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Preface

This study of women’s access to occupations witl@ity and decision-making power,
with a focus on legislators, senior officials andrragers, comes at very apt time. 2005
marks the fifth year after the adoption of the Bfilhium Declaration by the Member
States of the United Nations. Among pledges it dieglaration is the resolve “to promote
gender equality and the empowerment of women axtafé ways to combat poverty,
hunger and disease and to stimulate developmentighauly sustainable” (Millennium
Declaration, 2000, United Nations General AssemBRRES/55/2, para. 20). Among the
eight Millennium Development Goals derived from tbeclaration, Goal 3 is to promote
gender equality and the empowerment of women.

One of the indicators attached to the MDG on gemdprality is the share of women in
single or lower houses of parliament (United Nadioillennium Development Goals
Report 2005p. 16). Thus by looking at legislators amongeoth Richard Anker’'s study
makes an important empirical and analytical contiin to ILO Member States’ capacity
to measure progress towards MDG 3.

This work also feeds into the possible revisiorhaf International Standard Classification
of Occupations (ISCO-88) that was recommended 8320y the 17 Session of the
International Conference of Labour Statisticiansftdure action on their part. Another
Working Paper has looked at this issue from a lepadrspective (D. Budlendei/hither
the International Standard Classification of Occtipas (ISCO-88)7Policy Integration
Working Paper No. 9).

Further reflection on these issues is welcome asl dertainly been stimulated by the
current Working Paper from the Statistical Develeptrand Analysis Group.

Anne Trebilcock
Director ad interim
Policy Integration Department

June 2005
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Foreword

Discrimination against women reduces their oppaties for positions with decision-
making authority and power. This is often referte@ds the glass ceiling.

This paper is the first publication to carefullyginize and analyse the extent to which
legislators, senior government officials and mamnsage private establishments (LSOM)

are women. The paper analyses feminisation levelsd#ferentials for a large number and
wide range of countries from around the world.I$baexamines how feminisation of these
occupations is related to the level of economicettgyment and other indicators of gender
equity in society.

The author, a visiting scholar at Wesleyan Uniwgran Connecticut (United States),
concludes that women do not have anywhere near eg@rtunity in access to high-
status decision-making occupations. Women are tancligminority of LSOM workers in
the world, comprising only about 27 percent of thesorkers. This lack of equal
opportunity is universal; women are a distinct nnityoof legislators, senior officials and
managers in all regions of the world.

Another important conclusion is that feminisatidnL&OM occupations is not positively
related to a country’s development level as meashyeGDP per capita. This unexpected
result indicates that economic development (andrapanying increases in education and
changes in traditional values) is not sufficient igelf to significantly alter gender
stereotypes about the appropriateness of womerg bmamagers and holding decision-
making positions in the labour market.

As a Working Paper, this represents the views efahithor and is intended to stimulate
debate. It is published as a contribution to warkhie ILO on developing the statistical
analysis dimension of decent work.

Peter Peek

Manager

Statistical Development and Analysis Group
Policy Integration Department

June, 2005

Working Paper No. 44 Vii



viii Working Paper No. 44



1. Introduction

One of the most important aspects of gender ingdsitwvomen’s insufficient access to
positions of decision-making power and authorityhia labour marketoften referred to as
the glass ceiling. The most common way to measure this at the intiems level is
women’s share of the major occupational group chimgj of legislators, senior officials,
and managers (LSOM). The present monograph is coedewith this indicator and
documenting the extent to which women around theldvbhave access to or are
disadvantaged regarding decision-making positiortee labour market.

There are good conceptual and practical reasons vihig indicator is used for
international analysed-rom a conceptual point of view, these are higlust occupations
that embody influence, power and authority. Alsonven’s access to these positions in the
labour market will both influence as well as beluehced by women’s overall status in
society. From a practical point of view, these data available annually for a wide range
of countries in the ILO Yearbook of Labour Statsti

International organizations use this indicator esieely to measure gender equity in
international comparisons. UNDP (its annual Humavdédopment Reports since 1995),
United Nations (1990, 1995 and 2000) and ILO (20@K)3a) all include this as one of
their limited number of gender equity indicatorsor Fexample, it is one of only four
components included in UNDP’s Gender Empowermenaddee (GEM). And, ILO
recommends using this indicator to help measurdar@atment and equality of opportunity
in the labour market (Anker, Chernyshev, Egger, ieland Ritter, 2003).

Unfortunately, available international data on this indicator dnavot been carefully
examined to learn about women in decision-makingjtipms. Nor haghis indicator been
carefully examined in terms of its appropriatengspractice as a measure of women’s
status in the labour market and women’s opportudly higher level positions of
authority, influence and decision-making power.sTisiimportant, because it is difficult to
collect and code occupational data at the natitavall that accurately reflect the situation
in a country and are at the same time comparabtssicountries. Not only is it difficult to
accurately establish an individual’s occupatioa.(iwhat they do or their profession) in a
census or labour force sample survey, especialigtiver or not work involves authority,
influence and decision-making power, but in additibere are a myriad of occupational
classifications in use in the world.

The present monograph takes up the challenge &frigat the extent to which women
around the world are legislators, senior officialed managers as well as the degree to
which this is a good indicator of women’s statusl @ower in the labour market across
countries.

! See Wirth (2002) for a discussion of the glaskrzpin an international perspective. Although the
indicator investigated in this monograph is appiaipr for investigating the glass ceiling,
newspapers and the media often focus on a morewaspect of the glass ceiling: the extent to
which women are executives of major corporatiorthsas Fortune 500 companies.

% The four components of GEM are: (i) percent of séatparliament held by women: (i) female
percent of legislators, senior officials and mamadéocus of this monograph); (iii) female percent
of professional and technical workers; (iv) ratioestimated female to male earned income. Also
note that the second component in GEM (percentatsda parliament held by women) is part of
the indicator of interest in this monograph
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Three data sets are used in this monograph. The Ye@book of Labour Statistics
database is used to measure the degree to whieh tlseupations are feminized for a wide
range of countries. ILO’s global SEGREGAT databasel a specially constructed
EUROSTAT database for Europe provide more detaitddrmation on the different
occupational categories that comprise the legigdaenior officials and managers major
occupational group. All three of these databasesago official national statistics.

The remainder of this monograph is structured Hevis. Section 2 describes widely used
international standard occupational classificatiomsd the occupations included in the
LSOM major occupational group. This is importanéchuse occupational classifications
help determine the feminization rate observed, rattbnal classifications almost always
use or are patterned on an international standasgification. Section 3 discusses whether
women’s participation in these powerful and inflti@hoccupations should be measured in
an absolute or relative sense. It concludes th#t poovide valuable information and
useful perspectives, and consequently both shaeldsked (and are used in the analysis in
this monograph). Section 4 analyses the currematsitn around the world in the year 2000
in terms of: percent female in the LSOM major oatignal group, percent of working
women who are in this major occupational group, tradsize of this major occupational
group. It also looks in more detail at countrieshvén especially high or low value for the
region to help discern if these reported valuedaeto national classification and coding
practices, or if they appear to reflect a realaian. Section 4 also analyses the current
situation in Europe using a specially developed BASRAT database containing detailed
data for LSOM sub-major and minor occupational geuSection 5 looks at whether the
reported level of women’s participation in the LS@hjor occupational group is affected
by women’s participation in the non-agriculturdbdair market or size of the major group.
Section 6 looks at how feminization of the LSOM arapccupational group is related to:
development level (GDP per capita); and gendertgdni society (female to male life
expectancy at birth, female share of parliamentariand UNDP’s Gender Development
Index). This analysis enables us to observe thenéxb which women in a country are
legislators, senior officials and managers is egldb development level and other aspects
of gender equity in society. Section 7 provides s@oncluding remarks.

Appendices provide in-depth analysis of importamirees of non-comparability across
countries and over time within countries. Appendlijooks at differences between the two
most commonly used international standard occupalielassifications, ISCO-68 and
ISCO-88. Appendix B looks at the stability of refgoi annual national estimates.
Appendix C provides a detailed set of national galfor European countries based on a
special EUROSTAT database. Appendix D analyses rraitgionships between
feminization of the three LSOM sub-major groups #mal six LSOM minor occupational
groups using the special EUROSTAT database for @@@ean countries where detailed
occupational data are available. This enables usoliserve the extent to which
feminization of sub-major and minor occupationabugps are positively related as
expected, since all should be measuring the saaherlying phenomenon.
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2. Occupations included as legislators,
senior officials and managers
according to international standard
occupational classifications

According to the most recent international standdagsification of occupations (ISCO-
88), LSOM occupations havstatus, influence, power and decision-making autpor
They “determine, formulate and direct or advisegomernment policies as well as those of
special interest organizations, formulate laws aagulations and act on their behalf,
oversee the interpretation and implementation afegoment policies and legislation, or
plan, direct, and coordinate the policies and &us/ of enterprises or organizations, or
their internal departments or sections.”

The major occupational group of legislators, sepificials and managers is comprised of
three sub-major occupational groups and eight mowupational groups in ISCO-88.
Examples of occupations included in the followingognajor and minor occupational
groups are provided in Table 1. The sub-major aimbroccupational groups are listed
below:
legislators and senior officials, generally goveemtnofficials
0 legislators
0 senior government officials
o traditional chiefs and heads of villages
0 senior officials of special interest groups
corporate managers
o directors and chief executives
0 production and operations department managers
0 other department managers
general managers
0 general managers
Workers in the first sub-major occupational groonpmely legislators, senior government
officials and senior non-government officials, ¢lgahold important positions with

decision-making authority and influence. AccordindSCO-88:

Legislators and senior officials determine, formalar advise on and direct government
policies, make, ratify and repeal laws, public suded regulations, represent governments and
act on their behalf, oversee the interpretation immlementation of government policies and
legislation, or carry out similar tasks on behdlfspecial interest organizationdLO, 1990,
p.24)

These occupations, however, tend to contain relbtifew workergas will be shown in
Section 4). This means that the degree to which evohold these high level positions
cannot greatly influence the observed level of femation of LSOM as a whole.
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Managers form the other two sub-major occupatiogadups in ISCO-88, namely
corporate managers and general managers (althbeghate combined in one sub-major
group in ISCO-68, see Appendix A). According to {(388:

Corporate managers determine and formulate polieied plan, direct and coordinate
activities of enterprises and organizations as alevlor of their internal departments or
sections. (ILO, 1990, p.30)

General managers head various small business akitgy$ which they manage on their own
behalf, or on behalf of the proprietors with theistance of no more than one other manager
and some non-managerial help. (ILO, 1990, p.41)

The two sub-major occupational groups of managesssanilar in that both consist of
positions with decision-making power. They diffartheir degree of power and influence.
Corporate managers have in general greater powaet imfluence than general managers
since according to ISCO-88 corporate managers wiorklarge enterprises and
organizations (with three or more managers) andemggnmanagers work in small
enterprises or organizations (with 2 or fewer mans)y

Although similar in many way's there are important differences between ISCO+68 a
ISCO-88 that need to be understood since some resinise 1ISCO-68 and others use
ISCO-88. This affects cross-country comparabiliyajor differences are listed below.
Readers interested in a more detailed discussiodiffdrences between ISCO-68 and
ISCO-88 are referred to Appendix A.

ISCO-88 includes many more manager occupationsS@M as compared to
ISCO-68. For example, managers in wholesale andil rétade, sales and
marketing, finance and administration, and agngeltare included in LSOM in
ISCO-88 but not in ISCO-68.

The additional manager occupations in LSOM in IS8 are particularly relevant
for small businessésThis means that ISCO-88 includes many more owaeds
managers of smaller restaurants, hotels and laasdas well as small farms
compared to ISCO-68. This reduces the meaningfaloeESOM based on ISCO-
88 as a measure of women’s status, power and ndeuén the labour market,
since small business owners and managers have nowbar the same power and
influence as legislators, senior government offscand directors and managers in
large companies. This also reduces cross-countimpambility because of
differences between ISCO-88 and ISCO-68.

There are substantial practical problems in clgsgjf managers, especially using
ISCO-88. It is often difficult to know in surveysié censuses if an owner (and
sometimes a worker) of a small business or farm iBanager, since workers in

% Both use similar terminology to describe occupatjand there is great overlap in the occupations
that are included in this major occupational grotipis major group is called Legislators, senior

officials and managers in ISCO-88, and Administrsitand managerial workers in ISCO-68. See
Appendix A.

*41SC0-88 distinguishes between supervisory occapatand managerial occupations. Supervisory
occupations are nancluded in LSOM in either ISCO-68 or ISCO-88. Amting to 1ISCO-88,
“Supervisory occupations are mainly concerned \lith control of the professional or technical
quality of the work done and are classified togethith the jobs whose task they supervise. If the
main tasks and duties of a job consist of plannorganizing, controlling and directing the daily
work activities of a group of subordinate worketise occupation should be considered as a
managerial occupation” (ILO, 1990, p.10-11).
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small businesses and farms often combine managand non-managerial

activities® These practical difficulties sometimes lead tossaitial differences in

national coding practices, thereby reducing cragsnal comparability. This is

especially important for lower income countrieshiiarge farm sectors and large
urban informal sectors. This variability in natibrractices in turn affects the
observed percentage female for the major occupatiagroup, since the

feminization of small and large businesses varigisinvand between countries.

® 1SC0-88's guidance for classifying workers as ngma does not eliminate the practical
difficulties involved, since coders and interview@ften do not possess the information needed to
decide if a worker is doing mostly managerial worlkprofessional work. “If the main tasks require
the operational application of specific professidkr@owledge or a particular technical skill, then
the job belongs in a different major group. If, leser, professional knowledge or technical skill
serve only as a basis for managerial tasks, therfoth belongs in this (managerial) major group”
(ILO, 1990, p.23).
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Table 1. Legislators, senior officials and manaDesription of their sub-major and minor ocoupeaiti
groups and typical occupations in ISCO-88 clasgific

Sub-major group Minor group Examples of occupation

11 Legislators and senior officials 111 Legislators Minister: President:
Prime minister; Senator.

112 Senior government officials Govt admidistlatssador; Govt
secretary.

113 Traditional chiefs and heads of villageschidlagr head.

114 Senior officials of special interesSenior official of political party; Secretary
organisations general or senior official of trade union or
special interest organization.

12 Corporate managers (managers in21 Directors and chief executives Chief executive; director general or
organizations or enterprises with 3 or more president of enterprise or organization.
managers)

122 Production and operations deparfapattment manager in agriculture,
managers manufacturing, construction, wholesale and
retail tradegestaurants and hotels, trar
and communications, business services,
personal care, other.

123 Other department managers Department mimages,ipersonnel,
sales, advertising, supply, computing,
research, other.

13 General managers (managers in 131 General managers General managers inggricultur
organizations or enterprises with 2 or fewer manufacturing, construction, wholesale and
managers) retail trade, restaurants and hotels, tr

and communication, business services,
personal care, education, health, recreation,
travel agency.

Notes:? Occupations are included in LSOM major grotjrofdesional knowledge or technical skill sBBnees @ basis for legisli
administrative or managerial tasks. When tlasksagqtireperational application of specific professistedden or a particular tec
skill, then the job belongs in a different ouggo(IgO, 1990, p. 23).
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3. Both relative and absolute measures
are meaningful and important

Equal opportunity in employment for men and womennfluenced by threaspects of
opportunities, inequalities and discriminationtie fabour market.

First, women need to have the opportunity to be abljoin the labour force and
participate in labour market activitie$his is typically measured by the adult
female labour force participation rate, or the flarghare of the labour force, as
almost all men in the world of prime working age ar the labour forc&.

Second, women need to have the opportunity to I tabwork in all types of
occupationsThis is often measured by the extent to which woraed men are
integrated or segregated into different occupatiaypically referred to as
occupational sex segregation. Readers are reféore@rlier publications by the
author on this subject (e.g., Anker, 1997, and 1988 well as a forthcoming
paper that includes more recent data and discusgfmker, Melkas and Korten,
forthcoming).

Third, women need to have the opportunity to bee dbl obtain _good labour
market positionsuch as those that pay well, have decent workamglitions and
have decision-making authority. This is often peakfor by male-female pay rates
or by the extent to which legislators, senior affis and managers are women. The
latter is the focus of this monograph.

As noted in Section 1, it is common to measure womstatus and power in the labour
market and society by women’s percentage of LSONIs Thdicator provides valuable
information on women’s status as it indicates hammon women are as compared to
men among the high status and decision-making ipositof legislators, senior officials
and managers.

This indicator, however, does not provide information the extent to which women
workers face barriers and discrimination in acdesthese types of position§o measure
this, it is necessary to take into consideratianaktent to which women participate in the
labour market in general. For example, say thap@&%ent of legislators, senior officials
and managers are women in three countries thavaagedifferent in terms of women’s
general participation in the labour market (whemen comprise say 10 percent of the
labour force as in some Middle Eastern countriBgpercent of the labour force as in some
Latin American and Southern European countries,4ngercent of the labour force as in
many developed countries). In this example, woneradyin the labour market would be
more likely to hold positions of power in the MiédEast as compared to working women
in Latin American countries, and much more likedyhold these positions as compared to
working women in developed countries. As will beowh in Section 4, this relative
indicator for working women provides quite a diffat description of the situation than the
one based on the absolute percent of women workéntpgislators, senior officials and
managers.

® While many younger men are out of the labour fdreeause they are in school and many older
men are out of the labour force because they giredealmost all men in the prime working ages
are in the labour force since unemployed persoms@nsidered to be in the labour force according
to internationally accepted recommendations anthitiehs.
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A typical way to measure the relative participatioh working women in a specific
occupational group is to calculataepresentation ratidoy dividing percent female in an
occupation by percent female for the labour forc@ avhole. Values over 1.0 indicate that
women are over-represented in an occupation relativtheir participation in the labour
force as a whole, and values under 1.0 indicatewloanen are under-represented in an
occupation. Thigelative measure provides information on the extentvhich_working
womenface a lack of opportunity (and/or discriminatiofr particular positions or
occupations

It is clear that boththe extent to which legislators, senior officialsdamanagers are
womenand the extent to which working women are in LSQivbvide valuable insights.
For this reason, both are used in this monogrdpareby providing interesting and
sometimes conflicting insights into women’s oppaities and access to occupations with
authority and decision-making power.

Current levels

This section looks at the current situation inwweld in terms of the size and feminization
of the major occupational group of legislators,igeofficials and managers.

The three data sets used provide different persgesctNational data reported in the ILO
Yearbook of Statistics are used to provide a woid@wperspective. These data are
reasonably comprehensive in terms of country caeeravith official national data
reported annually for close to 70 countries fromragions. The main disadvantage of
these data is that they only provide informationf8OM as a whole and do not include
data for sub-major occupational groups or minorupational groups. An additional
disadvantage of these data is that they are basddferent classifications of occupations,
although almost countries attempt to emulate ISGQ@u&d to a lesser extent ISCO-68. A
specially designed EUROSTAT database for 29 Eumopeantries is used to look at the
situation in Europe using a more detailed occupatialassification. The main advantage
of these EUROSTAT data is they are based on aleéétaommon classification system
(ISCO-COM that is very similar to ISCO-88)heir main disadvantage is that they only
cover European countries, although Transition Engneountries as well as Developed
Market Economy countries are included. The thirdadset is ILO'S SEGREGAT, a
special purpose data set containing official nati@ata on the number of male and female
workers in different occupations. Its main advartagre its global coverage and its use of
detailed two-digit or three-digit occupational d#digations. Its main disadvantages are
that data are often for years prior to 2000, maifferént national classification systems

" This is measured in this monograph relative to womehare of the non-agriculturabour force
rather than the total labour force. There are séveesons for this. First and most importantly,
agriculture is generally a family based activitydatonsequently generally is not subject to typical
labour market forces such as job search, and emplagd employee choices. Second, there is
known to be considerable measurement error and rigmeting of women’s labour force
participation in agriculture, especially as regasds account and unpaid family work (ILO, 1998:
Anker, 1987). Third, inclusion of agricultural workeoften trivializes estimates in countries with
very large agricultural sectors, such as in manelbping countries.

8 Although an effort was made by European statistiffices to use ISCO-COM, there are, none-
the-less some national differences, especiallyhéuse of “not further specified” sub-major and
minor occupational groups. For example, the comgoraanagers minor groups are sometimes
combined into a corporate managers “not furthecifipd” minor group. This is especially likely to
occur in countries where the labour force sampe s small and for smaller occupational groups.
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4a.

are used, and data for sub-major groups and mirmupg are provided only for some
countries especially higher-income countries.

This section is divided into five parts. Sectioms44l focus on the current situation for the
world for the major occupational group as a wh8lection 4a is concerned with the extent
to which legislators, senior officials and managars women. Section 4b is concerned
with the extent to which working women are in thigjor occupational group. Section 4c
is concerned with the size of this major group. Awttion 4d identifies countries with
especially high and low values for their regionhielp explain unusual national values
(including possible differences in national occipasl classifications, data
collection/processing, and economic structure, poticy). Section 4e focuses on the
current situation in Europe using more detaileds#jor and minor occupational data.

Percent female among legislators, senior
officials and managers in 2000

Analysis in this section is based on global dapored on the ILO website and in the ILO
Yearbook of Labour Statistics for approximately Glintries or territories generally for
the year 2000 (Table 2; and Figures 1 and 2). Ttatereveal that:

Women are a distinct minority of LSOM in the worlsl @ whole.Based on an
unweighted average of national values, women anaddo comprise only about
27 percent of these workers. There approximately 3 men for every woman in
this major occupational grouplt is clear that LSOM is largely a male domain.
Readers are referred to Section 4d for discussidrigh and low national values
in each region.

Women are a distinct minority of workers in LSOMlinregions of the world.

There are major differences across regions (Figlije Percent female in the
LSOM major group ranges from only about 10 peraentaverage in the Middle
East to around 30 percent on average in Tranddmmomies, Latin America and
Developed Economies. This implies that the ratimafe to female workers in this
major group ranges across regions from about 2 fo Transition Economy
countries to about 10 to 1 in the Middle East (FégR).

° The world average differs substantially when basedhe mean of national values as in Table 2
(4.0) as compared to when based on the mediantiohahvalues (2.8). The reason for this large
difference is that very high national values coguite heavily in calculation of the mean.
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Figure 1 Percent female among legislators, sdfimals and managers (LSOM) by region, 2000
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Figure 2. Male/female ratio among legislatorarsaficials and managers (LSOM) by region, 2000
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The relatively low percentage female in Asia (oatpund 16 percent on average
with approximately 9 men for every woman) desenragklitional comment,
becausenational values are quite heterogeneous within AStee reason for this
high level of heterogeneity in Asia is that there distinct sub-groupings of Asian
countries.In South Asia (Bangladesh, Pakistan, Sri Lanka iaddives) and two
East Asian countries (Japan and Republic of Korpajcent female is very low at
around 10 percent on average and so there are atdumen for every woman in
this major group.This is similar to the Middle East. In contrastrgent female in
South East Asian countries and territories (Makayd$Philippines, Singapore,
Thailand, Macau (China), and Hong Kong (China))rasighly 23 percent on
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average and there tends to be around 3 men foy e@mnan in this major group
on average.

Within Developed Economies, it is noteworthy thaiglo-Saxon countries have a
relatively high percent female in LSOM. Not onlyedothe United States have the
highest value among countries in Table 2, but aibla-Saxon countries have
relatively high values with at least 11 percentdésrin LSOM.

Within Transition Economies, it is noteworthy thall three Baltic countries
(Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania) have especiallghhpercent female in LSOM, as
do other countries from the former USSR such afil&sian Federation, Ukraine
and Moldova.

The distinct clustering of country values withirgi@n of countries with similar
cultures clearly implies that cultural and societatms about appropriate roles for
women plays a very important part in determiningmen’s access to LSOM
positions and therefore percent female in LSOM.
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Table 2: Percent female and representation ratitajor group occupations of legislators, senfarials
and managers (LSOM), World 2000

Region/Country Female share% Female in Representation ratioM/F ratio in Share of LSOM in
non-ag LF (%) LSOM (%f in LSOM/%f in LSOM non-ag LF (%)
non-ag LF)

Developed economy

Australia 44.4 32.7 0.74 2.1 11.8
Austria 434 28.2 0.65 2.5 7.8
Canada 46.7 354 0.76 1.8 10.1
Cyprus 41.3 145 0.35 5.9 3.1
Denmark 47.5 23.0 0.48 3.3 7.4
Finland 48.5 25.9 0.53 2.9 8.8
Germany 44.2 26.9 0.61 2.7 5.9
Greece 37.0 254 0.69 29 12.2
Iceland 48.2 27.3 0.57 2.7 6.8
Ireland 424 312 0.74 2.2 138
Israel 46.3 25.9 0.56 2.9 7.4
Italy 37.4 18.8 0.50 4.3 3.4
Netherlands 42.8 234 0.55 3.3 12.5
New Zealand 46.8 37.9 0.81 1.6 14.3
Norway 47.8 25.3 0.53 3.0 8.4
Portugal 44.7 32.1 0.72 2.1 75
Spain 374 31.2 0.83 2.2 8.2
Sweden 48.6 29.2 0.60 2.4 4.7
Switzerland 44.6 23.3 0.52 3.3 6.3
United Kingdém 44.8 33.2 0.74 2.0 17.6
United States 47.2 45.3 0.96 1.2 15.0
Average (unweighted) 44.4 28.4 0.64 2.7 9.2
Standard deviation 3.6 6.7 0.14 1.0 3.9

Transition economy

Croatia 45.4 24.7 0.54 3.0 7.8
Czech Republic 44.0 24.7 0.56 3.0 6.4
Georgia 46.3 263 0.57 2.8 9.5

Hungary 46.1 33.9 0.74 1.9 7.3
Poland 45.1 325 0.72 2.1 7.5
Romania 47.7 26.0 0.55 2.8 4.3
Slovakia 45.9 30.8 0.67 2.2 6.4
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Region/Country Female share% Female in Representation ratioM/F ratio in Share of LSOM in

non-ag LF (%) LSOM (%f in LSOM/%f in n&SOM non-ag LF (%)
agLh

Slovenia 46.3 28.7 0.62 25 96.9
Estonia 49.5 37.0 0.75 1.7 13.2
Latvia 48.6 395 0.81 15 10.0
Lithuania 50.4 393 0.78 1.5 182
Moldova 48.2 36.5 0.76 1.7 6.3
Russian Federation 47.8 37.3 0.78 1.7 4.7
Ukraine 48.1 36.1 0.75 1.8 7.4
Average (unweighted) 47.1 32.4 0.69 2.2 7.8
Standard deviation 1.8 5.5 0.10 0.6 24
Asia
Bangladesgh 21.8 8.5 0.39 10.8 1.0
Hong Kong (China) 41.7 21.9 0.53 3.6 7.8
Japad 40.7 9.2 0.23 9.9 34
Korea, Rep. Of 40.3 4.6 0.11 20.7 2.7
Macau (China) 47.1 18.5 0.39 4.4 6.1
Malaysia 36.6 20.2 0.55 4.0 49
Maldives 31.1 15.4 0.50 5.5 6.5
Pakistah 8.8 8.7 0.99 10.5 1.2
Philippinég 45.6 34.9 0.77 1.9 3.7
Singapore 42.4 21.6 0.51 3.6 12.8
Sri Lanka 35.0 3.7 0.11 26.0 2.5
Thailardd 46.2 235 0.51 3.3 5.5
Average (unweighted) 36.4 15.9 0.46 8.7 4.8
Standard deviation 11.3 9.2 0.25 7.6 3.3
Latin America
Barbaddg 47.2 39.8 0.84 15 6.9
Bolivia 445 29% 0.67 2.4 3.1
Chilé 37.6 235 0.63 3.3 4.3
Colomb#et 45.9 38.2 0.83 1.6 2.6
Costa Rica 33.1 305 0.92 2.3 5.3
Ecuaddr 39.7 265 0.67 2.8 2.8
El Salvador 44.2 299 0.66 24 2.0
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Region/Country Female share% Female in Representation ratioM/F ratio in Share of LSOM in

non-ag LF (%) LSOM (%f in LSOM/%f in n&SOM non-ag LF (%)
agLhb

Hondurag 50.1 4097 0.81 1.5 3.6
Mexico 38.6 23.5 0.61 3.3 2.8
Netherlands Antitles 47.8 29.8 0.62 2.4 9.6
Panamat 39.8 325 0.82 2.1 7.6
Peréd 44.2 28.1 0.64 2.6 0.5
Puerto Rico 43.4 37.4 0.86 1.7 12.9
Surinante 35.3 1797 0.50 4.6 2.5
Trinidad and Tobago 37.8 39.2 1.04 1.6 7.4
Uruguedy 44.0 36.3 0.83 1.8 6.4
Venezueta 40.1 28.1 0.70 2.6 3.9
Average (unweighted) 42.0 31.2 0.74 24 5.0
Standard deviation 4.7 6.6 0.14 0.8 3.2
Middle East
Bahraih 13.6 8.7 0.64 10.5 4.0
Egypt 16.2 10.1 0.62 8.9 13.7
Turke! 16.6 7.8 0.47 11.8 12.7
West Bank and Gaza 111 1097 0.96 8.3 4.0
Average (unweighted) 14.4 9.3 0.67 9.9 8.6
Standard deviation 2.6 1.3 0.21 1.6 5.3
Botswana 47.3 31.0 0.66 2.2 3.8
World
Average (unweighted) 41.3 26.7 0.65 7 4.0 7.0
Standard deviation 9.4 9.7 0.18 4.2 3.8

Notes: Based on an ISCO-88 classification hentesseandicated. To increase cross-nationallslityypareference was first given to
selection of national data based on ISCO-8titassihen such data were available. ForQ/eate®30otherwise indicated to increase
cross-country comparability. When latest anaditatdédata are for a year before 1997, @aaunttimcluded. Country data included only
when based on a population census or laboouefoelth survey so that population coveragéets.cbatp excluded when based on an
establishment survey, or on administrative oegdrdn,an official estimate.

1For 2001:Turkey. For 1999: Russian FederatdosBiddnduras and Panama. For 1998: Sri LSnkiname.

2Based on an ISCO-68 classification. Note thafereate in LSOM, representation ratio fornd$&hdreaof non-agricultural labour force in
LSOM all tend to be lower when based on anda€€¥i6&tion as compared to when based on-&® ¢&Gsification (see Appendix A).

3UK combines agricultural and elementary woreesm#jor group. This means that the sinemfatpecultural labour force is over-
estimated and therefore the size of the rejmasatiais somewhat overestimated for UK.
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4Philippines provides results for 2001 base8©0-88 kclassification. These data were not beleatese they do not seem plausible as
12.3 percent of all non-agricultural workepsréed te be general managers of whom 65 erepattad to be female. Therefore, data for
2000 based on an ISCO-68 classification weg select

5|taly does not use the LSOM sub-major occgpatiprdigeneral managers. This may explaltaly’péotv share of workers in major
group (last column) as well as possibly itsémivfperale in major group (third column). Bs@disn this in Section 4d.

7"Median (2.8) is substantially lower than thieetease very high national values count mgranteedeillation of the mean.
8 For urban areas only.

9 National values sometimes fluctuate subdtantialhe year to the next. For this reasomationellvalues are less reliable than world or
regional averages. To take this into accourgaistically large change in the latest natlimn@lmost always 2000) that probably reflects
incorrect reporting due to for example sanopjingieneplaced by its running three-year &ogragesistency, the three-year average for
the other two variables in columns 2-4 werewededSaperscript 9 indicates when a subgtergiatel was observed. See Appendix B for
data and analysis on this.

Non-agricultural labour force is estimatedaoyirsgititom the total labour force the numblegrsfinvthe following occupational groups:
agriculture (major group 6), armed forces (A&Qupations not elsewhere specified thatlesglp@tssigned to a particular sub-major or
minor occupational group (X). As some agvicukeralmay be classified as elementary worggnsgroup 9 in ISCO-88, these workers
would be included in our estimate of the nttnragtadour force.

Values are available for four additional Eunop&@sdn Appendix C from a special EUROS®AE. ddacent female for LSOM is: 31.3
percent for Belgium, 35.3 percent for FrarpercentXor Luxembourg; and 29.9 percent fiar&ulgaling to these data. These data are
not used in this table in order to increase bititgEsdhey are from another data source.@Rdstdnclusions in this monograph would not
be affected if these four countries had beed indluel above table.

SourcetL O website.

4b. Percent of working women who are
legislators, senior officials or managers
in 2000

It is also informative to look at representatiotiasi(see Table 2 and Figure 3) to observe
the extent to which_working womeare found in LSOM occupations compared to all
occupations. This indicator could be thought ofresasuring the extent to which women in
the labour force have opportunity for the high wtatand decision-making jobs of
legislators, senior officials and managers. Resnttate that:

Working womerall around the world have limited accesslegislative, senior official and
manager occupations.

Women workers are much less likely to hold a LSOddupation than other non-
agricultural occupations. Women are approximatelg-thirds as likely to hold
these positions as they are other non-agriculpositions.

Quite a different picture emerges as regards regidatifferences based on results for the
representation ratio as compared to results basegercent female in the major group.

Regional differences are much smalfer the representation ratio than they are for
percent female. Regional averages for the reprasentratio only range from .46
to .74, whereas regional averages range from 2tpeBcent for female share of
the major group.

Rank order of regions changeRegional results differ markedly from those
discussed in the previous subsection for percenale in terms of the rank order
of regions The worst region in terms of represeémtatratio is Asia (with a
representation ratio of .46), and Latin American@v the best region with an
average representation ratio of .74. Surprisinitjg,Middle East (.67) is average.

There are interesting patterns appear within region

In the Developed Economy region, Anglo-Saxon cdeastare found to have a
consistently high representation ratio (with anrage value of .79), while Nordic
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countries are found to have a consistent low remtasion ratio (with an average
value of .54).

In the Transition Economy region, countries thahpdsed the former USSR tend
to have a high representation ratio, which is .75above in Estonia, Latvia,
Lithuania, Russia, Ukraine and Moldova.

In Latin America, the representation ratio is high Caribbean and Central
American countries at over .80 on average compr&buth American countries
where the average is .68.

In Asia, the high-income East Asian countries gialaand Republic of Korea
stand out with very low representation ratios.

Figure 3. Representation ratio among legislatemgrsofficials and managers (LSOM) by region, 2000
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The representation ratio tells a different storyanthpercent female, because the
representation ratio takes into account women’'sralvaon-agricultural labour force
participation and so looks only at the labour martlisadvantages faced by working
women. This contrasts with percent female in thgomgroup that is determined to a large
extent by the overall female labour force partitiparate.

Different results for representation ratio for LSCGiid percent female in LSOM

imply that women’s frequent absence from positiohsauthority and decision-

making power as measured by the female share ¢ thecupations is due in large
part to the extent to which women are absent frben rion-agricultural labour

market. See Section 3 for a conceptual discussiahi®, and Section 5 for an

empirical analysis where this is confirmed statadty.

Interestingly, high and low representation ratige @ossible at all levels of
economic development and with different culturatitages. High representation
ratios, near to or exceeding 1.0 (indicating thamen in the non-agricultural
labour force are as likely to hold these positiohower and authority as other
non-agricultural occupations), are found in: a kigtome Developed Economy
country in North America (United States), a lowante developing country in

16
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Asia (Pakistan), and middle-income developing coestor territories in Latin

America (Costa Rica and Trinidad and Tobago) andd\di East (West Bank and
Gaza). Similarly, especially low representationiost near or below 0.50

(indicating that women in the non-agricultural labdorce are up to about half as
likely to have these positions of power as othem-agricultural positions), are
found in: high-income developed countries in Eur¢@gprus, Denmark, Italy,

Switzerland) and Asia (Japan and Republic of Kgrealow-income countries in

South Asia (Bangladesh and Maldives), and in miduiteme countries or

territories in Asia (Macau (China)) and Middle EéEtrkey).

High and low representation ratios are possibleaantries where women have
high labour force participation rates as well asanntries where women have low
labour force participation rates. Thus, especidligh representation ratios are
found in countries with a high female labour fopzeticipation rate such as United
States and Latvia as well as in countries andtoeies with a low participation
rate such as Pakistan and West Bank and Gaza. iglypdow representation
ratios are found in countries with a high femalgolar force participation rate such
as Denmark and Switzerland as well as in countvigsa low female labour force
participation rate such as Bangladesh and Turkey.

4c. Percentage of non-agricultural labour force
working as legislators, senior officials and
managers in 2000

As expected, a small percentage of workers in theddaare in LSOM occupations. There
are, however, interesting and large variationshan gize of this major occupational group
between and within regions. And, it will be shovatel that the reported size of LSOM is
related to the reported feminization of LSOM (bgiércent female and representation

ratio).

Approximately 7 percent of non-agricultural workénsthe world are reported to
be legislators, senior officials or managers (saeld 2). This implies that roughly
1 in every 14 non-agricultural workers is in thigjor group and so holds this type
of position with decision-making authority.

The worldwide average hides large differences acregions (Figure 4). Regional
averages range from around 5 percent in Asia arith llemerica to around 9
percent in Developed Economy countries.
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Figure 4. Percent of non-agricultural labour foriegjislators, senior officials and managers cetonips
(LSOM) by region, 2000
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Variation in national values within regions is evgreater (see Table 2National
values range from approximately 3-18 percent in ddgyed Economies, 4-13
percent in Transition Economies and Middle East &fl3 percent in Asia and
Latin America. Such large differences could notche to real differences in
labour market structures.

National practices in how occupations are classifiand coded is a likely
explanation for many of the large differences asroguntries observed in the size
of the LSOM major group (especially for countries similar levels of
development)lt will be shown below in Section 4d that sometledse differences
can be traced to how countries classify and codeagers. The largest differences
are due to how owners and managers of small bisgsesre classified and the
extent to which they are considered to be in orafutSOM. These differences
have an important impact on the percent femalergbdefor LSOM and therefore
on cross-country comparability, since percent fenfiat LSOM tends to be higher
for owners and managers of small establishmentgaoed to workers in other
LSOM occupations.

It is worth noting that the percentage of the ngriealtural labour force in LSOM
occupations is consistently high in Anglo-Saxonntdes. It is above 10 percent
in all six Anglo-Saxon countries in Table 2, with average value of 13.8 percent.
This compares to an average of 7.4 percent in obeveloped Economy
countries. Since it is unlikely that such a lardféedence could be due to different
labour market structures, it seems likely that safthis difference in the size of
LSOM is due to differences in national practiced ancupational classificatiorS.

10 Although speculative, practices of Anglo-Saxonrdoies and Netherlands (all with high percent
of non-agricultural labour force in LSOM) may helgp&in why the four Caribbean countries in

18
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4d. Countries with unusually high or unusually
low values for their region in 2000

It is informative to look at countries that havewarusually high or an unusually low value
for their region. This is done separately for esagjion in order to at least partially control
for cultural values. By looking at these countriesmore detail, it is often possible to
determine when unusual values are real or ardataile to measurement-related reasons
(such as how data were collected or coded).

Table 3 lists countries from Table 2 with the twighest and two lowest percent female
and representation ratio for LSOM for their reg{emcept for the Middle East where only

the highest and lowest are listed because thererdyefour countries in Table 2 from the
Middle East).

Table 2 have a relatively high percent of their agnicultural labour force in LSOM as all four of
these Caribbean countries have close ties withWHA or the Netherlands.
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Table 3. Countries with highest and lowest pefiemaie and representation ratio in major occugation
group of legislators, senior officials or manade0

Region Female % share of LSOM RepresentatigiiR Rtim Comments
LSOM
HIGHvalue for region
Developed Economyjga (45.3) USA (.96) Other Anglo-Saxon countries also
N Zealand (37.9) Spain (.83) have high % female and rep. ratio.
Spain’s unusually high rep. ratio
appears due to coding.
Mean = 28.4 Mean = .64
Transition Economy| atvia (39.5) Latvia (.81) All three Baltic countries have high %
Lithuania (39.3) Russia (.78) female and rep. ratio.
Other parts of BY6SR also have t
% female and rep. ratio.
Mean =32.4 Mean = .69
Asia Philippines (34.8) Philippines (.76) Pakistan’s high rep ratio due to very

Thailand (2329)

Mean =15.9

Latin America Honduras (40.7)

Barbados (39:8)

Mean = 31.2

Middle East

Mean = 9.3

LOWvalue for region

Developed Economycyprys (14.5)
Italy (18.8)

Mean = 28.4

Transition Economy cech Rep (24.7)
Croatia (24.7)

Mean = 32.4

Asia Sri Lanka (3.7)
Korea, Rep of (4.9)

Mean =15.9

W. Bank Gaza (10.7)

Pakistan (.99)

Mean = .46

Trinidad & T (1.04)
Costa Rica (.92)

Mean = .74

W.Bank&Gaza (0.96)

Mean =.67

Cyprus (.35)
Denmark (.48)

Mean =.64

Romania (.55)
Croatia (.54)

Mean = .69

Sri Lanka (11)
Korea, Rep of (.11)

Mean = .46

low female share of LF.

Caribbean and Central American
countries tend to have high rep ratio.

W. Bank and Gaza's high rep ra
to very low female share of LF.

Italy doesn’t use sub-major group 13
(general manager) or minor group 123
(other production manager). Still,
probably low for region.

All Nordic countries have below
average rep ratio.

Japan has low % female (9.2) and rep
ratio (.23).

Other South Asian countries alst

low percent female.
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Region Female % share of LSOM RepresentatigiiR Rtim Comments

LSOM

Latin- Suriname (17.7) Suriname (.50)
America . .

Chile (23.5) Mexico (.64)

Mean = 31.2 Mean = .74
Middle East Turkey (7.8) Turkey (.47)

Mean = 9.3 Mean = .67
Notes:

Two highest and two lowest national values liroegieadisted. One national value is listedlenBdst because only foumtdes a
available to choose among in this region.

lindicates when a national value is based dD-88 t$&3sification. Otherwise results are Es¢8@BS8 classification. Values tenc
lower when based on ISCO-68 as compared toegham I5430-88 (see Appendix A).

2 All national values differ from the regionalyraédeast one standard deviation with thegfelkeeptions: Russia for high repres
ratio, Thailand for high percent female, Méicoejpresentation ratio, and Turkey for lsentatioe ratio.

Source: Table 2 and 2002 ILO website.

To investigate if unusually high or low values fogrcent female or representation ratio
(and therefore inclusion in Table 3) probably refflesality or may be due to measurement-
related aspects, it is necessary to examine detadeupational classification. One could
look for measurement-related explanations suclumssually large or small occupational
groups in terms of the number of workers; unusudilyh or low percent female for
particularly large occupational groups; unusualupetional classification; unstable values
across years. One could also look for consistencgercent female across occupational
groups, as this would indicate that the observeiibmal value for the LSOM major
occupational group as a whole reflects a real titna

The need for detailed occupational data restrioescountries for which this analysis can
be done. Conclusions from inspection of detailecupational data for selected countries
from Table 3 are discussed in the remainder ofghiion. United States and Russia are
included because of their size and importance. Rekmmnd Nordic countries are included
because of their unexpected low or average valespite their deserved reputation for
gender equity. Republic of Korea and Japan areudterl because of their low percent
female for the LSOM major group despite their hdgvelopment level. Baltic countries
are included because percent female is unusuaily foir Transition Economy countries.
Italy, Cyprus and Spain are included, because #neysouthern European countries with
unusually low or high values. Pakistan is includeetause of its size and its high
representation ratio despite a low percent fenaléhfe LSOM major group. Suriname is
included, because it is illustrative of countriethwunstable reported annual values.
Unfortunately, detailed occupational data are nailable for all of the countries and
territories in Table 3 such as the interesting sasith a low percent female like West
Bank and Gaza. In the following discussion, coestrare divided into two groups,
depending on whether values in Table 2 and Taldp®ar to reflect a real situation or
appear to be due to measurement-related aspects.

Unusual values in the following countriagpear to reflect a real situation.

The unusually high percent female and represemta@io for LSOM for the
United Statesappears to be real. Percent female is relativadh laicross a wide
range of LSOM occupationgiccording to detailed occupational data for 2000
from the ILO SEGREGAT database, percent female ede&0 percent in 15 of
the 27 occupations included in the LSOM major groughe United States and is
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above 30 percent in 23 out of these 27 occupatidhe. four exceptions of
managerial-related occupations where percent fefalifebelow 30 percent are in
what continue to be strong male domains of thedabarket: protective services,
funeral parlors, farm products, and construction.

The low percent female and low representation sdio LSOM forRepublic of
Korea and Japan appear to be real. According to Korean 2000 cerdata
included in the ILO SEGREGAT database, percent fensavery low in Republic
of Korea for all three LSOM sub-major occupatiomgbups, being only 3.6
percent for legislative and senior officials, 4&rgent for general managers, and
9.2 percent for corporate managers. Similarly, @aréemale is very low in Japan
for all five occupational groupsicluded in the LSOM major group in the 1990
Japanese census, being 1.7 percent for governnficile, 12.6 percent for
directors of companies, 5.1 percent for directdretber corporations, 2.3 percent
for managers of companies and corporations, andé&@ent for managers and
administrators not elsewhere classified. Repulfli€area and Japan are examples
of higher income countries where women are motless excluded from positions
of decision-making, power and authority. This destimates that economic
development and educational advances by womeresetbountries have not been
sufficient to overcome cultural traditions and gendtereotypes that women
should not hold positions of authority and decisioaking.

Pakistan has a very low percent female in LSOM along withigh representation

ratio for LSOM. Both appear to be real. Accordimg1i998 census data in ILO
SEGREGAT database, percent female is very low lithaée LSOM sub-major

occupational groupat 3.6 percent for legislators and senior off&i&.2 percent

for corporate managers, and 2.3 percent for gemaeadagers. (Data for more
detailed minor groups are not available.). Yetriggresentation ratio is unusually
high at .99, because so few Pakistani women aitheénnon-agricultural labour
force. One aspect of Pakistan’s data that may bpicous is the very small size
of the LSOM major group at only 0.7 percent of tfw-agricultural labour force

in the SEGREGAT data (and 1.2 percent in ILO Yeakbdata) with corporate

managers and general managers comprising onlynd50# percent of the non-
agricultural labour force respectively in the SEGRH data.

Denmark has an unusually low LSOM representation ratioBorope. Indeed, all
five Nordic countries have a low LSOM representation ratioEarope (.54 for
Nordic countries on average compared to .64 onaageefor Europe) and a low
percent female for LSOM for Europe (26.1 percennpared to 28.4 percent).
These results are surprising in light of the desgémeputation of Nordic countries
for excellent gender equity policies - - yet thesdues appear to be real. For
example in Denmark according to EUROSTAT data fo0@ (see Appendix C),
percent female is lower than the European averaggwo LSOM sub-major
occupational groups (24.1 percent compared to pértent for legislators and
senior government officials, and 19.2 percent cawgbato 27.8 percent for
corporate managers) and only slightly above avef@gine general managers sub-
major group (33.8 percent compared to 31.3 percémbye detailed data from
ILO’'s SEGREGAT for the 1999 labour force survey whthat percent female in
Denmark is lower than the European average in tbatgnajority of LSOM minor
occupational groups classified (3 of 5, 10 of I#] 8 of 10 occupational groups in

M The high percent female observed for LSOM in thétddhStates may be a little exaggerated by
its national occupational classification (althougffil unusually high). For example, what it calls

management-related occupations in its classifinatice 56 percent female, while other LSOM
occupations are (a still high) 41 percent female.
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the three sub-major groups respectively). The ei@ep where percent female is
above average tend to be typically female stereotgpctors (e.g., corporate
production and department managers in restauratshatels; general managers
in personal care, cleaning and related occupatserspr officials of humanitarian

and special interest groups) as well as not elsewletassified occupational

groups. It is clear that a great deal needs todme éven in Nordic countries to
improve opportunities for women workers to gainesscto positions of power and
decision-making.

The unusually high percent female and represemtatitio in LSOM for
Lithuania, Latvia and Estonia appear to be reaccording to EUROSTAT data
for 2000 (see Appendix C), all three Baltic cousdrihave an above average
percent female for both LSOM sub-major groups ohawgers. This is 43, 34 and
38 percent respectively for Lithuania, Estonia &atvia for corporate managers
(compared to 28 percent on average for Europe), 4nd48 and 36 percent
respectively for general managers (compared toe?@emt for Europe).

The low values foCyprus appear to be reaccording to SEGREGAT data from
the 1992 Cypriot census, percent female is lowdbrthree LSOM sub-major

groups, at 5.8 percent for legislators and serfiicials, 9.1 percent for corporate
managers, and 9.6 percent for general managershefunore, the representation
ratio for the major group is only .26 accordinghese 1992 census data.

The low values foifurkey appear to be real. According to ILO SEGREGAT data
for 1990, percent female is low in both of the soéjor groups included in
LSOM, at 6.5 percent for managers and 10.5 perfentegislators and senior
government officials.

Unusual values in the following countriappear to be due, at least in part, to how the
LSOM major occupational group is measured.

The Russian Federations’sunusually high representation ratio for the LSOM
major occupational group may be a bit suspect. Ating to Russian labour force
data for 2000 from ILO SEGREGAT, it has a rathezrage representation ratio of
.65 for a Transition Economy country. Furthermopercent female is rather
average for a Transition Economy in the two ISCOaghager sub-major LSOM
occupational groups, at 31.5 percent for corpons@agers and 27.4 percent for
general managers according to these data. On lilee loand, a high representation
ratio for the Russian Federation is consistent Wwithh values in other parts of the
former USSR such as in Estonia, Latvia, LithuaMaldova and Ukraine.

The unusually high representation ratio for LSOM $pain appears to be due to
how workers are classified, and especially inclagid an unusually large number
of general managers in LSOM. According to EUROSTddta in Appendix C,
73.0 percent of LSOM major group workers are gdrmaemagers and 25.4 percent
are corporate managers in Spain, whereas thesenpeges are 44.9 and 53.1
percent for Europe on average. As general managegpain have a relatively
high percent female for Europe (37.0 percent faaisgompared to 31.3 percent
for Europe) and corporate managers do not (15.deperfor Spain and 27.1 for
Europe), this helps explain why Spain has a highesentation ratio for Europe.

The unusually low values fdtaly are due to some extent to how the LSOM major
group is measured. Italy did not use two imports®®OM occupational groups in
its 1991 census according to ILO SEGREGAT dataerottorporate department
managers or general managers. Yet, these groupgrisenwell over half of all
LSOM major group workers in Europe on average &edion 4e), and they have
a relatively high percent female for the major groNonethelesgpercent female
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in the LSOM major group is probably on the low sideany case in Italysince
percent female for the LSOM occupational groupsdgifeed are generally less
than the European average. According to 1991 ftatensus data (compared to
European average from EUROSTAT 2000 data in Appe@ili percent female is:
8.7 percent compared to 23.7 percent for legidatand senior government
officials, 18.2 percent compared to 31.5 percemtdenior officials of special
interest groups, 20.3 percent compared t016.2 perwe directors and chief
executives, and 12.2 percent compared to 26.7 merf production and
operations department managers.

It is difficult to know what percent female in LSOM in Suriname, since its
reported value in the ILO Yearbook of Labour Staissis unstable over time.
Whereas percent female was reported to be 13.2mieirc 1996 and 11.6 percent
in 1997, it was reported to be 28.2 percent in 1988st available year). It
appears likely nonetheless that Suriname has &vellalow percent female for
LSOM for a Latin American country, as even its népd value for 1998 is below
average for Latin America.

Current situation in Europe based on more
detailed occupational data for three sub-
major and eight minor occupational groups

This section is concerned with the current situatio Europe. What distinguishes it from
Sections 4a-4d is that it uses a specially desidgfldROSTAT data set to look in more
detail at the LSOM major group in Europe. Results @ovided for three sub-major and
six minor occupational groups within the major graisee Table 4). These EUROSTAT
data have several advantages. They refer to thee sggar (2000), use the same
classification system (ISCO-COM), and cover 29 Pean countrie: Readers are
reftlagrred to Appendix A for a description of how ISE€OM differs slightly from ISCO-
88

Percent female in sub-major and minor
occupational groups in Europe

Table 4 provides results for the three sub-majaugs and six minor groups in ISCO-
COM for European countries. Averages are providedBurope as a whole as well as
separately for European Developed Economy courdnesEuropean Transition Economy
countries. Column 2 indicates percent female, aoldnen 3 indicates percentage of

12 As Romania reports results only for the major gras a whole, information for sub-major groups
and minor groups are only available for 28 Europsamtries.

3 For example, ISCO-COM includes six minor occupaiagroups (and not eight minor
occupational groups as in ISCO-88). The villagedsaainor group in ISCO-88 is excluded,
because it is not relevant in Europe. The legislator®r group and the senior government officials
minor group that appear in ISCO-88 are combinedabge they are small in size and so many
national labour force surveys do not have sampksdhat are adequate to measure them with
sufficient precision.
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workers in the non-agricultural labour force whe ar these sub-major and minor group
occupations. Tables in Appendix C provide the matiovalues for each countty.

Table 4. Percent female and percent of non-agradidbour force for LSOM sub-major and minor
occupational groups, Europe 2000

Sub-major occupation Percent female Percent of non-agricultural LF
group/minor group

Total DeVv TE Total DeVv TE
Legislators and senior 30.0 28.7 32.8 0.29 0.27 0.31
government officials

24.4 25.1 23.9 0.19 0.21 0.15

- Legislators and senior
government offictals

. - .. 31 35.6 22.8 0.06 0.06 0.05
-Senior officials of special in
organizations
Corporate managers 27.8 24.4 34.8 4.11 4.08 4.16
-Chief executives and direct(g‘r%'8 134 239 0.90 0.93 0.85
-Production and operations 27.4 24.6 32.2 1.83 1.64 2.23
department managers
-Other department managerss, 1 30.3 44.7 1.35 1.48 1.06
General managers 31.3 30.9 32.0 3.46 3.52 3.32
Total 29.3 27.6 32.7 7.88 7.88 7.83

NotesBased on data for 29 countries for total.rB28ewontri¢missing Romania) for corporate managersrsegmlaenior govern
officials; chief executives and directors; graghdttoperations department managers. Basedumtri2g (missing Italy and Ronfania
general managers; other department manageimn Basaxlintries for senior officials of speestl anganizations (missing C¥Etosji
France, Greece, Lithuania, Portugal, and Romania).

See tables in Appendix C for national values.
1 Dev indicates Developed Economy country.
2TE indicates Transition Economy country.

3Values for legislators and senior governmalst affiddased on the same 22 countries thatdnéwe sdmior officials of special i
groups to increase comparability. Average §azahietres wittata for legislators and senior governmelstisfidia; averages are
and 25.4 respectively for Developed EconomysitimhTEaonomy countries.

SourceEUROSTAT, unpublished 2000 data.

A number of interesting observations can be drawomf Table 4 as regards the
feminization in Europe of these LSOM sub-major amidor occupational groups.

Percent female is similar on average in the threle-sajor groupsranging only
from about 28 percent for corporate managers, twmaB0 percent for legislators
and senior government officials, and to about 3te@ for general managers. A

11t needs to be kept in mind that national valumssimall occupational groups (especially minor

groups 111/112, 114, and 121; and sub-major grdypafe often imprecisely measured, because
national labour force sample sizes are often toallsto measure well the number of workers in

small occupational groups.
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small range is also found in both European DevelofBeonomy countries and
Transition Economy countries.

Percent female is also similar on average in thee¢hLSOM managers minor
groups. Thus, corporate production and operations depattmenagers is 27
percent female, corporate other department manage3s percent female, and
general managers is 31 percent female.

Percent female is much lower among corporate dire@nd chief executives than
it is for the other LSOM minor occupational groujpeing only 17 percent on
average. This is especially pertinent for EuropBameloped Economy countries,
as women comprise only 13 percent of corporatecttire and chief executives in
these countries on average. This represents a cksg of gender bias and
discrimination_withinthe positions of influence and decision-making powhat
comprise the LSOM major group.

Percent female in LSOM is somewhat higher in Euaop&ransition Economy

countries than in European Developed Economy cimsn{B3 percent compared to
29 percent for the major group as a whole). Thifedince is due to a higher
percentage female in Transition Economy countrigsafl three manager minor
groups. Interestingly, this contrasts with a lowercentage female for the two
minor groups of legislators and senior governméintials in Transition Economy

countries compared to Developed Economy countries.

It is worth noting that variation across countilepercent female is quite high for
small LSOM sub-major and minor occupational gro(gee Appendix C). This

makes sense, since national values are usuallyd baselabour force sample

surveys where sample sizes are often insufficemprécisely measure the number
of women and men in small occupational groups. &ample, notice that the

standard deviation exceeds half of the mean for l#gslators and senior

government officials sub-major group and its mimgwoups, as well as for the

corporate directors and chief executives minor grourhese results imply that

analysts should be careful when using annual vdbresmall occupational groups

for specific countries

Size of sub-major and minor occupational
groups in Europe

A number of interesting observations can be drasmfEuropean data on the size of the
sub-major and minor groups that comprise the LSOBjomgroup. To assist in this
discussion, Table 5 and Figures 5 and 6 presemgdieentage distribution of LSOM major
group workers by sub-major occupational group ambroccupational group.

5 For example, several countries report zero permnale for these small occupational groups,
which is undoubtedly due to sampling error (seéetaln the Appendix C).
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Table 5. Percentage distribution of workers in U§GMb-major and minor occupational groups
comprising LSOM, Europe 2000

Country % distrib % % all
sub-major di_strib manager
group minor group groups
11 12 13 111+ 114 121 122 123 131 122+

112 123+
131

Austria 15 56.0 42.5 1.3 0.3 29.0 16.5 10.6 42%5 6

Belgium 33 58.2 385 2.8 0.5 27.3 12.8 18.1 38%4 6

Bulgaria 5.3 44.1 50.6 5.0 0.3 3.0 32.3 8.8 50.67 91

Cyprus 1.6 61.4 37.0 1.6 0.0 45 425 14.3 37.08 93.

Czech Rep 5.2 29.6 65.2 4.6 0.5 0.9 19.0 9.8 65329 9

Denmark 2.2 65.4 32.4 0.9 1.3 21.7 18.3 25.4 3641 7

Estonia 0.5 62.9 36.5 0.5 0.0 10.9 35.4 16.6 3685 8

Finland 35 64.4 32.2 1.9 1.6 16.0 17.4 31.0 32@5 8

France 1.2 60.5 38.3 1.2 0.0 15 35.2 23.9 38.33 97.

Germany 1.6 52.8 45.6 0.8 0.8 14.4 155 13.8 4B469

Greece 0.2 13.9 85.9 0.2 0.0 0.8 7.1 5.9 85.9 99.0

Hungary 4.1 67.7 28.2 3.1 1.0 10.2 41.5 16.0 28527 8

Iceland 4.0 72.0 24.1 11 2.8 25.5 215 25.0 24415 7

Ireland 1.8 32.6 65.6 1.4 0.4 1.0 4.2 27.4 65.61 97.

Italy 36.3 63.7 0.0 34.6 1.7 40.2 23.4 0.0 0.0 23.4

Latvia 9.2 50.5 39.8 7.0 21 10.6 31.7 8.2 39.87 79.

Lithuania 0.2 79.7 194 0.2 0.0 20.8 30.2 28.3 19749

Luxembourg 0.8 25.8 73.4 0.2 0.6 12.8 10.6 2.4 M

Netherlands 1.9 54.0 44.0 12 0.7 12.8 325 870 485.3

Norway 2.2 73.8 24.0 0.9 1.3 7.9 38.4 27.4 24.09 89.

Poland 1.4 35.7 62.9 0.8 0.7 12.4 13.2 10.1 62.92 86

Portugal 1.0 18.5 80.5 1.0 0.0 5.6 8.5 4.3 80.53 93.

Romania na na na na na na na na na na

Slovak Rep 35 38.7 57.9 2.8 0.7 15 27.0 8.8 5336

Slovenia 6.9 49.2 40.6 6.7 0.2 21.4 17.4 10.4 4684

Spain 15 255 73.1 1.4 0.1 8.2 6.1 111 73.1 90.3

Sweden 2.4 60.5 37.1 2.2 0.2 3.3 335 23.7 37.14 94,

Switzerland 114 37.3 51.3 10.2 1.2 6.0 19.8 11103 582.1

UK 3.8 79.9 16.3 2.8 1.0 2.1 38.3 39.5 16.3 94.0

Average all 4.2 51.2 44.4 35 0.7 11.9 23.2 15.7 44.4 83.3

countries
4.3 51.4 443 3.6 0.8 12.7 21.2 17.0 44.3 82.5
4.0 50.9 44.6 3.4 0.6 10.2 27.5 13.0 44.6 85.1

NotesSum of values for sudor occupational groups (for minor occupatipsldg not always sum to 100, because saies osal
legislators, senior government sffiothimanagers not further classified groupl Watierfor a specific occupational group treste
cautiously, in part because of sampling ercille$pesmall occupational groups. Italytdsesmimor groups 123 and 131 antbgub-
group 13. Average is unweighted average ofvahiemal indicates national data are notavailabl

SourceEUROSTAT special database. See Appendixo@dbvalaes
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Figure 5. Percent distribution of workers by sybrrgeoup for legislators, senior government afici
and managers, Europe 2000
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Figure 6. Percent distribution of workers by noiccupation groups comprising legislators, senior
officials and managers, Europe 2000
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The vast majority of workers in the LSOM major grdn Europe are manageigither
corporate department managers or general managers)

Managers account on average for approximately 8Bt of workers in the
major group in EuropePercentage for all managers groups combined egceed
approximately 75 percent in 23 of the 28 Europeamtries in Table 5 with data
and exceeds 67 percent in all countries excepy.l@he implication of these
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results is that it would be appropriate in Europecall the LSOM major group
simply: managers.

Only 4 percent of LSOM major group workers in Ewg@pe legislators or senior
officials (sub-major group 11) on averagEkhis percentage is very low in almost
all European countries, and it exceeds 10 percemly two European countrié®.

Only 12 percent of workers in the LSOM major grémEurope are corporate
chief executives or directors (minor group 121) arerage.There is, however,
considerable variation in this percentage acrosstti@s. Whereas over 20 percent
of major group workers are reported to be corpodatectors or chief executives
in seven countries, nine other countries report kss than 5 percent of major
group workers are in this minor group. This higheleof cross-national variation
undoubtedly affects cross-national variation in pleecent female that is observed
for legislators, senior officials and managers ashale, since percent female is
especially low in this minor group.

Developed Economy countries and Transition Econaroyntries in Europe have
remarkably similar sizes as regards the LSOM majosup and its three sub-major
groups. This result is surprising given the great differes in their levels of economic
development.

Within the LSOM sub-major group of legislators asehior officials, most workers in
Europe are senior government officials - - althotlggre is considerable variability across
countries in reported percentages undoubtedly lsecad sampling error due to the
relatively small size of these occupational gro@w#h the standard deviation for this
minor group in Europe over 50 percent greater ttsaaverage’ These results imply that
percent female for this sub-major group is mairgyedmined in Europe by percent female
among senior government officials, and consequetitly sub-major group could be
effectively referred to in Europe as: senior goweent officials. Results also imply that
anyone interested in measuring women’s participatio political life should use other
more direct and complete sources of informatiorhsag the percent of parliamentarians
that are women. Such data are reported annuallNiDP’s Human Development Report.

It is worth noting that the conclusion drawn instlsiection for Europe may not apply to
other regions, especially to lower income counirieer example according to ILO
SEGREGAT data for Gabon and Pakistan, legislatodssgnior officials comprise a much
higher percentage of LSOM workers, being 65 peroémtSOM workers in Pakistan and
39 percent of LSOM workers in Gabon. In Mauritimsdontrast, legislators and senior
officials comprised 18 percent of LSOM workers i®8B based on an ISCO-88
classification and 3 percent of LSOM workers in Q®&sed on an ISCO-88 classification.

18 Jtaly’s unusually high percent for this sub-majmcupational group is due, in part at least, to the
fact that Italy does not use the general managengpational group (sub-major group 13).

Y There may be additional variation in developing ¢des related to how traditional chiefs and
village heads are classified. For example in Galamkers in this minor group (that was only 2.3
percent female) comprised 32 percent of legislaaassenior officials according to 1993
population census data in the ILO SEGREGAT database.
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Percent female and representation
ratio in major occupational group of
legislators, senior officials and
managers (LSOM) and their
relationship to women’s share of non-
agricultural labour force and size of
major group

This section investigates whether the overall lesfelfemale participation in the non-
agricultural labour force is a key determinant lué bbserved level of percent female and
representation ratio of the LSOM major occupatiograup. It also investigates whether
the reported size of LSOM affects the observedllefrpercent female and representation
ratio of LSOM.

Section 3 discussed why percent female in LSOMkily to be directly affected by the
female share of the non-agricultural labour forfSection 4 showed how different cross-
national situations are found to be when basedenocept female in LSOM as compared to
when based on the representation ratio for LSOMs€&hresults in Section 4 imply that a
major determinant of percent female in LSOM in ardoy is likely to be the female share
of the non-agricultural labour force in that coyntfhe issue addressed in the present
section is the extent to which observations in eéhesrlier sections are supported
statistically.

Sections 2 and 4e showed that there is considembks-national variability in which
occupations are considered to be manager occupatiand therefore considerable
variability in the relative size of LSOM due to féifences in national classifications and
coding practices. Appendix A shows that greaterecage of occupations in LSOM in
ISCO-88 as compared to ISCO-68 increases obseereemt female of the major group in
ISCO-88 as compared to ISCO-68. The issue addressibe present section is whether
these observations and findings are statisticdtiyificant. This is important, because
existence of a significant relationship betweenortgd size of LSOM and observed
percent female for the major group reduces crosissrel comparability as it implies that
differences in national measurement practices afferobserved levels of percent female
in this major group.

Analysis in this section uses data for LSOM as alel{Tables 6 and 7 along with Figures
7-10). This analysis is multivariate, taking intunsideration, at least partially, cultural and
economic differences across countries through #eeaf regional binary variables or by
repeating the analysis for each region separatdlg. names of countries that are clearly
outliers (i.e., have unusual values) are notedimrés.

Percent female in LSOM and its relationship
to women'’s participation in the non-
agricultural labour force

Figure 7 provides a scatterplot of national valisegpercent female in LSOM and percent
female for the non-agricultural labour force as &ole. There is clear a positive
relationship. Regression results shown in colunmPable 6 confirm that this relationship
is positive and statistically significant for therkd. This positive relationship is also found
in each region separately.
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Table 6. Regression coefficients for percent famaOM with female share of non-agriculturaifabo
force and size of LSOM as determinants, for watldyaregion for 2000 (t values in

brackets)
World/Region Female % share of non-ag LF LSOM % share of
non-ag LF

World- 2 A78rrx 769%**
(3.85) (3.78)

Developed Economy only 512* 1.130***
(1.74) (4.15)

Transition Economy only 2.252%** .083
(3.32) (0.17)

Asia only 422 .567
(1.67) (0.63)

Latin America only TATH* .832*
(2.75) (2.07)

Notes: All regressions include both explanatigsva

1Regression for world also includes region hatzles\as explanatory variables. Compareadiuttesl ©eveloped Economy region: Asia (-
4.5) and Middle East (-4.3) have negativerteeffibie Latin America (7.2) and TransitionyE@&8p have positieefficients. Le
America, Transition Economy and Asia are s@nifiddevel2 B .69 and the adjustetsR66 for world.

Separate regressions were not run for Midddgi&asirrAfrican region because of insufficiegpt atmervationsgdd 1 respective
Number of observations was 21, 14, 12, anedidrierim this table respectively. When redoessuntd with square terms for t
explanatory variables was run, the linear amtesmsawere not significant at the .10 level.

2 Coefficient for the world for female shareoofalgeicultural labour force is .588\@lith 6f 4.47 and significance level at bett@i
level) when LSOM share of the non-agriculturBdriedes not specified.

*+* significant at .01 level. ** significarieaelO5significant at .10 level.
Source: Table 2 for 69 countries.

Figure 7. Relationship between percent femal&ill l8&d percent female in non-agricultural labaa fo
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Figure 8. Relationship between LSOM representtimand percent female in non-agricultural labour

force
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According to regression results in column 2 in Eail

For the world, percent female in LSOM increases.4y for each 1 percent
increase in the female share of the non-agricdltiataour force when size of
LSOM and region binaries are specified as in T&df€The estimated coefficient
is significant at the .01 level. This result imglithat percent female in LSOM
would increase by approximately 16 percent if tleendle share of the non-
agricultural labour force rose from 15 percent fsas in the Middle East) to 48
percent (as in Nordic countries). This is clearstrang positive relationship.

The significant positive relationship for the woiklreplicated in each regioH.
Indeed, the estimated coefficient for female staréhe non-agricultural labour
force is larger than that for the world in threetloé four regions. These results
provide strong corroborating support for the resatimated for the world.

Results for the region binary variables specifiedtie regression for the world
(see notes to Table 6) confirm statistically obagons made in Section 4 based
on Table 2. Latin America and Transition Economyurddes have a higher
percent female for LSOM ceteris paribus comparedD&veloped Economy
countries, by about 7 and 4 percentage points oarage respectively.

18 percent female in the LSOM major occupational grimgoeases by .72 for each 1 percentage
point increase in the female share of the non-afju@l labour force when only the female share of
the non-agricultural labour force is specified asaplanatory variable (unreported regression). The
size of this relationship decreases to 0.59 whegmmnal binaries are also specified and size of
LSOM is not specified (unreported regression).

19 Asia is just barely insignificant at the .10 legal .12 level) with a reasonably large coefficiefit
422,

32 Working Paper No. 44



Feminization of LSOM is lower in Middle East andidseteris paribus compared
to Developed Economy countries, by about 4 pergenp@ints’

Regression results confirm statistically that teenéle share of non-agricultural
employment is a major determinant of percent fermaleéSOM.This result makes
sense. Increases in women’s labour force particpaneans by definition that
more women are in the labour force. Since they havevork someplace, the
absolutdevel of percent female should increase in evemjomgroup, even though
the relative size of this increase will differ byajor occupational group.

5b. Representation ratio for LSOM and its
relationship to women'’s participation in
non-agricultural labour force

The above analysis in Section 5a is repeated in pghesent subsection for the
representation ratio. Table 7 provides regresssnlts in columns 2 and 3, while Figure 8
presents a scatterplot of national values.

Table 7. Regression coefficients for representatizmof LSOM with female share of non-agridultura
labour force and size of LSOM as determinantspfidramd by region for 2000 (t values in

brackets)

World/Region Female % share ofFemale % share of LSOM % share of

non-ag LF non-ag LF non-ag LF
Squared

World- 2 -.063*** .00084*** .019***
(5.20) (4.75) (3.77)

Developed Economy only -.130 .00148 .027***
(0.78) (0.77) (4.19)

Transition Economy only .034** x2 .001
(2.36) (0.08)

Asia only -.085%** .00127*** .023
(3.44) (3.14) (1.23)

Latin America only -.078 .000933 .021*
(0.65) (0.67) (2.03)

Middle East only -.075* x2 x
(3.45)

Notesi Regression for riebalso includes region binary variables ast@yplamiables. Compared to excluded Developet) Eegic
Asia (-.12) and Middle East (-.37) are negiéditegtinmbAmerica (.20) and Transition Econoang f0ditive. Latin America anc Matd|
are significant at the .01 level. Asia is sigatifida level2 fr world is .53, and adjustésl.R7.

2 Linear specification is used because natiesdbvahis region lie on either the downwagd(Mlajille Eat) or upward sl¢piagsitic
Economy) section of the estimatkdpéd relationship for the world. When squarepecified, both it and linear term arecastaatif .
level.

3 This variable was not specified because ofifignobsarvations (4) in Middle East.
Number of observations is 21, 14, 12, 17, aedidrn®respectively.

*** significant at .01 level. ** significarieael05significant at .10 level.

Source: Table 2.

2|t is worth noting that estimated coefficient the Middle East is probably insignificant because
it has very few countries with data.
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Figure 8 indicates that the LSOM representatioriadés non-monotonicallyelated to the
female share of the non-agricultural labour fordéis relationship appears to be negative
until women comprise somewhere between 25-40 peiethe non-agricultural labour
force, and then rises afterward. Regression resultable 7 for the world confirm that this
relationship is U-shaped and statistically sigwificat the .01 level, even after controlling
statistically for region and size of LSOM. The psited turning point in this relationship
for the world is approximately 37 percent. This liep that an increase in the female share
of the non-agricultural labour force from 15 perncépproximately level in Middle East)
to 37 percent (approximately estimated turning f)oirould be associated with a decrease
in the LSOM representation ratio of .36. In contréfse LSOM representation ratio would
rise by .09 according to these regression redulteifemale share of the non-agricultural
labour force rose from 37 percent to 48 percerpr@pmate level in Nordic countries).

The estimated U-shaped relationship for the wosldyénerally confirmed when the data
are reanalyzed separately for each reg{@mable 7) - - when one considers the section of
the relationship applicable to countries in theioeg The Middle East region should
clearly be on the downward sloping section of #lationship (as the female share of non-
agricultural labour force is between 11 and 17 @et); and indeed a significant monotonic
negative relationship is observed for the MiddlestEahe Transition Economy region
should clearly be on the upward sloping sectiothefrelationship (as the female share of
the non-agricultural labour force is between 44 &Adpercent), and indeed a significant
monotonic positive relationship is observed forrigision Economy countries. Asia should
display a U-shaped relationship as national valisesthe female share of the non-
agricultural labour force range from 9 to 47 petcésia does indeed display a significant
U-shaped relationship. The Developed Economy regiwh Latin America region should
be either on the positive section of the relatigmsmly, or on the positive section as well
as the end of the negative section depending omenie turning point is (as national
values for female share of the non-agriculturablabforce range from 37 to 49 percent
and 33 to 50 percent respectively). Regressionlteesar these two regions are not
significant and there is no clear relationshiphiege regions (although both have a weak
insignificant U-shaped relationship). In conclusiogsults for each region separately (with
their relatively small number of country observatp generally provide confirmation of
the U-shaped relationship observed for the worlde Turning point in this relationship
from negative to positive is more difficult to dsliash and is clearly influenced by specific
conditions in countries.

One possible explanation for the observed U-shamdationship for the world is that
when female participation in the non-agricultuad therefore non-family) labour force is
very low, the relatively few women who are able to join asfatain jobs in the non-
agricultural labour force are often well-educatelitee women with good family
connections - - and so they do relatively well witlgard to high status jobs such as senior
government, managerial and professional positidiés means that the representation
ratio for LSOM occupations is relatively high indlsituation. As women’s participation in
the non-agricultural labour force increases fromyview levels, a smaller and smaller
percentage of women workers are well-educated wlitmen with good connections. As a
result, women workers are less likely on averagesimome senior government officials or
managers in private establishments. Therefore LB®M representation ratio decreases
rather rapidly. Eventually, however, when womentacp in the non-agricultural (non-
family) labour market becomes common enough and emienstatus in society rises
enough, women begin to see improved opportunibesiécision-making occupations - -
and so the representation ratio for LSOM occupatigmcreases. According to the
regression results reported in Table 7, this twwmad occurs when women comprise
around 37 percent of the non-agricultural laboucdéo However, it is obvious from Figure
8, the separate regional regressions and the paatitountries with a female share
between 22 to 37 percent that identification of thening point is difficult to establish
precisely. It is safer to say that the turning panprobably between 25 and 40 percent. It
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is also safer to say that the negatively slopingigo of the relationship when women’s
share of the non-agricultural labour force goesifaovery low percent to 25-35 percent is
stronger and easier to establish than is the upslaping portion of the relationship.

Given the importance of this finding of a U-shapetationship, further investigation
would be worthwhile. The most obvious approach wobé to analyze for as many
countries as possible changes over time within t@sgin the LSOM representation ratio
and in the female share of non-agricultural emplegin After all, the U-shaped
relationship identified in this section is basedaotross-section analysis of national data at
one point in time and the implicit assumption tthas observed relationship is informative
of what happens in countries over time as womereasingly enter the non-agricultural
force. While this type of cross-national analysisl anterpretation is common, it does not
have the same weight as observing change over wWitién countries. It would be,
therefore, worthwhile investigating how the reprgagon ratio and female share of the
non-agricultural labour force have changed oveetimcountries. It is important to note
that such a future analysis will not be easy, beeauwill require very careful attention to
changes in national occupational classificatiorspeeially as many national statistical
offices changed their occupational classificatioonf an ISCO-68 to an ISCO-88 type
classification in the 19903.Appendix A describes how these two internationahdard
occupational classifications yield quite differe@sults.

Finally, it is worth commenting on results for ttegional binaries based on the regressions
in Table 7 (see notes for tabl&atin American countries are found to have sigaifitty
higher LSOM representation ratiaeteris paribus as compared to Developed Economy
countries, by a very large .20 on average (becatigegh values in the Caribbean and
Central America)Middle Eastern countries are found to have sigaifitly lower LSOM
representation ratiogompared to Developed Economy countries by a \engel -.37 on
average. Asian countries are found to have signifly lower LSOM representation ratios
compared to Developed Economy countries becauksvofalues in South Asia as well as
Japan and Korea. LSOM representation ratios in sitian Economy countries are not
significantly different from those in Developed Boony countries.

2 To illustrate what this relationship might look likeer time and to observe if the U-shaped
relationship in Table 7 is found longitudinally, wet together SEGREGAT data for Japan for the
1970 to 1995 period. Japan was chosen for thistilition for two reasons. First, Japan has not
changed its occupational classification in thisetiperiod. Second, Japan experienced an increase in
percent female for the non-agricultural labour éoirt recent decades from approximately 36
percent in 1970 to approximately 40 percent in 19@%ch should put it on the positive segment of
the U-shaped curve. Yet, Japan has such an unysualirepresentation ratio, especially for its
development level, that it is hard to imagine asréase in its representation ratio for LSOM in
recent years.. We find that Japan’s representaditom rose from approximately .13 in 1970 to .24 in
1995. This means that Japan’s representation ratimdieed rise over time (from a very low level
albeit) along with an increase in percent fematdlie non-agricultural labour force from about 36
to 40 percent - - thereby confirming that over tilapan was as predicted on the positive slope of
the U-shaped relationship between representatienaad percent female in the non-agricultural
labour force.
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5c.

Percent female in LSOM and representation
ratio in LSOM and their relationship to size
of LSOM

Figures 9 and 10 show graphically the relationsbigisveen percent female in LSOM and
representation ratio in LSOM with size of LSOM. Texb 6 and 7 provide regression
results in the last column.

There is a significant positive relationship betweaeercent female in LSOM and size of
LSOM. According to the regression for the world in Tableeach 1 percentage point
increase in the major group’s share of the noneatitiral labour force is associated with a
.77 percent increase in percent female for the mgjoup. This means that if LSOM's

share of the non-agricultural labour force increaem the average for Latin America

and Asia of about 5 percent to its average in Dmped Economy countries (9.2), percent
female in the major group would increase by 3.Z@atage points. This is a substantial
change relative to the world average of about 2¢gre female for the major group.

This tendency for size and feminization of the LS@Mjor occupational group to be
positively related is also observed in all fouriomg, with this relationship significant in
the Latin American and Developed Economy regiongb(@ 6). The significant
relationship observed in these two regions probadflgcts the fact that both regions have
a subset of countries where the size and femioizadf LSOM are high (Anglo-Saxon
countries within the Developed Economy region aratilibean countries within Latin
America).

The size of LSOM is also found to be positively sigdificantly related to the LSOM

representation ratioAccording to regression results for the world able 7, a 1 percent

increase in the major group’s share of non-agucaltemployment is associated with a
.019 increase in the representation ratio for tlagomgroup. This positive relationship is
confirmed by separate regressions for each rediahl¢ 7).

Results in this subsection provide empirical evagethat the more workers are classified
as belonging to the LSOM major occupational groegeis paribus, the higher percentage
female in LSOM tends to be. This is probably atsigaartially because the additional
workers classified as belonging to LSOM tend to fma@nagers in small private
establishments who are more likely to be femalecasipared to mangers in larger
establishments and corporations. Unknown is thengxb which this relationship reflects
a real phenomenon related to labour market strectuch as when more developed labour
markets have greater numbers of managers and sgniernment officials and how much
is due to measurement related factors such asnahtitassifications and coding practices.
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Figure 9. Percent female in LSOM and percent-afjrioaltural labour force in LSOM
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6. Feminization of legislators, senior
officials and managers and its
relationship to development level and
gender equity outside the labour
market

This section investigates the extent to which fémaition of legislators, senior officials
and managers occupations in a country is relatetheocountry’s level of economic
development and gender equity outside of the lalnaarket. The a priori expectation is
that women'’s ability to obtain and hold powerfuldaimfluential positions in the labour
market will be related to gender equity in society as women’s status in the labour
market and society are both expected to reflecstimee underlying phenomenon.

There is no strong a priori expectation about #lationship between feminization of the
LSOM major occupational group and economic devekpnievel. While theoretically,
there should be a positive relationship since egvnodevelopment should change
traditional gender stereotypes about appropriakesrior women, it has been shown in
earlier publications (see for example, Anker 198&t traditional gender stereotypes are
replicated in labour markets around the world bdlevelopment levels.

6.1 Development level
Table 8 and scatterplots in Figures 11 and 12 shesults for development level as
measured by GDP per capita for 2000 expressed i @&Pprovided in UNDP’s 2002

Human Development Report.

Table 8. Regression coefficients for developmaait(leDP per capita in PPP) with percent female in
LSOM and representation ratio for LSOM, Worldt 2000es in brackets)

Explanatory variables % Female in LSOM Rep ratam

1) @) 3 1) @) 3
GDP per capita only 0.0473 -0.0026

(0.37) (1.09)

GDP per capitath regic 0.0685 -0.0034
binaries (0.41) (0.93)
GDP per capita with -0.232* -0.0045
regions, LSOM share of (1.73) (1.27)

nonag LF, and female
share of nonagiLF

Adjusted R -0.01 0.44 0.68 0.00 0.18 0.33

Notes Based on data for 65 countries from Tableu2 Nethealands Antilles, Puerto Rico, and WestdBaaka are not included h
they do have a value for GDP per capita from source

Regional binaries are specified to controlpatrtesist for cultural differences. Femald &iS®d/cand LSOM share ohgoeultural lab
force are specified as controls for their kecvas &$tablished in Section 5.

GDP per capita is expressed in PPP and in thousands

1Linear and square terms for female share atotiarablabour force are specified when tafioesatio is the dependent variable.
* indicates significant at .10 level. ** irelgr@fesint at .05 level. *** indicates sigatifidarnevel.

SourcesUNDP, Human Development Report website forc&iia pePPP. Table 2 for other variablegasairalLO website.

There is no apparent meaningful relationship betw&®P per capita with either percent
female in LSOM or representation ratio for LSOMe scatterplots in Figures 11 and 12
show graphically the lack of a strong relationship.

38 Working Paper No. 44



The regressions estimated in Table 8 confirm tiok & a positive relationship between
income per capita and our measures of women irsid@emaking positions. The first two

regression specifications in Table 8 confirm thelationships are weak and insignificant
when GDP per capita is specified by itself or wiihary variables for region. A similar

result is found when UNDP’s GDP per capita in PRiekx is used (unreported

regressionj?

However, when the two labour market variables thare found to be significant
determinants of women in decision-making positiars specified (specification 3), GDP
per capita’s coefficient is negative for both degeemt variables and just significant at the
.10 level for percent female in LSOM. A negativeeffizient for GDP per capita is, of
course, unexpecteas it indicates that increases in GDP per capitaassociated with a
worsening position for women as regards decisiokingapositions in the labour market -
- when women’s level of participation in the norragltural labour force is controlled for
statistically. This unexpected negative relatiopstan be traced in part to the situation in a
few higher income countries (Japan, Bahrain, anpuBkc of Korea) where women are
generally excluded from decision-making occupatidndeed, when Japan and Republic
of Korea are excluded and specification 3 is reGBP per capita’s coefficient becomes
small (.-092) and definitely insignificant (0.65a&tue).

In short, regression results in Table 8 do not ®any evidence that higher per capita
income is positively associated with an increasesither percent female in LSOM or
representation ratio in LSOM. It is clear that mwitzation, changing values and increases
in education that accompamgonomic development and rising income per capitanat
sufficient to alter traditional gender stereotypmsd breakdown barriers women face in
the labour market as regards opportunities for dem-making occupations.

Figure 11. Relationship between percent femaBON land GDP per capita
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22 UNDP’s GDP per capita index uses the log of GRPgapita in PPP. This reduces differences
between countries. The UNDP index also scales tlogsealues, which further reduces differences
between countries as compared to GDP per capélé its
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Figure 12. Relationship between representatiorfaatiSOM and GDP per capita
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Gender equity in society

Discussion and analysis in this section rely ontsegalots (Figures 13-18) and regressions
(Tables 9 and 10). Region binaries are used toraomat least partially for cultural
differences across countries. Also, the two labmarket variables (i.e., female share of
non-agricultural labour force and reported siz& $OM) found to be significantly related
to our two measures of women in decision-makingtjpos are used to control for their
known effect as established in Section 5.

Three indicators of gender equity in society anestigated in this section: (i) UNDP’s
Gender Development Index (GDI) to provide an ovena¢asure of gender equity in
society; (ii) female to male life expectancy attlviratio to measure the relative health
status of women; and (iii) percent of parliamertasi who are women to measure
women’s status in the political arena. Data forsthéhree indicators are drawn from the
UNDP Human Development Report website. Discussioegeds by explanatory variable.
A priori expectations are that all three of thasdidators of gender equity in society will
be positively and significantly related to womenpresentation in occupations with
decision-making power, since explanatory variabdesl dependant variables are all
expected to represent different aspects of wonsatsis.
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Table 9. Regression coefficients for indicatogerder equity in society and health as associated
phenomenon with percent female in LSOM and refatesemnatio for LSOM, World (t values
in brackets)

Explanatory variables % Female in LSOM Rep rateam
) 2 3 ) ) 3

GDlI only 18.79 -0.20

(1.64) (0.93)
GDI with regions 3.98 -0.522*

(0.33) (1.98)

GDI with region & LM -28.45%** 0.209
variablés (2.88) (0.78)
Adjusted R 0.03 0.46 0.72 -0.00 0.24 0.53
F/M life expectancy only 121.96*** 0.379

(3.97) (0.60)
F/M life expect with 59.57* -0.0829
regions (1.68) (0.99)
F/M life expect with -10.41 0.223
regions & LM variables (0.32) (0.30)
Adjusted R 0.19 0.49 0.66 -0.01 0.17 0.48

Notes Based on data for 61 countries for GDI, andté&scor M/F life expectancy ratio. Macay Ketieslands Antilles, Puerto Rico
(United Stategind West Bank and Gaza are not included fdestiaant variable as they do have a vatherfexgianatory variak
the source. Barbados, Estonia, Georgia and Siorimaveea value for GDI in source.

Equation 1 includes only the noted explanatdey vari
Equation 2 includes region binaries in additied &xplanatory variable.

Equation 3 includes female share of non-apkahdturéorce and LSOM share of non-agrahdturébice in addition to regiands ar
noted explanatory variable. For representigua@itatic specification is used for femabé sbaragricultural labour force.

Note that quadratic specifications for the GIM &fedexpectancy at birth explanatory asginlsicasse mostly they are not signif
the .10 level. Exceptions are for GDI in ¢pedifetation when linear and quadratic teréis2e2dl59.45; and for F/M life expe
ratio when linear and quadratic terms are -@28B4n

*indicates significant at .01 level. ** indgrafessast at the .05 level. * indicates sigatiticant 0 level.

SourcesUNDP Human Development Report website for IBMI ldadexpectancy ratio. ILO website formabair dependant
explanatory variables.

6.2a Gender Development Index (GDI)

UNDP’s Gender Development Index (GDI) does not appe be meaningfully related to
women’s presence in the LSOM major occupationaligréregression results for GDI are
not significant in 4 of the 6 equations in TableA®d the two times GDI is significant it

has an unexpected negative coefficient. While itue that GDI has a positive coefficient
that is almost significant at the .10 level whettyd@DI is specified in specification 1 for

percent female in LSOM, inspection of Figure 13=@8 why. This positive relationship is
due in large part to two countries (BangladeshRakistan) that have both a very low GDI
and a very low percent female in LSOM. This obskoviis confirmed when specification

1 is rerun after excluding Bangladesh and PakistanGDI's coefficient now becomes
very small (0.28) and insignificant (with a t-valog0.02).

We are left with results that are similar to thdee GDP per capita in the previous
subsection. There is no evidence that GDI, jusEB® per capita, is positively related to
percent female in LSOM or to representation rabiolfSOM. The similarity of results for
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GDP per capita and GDI is not surprising, since @Ddalculated in such a way as to be
basically the same as UNDP’s Human Developmentxir¢tDl) - - as the correlation
coefficient between them is .998 - - while HDI a@DP per capita are highly related with
a correlation coefficient of .891. These resultplynthat GDI is not a particularly good
indicator of women’s status as far as labour madgtortunities for decision-making
positions is concerned. Indeed, it seems that GDhdore a measure of women'’s situation
in terms of their human development (health, edanand household income) than it is a
measure of gender differences in society and tlagive situation of women compared to
men.

Figure 13. Relationship between percent femaiOiNiland gender development index (GDI)
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Figure 14. Relationship between representatiorfaati SOM and gender development index (GDI)
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Female to male life expectancy at birth

There does not appear to be a meaningful relatigndletween the female to male life
expectancy at birth ratio and our two measures oiman’s presence in LSOMhis
conclusion needs explaining, as coefficients inagigns 1 and 2 in Table 9 for percent
female in LSOM are large and statistically sigrafic.

The observed positive relationship is due to thsterce of two small clusters of countries
(see Figure 15). In the upper right hand cornefFigtire 15 is a cluster of five countries
(with unusually high F/M life expectancy ratio apdrcent female in LSOM) and in the
lower left hand corner is a cluster of three caestr(with unusually low F/M life
expectancy ratio and percent female in LSOM). Alews countries are tightly bunched
with a female to male life expectancy ratio betwapproximately 1.05 and 1.12. The five
countries with an exceptionally high F/M life expmecy ratio at above 1.15 (Russia,
Ukraine, Latvia, Lithuania, and Estonia) do notresent a situation where women receive
better treatment and care as compared to men. Rty represent a desperate situation
for men, where male mortality rose sharply after filll of communism and so caused the
F/M life expectancy at birth ratio to increase dadically (indeed, 14 of the 16 countries
with a M/F life expectancy ratio above 1.10 arenBiion Economy countries). The three
countries with an exceptionally low F/M life expaaty ratio, at below approximately
1.01, are South Asian countries (Maldives, Pakjstawl Maldives). They do, on the other
hand, represent a situation where women are dis@isd against in health care as well as
in the labour market.
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Figure 15. Relationship between percent femaBOiNland female to male life expectancy at birth
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Figure 16. Relationship between representatiorfaati SOM and female to male life expectanayhat bi
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6.2c Women parliamentarians
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A strong relationship is observed between womeajwasentation in parliament and
feminization of the major occupational group ofigdgfors, senior officials and managers.
Before beginning discussion and analysis in thigi@e, it is important to note that even
though legislators are included within the LSOM anajccupational group in both ISCO-
68 and ISCO-88 and so could theoretically affectepbed feminization rates for the major
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group, this definitional effect has to be unimpottan practice. The reason is that
parliamentarians make up an extremely small peraiewbrkers in the major group.

According to scatterplots of national values inUfes 17 and 18, women’s representation
in parliament is non-monotonically related to worsempresentation in LSOM decision-
making occupations. There appears to be an invéHsldape relationship -positive until

a certain level of women’s share of parliament aedative after that

Regression results in Table 10 confirm statistyctilat this relationship does indeed have
an inverted U-shape, and it is significant at i level.lt is especially interesting that
this relationship is found for both the represeimatratio for LSOM and percent female in
LSOM. There does appear to be an underlying relationséip. According to regression
results in Table 10, thigelationship is estimated to turn from positivertegative when
women comprise around 25 percent of parliament.

The negative portion of the relationship is suipgs as one would expect it to be
monotonically positive. It is not only contrary @griori expectations, but it also appears at
first glance to be inconsistent with findings frahe 1995 UNDP Human Development
Report which concluded that “The link between tix¢éert of women’s participation in
political institutions and their contribution toethadvancement of women has been the
subject of extensive research. Although no defin@i@ationship has been established, a
30% membership in political institutions is consitk the critical mass that enables
women to exert meaningful influence on policiesi. dther words according to UNDP,
having more women in parliament does not have feciabn laws and policies that help
women until women comprise at least 30 percentagligment - - yet regressions in Table
10 estimated that the relationship is negative wilvemen’s representation in parliament
increases above around 25 percent.
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Table 10. Regression coefficients of percent feémpéeliament (indicator of gender equity inigglitor
percent female in LSOM and representation rati®@v, World (t values in brackets)

Explanatory

% Female in LSOM

Rep ratio for LSOM

variables

1) (2) 3) 1) (2) (3)
% f in parliament
only:
linear term 1.575%* 0.028***

(3.71) (3.50)
square term -0.0313*** -0.0000581 ***
(3.22) (3.17)
% f in parliament
with controls:
. 0.757* 0.025***
linear terim (1.97) (3.07)
square term -0.0154* -0.000506**
(1.82) (2.76)
; 0.574* 0.017**
linear tertn (1.87) (2.58)*
square tefin -0.0113 -.000362**
(1.66) (2.44)

(implied turning 25.2 24.6 25.4 24.1 24.7 23.5
point)
Adjusted R 0.18 0.47 0.67 0.15 0.28 0.56

Notes Based on data for 64 countries. Hong KongN@bhawa)China), Netherlands Antilles, PuitmiRiddStatesgnd West Bank
Gaza are not included as they do have a veleeribfgmale in parliament in the source.

Equation 1 includes only the noted explanatdesvari
1 Equation 2 includes region binaries in adaitied &xplanatory variable.

2Equation 3 includes female share of non-aplatdturéorce, and LSOM share of non-aglahdur&rce in addition to region binaries and
noted explanatory variable. Female percent shaagrafultural labour force squared is also speetfieation 3 when representatic
for LSOM is the dependant variable.

*** indicates significant at .01 level. **srelgrafeeant at the .05 level. * indicatesasigatifihe .10 level.
SourcesUNDP Human Development Report website fdepexieeint parliament. ILO website for laboudeparidant variables.

One possible explanation for the surprising negagirtion of the estimated relationship
between women’s share of parliament and women’sesgmtation in decision-making
positions in the labour market could be quotaswomen in parliament that increase the
number of women parliamentarians above what it daiherwise be. This could have
two implications for our analysis. First being inggd, quotas may not lead in the short run
at least to ideational, legal or programme chartigagishelp women to become managers in
the private sector. Second, it may imply that thaspn for the positive segment of our
estimated relationship is an associated correlatidm a related common phenomenon - -
women’s status in society - - rather than to a &huslationship whereby women’s
increased representation in parliament encouragdsaasists (by example and through
laws) more women to be managers, corporate chie€wives and senior government
officials.

To investigate this possible explanation furtheg, r@-estimated specification 3 in Table 10
after dropping countries that used quotas for woimgparliament according to the 2002
UNDP Human Development Report. This caused the Kiwedic countries, Netherlands,
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Germany and New Zealand to be dropped from thisalgais® The relationships in these
re-estimated equations become linear, positive sigdificant at the .01 level. The
regression coefficients in this linear specificatiare .284 for percent female in LSOM,
and .009 for the LSOM representation ratio. Acaogdio these re-estimated equations, an
increase in women’s representation in parliamemnfthe approximately 4 percent in the
Middle East to UNDP’s benchmark of 30 percent (bightly below one in three in
parliament) would be associated with a very larggdase in women’s representation in
LSOM occupations - - a 7.8 percentage point in@éapercent female, and a .23 increase
in the representation ratio.

The situations in the United States and Nordic toesdeserve comment, since they are
contrasting (see Figures 17 and 18). The UnitedeSthas one of the highest percent
female in the LOSOM major group in the world, désphaving only average
representation of women in Congress. Nordic coestron the other hand, have the
highest representation of women in parliament @ world, despite having only average
women’s representation in management positionss Tifference between the United
States and Nordic countries shows how democradiesn dake different paths toward
improving gender equity in the labour market - ee\f there is a general tendency in the
world for greater representation of women in pankat to be associated with greater
representation of women in manager and other aecisiaking occupations. In Nordic
countries for example, legislative efforts haveussed on assisting allomen to combine
work and family responsibilities. As a result, éesns that legislative efforts in Nordic
countries have not had a profound affect on imprgwvomen’s chances of obtaining
managerial and other LSOM positions. The UnitedteStaon the other hand, has
concentrated on the legal route to reduce discdtiin and increase equal opportunity
(rather than in assisting working women in genexal combine work and family
responsibilities). This appears to have helped Asaarwomen who aspire to managerial
and other LSOM positions.

2% Since UNDP in their table only noted countriestwd quota when female percent in parliament
exceeded 30 percent, it would clearly be worthwidentifying all countries with a quota for
women in parliament and re-estimating the equatfier excluding all of these countries (or
including them while specifying a binary variabteihdicate countries with a quota), since some
countries with less than 30 percent women in padiat also have a quota. For example, it seems
likely that Pakistan’s surprisingly high percentagfewomen in parliament, at approximately 20
percent, is due in part to a quota for women. Angdt& Rica’'s approximately 35 percent female in
parliament appears high when compared to the I&®ptfemale observed in the previous year.
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Figure 17. Relationship between percent femaBON land percent female in parliament
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Figure 18. Relationship between representatiorfaatiSOM and percent female in parliament

Representation ratio LSOM

1.20

1.00

0.80

0.60

0.40

0.20

0.00

. .
¢ .
% * o
o S0, , ¢ o Nordics
so%? *e . .
"o, .
L 4 ¢ . *
1‘5 2‘0 2‘5 3‘0 ?:5 4‘0 4‘5 50

Percent female in parliament

48

Working Paper No. 44



7. Conclusions and recommendations

This monograph has been concerned with women’asstaid opportunities in the labour
market as measured by the extent to which they pokitions with decision-making
authority and power as legislators, senior govemiroéicials and managers in the private
sector. Women'’s lack of opportunity for these deciamaking positions reflects gender
discrimination in the labour market- - and is ofteferred to the glass ceiling.

It is possible to think of gender discriminationdagqual opportunity in the labour market
as consisting of three interrelated phenomenon:efijent to which women have

opportunity to join the labour market (typically aseired by women’s labour force
participation rate); (ii) opportunity to work inldypes of occupations (typically measured
by occupational sex segregation); and (iii) oppaitiuto obtain good quality positions in

the labour market (typically measured by male-fempay differentials or access to
occupations with decision-making power). This maapdp is concerned with the last
aspect and specifically the extent to which le¢isks senior officials in government and
managers in private establishments are women. THdgator is commonly used in

international comparisons by researchers and iatiemal organizations, because
according to the international standard classificatof occupations these occupations
“determine, formulate and direct or advise on gowent policies ... or plan, direct or

coordinate policies and activities of enterprises avganizations or their internal

departments or sections”.

Until this monograph, however, this indicator hadt leen carefully scrutinized or
analyzed. We investigated: (i) how this indicatermeasured and possible measurement
problems that could affect cross-country compaitgbifii) levels and differentials in this
indicator for a large number and wide range of ¢oes from around the world; and (iii)
whether feminization of these occupations is relatedevelopment level and indicators of
gender equity in society.

We found that women do not have anywhere near equalpportunity in access to high
status decision-making occupations.

In terms of the degree to which legislators, sepitficials and managers (LSOM) in the
world are women, we found that:

Women are a distinct minorityf LSOM workers in the world, comprising only
about 27 percent of these workers on average.

Women are alistinct minorityof legislators, senior officials and managergain
regions of the worldThis means that the lack of equal opportunityriversal

There isconsiderable variation across regionAlhereas percent female of LSOM
is only approximately 10 percent in the Middle E&8buth Asia, Republic of
Korea and Japan (and so approximately 10 men foeh emoman in these
occupations), it is approximately 30 percent in &leped Economies, Transition
Economies and Latin America (and so there is ardimgen to every woman in
this major group).

In addition to unequal access to LSOM occupatiargeineral, there is evidence of
further inequality and vertical occupational sexgregation within LSOM
occupations. For example in Europe, percent femaléhin this major
occupational group was found to be lowest for coafgexecutives and directors.
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In terms of the degree to which women workars in LSOM occupations (representation
ratio), we found that:

Working women are much less likely to be in LSOMggations than in other
non-agricultural occupations, two-thirds as likety average.

Working women are also much less likely to be inOM occupations than in
other non-agricultural occupations in_all regioof the world. Once again a
universal pattern is observed

The rank order of regions is quite different foe ttepresentation ratio than for the
percent female of LSOM. Latin America is the besjion and_Asia is the worst
The Middle East is surprisingly average as are Dlweloped Economy and
Transition Economy regions.

Interestingly, within the Developed Economy regiddordic countries have
average representation ratios and Anglo-Saxon dearttave high representation
ratios. Within Transition Economy countries, coiggrfrom the former USSR
have high representation ratios. Within Latin Aroari Caribbean and Central
American countries have high representation ratldthin Asia, Japan and
Republic of Korea have low representation ratios.

We found that feminization of LSOM is not positivey related to national income per
capita.

Neither percent female in LSOM nor representati@tior for LSOM are
significantly related to GDP per capita.

This unexpected result indicates that economic Idpweent andaccompanying
increases in education and changes in traditioafles are not sufficient by
themselves to significantly alter gender stereatyabout the appropriateness of
women holding decision-making positions such asagars.

Percent female in LSOM is, however, clearly infloed by cultural norms about
what are considered to be appropriate roles for emonThis is shown by the
distinct clustering of country values for perceatnBile in LSOM for countries
within regions with similar cultures.

We found that women'’s representation in LSOM is rehted to some indicators of
gender equity in society and not to other indicatas of gender equity in society.

Neither UNDP’s Gender Development index (GDI) nloe female to male life
expectancy at birth ratio were found to be meanihgfrelated to women's
representation in LSOM.

A strong positive relationship was found betweemmesw's representation in
parliament up to when women comprise about 25 méraeparliament Although
conjectural, we speculated that the break in tlsitive relationship is due to
quotas for women in parliament in some countries itth a sense increases percent
female in parliament beyond what it would otherwige This implies that there is
a general positive relationship between women’sesgntation in parliament and
women’s representation in management - - becausedbe related to the common
phenomenon of women’s status and power in sociatier than to women
parliamentarians creating favourable labour mackeditions for women.

Interestingly,Nordic countries and the United States are strikindifferent in
terms of their levels of women’s representatiorpamliament and management.
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Nordic countries have rather average women’s reptason in management
occupations despite the highest representatioroafem in parliament in the world
(in part because of an official policy in these mbies to have women in
parliament). The situation in the United Statedifferent. Even though American
women have only average representation in parliafogrthe world, the United
States has perhaps the highest percent female fwkevs in managerial
occupations in the world. The legalistic route émder equity taken by the United
States appears to have been especially helpfwdaren who aspire to managerial
type occupationsln contrast, Nordic government gender policy hasissad all
women to be able to combine work and family resjimlittes.

We found that feminization in LSOM is significantly related to the size of the female
share of non-agricultural employment.

Percent female in LSOM is positively and signifitgrrelated to the size of the
female share of non-agricultural employment. Thasuit confirms statistically
that percent female in LSOM naturally increases alag with increases in the
percent of all non-agricultural workers who are fenale.

Relationship between the representation ratidor LSOM and female share of
the non-agricultural labour force is, on the othand,U-shaped and significant.
The representation ratio tends to be relativehyh hidnen women comprise a very
small (below 10-15) percent of non-agricultural wens and when women
comprise a relatively high (above about 40-45) eetrcof non-agricultural
workers. In between, the relationship is negatihat(is, the representation ratio
falls along with increases in female share of ngnealtural employment) until
the non-agricultural labour force is about 30-40rcpat female, and the
relationship is positive but weaker for increasefemale share of non-agricultural
employment from about 35-40 percent femdleis result could be explained by
two forces. First, in societies where female labour force pgyétion in the non-
agricultural sector is very low and frowned upon dociety such as in parts of
Middle East and South Asia, elite women with goatlaations and family
connections are allowed to join the non-agricultlabour force, especially when
they are able to find work that is not considerecbé demeaning for women.
Because of their backgrounds, these elite womene hesasonably good
opportunities for high status and socially acceletajobs, including LSOM
occupations, which means that the representatitin far LSOM for such a
country can be relatively high. Second, as more rande women enter the non-
agricultural labour market, elite women come to pase a smaller and smaller
percentage of women workers and so the represemtaditio for LSOM falls.
Eventually, women workers become common enoughh& rion-agricultural
labour force and women’s status rises enough tpabrunities for working
women improve as regards LSOM jobs and so the LS®Mesentation ratio
increases.

We found that several measurement-related aspecté$fect observed percent female in
LSOM and cross-country comparability.

It is important to measure feminization in LSOM in both an absolute and a
relative sense.The usual absolute measure (percent female in LS@Ns us
about difficulties womerface in obtaining LSOM occupations, which considts
two factors: opportunity to enter the non-agricidtu labour market and
opportunity to obtain an LSOM occupation once they in the labour force. The
relative measure (representation ratio) tells wsuthlifficulties working women,
who are already in the labour market, face in olmgi and holding LSOM
occupations.
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Since almost all workers in LSOM occupations in dag are either corporate
managers (managers in large organizations or eiges) or general managers
(managers in small organizations or enterprisésyauld be appropris for
analytical purposes to refer to th8OM occupational major group in Europe as:
managers.

There is considerable variability across countiteshe reported size of LSOM,
with percent of non-agricultural employment in LSQO&hging from around 3 to

15 percent among countries within eaelion. As such large variability could not
be due to real differences in labour markets, mufcthis variability must be due

to differences in national practices in classifyiagd coding occupations. The
importance of this for measuring feminization ofQ4 is illustrated by regression
results which show that the reported size of LSQ@Mignificantly and positively

related to reported levels of percent female apdesentation ratio for LSOM.

The two international standard classifications e@ntly in use,|SC0O-88 and
ISCO-68, are not comparableas regards measurement of men and women in
LSOM. ISCO-88 is more inclusive in its coverage of oatigns since it includes
various types of managers placed elsewhere in IB80As these additional
occupations tend to be more feminized as comparedhter LSOM occupations,
this increases the percent female observed for LSGdded on ISCO-88 as
compared to ISCO-68. This analysis lead usstmmmend that the future revision
of ISCO should follow the approach used in ISCOnB®&re manager occupations
in LSOM are more clearly occupations with importdetision-making power.

Annual national estimates of the number of femalesnd males in LSOM
occupations are sometimes unstableyith unrealistically large changes from one
year to the next. One reason for instability ofwalmational estimates is sampling
error, which is especially important in countrieghwsmall labour force survey
sample sizes since LSOM occupations comprises & gp@@ent of the labour
force and it is necessary to measure reasonabbysphg the numbers of female
and male LSOM workers. Other possible reasons mstability in national
estimates include change in the occupational d¢ieagon and/or in how
occupational information is coded in practice esgcwhether workers in small
businesses, retail trade and farms are or areamsidered to be managers. For this
reason, we concluded than unusual national value for a particular year
should not be used without further examinationto guard against use of
unrealistic and inaccurate national values. We atswluded that it is preferable
to estimate percent female in LSOM by taking therage of national values for
the last three years (in order to smooth out anfiuetuations) when it cannot be
ascertained why a substantially different natiorzdilie has been reported.
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Appendix A. ISCO-68 and ISCO-88: Cross-
country comparability of reported numbers of
women and men in major occupational group
of legislators, senior officials and managers

The use of different occupational classificationsl awding practices by countries (see earlier
discussion in this monograph) is an important sewfcdifferences across countries in the reported
numbers of men and women working in the major oatiopal group of legislators, senior officials
and managerg.his Appendix investigates how the use of the te&t tommonly used international
standard classification of occupations (ISCO-68 #@0-88) affects cross-country comparability.

In order increase international comparability, oadil statistical organizations come together every
four years for the International Conference of Lab8tatisticians (ICLS) to discuss and adopt
international statistics standards. In 1988, ICLSp#eld an international standard classification of
occupations called ISCO-88. The earlier standardsiflaation called ISCO-68 was adopted in
1968. The EUROSTAT version, called ISCO-COM, is simita ISCO-88* Many countries use
their own classification, although these nationkssifications almost always have a similar
structure to either ISCO-68 or ISCO-88.

ISCO-88 and ISCO-68 are conceptually similar fog thajor group of legislators, senior officials
and managersTable 11 provides descriptions of this major octiepal group and its sub-major
occupational groups in ISCO-68 and ISCO-88. Fongpta, both use a very similar description of
the major group: legislators, senior officials andnagers in ISCO-88 compared to administrators
and managerial workers in ISCO-68. They also usslasi descriptions of sub-major groups and
minor groups.

4 The main differences between ISCO-COM and ISCO88tmt ISCO-COM: (i) excludes ISCO-
88 sub-major group 113, traditional chiefs and Beafdvillages as this is not important in Europe;
(ii) distinguishes between corporate managers amergl managers on the basis of the number of
employees in the enterprise or organization andonathe basis of the number of managers as in
ISCO-88; (iii) introduces and uses “not further gfied” occupational categories at the sub-major
group level (e.g., corporate manager not furthexciigd) in recognition of the difficulty in
specifying more precisely occupations in this majoyup and its sub-major groups; (iv) renames
the major group as legislators, senior governnodfitials and managers in recognition of the fact
that most senior officials included here are goment officials; and (v) makes a clearer distinction
between agricultural managers and workers as cadparlSCO-88.
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Table 11. Comparison of descriptions of major gsobpmajor groups and minor groups in ISCO-68 and
ISCO-88 for legislators, senior officials and neasag

ISCO-88 ISCO-68 ISCO-88 ISCO-68
Major group
Legislators, senior officials aEg islati d ial
managers gislative and manageria
workers
Sub_—major group . Minor group
Legislators and senior OfflClall_segislative officials and Legislators. Legislative officials.
government administrators Government administrators.
Senior government officials.
Village heads.
Senior officials of special interest
orgs.
Sub-major group Minor group
Corporate managers Managers Directors and chief executive®2rodn managers (except farm).
Prodn & operations managerd2rodn managers not elsewhere
Other department managers. classified.
General managers.
Sub-major group Not used Minor group

General managers
General managers.

SourcelL0,1990.

There are, however, some clear conceptual differehetveen ISCO-68 and ISCO-88 with regard
to the legislators, senior officials and manageomgroup. It is important to recognize and
document these differences for several reasorst, Fiey affect cross-country comparability, since
some countries use ISCO-88 or an ISCO-88 structlniée other countries use ISCO-68 or an
ISCO-68 structure. Second, they affect measureminhange over time within countries when
countries change from using ISCO-68 to using IS@O@ common occurrence in the 1990s).
Third, the international statistical community isroitted to revising ISCO-88 in the future.

The most important conceptual difference betwe&OI88 and ISCO-88 is that ISCO-88 has
greater coverage of workeifer the major occupational group of legislatorgngor officials and
managers. Table 12 indicates the correspondence between theseinternational standard
classifications in terms of specific occupationstibe that:

All occupationsincluded in this major group in ISCO-68 are alsoluded in this major
group in ISCO-88

A number of manager occupations are included & ittgjor occupational group in ISCO-
88 but not in ISCO-68These manager occupational groups are found iDi6& in the
major occupational groups where the type of workelsvant (Table 12). For example in
ISCO-68, major group 4 (sales) includes productiod department managers as well as
general managers in wholesale and retail tradeirasdles and marketing; major group 5
(services) includes managers in restaurants arglshabd in finance and administration;
major group 6 (agriculture) includes managers micatjure, hunting, forestry and fishing.
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Table 12. Occupations included in major occupbgom# of legislators, senior officials and marsage
(LSOM) in ISCO-88 that areimdtided in corresponding major group in ISCO-68

(Note: Every occupation in major group 2 in ISO#68ncluded in major group 1 in ISCO-88.)

ISCO-68 code notlisOM

ISCO-88 code lEOM

Description

1.71.9

1.74

1934

3.51.1
3.52.1
4.00

4.10.2

4.10.3

4.21

5.00

5.1
6.00

1229

1229

1229

1226
1226
1224

1233
1314

1314

1314

1233

1225

1231

1315
1315
1221

1331

Director musical (note: all otHansusic
included in codel.71 in ISCO-68 go mostly
to composers, musicians and singers, code
2453 in ISCO-88).

Department manager, production and
operations/stage manager.

Headmaster; headmistress (noge: all oth
workers with code 1.93.4 in ISCO-68 go to
social work professional and associate
professional, codes 2446 and 3460 in
ISCO-88).

Master, railway station; station master
Postmaster.

Production and operations department
managers in wholesale trade.

Sales and marketing managers.

General managers in wholesale and retail
trade.

General managers in wholesalel and retai
trade.

General managers in wholesalel and retai
trade.

Sales and marketing department manager,
sales promotion.

Production and operations managers,
restaurants and hotels.

Department managers, finance and admin.
General managers, restaurants and hotels.
General managers, restaurants and hotels.

Production and department managers,
agriculture, hunting, forestry and fishing.

General managers, agriculture, etc.

The reason ISCO-88 was changed to greater covevadegfslators, senior officials and managers
as compared to ISCO-68 was the desire of the iatimal statistical community to improve the

internal consistency of the standard occupatiolaisdication. This is why every type of manager
is assigned to the LSOM major group in ISCO-88 drdtess of the industrial sector or the size of
the establishment in which work occurret)nfortunately, the improved internal consistency of

ISCO-88 for the LSOM major group came at a cost.

This reduced the meaningfulness of this major grougerms of decision-making power,
influence and status in ISCO-88, because it indudany more small businesspersons and
farmers in ISCO-88 that were not included in thigjon group in ISCO-68. Yet, such
workers do not have nearly the same power, statdsirgluence as mangers in large
enterprises, legislators and senior governmentiaf§i.
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This reduced cross-national comparability for ISC&{8cause of the substantial practical
difficulties involved (and therefore increased eiffnces in national practices) in deciding
whether small businesspersons and farmers shouldohsidered as managers or as
workers in a particular profession. The guidelinevided in 1ISCO-88 about whether a
worker should be considered as a manager or belgrigianother major group is not easy
to apply in practice for small business owners. 8Withe main tasks require operational
application of specific professional knowledge gpaaticular technical skill, then the job
belongs to a different major group. ...... When profasal knowledge or technical skills
serve only as a basis for legislative, administeator managerial tasks, then the job
belongs to this major group (ILO, 1990).” It is d@ifflt in practice to know which is more
important for many small businesspersons, their aganal work or their
professional/technical work. In addition, the infation required to decide whether
someone in a small business is or is not a maniageften unavailable to coders and
interviewers from national statistical offices. Rbe above reasons,is my opinion that
when ISCO is revised in the future it should rebatk to the practice in ISCO-68 where
most small businesspersons and farmers are assignetther major occupational groups.
It is my feeling that the LSOM major group shouldequivocally represent occupations
with high status, influence and decision-makinchatity on a consistent basis around the
world.

This greatly reduced the ability to measure thecagitiral labour force in ISCO-88 using
the widely available one-digit data for major greufhe reason is that agricultural
workers are included in three different major gmup ISCO-88: managers (major group
1), agriculture (major group 6), and elementaryupedions (major group 9). This also
increased the practical difficulty faced by natiorsatistical offices (especially in
developing countries) of deciding in which majorcopational group many agricultural
workers belong; in particular, whether agriculturabrkers should be considered as
unskilled elementary workers and so belong to mgjoup 9 or as skilled agricultural
workers and so belong to major group 6. Not suinmlg, there is considerable variation in
what national statistical offices do in this regdfdr these reasorisjs my opinion that the
future revision of the international standard cldisation of occupations should revert
back to the practice in ISCO-68 of placing all agdtural workers in one major group. If
statistical offices feel that the distinction betémeunskilled and skilled agricultural
workers is important to have and possible to caderactice, they could include such a
distinction in the occupational codes within theiagltural major group.

To get an idea of how reported national values &cent female and size of the major group differ
when based on ISCO-68 as compared to when basé8iGiD-88, Table 13 reports data from the
2002 ILO Yearbook of Statistics for 19 countriesterritories (10 developed economy countries,
and 9 other countries) that changed from using I$8@b using ISCO-88 within a five year period.
For all but three countries the years were conger(g.g., used ISCO-68 in 1994 and ISCO-88 in
1995). The implicit assumption in Table 13 and tb#ofving discussion and analysis in this
Appendix is that the observed difference in regbsalues in a country is attributable to the change
in classification, since the underlying phenomeabanges slowly year by ye&r.

%5 It should be noted that observed change over eaefgr a particular country could be due in part
to sample variation, since national labour forcevey samples are too small to precisely measure
the number of male and female workers in relatiwehall occupational groups. On the other hand,
sampling variation should be random and so havera value on average. See Appendix B for
discussion of the stability of annual national eslu
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Table 13. Comparing officially reported perceaideand size of legislators, senior officials and
managers occupational major group based on ISQGafes group 2) and ISCO-88 (major
group 1) classifications in consecutive years.

Region/Country % LF in LSOM % Female in LSOM
ISCO-68 ISCO-88 ISCO-68 ISCO-88
Developed Economy Countries
Australia 134 7.6 43.3 24
Austria 5.7 6.8 21.8 23.9
Denmark 4.6 6.6 20 23.4
Finland 5.3 9.4 28.7 27
Greece 1.9 10.1 121 22.7
Israel 5 4.9 19.2 195
Netherlands 4.5 12.3 16.8 20.3
Norway 7 7.5 31.5 22.2
Puerto Rico (United States) 115 11.6 315 34.9
Spain 2 8.2 12 32
Meanunweightéd 6.1 8.5 23.7 25
ISCO-88 higher/ 8/10 7110
Number of countries
Other Countries/ territories
Costa Rica 3.9 4.6 26.6 28.5
Egypt 1.1 7.2 16.4 11.8
Hong Kong (China) 4.7 9.1 18.3 175
Korea, Rep of 1.7 2.7 3.7 6.1
Macau (China) 5.3 5.7 13.7 18.6
Maldives 6.2 54 10.7 154
Philippines 2.3 10.3 34.9 58.1
Turkey 2.4 8.3 8.9 7.8
Uruguay 2 5.2 28.3 36.3
Mean(unweighted) 3.3 6.5 17.9 22.2
ISCO-88 higher/ 8/9 6/9
Number of countries
Totals summary
Meanunweighted) 4.8 7.6 21 23.7
ISCO-88 higher/
Number of countries 16/19 13/19

Notes:Countries included in this table are thosgattiati results in the 2002 ILO Yearbook dbtadistios using an 1S&83:lassificati
and then an ISCO-88 classification withindieé gaeln other (e.g., used ISCO-68 in 1994088 iIIF5L095). All values are for cons
years except for Australia (1993 and 19971 ®gyahd 1997), and Maldives (1995 andCR0@®)es were not included in this ta
official estimate is reported and so not basedvery ar census; or if population coverageemadofgees only.

SourcelLO Yearbook of Labour Statistics, 2002.
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These data show thats expected, LSOM is larger when based on an ISE€l&Bsification than
when based on an ISCO-68 classificatibhe share of the labour force reported to be énntiajor
group is higher based on ISCO-88 for 16 of the dintries included in Table 13 by an average of
2.8 percentage points (7.6 percent compared tper&nt). This represents a 58 percent increase
on average in the proportion of workers reportetdoin this major group based on ISCO-88 as
compared to ISCO-68 (i.e., 7.6/4.8 — 1.0).

There is an accompanying - - but not as dramatiinerease in the reported feminisation of this
major occupational group based on ISCO-88 (Table R8)cent female is higher in 13 of the 19
countries included in Table 13 by 2.7 percentagatpan average (23.7 percent compared to 21.0
percent). This represents a 13 percent increaseverage in the percent female (i.e., 23.7/21.0 —
1.0). Percent female is less sensitive than ocmnatshare to the change from an ISCO-68 to an
ISCO-88 classification, because percent femaleetsrchined by two factors: relative size of each
sub-major group angdercent female of each major subgroup. This mdaatgpercent female of the
major group would not be sensitive to even largangles in the size of the major group and its sub-
major occupational groups in countries where pdrfmale is similar across sub-major groups.

Less expecteds the number of times there are very large chaim@ercent female accompanying
the change in occupational classificati®ercent female changes by over 4 percentage foiore
than a 20 percent change relative to the world amesifor ISCO-68) in 9 of the 19 countries in
Table 13, and by over 10 percentage points (a chiénagexceeds roughly 50 percent of the world
average) in 5 of these 19 countries. Similarlyrehare frequent dramatic changes in the relative
size of this major group accompanying the change fISCO-68 to ISCO-88. The share of LSOM
in the labour force changes by over 3 percentag@péa change that exceeds 50 percent of the
world average for ISCO-68) in 10 of the 19 courstid@d territories in Table 13, and there is at least
a 5 percentage point change (representing more aht®0 percent change relative to the world
average for ISCO-68) in 7 of these 19 countries.

Interestingly,changes in the size and feminization of this mgjoup are positively relatedihen

the classification changes from ISCO-68 to ISCO#&8ure 19).Percent female is .27 percentage
point higher for each percentage point increas€ 8OM'’s share of the labour forc&his result is
consistent with a priori expectations discussedrapsince the greater inclusiveness of ISCO-88 as
compared to ISCO-68 is likely to be due to the usmn of additional small business
owners/managers who tend to more feminized as c@dpa corporate managers. This result in
turn implies that percent female for LSOM is notga®d a proxy measure of women’s power and
status in the labour market when based on an ISE€&sification as compared to when based on
an ISCO-68 classification.
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Figure 19: Relationship between change in peeseatd in LSOM and change in percent of non-
agricultural labour force in LSOM when occupattassification changes from ISCO-68 to
ISCO-88.
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To cast further light on why ISCO-68 and ISCO-88sifcations differ with regard to LSOM, and
in particular the greater inclusiveness of ISCO-88ta are provided in Table 14 for reasonably
similar years for the developing country Mauriti(i®83 based on ISCO-88 and 1990 based on
ISCO-88). Mauritius is used for this illustratiomecause it has used ISCO-68 and ISCO-88 and
reported results using detailed occupational diaasions. The biggest difference is found in the
manager sub-major groups, especially general masigie’” The number of general managers
increased from 786 in 1983 to 10819 in 1990. Thizrdase can be traced mainly to the large
number of general managers in wholesale and tegaié reported in 1990 (7866). Thus, the main
driver of the increase in the reported number ofkers in LSOM in Mauritius that accompanied
the change from ISCO-68 to ISCO-88 is the inclusimh990 of what are probably owners of small
retail shops - - workers who do not have the saaweep, influence or power as senior government
officials, corporate executives and corporate marsdt appears that the Mauritius statisticaloaffi
realized these problems, because data for 2000trsyeer managers (13966 in 2000 compared to
15937 in 1990) and corporate managers and genamshgers are combined into one occupational

group.

%6 The number of workers in sub-major group 11 is lsinin these two years (324 and 410), just as
they should be, since ISCO-68 and ISCO-88 use motess the same classification for this sub-
major group.

" The number of corporate managers also showed @ ilacgease, going from 727 in 1983 to 4578
in 1990. The particularly large entry in 1990 fooguction and operations department managers in
manufacturing (935) probably reflects reality, hesm Mauritius experienced a phenomenal
increase in employment in the manufacturing seictdextiles in the 1980s (Anker, Paratian and
Torres, 2001).
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Table 14. Correspondence between number of ferdateate workers in Mauritius in LSOM major group
in ISCO-88 (1990) and corresponding major gris@@68 (1983)

ISCO-88 ISCO-68
(1990) (1983)
Description (occupation % female  No. of Workéts. of Workers % female Description (occupation code
code number) number)
Legislators and senior ofi 11.0% 410 324 15.1% Legislators and senmr official
(11) (2.0)
Corporate managers (12) 16.5% 4578 727 8.3% iorPnoahagers (2.1.2)
General managers 17.0% 10819 786 6.4% General managers (2.1.1)
13)
(Note: largest minor group Added identifiable production
among corporate managers manager minor groups in 1990:
is: 7 0.0% Station master (3.5.1)
Production & operations dept 38 0.0% Postmaster (3.5.2)
managers in manufacturing) 16.4% 935 24 29.2% Dept manager, stage (1.7.4)
(Note: largest minor group Added identifiable geheranagt
among general managers is: or corporate manager (mostly
General managers in general manager) minor groups in
wholesale and retail trade) 1990:
18.8% 7866 937 10.6% Manager wholesale and retail
(4.0)
237 13.1% Working proprietor catering and
lodging services (5.1)
Farm Supervisors and managers
2679 1.2% (6.0)

SourcelLO, SEGREGAT, unpublished data (from tiffrahtasa).

The main implicationsf analysis and discussion in this Appendix are:

The observed size and feminization of the LSOM magmupational group is considerably
larger on average when based on ISCO-88 as comfmavauen based on ISCO-68.

One must be very cautious about measuring changetone in LSOM when a country
changes its occupational classification, such asnwhchanges from ISCO-68 to ISCO-88.
While this should be obvious, it is almost alwaysdred.

ISCO-88 is not as good as ISCO-68 in measuringhtimber of workers in the powerful
and influential occupations of legislators, serifficials and managers, because ISCO-88
includes many additional small businesspersons famthers. For this reason, we
recommend that the planned future revision of thernational standard classification of
occupations should revert back to the 1SCO-68 amiroof excluding most small
businesspersons and farmers from the major grohpe(keeping them as identifiable sub-
major occupational groups in other major occupatigmoups).
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Appendix B: Stability of reported annual
national estimates of the number of women and
men working in major occupational group of
legislators, senior officials and managers

Researchers and international organizations almdstags rely on the latest available annual
official national estimate reported by ILO on itelsite and Yearbook of Labour Statistithe
issue addressed in this Appendix is the approprsst® of using the latest annual estimate. This
practice is justified if annual national values egasonably stable over time - - reflecting thavslo
change in the underlying phenomenon in the realdvtfron the other hand, annual national values
are not stable year by year, this practice of uglireglatest available annual estimate is called int
question.

It is possible in practice for annual national msties to be unstable, because the major group of
legislators, senior officials and managers is et small in size. This is especially pertinent fo
small countries and developing countries, becdusie kabour force survey sample sizes generally
are not large.

Table 15 draws on data from the 200® Yearbook of Labour Statistian percent female for
legislators, senior officials and managers for celg countries to illustrate various issues and
problems with annual estimates. Although the eighintries were purposefully selected, not all
display a problem and they are wide ranging in cage as they include two countries from each of
four different regions. Columns 8 and 9 indicaterage percentage point change in the annual
reported percent female for LSOM. Column 9 diffexsrf column 8 in that it considers all annual
changes as having positive value (for example,sitipe 2 percentage point change and a negative
2 percentage point change would both count aseacptage point change).

Annual estimates are not always stable over tireecdht female changed each year on average by
5 percentage points in the eight selected countnieBable 15. This is enormous relative to the
overall national average of 26 percent female @séhcountries. In several instances, changes are
not believable - - in other words, they cannoteeflreal change over one year. This includes
percentage point changes between two years oh7rgland, 11.9 in Georgia, 20.4 in Costa Rica,
and 23.2 in the Philippines. In contrast, many ahmational values in Table 15 are reasonably
stable over time. Portugal and Singapore provigargies of this in Table 15.
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Table 15. Percent female and average changeéntderoale for legislators, senior officials and

managers major group: Eight selected countriéeihd90s

County Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Yage Gnnu:Ave annu: Range of
change & change b  annual
change
Costa Rica 8.3 8.3 1.3t020.4
28.5 30.0 na 32.9 534 na
Georgia 1.6 11.9 -20.71t09.2
271 36.3 15.6 22.2 na na
Ireland 23.7 26.2 334 33.8 26.5 27.9 0.8 3.7 to7.27.3
Lithuania 35.8 36.4 38.5 41.9 46.9 na 2.8 28 05106t
Peru .266 .198 272 .233 .281 271 0.0 48 7.4.8t0
Philippines 31.8 34.8 33.7 33.0 34.9 .58.1 5.2 4.2 to 23.2
Portugal 324 33.0 32.2 315 321 31.6 -0.2 0.63 to 0.€0.
Singapore 20.1 22.0 20.5 21.5 22.8 .24.5 0.9 1.5t01.91
Total .260 24 5.0 -20.7t0 23.2
Notes:

1Changes are considered to have their obseivedpaosigative value.

2All changes are considered to have a positigeegiak2eis counted as +2).

Two countries selected for illustrative pugmoseechr of four regions (Developed EcononignTEansibmy, Asia, Latin America).
Available data for up to last six years arel iaghrsetable.

na indicates that data are not available &arthis y

Source: 2002 ILO Yearbook of Labour Statistics.

Two important conclusionsan be drawn from the illustrative data provided able 15.

It is recommended that analysts who use nationlalesafor the latest available year, as
reported by ILO, do not use a national value thpdears to be unusual for that country
without further careful examination, because ttakig may represent an unrealistic annual
fluctuation. Sometimes this is due to a break idata series such as a change in the
national occupational classifications (which is alsu noted in thelLO Yearbook of
Labour Statistics For example, the large change for the PhilippimeTable 15 of 23.2
between years 5 and 6 can be traced to a changel860-68 to ISCO-88 and a (too)
liberal interpretation of what constitutes a mamageyear 6; this is shown by the fact that
the share of non-agricultural workers in this majocupational group increased from 3.7
percent to 13.1 percent between these years. The tdrange for Costa Rica of 20.5
between years 4 and 5 appears as if it is duete etaors and/or classification changes
and/or coding changes. There was an unrealistieaserin the number of LSOM workers
in Costa Rica from 2460 to 7835 between years 4 Gnd Table 15; the number of
professional workers fell from 4750 to 942; the mmemof elementary workers increased
from 2196 to 14832; and the number of service warkkecreased from 19575 to 12106.
Also, the labour force in Costa Rica is reportetidwe grown by an unrealistic 18 percent.
Ireland reported a break in its data series foryth&rs where a large change in percent
female for LSOM is observed. Annual reported valfogsGeorgia for percent female in
LSOM display an up and down pattern with unrealilyclarge increases followed by
unrealistically large decreases. This pattern apgpear be related to accompanying
unrealistically large changes in the size of the-agricultural labour force in Georgia,
with the non-agricultural labour force showing waigtically large changes of a 4 percent
decrease and then a 13 percent increase in coiveegears.

In instances when there is a large change in anuahmational value and it cannot be
ascertained if this change reflects a real situafig would be preferable to use national
estimates averaged over several years such as teass,rather than the annual value
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reported for the latest available year, to measumen’s share of LSOM for a particular
country. In this way, large annual fluctuations doemeasurement variation would be
reduced. Smoothing out annual fluctuations wheoutaling world estimates or regional
estimates, on the other hand, should not be negetsssuming there are a sufficient
number of national observations), since measurengdated variations in annual values
should be averaged out in a sense.

With the above recommendation in mind of the needse a three-year average when an annual
national value changes substantially, we lookednaiual values for the last three years including
the base year for the 69 countries included in Ta@bl®esults are produced in Table 16 with
shading used to highlight when substantial diffeesis observed across years. When this occurs,
the three-year average was used in Table 2; andstare internal consistency for the country, the
three-year averages for the other two variablegwsed as well. Notice that there are many more
examples of substantial changes for percent fermaleSOM (15 examples) as compared to
examples of substantial changes for female shatkeohon-agricultural labour force (1 example)
and LSOM'’'s share of non-agricultural labour force €famples). Although speculative, a
reasonable explanation for this observed patterrsaisipling error, since LSOM is a small
occupational group and measuring percent femaleL®DM requires that both the number of
women and the number of men in LSOM are measuradmnaaly precisely.
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Table 16. Three year average of percent female p&OdMt female in non-agricultural labour farwk,
percent of LSOM in non-agricultural labour fopct ywear 2000

Region/Country Year % female in LSOM % fematedg b LSOM in non-
LF ag LF

Developed Economies

Australia 1998 31.35 44.05 11.37
1999 31.14 44.07 11.89
2000 32.70 44.41 11.81
Average 31.73 44.18 11.69
Austria 1998 27.27 42.86 7.82
1999 25.82 43.19 7.86
2000 28.21 43.43 7.82
Average 27.10 43.16 7.83
Canada 1998 37.32 46.24 10.90
1999 35.13 46.58 10.02
2000 35.40 46.71 10.05
Average 35.95 46.51 10.32
Cyprus 1999 14.86 40.36 2.88
2000 14.46 41.31 3.13
Average 14.66 40.83 3.00
Denmark 1997 23.10 46.85 7.34
1998 23.15 47.20 7.26
2000 22.96 47.49 7.36
Average 23.07 47.18 7.32
Finland 2000 25.91 48.47 8.81
Germany 1998 26.57 43.46 6.04
1999 26.31 43.98 6.00
2000 26.95 44.21 591
Average 26.61 43.88 5.98
Greece 1998 25.08 35.99 13.63
1999 24.13 36.41 12.31
2000 25.43 37.04 12.25
Average 24.88 36.48 12.73
Iceland 1998 25.44 47.97 8.25
1999 28.16 47.95 7.17
2000 27.27 48.22 6.78
Average 26.96 48.05 7.40
Ireland 1998 33.43 42.72 12.04
1999 33.78 43.37 11.87
2000 26.49 41.22 17.55
Average 31.23 42.44 13.82
Israel 1998 22.91 4493 5.74
1999 24.68 45.73 6.45
2000 25.89 46.29 7.40
Average 24.50 45.65 6.53
Italy 1998 17.82 36.50 341
1999 18.82 37.03 3.44
2000 18.81 37.44 3.43

64 Working Paper No. 44



Region/Country Year % female in LSOM % fematedg b LSOM in non-

LF ag LF
Average 18.49 36.99 3.43
Netherlands 1997 20.81 42.40 11.93
1998 22.77 42.51 12.27
2000 26.66 43.33 13.39
Average 23.41 42.75 12.53
New Zealand 1998 36.63 46.63 12.98
1999 37.25 46.89 13.66
2000 37.92 46.77 14.29
Average 37.27 46.77 13.64
Norway 1998 23.70 47.64 8.17
1999 25.43 47.94 8.09
2000 25.27 47.82 8.43
Average 24.80 47.80 8.23
Portugal 1998 32.21 44.12 8.16
1999 31.50 44.70 8.18
2000 32.10 44.72 7.52
Average 31.94 4451 7.95
Spain 1998 31.63 35.91 8.99
1999 30.42 36.56 8.52
2000 31.15 37.39 8.18
Average 31.06 36.62 8.56
Sweden 1998 27.36 48.47 5.20
1999 28.80 48.55 4.83
2000 29.17 48.60 4.74
Average 28.44 48.54 4.92
Switzerland 1998 21.43 44.53 6.57
1999 21.33 44.81 6.18
2000 23.28 44.64 6.31
Average 22.01 44.66 6.36
United Kingdom 1998 32.98 44.58 17.51
1999 33.31 44.85 17.19
2000 33.24 44.79 17.64
Average 33.18 44.74 17.45
United States 1998 44.45 46.97 14.89
1999 45.14 47.18 15.06
2000 45.31 47.20 15.00
Average 44.97 47.12 14.98
Transition economies
Croatia 1998 25.41 46.04 7.53
1999 26.24 46.15 7.97
2000 24.66 45.35 7.76
Average 25.44 45.85 7.76
Czech Republic 1998 24.92 43.76 6.90
1999 24.60 43.95 6.79
2000 24.74 44.02 6.36
Average 24.76 43.91 6.68
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Region/Country Year % female in LSOM % fematedg b LSOM in non-

LF ag LF
Georgia 1998 28.77 46.36 10.08
1999 31.87 47.89 9.22
2000 18.20 44,73 9.07
Average 26.28 46.33 9.45
Hungary 1998 35.30 46.15 6.31
1999 34.38 46.11 6.86
2000 33.87 46.13 7.27
Average 34.52 46.13 6.81
Poland 1998 33.60 44.85 7.87
1999 33.55 45.12 7.44
2000 32.55 45.11 7.47
Average 33.23 45.03 7.59
Romania 1998 26.44 46.20 4.64
1999 26.29 46.96 4.36
2000 26.00 47.73 4.33
Average 26.24 46.96 4.44
Slovakia 1998 29.80 44.95 5.95
1999 32.31 45.42 5.89
2000 30.76 45.85 6.36
Average 30.95 45.41 6.07
Slovenia 1998 25.00 46.49 6.02
1999 31.48 46.05 6.78
2000 29.69 46.46 7.95
Average 28.72 46.33 6.91
Estonia 1998 34.59 49.43 14.27
1999 35.60 49.47 13.51
2000 37.02 49.52 13.16
Average 35.73 49.47 13.65
Latvia 1998 41.70 48.56 8.84
1999 39.36 48.24 9.72
2000 37.47 49.08 11.36
Average 39.51 48.63 9.98
Lithuania 1998 36.43 48.92 12.57
1999 38.51 50.03 11.37
2000 42.92 52.15 9.81
Average 39.28 50.37 11.25
Moldova 2000 36.51 48.18 6.28
Russian Fed. 1997 37.50 47.43 6.45
1998 37.92 47.36 5.58
1999 37.34 47.80 4.70
Average 37.59 47.53 5.58
Ukraine 1998 36.85 50.34 7.57
1999 37.75 48.17 7.35
2000 36.15 48.13 7.37
Average 36.92 48.88 7.43
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Region/Country Year % female in LSOM % fematedg b LSOM in non-
LF ag LF
Asia
Bangladesh 1996 4.92 22.36 0.93
2000 8.47 21.79 0.98
Average 6.69 22.07 0.95
Hong Kong (China) 1998 19.92 39.68 7.83
1999 2151 40.56 7.97
2000 21.93 41.68 7.82
Average 21.12 40.64 7.87
Japan 1998 9.46 40.54 3.62
1999 9.30 40.57 3.53
2000 9.22 40.69 3.38
Average 9.33 40.60 3.51
Korea, Rep. of 1998 4.75 40.40 2.79
1999 5.28 39.57 2.90
2000 4.58 40.33 2.66
Average 4.87 40.10 2.78
Macau (China) 1998 15.32 45.32 5.71
1999 17.43 45.75 5.58
2000 18.49 47.10 6.11
Average 17.08 46.06 5.80
Malaysia 1998 19.47 35.17 4.97
1999 21.48 35.88 4.83
2000 20.20 36.61 4.88
Average 20.38 35.89 4.89
Maldives 2000 15.39 31.14 6.50
Pakistan 1998 8.71 8.76 1.17
1999 8.91 8.76 1.17
2000 8.68 8.82 1.16
Average 8.77 8.78 1.17
Philippines 1998 33.68 45.31 3.34
1999 33.03 45.73 3.76
2000 34.88 45.58 3.70
Average 33.86 4554 3.60
Singapore 1998 20.49 43.10 13.24
1999 21.49 43.76 12.80
2000 22.78 40.27 12.22
Average 21.59 42.38 12.75
Sri Lanka 1995 2.36 31.23 1.61
1998 3.66 34.99 2.46
Average 3.01 33.11 2.04
Thailand 1998 21.63 46.18 5.22
1999 22.45 46.24 5.56
2000 26.53 46.22 5.48
Average 23.54 46.21 5.42
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Region/Country Year % female in LSOM % fematedg b LSOM in non-
LF ag LF
Latin America
Barbados 1999 39.76 47.16 6.93
Bolivia 1997 25.35 44.07 4.01
1999 27.97 44.60 3.04
2000 35.71 44.87 2.16
Average 29.68 4452 3.07
Chile 1998 22.40 37.68 4.06
1999 22.23 37.70 4.37
2000 25.73 37.37 431
Average 23.45 37.58 4.25
Colombia 1998 40.42 44.25 2.65
1999 39.94 45.39 2.62
2000 38.16 45.93 2.61
Average 39.51 45.19 2.63
Costa Rica 1997 28.55 32.65 4.85
1998 29.88 33.41 4.95
2000 32.94 33.12 6.00
Average 30.46 33.06 5.27
Ecuador 2000 29.28 39.37 2.86
2001 25.23 40.59 2.75
2002 25.05 39.10 2.88
Average 26.52 39.69 2.83
El Salvador 1998 27.96 43.25 2.22
1999 33.41 4451 2.13
2000 25.97 44.83 1.60
Average 29.11 44.19 1.98
Honduras 1996 46.38 49.83 4.13
1997 39.11 50.39 3.54
1999 36.46 50.03 3.00
Average 40.65 50.08 3.56
Mexico 1998 20.74 38.25 2.67
1999 22.70 38.19 2.33
2000 23.52 38.59 2.77
Average 22.32 38.34 2.59
Netherlands Antilles 1997 29.55 46.36 9.11
1998 27.39 46.08 9.24
2000 29.75 47.84 9.59
Average 28.90 46.76 9.32
Panama 1997 29.25 40.49 7.78
1998 33.03 39.75 7.24
1999 32.54 39.81 7.58
Average 31.61 40.02 7.53
Peru 1998 27.23 44.72 0.72
1999 23.27 46.43 1.16
2000 28.09 44.20 0.48
Average 26.20 45.12 0.78
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Region/Country Year % female in LSOM % fematedg b LSOM in non-
LF ag LF
Puerto Rico (United States) 1998 36.15 42.75 11.85
1999 37.23 43.04 12.31
2000 37.41 43.42 12.89
Average 36.93 43.07 12.35
Suriname 1996 13.34 36.15 3.00
1997 11.61 35.62 2.28
1998 28.16 34.03 2.32
Average 17.70 35.27 2.53
Trinidad & Tobago 1998 39.74 37.09 6.63
1999 41.87 37.47 7.02
2000 39.23 37.83 7.44
Average 40.28 37.46 7.03
Uruguay 2000 36.27 44.00 6.44
Venezuela 1998 27.54 38.94 411
1999 27.35 39.59 3.99
2000 28.09 40.13 3.88
Average 27.66 39.55 3.99
Middle East
Bahrain 1997 7.32 10.77 3.62
1999 8.70 13.10 3.52
2000 8.70 13.60 4.04
Average 8.24 12.49 3.73
Egypt 1998 11.17 17.14 14.52
1999 10.19 17.74 13.71
2000 10.11 16.19 13.67
Average 10.49 17.02 13.97
Turkey 2001 7.84 16.63 12.71
West Bank & Gaza 1998 9.30 10.50 4.34
1999 10.06 11.22 4.42
2000 12.82 11.71 3.35
Average 10.73 11.14 4.04
SubSaharan Africa
Botswana 1998 26.52 45.68 3.48
2000 35.43 48.96 4.04
Average 30.98 47.32 3.76
Notes:

Purpose of this table is to identify when a@dhreeyage up to latest year (almost always @ipntially differemh fralue for lat
year. Substantial difference is defined astabl@astentage points for percent female imdS@Mexcent female inagyicultural lab
force, and as at least one percentage pointélifferpercent of LSOM in nandagnal labour force. Values highlighted ire dheg
when the thrgear average differs substantially from latdettpdées and regressions in the main texinohtigraph, average valu
all three indicators are used when there iamtialidgference for any indicator.

Data for up to three years before latest yeadarethis table with the exception of onlgeanigérause these are the only other ¢
data; Ecuador for 2001 and 2002 because theglifammtebgbnsistent pattern as compared to 2000; T@M&Y darthis is the first

that data are reported based on ISCO-88.

Size of non-agricultural labour force is edfinratbttacting workers in agriculture, armeanibr@esupations not elsewtlassified frc

the total labour force.
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Preference is given to data based on aB83CBsification in order to increase conypaglildst countries now report usi
classification. The only countries based on 35 &tion are By Bangladesh, Chile, Colombia, Hondurad/dtyara, Pakist

the Philippines, Suriname, Thailand, Unitean8t¥tesezuela.

Data are reported for consecutive years unldssssahnot available with same classification.

Finland, Moldova, Maldives and Uruguay begag ne®@#00 using ISCO-88; Turkey began usi@§ i$Q001. Ecuador began
ISCO-88 in 2000; data are shown for 2000 ahdc20@g, they imply that percent female in L3I0l &oe probably incorrect. Honduras
reported data for 1998, but these data are rim#casese they appear to be unrealistic and probaklst. They report that wor
Honduras in 1998 comprised 35.7 percent ofaiipécultural labour force (compared to threeeyege af 5D.percent) and wor
comprised 54.4 percent of LSOM (compared ¢atlaxesrgge of 40.7 percent).

Source: ILO LABORSTA database on website.
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Appendix C. National values for percent female
and percent of non-agricultural labour force in
three sub-major and six minor LSOM
occupational groups, Europe 2000

Table 17. Percent of non-agricultural labour fiog-major and minor LSOM occupational groups,
Europe 2000

Country 111/212 114 121 122 123 131 13 -

LegislatorsSenior % in Directors Production Other % in General %in I

and seniorofficials of code and chief and departmencode managers code 13

governmerspecial 11  executive®perations managers 12

t officials interest department

organisations managers

Austria 0.1 0.02 012 231 131 0.84  4.46 3.38 3.38
Belgium 0.29 0.05 034 279 131 1.85 5.95 3.94 3.94
Bulgaria 0 0.02 033 0.19 2.01 0.55  2.75 3.16 3.16
Czech Republic 0.29 0.03 032 0.05 1.17 0.6 @ 1.83 3.98 4.03
Denmark 0.06 0.09 0.16 1.58 1.33 185 4.77 2.36 2.36
Estonia 0.07 na | 0.07 1.34 4.33 203 7.7 4.46 4.46
Finland 0.18 0.15 0.33 152 1.65 294  6.12 3.06 3.06
France 0.09 na 009 0.11 261 1.77  4.49 2.84 2.84
Germany 0.04 0.05 0.09 o0.81 0.87 0.78  2.97 1.81 2.56
Greece 0.02 na 0.02 0.08 0.71 0.59  1.38 8.54 8.54
Hungary 0.21 0.07 1028 0.7 2.87 11  4.68 1.95 1.95
Iceland 0.07 0.18 025 1.6 1.35 157 @ 4.52 1.51 151
Ireland 0.16 0.05 021 0.12 0.48 3.14  3.74 7.52 7.52
Italy 1.47 0.07 155 171 1 na 2.71 na 0
Latvia 0.01 0.22 093 1.08 3.24 0.84  5.15 4.04 4.05
Lithuania 0.02 na [0.02 184 2.68 2,51 7.06 1.66 1.72
Luxembourg 0.01 0.04/0.05 0.8 0.66 0.15 | 1.62 4.6 4.6
Netherlands 0.14 0.08 0.23 153 3.89 1.04  6.47 5.27 5.27
Norway 0.07 0.11 0.18 0.65 3.17 2.26  6.08 1.98 1.98
Poland 0.05 0.04 0.09 0.77 0.81 0.62 2.2 3.88 3.88
Portugal 0.07 na 0.07 0.38 0.56 0.29  1.23 5.36 5.36
Romania na na na na na na na na na
Slovak 0.17 0.04 022 0.09 1.68 0.55 241 3.6 3.6
Republic
Slovenia 0.5 0.01 052 1.6 1.3 0.78 | 3.69 3.04 3.04
Spain 0.1 0.01 0.11 0.63 0.47 0.85  1.95 5.6 5.6
Sweden 0.1 0.01 0.11 0.15 1.54 1.09 2.78 1.7 1.7
Switzerland 0.61 0.07 0.68 0.36 1.19 0.66 @ 2.23 3.07 3.07
United Kingdom 0.43 0.15 058 0.33 5.83 6.01 12.1 2.48 2.48
Average 0.29 4.19 3.54
(unweighted)
Standard 0.33 2.44 1.83
deviation

SourceEUROSTAT unpublished data.
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Table 18. Percent female in sub-major and mintt b&pational groups, Europe 2000

Country 111/112 114 121 122 123 131
Legislators Senior % Directors Production Other % General (%
and senior officials female and chief and departmenfemale managersfemale
governmenbf special  in codeexecutivesoperations managers in code in cod
officials  interest 11 department 12 13
organisation: managers
Austria 9.04 53.39 | 17.81 26.78 26.62 35.74 2841 32.7 @327
Belgium 28.83 24,16 28.11 16.44 28.45 33.12 2427 43.26 43.26
Bulgaria 0 0 2742 26.7 35.38 54.97 38.72 22.53 22.53
Cyprus 0 na 0 15.37 21.55 15.13 19.59 84 8.4
24.79 13.01 @ 23.57 0 26.32 31.88 27.34 23.09 22.87
Czech Republic
Denmark 0 40.1 24.05 13.68 28.43 17.28 19.2 33.86 33.86
Estonia 61.31 na 61.31 31.77 32.09 36.83 33.52 47.88 47.88
Finland 50.5 46.55 | 48.69 10.96 33.65 30.75 26.6 24.48 24.48
France 33 na 33 13.42 26.09 41.09 31.75 39.88  39.88
Germany 26.65 31.34 29.02 15.78 16.25 28.01 20.45 38.15 34.75
Greece 31.13 na 31.13 9.04 16.19 25,59 19.8 26.52 26.52
Hungary 42.36 47.25 4351 37.01 29.19 43.74 338 31.7 @ 31.7
Iceland 0 58.67 | 42.14 10.86 35.76 46.8/ 30.75 24.95 24.95
Ireland 45.58 29.92 4174 10.57 28.16 49.11 45.21 30.19 30.19
Italy 8.7 18.22 9.15 20.34 12.17 na 17.33 na na
Latvia 0 29.32 3585 14.71 39.82 58.35 37.58 35.74 36.01
Lithuania 0 na 0 27.74 38.38 58.2 4293 39.27 41.18
Luxembourg 0 0 0 10.16 35.77 56.59 25.04 28.28 28.28
Netherlands 22.86 37.92 28.39 20.85 204 23.93 21.07 29.86 29.86
Norway 43.49 61.97 | 54.6 9.54 25.82 25.78 24.05 25.34 25.34
Poland 13.43 22,76  17.69 32.13 314 34.67 32.58 33.46 33.46
Portugal 15.09 na 15.09 12.74 28.46 22.79 22.32 34.28 34.28
Romania na na na na Na Na na na na
40.09 46.95 @ 414 14.67 325 36.39 31.98 30.32 30.26

Slovak Republic

Slovenia 46.24 0 4495 29.97 33.94 47.18 35.02 22.49 @ 22.49
Spain 26.26 7.18 | 24.92 13.02 9.56 20.39 154 36.97 36.97
Sweden 43.29 0 40 7.64 30.97 23.79 26.9 38.17 38.17
Switzerland 21.83 69.2  26.88 9.61 15.44 8.88 12.36 30.27 30.27

48.2 54.7 49.93 7.57 27.48 40.14 33.19 33.26 33.26

United Kingdom

Average 24.38 31.48 | 30.01 16.75 27.37 35.0 27.76  31.31 31.25
(unweighted)

Standard 0.19 0.22 0.16 0.09 0.08 0.14 0.08 0.08 = 0.08
deviation

Notesna indicates that no workers are reportedjfoughiand therefore it was not consideredatincaverage and standard deviation.
SourceEUROSTAT, unpublished 2000 data.
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Appendix D. Inter-relationships between
feminization of sub-major and minor
occupational groups of legislators, senior
officials and managers, Europe 2000

This Appendix examines percent female in all of difeerent LSOM sub-major groups and minor
group for European countries. A priori, one woulghect these percentages to be positively and
significantly related to each other, since eachukhbe measuring the same underlying tendency in
a country for women to have access to positiordeofsion-making power and authority.

Analysis uses detailed EUROSTAT occupation data ®rERropean countri§. As noted in
Section 4e, major advantages of these EUROSTAT datathet country coverage is almost
complete for three sub-major occupational grouph six minor occupational groups, and national
occupational classifications have been standardigashtional statistical offices to the best ofithe
ability (to ISCO-COM that is very similar to ISCGB The major disadvantage of these data is that
only European countries are covered (althoughvitagh noting that both Transition Economy and
Developed Economy countries are included). Coralathatrices between sub-major groups and
between minor groups are provided in Tables 19 &nd 2

Interrelationships are weak at the sub-major grdengel. Percent female in the three sub-
major groups are natignificantly related to each other at the .1Gle®n the other hand,
all three relationships are positive (with cornelatcoefficients ranging from .15 to .27).

Interrelationships also tend to be weak and indigant at the minor group leveAnd
unexpectedly, relationships are generally negatatthough insignificant) between the
minor groups of legislators and senior governmédfitials as well as senior officials of
special interest groups with the managers minouggo

There is one statistically significant relationshiprables 19 and 2®ercent female in the
two minor occupational groups for corporate depagth managers(i.e., corporate
production and operations department managerscamorate other specialist department
?ganagers)are significantly related at the .01 leweith a correlation coefficient of .75%

%8 Data for are not available for Romania for subanay minor occupational groups.

2% This positive significant relationship is also olvesl separately for European Developed
Economy countries as well as for European TransHiconomy countries.

% The sizes of these two minor groups (as measureithdghare of the non-agricultural labour
force in these groups) are also positively andia@mtly related as their correlation coefficiaat
.614 and it is significant at the .01 level.
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Table 19. Correlation coefficients between pdereate in the three LSOM sub-major occupational
groups, Europe 2000 (significance level in brgckets

Legislators and senior govt  Corporate managers General managers

officials
Legislators and senior govt 1.0
officials
Corporate managers .269 1.0
(.17)
General managers 175 .154 1.0
(-38) (.44)

Notes and source: see Table 20.

Table 20. Correlation coefficients between pdieraate in the six LSOM minor occupational groups,
Europe 2000 (significance level in brackets)

Leg & seniorSenior officialsCorporate Corporate prodCorporate General
govt officials of spec int orgddirectors and & operations  other specialist managers
chief executivesdept managersdept managers

Leg & senior govt 1.0

officials

Senior officials of spec .145 1.0

int orgs (.52)

Corporate directors and -.024 -.104 1.0

chief executives (-90) (.64)

Corporate -.077 -.10 224 1.0

production and (.70) (.66) (.25)

operations dept

managers

Corporate other -.141 -.321 .323 745%* 1.0

specialist dept (.48) (.16) (.10) (.00)

managers

General managers .226 -.030 212 .078 .128 1.0
(.26) (.90) (-29) (.70) (.52)

Notes:

*** indicates significant at .01 level. **gralgrafeant at .05 level. * indicates sigatifit@rievel.

Pearson correlations are used. Significanssheweh in brackets and is based on a twestailed t

Results are based on data for 28 European cBontaes is excluded, because it only repéotstidataajor group as a whole.

Data are not available for Italy for minor gr(agrdctate other specialist department managarsymajor group 13 (general managers).

Data are not available for minor group 114ofgeinisrof special interest organizationgrfis; Egtonia, FranGeeece, Lithuania,
Portugal.

Source: EUROSTAT, unpublished data for 2000e18#r Bp

Results in this Appendix indicate that there isyoalweak and generally insignificant positive

tendency in Europe for percent female in diffetgpes of occupations with decision-making power
and influence to be related. This result is conttaryexpectations that there should be a strong
underlying tendency for women in a given countrybt better (or less well) represented in all
LSOM sub-major and minor occupational groups. Tloeefthese results cast some doubt on
feminization of the LSOM major occupational groupaameaningful measure of women’s position

in the labour market in Europe.
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