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Abstract

In this paper, we present estimates of the HumareBpment Index and the Gender-Related
Development Index in the Autonomous CommunitieSdin. Our case study of Spain, a
developed country with clear gender and regiorfééminces, demonstrates the importance of
adjusting human development indices in accordanttegender discrimination and regional
inequalities. We also show the significance ofitftteme component in assessing the
development level of women in countries like Spaihere lack of employment or low
remuneration are the chief characteristics of wosmgequality. Our analysis makes clear that
the gender-related human development index hatelinaipplicability in developed countries; it

also illustrates the need for alternative varialblesiodels to assess inequality in those countries.
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1.Introduction

Despite ongoing debates over issues of gender@relapbment, namely, the relationship
between the productive and reproductive spherekthenconnection between economic growth
and basic needs, participants in the debates camctire usefulness of a Gender-Related
Development Index (GDI). This index is an extensibthe Human Development Index (HDI),
which measures achievement in enlarging peoplegeh, capabilities, and opportunities.
Intended as an alternative to using per-capita &SNzgional Product (GNP) to assess
development, the HDI surveys such areas as h&aldhyledge, and access to resources and treats
income as a variable with decreasing returns. Agraan development paradigm, the HDI states
that social development can no longer be defingderpurely monetary terms of capitalist
development. Valuable as the HDI is, however, ihcomplete. The growing use of gender and
development approaches have drawn attention tfathhé¢hat development and its problems
cannot be fully understood without also considegegder; this is where the GDI has proved
useful.

The GDI functions as a human development index JHiEdt takes the status of women
into account. Composed of the harmonic mean of mwadkefemale values for life expectancy,
educational attainment (adult literacy and gro$is it men to women in school enroliment), and
share of income (labor and income), it indicatesgéneral level of human development,
particularly for women

However, the GDI is better suited to measure geimgguality in developing countries
than in developed ones. Its parameters introdusasainto the assessment of human
development itself: while men and women in devetbpauntries have more equal access to

health care and education than their counterpatess-developed countries, the income variable



has a stronger influence on the disparities betweem and women. Yet although the GDI is not
the best direct indicator of gender inequality @veloped countries, it remains a useful tool for
assessing the general level of human developmeng 8 these societies the basic needs defined
by the HDI components are met to a great extent.

When societies achieve high standards of mateethve — leaving aside value
judgments on welfare, happiness, and desirable wijfe — the human development level must
be calculated with gender and regional inequalitiesind. Such inequalities matter because, in a
developed country, “exclusions,” “human developn@ntations,” and “human suffering
profiles” are meaningful only if based on some mea®f discrimination and differences in
capabilities and opportunities, rather than onalataterial deprivation. In wealthy countries,
high general levels of human development can lieteadccur only when they do not exclude
any essential sphere of society, including women.

A study of levels of development in Spain yieldenesting results for at least two
reasons. First, the country’s political systemwalia transfer of educational and health
administration from the central government to Sisaseventeen Autonomous Communities
(administrative units that correspond to Spairssanic and geographic regions). Traditionally
called “different Spains” (North/South, interiorasial, humid/dry, modern/traditional, rich/poor,
etc.), the regions have varying degrees of seleguwent and have received different powers
regarding social policies. Second, the level of wais integration into the paid productive
sphere in Spain is one of the lowest in Europeiarnhde rest of the developed world.
Furthermore, unemployment among Spanish women lissyeve that of men. Spain is thus an
example of a developed country with clear genddrragional differences. In light of these facts,

can we still consider the GDI of the Autonomous @amities to be meaningful?



To answer this question, we examine GDI estimateS§pain within the context of
applying the gender approach to human developmegveloped countries. First we show the
connection between gender approaches and undeogeveht; next, we link these approaches to
the human development paradigm, particularly tajislication in developed countries. We then
consider the case of Spain and estimate the GDhé&different Autonomous Communities.
Finally, we test two alternatives to the GDI anteotonclusions on how to assess levels of

discrimination against women in developed countries

2. Women and development: from invisibility to an alternative paradigm

Until the 1980s, mainstream economists did not idemngender a key factor in measuring
development, and paradigms of economic developnagely included a gender approach.
Neither theories of economic growth and moderniratnor alternative theories of external
dependence and neo-imperialism, paid much attetditime role of women. Only the neo-
Malthusian interpretations of demographic growthlt@ith the reproductive sphere, and only as
an obstacle to development itself. But even theMatthusians relegated women to minor rdles.
Starting in the 1970s a new approach emerged dcei® (Women in Development). The aim
of this approach was to integrate women into theslbgpment process (productive sphere).

Esther Boserup (1993; originally published in 19@@)yed an essential and pioneering
role in developing this approach. Her analysishefagricultural systems of the developing world
revealed two issues: the discrimination against emat all levels of the development process
(division of labor, access to property, educatetn,); and the sociocultural roots of this
discrimination. She focused on the need to integretmen into the development process. The
activists, academicians, and policy makers who stifghe WID approach still endorse Boserup's

“‘integrative” approach, which strives to put an émdvomen’s “invisibility” in mainstream



development (Irene Tinker 1990). Another valualsigestt of Boserup's approach is it provides a
rationale for fostering women’s productive role.

However, feminists have criticized Boserup for goéstioning how the development
process occurs and for not mentioning the relatadrdmination within the reproductive sphere
(Lourdes Beneria and Gita Sen 1997). Boserup'séétarts to apply the integrative approach
have inspired similar criticisms. In particular, mygeminists believe her conceptual framework
is too dependent on neoclassical categories anemiadtion theory, which identify women’s
problems with their lack of access to the benefitsiodernization. This assumption ignores the
dynamics of capitalist accumulation, which have amt@nt implications for technological change,
women’s work, and the effects of working on woméuifferent classes. These critics also point
out that Boserup neglects women's roles in theothmtion of the labor force -- a role that tends
to weaken women's position in the labor marketlaads to asymmetrical gender relationships.
Thus, Boserup does not fully capture the problesubiordinatior?.

Since the 1980s, the socioeconomic situation ofléheloping world has been getting
worse. Acting as agents of the "Washington Cons#nswhich held that focusing on free
markets would spur economic development -- intéonat agencies imposed Structural
Adjustment Programs (SAPs). These programs, whicimpted free-market mechanisms as a
means of achieving growth and development, redgoeil services such as health, education,
and employment programs, thereby increasing powrtymaking exclusion widespread among
people in the weakest social strata. SAPs replatedelopment strategies”; the former
development-orientegglaradigm was considered obsolete.

As one result of SAPs, women suddenly achievetea” prominence. Neoliberal
theorists recognized their crucial role in the ogjuctive sphere and the importance of that sphere

for efforts to reduce poverty. The official vievwgpecially that of the World Bank, tends to focus



on women'’s efficiency and productivity as housewiaad mothers (in other words, as “domestic
entrepreneurs”). Many women economists have resggbhy pointing out the discrimination
faced by women, both in the reproductive and prodeispheres, while also linking it to strong
criticisms of SAPs (Lourdes Beneria 1992; Dian®&I$995; Maria Floro 1995; Isabella Bakker
1999; Ruth Pearson 1999; Diane Elson and Nilufeyatzy 2000). Aiming to analyze the
relationships among gender, poverty, and inequdhse scholars have questioned the
neoliberal adjustment paradigm, refuting the cl#iat the market is the only mechanism that
will allocate resources efficiently and enable gitoand development. Their work has ties to the
growing criticism, in intellectual sectors, of titentification of growth with development, of
progress with markets, and of expenditures witHavel This criticism provides alternative ways
to define development (such as meeting basic negdslity, and participation), going beyond
the dictates oper-capitagross national product and its growth rate. Heog#cal analyses from
the point of view of gender and from the perspectif’development are linked.

After the UN Women’s Conference of 1985, held midbi, the GAD (Gender and
Development) approach gained momentum. This appreamphasizes the notion of women’s
empowerment; it also highlights the interactivatieinship between subordination and
exploitative economic structures, both in produstnd reproductive spheres. According to
proponents of GAD, this interaction directly rekte the nature of capitalist modernization in
the third world. Diane Elson, Naila Kabeer, Isab@bkker, Lourdes Beneria, and Ruth Pearson,
among many other scholars in this area, have stlasst simply the “integratiordf women into
the economy, development, or adjustment, but theimavhich this integration takes place, a
view that has led them to analyze the reprodudplesre as well.

The GAD approach criticizes macroeconomic theorydking the “reproductive

economy” for granted and assuming it will easilyapidto the changes caused by adjustment



measures and any other policies the state impleamBgtadhering to this belief,
macroeconomists overlook the interrelationship leetwproduction and reproduction. The
consequence is a hindering of women’s developnsartg policies that ignore reproduction give
women heavier workloads than men's and secondaoy faarket status; they also heighten
inequality and subordination (Bakker 1999).

Nevertheless, it is precisely the reproductive sphewhich includes, among other tasks,
women’s community services and care-giving respmlitgés — that plays a major role in human
development, defined as the fostering of peoplefsbilities and opportunities (such care work
is disproportionately the charge of women). Thig/lg/ heterodox feminists, who have moved
beyond stressing the lack of gender-aware apprsaghiein adjustment, point to the limitations
of adjustment measures and pro-capitalist developmedels in assuring higher levels of
human development. They argue that the structhiaiges these models incur -- including
adjustments in asset property, shifts in politmalver, a rise in social inequality, and the
privatization of social reproduction costs -- atifjukead to an overall drop in human welfare.

Feminist analysis highlights the fact that reprdgucand maintenance of human
resources differs from any other kind of productidabala 1999: 352); questions the ability of
the market, not only to value reproductive workt &igo to guarantee the achievement of human
development objectives. Thus, in both developeddaweloping countries, the prominence of the
reproductive role is crucial to understanding #saity of women's role in the productive sphere.
Only by transforming existing gender and powertretes will women achieve a higher level of
social welfare.

The GAD approach has two aspects. It is both alytrel framework for determining
women'’s status and a political proposal to overcgemder inequalities by simultaneously

analyzing gender relations and providing a holigécspective on the relationship between



production and reproduction. According to Kate Yg@h997a, 1997b), the GAD has two aims
(political and theoretical), because of the needctueve higher levels of awareness and
organization among women. Once women achieve suakeaess, they will understand the
nature of poverty and inequality-creating strucsumad how inequality between men and women
prevents their achieving greater development.

Ultimately, the “empowerment of women”-- women’ght to control their own lives and
to decide on their personal agendas -- paves tgdavdransforming the existing structures of
subordination. For example, the empowerment madeldhed in the eighties by Development
Alternatives with Women for a New Era (DAWN) -- atwork of women scholars and activists
from the South -- builds on the concept of humarettgment, or the fostering of individual
capabilities and opportunities for people to achkibetter lives.

This new paradigm, which was first proposed byuhné@ed Nations Development
Program (UNDP) in its 1998uman Development Repoaitanscends the debate between
defenders of economic growth and those in favaneéting basic needs; it crowns the critical
analysis of economic development. Its immediateabijes -- which focus primarily on the
problems of underdevelopment -- emphasize not ti@dymportance of human capital but also
that of distribution and equity, and of a “peopémtered” approach. In seeking a synthesis
between a gender approach and the human developp@mtach, the UNDP created the GDI
and, later, the Gender Empowerment Measure, or GEM.

Both the GDI and its predecessor, the HDI, werestrasted with gender awareness. As
we have previously argued, however, they do ndicserfitly account for gender inequality in
developed countries. This study is an attempt tstract indices for the Autonomous

Communities of Spain that account for gender disicration and are alternatives to the GDI.



3. Human Development and Gender

The UNDP's synthesis of the two approaches to uledeiopment -- gender and human
development -- resulted from an understanding efdiscrimination suffered by women in terms
of capabilities and opportunities in human develeptrareas (such as a long and healthy life,
education, and a decent standard of living). Ecastsncan measure this discrimination
empirically by evaluating the different ratings foen and women in life expectancy, educational
attainment, and income indices.

From the beginning, the authors of thHeman Development Repottged to include
regional and gender inequalities in the HDI, sinagonal averages overlooked those aspects. As
for gender, the first reports dealt with inequabgycomparing women'’s indices with men’s, but
the 1995Human Development Repancluded gender inequality in the HDI itself irder to
avoid underestimating the “general achievementiath men and women. The result was the
Gender-Related Development Index (and, later, tB®1¥5 The GDI is also a step toward
increased awareness of inequality, since it intcedwa certain “aversion” to inequality. It does so
by especially taking into account the lesser adnsents of women, caused by discrimination.
Users employ harmonic means, which focus on snadlies, to calculate the index, instead of
relying on arithmetic means, which are biased lgyMailues. The GDI is, in fact, an HDI
discounted, or adjusted downward, for gender inguthe larger the inequality, the smaller the
resulting HDI (already depicted as GDI).

Scholars have criticized the estimation methodef&DI on the grounds it does not
sufficiently account for gender inequality. Thewgioh it reduces the visibility of discrimination,
since it includes both absolute achievement aradivel inequalities. Some authors want to
reintroduce the first method the UNDP Reports usadeasure gender inequality, which directly

compares the different achievement degrees in huleaglopment of men and women. For their



part, A. Geske Dijkstra and Lucia C. Hanmer (20€l@)gested another alternative to the GDI: the
Relative Status of Women, or RSW.

Gender analysts, in particular, have criticizedghredominant use of the income
component to measure gender inequality and thdgarabin international comparisons (Kalpana
Bardhan and Stephan Klasen 1999; Paloma de Vill@®®). They claim that the “penalty” of
gender income disparities has a “disproportionatefght in the total penalty of the HDI after
considering gender differences. This disproportionld be especially important in some (if not
most) underdeveloped areas, where health or sclipiolequalities are more serious than wage
inequalities. The discussion on human developmredeveloped countries has received less
attention, and the UNDP only deals with areas sfdaxclusion and poverty. The human
suffering profiled in the reports is based on mdgt&auses in high-income countries. These
include sedentary lifestyles and unbalanced deetsidents, educational exclusion,
unremunerated work or decreased social benefitsptrer features related to the “weakening of
the social fabric,” such as alcohol abuse and deleged crimes, divorces, single-parent families,
suicides, young prison populations, etc., somelotiwimply controversial value judgments.
Hence, the central themes in the Human DevelopReports are discrimination, poverty, and
exclusion. This is why, in terms of human developmpenalties must arise from discrimination,
since poverty and exclusion must be analyzed stggidue to their specific natufe.

To reach a minimal scientific and academic consgnsis useful to pay attention to
gender and regional inequality when evaluating‘tigh” state of human development. We
cannot assume that a society is highly developezhvelverages and means hide important
variations or exclude an important population grddpasuring such inequalities is vital in order

to give methodological and conceptual credibildyathuman development paradigm, especially
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if this paradigm is meant to be universal, andjast an alternative to the economic growth

model for the underdeveloped world.

4. A Case Study: the Spanish State and its Autonomous Communities

The Spanish case shows the need to take into d@cagional inequalities and gender
discrimination when measuring human developmerdirSig divided into seventeen political and
administrative units called Autonomous Communiflesreinafter ACs). These ACs must be
understood as something more than geographic regsorce they have varying degrees of self-
government and have received different powers deggisocial policies. Likewise, some possess
distinct national identities.

Underscoring the differences in these regionsashtterogeneous development of
capitalism in Spain, the convulsive way it has bsteactured as a purely capitalist economy, and
the obstacles certain regions still face as arestihe persistence of pre-capitalist and neo-
capitalist models. Not only have these factors&general impact on the industrialization and
modernization of the country, but they have aldeciéd the integration and institutionalization
of social status and gender roles. The regiongtitadlly called the “different Spains”
(North/South, interior/coastal, humid/dry, moderaditional, rich/poor, etc.) in fact prove the
different degrees and stages of capitalist devedopnm Spain: a) capitalist accumulation in the
industrial and financial sectors in Catalonia amthie northern and central cities; b) agrarian
capitalism accompanied by unproductive rentierisrthe rest of Spain (the two Castillas,
Galicia, and the South); c) “definitive capitalimat,” following an autarchic period and the mass
expulsion of labor force from rural areas (emigmatirom Galicia and from the southern
regions); and d) industrialization based on imgatistitution in the political and social

framework of Franco’s dictatorship. Although Spsintegration into the European Union and
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the nature of global capitalism have imposed aagedegree of homogenization, this “heritage”
of regional inequalities can still be observed wittine different Autonomous Communities.

As Table 1 shows, agriculture continues to plagy vmportant role in the South
(Andalusia, Extremadura, Murcia, and Castilla-Lankglaa) and in Galicia, which have a
combined output of more than half of the agricuwtyoroduction in Spain and also have the
highest agricultural employment rates (12.9, 162,182.8, and 19.8 percent, respectively).
Furthermore, these regions have the lowest petacgpss domestic product (less than
10,217.21 euros), although redistribution of thesgrhousehold disposable income places some
of them closer to or in a higher position than otmmmunities in the medium-low boundary of
9,015.18 euros (Asturias, Castilla y Leon, the @aisdands, the Valencian Community, and
Cantabria). More than one-third of Spain's popafatives in these lower-income regions, while
another third resides in the urban centers of Madatalonia, and the Basque Country. Even
when the cyclical nature of employment is takeo extcount, the southern ACs of Andalusia and
Extremadura register exorbitant unemployment ratlese to 30 percent), much higher than all
the others.

In addition to such regional disparities, Spainggsses, overall, one of the lowest levels
of female participation in the labor market withine European Union. At the same time, the
country has one of the highest levels of inactiaityl unemployment. It is therefore a case in
which the regional distribution of HDI and GDI shdibe especially taken into account, since
these regionalized indexes show that a generalddbBlhide important regional disparities as
well as remarkable gender discrimination. Spaihis an excellent example of the need to
correct the level of human development in high-meacountries, as measured by the HDI, by
including inequality. If we bear in mind that Spstmwomen lack the same capabilities and

opportunities Spanish men have, and that in sogiene this deficiency is much greater than in
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others, it becomes clear that the true level of dmuakevelopment in Spain is not as high as the
overall HDI suggests.
In the following sections, we underscore the imgace of regional differences in Spain

by examining the results of HDI and GDI estimatiansl analyzing components of these indices.

HDI and GDI rankings for the Autonomous Communities

HDI and GDI figures computed for the year 1997ldwing Atkinson’s income reduction
formula for income adjustment (a step we justifiolag, are shown in Table 2 and compared in
Chart 1.

First, note thaall of the Autonomous Communities have a GDI valu¢ ihkower than
their HDI, illustrating that, when gender is takato account, measures of human development
decrease. This fact confirms the universality ofdgr discrimination in Spain. Andalusia, for
instance, has the lowest Human Development Ind&pain -- 0.903. Yet this low value is
higher than the highest GDI in all of the Autonora@ommunities, the 0.881 rating of Madrid.
This means that even the best level achieved ige¢hder-related index is worse than the lowest
general index. Secondly, we should draw attentbaihé fact that GDI values are more regionally
scattered than HDI values, implying that differenceSpaniards’ capabilities and opportunities
are greater when assessing gender inequality. Wéhaoa infer that a gender approach is more
appropriate than any other for measuring overathdwu development, because it allows us to
stress the existing regional differences in a nulehrer way. Finally, the different values of both
indicators at a regional level changes the relgingtions of the ACs, with their rankings rising
or falling according to whether their HDIs or th@Dls are considered. These changes can be

observed in the gradient and crossing-points stixeper the gradient and the more intersections
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it shows, the larger the drop in the ranking positf the Autonomous Community in terms of
gender-related human development (Chart 1).

Special mention must be made of extreme casesd Babthe ACs that either improve or
lose relative positions in the rankings once gewsgarimination has been taken into account.
Gainers include the Canary Islands (+11), the Beldslands (+8), Galicia (+5), and Catalonia
(+4), while Aragon (-9), Cantabria (-5), La Riojd);, Castilla y Leon (-5), and Navarre (-5) show
lowered human development outcomes. At the sanes time penalty that using the GDI
imposes, both in absolute and in percentage tesinasys the different degrees of discrimination
in human development in every AC (Table 3). Thésfssin ranking positions and regional
values, caused by the introduction of a gendercgmbr, may be used to diagnose shortages in

human development and to design policies aimech@itdving its components.

The Scope of Discrimination: Components of the GDI

Using the “equally distributed equivalent achievath€EDEA, once assessed by
harmonic mearty, the paradigm proposed by the United Nations @reent Program can
transform the general or average advance in eaehadthuman capabilities and opportunities
into another indicator that takes into account gemaequality. This transformation results in an
HDI that is adjusted downwards for gender inequalithat is, a GDI. But the effects of each
component of human development -- life expectaadygcational attainment, and adjusted earned
income -- on the measurement of inequality are défgrent. In fact, the monetary income
component has such a prominence in the penaltytttistorts the reality of discrimination, both
in the case of developing countries (because itlovks health issues and lack of schooling for

girls) and in the case of developed countries (beedhe penalty concerning the access to

14



resources is directly related to the absolute iretevel) (Kalpana Bardhan and Stephan Klasen
1999).

In 1999, the United Nations changed the metho@$timating the GDI, adjusting the
differential treatment of income. Responding to¢harge that the adjustment achieved by using
Atkinson’s method gave too much weight to the ineaomponent (UNDP 1999: 159), UNDP
launched a logarithmic transformation of the incauomponent. As a result, Spain, which had
formerly ranked ninth in the world ranking of HDJNIDP 1998) dropped to the twenty-first
position (UNDP 1999). Because Spain’s GDI also eartwenty-first on the list, the drop in HDI
ranking translated into an apparent improvemetteénsituation of women. This occurred
because while figures in 1997 showed a large diffee between the HDI and the GDI rankings -
- a disparity that indicated high discriminatiotesa-- differences between the rankings were
erased in 1999.

In our case, the choice between one adjustmentat@thanother (namely, Atkinson’s
formula or the logarithmic function) leads to difaces both in the GDI figures of the ACs and
in the positions they register in the ranking (Eab). We chose Atkinson’s method for income
adjustment because, when applied to the Spanigh itaan provide a better explanation of
gender inequality than the logarithmic method. Atienson’s formula better illustrates gender
inequality because it introduces a reduction initlceme variable that causes a downward
homogenization of the income level of the ACs. Efare, it reduces differences among ACs in
terms of total GDP. As a result, differences in‘thgually distributed earned income index”
(EDEAg)) -- which is computed from the different wages antlvity rates for men and women --
account for the gender disparities among ACs iritbeme component and the GDI value it$elf.

This means that women's income is limited with eespo the total income component.
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This effect on women's income becomes clearer wherobserves that the correlation
between per capita GDP and the GDI computed aguptdi Atkinson’s method is lower than the
one that would result from the logarithmic adjusttdhe correlation coefficient between the
EDEAEg and the per capita GDP is higher in the caseefabarithmic adjustment (0.933) than
in the case of Atkinson’s method of adjustment@8)5But the level of correlation achieved by
Atkinson’s method is, on the contrary, higher ia tlorrelations between the EDEANd the
wage ratio (0.856) and between the ERE#nd women'’s labor-force participation (0.775); the
logarithmic correlations are 0.414 and 0.435, respely. Thus, the EDEA (as well as the
resulting GDI) computed according to Atkinson’s hoat seems to integrate better into the GDI
gender disparities between men and women regacdipgpilities and opportunities in the
economic field.

As for the remaining components of the GDI, theadigudistributed life expectancy index
and the equally distributed educational attainnmesex (EDEAE and EDEAp respectively),
they barely register any change or dispersion.egffices in life expectancy indices and
educational attainment indices are small withindHferent communities, indicating that
discrimination against women in these spheresastimally nonexistent. In fact, the existing
disparities in these indices among the differembiminities are a result of regional differences in
the amount of absolute improvement rather tharsaltref gender differences. The apparent lack
of discrimination in these two components of hurdawelopment -- health and education -- also
proves that in developed countries (and Spaintsne@xception to this phenomenon), assuming
there are no better variables to express achievieimémose spheres, it is the income variable that
accounts for gender discrimination in human devalept estimation.

The importance of the income variable becomes elearer when we analyze the drop in

the HDI associated with gender inequality and fifeceof gender on the HDI's three
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components (Table 3). In view of the clear pred@nae of the income component in causing
those drops, the explanation for the different degrof gender inequality within Spain must be
found in the income index. In order to locate #muplanation, two indicators must be taken into
account in the calculation of the EDEAwage ratio (the ratio of female wage to male wagg
and women'’s labor force participation rate.

In regard to wage differences, Spain shows a héagnese of regional dispersion in its
wage ratios. Two extreme examples illustrate tigpetsion: Madrid, the community with the
lowest degree of wage discrimination, has a rdtit9o2; and Aragon, the community with the
highest degree of wage discrimination, has a @fti6.9. In fact, female wage equals at least
three-quarters of male wages in only two ACs: Madnd the Canary Islands. In the other
Spanish communities, this ratio is even lower tthennational average (74.3Differences in
women’s labor force participation within the difé&t communities are not as pronounced,
although Spain's average is still far below thaEofope for such participation.

Thus, whereas regional disparities in “female sloharned income” are mainly due to
wage differences, the low rate of women'’s partittgrain the labor force seems to be the main
factor behind the unequal “female proportional meoshare.” (We must, however, direct
attention to the fact that the labor force paratipn of men was itself low, about 61 percent in
1997). Despite the fact that the employment rat8pzinish women has grown continuously since
the 1960s, women are still highly confined to tloengstic sphere. This restricted role, along with
the visible lack of public policies aimed at proingtequality between men and women in the
labor market, prevents women from having a stropgesence in the productive sphere (Cristina
Carrasco and Arantxa Rodriguez 2000).

To show regional differences in human developmebe-they general or stemming from

gender inequality — we can draw two “autonomic mdhtap 1 and Map 2). At first glance, with
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both indicators (HDI and GDI) taken into accouht tnaps depict the so-called two Spains,
divided by an invisible line that separates thethNand the South. The Canary Islands and
Aragon are the only two exceptions, though thesed@mmunities drastically modify their
positions once a gender approach has been intrddqtiee Canary Islands for the better, and
Aragon for the worse). Looking at the Autonomic M#pGender-Related Human Development
(Map 2), we can divide the ACs into four groups;ading to GDI values that range from a
maximum value of 0.881 to a minimum value 0.816:

1) Madrid, the Canary Islands, and the Basque @puamne the communities with the
smallest human development disparities betweenandrwomen;

2) Catalonia, Galicia, Navarre, and the Balealanids, which register slightly higher
levels of inequality, can be categorized as thersg@group;

3) Castilla y Leon, Asturias, La Rioja, the ValemcCommunity, and Cantabria belong
in the third group, with has wider inequalitiesgdan

4) Murcia, Aragon, Andalusia, Extremadura, and adta Mancha occupy the last
position. Here, the lowest general levels of degedent and the greatest level of discrimination
create the worst-case scenario for women’s humeaelalement.

By taking into account the rankings of the ACs #meElnumbers they received in the
classification according to their GDI and its compnts, we can evaluate the “stability” of some
communities, or the “discrimination asymmetry” éher communities. “Stable” communities are
those that occupy similar positions in the ratiofall components -- at the top of the
classification (Madrid or Catalonia), or at thetbat (Andalusia or Murcia). Examples of
asymmetric communities -- those that occupy varygagitions in the ratings of each GDI
component -- are the Canary Islands, the Baleslandls, and Aragon, which are asymmetric

because of income disparities; Castilla-La Man€uastilla y Leon, and the Basque Country,
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which are asymmetric because of differences in sreaml women's life expectancies; and the
Canary Islands and the Basque Country, which amamagtric because of gender disparities in
educational attainments.

Therefore, for scholars who are performing thelfassessment of gender differences in
human development from an autonomic point of vige,different rankings of all components
can provide a starting point for explaining thepeof gender discrimination. Without doubt,

such assessments have important implications faalspolicies (as far as gender is concerned).

5. Alternativesto the GDI

Alternative measures of gender discrimination imhaa development focus mainly on
variables and calculation methods. Although redearscshould keep the basic indicators of the
HDI (in order to retain useful measures of politieperating capacity, comparability, etc.), they
should also find “better” indicators to measurecdigination in life expectancy, adult literacy,
and schooling ratios, as well as in income. Altauady, they should combine existing indicators
in a different way in order to calculate their gyetic (or integrated) value.

New approaches to research that follow these gneehave emerged, such as an
indicator called “disability-free life expectaritynstead of the former “life expectancy at birth.”
Another way of calculating gender discriminationulbbe to add indices such as scholastic
failure, functional illiteracy, or career orientati to the measurement of educational attainment.
With regard to income, it would be useful to acddian discrimination in the productive sphere,
which results not only from wage inequality (thduee to comply with the rule “equal pay for
equal work”), but also from women's being mostlypéoged in lower paid occupations, which

traditionally create most female jobs.
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Leaving aside the alternatives of income adjustpsarhe critics have objected to the fact that
the GDlintegratesdiscrimination, but does nateasurat. Dijkstra and Hanmer (2000) have
launched an alternative to the GDI, which they ttadl Relative Status of Women (RSW).

For economists, the great challenge is to integtet reproductive economy into the
human development field. Domestic work and caréagivesponsibilities are generally invisible
to researchers. As a result, their analyses ovetloese fundamental parts of women’s
capabilities and opportunities (women’s choiceg)iclv are in fact so essential that they both lay
the foundations of the productive sphere itself ahtthe same time represent women’s
integration into the productive sphere. In thissggrthe existing debate deals with the suitability
and possibility of measuring reproductive work dimel characteristics such measurements should
have?

We will present two alternative calculations of BBl based on each of these
possibilities: a) a division of the economic fighdo sectors (industry and services) and b) a
calculation of the Relative Status of Women for8@gla ACs. After studying the results and
comparing them with the previously calculated GBlues, we draw some final conclusions and

recommendations.

Sectoral Reconstruction of Income Share

In Spain, women’s opportunities in the labor maskast mainly in the tertiary sector
(two-thirds of all female workers are employedhistsector). Within this sector, more than one-
third of women are employed in the “retail tradel &iotel and catering trade," another third are
civil servants, and one-sixth are employed in “og®rvices” (especially “domestic service”).
Almost two-thirds of the industrial female work éaris employed in manufacturing and in the

textile and clothing industries. Importantly, wornteeearnings are much lower than men’s -- from
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25 to 30 percent lower -- in precisely these sactitie textile and clothing industries, retail #ad
and the hotel and catering trade. Moreover, tred toterage wage in these industries is only
about 80 percent of the average industrial wagas;Tthe problem is not only gender
discrimination but also sectoral discrimination.

Given these figures, we can calculate a GDI2, bgmstructing the equally distributed
income coefficient of earnings of those two sectordustry and services) out of national average
data (unfortunately, no disaggregated data exagfarding ACs). The procedure is as follows: we
estimate the coefficient between women’s earnimgsghobal earnings for each sector; we then
multiply these results by the female working pogiotapercentage (for each AC). Then, we find
the arithmetic average of these results, whichgyise to a new “female share of earned
income.” Divided by the percentage of women inttital population, this share equals a new
“female proportional income share.” We follow tteeree procedure to obtain male income share,
and the harmonic mean of both resulting valueswadsdor the new equally distributed income
coefficient. By following the same steps used tostouct the GDI, we can then obtain the GDI2
(Table 4).

When we compare the new GDI2 with the GDI, we ba¢all ACs register a lower GDI2
than GDI; in all cases, therefore, the reconstouctif the income component translates into a
better “visibility” of discrimination. Most likelyif we could use disaggregated data from the
ACs, the results would even be more staggeringpibethe temporary and seasonal behavior of
unemployment rates and the difficulties of usingnthto construct structural indices like the GDI,
their inclusion into this reconstruction (by usihg percentage of women actually working,
rather than the female working population rate)uladighlight disparities even more. In
conclusion, since the income factor is the mostrtgnt means, at leagé facto for accounting

for gender differences in human development, theeme refine the measurement of
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discrimination against women in this area, the tgrethe decrease in the existing human
development indices These lowered indices woutmhalls to better evaluate the difficulties that
womenreally face when trying to improve their capabilities appbortunities in the labor
market, which is clearly biased against them bettigally and remuneratively.

Additionally, it is important to note that the GDI2organizes” the ACs, so that some
change their positions in the rankings consideratther shifting downward, like Galicia (which
moves from the fifth position to the fifteenth) atig Canary Islands (from the third position to
the eighth), or moving upward, as in the case ofadi& (from the sixth position to the second),
La Rioja (from the tenth to the fifth), or Aragdindm the fourteenth to the seventh). These
results seem more consistent if we bear in mintthiese latter communities showed
“exceptional” performances of the GDI in relatianthe HDI. Yet, the South (Andalusia,
Extremadura, Castilla-La Mancha, Murcia) continteeszgister lower levels than the North,
which means that southern communities, along wahdia, again hold the lowest positions.
These communities also have, in relative termsskiaepest drop in their GDI rankings (together

with Asturias, the Canary Islands, and Galicia).

Measuring, rather than integrating, inequality: the Relative Status of Women (RSW)

Given that the aim of the GDI constructed by UNBRoi assess the level of achievement
in the same areas as the HDI, while taking intamantthe disparity in achievement between men
and women, the GDI is composed of absolute aveadgances and gender-related inequalities.
The GDI therefore is just an HDI qualified by gendescrimination. This is why the GDI has
been criticized as a gender inequality indicatom8 researchers have suggested constructing an
index capable of abstracting absolute levels ofare] so as to measure the absolute differences

between men and women. Such is the proposal ostgjland Hanmer (2000), who reintroduce
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UNDP'’s first measurements of inequality by using HDI “adjusted in accordance to gender
disparities.” They have constructed the Relatiaust of Women index (RSW), which is based
on the arithmetic mean of female and male ratiasagh of the components of human
development.

For Spain, we have calculated the RSW in two diffiéways, according to the treatment
given to the income index: a) we measured genderidiination in the access to income by
means of women’s proportional share of incomepfuihg the Atkinson’s method (RSW) (in
this case, we compared women'’s wage with the aeesage); and b) we measured women'’s
share of resources according to the per-capitaniea@tio of women related to that of men for
each AC, following the new logarithmic method o# tiNDP (RSW?2) (in this case, we have
compared women’s wage not to the average wagelthat of men) (Table 4). Although these
new indices show different values depending on iwmeasurement method has been used, in
both cases the rankings of the different ACs rermarhanged. But if we compare the relative
positions of the ACs based on the RSW with thesgitimns based on the GDI, some variations
can be observed, such as the improvement of theaBallslands’ ranking and the lower position
of Navarre's (these changes are similar to thagistezed when transforming the HDI into the
GDI). On the other hand, differences among absoaiiges of RSW and RSW2 show the
relevance of the method used to calculate the ieadisparities: the inequality expressed by the
RSW?2 (logarithms) is greater than the inequalitgrexsed by either of the other two indicators,
which had used the Atkinson’s method (GDI and RSW).

The similarity of the RSW and the GDI values coritem the fact that penalties on the
different components of the RSW are “counterbaldficequality ratios of life expectancy and

educational attainment (which are extremely simitaunteract the lower ratio of income
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equality. But in the case of the RSW2, the inconegjuality,which is given much more weight,
“unbalances” this relative equality.

Thus, the most important advantage of this newxnsl¢hat, because it focuses on
absolute inequality rather than on relative ineifyat makes inequality between men and
women evident in the area in which it is mainly cemntrated--namely the access to monetary
resources, where ratios are far from unity (or éyyaAs a result, the income ratio is the key to
measuring gender discrimination among ACs: comnaswin (or lose) positions in the regional
rankings created by the RSW relative to those coad by the GDI depending on whether
women’s share of income is higher (or lower) thanis.

Even considering that the income sphere is thehtieigt component of these alternative
indicators, another of their advantages is thatesthey do not consider the general level of
achievements of a society, but direct attentioly émigender indicators, they achieve an
inequality index barely correlated to the absolnt®me level. The correlation coefficients of the
RSW and the RSW2 with the per-capita GDP, whictDa584 and 0.536 respectively, are
smaller than the coefficient of the GDI adjusteddyyarithms (0.993) and similar to that of the
GDI adjusted following Atkinson’s method (0.509) eWwan conclude that the RSW is a better
index for measuring discrimination against womegardless of the per-capita income level of a

given society.

6. Conclusions

What does a high level of human development for e@mean? The straight answer,
according to the strict terms of the UNDP defimtiavould be enlarging women’s capabilities
and opportunities. However, because barriers duisian and discrimination fence out women'’s

empowerment and opportunities, we recommend exggdwo new ways to apply a gender
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approach to the human development paradigm: a)uriesgsvomen’s human development,
which will be lower than men’s, and therefore lowsan overall human development; and b)
penalizing, or lowering, the overall achievemenhiman development by the amount of this
discrimination. Each of these approaches use wanmarnisibility and society's disdain toward
the reproductive sphere, as well as female inetyualithe productive one, to demonstrate the
origins of discrimination against women.

Which sphere, productive or reproductive, is thestmmportant for human development?
We should not consider this a rhetorical questidhe answer will guide social policies and
North-South cooperation strategies. Obviously ubssstence economies or in the poorest sectors
of low-income countries, productive and reproduetpheres are deeply related, and the
prominence of the reproductive sphere is self-awtide a result of the weakness of the overall
productive sphere. But in high-income countriesditgation is very different, since the
reproductive sphere operates differently than ior pountries. Although the reproductive
domain retains, to a certain extengemuineinvisibility as a result of the institutional defeent,
the market provides alternatives to the domestwises and care-giving responsibilities that
characterize it. Given the basic nature of the nonemic components of human development
(life expectancy and educational attainment), ihesdiscrimination within the productive sphere
that has to be studied from the gender point okvMoreover, taking on paid work offers
women alternatives to laboring in the reproducspbere: access to the household goods and
care services offered by “the market” dependsdeeat extent on the income level of individuals.

The analysis of human development in high-incomentiées suffers from some
limitations. Although the HDI must be adjusted atardance with gender discrimination and
exclusion, once this adjustment is made, the incooneponent is the decisive factor. Lack of

employment or low remuneration is what charactsnzemen’s inequality within these
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countries. The only way to overcome this limitatisrio use variables relating to health and
education that are more specific than those oelfgectancy and educational attainment. This
requirement suggests that researchers should aonhatspecific HDI for high-income countries,
composed of variables different from those useasg8ess human development in low-income
countries. Another possibility for creating an HDI high-income countries would be to use
alternative indicators of inequality, taking intonsideration that the general level of achievement
also determines the degree of inequality: wometilkely to be less discriminated against, both
productively and reproductively, in a richer coyritian in a poorer one.

The Spanish case provides a good illustration @ftiove assertions. If we estimate the
HDI and the GDI for the different ACs, we noticatlabsolute regional differences (which can
be observed in the division between North and Soatterms of HDI) are combined with gender
differences, which are mainly to be found in theoime field. Wage differences between men and
women, combined with a low female share of theddbe within the different ACs, are key
factors that exacerbate the existing division betworth and South.

But there are some exceptions to these general, iadeve encounter communities that
significantly modify their positions in the rankimghen we apply the GDI instead of the HDI.
These exceptions highlight the importance of a geagproachAnd, although it is possible to
reveal higher levels of inequality (for instancéthna field analysis of women’s employment and
remuneration), the researcher always comes batiletextreme importance of the productive
sphere. Leaving this prominence aside, in termtsaffect on overall human development, it is
still vital to analyze its components in order taghose the most remarkable differences between
men and women's capabilities and opportunitiesyalad in noneconomic areas.

Of course, no analysis of the productive sphereesalhe problem of defining women's

capabilities and opportunities in the reproductplere, either directly or indirectly, since the
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factors determining women'’s relationship to thibesg may not be under women's control.
Actually, such factors seldom are -- hence theveglee of "empowerment.” This is another
reason for an alternative GDI, which would accdontdiscrimination against women in high-
income countries, not only in the productive sphbtg also in the reproductive one, by means of
relatively simple indicators such as time use erittiensity of domestic work (starting from
satellite accounts), among others. Discriminatiarshieintegrated,notmeasureda concept

that includes accepting, for example, that active skilled men in the household and care-giving
fields are an improvement in terms of human devalamt. The objective must be to increase the
level of general human development, both for mehfanwomen, instead of developing one at
the other’s expense. In terms of human developnieasharing of housework in the
reproductive sphere is not a zero-sum game busiiyEmsum game (since it fosters human
development for both men and women).

To sum up, we favor a double effort: the integmatod a human development paradigm
into gender analysis and the integration of a gead&re approach into human development
analysis. This effort would be especially usefuhigh-income countries. The human
development paradigm, because of its multidimeradinature and its assessment of the general
level of attainments, can broaden the perspecfitieeogender approach while strengthening its
operating capacity; meanwhile, the gender approablth unveils discrimination and inequality,
can help to better evaluate the general level biesement and to analyze it from a sociopolitical
point of view.

Along the path toward this two-faceted processe caisdies, either at a regional or
national level, could be the ideal tools for spregé new, more realistic, and socially useful
description of human development for developed treash Such descriptions could serve as

guidelines for creating social, legal, and insittnél policies aimed at eradicating discrimination
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and segregation against women, without fosteriegited excuse that improvements would be

made “at the expense” of men.
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Table 1. Regional Disparities in Spain. 1997

| Agricukltural Agriﬁultural
Tota Per capita| Per capita workers workers (%
ég:r?;%?ﬁigz HDI Population incorr?e GHDFI) %li?f;?g (% total regionasl
(%) (pesetas)| (pesetas) agricultural workers)
workers)

Andalusiz 0.903 18.26 1,434.998 1,266.098 29.41 23.9 12.9
Aragor 0.927 2.99 2,140.584 1,762.098 11.37 4.0 9.9
Asturias 0.92( 2.74 1,743.329 1,472.545 19.07 3.2 10.6
Balearic Islanc 0.907 1.9 2,966.384 2,165.019 11.12 0.7 2.5
Carary Island 0.90¢ 4.08 2,036.180 1,530.809 18.7§ 3.5 6.9
Cantabri 0.923 1.33 1,821.116 1,533.63Y 18.27 1.6 9.9
Castilla y Le0 0.924 6.30 1,798.631 1,563.998 18.04 9.4 12.3
Castille-La Manch: 0.904 4.33 1,585.019 1,406.251 17.06 6.6 12.4
Catalonii 0.922 15.44 2,451.74f 1,732.172 14.34 7.5 3.
\Valencian Con 0.91( 10.13 1,973.000 1,565.37f 16.74 7.4 5.1
Extremadur 0.907 2,70 1,444.228 1,352.591 28.99 4.4 16.(
Galicie 0.916 6.90 1,669.934 1,499.010 17.34 17.1 19.§
[Madrid 0.931 12.76 2,552.79]1 1,748.132 16.97 1.9 1.0
[Murcia 0.912 2,79 1,585.02f 1,369.979 17.34 4.6 13.2
Navarre 0.933 1.33 2,326.350 1,652.908 10.09 1.8 9.4
Basque Countl 0.928 5.29 2,258.169 1,674.056 17.23 1.7 2.4
La Rioje 0.924 0.61 2,227.395 1,810.014 11.1§ 0.9 10.]
SPAIN 0.918 104 1,987.539 1,555.446 18.87 10d 8.

Notes: Unemployment rate and agricultural workegsres correspond to 1998. GHDI (Gross Househosp@sable

Income, PPP)

Source: Own calculations based on INEBASE; FundeBBV (1999):Renta Nacional de Espafia y su distribucion
funcional Instituto Nacional de Estadistica (1998%paria en Cifras 199%®apeles de Economia Espafiatd 80,

1999.
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Table 2. HDI-GDI Differences by Penalty Component

Autonomous EDEAEg | EDEAEg GDI GDI
Communities | FOEALE [EDBAel "oy | “(at) | (Log) | (AWK HDI
Andalusia 0.865 0.894 0.758 0.709 0.839 0.823 0.908
Aragon 0.895 0.935 0.821 0.658 0.883 0.829 0.927
Asturias 0.871 0.937 0.794 0.721 0.867 0.843 0.920
Balearic Islands 0.869 0.899 0.886 0.789 0.885 0.852 0.907
Canary Islands 0.872 0.904 0.824 0.829 0.867 0.869 0.909
Cantabria 0.885 0.931 0.798 0.704 0.871 0.840 0.923
Castillay Ledn 0.906 0.932 0.798 0.707 0.879 0.848] 0.929
Castilla - La Mancha 0.891 0.885 0.776 0.673 0.851 0.816 0.909
Catalonia 0.887 0.927 0.850 0.769 0.888 0.861 0.922
Valencian Com. 0.870 0.907 0.813 0.748 0.864 0.842 0.910
Extremadura 0.882 0.888 0.761 0.698 0.843 0.823 0.907
Galicia 0.879 0.918 0.785 0.770 0.861 0.856) 0.916
Madrid 0.898 0.944 0.862 0.801 0.901 0.881 0.931
Murcia 0.874 0.910 0.774 0.712 0.853 0.832 0.91p
Navarre 0.900 0.948 0.842 0.712 0.896 0.853] 0.933
Basque Country 0.884 0.950 0.837 0.774 0.890 0.869 0.928
La Rioja 0.890 0.931 0.834 0.706 0.885 0.843 0.924
SPAIN 0.838 0.918 0.801 0.779 0.867 0.860 0.918

Source Instituto Nacional de Estadistica
Notes EDEA e: Equally distributed life expectancy index
EDEAep: Equally distributed education attainment index
EDEAg:: Equally distributed earned income index. Log: &othmic method; Atk: Atkinson method.
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Table 3. GDI Components (penalty)

Ranking

Autonom_o_us HDI GDI position Absolute Igifgl\t/; : Share of penalty

Communities variation (HDI | penalty (%) Life _ Earned

— GDI) Expectancy Educatior] Income

Andalusia 0.903 0.823 2 0.080 8.9 0.4 0.0 99.5
Aragon 0.927 0.829 -9 0.098 10.5 0.3 0.0 99.9
Asturias 0.920 0.843 0 0.077 8.4 1.1 -0.1 99.1
|Balearic Islands 0.907 0.852 8 0.054 6.0 0.6 -0.2 99.5
Canary Islands 0.909 0.869 11 0.040 4.5 0.7 -0.1 99.4
Cantabria 0.923 0.840 -5 0.083 9.0 0.7 -0.1 99.4
Castilla y Ledn 0.929 0.848 -5 0.081 8.7 0.3 -0.8 100.
Castilla - La Mancha 0.909 0.816 -3 0.093 10.2 0.1 0.0 99.9
Catalonia 0.922 0.861 4 0.061 6.6 0.8 -0.2 99.4
\Valencian Com. 0.910 0.842 1 0.068 7.5 0.5 -0.2 99.7
|Extremadura 0.907 0.823 0 0.084 9.3 0.2 0.0 99.8
Galicia 0.916 0.856 5 0.060 6.6 1.2 -0.3 99.1
[Madrid 0.931 0.881 1 0.050 54 1.6 -0.2 98.6
[Murcia 0.912 0.832 -2 0.080 8.7 0.3 -0.1 99.8
Navarre 0.933 0.853 -5 0.080 8.5 0.3 -0.2 99.9
|Basque Country 0.928 0.869 1 0.059 6.4 1.0 -0.3 99.3
[La Rioja 0.924 0.843 -4 0.081 8.8 0.2 -0.1 99.9
SPAIN 0.918 0.860 0 0.058 6.3 1.2 -0.2 99.1]
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Map 1. HDI Autonomic Map

0.933 -0.925

0.924 - 0.919

0.918 - 0.912

OO @ H

0.911 - 0.903

37



Map 2. GDI Autonomic Map
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Table 4. GDI Alternatives: Relative Status of Won{B$W) and GDI2

LEIf/ EDIf/ PISf RSW p.c. _income f rRsw2 | cDI GDI2

LEIm EDIm p.c. income m
lAndalusia 1.043 0.967 0.52 0.843 0.377 0.796 0.823| 0.758
Aragon 1.027 0.996 | 0.464 0.829 0.320 0.781 0.829| 0.818
Asturias 1.062 1.005 | 0.544 0.870 0.402 0.823 0.843| 0.793
Balearic Islands 1.045 0.994 | 0.618 0.886 0.474 0.838 | 0.852| 0.825
Canary Islandg 1.050 0.994 | 0.663 0.902 0.512 0.852 | 0.869| 0.815
Cantabria 1.056 1.002 | 0.522 0.860 0.386 0.814 0.84 | 0.802
Castillay Leon 1.034 1.045 0.516 0.865 0.372 0.817 0.848| 0.803
Castilla - La 0.475 0.326 0.781
Mancha 1.012 0.969 0.819 0.769 0.816
Catalonia 1.047 1.003 0.593 0.881 0.446 0.832 0.861| 0.835
\Valencian 0.565 0.419 0.810
Com. 1.034 0.996 0.865 0.816 0.842
Extremadura 1.038 0.971 0.503 0.837 0.356 0.788 0.823| 0.748
Galicia 1.053 0.995 0.602 0.883 0.459 0.836 0.856| 0.771
Madrid 1.058 0.995 | 0.628 0.894 0.467 0.840 0.881| 0.856
Murcia 1.030 0.980 | 0.521 0.844 0.375 0.795 0.832| 0.791
Navarre 1.035 1.030 0.521 0.862 0.379 0.815 0.853| 0.844
Basque 0.602 0.462 0.839
Country 1.066 1.025 0.898 0.851 0.869
La Rioja 1.031 1.007 0.51 0.849 0.359 0.799 0.843| 0.832
SPAIN 1.044 0.995 | 0.603 0.881 0.452 0.831 | 0.86| 0.815
Notes:
f. female ; m: male

LEI: Life Expectancy Index

EDI: Education Attainment Index
PISf: Female Proportional Income Share
RSW: Relative Status of Women (based on PISf)
p.c. income: per capita income
RSW2: Relative Status of Women (based on per capita income (GDP)
GDI2: Sectoral Reconstruction of GDI

1 This article contains some of the results of gdaproject: “Human Development and Poverty: A Gand

Approach,” financed by the Women'’s Institute of Mimistry of Social Affairs (Instituto de la Mujetel

Ministerio de Asuntos Sociales) in Spain.
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2Not until the Cairo Conference on Population anddéde@pment, in 1994, did some researchers emphtsize
relevance of women in analyzing population polidytil then, the subjects (and objects) of demogaph

policies, family planning law, etc., were a mix“tmily,” “parents,” and, to a lesser extent, ofdmen," as
shown by the endorsement of the final papers gbdipeilation conferences held in Bucharest and Meixic
1974 and 1984, respectively.

3 To gain insight into this problem, it is essent@konsider the link between the productive amidaguctive
spheres. If women take full responsibility for datie work — their position in the labor market isakened
and they must depend on men’s wages. This situaggults in asymmetrical gender relationships. The
traditional approach fails to provide an analysisubordination, because it focuses on the prodnaif goods
without providing a global perspective on gendéatienships in both the productive and the reprdigadields.
4 According to the human development paradigm, thitidimensional deprivation of human developmerd is
case of “human poverty.” So, development and pgweaduld be the two ways (achievement and hardgifip)
regarding a single process. We have considereféthi@ization of human poverty in our other researait
included in this paper.

5 Or, as the terminology in tHéuman Development ReposBows, the GESI formula (Gender Equity Sensitive
Indexes). This formula refers to the design of eamiponent index through a harmonic mean of the
corresponding male and female indices, adjusteg¢dordance with the gender composition of the whole
population.

8 In the logarithmical method, in order to make ¢haculation of the “equally distributed earned immindex”
(EDEAg), the total GDP (of both men and women) is applietemale participation in wages. As a result,
gender differences in share of income among AutanmCommunities are partially concealed by thd tota
income level of each community.

”We must throw into relief how, in this case, tlaional average hides differences among the Aut@usm
Communities of up to 23 percent. The data souheelNEBASE, gives no explanation of how the nationa
average is estimated, which is quite surprisimggesin 15 out of 17 Autonomous Communities thigorist
substantially below the national figures. One emptaon could be that most of the working women are
employed in communities where inequalities are pgegsounced.

8 We wish to thank our female colleagues at the &diot Women's Studies at the University of Alieant

(Centro de Estudios de la Mujer de la Universidaditicante) for their suggestions and commentshess¢
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approaches during the presentation of this papsfortlinately, we do not have disaggregated datzipérg to
ACs and gender.

9 A recent landmark in this respect was reachebeasymposium “Times, Jobs and Gender,” organizeithdy
Jobs, Institutions and Gender research group (Tiselistitucions i Génere) of the Universitat dar8elona, in

February 2001.
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