


If we include only nonprimary employment, Europe and Central Asia emerges
as the region with the highest female labor force participation rate. It is not sur-
prising that the female labor force participation rates for Sub-Saharan Africa rise
dramatically when agricultural employment is included.

Because we see marked differences at the region level between the two indica-
tors, it is expected that for some countries the differences are even more signifi-
cant. The differences between female labor force participation rates and share of
women in nonagricultural wage employment are particularly noticeable for Burk-
ina Faso, Cameroon, Lithuania, Maldives, Nepal, and Vietnam. The fact that these
countries belong to different regions underscores the need to consider female
labor force participation in addition to nonagricultural wage employment.
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Figure 2.16. Share of Women in Nonagricultural Wage
Employment versus Ratio of Female to Male 
Hourly Earnings in Secondary and Tertiary Sectors 
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Household Surveys for earnings data.

Note: Ratio of female to male earnings calculated as an average of ratios in secondary and tertiary sector.
For clarity of exposition, only certain data points labeled.
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Figure 2.16 compares the share of women in nonagricultural wage employ-
ment with the ratio of female to male hourly earnings in nonagricultural wage
employment. For the sample of 45 countries for which data are available for both
indicators, country performance is compared by calculating z scores on each of
the two indicators. In figure 2.16, country z score for share of women in nonagri-
cultural wage employment is compared with country z score for average ratio of
female to male hourly earnings in secondary and tertiary sectors.

In Bulgaria, Paraguay, Russia, South Africa, and Vietnam, women have a rela-
tively high share in nonagricultural wage employment (40 percent and above) but
receive considerably lower hourly earnings compared with men (ratio of female to
male hourly earnings less than 0.8). In direct contrast, Egypt, Malawi, and Turkey
show relatively equitable earnings for males and females (ratio of female to male
hourly earnings 0.9 or above) despite women having a low share in the nonagri-
cultural wage sector (25 percent or less). This suggests that relative gains from
economic participation of women can vary considerably from their overall level
of participation. The impact of female labor force participation on welfare cannot
be judged by participation rates alone. Furthermore, differences in hourly earn-
ings coupled with lower hours worked because of housekeeping and child-rearing
activities could combine to significantly lower returns to women despite partici-
pation in formal labor markets.

Female Labor Force Participation and Empowerment
The relationship between female labor force participation and women’s welfare or
empowerment is mediated by several other variables. First is the issue of relative
wages compared with men, as discussed above. Another issue relates to the pat-
terns of time use for women who are in the labor force.

The extent to which increasing female employment is likely to increase gender
equality depends in part on the extent to which increased labor force participation
by women is offset by decreased work at the household level. Evidence from
around the world suggests that women have to shoulder a disproportionate share
of household duties in addition to their work in the labor force. Hence, despite
high rates of labor force participation, the burden of nonmarket work remains
high for women. This means that women in the labor force typically endure
longer working days than their male counterparts (UNDP 1995). Nor will access
to paying jobs have a perceptible impact on female welfare if these jobs are invisi-
ble or if earnings are appropriated by male heads of household. Finally, occupa-
tional segregation of women into low-paying jobs may mean that gains in female
welfare from increased participation could be low.

However, increased opportunities for women in the labor force can improve
their relative position both directly and indirectly. In many contexts, increased
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participation in the labor force for women can be linked directly to increased
empowerment, access to resources, and welfare. It can also lessen their disadvan-
tage in other areas by increasing their access to education, health care, and repro-
ductive freedoms.

However, the relationship between female labor force participation and welfare
is neither clear nor straightforward (Tzannatos 2006). The general strategy of
advocating increasing female participation in the formal labor market needs to be
constructed with care and modified in a context-specific way. Nonetheless, there is
growing consensus that increased economic participation of women can be a
powerful weapon in the global fight against poverty and inequality.

Access to Resources: Political Participation

Increasing women’s representation in political office is one of four official indica-
tors for tracking progress toward MDG3. In the absence of additional indicators,
progress in this dimension is tracked solely by the official indicator of percentage
of seats held by women in national parliaments, which is plotted by region in fig-
ure 2.17 for 1990 and 2006.

As indicated in the figure, all regions except Europe and Central Asia increased
the number of women in national parliaments during the period. The greatest
progress was observed in Sub-Saharan Africa and Latin America and the
Caribbean with increases of approximately 10 percentage points (in both cases, a
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Figure 2.17. Percentage of Seats Held by Women in National
Parliaments, 1990–2006
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Source: World Development Indicators 2007. 

Note: The reigonal averages are calculated by using the earliest value between 1990 and 1995 and the latest
value between 2000 and 2006 for each country. The averages are weighted by country population in 2006.
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more than 100 percent increase). While the trend is toward increased women’s
representation in national parliaments, it is notable that no region has reached the
goal of 25 percent women in parliament as set out in the the Beijing Declaration
and Platform for Action. The Middle East and North Africa and South Asia are the
regions that lag farthest behind in female political representation.

The increase in the share of women in national parliaments can be attributed
to a large extent to the increasing global pressure for the inclusion of women in
international politics (Paxton and Kunovich 2003). To accomplish this goal, more
than 100 countries, including developing countries such as Argentina,
Bangladesh, Eritrea, India, Tanzania, and Uganda have adopted (or considered
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Box 2.1. Fragile States and MDG3

Fragile states face particularly difficult development challenges, including
weak institutions, poor governance, political instability, and ongoing vio-
lence. Women and men are likely to be affected differently by state fragility,
and gender roles may be important factors affecting the likelihood that
state-building takes place. For all these reasons it is crucial to monitor with
particular care these countries’ progress in achieving MDG3. 

The figure below shows the progress on three of the proposed indica-
tors—female labor force participation, adolescent motherhood, and contra-
ceptive use—for fragile and nonfragile states.a The figure indicates that
female labor force participation in fragile states is substantially higher than in
nonfragile states, although it has been decreasing slightly during the period.
This shows the ambiguity in the interpretation of this indicator because it
probably reflects that females take on greater work burdens when basic serv-
ices are limited and when men are drafted into war, rather than being a sign
of more favorable conditions for women’s entry into the labor force. It is pos-
sible, however, that the high labor force participation rates observed for
women may be sustained beyond the conflict. Because conflict inherently
causes social change, it may create a window of opportunity for the adoption
of new values that permit women to participate more fully in labor markets.

As far as the two health-related indicators are concerned (adolescent moth-
erhood and contraceptive use), it is clear that fragile states are lagging behind
other International Development Association (IDA) countries. Compared with
nonfragile IDA states, fragile states have adolescent motherhood rates about 8
percentage points higher in the first period and about 7 percentage points
higher in the second. Even if there appears to be a downward-sloping trend in
adolescent motherhood for both fragile and nonfragile states, still one out of
four young women in fragile states are mothers or pregnant. The poor per-
formance of fragile states in adolescent motherhood is likely to be related to
the fact that women are often vulnerable to rape and other forms of gender-
based violence in the context of conflict. Extreme poverty may also force 

(Box continues on the following page.)
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Box 2.1. (continued)

women to marry early and have children at a young age. Social services, such
as primary education and health, are weaker in fragile states. This implies low
access to contraceptive use and knowledge about how to plan pregnancies.
Turning to contraceptive use, the figure indicates that only 16 percent of
women (or their partners) in fragile states use any form of contraceptive, while
the equivalent figure is 22 percent in nonfragile states. The low access to con-
traceptives is most likely related to inadequate provision of health services.

Female Labor Force Participation, Adolescent Motherhood, and
Contraceptive Use in Fragile and Nonfragile States

Sources: Labor Surveys for female labor force participation and Demographic Health Surveys for
Adolescent motherhood and Contraceptive use. 

Note: The data for contraceptive use represent the latest year available during the period 2000–2006.

a. Fragile states are defined as those countries scoring 3.2 or below on the Country Policy and
Institutional Assessment (CPIA). This is similar to the bottom two quintiles of the CPIA, which the
Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development–Development Assistance Committee
has used for research purposes on fragile states, but has the advantage of being an absolute rather
than a relative threshold, allowing the total number of countries covered to vary from year to year
depending on changes in performance. This classification—previously referred to as “Low Income
Countries Under Stress” (LICUS)—has been in use in the World Bank since 2003; CPIA scores over
the years 1998 to 2005 are used to determine what states were fragile over this period. For years
before 1998, cut-off values were determined by comparing the distribution of the CPIA in each
year with that for 1998–2001. Because it is determined for each year, fragility is a status, not a
permanent classification. Countries may thus be intermittently fragile (World Bank 2007).

0

p
er

ce
nt

10

20

30

40

50

60

70

80

Fragile
states

Fragile
states

Fragile
states

Non-fragile
states

Non-fragile
states

Non-fragile
states

Female labor force
participation

Adolescent
motherhood

Contraceptive
use

1990–99 2000–06 modern non-modern

02-Ch02 2/19/08 3:06 PM Page 64



adopting) quotas for the selection of female candidates. While this strategy is use-
ful in improving women’s representation, it is not clear that it translates into
increases in women’s actual decision-making power (Grown 2006). Dahlerup and
Freidenvall (2005) conducted a worldwide analysis of the implementation process
of quotas and their results indicate that unless the quota system is accompanied
by rules about the rank-order of candidates and sanctions for noncompliance,
quota provisions may be merely symbolic.

The Usefulness of the Extended Indicators: Global Measures

The preceding section presented, by domain of gender equality, the official MDG3
indicators and the proposed additional indicators. Domain by domain, the analy-
sis attempted to give a sense of the additionality of the proposed additional indi-
cators—that is, to what extent the new indicators add information above and
beyond that contained in the official indicators. This section continues with the
analysis of additionality, but for the official and proposed indicators as a whole,
rather than indicator by indicator and domain by domain.

We undertake this analysis of additionality by focusing on regional perform-
ance rather than country ranking.16 We first compute z scores for all countries for
all four official MDG3 indicators and two of the new indicators (female under-
five mortality rates and female labor force participation rates). We then average z
scores for the official MDG3 indicators. Country z scores on average official
MDG3 indicators, female under-five mortality rates, and female labor force par-
ticipation rates are then averaged by region. This method allows us to compare
performance not only on a region-by-region basis, but also to evaluate intrare-
gional performance on different dimensions.17 Because education is overrepre-
sented in the official MDG indicators, comparing regional z scores on these indi-
cators with regional z scores on under-five mortality and female labor force
participation allows us to evaluate relative regional performance in education
with that in health and the economy.

Figure 2.18 shows that for some regions—notably Sub-Saharan Africa and the
Middle East and North Africa—performance on the new indicators relative to the
rest of the world is substantially different from that on the official indicators. Africa’s
mean z score on the official MDG3 indicators is nearly a full standard deviation
below the world average. It fares even worse on female under-five mortality, at nearly
two standard deviations below the world average. With regard to female labor force
participation, however, Sub-Saharan Africa scores quite close to the world average. In
the Middle East and North Africa, female labor force participation rates are nearly 1.5
standard deviations below the world mean—at the same time, the region’s overall
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score on the official MDG3 indicators is quite close to the world mean and its female
under-five mortality is nearly 0.5 standard deviations above the world mean.

For East Asia and Pacific, Europe and Central Asia, and South Asia, the relative
performance on the new indicators mirrors quite closely the relative performance
on the official indicators. In this sense, the new indicators add little information at
the regional level. Latin America and the Caribbean is an intermediate case: the
region does slightly better on female under-five mortality and has slightly lower
female labor force participation relative to the rest of the world, compared with its
z scores on the official MDG3 indicators.

66 Equality for Women: Where Do We Stand?

Figure 2.18. Comparison of Relative Country Performance in Official
MDG3 Indicators with Selected New Indicators
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Country Performance 

The first section of this chapter discussed the relative merits of indexes and indi-
vidual indicators as measures of gender equality. Indexes provide a quick and easy
way to rank countries’ performance on gender equality; given the various prob-
lems associated with indexes, however, this chapter eschews their use.18

What option, then, is available for reviewing country performance in gender
equality? 

We start by considering individual country performance on the official MDG3
indicators relative to other countries in the same region. We then do the same for
a set of the new indicators for which data is widely available. We next examine
performance on individual indicators grouped into the four domains of gender
equality (education, labor, health, and political participation) discussed above.

To calculate relative performance, we calculate standardized z scores for each
country on each gender equality indicator (using regional means). For the compar-
isons that span several indicators (for example, performance on the official MDG3
indicators as a whole or on the new indicators as a whole), we simply add the z
scores for the various indicators to get a country-specific composite score. For per-
formance on individual indicators, countries with scores more than two standard
deviations above the regional mean score for that indicator are labeled “high per-
formers,” while those more than two standard deviations below the regional mean
are labeled “low performers.” Regional means are used rather than global means to
better compare countries at similar levels of economic development and to (pre-
sumably) focus more on country-specific actions or conditions that may influence
the level of an indicator by controlling for regional commonalities.19

Overall Performance: Official MDG3 Indicators

Figure 2.19 shows countries’ relative performance on the official MDG3 indica-
tors when benchmarked against other countries within a region. The average per-
formance across all official MDG3 indicators is measured as the mean z score
(sum of z scores for all indicators divided by the number of indicators).

If one were to look only at the Sub-Saharan African experience, one would be
tempted to attribute low performance to low levels of per capita income (and per-
haps with associated institutional weaknesses in very poor countries). But the
experience in Latin America and the Caribbean belies this facile explanation:
Honduras performs much better than Nicaragua, despite similar levels of devel-
opment (in fact, Honduras has a purchasing power parity gross national income
about 25 percent lower than Nicaragua’s).20 Of interest in Latin America, Chile—
the region’s economic superstar for sustained growth rates—has a mean aggregate
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z score (-0.61) that almost qualifies it for low-performer status. In East Asia and
Pacific, Mongolia (a high performer) has a purchasing power parity gross national
income that is 22 percent lower than Cambodia’s (a low performer).21

Almost all countries in Europe and Central Asia are clustered between the
mean and 0.4 standard deviations above it, which indicates balanced progress in
this region. There are, however, two countries classified as low performers:
Turkey and Tajikistan. Finally, Maldives is a high performer in the South Asia
region; Pakistan, with a mean aggregate z score of -0.62, approaches low-per-
former status.

Overall Performance: New Indicators

Figure 2.20 reports country performance for three of the new indicators: female-
to-male primary completion ratio, female labor force participation rate, and
under-five female-to-male mortality ratio. Once again, we define high (low) per-
formers as countries with an average z score per indicator greater than 0.66 (less
than –0.66).

It is difficult to compare this figure to the earlier figure for performance on the
official indicators because the sample for the two figures is not identical. Two high
performers (Namibia and Mauritius) and one low performer (Guatemala) on the
official MDG3 indicators, for example, are not included in figure 2.20 because of
lack of data.

With this caveat, the same general picture emerges for heterogeneous perform-
ance within regions. On the new indicators, Sub-Saharan Africa has five high per-
formers (Cape Verde, Ghana, Lesotho, Madagascar, and South Africa) and six low
performers (Chad, Côte d’Ivoire, Malawi, Mali, Niger, and Nigeria). Chad and
Niger were also low performers on the official MDG3 indicators.

Europe and Central Asia has only one high performer (Lithuania) and three
low performers (Azerbaijan, Tajikistan, and Turkey—the latter two were also low
performers on the official MDG3 indicators). In Latin America and the
Caribbean, Argentina and Uruguay score as high performers, while Bolivia and
Guatemala are low performers. Finally, South Asia has both a high performer in
Maldives (as it was with the official indicators), and a low performer
(Afghanistan).

Countries with poor scores for the set of new indicators and the official MDG3
indicators have a broad range of issues requiring attention. Those that score low
on just one set of indicators have a narrower range of issues. Formulating policy
responses to address these issues requires detailed information on exactly what
forms of gender inequality are present. We now turn to that topic by examining
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performance on individual indicators grouped into the domains of education,
health, labor markets, and political participation.

Country Performance on Individual Indicators 

For all individual indicators also, we limit the discussion to those with a z score
with an absolute value greater than 2. As with the sets of indicators examined
above, the z scores are calculated using regional mean values rather than world
means. If the distribution of z scores is normal, this is equivalent to focusing on
the 4.56 percent of the observations with the most extreme values. We do this to
keep manageable the number of countries identified as outliers.

Table 2.2 summarizes these high and low performers for official and new indi-
cators, across the four domains of gender equality. The scatter plots for each indi-
cator are presented in annex 2A to this chapter. This table also includes informa-
tion regarding countries which showed significant change in the period 1990 to
2006. For each indicator, annual rate of change for each country is calculated
using the earliest available data point between 1990 and 1997 and the latest avail-
able data point between 2000 and 2007. Z scores are then calculated for each
country. In this case however, z scores are calculated at the global level (and not
the regional). Countries with a z score of greater than 0.66 are identified as coun-
tries showing rapid progress and countries with a z score less than -0.66 are iden-
tified as countries showing slow progress or deterioration.

Two observations immediately stand out in table 2.2. The first is that several
countries are repeat entrants in the “low performers” category. Turkey is a low
performer relative to its regional peers in primary enrollment, secondary enroll-
ment, female participation in nonagricultural wage employment, and female
labor force participation rate.22 Chad is a low performer in primary and second-
ary enrollment ratios. Guatemala, Malawi, and Russia are low performers in the
two labor market measures: female participation in nonagricultural wage employ-
ment and female labor force participation rate. Djibouti is a low performer in
female under-five mortality and the secondary enrollment ratio. Tajikistan is a low
performer in both tertiary enrollment ratio and female under-five mortality. Only
two countries are repeat high performers: the Islamic Republic of Iran (on both
primary enrollment and primary completion ratios) and Lesotho (on both pri-
mary completion and secondary enrollment ratios).

The second salient observation is that there are far fewer high performers than
low performers. It seems that performance is not normally distributed; rather, it is
skewed to the left toward low performance. A final observation is that no country
appears as a high performer on one indicator and a low performer on another.
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Conclusions

This chapter has examined progress toward MDG3 using the official indicators
and an expanded set of indicators that more completely measures capabilities and
access to resources. A new approach is used to evaluate country performance on
gender equality by comparing performance on the official and new indicators
with regional means for these indicators.

Several conclusions emerge from the analysis. First, the expanded set of indica-
tors seems to add information (and value) to the four official MDG3 indicators.
Of particular interest is the addition of indicators—labor force participation rate
and the ratio of hourly earnings—that capture opportunities in labor markets.

A second important conclusion is the need to focus on individual indicators
rather than on broader indexes of gender equality. This conclusion is supported
by the heterogeneous progress registered within domains of gender equality. With
respect to capabilities, rapid and sustained progress has been made on enrollment
ratios, completion rates, and—in those countries starting from positions of
female disadvantage—literacy. However, much less progress has been made on
reducing female disadvantage in under-five mortality in East Asia and Pacific and
South Asia. And the picture is decidedly mixed for reducing adolescent pregnancy
and births to adolescent girls.

A similar mixed picture emerges for access to resources. There has been slow
progress on women’s share in nonagricultural wage employment, little change in
female labor force participation rates, and quite heterogeneous trends in the
hourly earnings ratio among those Latin American countries for which data are
available. In sum, policy making requires focusing on individual indicators that
have strong links to women’s welfare and to poverty reduction.

A third conclusion that emerges from the chapter is that it is possible to analyze
country performance on gender equality against regional benchmarks. When this
exercise is undertaken, there are far more low performers than high performers,
suggesting that the distribution of performance is skewed to the left. Several coun-
tries emerge as repeat low performers across several indicators, while only two
countries emerge as high performers on more than one indictor. Finally, no coun-
try that is a high performer on any indicator appears as a low performer on
another indicator; good performance on even one indicator seems to be associ-
ated with at least adequate performance on other indicators.
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Annex 2A:  Scatter Plots for Country Scores on
Individual Indicators

Capabilities: Education

Figure 2A.1.  High and Low Performers for Ratio of Girls to
Boys in Primary Enrollment

76 Equality for Women: Where Do We Stand?

Country performance relative to region
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Note: Countries are compared only with other countries within the same region. Regions are Sub-
Saharan Africa (45 countries), East Asia and Pacific (25 countries), Europe and Central Asia (26 countries),
Latin America and the Caribbean (35 countries), Middle East and North Africa (11 countries), and South
Asia (7 countries). 

Values used are for the most recent year between 1995 and 2005. Only outliers (those one-half of a
standard deviation above or below the mean) are labeled.
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Figure 2A.2. High and Low Performers for Ratio of Girls to
Boys in Secondary Enrollment
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Source: Authors’ calculations.

Note: Countries are compared only with other countries within the same region. Regions are Sub-
Saharan Africa (32 countries), East Asia and Pacific (19 countries), Europe and Central Asia (18
countries), Latin America and the Caribbean (20 countries), Middle East and North Africa (14 countries),
and South Asia (4 countries). 

Z score = country value minus region average, divided by region standard deviation. Values used are for
the most recent year between 2000 and 2005. Only outliers (those one standard deviation above or
below the mean) are labeled.
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Figure 2A.3.  High and Low Performers for Ratio of Girls to
Boys in Tertiary Enrollment
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Source: Authors’ calculations.

Note: Countries are compared only with other countries within the same region. Regions include Sub-
Saharan Africa (24 countries), East Asia and Pacific (6 countries), Europe and Central Asia (18 countries),
Latin America and the Caribbean (10 countries), Middle East and North Africa (9 countries), and South
Asia (3 countries). 

Z score = country value minus region average, divided by region standard deviation. Values used are for
the most recent year between 2000 and 2005. Only outliers (those one standard deviation above or
below the mean) are labeled.
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Figure 2A.4.  High and Low Performers for Ratio of Girls to
Boys in Primary School Completion
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Source: Authors’ calculations.

Note: Countries are compared only with other countries within the same region. Regions include Sub-
Saharan Africa (35 countries), East Asia and Pacific (8 countries), Europe and Central Asia (12 countries),
Latin America and the Caribbean (29 countries), Middle East and North Africa (11 countries). South Asia
is not presented due to lack of data. 

Z score = country value minus region average, divided by region standard deviation. Values used are for
the most recent year between 2000 and 2005. Only outliers (those one standard deviation above or
below the mean) are labeled.
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Capabilities: Health

Figure 2A.5.  High and Low Performers for Female Under-Five
Mortality (per 1,000 live births)

80 Equality for Women: Where Do We Stand?

Afghanistan
Bolivia

Azerbaijan Iraq

Sierra Leone
Turkmenistan

Tajikistan

Somalia

Myanmar

Barbados
Chile

Comoros

Cape Verde
Mauritius

Cuba
Costa RicaHong Kong, China

Korea, Rep. of
Namibia South Africa

Singapore Virgin Islands (U.S.)
Sri LankaPuerto Rico

Macao, ChinaEritreaBotswanaAustralia

Fiji

Guatemala
Nigeria

Angola

Congo, Dem. Rep.

Cambodia

Grenada Guinea-Bissau Liberia
Kyrgyz Rep.

Guyana

Lao PDR
Mali

Niger

Papua New Guinea Solomon Islands
Uzbekistan

Timor-Leste

Yemen, Rep. of

Haiti
Djibouti

–2

–3

–1

0

1

2

3

z 
sc

or
e

Country performance relative to region

Source: World Population Prospects: 2006 Revision (UN 2007).

Note: Countries are compared only with other countries within the same region. Regions include Sub-
Saharan Africa (46 countries), East Asia and Pacific (26 countries), Europe and Central Asia (27 countries),
Latin America and the Caribbean (33 countries), Middle East and North Africa (18 countries), and South
Asia (8 countries). 

Z score = country value minus region average, divided by region standard deviation. Values adjusted so
that low under-five mortality values have high z scores. Only outliers (those one standard deviation
above or below the mean) are labeled.
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Access to Resources and Opportunities: Employment 

Figure 2A.6. High and Low Performers for Share of Women in
Nonagricultural Wage Employment
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Source: Authors’ calculations.

Note: Countries are compared only with other countries within the same region. Regions include Sub-
Saharan Africa (14 countries), East Asia and Pacific (17 countries), Europe and Central Asia (26
countries), Latin America and the Caribbean (33 countries), Middle East and North Africa (14 countries),
and South Asia (5 countries). 

Z score = country value minus region average, divided by region standard deviation. Values used are for
the most recent year between 2000 and 2005. Only outliers (those one standard deviation above or
below the mean) are labeled.
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Figure 2A.7.  High and Low Performers for Female Labor Force
Participation among 25- to 49-Year-Olds
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Source: Authors’ calculations.

Note: Countries are compared only with other countries within the same region. Regions include Sub-
Saharan Africa (30 countries), East Asia and Pacific (8 countries), Europe and Central Asia (26 countries),
Latin America and the Caribbean (20 countries), Middle East and North Africa (5 countries), and South
Asia (8 countries).

Z score = country value minus region average, divided by region standard deviation. Values used are for
the most recent year between 2000 and 2005. 
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Access to Resources and Opportunities:
Political Participation 

Figure 2A.8. High and Low Performers for Percentage of Seats
Occupied by Women in National Parliaments
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Source: Authors’ calculations.

Note: Countries are compared only with other countries within the same region. Regions include Sub-
Saharan Africa (32 countries), East Asia and Pacific (18 countries), Europe and Central Asia (8 countries),
Latin America and the Caribbean (30 Countries), Middle East and North Africa (11 countries), and South
Asia (7 countries). 

Z score = country value minus region average, divided by region standard deviation. Values used are for
the most recent year between 2000 and 2005. Only outliers (those one standard deviation above or
below the mean) are labeled.
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Notes

1. These domains of gender equality were developed by the Millennium Task Force (Grown et al.
2005). The third domain that was proposed was security: it is important to note that this chapter does
not propose any indicators for this domain due to the simple fact that there is no source for data on
violence against women that offers comparable cross-country data for a significant number of coun-
tries. The World Health Organization’s multicentric survey offers comparable data for 12 countries on
intimate partner violence (Garcia Moreno et al. 2005). Demographic and Health Surveys collect data
on intimate partner violence, but differences among countries in the way in which Demographic and
Household Surveys elicit information about violence limits comparability across countries (Kishor
and Johnson 2005).

2. For additional information on why each indicator has been selected, please see World Bank
(2007).

3. This indicator is a far-from-perfect measure of empowerment. See the discussion later in the
chapter for details.

4. See the discussion later in the chapter for an explanation of why a narrower measure of labor
discrimination was not used.

5. Gross enrollment rates above 100 percent do not mean that all school-age children are enrolled
in school. It could reflect high repetition rates or overreporting of number of enrolled students
(Glewwe and Kremer 2006).

6. Test scores and other measures of skills obtained are not available for a broad enough set of
countries to be viable as an indicator.

7. There are insufficient data points to produce a regional average for South Asia, so India and
Nepal are reported individually.

8. The question of additionality is dealt with more completely in the following section.
9. Figure 2.6 updates original work by Buvinic, Guzmán, and Lloyd (2007). The Middle East and

North Africa region is not included in this analysis because of a lack of data.
10. It should be noticed in this context that it has been shown that the quality and quantity of edu-

cation, training and experience also matters for labor force participation of women. E.g. girls who are
exposed to teaching methods favoring boys may be disadvantaged in terms of entering the labor mar-
ket, whether they have the equivalent number of years in school as their male classmates. Thus, parity
in the number of years of schooling between girls and boys may not be a complete measure of human
capital gender equity.

11. Please note that we use the UN regional definitions in this section.
12. Given that both wage earners and the self-employed are included in this calculation, one can-

not estimate a wage equation and use the Oaxaca-Blinder decomposition to isolate the part of the
wage gap that is unexplained by human capital characteristics and thus presumably a result of dis-
crimination.

13. Primary sector refers to that portion of a country’s economy devoted to the extraction of basic
materials (mining, lumbering, agriculture); secondary sector refers to industries that process material
extracted from the primary sector (manufacturing); and tertiary encompasses the administrative and
service sectors of the economy.

14. Regional averages could not be computed for the Middle East and North Africa or South Asia
regions because of lack of data.

15. Seguino (2000) argues that low wages for women workers in East Asian export sectors have
been an important source of competitive advantage for these countries.

16. Another way of gauging the additionality of the new indicators is by looking at relative country
ranking (global) on all official MDG3 indicators and comparing it with the country ranking in two of
the new indicators. This methodology was used in the 2007 GMR; countries were ranked from low to
high depending on their indicator values and then these ranks were summed for official MDG indica-
tors and new indicators. This method, however, has several weaknesses. Country ranking is highly sen-
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sitive to the number of indicators included (and the consequent sample size). Also, this method
ignores the overall variation in data.

17. This is, in essence, the Standardized Index of Gender Equality (SIGE), which measures female
achievement relative to male achievement in education, health, labor markets, and political represen-
tation. In the SIGE, scores on each of the five indicators are computed as the number of standard devi-
ations from the world mean; the index score is the sum of all five standardized scores.

18. Problems mentioned above associated with gender equality indexes include the use and choice
of weights, the choice of dimensions to be covered, and difficulty in linking index scores to concrete
policy responses.

19. Clearly, we would like a more precise measure of performance on gender equality than that we
obtain via z scores. Economists typically measure relative efficiency of firms by estimating stochastic
frontier production functions or by using data envelopment analysis (DEA). It would be very attractive
to use these types of techniques to examine the relative efficiency of countries in attaining gender
equality, but these techniques require specifying production functions (in the case of stochastic fron-
tiers) or at least some type of input-output relationship (in the case of DEA). Unfortunately, we can-
not specify a relationship for the “production” of gender equality and consequently cannot generate
these types of efficiency measures.

20. 2006 data. World Bank Country-at-a-Glance tables.
21. 2006 data. World Bank Country-at-a-Glance tables.
22. Turkey is classified by the World Bank as a member of the Europe and Central Asia region. Rel-

ative to these peers, it is a negative outlier on many indicators of gender equality. Were it compared to
the countries in the Middle East and North Africa region, Turkey’s relative performance would be far
better. Given Turkish ambitions to join the European Union, the comparison with other ECA coun-
tries is appropriate.
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