania 025
Luxembourg 200 115 -.553 159
Malawi .108 045 ~.865 696
Malaysia 104 066 ~-.460 599
Maldives 058
Mali A22
Mauritania 139
Mauritius 421
Mexico 259 120 -.768 443
Mongolia 013
Morocco 209 188 -.108 a0
Mozambique 395 069 -1.744 423
Myanmar -.066 .020 279
Nepal 210 .096 -.780 .885
Netherlands .190 .091 -.740 192
New Zealand 197 055 -1.269 228
Nicaragua .201 .083 —.880 417
Niger 053
Nigeria 057
Norway 181 .023 —~2.084 237
Pakistan 197 255 258 .608
Panama 149 106 -.335 417
Papua New Guinea 172 041 -1.427 .594
610
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TABLE Al (Continued)

Change in Change in

Country 1970 GI* 1992 GI* Gr GDI¢
Paraguay .070 .131 .623 279
Peru .199 .110 -.592 400
Philippines .070 077 .100 317
Poland 020

Portugal .146 .048 -1.113 505
Qatar 237

Republic of Korea 116

Russian Federation 032

Saudi Arabia 526 325 —.481 753
Senegal 071

Sierra Leone 118

Singapore 239 064 ~-1.321 460
Slovakia .019

Spain 268 145 -.614 281
Sri Lanka 075 .063 -.184 344
Sudan -.005 124 563
Suriname .083

Swaziland 027 666
Sweden 133 .011 -2.513 185
Switzerland 079

Syria 270 250 -077 624
Tanzania 066 .014 -1.575 600
Thailand 037 035 ~.042 511
Togo -.016 071 : ‘ 714
Trinidad/Tobago 297 .099 -1.101 .348
Tunisia 194 .160 ~.194 .850
Turkey 136 061 -.809 669
United Arab Emirates 414 217 —.646 650
Uganda 040 }

United Kingdom 210 059 —-1.269 223
Uruguay 090

United States .081 .038 -.741 .106
Venezuela 293 .109 —-.983 .396
Vietnam 004

Yemen 276

Zaire 031

Zambia .076 .052 -.387 326
Zimbabwe .050

Sources.—GlI 1970: our calculations and United Nations, Human Development Report 1995
(New York: Oxford University Press, 1995), tables 3.4 and 1; GI 1992: our calculations and United
Nations, Human Development Report 1995 (New York: Oxford University Press, 1995), tables 3.1
and 1. Change in GI and change in GDI: our calculations and United Nations, Human Development
Report 1995 (New York: Oxford University Press, 1995), tables 3.1, 3.4, and 1.

* Weight of the gender gap relative to a country’s Human Development Indicator (HDI) follow-
ing United Nations, Human Development Report 1995. For further explanation of calculation, see that
report, p. 79.

® Change measured using difference-of-logs, log(GI 1992/GI 1970).

¢ Change measured using difference-of-logs, log(GDI 1992/GDI 1970). For information on cal-
culation of GDJ, see table 2 and text.

Notes

* D. Gale Johnson, anonymous reviewers, Valentine Moghadam, and
Reeve Vanneman provided useful comments on an earlier version of this article.
The research reported here was made possible in part by an Adjunct Research
Associate grant to Roberto Patricio Korzeniewicz from the North-South Center
at the University of Miami and by a research grant from the World Society
Foundation (Zurich, Switzerland).
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