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ABSTRACT 

In this dissertation, I attempt to improve upon previous studies of globalization 

and human rights by employing several strategies. First, I employ an interdisciplinary 

theoretical analysis that draws on disparate literatures from political science, economics, 

international law, and feminist studies. Second, I use a methodology known as multiple 

imputation to deal with missing data problems that have plagued previous studies. Third, 

I test for the differential effects of globalization, economic development, and democracy 

on the achievement of female and male socio-economic rights in order to understand the 

degree to which these variables affect the dependent variables of female and male infant 

mortality, life expectancy, literacy, primary school enrollment, and economic activity 

rates. 

Overall, the main findings in this dissertation shed light on inequities of men and 

women as empirical categories in the context of globalization, economic development 

and democratization. There are two main findings of this study: 1. There is a statistically 

significant difference between the achievement of socio-economic rights for women and 

men in the context of globalization; and, 2. The differential effects of globalization, 

economic development, and democratization on female and male socio-economic rights 

are varied but in general all three of these independent variables tend to have more 

positive effects on the achievement of women's socio-economic rights relative to men's. 
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION TO GENDERED DIS JUNCTURES: 
GLOBALIZATION AND HUMAN RIGHTS 

Introduction 

Two conversations have been prominent in the post Cold War dialogue: 

globalization and human rights. The globalization conversation centers on re-thinking, 

re-conceptualizing, and re-mapping the contemporary international political and 

economic landscape. Underpinning this discussion is the sense/observation that the 

international system has entered into a unique historical period in which it is more 

integrated than ever before along economic, security, cultural, technological, 

environmental, legal, ideological and spatial dimensions. The human rights conversation 

has shifted from the Cold War dialect of "our rights" (i.e. Western political and civil 

liberties) vs. "their rights" (communist socioeconomic rights) to a reflection on and 

celebration of both global "democratization" processes (the "triumph" of western human 

rights) as well as the 50th anniversary of the 1948 Universal Declaration of Human 

Rights (UDHR). 

Recently these two conversations have begun to intersect due to the recasting of 

the human rights discourse in a more economic context (Callaway and Stephens 2004, 

Felice 2003, Brysk 2002, Donnelly 2002, Elson 2002, Falk 2002, Milner 2002, Evans, T. 

2001, World Bank 2001, Wright 2001, Falk 1999a, de Alcantara 1998, Evans, T. and 

Hancock 1998, Howard 1998, McGrew 1998, Thomas 1998). This contemporary 

globalization dialogue has raised important questions about the relationship between the 

"deepening of the global human rights regime" (Donnelly 1999a: 88) and to use 
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Hoogvelt's (1996: 80) phrase, the "deepening of capitalism." Central to this discussion are 

analyses of the roles of the state, international organizations and non-governmental 

organizations in protecting human rights, and whether or not the notion of rights needs to 

be reconsidered/reformulated in the context of globalization. McGrew (1998: 194) in 

critically summing up these debates argues that three distinct disjunctures exist: 

.. .[GJlobalization does not necessarily signal a new and more progressive era for 
the advancement of universal human rights.. .contemporary patterns of 
globalization are associated with a set of growing disjunctures.. ..these 
disjunctures are evident in respect of: the realization of rights; the diplomacy and 
politics of rights; and the normative foundations of rights. 

What is generally missing from the analyses of these two intersections of 

globalization and international human rights is recognition of a third dimensions - how 

both of these issues are "gendered." Feminist scholars, policy-makers, and activists have 

been skeptical and critical of the recent anniversary of the UDHR as well as 

contemporary manifestations of human rights discourse, laws and institutions (Molyneux 

and Razavi 2002, Agosin 2001, Ashworth 1999, Peterson and Parisi 1998, Charlesworth 

1995, Cook 1994, Knop 1994, Romany 1994, Bunch 1991). There is also growing 

scholarship on the gendered aspects and consequences of globalization'. Despite this 

proliferation of feminist scholarship, however, there has been little attempt to ground the 

debates over international women's rights and laws in the context of economic 

globalization. 

' See, for example, Bakker and Gill 2004, Beneria 2003, Peterson 2003, Rai 2002, 
Beregon 2001, Kelly et al. 2001, Marchand and Runyan 2000, Wichterich 2000, Mies 
1999, Runyan 1999, Hooper 1998, Mayhall 1997, Mohanty 1997, Sen, G. 1997, Gibson-
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Utilizing McGrew's (1998: 194) aforementioned framework of "disjunctures", this 

dissertation seeks to investigate the first disjuncture - the realization of rights. For 

example, human rights instruments still largely place the implementation and protection 

of rights with the state. However, in an age of globalization, there may be erosion of 

state capacity and its ability to further such rights. For women this may be especially 

problematic because many state programs/policies that benefit women are often cut when 

global economic competition is fierce. 

Rather than construct a grand theory of globalization, I will focus on the question 

of the prospects for realization of sex equity and parity in the human rights regime 

(especially socio-economic ones) in the context of the processes and consequences of 

deepening capitalism and economic integration (just one dimension of globalization). 

The ultimate goal of this project is to better understand how various aspects of economic 

integration and development affect both men's and women's rights and specifically which 

rights. To this end, this chapter will provide a justification for the project, as well as an 

outline of the steps of the investigation process. 

Justification of Research 

In this section I address the justification for my research in two ways: historical, 

legal and institutional reasons and contemporary scholarship on women's human rights. 

Historical, Legal and Institutional Background 

Graham 1996, Kofinan 1996, Krause 1996, Marchand 1996, Peterson 1996a, Pettman 
1996a, Connelly et al. 1995, Bakker 1994, Brodie 1994, Elson 1994, Ward 1990. 
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Despite the principle of non-discrimination elucidated in Article 2 of the 1948 

Universal Declaration of Human Rights (UDHR), which states that "Everyone is entitled 

to all the rights and freedoms set forth in this Declaration, without distinction of any kind, 

such as race, colour, sex, language, religion, political or other opinion, national or social 

origin, property, birth or other status," in no part of the world today are women politically 

and economically equal to men. 

Promoting gender equality as a human rights issue has been a slow process. In the 

early seventies it was recognized that population and hunger and malnutrition problems 

could not be solved without addressing women's needs and roles and empowering women 

in these issue areas. This recognition led to the UN Decade on Women (1975-85) and the 

drafting and eventual passage of the 1979 Convention on the Elimination of 

Discrimination Against Women (CEDAW)^, which extends women's rights provisions in 

the International Bill of Human Rights^. 

To underscore the complexity of human rights for women, the theme of the 

decade was Equality - Development - Peace. In this discourse, the androcentrism of 

mainstream human rights laws and policies were exposed and the discussion began to 

focus on the relevance of second-generation rights for women. The general argument 

As of June 9, 2004, 177 countries have either signed or ratified the convention 
(UNHCHR 2004). 
^ Previous to CEDAW, there were several specific conventions that applied to women, 
but none were as grand in scope as CEDAW. These conventions are: Convention for the 
Suppression of the traffic of in Persons and the Exploitation of Prostitution of Others 
(1951), Convention on the Political Rights of Women (1952), Supplementary Convention 
on the Abolition of Slavery, the Slave Trade, and Practices related to Slavery (1956), 
Convention on the Nationality of Married Women (1957), and the Convention on 
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was (and still is) that economic and social rights are indivisible from civil and political 

liberties. Women who lack employment, education, food, property, income, health 

services, etc. can not fully enjoy/exercise the first generation rights of civil and political 

liberties. The intent behind CEDAW was to encourage countries to pursue positive 

rights in the way of providing more public services to women in order to end gender 

discrimination. 

The passage of CEDAW and the UN Decade for Women culminated in the 1995 

Fourth World Conference on Women in Beijing at which the attendance was estimated to 

be approximately 30,000. One focal point of the Beijing conference was the assessment 

of progress for women and the need for better indicators for such an assessment. For this 

conference, new indicators, the Gender Development Index (GDI) and the Gender 

Empowerment Measure (GEM) were created in order to assess women's human 

development in relation to men's"^. Although there have been gains in some countries, 

there is still not sex parity in many aspects of social, political, and economic life, as 

shown in Tables 1.1 and 1.2^ below: 

Consent to Marriage, Minimum Age for Marriage, and Registration for Marriage (1962). 
See UNHCHR (n.d.) for the foil text of these documents. 
^ The GDI is a ratio index comprised of the following variables: male and female life 
expectancy, male and female literacy rates, male and female gross enrollment rates, and 
male and female estimated earned income. The GEM is a ratio index comprised of the 
following variables: percent of male and female parliamentary representatives, percent of 
male and female senior officers and managers, percent of male and female professional 
and technical positions, and male and female estimated earned income. A GDI or GEM 
score of "1" would indicate parity with male rates of human development and 
empowerment. For more on the calculation of the indices, see UNDP (2004, Technical 
Note 1). 
^ Calculated by the author using GDI and GEM data and regional categories from the 
UNDP (2004, Chart 32). I decided to use the most recent data since the calculation of the 
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TABLE 1.1: Average UNDP Gender Development Index by Region, 2004 
(N=144) 

Arab States East Asia & Latin South Asia Southern Sub-Saharan Central & OECD 

Pacific America & Europe Africa Eastern 

Carribbean Europe 

TABLE 1.2: Average UNDP Gender Empowerment Measure by Region, 2004 
(N=78) 

Arab States East Asia & Latin America South Asia Southern Sub-Saharan Central & OECD 

Pacific & Carribbean Europe Aflica Eastern 
Europe 

indices has changed since its introduction in 1995, and therefore the GDI and GEM 
scores from previous years are not directly comparable. 
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A crucial outcome of the all the women's conferences was the recognition that 

development and human rights are interdependent and that by adopting a human rights 

framework to development, states could potentially be held more accountable for the 

economic and social well being of their citizens. Therefore, it seems appropriate to 

examine the question of economic integration and development with regards to the 

achievement of women's rights. 

Contemporary Scholarship 

Although there have been numerous quantitative studies on human rights 

questions, few have focused exclusively on women or on sex difference with regards to 

the fulfillment of human rights. Much of the contemporary scholarship on women's 

human rights is largely qualitative and theoretical. Feminists have yielded great insights 

as to the gendered nature of human rights by exposing the androcentric (male as norm) 

construction of human rights and how this construction of human rights sustains the 

ideological split between the public and private spheres^ (Charlesworth 1995, Sullivan 

1995, Romany 1994). These arguments will be explored in more detail in Chapter 2. 

There have been several recent cross-national quantitative studies on women's 

rights (Marshall 1985, Poe, et. al 1997, Apodaca 1998, Dollar and Gatti 1999). However, 

as the discussion below will reveal, some are very preliminary attempts to make causal 

connections between economic development and the realization of rights and in some 

cases the studies are not grounded in the context of globalization. This dissertation aims 
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to extend the nature and the scope of these recent quantitative studies. The following 

literature review examines two types of quantitative studies (in some detail) that are of 

importance to the analyses of this dissertation: 

1. Cross-national studies of women's socio-economic rights, status, and/or 
quality of life; 

2. Cross-national studies of globalization and human rights. 

The literature review will summarize the major findings of the studies as well as discuss 

the limitations of the studies. It will conclude with an explanation as to how my research 

project improves upon and extends this literature. 

Cross-national Studies of Women's Rights, Status, and/or Quality of Life 

Marshall (1985) focuses on the effects of economic development/industrialization 

(measured by energy consumption per capita), dependent development (measured by 

investment income, external public debt, and exports to developed market economies), 

and region on gender inequality (measured as female secondary school enrollments, 

participation in the labor force, and percent of women employed in agriculture, industry, 

and service) in 60 developing countries. She employs a cross-sectional model that uses 

data compiled for 1970. Although she finds a positive relationship between economic 

development, dependence and gender inequality, when the regional variables (Latin 

America, Afiica, Muslim, and Asia) are introduced into the regression equations, they 

prove to be the most explanatory variables of gender inequality. The relationship between 

^ Other feminist critiques focus on the issues of culture Rao (1995), heterosexist bias 
(Peterson and Parisi 1998), and group rights versus individual rights (Voet 1998). 
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economic development, dependency and gender inequality weakens considerably when 

regional differences are taken into account. 

Semyonov and Shenav (1988) focus more specifically on labor issues but retain 

the emphasis on the differential impacts of investment dependence and economic 

development. One of the arguments that they attempt to address is that "capital-intensive 

techniques to less developed countries have relegated women in disproportionate 

numbers to lower status, poorly paid occupations" (969). This is a common argument in 

the gender and globalization literature - that globalization has resulted in an increasingly 

gendered international division of labor, where women are the vast majority of low paid 

workers, and this in turn leads to a lower quality of life for women in relation to men. 

The authors find, in a small sample of 53 countries for 1970 and 1980, investment 

dependence has a negative but statistically insignificant impact on women's labor force 

participation whereas level of economic development is positively and significantly 

associated with labor force participation. 

Clark et al. (1991) build off of Marshall's (1985) article reviewed earlier. It 

examines the influence of both cultural (Islamic, Marxist, Latin American, Afncan, 

Asian, Western) and material conditions (commodity concentration, foreign-trade 

structure, GNP per capita lagged, overall foreign investment, foreign investment in 

extraction, access to higher education) on changes in women's participation in the labor 

force. Their general findings are that women in more developed countries increased their 

share of labor force between 1996-80 far more than women in developing countries, 

women in countries dependent on mono-commodity export are less likely to have 
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increased their share of labor market, and that women in Islamic and Latin American 

countries less likely to have increased their share of the labor market than women 

elsewhere. 

There are important theoretical reasons for testing the relationships such as the 

ones in Marshall's, Semyonov and Shenav, and Clark et al.'s studies (as will be explored 

in Chapters 2 and 3 of this dissertation) but briefly stated, there is a long-running dispute 

in the Women in Development (WID) and the Gender and Development (GAD) literature 

as to whether or not economic development effects women adversely or positively. 

Although the aforementioned studies are not conceptualized as women's human rights 

studies, they serve as an important precursor for the more recent merger of development 

literature and human rights literature (Hamm 2001, Donnelly 1999b, Baxi 1998, Whelan 

1998, Forsythe 1997, Johnson, F. 1997, Bunch 1995, Howard 1995, Lamarche 1995, 

UNDP 1995, Ashworth 1993). Their attention to the question of economic development 

and geographic regions and the dependent variables of educational and labor force 

equality figure prominently in later quantitative studies on women's rights achievements, 

such as Apodaca's (1998). 

Poe et al. (1997), in a largely descriptive study, seek to explain cross-national 

variation in the realization of women's political and economic rights. They construct two 

measures of women's rights based on the codification of U.S. State Department human 

rights reports^. The first measure, political rights, is a scale based on 174 countries' 

achievement of women's right to vote and hold office. The second measure, economic 
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rights, is a narrowly defined scale of 173 countries' achievement of women's rights in the 

workplace (equal pay for equal work, economic discrimination). 

In terms of women's political rights, Poe et al. (1997: 824) find that "women in 

nearly half the world's countries find themselves in political situations in which they are 

clearly unequal to men under the law, or, in spite of having achieved equality on paper, 

they are effectively unequal because of their inability to gain representation in 

government." Economic rights are widely abused: 103 out of 174 countries fell into 

category 2 on their scale, in which there are legal protections against sex discrimination 

in the workplace but in reality there is widespread economic discrimination against 

women and 22 countries fell into category 1, in which there are no legal protections 

against economic discrimination on the basis of sex (Poe et al. 1997: 825). 

Not surprisingly, Poe et al. also find that when comparing the mean scores, there 

are regional variations with regards to the realization of women's political and economic 

rights. North Africa and the Middle East score the lowest on these scales whereas Europe 

and North America score the highest (Poe et al. 1997: Tables 1 and 2). Since these 

regional variations may largely be due to cultural differences, Poe et al. (1997: 827) also 

try to identify "general causal patterns that apply regardless of culture type" by examining 

the relationship between level of economic development (measured by GNP per capita) 

and the realization of women's rights. Poe et al. find, using a bivariate model, that there is 

a reasonably strong positive correlation between economic development and the 

achievement of women's economic and political rights. 

Poe et al.'s (1997) data are available on-line at: 
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While an interesting start, there are several limitations to Poe et al.'s study. First, 

while exhaustive in terms of the number of countries analyzed, it provides only a "snap

shot" as to the current status of women. While this is important in terms of providing a 

base line, a question that is raised by this study is whether or not economic growth over 

time is an important factor in the realization of women's rights. Second, the 

conceptualization of economic rights excludes a variety of other factors that could be 

generally considered to be part of economic rights, such as the right to be free from 

poverty. Third, as Poe et al. acknowledge (1997: 830) the bivariate models do not take 

into consideration other potential variables that may affect the relationship between 

economic growth and realization of women's rights. 

Clair Apodaca's study attempts to address the limitations of the Poe et al. 

analysis^. She focuses only on the achievement of women's socio-economic rights and 

constructs an index, disaggregated by sex, based on the right to work (measured by rates 

of economic activity), right to an adequate standard of living (measured by country's total 

daily caloric intake and anemia ratios of women), the right to health and well-being 

(measured by child and adult mortality rates, sex ratios) and the right to education 

(measured by literacy rates, primary school enrollment) (Apodaca 1998:142-143). This 

index is built on five-year increments of data, starting with 1975 and ending with 1990 in 

http://jhupress.jhu.edu/joumals/human_rights_quarterly/v019/19.4poe_appendix.html. 
^ This article is derived from Apodaca's (1996) dissertation: 
" Progressive Realization for All: State Responsibility Toward the Fulfillment of 
Women's Economic and Social Rights." 

http://jhupress.jhu.edu/joumals/human_rights_quarterly/v019/19.4poe_appendix.html
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order to get a sense of how the realization of women's rights changes over time^. The 

data show that the achievement of women's rights has increased very modestly from 

1975-1990. 

Apodaca, like Poe et al., tests for regional variations and for the relationship 

between economic development and women's economic rights. When disaggregating the 

index into its component variables, Apodaca finds, through an analysis of variance, 

statistically significant differences among regions. She also finds, through another 

ANOVA, that economic development (measured by GNP per capita) and each of the 

variables that make up the index are positively related; that is, as economic growth 

increases, so does the realization of women's economic rights. 

Recognizing that "women's human rights are not disjunctive, independent events," 

Apodaca also performs a pooled time-series regression analysis using the women's rights 

index as the dependent variable and a lagged women's rights index, GNP per capita, and 

regional variables (coded as dummy variables) as independent variables (Apodaca 1998: 

161). Her findings support her correlation analysis in that despite divergent patterns 

between regions, overall increases in economic development over time result in greater 

realization of women's rights. The regional coefficients are also highly significant 

(supporting Marshall's 1985 findings), suggesting that economic development alone is 

not the only underlying factor of the achievement of women's rights. 

^ Apodaca's (1998) women's rights index data are available on-line at: 
http://jhupress.jhu.edu/joumals/human_rights_quarterly/v020/20.lapodaca_appendixb. 
html. 

http://jhupress.jhu.edu/joumals/human_rights_quarterly/v020/20.lapodaca_appendixb
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Apodaca's study is important in terms of its data set (there are few continuous 

measures of women's rights - this will be addressed in the research design) and attempt at 

gauging the realization of women's economic rights over time. However, what is lacking 

here is a more sophisticated analysis of other variables, such as level of democratic 

development, type of economic development (such as Marshall's (1985) indicators of 

dependent development), whether or not a country is engaged in military conflict, and 

how many reservations a country has to CEDAW and so forth. While cultural variation 

may be important to test, it may be that geographic region is highly correlated with level 

of economic development"'. 

A more recent attempt to broaden the scope of inquiry surrounding gender 

inequality and economic development is Dollar and Gatti's (1999) study in which they 

investigate gender inequality in education, life-expectancy (as a proxy for health), legal 

and economic equality of women in society and marriage, women's political 

empowerment (% of women in parliament, and year suffrage was granted) as a function 

of GNP per capita, overall civil liberties in society, religious preferences, and regional 

factors. Although not a time-series model since the data are based on 1990 figures, they 

find all of these factors to be positively associated with the achievement of women's 

rights. They also flip one of their research questions on its head: does gender inequality 

in education contribute to low economic growth? Interestingly, the results of this study 

Apodaca does not report correlation statistics between these 2 variables. 
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affirm this relationship and it sheds light on the complexity of the connection of women's 

economic and social rights and economic development' 

Each of the studies discussed above sheds light on the question of levels of 

1') 

economic development and the achievement of women's rights . All of the studies, 

utilizing different models and quantitative techniques support the general hypothesis that 

economic development results in greater human rights for women. However, as Poe et al. 

(1997: 830, italics in the original) observe: "the seemingly strong relationship [between 

economic development and women's rights] discussed here appears to indicate the need 

to distinguish between the process of countries developing economically and the 

condition of economic development once it is achieved". 

Callaway and Milner (2002) take Poe's insight and try to differentiate between 

economic integrative processes and level of economic development in their study on 

globalization and the women's subsistence rights in developing countries. They find a 

positive and statistically significant difference for Physical Quality of Life Index (PQLI) 

scores disaggregated by sex with regards to trade openness and economic development as 

well as a negative relationship with financial openness. Direct foreign investment has no 

statistically significant relationship for either women's or men's subsistence rights. 

'' For an extended treatment on how gender inequality affects economic development and 
^owth, see Klasen (1999). 

In another study, Walker and Poe (2002) examine the effects of ethnic fractionalization 
on security rights, economic performance, subsistence rights, and civil and political rights 
in non-OECD countries. While the study is not centrally focused on the question of 
gender equality, they do find that ethnic fi-actionalization has a significant, negative 
relationship with women's social and economic equality. 
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While this study is an important first cut at the question of globalization's effects 

on women's and men's subsistence rights, it has several major limitations. The first lies 

in the use of the PQLI. It is hypothesized by the authors that there are gender-

differentiated effects of globalization with regards to PQLI. However, given that the 

PQLI consists of literacy rates, life expectancy, and infant mortality rates, it might stand 

to follow that women and men experience each of the variables that make up the index 

differently. In other words, what does this picture look like when the PQLI is 

disaggregated? This question will be addressed in further detail in chapter 3. In addition, 

the study suffers from a missing data problem that is common to studies utilizing data 

that have been disaggregated by sex - Apodaca's study above also has this problem. 

Finally, Callaway and Milner's study is undertheorized and underconceptualized in that it 

takes no account of the literature on gender and globalization, gender and human rights, 

or gender and development. 

To sum, although the studies reviewed above are respectable starting points for 

investigating sex difference with regards to socio-economic rights, none of them are 

comprehensive enough for a variety of reasons such as time frames, conceptualizations, 

or methods. They all, however, provide parts of what I envision to be a more complete 

study on globalization, gender, and socio-economic rights, which I will outline at the end 

of the literature review. 

Other Empirical Studies on Globalization and Human Rights 

While there have not been many quantitative cross-national studies on 
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globalization's effects on human rights, I include them here as they help inform this 

work. Whereas all of these studies address globalization effects on socio-economic 

rights'^, neither of the studies below addresses the potentially uneven effects of 

globalization on these rights for men and women. In other words, the dependent 

variables are not disaggregated by sex and therefore the underlying assumption is that 

men and women experience globalization in similar ways. Yet the studies below are 

relevant to this dissertation in terms of their various conceptualizations of globalization 

and socio-economic rights and in terms of methodology. 

For example, Meyer (1996) looks at the effects of U.S. foreign direct investment 

(FDI) on civil-political liberties (using the Freedom House measures) and socio

economic rights (disaggregates the Physical Quality of Life Index (PQLI) - life 

expectancy, illiteracy, and infant mortality) in developing countries for 1985 and 1990. 

Using 2 measures of FDI (net income and number of employees), Meyer finds that for 

1985 both FDI measures are significantly and positively related to civil rights but not 

political rights or socio-economic rights. In fact, the only variable that is significantly but 

negatively correlated with socio-economic rights is GNP. For 1990, he finds that neither 

FDI measure is statistically significant with civil rights or with political rights. For socio

economic rights, the number of employees is significantly and negatively associated with 

illiteracy but other than this, FDI appears to have no relationship to socio-economic 

rights. In this model, GNP plays out somewhat differently. It is significant with all of the 

There is a growing body of literature that addresses the effects of globalization on 
personal integrity rights (Apodaca 2001, Richards et al. 2001, Poe and Tate 1994). 



27 

socio-economic rights indicators but negatively associated with illiteracy and infant 

mortality and positively related with life expectancy. It should be noted that N size of 

these 2 models ranges ifrom 30-50 and as such is a very small sample size. Furthermore, 

the reliance on only U.S. FDI is a very narrow measure of FDI. 

Smith et al. (1999) attempt to rectify the problem of Meyer's operationalization of 

FDI by retesting his models with the World Bank measure of FDI. They find when using 

the World Bank FDI indicator that the results change somewhat. For 1990, FDI is 

significantly and positively correlated with infant mortality. FDI is negatively related to 

life expectancy, illiteracy, and political rights but not significantly so. However, in their 

model, like Meyer's, GNP per capita is the single strongest predictor of socio-economic 

rights and their findings mirror Meyer's. 

Milner (2002) develops a far more sophisticated model to test the effects of global 

economic integration on human rights. Using a pooled cross-sectional time series, he 

tests the effects of globalization (operationalized as "integration" - Bretton Woods 

regime integration, trade openness, and financial openness) on security/personal integrity 

rights (Amnesty International scale) and subsistence rights (PQLI). It is the latter model 

that is of interest here. Milner finds that regime membership, trade openness, economic 

development, level of democracy, and international war have a statistically significant 

and positive effect on subsistence rights whereas financial openness, population growth. 

However, these studies are not included here since I am primarily interested in 
subsistence rights. 



28 

and civil wars have a significantly negative effect. Economic growth and economic 

freedom are negatively but not significantly related to subsistence rights''*. 

Both of the aforementioned studies (Milner 2002, Meyer 1996) are notable in that 

they are trying to test the effects of globalization on subsistence/socio-economic rights'^. 

The studies provide a solid foundation for conceptualizing and operationalizing economic 

globalization that will serve as another building block for my study. However, the most 

obvious limitation of the studies reviewed above is their inattention to the possibility that 

women and men experience globalization processes differently with regards to socio

economic rights. 

Throughout the above literature review, I have noted both the positive 

contributions and shortcomings of each area of study. All three areas of work reviewed 

above serve as the building blocks of this study, which will draw upon and integrate key 

insights from these works to formulate a more comprehensive analysis of globalization 

and gender differentiation with regards to socio-economic rights. I intend to build upon 

these studies in the following ways; 

1. By developing a more sophisticated model to test the relationship 

between realization of women's rights and economic development; 

When economic freedom variable is added, N size is reduced substantially from 1,084 
to 199. 

This is not to imply that there have not been other studies attempting to assess the 
determinants of basic needs outcomes (see Moon and Dixon 1992, Dixon and Moon 
1989, Moon and Dixon 1985, Morris 1979). However, these analyses are not framed in 
terms of globalization, which is the focus of this study. 
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2. To go beyond the level of economic development question and examine 

the processes/dimensions of economic development and integration, 

such as Marshall (1985) attempted to do. The data in this study are now 

30 years old and perhaps new light can be shed on questions about the 

relationship of trade flows, foreign direct investment, and economic 

liberalization have with the achievement of women's rights. This 

framing will also allow an investigation in terms of the role and the 

ability of the state to fulfill its human rights obligations in time of 

deepening capitalism; and 

3. To examine these questions in a feminist human rights framework as 

few of the studies reviewed above are guided by feminist theory 

The next section is a "map" of how I intend to pursue the aforementioned three 

objectives. 

Steps of the Investigation Process: 

Chapter 1: Introduction to Gendered Disjunctures: Globalization and Human Rights 

This chapter introduces the project, reviews the relevant literature, justifies the 

project, and outlines the format of the dissertation. 
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Chapter 2: Gender, Globalization, and Human Rights 

This chapter explicates the relevant conceptual issues of the dissertation. It 

consists of three major sections, each of which builds on the other: 

• Globalization: Definitions and Debates. This section reviews literature on 

conceptualizing globalization as well as the debate over the role of the state in 

the context of globalization. Although there are many ways to conceptualize 

globalization, given the literature reviewed above, I will suggest a narrow 

focus on economic globalization, since other dimensions of globalization are 

beyond the scope of this dissertation. In addition, I briefly review the debates 

of the role and capacity of the state in an attempt to position my own work in 

this debate. 

• Globalization, the State, and Human Rights: In this section I will parcel out 

the roles of the state with regards to human rights in the context of economic 

globalization. Since the state, under international law, is still considered to be 

the primary actor in terms of the location of human rights, changes in the state 

due to the deepening of capitalism, potentially affect human rights. Critics of 

globalization have long suggested that the need to remain economically 

competitive has eroded the power of the state to fulfill basic needs 

requirements, despite their pledges to do so via international laws. Others 

argue that the state still wields considerable power and it can act as a mediator 

in tempering the effects of globalization. Still others argue that globalization 

is particularly problematic for the functioning of democracy, which many 
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human rights advocates have long held to be a crucial condition for the 

guarantee and fulfillment of human rights. 

• Gendering Globalization and Human Rights. Using Otto's conceptualization 

of "structural indivisibility", which stresses "interconnections between the 

political, economic, environmental, and security priorities of the international 

order and violations of human rights" (2001: 54), this chapter will argue that 

women's and men's socio-economic rights cannot be understood outside of 

broader systemic contexts - in this case, globalization. This section will 

primarily focus on gendered critiques of both human rights and globalization, 

with an emphasis on public-private dimensions, and androcentrism. 

Chapter 3: From Basic Needs to Basic Rights: Globalization and Gender Inequality 

This chapter is the first of two empirical chapters. One goal of this chapter is to 

conceptualize basic needs as basic socio-economic rights. These rights will serve as the 

dependent variables for the models in Chapters 3 and 4. In addition, the independent and 

control variables will be conceptualized. The second goal of this chapter is to model and 

test the following question: 

• Is there a significant difference between the achievement of women and men's 

socio-economic rights in the context of globalization? 

In order to achieve the above-stated goals, the chapter will follow the following format. 
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Design and Measurement: This section is divided into three subsections: 

• Modeling, time-frame, and data collection: In this section the basic design 

of the models is explained and justified. The time frame established for 

this study is 1980-2000 in which the data have been collected at 5-year 

intervals for use in pooled time-series models. This section also explores 

a methodological technique known as multiple imputation that will be 

employed in this study to deal with potential missing data problems. 

• Dependent Variables: In this section, the theoretical and methodological 

basis of the data selected for operationalizing socio-economic rights is 

discussed. Each dependent variable, operationalized as infant mortality, 

life expectancy, literacy, primary school enrollment, and economic 

activity rates, is explained. 

• Independent and Control Variables: In this section, the theoretical and 

methodological basis of the data selected for the independent and control 

variables is discussed and justified. The independent variables, which are 

the economic globalization variables, are trade openness, foreign direct 

investment, and economic liberalization. The control variables are 

economic development, conflict, level of democracy, length of ratification 

of the Convention on the Elimination of Discrimination Against Women 

(CEDAW), and region. 
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Models and Analysis 

This section discusses and tests the models employed to determine what, if any, 

statistically significant difference there is with regards to the achievement of women's 

and men's socio-economic rights when holding economic globalization, economic 

development, democracy, conflict and region constant. 

The three basic models for each of the dependent variables are the following: 

• Model 1: Socio-economic Right = Sex + Economic Development 

• Model 2\ Socio-economic Right = Sex + Economic Globalization Variables + 

Economic Development + Level of Democracy + Conflict + CEDAW 

• Model 3: Socio-Economic Right = Sex + Economic Globalization Variables + 

Economic Development + Level of Democracy + Conflict + CEDAW + Region 

These models are organized and analyzed by type of right: the Right to Health, Weil-

Being, and Adequate Standard of Living; the Right to An Education; and, the Right to 

Work. The conclusion of the chapter ties the results into the existing literature, as well 

as compares and explains the differences between the models themselves. 

Chapter 4: The Differential Effects of Globalization, Economic Development, and 
Democracy on Socio-Economic Rights for Women and Men 

After establishing that there is indeed a statistically significant average difference 

between women and men with regards to their achievement of socio-economic rights, this 

chapter will examine the differential effects of globalization on female and male socio
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economic rights. The purpose of testing for a differential effect enables one to go beyond 

the question of whether or not globalization is "good" or "bad" for the achievement of 

human rights; rather, it allows for the examination the differential impact (i.e. 'how 

good" or "how bad") of globalization on the achievement of women and men's socio

economic rights. 

Recognizing the complex relationship between globalization, economic 

development and democracy, this chapter will also test for the differential effects of these 

latter phenomena. These models help enlarge the picture by focusing on economic and 

political phenomena that are intertwined with the forces of economic globalization in 

order to understand how these processes effect women and men differently as well. 

The chapter is organized in the following manner: 

Model Design and Measurement: this section briefly explains the model design and the 

use of interaction terms to test the differential effects of globalization, democracy, and 

development. 

The Differential Effects of Globalization on Female and Male Socio-Economic Rights: 

This section models and tests the following research question; Does globalization 

have a differential effect on the achievement of female and male socio-economic rights? 

In order to test this question, the following models are set up for each of the socio

economic right dependent variables in three subsections (the Right to Health, Well-
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Being, and Adequate Standard of Living; the Right to An Education; and, the Right to 

Work): 

• Model 1: Socio-economic right = Sex + Globalization Variables + 3 

Globalization Interaction Terms + Economic Development + Democracy + 

Conflict + CEDAW + Regions 

• Model 2\ Socio-economic right = Sex + Globalization Variables + Significant 

Interaction Terms fi"om Model 1 + Economic Development + Democracy + 

Conflict + CEDAW + Regions 

The section concludes with an analysis and summation of the results. 

The Differential Effects of Economic Development on Female and Male Socio-Economic 
Rights: 

This section models and tests the following research question: Does economic 

development have a differential effect on the achievement of female and male socio

economic rights? In order to test this question, the following model is set up for each of 

the socio-economic right dependent variables in three subsections (the Right to Health, 

Well-Being, and Adequate Standard of Living; the Right to An Education; and, the Right 

to Work): 

• Model 1: Socio-economic right = Sex + Globalization Variables + Economic 

Development + Economic Development Interaction Term + Democracy + 

Conflict + CEDAW + Regions 

The section concludes with an analysis and summation of the results. 
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The Differential Effects of Democracy on Female and Male Socio-Economic Rights: 

This section models and tests the following research question: Does democracy 

have a differential effect on the achievement of female and male socio-economic rights? 

In order to test this question, the following model is set up for each of the socio-economic 

right dependent variables in three subsections (the Right to Health, Well-Being, and 

Adequate Standard of Living; the Right to An Education; and, the Right to Work): 

• Model r. Socio-economic right = Sex + Globalization Variables + Economic 

Development + Democracy + Democracy Interaction Term + Conflict + CEDAW 

+ Regions 

The section concludes with an analysis and summation of the results. 

The conclusion of the chapter sums the results and compares the findings across models. 

Chapter 5: Conclusion: Lessons Learned/Future Assignments 

This chapter is divided into three sections: 

• Summation of findings and analysis of contributions to the study of gender, socio

economic rights, globalization, economic development, and democratization; 

• Reflection on the limitations of the data used and the empirical models tested in 

the dissertation. This is important issue given the enormous push by international 

organizations to collect data on women, and the current emphasis on gender 

mainstreaming in international organizations and development practices; 

• Ideas for future areas for research regarding gender, globalization, and human 

rights. 
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CHAPTER 2: GENDER, GLOBALIZATION, AND HUMAN RIGHTS 

Introduction 

In Chapter 1,1 justified this project in the context of a narrow set of Hterature and 

as well as presented a guide to the exploration of the main research questions. In this 

chapter, I expand the discourse within what Otto (2001) calls a "Iramework of structural 

indivisibility". The logic of structural indivisibility suggests that women's and men's 

socio-economic rights cannot be understood outside of broader systemic contexts - in this 

case, globalization. Thus, I will parcel out the roles of the state with regards to human 

rights in the context of economic globalization. Since the state, under international law, is 

still considered to be the primary actor in terms of the location of human rights, changes 

in the state due to the deepening of capitalism, potentially affect human (women's) rights. 

In order to accomplish this goal, I will first examine the debates surrounding 

globalization. Although there are many debates with regards to globalization, the 

discussion that follows focuses on primarily issues of conceptualization as well as 

theoretical approaches. Next, I will discuss the relationship between globalization, 

human rights, and the state. This analysis first historically locates the state as the central 

actor in the international human rights regime and then reviews the globalization and 

human rights scholarship with a particular emphasis on the issues of markets and 

democracy. Finally, 1 conclude with a feminist perspective on globalization and socio

economic rights. This perspective is crucial to our current understanding of the shift in 

the human rights and development literature discussed in Chapter 3, as well as to my 
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exploration of the differential affects of economic globalization on the achievement of 

socio-economic rights for women and men. 

Before I can test these propositions, however, globalization, human rights, and 

state must be understood in their proper context. It is to these issues I now turn. 

What is Globalization? 

Keohane and Nye's earlier work on interdependence opened the door for the 

current work on globalization. The opening lines of Power and Interdependence (1977; 

3) have transcended time and are still applicable to today's conversations about 

globalization: 

We live in an era of interdependence. This vague phrase expresses a 
poorly understood but widespread feeling that the very nature of world 
politics is changing. 

If one substitutes the word "globalization" for "interdependence" in the aforementioned 

observation, then one will have an accurate picture of the current debates among political 

scientists, sociologists, geographers, economists, anthropologists, ecologists, historians, 

and policy-makers. The sheer volume of multi-disciplinary literature on the topic of 

globalization and the increasing tendency for scholars to uncritically ground their work in 

the context of globalization (that is, they assume that this is an uncontested backdrop and 

use it as a "jumping off point") indicates that there is more or less an agreement (with the 

exception of the Realists) that something or some process is occurring in the international 

system that is worth analyzing. Indeed, as Waters (1995a: 2, emphasis in the original) 

observes:".. .globalization may be the concept of the 1990s, a key idea by which we 
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understand the transition of human society into the third millennium." Globalization is 

also the context in which many international institutions are operating (UNRISD 1995, 

Oman 1994), indicating that this framework shapes the international discourse not only 

on a theoretical basis but also on a policy-making, practical level as well. 

The dominant contemporary theories of globalization in International Relations 

have their roots in Keohane and Nye's work on complex interdependence in which they 

postulate that given the increase in international transactions (especially economic ones) 

since WW II, the traditional realist model of power politics no longer adequately 

explained state behavior in the international system (Keohane and Nye 1977: 8-9)'. 

Interdependence between/among states indicated a mutual dependence in which changes 

in one country would affect the other(s), thereby linking the domestic with the 

international. However, Keohane and Nye recognize that interdependence is not 

necessarily symmetrical and that asymmetrical relations are an important component of 

power. 

More current analyses of globalization also draw on the works of French historian 

Femand Braudel, and sociologists Roland Robertson, David Harvey and Anthony 

Giddens. Several key ideas/aspects are identified as central to understandings of 

globalization (Helleiner 1997; Hoogvelt 1996): 

• multidimensionality (economic, political, cultural, and social dimensions) 

' Evans, T. and Hancock (1998) note that Wallerstein's world-systems theory on the 
relationship between capitalism as a single global economy and state action/interaction 
based on its position in the global economy can also be viewed as an early progenitor of 
globalization studies. However, the dominant discourse attributes the roots of 
globalization in Keohane and Nye's work on interdependence. 
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• time and space compression or a reordering of time and space (and the connection of 

the local with the global) 

• development of a global consciousness 

• intensifying interconnectedness that is highly related to the deepening of capitalism 

and the expansion of technology 

These four characteristics are common in many definitions of globalization. For 

example: 

Globalization can be conceived as having two interrelated dimensions: 
scope (or 'stretching') and intensity (or 'deepening'). On the one hand, the 
concept of globalization defines a universal process or set of processes 
which generate a multiplicity of linkages and interconnections which 
transcend the states and societies which make up the modem-world 
system; the concept therefore has a spatial connotation. Social, political 
and economic activities are becoming 'stretched' across the globe such that 
events, decisions, and activities in one part of the world can have 
immediate significance for individuals and communities in quite distant 
parts of the global system. On the other hand, globalization also implies an 
intensification in the levels of interaction, interconnectedness or 
interdependence between states and societies which constitute the modem 
world community (Held and McGrew 1993:262) 

And; 

A worldwide phenomenon, globalization is a coalescence of varied 
transnational processes, and domestic structures, allowing the economy, 
politics, culture, and ideology of one country to penetrate another. The 
chain of causality runs fi-om the spatial reorganization of production to 
intemational trade to the integration of financial markets. Driven by 
changing modes of competition, globalization compresses the time and 
space aspects of social relations, hi short, globalization is a market-
induced, not a policy-led process (Mittleman 1997: 3). 
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These two definitions capture the general spirit of most definitions of 

globalization and serve as a guide to conceptualizing globalization for this project. 

Definitional considerations aside, some of the more highly contested debates over 

globalization center around when it started, whether not claims of an era of globalization 

are truly warranted, and the role and form of the state^. The debates are generally cast 

along theoretical lines, and the theoretical orientation that frames this project is one that 

Held et al. (1999: 2-10) identifies as "transformationalist." Their typology of the debates 

suggest that there are three trajectories of globalization approaches^; hyperglobalist, 

skeptical, and transformationalist. The hyperglobalist approach parallels that of the 

liberal school of thought in that it postulates that we are indeed in a unique, truly global 

age that is characterized by global capitalism, global governance, and global civil society 

(Held et al. 1999: 10). The driving forces of globalization are capitalism and technology. 

The skeptics closely parallel the realist school of thought in that it argues that 

globalization is a myth because the contemporary period is not historically unprecedented 

in terms of interdependence. Skeptics also contend that the contemporary period is not as 

global and interdependent as the hyperglobalists argue because the power of 

economic/trading regional blocs appears to be increasing. Finally, the skeptics also 

^ See, for example, Petras and Veltmeyer 2001, Scholte 2000, Held et al. 1999, Haass and 
Litan 1998, Amin 1997, Clark, I. 1997, Cox 1997, Evans, P. 1997, Goldblatt et al. 1997, 
Mann 1997, Mittleman 1997, Shaw 1997, Hirst and Thompson 1996, Hoogvelt 1996, 
Kofinan and Youngs 1996, Petrella 1996, Scholte 1996a, Scholte 1996b, Wade 1996, 
Jones 1995, UNRISD 1995, Waters 1995a, Oman 1994, Sassen 1993.) 

For a slightly different typology that suggests there are 4 approaches to globalization 
(realist, liberal, reformist liberal, and critical) see Scholte 1996a. 
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contend that the hyperglobaUsts underestimate the power of states to regulate the 

international economy. 

Occupying the middle groimd are the transformationalists, who accept that 

globalization is reshaping world order in terms of reconstituting the state and its attendant 

powers but reject the notion that the processes of globalization are "evidence of global 

convergence or of the arrival of a single world society" (Held et al. 1999; 7). Rather, the 

transformationalists emphasize new patterns of global stratification linked to the 

deterritorialization of capital which result in new patterns of inclusion and exclusion in 

all dimensions of world order (Held et al. 1999: 8). The transformationalist perspective 

articulated above most closely mirrors the author's view of globalization processes. The 

conceptualization of the state as simultaneously both a powerfiil and vulnerable actor in 

world politics coupled with the emphasis on new inequalities caused by the restructuring 

of the global economic architecture provides a useful lens by which to examine the 

capabilities of states to fulfill their human rights obligations. For example, it allows 

examination of the following questions: If interdependence among states is deepening 

and the consequences of this process are not uniform, how does this effect states' ability 

to meet human rights responsibilities? If the deepening of global capitalism is an 

intervening variable in state behavior, what human rights trade-offs do states make in 

order to remain competitive in the global economy? 

As the preceding discussion about globalization debates demonstrates, the 

theoretical fi"amework one chooses has considerable influence on what questions are 

asked, and how they are asked with regards to the conceptualization, causation. 
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historicizing, implications, and consequences of globalization (Held et al. 1999; 3). 

Using the transformationalist view as a starting point, the next section problematizes the 

relationship between globalization, human rights, and the state. 

Globalization. Human Rights and the State 

The question of the status of the state in an era of globalization is important 

because of its location as the central actor in the global human rights regime. In this 

section I will first delineate the relationship of the state to human rights. Next, I will 

address the implications of this relationship in the context of globalization. Although 

there are many trajectories one could take with this discussion given the 

multidimensionality of globalization'^, I will primarily focus on the issue of economic 

globalization, understood here to be the deepening of global capitalism. In this context, I 

will also address the questions of markets and democracy, since many scholars and 

policymakers have identified these two issues as vital to our understanding of the 

complex relationship between globalization and human rights. 

The "State " of Human Rights 

The current understanding of the relationship between the state and human rights 

dates back to both the drafting of the United Nations Charter in 1945 and the subsequent 

drafting of the Universal Declaration of Human Rights (UDHR) in 1948, the 

International Covenant of Civil and Political Rights (ICCPR) and the International 
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Covenant on Economic, Social, and Cultural Rights (ICESR) In the three primary 

human rights documents, the state is identified as simultaneously the abuser and protector 

of human rights^. For example, the preamble of the UDHR clearly locates the 

responsibility of promoting and protecting human rights with the state (in conjunction 

with the UN); 

Whereas Member States have pledged themselves to achieve, in co-operation with 
the United Nations, the promotion of imiversal respect for and the observance of 
human rights and fiindamental fi-eedoms...(paragraph 6) 

And; 

The General Assembly Proclaims this Universal declaration of Human Rights as a 
common standard of achievement for all peoples and all nations, to the end that 
every individual and every organ of society, keeping this Declaration constantly 
in mind, shall strive by teaching and education to promote respect for these rights 
and fi-eedoms and by progressive measures, national and international, to secure 
their universal and effective recognition and observance, both among the peoples 
of Member States themselves and among the peoples of territories under their 
jurisdiction, (paragraph 8) (United Nations High Commissioner for Human 
Rights) 

The UDHR also locates the state as the primary abuser of rights by defining what 

rights citizens have with regards to public authority. Most of the rights set forth in the 

^ There is a growing literature on "globalization-fi-om-below" which primarily examines 
social movements. See, for example, Rowbotham and Linkgole (2001). 
^ These three documents are collectively known as the hitemational Bill of Rights. The 
two covenants are considered more legally binding than the Declaration since they are 
subject to the ratification process of signatory states. 
^ As Rosenau (2003: 331-332) notes, there are many other actors, such as multinational 
corporations, terrorist groups, and some ethnic groups that perpetrate human rights 
abuses. Similarly, depending on one's point of view, there are many non-governmental 
organizations involved in the promotion and fiilfillment of human rights. However, none 
of these actors are considered to be primary locus of human rights with regards to 
international law, as is the state. 
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UDHR are civil and political liberties^ (such as equality before the law, freedom of 

religion, opinion, and of the press, and the protection against arbitrary arrest, 

imprisonment, torture, and slavery) that have their antecedents in John Locke's views on 

the universality and inalienability of the natural rights of man (Donnelly 1999a). Because 

the drafting of the UDHR coincided with the descent of the "Iron Curtain" in Central and 

Eastern Europe and the 1949 Communist Revolution in China, the UDHR came to 

embody the post Word War II bifurcation between the East (communist) and the West 

(liberal) (Lauren 1998). The Soviet Union and the communist bloc did not support the 

UDHR because of fundamental theoretical differences with the Western liberalism that 

dominated the drafting process of the UDHR. Although the UDHR was passed in the 

United Nations and continues to serve as the primary social contract between the state 

and its individual citizens, and as the foundation of and referent for contemporary 

international human rights laws and institutions, it was not unanimously passed. The 

Communist Bloc, Saudi Arabia, and South Africa all abstained fi-om voting on the 

document, deepening the ideological chasm between liberalism and communism. 

The main point of contention between the East and the West was with regards to 

what constitutes rights and therefore which rights should be promoted - a debate that 

continues today along different ideological divisions, such as the ones surrounding the 

issue of globalization. The West, steeped in liberal democratic as well as capitalist 

ideals, argued that negative rights, in which the state refrained from infringing on the 

personal political and civil liberties of its citizens in exchange for the right to govern. 

^ See Appendix A. 
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were the most fundamental human rights because these "natural" rights existed prior to 

state formation. The East, drawing on the works of Proudhon, Marx, Engels, and Bebel 

and reacting to the industrialization of Europe, pointed out a fundamental contradiction in 

the West's position in that the "unlimited pursuit of property rights.. .mainly benefited 

those who were initially advantaged, and precluded universal political equality advocated 

by liberalism" (Ishay 1997: xxv). Therefore, they argued that social and economic 

rights, such as universal health care, education, and safe labor conditions, ought to take 

precedence in order to foster true equality. The emphasis on "positive rights", which the 

state has to provide for the citizens, was much more in line with communist ideology and 

command economies that strove to end class inequality created by and sustained with 

private property^. 

Notwithstanding the ideological debates siurounding human rights theory and 

practice, the current human rights regime is deeply tied to the UN system and its 

member-states, as specified in the UN Charter (1945). Consequently, human rights 

regulation has become a matter of intemational law, which operates according to certain 

assumptions. As Evans, T. and Hancock (1998: 2) observe: "the intemational law 

approach to protecting universal human rights assimies that the state is the central actor, 

cooperation between states the dominant process, intemational law the desirable outcome 

and the creation of new intemational institutions the method of implementation." 

Q 

Interestingly enough, social and economic rights have now become cornerstones in the 
contemporary "right to development" discourse, albeit as a way to co-exist with the 
deepening of capitalism, rather than as a rearticulation of the intemational economic 
order. An analysis of this current discussion takes place in Chapter 3. 
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This approach is particularly problematic when analyzing the relationship 

between human rights (especially socio-economic ones) and globalization because the 

traditional approach is not grounded in a political, economic, social, or economic context. 

Instead, it is a static depiction of states, international law and institutions, and human 

rights that tells us little about social change, consequences, and causation. Central to the 

notion of globalization is dynamism; that is, social, political, economic relations are 

being reconfigured in this unique historical period. Hence, our notions of rights, 

international law, and the state are historically contingent on globalization (as well as 

influence the nature of globalization) rather than fixed and immutable. The next section 

explores how the dynamics of the market affect the states' abilities to fulfill their human 

rights obligations. Particular attention will be paid to basic needs/socio-economic rights 

issues since this is the area that many human rights scholars have identified as having an 

increasingly problematic relationship with globalization (Milner et al. 2004, Brysk 2002, 

Milner 2002, Meyer 1996). 

Markets 

Given the centrality and importance of the state in international relations more 

generally, and human rights law more specifically, recent scholarship has begun to 

examine the form and behavior of the state in the context of globalization^. Earlier I 

^ See, for example, Donnelly 2002, Falk 2002, Keohane 2002, Yeates 2001, Forsythe 
2000, Moghadam 2000, Scholte 2000, Wichterich 2000, Clark 1999, Donnelly 1999a, 
Falk 1999a, Held et al. 1999, McCorquodale with Fairbrother 1999, McGrew 1999, 
Morin 1999, Thomas 1999, Bhabha 1998, Evans, T. and Hancock 1998, Howard 1998, 
Keohane and Nye 1998, Sassen 1998, Waters 1995b. 
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noted that there were several debates surrounding the issue of contemporary state 

capacity (power to) and strength (power over). The discussion of state capacity is 

particularly relevant to the human rights and globalization discourse given the state's 

duties with regards guaranteeing human rights. 

As noted earlier, there is agreement on the basic premise that the state is 

undergoing a process of transformation as well as disagreement regarding the nature of 

that transformation. In oversimplified and general terms, one school of thought argues 

that globalization processes actually enhance state power (Evans, P. 1997) or that at the 

very least, states have not lost any power or their primacy as the major actors in the 

international system (Shaw 1997, Wade 1996).'° In a similar vein, there are also those 

who argue that the state is still important but in the process of reconstituting sovereignty 

with regards to international and external dimensions (Clark 1999: 82). 

Another school of thought argues that the deepening of global capitalism and the 

compression of time and space through technology, etc. has indeed eroded the power of 

the state in the international system (Evans, T. 2001, Forsythe 2000, Thomas 1999, 

McCorquodale with Fairbrother (1999), Mittleman 1997). In this view, globalization is a 

market-led, not policy-led, process, in which states find themselves reacting to market 

forces and enforcing the rules of the market for material gain rather than regulating them. 

Some international regulation does take place through global institutions, such as the 

World Trade Organization, which has a vested interest in encouraging free trade and 

promoting global capitalism rather than regulating and restricting them to achieve human 
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rights (Forsythe 2000: 195). The perceived consequences of market-driven state policies 

are varied. Donnelly (1999a: 94) argues that the globalization of production is weakening 

long-established advanced industrialized welfare states, which are scaling back on social 

services without developing new alternatives. Mills (1998: 24) points out that the 

developing world has a difficult time even establishing welfare states since it often 

"externalizes control over social and economic policies" due to steep debt (and the 

structural adjustment programs that usually accompany heavy debt) and the widespread 

presence of TNCs. Overall, however, there appears to be a general consensus that when 

states are at the mercy of capital mobility and markets, they surrender the ability to shield 

domestic economies from the negative effects of globalization and the ability to deliver 

on economic and social rights (Thomas 1999, Cox 1997: 27). 

This observation is not surprising if one accepts the notion that globalization 

encompasses the deepening of capitalism. Capitalism and free markets ultimately require 

minimal intervention by states, although not the complete dissolution of states. The 

benefit of capitalism is assumed to be economic growth, which in turn improves human 

welfare. However, implicit in liberal economic capitalism is also an assumption (or 

recognition) that although "everyone will, or at least can, be better off in 'absolute' terms 

under free exchange, the 'relative' gains will differ" (Gilpin, 1987: 31). But, as Donnelly 

argues (1999a: 94-95): 

we must be carefiil not to confijse growth with economic and social rights, 
especially in countries where the economic growth has been less dramatic and 
sustained. Human rights are about assuring minimum distributions of goods. 

Mann (1997) argues that state strengthening and weakening varies by region and 
dimension. 
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services and opportunities to all, something that is by no means assured by 
economic growth (i.e. an increase in the aggregate sum of goods and services 
available within a society) 

For example, Hurrell and Woods (1995) suggest that economic globalization creates 

income inequality both within and among societies. The result is a class society, in 

which the privileged class reaps the benefits of capitalism more than the underprivileged 

classes. Therefore, human rights are not experienced equally among all citizens. 

Democracy 

There is also concern for how globalization affects the democratic process and 

governmental accountability (Evans 2001, Petras and Veltmeyer 2001, Falk 1999b, 

Evans, T. and Hancock 1998, Mittleman 1997). Mittleman (1997) argues that 

globalization complicates the question of accountability. In theory, democracies are 

supposed to be accountable to their citizens, yet states are increasingly responsive to 

markets at the expense of some citizens, positioning themselves as passive units of 

administration rather than as active policy makers (Evans, T. and Hancock 1998: 12). 

There is little accountability when elected officials can claim that cuts in social welfare 

programs or high unemployment are due to "uncontrollable market forces". 

"Consequently, with the realisation that the global rather than the national economy 

exercises greater influence on economic well-being, the state loses significance as a 

centre of authority through which people can express their preferences" (Evans, T. and 

Hancock 1998: 12-13). Finally, as Falk (1999a) and Mittleman (1997) observe, the 

economic inequalities created by globalization minimize the extent to which those 
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marginalized by the forces of globalization can participate in the democratic process; this 

in turn, undermines "the capacity of the electoral process to serve the interests of society 

as a whole and of territorial interests in particular" (Falk 1999a: 177). In other words, it 

erodes the state's ability to deliver on civil and political liberties in meaningful way to all 

of its citizens. 

Despite all the negative views about the ability and willingness of states to fulfill 

their human rights obligations, there are perhaps some reasons to be optimistic. McGrew 

(1998: 196), whose overall view is critical, concedes that the consequences of 

globalization are mixed: 

.. ..the global economic restructuring associated with the emergence of a new 
international division of labor and the globalization of neoliberal orthodoxy has 
had enormous consequences, both North and South, for the effective realization of 
social and economic rights. On the one hand it has led to the mobilization of 
workers, labour movements and communities, both North and South, in defence 
of and struggle for their rights. On the other hand fierce global economic 
competition places significant restraints on upon what governments and 
employers are willing to concede (if anything at all) such that, many would argue, 
the global prospects for economic and social rights are worsening rather than 
improving. 

McGrew's suggestion that globalization creates new spaces for social action is one 

that can be interpreted as a positive consequence of globalization, despite the complexity 

of circumstances in which these movements arise, such as the resurgence of anti-

colonialist movements in Mexico (the Zapatistas) and India (Karliner 1997). This 

sentiment is also echoed in the feminist globalization literature, which will be explored 

later in this chapter. Scholte (1996a) also observes that globalization has emancipatory 

possibilities in that the globalization of technology (in part made possible by the 
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deepening of capitalism) has helped many disenfranchised groups organize international 

campaigns to raise awareness about social justice issues". 

The studies and arguments reviewed in this section raise important and 

challenging questions for the future of human rights in the context of globalization. While 

there is not unified agreement on the exact nature of this relationship, the general outlook 

is decidedly pessimistic. One reason for the pessimism is the recognition of the uneven 

effects of globalization across and within countries, resulting in wide disparities in the 

fulfillment of human rights. However, despite the attention to social/economic/political 

inequality in this literature, there is little mention of how the intersection of market forces 

and the international human rights regime is gendered. That is, there is little analysis of 

how both the human rights regime and globalization shape gender inequality and vice-

versa, nor is there much consideration of how women and men might experience these 

'' For example, women's groups have been particularly successful in this regard. The 
creation of a global women's movement is evolving into a framework for global civil 
society more generally (Clark et al. 1998). The number of NGO representatives at the 
global women's conferences has increased from 6,000 to 30,000 over a twenty-year 
period (1975-1995). There is a deepening consciousness that women in different 
countries are influenced and connected by events that occur in their respective countries. 
Technology has made communication easier for NGOs to network and share resources. 
This is not to say that all is rosy with this movement; to be sure, there are many 
disagreements over what issues need to be tackled first and the sfrategies to obtain these 
goals, and how effective this activism is in light of other forces contributing to 
globalization, such as capitalism. But in recent times, there appears to be a great deal of 
cross-mobilization in issue areas such as the environment as well as cross-cultural 
alliances. The next step for this movement'society is to move from agenda setting to 
monitoring and ensuring compliance of legal standards and norms (Stienstra 1999). The 
goal here is not to capture the power of the state, but to share power with the state in a 
way that empowers citizens to frilly exercise their rights (McGrew 1998: 200). This is a 
'new' politics of rights that is challenging the 'old' ways of promoting and protecting 
rights. 
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phenomena in decidedly different ways. The next section highlights the feminist 

contribution to the discussion of globalization and human rights. 

Gendering Human Rights and Globalization 

Feminist critiques of human rights have sought to dismantle several hierarchies 

present in the human rights regime. The first is the Cold War notion that civil and 

political liberties are the only "real" human rights worthy of protection. Feminists have 

articulated a much more complex web of hirnian rights; one that views socio-economic 

rights and civil and political liberties as inextricable. The second hierarchy, that of the 

public and private spheres, has been heavily critiqued by feminists as inadequate to 

understanding the differential impacts of human rights laws and practices on men and 

women. Finally, in keeping with the notion of the indivisibility of rights as well as the 

indivisibility of the public and private spheres, feminists have sought to understand 

human rights in larger systemic frameworks, such as global capitalism, in order to break 

down hierarchy of the levels of analysis approach of system-state-individual. 

By critiquing the basic assumptions of human rights as they were formulated in 

I 9 
1945-48 , feminists revealed that those definitions were inadequate, that men and 

women have different relationships with the state, and that rights are not fixed and 

immutable. Rather, they are historically, socially, culturally, and economically 

This is not to suggest that feminists did not critique human rights prior to this period. 
Indeed, the theoretical and practical basis of the suffrage and other women's movements 
in the late 19^'' and early 20^^ centuries was premised on many feminist critiques of rights, 
as they were understood in during that era. However, since this study is concerned with 
contemporary understandings of rights, the pre-WWII era will not be discussed here. 
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contingent. In this context, a number of questions are raised about the relationship 

between the state, economic development, and human and women's rights. This section 

attempts to parcel out these issues in two ways. First, I will very briefly discuss the 

historical development of feminist viewpoints on human rights. Second, I will review the 

more recent literature on economic globalization, gender inequality, and human rights. 

Women's Rights are Human Rights: 

During the "1®' Wave" of feminism, theorists and activists paid particular attention 

to the gendered construction of citizenship that was employed to deny civil and political 

liberties to women and other minority groups. However, by the 1970's the limitations of 

the emphasis on civil and political liberties for women became increasingly clear as the 

UN struggled with the issues of poverty, malnutrition, and population as it began its 

preparations for the World Food Conference (1974) and the World Population 

Conference (1974). In addition, the publication of Ester Boserup's (1970) Women's Role 

in Economic Development, in which she documented the negative consequences of 

modernization programs on women's lives, influenced liberal feminists to expand their 

focus on rights to include economic and labor issues. This approach eventually became 

known as "Women in Development" (WID) and it marked the beginning of the UN 

Decade on Women (1975-85). 

In response to the lack of a cohesive vision for women's rights and well-being, 

the fledgling "global" women's movement articulated an explicit vision of the 
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indivisibility of human rights^^. This vision was ultimately reflected in the theme of the 

UN Decade on Women: "Equality - Development - Peace," defined as the following: 

Equality is both a goal and a means whereby individuals are accorded equal 
treatment under the law and equal opportunities to enjoy their rights and to 
develop their potential talents and skills so that they can participate in national 
political, economic, social, and cultural development, both as beneficiaries and as 
active agents. For women in particular, equality means the realization of rights 
that have been denied as a result of cultural, institutional, behavioural, and 
attitudinal discrimination (FLS, paragraph 11). 

Development means total development, including development in the political, 
economic, social, cultural and other dimensions of human life as well as the 
development of the economic and other material resources and the physical, 
moral, intellectual, and cultural growth of human beings. Development also 
requires a moral dimensions to ensure that it is just and responsive to the needs 
and rights of the individual.. .(FLS, paragraph 12). 

Peace includes not only the absence of war, violence and hostilities at the national 
and international levels but also the enjoyment of economic and social justice, 
equality and the entire range of human rights and fundamental fi-eedoms within 
society (FLS, paragraph 13). 

The three objectives formed a more sophisticated basis for women's human rights and 

were, and still are, viewed as "internally interrelated and mutually reinforcing, so that the 

advancement of one contributes to the advancement of the others" (Pietila and Vickers 

1996: 49). The first attempt of encapsulating these ideals resulted in the World Plan of 

Action (WPA) that in turn provided an impetus and basis for the drafting of Convention 

on the Elimination of Discrimination Against Women (CEDAW), passed in the UN in 

1979*'^. CEDAW extends women's rights provisions in the International Bill of Human 

Rights in that it created an "international bill of women's rights" that defines and 

For a more detailed discussion of post-World War II feminist human rights theory and 
practice, see Parisi (2002). 
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addresses all forms of discrimination against women'' and is guided by the principle of 

what Otto (2001: 54) calls "structural indivisibility". Structural indivisibility stresses 

"intercormections between the political, economic, environmental, and security priorities 

of the international order and violations of human rights" (Otto 2001; 54). Even though 

liberal feminists and WID practitioners heavily influenced the drafting process of 

CEDAW, both Third World and Marxist feminist concerns were reflected through the 

notion of structural indivisibility in that CEDAW calls for a new international economic 

order, international peace and security, and the elimination of racism (Otto 2001; 54)'^. 

The mission behind CEDAW is to recast women as subjects rather than objects of 

development, recognizing them as fiilly autonomous beings entitled to human rights 

widely enjoyed by men, yet at the same time recognizing that there are indeed differences 

between men and women, such as the ability to bear children, that have historically 

served as justification for discrimination against women. Li this way, feminists 

challenged the patriarchal and androcentric'^ way in which mainstream human rights 

treaties had been conceptualized, which largely ignored the experiences of women and 

1 ft 

other marginalized groups . Furthermore, in acknowledging the contributions to society 

Entered into force in 1981. 
The majority of the 30 articles of CEDAW are concerned with social, economic, and 

cultural rights embedded in the liberal feminist WID and non-discrimination framework 
that relies heavily on the principle of equality before the law; only four articles deal 
explicitly with the political and civil liberties of women. 

For a comprehensive history of the events leading up to the UN Decade on Women and 
of the drafting of CEDAW, see Eraser (1999). 

Defined as when the male experience is accepted as the norm or as the human 
experience (Johnson, A. 1997: 11) 

For example, Charlesworth (1995: 103) argues that "because the law-making 
institutions of the international legal order have always been, and continue to be. 
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that women make in the home, CEDAW breaks down the artificial distinction between 

the public and private spheres'' (the personal is political) and highlights how traditional 

gender roles can be a source of women's oppression. 

The analysis of the relationship between the public and the private spheres with 

regards to women's rights serves as a major theoretical cornerstone to current feminist 

theorizing about women's human rights^®. In general and oversimplified terms, this body 

of work reveals the problems with the state (identified with the public sphere) as the 

primary "protector" and "abuser" of rights. For example, the emphasis on "negative" 

rights, such as civil and political liberties, implicitly assigns rights to the public sphere of 

society. However, given that women are traditionally identified with the private sphere 

where they have little economic, political or social power, "constructing political rights 

on the basis of [formal legal] equality while separating spheres on the basis of a 'natural 

division'" is paradoxical (Romany 1994: 93). In this way, the state normalizes and 

naturalizes the public-private split. 

In addition, formal legal equality in the public sphere masks states' complicity in 

facilitating gender hierarchies in the private sphere. Drawing on Susan Okin's work on 

justice and the family, Romany (1994: 94) suggests: 

dominated by men, international human rights law has developed to reflect the 
experiences of men and largely to exclude those of women, rendering suspect the claim 
of objectivity and universality in human rights law." 

The public-private split "refers to the (artificial) distinction between home (private or 
reproductive sphere) to which women are assigned, and the workplace (the public or 
productive sphere) to which men are assigned" (Peterson and Runyan 1999: 259). 
° These concepts and critiques are explored more fiilly in the following works: Dauer 

2001, Fellmeth 2000, Toma§evski 2000, Okin 1998, Boyd 1997, Buss 1997, Williams 
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Such a division of spheres, by ignoring the political character of power unequally 
distributed in family life, does not recognize the political nature of the so-called 
private life. Such a division of spheres clouds the fact that the domestic arena is 
itself created by the political realm where the state reserves the right to choose 
intervention. 

In general, states are discouraged by international law to intervene in the private 

sphere given the primacy placed on the sanctity of the family and the right to privacy 

(Rao 1996, Sullivan 1995; 127, Cook 1993). Consequently, states are held accountable 

only for the human rights abuses they perpetrate and not for the conduct of individuals in 

the private sphere, where most gender-based violence occurs. Under international human 

rights laws, states are not held accountable for their inaction (or inadequate action) that 

enables gender-based violence in the private sphere; thus, the subordination of women in 

the private becomes justified and naturalized. This analysis was a crucial step in 

identifying the limitations of human rights being located in the public sphere, and more 

specifically with the state, by revealing the gendered hierarchy of rights that excluded 

women's experiences^'. As Otto (2001; 54) suggests, the feminist claim of the 

indivisibility of the public and private spheres broadens the parameters for inclusion in 

the human rights regime. 

The feminist analysis of human rights theory and practice has been, until recently, 

dominated by a legalistic, public policy orientation. However, as the next section 

1997, Sullivan 1995, Thornton 1995, Romany 1994, Engle 1993, Olsen 1993, Wright 
1992, Charlesworth et al. 1991. 

Bahar (1996) argues that mainstream human rights NGO's, such as Amnesty 
International, also perpetuate the public-private split in international law. 
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illustrates, when examining gender and human rights issues in the context of 

globalization, the feminist analysis shifts to a more developmental and economic one. 

Gender and Human Rights in the Context of Globalization 

The feminist analysis of androcentrism and public-private in the human rights 

arena has also been applied to the study of gender inequalities and economic 

globalization (Youngs 2000). Although there are many issues that fall under this area of 

study, this section will focus exclusively on the topic of the relationship between gender 

inequality in socio-economic rights and economic globalization. As with the general 

mainstream literature on globalization and human rights discussed earlier in this chapter, 

feminist human rights scholars have been concerned with how the deepening of 

capitalism affects the state and the state's ability to fulfill its human rights obligations. 

However, the crucial point of departure in this literature is its explicit focus on how this 

transformation is gendered and has gendered consequences (Elson 2002, Bayes et al. 

2001, Rittich 2001, Peratis et al. 1999, Sassen 1998, Sen 1997, Lothian 1996). More 

explicitly, that economic globalization not only produces gender inequities, but also 

maintains and relies upon gender inequity in a variety of contexts in order to further the 

process of the deepening of capitalism, as well as the rearticulation of the state. This 

section proposes to examine the relationship between markets, states, and the socio

economic rights of women. 

As Rittich (2001: 96-97) notes, there are several concerns to address when 

assessing the relationship between markets, the state, and the achievement of women's 
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human rights. One issue is the recognition that the women's rights discourse and 

movement was and still is deeply embedded in and reliant upon the state-centered model 

of human rights. Even though feminist critiques of both the human rights regime and the 

state have revealed both their androcentrism and their complicity in preserving the 

public-private split which is profoundly gendered, the solutions posed by many feminists 

depend on the state to change its perspective, and consequently its behavior^^. Therefore, 

the state becomes the primary agent in promoting and implementing effective strategies 

to eradicate gender inequalities. Yet, implicit in this design, is the assumption of an 

economically prosperous, democratic state or at the very least, an effectual one that 

subscribes to a neo-liberal economic agenda. Although the international covenants on 

human rights allow for "progressive realization" of human rights, this concept also hinges 

on the notion that states will consistently and persistently search for ways to reallocate 

resources to further the enjoyment of human rights. For feminists, this means taking 

seriously the ways in which the state contributes to gender inequality through its social 

policies and relying on the state to correct itself. In this view of the state, the state's 

primary role/duty is to be responsive to its citizenry through fulfilling its obligations 

under international human rights law. 

This perspective, of course, is not unproblematic. As Sassen (1998; 94), suggests, 

the state is still viewed as the legitimate representative of the population in the 

international law arena, diminishing the contributions and limiting the participation of 

In a related argument, Chappell (2000: 245), suggests that feminists have moved to a 
middle ground with regards to the state, neither viewing it as "inherently patriarchal and 
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other non-state actors. Furthermore, access to and influence over state policies is not 

uniform among women's rights and human rights groups, and states are also subject to 

lobbying from other special interest groups, which may or may not be supportive of 

human rights based initiatives (Rittich 2001: 97). In addition to these problems, as 

Chappell (2000: 246-47) notes, there is a historic disjuncture among women's rights 

activists in the First and Third worlds, who have quite different views regarding the 

utility of achieving rights through the state, given the wide variation of states with 

regards to resources, effectiveness, and openness/repressiveness. However, given that the 

Beijing Platform for Action (1995), which now operates as the dominant referent in 

international women's rights law, places responsibility with states to realize and protect 

women rights in the face of potential negative consequences of globalization (rather than 

challenging globalization itself), and the increasingly "economistic turn" in the gender 

and development literature that conceptualizes "empowerment" as economic 

empowerment (Marchand 1996: 580), it is I believe, correct to suggest that the "national-

management framework" (Bergeron 2001: 993) is the primary one in place in both the 

First and Third Worlds, as an interactive site of resource allocation and resistance. 

A second, highly interrelated issue is markets. As Elson (2001: 80-81) suggests, 

the traditional neo-liberal orthodoxy that began in the 1970s and prevailed in the 1980's, 

"presumes that the best way to give substance to human rights is to reduce the role of the 

state, liberate entrepreneurial energy, achieve economic efficiency, and promote faster 

economic growth." The neo-liberal emphasis on the retrenchment of the state as the best 

oppressive" nor as "gender neutral", but rather the emphasis is now on the "interaction 
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way to ensiire the fulfillment of human rights seems contradictory to the human rights 

regime's insistence of proactive state involvement in meeting its human rights 

obligations. Yet, as Bayes et al. (2001: 3) note, both economics and politics are linked 

through the rhetoric if not the practice of neo-liberalism, which defines the current 

period. They argue that in theory, neo-liberal economics assumes a separation between 

states and markets, in which markets operate with little intervention from the state. 

Brodie (1996; 384) suggests further that this theoretical relationship between states and 

markets is actually one of the public and private, in which the private is made of up two 

realms that are presumed to be out of the "natural" purview of the state: the capitalist 

economy and the patriarchal family. However, as discussed earlier, the notion of a rigid 

public-private divide in the human rights regime has largely been deconstructed by 

feminists, and in using a similar line of reasoning, feminists suggest that the globalizing 

neoliberal capitalist world economy rests not on a division between the state (public) and 

the markets (private) but rather that economic globalization, in its current form, requires 

an interconnection between states and markets to further its goals. That is, economic 

globalization requires governments to "provide for the fi"ee movement of capital, the free 

movement of goods, unrestricted labor markets, responsible banking systems, stable 

monetary policies, limited fiscal policies, attractive investment opportunities, and 

political stability" (Bayes et al. 2001: 3). Through these practices, the "family and other 

aspects of private life [are subjected to] new forms of state scrutiny, regulation, and 

assistance" (Brodie 1996: 385). Thus, the "boundaries" of the public-private are 

between the state and gender", in which each shapes the other. 
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renegotiated, rearticulated, and blurred through the interaction of states (especially liberal 

democratic ones) and markets. 

Although state entrenchment with regards to the economy may be a conscious and 

pro/re-active strategy on the part of governments as a route to economic prosperity that in 

theory promotes the progressive realization of socio-economic rights through more 

resource allocation, the neo-liberal ideology effectively shifts the responsibility away 

from states to markets as the guarantors of rights. Markets have little accountability and 

regulation in the human rights regime, in so far as multi-national corporations, a major 

force behind globalization, have little oversight in international law, and in many cases, 

national law. This development poses particular challenges for feminists who argue that 

the neo-liberal democratic state, coupled with international human rights law, represents 

the best hope for the redistribution of resources guided by prioritizing the goal of gender 

equality. This is not to imply that feminists view the neo-liberal democratic state as 

"gender neutral" or unproblematic. Rather, as the earlier discussion of the human rights 

discourse reveals, many feminists find the liberal democratic state profoundly gendered. 

Another major point of feminist theorizing about globalization is that economic 

globalization not only produces gender inequality but also requires gender inequality to 

flourish and to sustain itself Indeed, there appears to be a general consensus that 

globalization exacerbates gender inequality, and thus the fulfillment of women's socio

economic rights in relation to men's, in important ways^^. As noted earlier, in order for 

23 There are numerous other areas in which feminists have examined globalization's 
impact on gender inequality and rights, such as household relations (Gonzalez 2001, 
Sircar and Kelly 2001, Soni-Sinha 2001, Kromhout 2000), migrants/migration (Anderson 
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states to remain economically competitive, they adopt strategies that increase the power 

of the private sector at the expense of the public sector. The result is the weakening of 

"many institutions that in the past have assumed responsibility for human welfare - while 

passing on to others burdens they cannot be expected to bear" (UNRSID 1995: 128). For 

many women, this situation is especially tenuous because in order for states' to uphold 

their obligations under CEDAW and the Beijing Platform for Action, they must allocate 

resources for social-welfare programs. 

There have been two major responses by states facing the choice of economic 

competitiveness or guaranteeing socio-economic rights. Industrialized countries such as 

the United States and the United Kingdom have deregulated the labor market and wages 

and cut social welfare programs in order to stimulate economic growth and employment 

(UNRSID 1995: 131). Developing countries have often adopted structural adjustment 

programs that implement severe economic austerity measures with the aim of jump-

starting the economy at the expense of "non-profitable" public service programs. 

Feminist economists have shown that SAPs have a differential impact on men and 

women in that women tend to absorb most of the shock of SAPs by increasing their 

domestic labor (through care giving, altering the household consumption habits, 

subsistence farming, informal economic activities) and by entering the labor force to 

provide more income for the family (Beneria 2003, Cagatay 2003, Bakker 1994, Elson 

2000, Chang and Ling 2000, Koftnan 2000), sex work/trafficking (Hanochi 2001, 
Pettman 1996b), informal labor (Beneria 2003, Priigl 1999), resistance (Naples and Desai 
2002, Rowbotham and Linkogle 2001, Karam 2000, Lind 2000, Runyan 1996) and 
identity (Peterson 1999b). However, these topics are beyond the scope of this project and 
as such will not be discussed in depth here. 
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1991). The result has been an increase in women's poverty and economic inequality^'', 

and as such, constitute a violation of women's socio-economic rights (Sadasivam 1997). 

A second interrelated issue is how economic globalization depends on a gendered 

sexual division of labor. The international sexual division of labor is predicated on the 

public-private split in which men's work is considered to be "human" or real work, and 

women's work is determined by their "nature" (Mies, 1999:46). Work is defined as a 

public masculine activity and women's work (or non-work) is defined as a private sphere 

activity. However, women's work in the private sphere is an extremely important to the 

functioning of the capitalist system; 

"...the productivity of the housewife is a precondition for the productivity of the 
(male) wage labourer. The nuclear family, organized and protected by the state, is 
a social factory where this commodity 'labour power' is produced. Hence, the 
housewife and her labour are not outside the process of surplus value production, 
but constitute the very foundation upon which the process can get started. The 
housewife and her labour are, in other words, the basis of the process of capital 
accumulation" (Mies 1999: 31, emphasis added). 

Yet, despite this important role, women are undervalued in the both the public and private 

spheres because their identification as housewives, rather than as "workers" (Mies, 1999: 

116). Indeed, the UNDP (1995: 6) estimates that "the non-monetized invisible 

contribution of women is $ 11 trillion a year". There is little doubt that if this work were 

paid, gendered economic inequality would be transformed. 

Poverty is feminized worldwide as 70% of the 1.3 billion people in poverty are women 
(UNDP, 1995: 4). The UNDP also notes that the "number of rural women living in 
absolute poverty rose by nearly 50% over the past two decades" (UNDP, 1995: 36). The 
increasing feminization of poverty is not only prevalent in developing countries but in 
advanced ones as well. The UNDP estimates Aat "in the United States....while only 40% 
of the poor were women in 1940. 62% were women in 1980" (UNDP, 1995: 36). 
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The sexual division of labor and its resulting sexism also helps maintain 

capitalism as system (Campillo 2003, Wichterich 2000). For capitalism as an ideology 

(and practice) is based on universalistic assumptions of western liberalism (as are human 

rights), whereas sexism, as well as racism, are doctrinally anti-imiversalistic and 

therefore, capitalism can use racism and/or sexism as a justification to "allow a far lower 

reward to a major segment of the work force than could ever be justified on the basis of 

merit" (Wallerstein, 1988:8). This has important consequences for women, because 

even when they do work outside the home they are usually cast in unequal terms. The 

implication is that capitalism necessarily depends on a certain amount of low paying 

wage and unpaid labor to keep it functioning (Peterson 2003) as the "labor input in non-

wage work 'compensates' the lowness of the wage-income and therefore in fact 

represents an indirect subsidy to the employers of wage laborers in those households" 

(Wallerstein, 1988: 8). The identification of women with the private sphere helps keep 

capitalism's costs low and at the same time provides a justification for this strategy. 

The end result is limited economic opportunity for women since their labor is in 

the form of underpaid or unpaid labor in the capitalist system of profits and capital 

accumulation. Many labor sectors have become feminized, particularly the garment and 

electronics industries. Women are the preferred "workers" because they do not have to be 

paid as much as men. This is due in part to the devaluation of women's labor (or the 

seeing their paid labor as a natural extension of the private sphere) and the assumption 

that their wages are used for "extras" rather than to support the family (Mies 1999; 116). 
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The state is complicit in perpetuating this sexism because of its need to stay competitive 

in global markets. Many women have their basic economic rights, such as the right to 

safe labor conditions and pay equity^^, denied because states would find it too costly to 

provide these opportunities to women. If the cost of production of goods increases, 

products would be less competitive on the international market. States are reluctant to 

hold multi-national corporations accoimtable for their labor practices because the 

pressure for revenue is too great and the threat of MNC relocation is real (Sen, G. 1997). 

The bottom-line for many feminists is that economic globalization, operating 

within a neo-liberal frame, both produces and exacerbates some forms of gender 

inequality. States are responding to globalization by shifting the burden onto women (and 

other marginalized sectors of society) to create their own social safety net. However, 

because women's work is usually undervalued or unpaid given their identification with 

the private sphere, meeting basic needs requirements of food, shelter, health care, and 

clothing becomes especially challenging. Furthermore, the traditional emphasis of 

political and civil liberties over socio-economic rights in international human rights law 

and discourse also has important consequences. 

"Globally, women's labour force rates have risen only 3.9% percentage points in the 
past 20 years ~ from 35.6% in 1970 to 39.5% in 1990, with little difference between the 
developing and the industrial worlds. Compare that with men's participation of 58% in 
1990...[Furthermore], the average wage for women is only about three-fourths of the 
male wage outside agriculture. The ratio varies from 92% of the male wage in Tanzania 
to 75% in the United States to 42% in Bangladesh" (UNDP, 1995: 36-37). 
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While the women's hiiman rights movement is in agreement that civil-political 

liberties and socio-economic rights are inextricable, there is disagreement over the exact 

nature of this relationship in the context of globalization^®. Furthermore, if one takes the 

notion of structural indivisibility seriously, a rather complex pictiire of the relationship 

between the liberal democratic state, democratization processes, globalization, socio

economic rights, and gender emerges. Utilizing Huntington (1991), feminist analyses of 

democracies and democratization reveal that one important factor to consider with 

regards to gender equality is whether or not the state in question is in a period of 

democratic transition or of democratic consolidation (Goetz and Hassim 2002, 

Hawkesworth 2001, Yoon 2001, Bystydzienski and Sekhon 1999, Jaquette and Wolchik 

1998). Many of these studies show that women fare better in the transition phase 

(shifting from a non-democratic type of government to a democratic one) than in the 

consolidation phase, which involves the establishment of rules, institutions, and political 

culture. 

Hawkesworth (2001: 223-226) suggests that the democratic consolidation phase 

in conjunction with liberal capitalist development has deleterious effects on gender 

equality for two main reasons. First, developing countries, through modernization 

programs, are pressured to adopt a neo-liberal capitalist model of development. This ties 

into my earlier discussion of economic development in the sense that modernization 

theory presumes that the adoption of capitalism will in turn produce a liberal democratic 

state, partially because liberal democracies are necessary to guarantee the private 

This will be explored further in Chapter 4. 
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property rights that are crucial to global capitalism. A further assumption is that the 

combination of the deepening of capitalism and the consolidation of a liberal democracy 

will in fact elevate human rights fulfillment for the citizenry. However, and this is 

Hawkesworth's second point, the dominant model of Western liberal democracy that 

many countries seek to emulate, has a weak record in achieving gender equality. With 

the exception of the Scandinavian countries, which Hawkesworth argues are more 

properly thought of as "social" democracies rather than liberal, women in advanced 

industrialized countries are still vastly underrepresented in the upper echelons of the 

public sphere (See Table 1.2). Although the advanced industrialized democracies 

guarantee equal rights for women and minorities, in reality, the consolidation process has 

worked to produce and institutionalize a patriarchal elite class that undermines the 

principle of government for the people by the people. As the democratic consolidation 

process is coupled with the deepening of capitalism, political participation becomes the 

privilege of those who are economically empowered. 

In her analysis, Hawkesworth (2001: 224) concludes that "democratization 

produces gendered redistribution of resources and responsibilities that make women 

worse off" Given this scenario, it is not surprising that some feminists have linked the 

twin processes of globalization and democratization as detrimental to the achievement of 

human rights for women. Although one consequence of globalization is that more 

women are in the paid labor force, women have not been able to translate this into 

political empowerment because these economic "opportunities" are the result of having 

to make up for states' inabilities to provide for basic needs. And, as noted earlier. 
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gendered notions around work preclude the idea that more women in the labor force as a 

sign of increasing gender equality (Elson 2002). In short, the argument becomes that 

globalization disempowers women economically which in turn disempowers them 

politically by leaving little time, money, or energy to fully exercise civil and political 

rights. 

Why then, the insistence by the women's human rights regime that the liberal 

democratic state remains the best hope for the achievement of gender equality in human 

rights? There are several answers to this conundrum that shed light on the further 

complexity of globalization, democratization, and women's human rights achievement. 

First, no country has completed the process of democratic consolidation, and given that 

many of the countries do in fact guarantee civil and political rights, there are potential 

avenues to reshape the consolidation process to demand accountability. Second, and 

closely related to the first point, although globalization has had negative consequences, it 

also opens up spaces for women's informal and formal political empowerment (Bayes, et 

al. 2001, Moghadam 1999, Sassen 1998). Sassen (1998; 94) suggests that "globalization 

is creating new operational and formal openings for the participation of non-state actors 

and subjects", which in turn provides for the possibility of reshaping ideas about 

representation, power, and authority. Third, although the role of the state appears to be 

diminishing or transforming in the wake of globalization, the unevenness of globalization 

has also ensured that human rights are a part of the permanent global agenda, and thus 

states are still crucial actors in this regard. Fourth, and finally, as Rittich (2001: 96) 

observes, "human rights are now often mentioned in the same breath as market reform 
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and development." Feminists have recognized this linking of human rights and markets 

as an opportunity to press for a refined state-management approach coupled with 

collective global governance to mitigate the negative effects of the global economy^^. 

Feminist conversations around the analysis of globalization, the liberal democratic 

state and gender inequality with regards to rights has produced, in my view, two parallel 

but intersecting approaches of gender mainstreaming and the approach now popularly 

known as the "human rights approach to development," which at its core suggests that 

"human development is essential for realizing human rights, and human rights are 

essential for full human development" (UNDP 2000; 2f^. Feminists working in the areas 

of development and human rights have been instrumental in linking these concepts not 

only to each other but also to the processes of economic globalization as they search for a 

way to mitigate the perceived negative consequences of globalization on the achievement 

of socio-economic rights for both women and men. 

Conclusion 

In this chapter, I have laid the theoretical groundwork for Chapters 3 and 4, in 

which empirical models will test some of the arguments presented above. There is no 

question that globalization, the state, and human rights are each profoundly complex 

subjects in their own right, and to frame them with regards to gender equality further 

complicates these linkages. At the risk of oversimplifying this relationship, I have 

27 For a discussion of the many limitations of this approach, see Bergeron (2001). 
This "new" approach will be discussed further in Chapter 3. 
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attempted to provide an overview of some of the main theoretical tensions that exist 

within each of these four concepts as well as between them. 

I began with conceptualizing globalization both in terms of the definition I will 

employ as well as the theoretical perspective in which this study is grounded. Although I 

will be focusing exclusively on the economic dimension of globalization, the focus on 

this dimension also allows me to focus more specifically on how the relationship between 

economic globalization, the state, and the achievement of socio-economic rights is 

gendered. With regards to the state, there are intense debates about its importance, 

capacity, and power with regards to globalization. Furthermore, there are implications 

for democratic process as well as its human rights obligations that are important 

components to this study, which will rely on states as one of the main units of analysis. 

Finally, I discussed, at some length, feminist perspectives with regards to human 

rights, the liberal democratic state, and globalization. Feminists are by no means united 

in terms of their perspectives, but they contribute some important analytical tools and 

ideas that guide this analysis that have been absent in previous globalization and human 

rights studies. In particular, feminists have drawn attention to how human rights theory 

and practice are historically grounded in that they reflect the social values of the time, 

suggesting that human rights are not fixed, ahistorical constructs. Indeed, this might be 

the most obvious and important contribution of feminist scholarship and activism to the 

human rights discourse. However, feminists have also expanded the notion of 

"indivisibility" of rights. Although the original human rights covenants stressed that all 

human rights are indivisible, the Cold War produced a hierarchy of rights that privileged 
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civil and political liberties over social, economic, and cultural rights. Feminists have 

utilized the idea of indivisibility to challenge embedded gender hierarchies in the human 

rights regime to greatly expand the inclusiveness and, therefore universality, of rights 

(Otto 2001: 54-55). In particular, feminists have shown how the private and public 

spheres are interconnected, suggesting that economic, social, and political rights are 

necessarily linked - each one is key to the enjoyment of the other. Finally, feminists have 

also identified international structures, such as security regimes and the global economy, 

as key variables to be examined, understood, and accounted for in relation to gender 

inequality in human rights. The "structural indivisibility" framework easily extends to all 

contemporary human rights regimes in that it provides an analytic tool for evaluating the 

impacts of globalization on gender inequality and socio-economic rights. 

Through this theorizing and reading of diverse literatures on globalization, 

democratization, international law, human rights, and feminist theories, this chapter has 

revealed some interesting tensions and unresolved issues around how exactly 

globalization effects socio-economic rights and in what ways is this relationship 

gendered. Chapters 3 and 4 will attempt to unpack some of these tensions by testing 

whether or not globalization has a differential impact on socio-economic rights for men 

and women, and if so, under what conditions? 
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CHAPTER 3: FROM BASIC NEEDS TO BASIC RIGHTS: GLOBALIZATION 
AND GENDER INEQUALITY 

Introduction 

In Chapter 1,1 reviewed the contemporary literature that employs quantitative 

models for assessing gender inequality and human rights and concluded that many of 

these studies did not go far enough in terms of their analysis, either conceptually or 

methodologically. In Chapter 2,1 suggested that a more complex and nuanced 

understanding of the relationship between globalization, the state, gender, and human 

rights would provide a more theoretically solid foundation for modeling these 

relationships. In this chapter, I propose to link the insights from Chapters 1 and 2 as the 

basis for the main task at hand - design and execution of empirical models that test the 

following research question: 

• Is there a significant difference between the achievement of socio
economic rights for women and men in the context of globalization? 

The testing of this question will provide the basis for Chapter 4, which will examine the 

differential effects of globalization on the achievement of socio-economic rights for men 

and women. 

This chapter is divided into two main parts. The first section outlines the research 

design and measurement questions in relation to previous studies and contemporary 

theoretical frameworks. The second section of the chapter will present the models and 

the analysis of the results. 
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Design and Measurement 

This section will be divided into three parts. The first part will explain the 

modeling techniques and time frame of the study. The second part will discuss the 

theoretical, conceptual, and operational components of the dependent variable, socio

economic rights. The last part will outline the independent and control variables used in 

the models. 

Modeling, Time-frame, and Data Collection 

This study will employ a pooled time-series model with data that are collected 

over 5 year increments starting in 1980 and ending in 2000. 1980 is chosen as the 

starting point of the study for several reasons. First, data disaggregated by sex was not 

readily available until the creation of INSTRAW after the 1®' World Conference on 

Women was held in Mexico City in 1975. Second, 1979 marks the beginning of the 

Convention on the Elimination of all forms of Discrimination Against Women 

(CEDAW), and as such serves as both an important conceptual and historical benchmark 

with regards to the achievement of socio-economic rights by women. Third, one might 

also argue that 1980 serves as an appropriate starting point with regards to globalization' 

in that the elections of Ronald Reagan in the United States and Margaret Thatcher in the 

United Kingdom signaled a new era in macro-economic policies both domestically and 

' There are, of course, many arguments in the literature with regards to the appropriate 
chronology of globalization but in the interest of parsimony, I will advance only one 
argument here. For further discussions on the chronology of globalization, see Scholte 
(2000), Held et al. (1999). 
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globally. In addition, by the end of the 1970's, the Bretton Woods global financial 

architecture had collapsed, modernization programs premised on neo-liberal economics 

had been implemented in many countries, and the first mass-marketed personal computer 

had been invented. Finally, scholars, such as Keohane and Nye, identified a new era of 

"complex interdependence" that noted the deepening but unequal economic dependence 

among states. There was a sense that by 1980, the international economic system was 

shifting into a new phase, particularly with the rise of the trading state and the 

development of the "Washington Consensus" model (Moon 2000, Rosecrance 1986). 

Events that transpired in the 1980's laid the foundation for the development of new trade 

blocs, regional alliances, and the transition of GATT to the WTO. 

This study uses a pooled time-series model in order to capture the effects of 

globalization on the achievement of socio-economic rights over time. One of the ongoing 

difficulties with time-series cross-national data of the kind I am using here is that they are 

heavily dependent on country reporting to the international organizations that compile 

and disseminate the data. Consistent and accurate country data reporting is of course 

hampered by a number of potential factors such as instability, lack of resources, 

authoritarian political systems, and infi-equent censuses. Thus, data reporting fi-om the 

world's 190+ countries varies quite widely, with the OECD members providing the most 

consistent and comprehensive information and the Afncan and Southeast Asian countries 

often providing inconsistent and incomplete data. 

2 This method of data collection across a number of variables revealed that there is rarely 
substantial and dramatic change fi-om one year to the next. 
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Given the potential missing data problems that I am likely to encounter with using 

such data, I employ two strategies to minimize its effects. First, I have chosen to 

compress the data into 5-year intervals. Where data was not available for the specific year 

in question, available data for either the year before or year after was selected, depending 

on availability^. Additionally, as Apodaca (1998: 161) notes, since rights achievements 

are not necessarily independent, discrete events, this type of modeling allows for the 

comparison of the cross-sections of countries over time. 

Second, given the inconsistency of socio-economic data disaggregated by sex, 

these models also employ the method of "multiple imputation", in which estimates for 

missing data are calculated in relation to the data already contained in the data set (King 

et al. 2001). Multiple imputation has recently gained currency as an alternative way to 

deal with missing data^ because most political scientists who typically work with this 

type of data have opted to employ list-wise deletion'* of these missing cases fi-om their 

data sets^ or have opted to forgo a time-series analysis all together. The main problem 

with dropping missing cases through the use of list-wise deletion is that if there is any 

information that is missing fi-om an observation, it then drops the entire observation. 

Given the aforementioned problems with the type of data I am using, this is a less than 

desirable way to proceed because the observations that get dropped through the use of 

list-wise deletion tend to be observations of countries in Afnca and Asia, which are two 

regions that are likely to be severely affected by economic globalization. This 

^ To see an analysis of MI related publications since 1975, see Multiple Imputation On
line, http ://www.multiple-imputation. com/. 

This is the default procedure in statistical programs such as SPSS and SAS. 

http://www.multiple-imputation
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potentially results in "the loss of valuable information at best and severe selection bias at 

worst" (King et al. 2001: 49). 

In order to preserve the observations with missing data, the multiple imputation 

procedure is the preferable statistical technique because rather than deleting observations 

with missing data it imputes ("fills-in") the missing data (Multiple hnputation On-line 

2004, King et al. 2001). Simply put, multiple imputation works as a Monte Carlo-like 

simulation in three stages; imputation, analysis, and pooling (Multiple Imputation On-

Line, 2004). In the first stage (Imputation), estimates for the missing data are imputed 

and used to create a specified number of complete data sets^. As King et al. note (2001: 

53), the observed values are the same across the completed data sets, but the "missing 

values are filled in with different imputations to reflect uncertainty levels." 

In the second stage (Analysis), the five imputed data sets are used in econometric 

procedures, such as multiple regression. This produces five sets of multiple regression 

estimates, which are then combined and averaged for the final step, which is Pooling. 

The end result is a more complete, less-biased model that better reflects the whole picture 

instead of one riddled with missing data. In the case of this analysis, using the list-wise 

deletion procedure to handle missing data results in an N-size of 359, with many 

countries fi-om Afiica, Asia, Latin America, and the Middle East dropping out of the data 

set with remaining data disproportionally representing the OECD and former Soviet Bloc 

countries; this is, unfortunately, often the case with quantitative studies of globalization 

^ See, for example, Apodaca (1998), Milner (2002). 
^ Five is the default number of simulations and the number used in this study. However, 
it can be set to any number but usually three to ten are sufficient. 
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and human rights. With the use of the multiple imputation procedure with five 

imputations the N-size increases from 359 to 783, providing for a more comprehensive 

cross-national analysis that is the crux of this study. 

Dependent Variables: Socio-Economic Rights 

Although the term "socio-economic" rights is often used in the human rights 

discourse to encompass social and economic rights, it is important to note that social and 

economic rights are conceptually different, and thus have different relationships within 

the human rights regime. Social rights are usually defined as subsistence rights or basic 

needs (adequate food and nutrition, shelter, health, care, and clothing) whereas economic 

rights are defined as the right to work, the right to property, the right to social security, 

the right to leisure, and the right to form trade unions among other things (See Appendix 

A) . Social and economic rights are currently viewed by many as mutually 

Q 

interdependent ; that is, social rights cannot be enjoyed without economic rights and 

vice-versa (Eide 2000). 

Although some economic rights require state legislation to be enforced/fulfilled, 

socio-economic rights are by and large considered to fall in the domain of economic 

development policy, rather than in the human rights arena. In the Cold War context, 

^ Some rights, however, such as the right to property are sometimes conceptualized as 
both an economic and a political right. 
^ Shue (1996) argues that subsistence rights are core, basic rights but does not go so far as 
to claim their interdependence with other economic rights. Rather, he suggests that 
security and liberty are the other key interlocking rights. His work is widely regarded as 
the single most important defense of basic needs as the ftindamental basis of all other 
rights. 
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socio-economic rights were generally viewed by the West as claims to social equality 

rather than as claims for liberty and distributive justice that are the basis of the civil and 

political liberties, the foundations of liberal democracy (Weston 1989: 17-18). Therefore, 

some did not regard socio-economic rights as "real" rights since they are not easily 

legislated by the state (conceptualized as positive rights rather than negative) nor are they 

universal in the sense that they apply only to certain relatively deprived groups of people 

(Cranston 1967). The identification of civil and political liberties as "human rights" and 

socio-economic rights as "development issues" resulted in a decades long bifurcation 

between the two regimes which caused theoretical and institutional discord. As Scott 

(2001:18) observes, the politics of language surrounding the understanding of civil and 

political liberties as human rights is reflected in the naming of the treaty body charged 

with the oversight of the ICCPR as the "Human Rights Committee," institutionalizing the 

human rights-development bifurcation. 

Lessons learned from modernization programs as well as a shift in rhetoric in both 

the development and human rights regimes led to the recognition for the need of a 

solution to breaking down the human-rights-development dichotomy and hierarchy. 

Several key events led to a shift in conceptualizing basic needs as basic rights: the 

creation of the UN Committee on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights in 1986, the 

Brundtland Report (1987) which defined "sustainable development", the World Bank's 

reformulation of its mission to focus on poverty alleviation and eradication, and the UN 

Declaration on the Right to Development (1986). This declaration was created in part to 
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resolve some of the long-standing ambiguities of the ICESCR, and to formally codify the 

notion that: 

The right to development is an inalienable human right by virtue of which every 
human person and all peoples are entitled to participate in, contribute to, and 
enjoy economic, social cultural, and political development, in which all human 
rights and fundamental freedoms can be fully realized. (Article 1) 

The Declaration on the Right to Development became a foundation for both the 1993 

Vienna World Conference on Human Rights and the 1995 World Summit for Social 

Development in Copenhagen, which took up the topic of globalization and human rights, 

and acknowledged that "never before has there been such a growth of economic 

prosperity, accompanied by so much more marginalization, exclusion, and extreme 

poverty" (Trinidade 1998: 521) 

The "new" emphasis on basic needs and economic rights as human rights also 

informed the UNDP 2000 Human Development Report: Human Rights and 

Development. It is argued throughout this report that "human development is essential 

for realizing human rights, and human rights are essential for full human development" 

(UNDP 2000: 2), and as such, reconciles civil and political liberties with social and 

economic rights thereby ending the long-standing bifurcation and hierarchy of the two 

types of rights. Seven focal areas are emphasized (UNDP 2000: 1-6): 

1. Freedom from discrimination - by gender, ethnicity, national origin, or religion. 

2. Freedom from want - to enjoy a decent standard of living, (malnutrition, poverty, 
clean drinking water). 

3. Freedom to develop and realize one's human potential (life expectancy, literacy, 
infant mortality, primary school enrollment). 
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4. Freedom from fear - of threats to personal security, from torture, arbitrary arrest 
and other violent acts. 

5. Freedom from injustice and violations of the rule of law. 

6. Freedom of thought and speech and to participate in decision-making and form 
associations. 

7. Freedom for decent work - without exploitation (employment, child labor). 

These seven points underpin the current understandings of human rights in 

international law. However, given the numerous human rights conventions it is not 

surprising that the issue of measuring human rights has generated many debates in both 

academic and policy circles^. While it is beyond the scope of this chapter to engage in all 

of these debates, the selection of socio-economic rights indicators must be justified. 

Generally speaking, there are two ways to "measure" the achievement of human 

rights. The first method is to operationalize human rights as outcomes'^. For example, if 

a country has a high literacy rate, then that is taken as partial evidence that the "right to 

education" is being fulfilled. The second method is to examine whether or not a 

particular right has been legally codified. For example, if a country has passed an "equal 

pay for equal work" statute, then this is considered to be partial evidence that the state is 

complying with the "right to work." Many scholars use a mix of these types of 

^ See for example. Landman (2004), Green (2001), Poe et al. (2001), Apodaca (1998), 
Poe et al. (1997), Jabine and Claude (1992), Pritchard (1989), Dormelly and Howard 
(1988), Cingaranelli (1988). 

As Green (2001) notes, there are variations on the use of statistics as "outcomes" 
measurements. Other techniques include the creation and use of indices, such as the 
Freedom House index, and the use of "benchmarks", which are used to set particular 
goals for human rights achievement. 
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measurements depending on the type of human rights achievement being assessed, but 

the dominant approach in quantitative studies on socio-economic rights is an outcomes-

based method. As Poe et al. (1997) discovered in tracking the legal status of worker's 

rights, there may be a large gap between the codified right and the actual implementation 

of that right. Alternatively, states may also fulfill their rights obligations through 

altemative mechanisms, such as resource allocation, but do not formally guarantee 

certain rights under domestic law. 

Given the limitations of the legalistic or compliance approach, this study will use 

outcomes based measures for assessing the fulfillment of socio-economic rights. The 

choice of outcomes based measures meets two important criteria widely agreed upon in 

the human rights literature: "the ability to measure over time so as to examine 

'progressive realization'...; 2) disaggregation" (Green 2001: 1084). In order to assess 

how globalization has impacted the socio-economic rights of women and men, variables 

that can capture the affect over time and between the sexes are necessary. 

However, having said this, many socio-economic indicators are not disaggregated 

by sex". Therefore, data availability is greatly restricted to a limited set of indicators. 

Fortunately, the available indicators correspond to core socio-economic rights as outlined 

by the UNDP (see earlier discussion). Following the UNDP (2004) and Apodaca 

1 0 
(1998) , several indicators will be used to capture a broad swath of socio-economic 

rights for women and men. What follows is the socio-economic right to be analyzed, the 

'' A discussion of the implications of this will take place in Chapter 5. 
Some of the following data was culled fi^om the dataset used in Apodaca 1998. 



84 

indicators used to operationalize this right, and the mean score for each variable, 

calculated using multiple imputation. 

The Right to Health. Well-Being and Adequate Standard of Living; 

• Infant mortality rates, calculated as the probability of dying between birth and 

exact age of one, per thousand births, disaggregated by sex (Population Division 

ofECOSOC 2001). 

• Life expectancy rates, calculated as years of life expected at birth. Disaggregated 

by sex (UNDP 1995,2000). 

TABLE 3.1: Means of Female and Male Right to Health, Well-Being, and Adequate 
Standard of Living Variables (1980-2000) 

Variable N-size Mean 
Female Infant Mortality Rate 783 55.77 

Male Infant Mortality Rate 783 64.72 

Female Life Expectancy Rate 783 65.73 

Male Life Expectancy Rate 783 61.28 

The Right to an Education: 

• Literacy rates, calculated as % of population that is literate'^, disaggregated by 

sex (UNESCO 2003). 

UNESCO (2004) defines illiteracy as not being able to both read and write a short 
simple statement on one's everyday life. 
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• Primary School Enrollment rates, calculated as % of gross primary school 

enrollment, disaggregated by sex (World Bank 2002). 

TABLE 3.2: Means of Female and Male Right to an Education Variables (1980-
2000) 

Variable N-size Mean 
Female Literacy Rate 783 67.60 

Male Literacy Rate 783 78.54 

Female Primary School Enrollment Rate 783 89.80 

Male Primary School Enrollment Rate 783 97.27 

The Right to Work; 

• Economic Activity rates, defined as "all people who supply labor for the 

production of goods and services during a specified period. It includes both the 

employed and the unemployed"(ILO - Laborsta database). Disaggregated sex 

rates variable calculated by ILO as the total population of economically active 

men/total population of men. And, total population of economically active 

women/total population of women. 

TABLE 3.3: Means of Female and Male Right to Work Variable (1980-2000) 

Variable N-size Mean 
Female Economic Activity Rate 783 32.79 

Male Economic Activity Rate 783 53.36 
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The above indicators were chosen for several reasons. First, all of them have been 

widely used in other studies''^, indicating that there is general agreement that these 

indicators capture the essence of socio-economic rights. Second, infant mortality, life 

expectancy, and literacy rates have long been used as the Physical Quality of Life index 

created by Morris (1979), which the UN Committee on Economic, Social, and Cultural 

Rights now requests states to provide (Green 2001). Third, although the UN Gender 

Development Index uses literacy rates, combined school enrolment ratios, and life 

expectancy in the construction of its index, there are several limitations to using this 

index as an indicator for socio-economic rights. The index includes GDP per capita and 

in this study, GDP per capita is more properly conceptualized as exogenous to social and 

economic rights. The index is also limited by its temporal coverage (less than 10 years) 

as well as the fact that the calculation of the index has changed since its creation in 

1995^^. Finally, the index is an aggregate measure based on a ratio to the overall Human 

Development Index, whereas this study is focusing on the disaggregation of socio

economic rights, by both the rights themselves and by sex. 

Independent and Control Variables 

Economic Globalization; As specified in Chapter 2, although globalization is multi

dimensional, for the purposes of this study, I will be focusing exclusively on economic 

See Milner (2002), Apodaca (1998), Poe et al. (1997). 
The GDI has been the subject of numerous debates. For more, see Bardhan and Klasen 

(1999). 
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globalization. However, this is not to imply the economic globalization itself is not 

multi-dimensional, and, as such, several indicators will be used to capture its scope. 

• Trade openness, measured as exports plus imports as % of GNP (Heston et al. 

2002, Perm World Tables). 

Trade openness was selected as an indicator for economic globalization because of the 

global institutionalization of liberal capitalism (GATT, WTO), near universal state 

participation, and because of its increasing intensity (Held et al. 1999: 179-180). 

Therefore, trade openness serves as a good indicator for level of integration in the liberal 

capitalism system. In addition, there is little agreement as to the effects of trade on 

human rights. Milner (2002) found trade openness to have a positive effect on 

subsistence rights (measured as PQLI), whereas others theorize that trade openness has a 

negative impact on these rights, especially for women (DAW 1999, Joekes and Weston 

1994). However, Joekes and Weston (1994) also suggest that the relationship between 

trade and employment rights is a rather complex one that has both negative and positive 

aspects to it, depending on the type of export trade expansion that is taking place. They 

also suggest that increased formal sector employment for women can, in some cases, 

decrease opportunities for subsistence farming, thereby cutting into the fulfillment of a 

basic need. Fontana and Wood (2000), using Bangladesh as a case study, also find that 

that increased trade exports have mixed effects on the social reproductive and leisure 

sectors for women, but in general leaves them less time to tend to things like health care. 
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• Foreign Direct Investment (FDI), measured as total FDI as % of GDP. (World 

Bank 2002). 

FDI is a commonly used variable in both quantitative and qualitative studies of 

globalization because it captures "the expansion of organization, production and 

marketing operations of business enterprises across national borders" (DAW 1999: 3). 

Although FDI is a somewhat problematic indicator in that it disproportionately occurs in 

the OECD countries, the World Bank uses gross FDI as a fundamental indicator for 

measuring integration in the global economy. And, as noted in Chapter 1, there are 

conflicting studies on the impact of FDI on socio-economic rights (Milner 2002, Meyer 

1999, Smith et al. 1999). Feminist economists have discovered as well that "high net FDI 

flows are associated with relative employment gains for women" (Braunstein 2003: 171), 

but that the evidence that FDI has positive ripple effects for economic development is 

more mixed. 

• Degree of Economic Liberalization, measured by Fraser Institute (2002) 

economic freedom index rating which is a chain-weighted index of the following: 

1. Size of Government; expenditures, taxes, and enterprises; 2. Legal Structure 

and Security of Property rights; 3. Sound Money; 4. Freedom to trade with 

Foreigners; 5: Regulation of credit, labor, and business (Gwartney et al. 2002). 

This is a relatively new measure but it taps into a core issue with regards to globalization. 

Not only is economic liberalization a measure of a country's commitment to integrating 



89 

into the global economy, it also is related to economic growth in that economic 

liberalization is presumed to be a necessary condition for economic growth. As discussed 

in Chapter 3, economic growth is thought to have a positive impact on socio-economic 

rights, because there are more resources to allocate towards those ends. However, Milner 

(2002: 87) finds that in fact economic liberalization has a negative (but insignificant) 

impact on socio-economic rights. Since the Economic Liberalization'^ variable 

substantially reduced Milner's number of cases, it will be interesting to see how when 

improved by the use of multiple imputation, if this finding still holds. 

Democracy: Since there is a presumed indivisibility between socio-economic rights and 

civil and political liberties, level of democratic achievement is included as a control 

variable. Previous studies (Milner 2002, Moon and Dixon 1985), have found democracy 

to be significantly related to the achievement of the PQLI (which I will be testing in its 

disaggregate form). Additionally, Dollar and Gatti (1999) found that overall civil 

liberties in society positively effect both political and socio-economic rights for women 

It is important to test this fiirther, as no other study tests the effects of democracy on 

socio-economic rights disaggregated by sex, and as discussed in Chapter 2, there is 

considerable discussion in the women's/human rights literature around the relationship 

Although Milner retains the original name of the variable (Economic Freedom), I 
prefer the term Economic Liberalization because it taps into the extent to which a country 
has integrated into the global neo-liberal capitalist economy. 

Level of democracy has also been included as an independent variable in studies about 
the achievement of political and civil liberties for women. However, both Kenworthy 
and Malami (1999) and Reynolds (1999) find that there is no significant relationship 
between the two variables. 
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between globalization and democracy - particularly around whether or not globalization 

weakens the state thereby negatively affecting democratic development and process. 

There are two widely used measurements of democracy in cross-national studies 

in international relations - the Polity scale and the Freedom House Index. The Polity 

measurement, as developed by Ted Gurr et al., focuses largely on procedural and 

institutional characteristics of democracies, such as executive recruitment, executive 

constraints, and political competition'^. The Freedom House Index ranks countries 

according to their achievement of civil liberties and political rightsGiven the 

hypothesized relationship between democratic institutions, civil liberties, and socio

economic rights, the Freedom House Index is a more appropriate measure for this study. 

In particular, it captures both the procedural as well as the civil liberties components of 

democracy, both of which are thought to have a positive relationship to the achievement 

of socio-economic rights. 

Conflict: Level of conflict is included as a control variable on the presumption that a 

country engaged in armed conflict has higher instability and fewer resources to devote to 

socio-economic rights fiilfillment. Furthermore, conflict may interfere with trade 

openness as well as FDI since conflict-ridden countries will not be attractive places for 

investment. Previous studies (Milner 2002, Dixon and Moon 1989) have had mixed 

I o 
For more on the Polity measurements and dataset, see the Polity IV Project: Political 

Regime Characteristics and Transitions, 1800-2002: 
http://www.cidcm.umd.edu/inscr/polity/. 

See Appendix A for the checklist of both political rights and civil liberties. For further 
information, see Freedom House at 
http;//www.freedomhouse.org/research/freeworld/2001/methodology.htm. 

http://www.cidcm.umd.edu/inscr/polity/
http://www.freedomhouse.org/research/freeworld/2001/methodology.htm
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results in analyzing the impact of conflict on the PQLI. There are no quantitative studies 

(to my knowledge) that examine the differential impact of conflict on men and women's 

human rights; however, there is a great deal of case-study and qualitative analysis that 

suggests that the consequences of armed conflict are in fact quite different for men and 

women (Mertus 2000, Lorentzen and Turpin 1998). I hypothesize that there is a lag 

effect, in that conflict during the previous 5 years will have a lasting influence on the 

current data point. As such, my conflict variable is operationalized as a dummy variable 

in which the presence of any kind of conflict in the previous 5 years is coded "1" for yes, 

"O"forno.^° 

CEP AW Ratification; I include this variable to gauge integration in and commitment to 

the international human rights regimes, and more specifically women's human rights. I 

chose CEDAW because it focuses explicitly on women's rights rather than the UDHR 

and the other human rights covenants, which as discussed in Chapter 2, are subject to 

skewed and select interpretation with regards to gender equality and women's rights. In 

addition, CEDAW heavily emphasizes socio-economic rights and came into force in 

1979, providing a nice gauge by which to measure the achievement of socio-economic 

Coded from Gleditsch et al. (2002: 613), which collapses their defined three levels of 
conflict: Minor Armed Conflict: at 25 battle-related deaths per year and fewer than 1,000 
battle-related deaths during the course of the conflict; Intermediate Armed Conflict: at 
least 25 battle-related deaths per year and an accumulated total of at least 1,000 deaths, 
but fewer than 1,000 in any given year; War: at least 1,000 battle-related deaths per year. 
For further details, see their dataset: http://www.prio.no/cwp/datasets.asp. 

http://www.prio.no/cwp/datasets.asp
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rights for both men and women. Since historically it has often been the case that men 

achieve political and civil liberties before women (such as suffrage), one may 

hypothesize that a commitment to women's rights is indeed a commitment to the human 

rights of the whole population. Kenworthy and Malami (1999) also find that countries 

that have ratified CEDAW have higher gender equality in the legislative representation. 

In addition, a country's access to world markets through trade and foreign direct 

investment has often been tied to its human rights record. No study has tested the impact 

of CEDAW ratification on the achievement of socio-economic rights. This will be 

measured by number of years country has ratified or acceded to CEDAW^'. 

Economic Development: GDP (and GNP) per capita are commonly used in quantitative 

studies to measure level of economic development. Controlling for economic 

development will shed light on the debate outlined in Chapter 2 as to whether or not 

economic development translates into the economic prosperity needed to allocate 

resources to the achievement of socio-economic rights. Several studies suggest that 

economic development and growth has a positive impact on women's socio-economic 

rights (Dollar and Gatti 1999, Apodaca 1998, Poe et al. 1997, Semyonov and Shenav 

1988, Marshall 1985) but not on women's political and civil liberties (Reynolds 1999, 

Moore and Schakman 1996). In other studies on globalization, economic development 

01 
Data calculated firom the Office of the High Commissioner for Human Rights, UN 

(Dec. 2002), Status of Ratifications of the Principal Human Rights Treaties. 
http://www.unhchr.ch/pdtyreport.pdf 
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and/or growth has mixed resuhs with regards to the PQLI (Milner 2002, Meyer 1999, 

Smith et al. 1999, Moon and Dixon 1985), but more often than not, economic 

development and/or growth has a positive impact on socio-economic rights. 

Additionally, by serving as an indicator for wealth, GDP per capita has an 

important relationship with all of the globalization variables. For example, the largest 

percentages of FDI and trade actually takes place between the wealthiest countries, 

indicating that perhaps wealth attracts more wealth. As countries increase their wealth, 

they generally increase their integration in the liberal economy. That is, they may 

initially liberalize their markets as way to attract FDI and more trade, and if successful at 

increasing their wealth, will continue to liberalize further. Following earlier studies, 

logged GDP per capita will be used as a measure of economic development (Heston et al. 

2002)^2. 

Regional Variables: Although there is a broad consensus among researchers that 

culturally similar regions have significant impact on human rights, there is little 

uniformity in terms of operationalizing variation between regions (Walker and Foe 2002, 

Apodaca 1998, Marshall 1985). This is a challenging set of variables to construct 

because of the tremendous disparity within regions (such as Europe) and between 

regions. Typically researchers group Western liberal democracies together, even though 

they don't constitute an actual region, but do share some ideological perspectives on 

governance, etc., and then proceed to categorize remaining countries by actual 

22 Logged GDP is used to correct for any potential skewness in the variable. 
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geographic region. This strategy helps eliminate a potentially skewed picture of regional 

variables. For example, the inclusion of the US and Canada in an "Americas" variable 

would greatly skew the results upward. For the purposes of this project, I will employ a 

similar categorization scheme in that all industrial OECD countries (as identified by the 

UNDP) will constitute one region^^. Other geographic regions will include Sub-Saharan 

Afiica, Non-OECD European countries, Asia and the Pacific, the Middle East, Latin 

America and the Caribbean^"^. These variables are coded as "dummy variables" in which 

a country is coded "1" if it belongs to the geographic/cultural region, and "0" if it does 

not, and they will be tested in comparison to the OECD countries. 

Models and Analysis 

Traditionally the dependent variables of life expectancy, (il)literacy, and infant 

mortality have been calculated as an index known as the Physical Quality of Life Index 

(PQLI). However, I have decided to disaggregate the index for two reasons. First, 

although all three variables are highly correlated with each other disaggregating them 

allows us to examine what factors influence them individually. As Nobel Prize winning 

economist Amartya Sen notes with regards to aggregate and weighted measures of basic 

needs," A constructed aggregate may often be far less interesting for policy analysis than 

23 * This results in the exclusion of OECD members Czech Republic, Hungary, Mexico, 
Poland, Slovakia, and Turkey. These countries will be included in their geographic 
regional variable. The countries included in the OECD variable are: Australia, Austria, 
Belgium, Canada, Denmark, Finland, France, Germany, Greece, Iceland, Ireland, Italy, 
Japan, Korea, Luxembourg, Netherlands, New Zealand, Norway, Portugal, Spain, 
Sweden, Switzerland, United Kingdom, and the United States. 

See Appendix B for complete list of states used in this study. 
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the substantive pattern of diverse performances" (1999: 103)^^. Second, disaggregation 

also allows a tentative comparison with other dependent variables that tap into socio

economic rights (Milner et al. 2004). 

The models are designed using a stacked dependent variable with the multiple 

imputation procedure. The "stacking" refers to the combination of the two sex-

differentiated variables (i.e. male literacy rates and female literacy rates) into a single 

26 27 dataset . In addition, an independent dummy variable , sex, is added to distinguish 

which observations are female. This allows for the analysis of the following research 

question: 

• Is there a significant difference between the achievement of socio-economic rights 

for women and men in the context of globalization? 

What follows below is an analysis of each type of socio-economic right grouped 

by category; the right to health, well-being, and adequate standard of living, the right to 

an education, and the right to work. In each of these sections, the tables reflect three 

separate models. The first model, located in the first column, depicts a very simple 

relationship between the dependent variable, the sex variable, and economic development 

(logged GDP per capita). The second model, in the second column, tests for the average 

difference between women and men with regards to the specific right in question when 

25 The implications of the findings of Chapters 3 and 4 for policy making will be 
discussed in Chapter 5. 
26 This has the result of doubling the number of observations to 1566, which is the N-size 
for Tables 3.4-3.8. 

Coded "1" for female, "0" for male. 
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holding all of the globalization and control variables constant. The third model, located 

in the last column, is identical to the second but with regional variables added to it. 

The Right to Health, Well-Being, and Adequate Standard of Living 

Tables 3.4 and 3.5 below illustrate the average difference for women and men 

with regards to infant mortality and life expectancy, respectively. In Table 3.4, all three 

models have a high goodness of fit. Model 4.3's R-square of .82 indicates that 82% of the 

variance in the dependent variable of infant mortality can be explained using this model. 

Keeping in mind that the infant mortality rate is calculated as the probability of dying 

between birth and the exact age of one, per thousand births, the relationship between the 

dependent variable and the independent variables is actually the inverse. For example, 

wealth, as measured by logged GDP per capita, is both negative and highly significant 

across all three models, but actually has a positive effect in that as wealth increases infant 

mortality rates decrease. However, the explanatory power of this variable decreases over 

the three models as other factors are taken into account. The sex difference variable, 

however, stays fairly consistent over the three models, ranging fi-om -8.82 to -8.78 and is 

highly significant, indicating that the average difference between female and male infant 

mortality rates is significantly different than 0. Focusing on Model 4.3, which has the 

highest R-square, the results show that when controlling for globalization, democracy, 

conflict, and region, the shift fi-om male (0) to female (1) infant mortality rates is 

negative, indicating an 8.8 point decline in female infant mortality rates. 
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TABLE 3.4: The Effects of Globalization on Infant Mortality Rates 

4.1 4.2 4.3 
Sex -8.82*** -8.81*** -8.78*** 

(1.40) (1.32) (1.17) 
Economic Liberalization -.55 -4.09*** 

(.83) (.80) 
Foreign Direct Investment .14 .48* 

(.27) (.23) 
Trade Openness -.06** -.05** 

(.02) (-02) 
Economic Development -36.89*** -31.95*** -24.61*** 

(.64) (.96) (1.14) 
Level of Democracy .1 32*** -1.09*** 

(.25) (.24) 
Conflict .20 1.63 

(1.47) (1.34) 
CEDAW -1.05*** -81*** 

(.12) (.11) 
Non-OECD Europe -24.74*** 

(2.95) 
Latin America -6.68** 

(2.50) 
Africa 16.66*** 

(3.33) 
Middle East -6.85* 

(3.31) 
Asia -6.62* 

(2.97) 
Constant 370.33*** 350.65*** 303.92*** 

(5.42) (6.27) (10.12) 
R-square .74 .77 .82 
Standard Errors are in Parentheses 
*p<05 **p<.01 ***p<.001 



98 

There are some interesting shifts across the models as they become more 

complex. In Model 4.2, economic liberalization and foreign direct investment are not 

significant, but in Model 4.3, they are when controlling for regional effects. Increases in 

economic liberalization and free trade levels helps decrease infant mortality rates, 

whereas foreign direct investment appears to have a very small effect on increasing infant 

mortality rates. Democracy level and length of CEDAW ratification have a small but 

significant impact on decreasing infant mortality rates. Surprisingly, although pointed in 

the expected direction, conflict has no significant impact on infant mortality rates. This 

may be partially explained by the regional variables, such as Afnca, which have been the 

site of numerous military conflicts since 1980. Afiica is highly significant and has a 

large coefficient relative to other variables in this model, and indicates that infant 

mortality rates are higher than expected in relation to the OECD (the omitted category). 

All other regional variables indicate lower than expected infant mortality rates. 

The life expectancy models (Table 3.5 below) paint a somewhat different picture 

than the infant mortality models. The sex difference variable indicates that on average, 

holding all else constant, that men have a statistically significant 4.5 year deficit in 

overall life expectancy compared to women. This is unsurprising given that there are 

few, if any, countries in which men have a higher life expectancy than women. 

As with the infant mortality models, logged GDP per capita (wealth) loses its 

explanatory power across the models. However, unlike the infant mortality models. 

Model 5.3 reveals that the only significant globalization variable is economic 

liberalization, which has a small but positive effect on overall life expectancy. 
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TABLE 3.5: The Effects of Globalization on Life Expectancy Rates 

5.1 5.2 5.3 
Sex 4.54*** 4.55*** 4.54*** 

(.34) (.33) (.25) 
Economic Liberalization -.25 .58** 

(.19) (.17) 
Foreign Direct Investment .04 -.06 

(.07) (.05) 
Trade Openness -.003 .004 

(.004) (.003) 
Economic Development 8.99*** 8.26*** 4.83*** 

(.15) (.24) (.25) 
Level of Democracy .15** 

(.06) (.05) 
Conflict .38 -.32 

(.37) (.29) 
CEDAW .15*** .10*** 

(.03) (.02) 
Non-OECD Europe 1.40* 

(.64) 
Latin America .05 

(.54) 
Africa -11.12*** 

(.72) 
Middle East .08 

(.72) 
Asia -1.67** 

(.64) 
Constant -13.28*** -8.78*** 20.18*** 

(1.31) (1.57) (2.18) 
R-square .75 .76 .86 
Standard Errors are in Parentheses 
*p<.05 **p<.01 ***p<.001 
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Model 3.5 has a goodness of fit of .86, which is far better than Model 5.2, which does not 

include in the regional variables. Democracy and CEDAW ratification are positively 

and significantly related but are not particularly strong parameter estimates. Surprisingly, 

conflict is not significantly related to life expectancy. Non-OECD Europe is slightly and 

positively related whereas Afiica and Asia are negatively and significantly related, with 

Afiica once again having the largest regional parameter estimate. It is difficult to know 

how to interpret the regional variables since they could be capturing dramatically 

different social and political phenomena. For example, Afiica is currently experiencing 

an AIDS epidemic of epic proportions as well the current and after effects of many 

conflicts, whereas the Asia region is comprised of two of the most populous countries in 

the world - India and China. Could it be that life expectancy in Asia is diminished due to 

high maternal mortality rate and/or the strain on state resources to meet the basic needs of 

its population? 

The Right to an Education 

Tables 3.6 and 3.7 below show the results for the dependent variables of literacy 

rates and primary school enrollment rates respectively. Even though they are both 

indicators for education rights, the findings show that there are different factors to 

consider when assessing whether or not a right to education has been achieved. For 

example. Table 3.6's (literacy rates) most complex model (6.3) has a high goodness of fit 

with an R-square of .69, indicating that 69% of the variance in the dependent variable can 

be explained by this model. Conversely, the most complex enrollment rates model (7.3) 
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has a goodness of fit of only .32, indicating that this model does not capture the gendered 

impacts of globalization on school enrollment rates very well. However, this finding also 

underscores the importance of tapping into the conceptual difference between these 

indicators for the right to an education and what different factors might influence the 

achievement of these rights. 

Across the three models, the sex difference variable remains relatively unchanged. 

When controlling for all the independent variables in Model 6.3, which has the highest R-

squared and significantly improves over Models 6.1 and 6.2, women, on average, have a 

10.34 percent deficit in literacy rates relative to men. This is a statistically significant 

difference fi-om 0 (males) that indicates that when holding all else constant, female 

literacy rates decline about 10 percent. 

In terms of the models themselves, the literacy rates models demonstrate some 

interesting shifts. In the absence of the regional variables (Model 6.2), both economic 

liberalization and foreign direct investment have small but statistically significant effects 

with economic liberalization negatively influencing literacy rates and foreign direct 

investment positively influencing literacy rates. Economic development (logged GDP 

per capita) is strongly and positively associated with literacy rates. Democracy and 

CEDAW are weakly but positively and significantly related to literacy rates. Conflict, 

with a small parameter estimate, is statistically significant and negatively related to 

literacy rates. 

However, when the regional variables are added in Model 6.3, economic 

liberalization and democracy fall out of the model. In addition, the foreign direct 
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TABLE 3.6: The Effects of Globalization on Literacy Rates 

6.1 6.2 6.3 
Sex -10.35*** -10.33*** -10.34*** 

(.97) (.94) (.84) 
Economic Liberalization -2.12** -.45 

(.61) (.60) 
Foreign Direct Investment .64* .40* 

(.18) (.17) 
Trade Openness .01 .01 

(.01) (.01) 
Economic Development 17.98*** 17.05*** 13.85*** 

(.44) (.68) (.84) 
Level of Democracy .58* .02 

(.18) (.17) 
Conflict -2.10* -1.98* 

(1.03) (.97) 
CEDAW .63*** 43*** 

(.08) (.08) 
Non-OECD Europe 11.71*** 

(2.14) 
Latin America 4.23* 

(1.80) 
Africa -11.41*** 

(2.41) 
Middle East -12.14*** 

(2.40) 
Asia -.09 

(2.16) 
Constant -70.52*** -59.75*** -34.71*** 

(3.72) (4.38) (7.31) 
R-square .60 .63 .69 
Standard Errors are in Parentheses 
*p<.05 **pS01 ***pS001 
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investment, economic development, and conflict variables, while remaining statistically 

significant, all decrease in magnitude. While economic development remains a strong 

predictor of literacy rates, foreign direct investment and conflict do not have much of a 

perceptible influence. Non-OECD Europe has the strongest, most positive effect of the 

regional variables, followed by Latin America. Interestingly, the Middle East has the 

strongest negative relationship with literacy rates, followed by Afnca. The Asia regional 

variable is not significant. 

The primary school enrollment rates models (Table 3.7 below), while not having 

the best specification in terms of overall fit, does reveal a statistically significant 

difference between females and males. As with the other socio-economic rights 

dependent variables, the sex difference variable changes little across the three models. 

When controlling for globalization, democracy, conflict, and region, women, on average, 

have a 7.4 point deficit in school enrollments compared to men (Model 7.3). In other 

words, as the variable shifts fi-om 0 (males) to 1 (females), the result is a 7.4 point decline 

in female school enrollment rates. This finding may or may not have some bearing on the 

literacy gap between females and males as well. 

Enrollment rates are increasingly focused on these days given that not only is it 

thought that economic development and integration into the world economy positively 

effects education rights (often operationalized as school enrollment rates), but also that a 

highly educated female population positively effects economic liberalization and 

development (World Bank 2002, Dollar and Gatti 1999, Klasen 1999). The first part of 
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TABLE 3.7: The Effects of Globalization on Primary School Enrollment Rates 

7.1 7.2 7.3 
Sex -7.36*** -7.49*** -7.35*** 

(1.21) (1.18) (1.14) 
Economic Liberalization -2.63*** -2.35** 

(.66) (.70) 
Foreign Direct Investment .69* .73* 

(.24) (.24) 
Trade Openness -.00 -.01 

(.02) (.02) 
Economic Development 9.59*** 10.98*** 13.06*** 

(.54) (.83) (1.11) 
Level of Democracy -.15 -.03 

(.22) (.24) 
Conflict -1.60 -2.56* 

(1.33) (1.32) 
CEDAW 66*** .63*** 

(.10) (.11) 
Non-OECD Europe 4.58 

(2.80) 
Latin America 14.99*** 

(2.37) 
Africa 9.40* 

(3.21) 
Middle East 11.50** 

(3.17) 
Asia 18.62*** 

(2.86) 
Constant 18.55*** 18.12* -9.81 

(4.58) (5.54) (9.84) 
R-square .23 .27 .32 
Standard Errors are in Parentheses 
*p<.05 •*p<01 ***pS001 
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this controversy will be tested for extensively in Chapter 4. In the current chapter, 

economic development proves to be a strong, positive significant predicator of primary 

school enrollment rates with the magnitude of the parameter estimates increasing as the 

complexity of the models (7.1-7.3) increases. 

Table 3.7 also shows that some different phenomena are at work in comparison to 

the literacy rates models. Unlike in Model 6.3 in Table 3.6, economic liberalization has a 

small but significant effect. This variable negatively impacts school enrollment rates in 

that as a country liberalizes, school enrollments decrease. Also, rather than decreasing in 

magnitude as it did for literacy rates, the parameter estimate for economic development 

increases. 

Foreign direct investment and CEDAW are weakly but positively and 

significantly related to school enrollment rates. Democracy, while not significant, points 

in the negative direction, which runs counter to the current theorizing regarding the 

relationship between civil and political liberties and socio-economic rights. Free trade 

and the Non-OECD European regional variable are insignificant as well but the other 

regional variables, especially Asia, are strongly, significantly, and positively related to 

school enrollment rates, indicating that they are doing better than expected in comparison 

to the OECD. 

The Right to Work 

The right to work taps into a different dimension of socio-economic rights. The 

ability to earn wages is a basic need in itself and it may also positively or negatively 
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affect other basic needs. Table 3.8 below reflects the conceptualization of the right to 

work as a basic right itself through the use of economic activity rates as the dependent 

variable. For the most complex model (8.3), there is a relatively high R-square of .68, 

indicating that this model explains 68% of variance in the dependent variable. 

This model also displays the greatest sex differential of any of the socio-economic 

dependent variables tested thus far. Holding all else constant, women, on average, have 

19.9 point deficit in economic activity compared to men. This is statistically significant 

from 0 (males) in that as the variable shifts to 1 (females), female economic activity rates 

decline by almost 20 points. This is intriguing given that there has been much discussion 

of the gendered international division of labor in which there is increasing feminization 

of many employment sectors (Beneria 2003, Peterson 2003, Wichterich 2000). 

This model (8.3) also reveals some interesting differences with the previous four 

dependent variables. For example, in this model, free trade is negatively and 

significantly related to economic activity rates. Although the relationship is weak, with 

only one other dependent variable (infant mortality) has free trade levels significant 

relationship, and this was positive rather than negative. Furthermore, this finding 

suggests that the rise in free trade does not necessarily result in more jobs in the formal 

sector. 

Perhaps the most surprising finding of this model is that increases in economic 

development are not significantly related to increased economic activity, i.e. jobs in the 

formal economy. Wealth has a very sfrong relationship with the other socio-economic 

rights dependent variables but in this case, there is only a weak, positive, significant 
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TABLE 3.8: The Effects of Globalization on Economic Activity Rates 

8.1 8.2 8.3 
Sex -19.83*** -19.85*** -19.85*** 

(.53) (.52) (.45) 
Economic Liberalization 1.70*** 1.13** 

(.31) (.33) 
Foreign Direct Investment .03 -.04 

(.10) (.09) 
Free Openness -.02* -.02* 

(.01) (.01) 
Economic Development .74* -.68 -.04 

(.24) (.36) (.44) 
Level of Democracy -.06 -.20* 

(.10) (.09) 
Conflict -1.37* -1.13* 

(.57) (.51) 
CEDAW .25*** 27*** 

(.04) (.04) 
Non-OECD Europe 3.29* 

(1.13) 
Latin America -8.06*** 

(.95) 
Africa -1.12 

(1.27) 
Middle East -13.01*** 

(1.26) 
Asia -2.68* 

(1.14) 
Constant 47.20*** 50.40*** 52.04*** 

(2.05) (2.47) (3.86) 
R-square .54 .58 .68 

Standard Errors are in Parentheses 
*pS05 **p<01 »**p<001 
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effect in Model 8.1 that drops out and changes signs when the other variables were added 

to the model. The other counter-intuitive finding is democracy's significant and 

negative, albeit weak, effect on economic activity rates. 

The regional variables indicate somewhat strong effects with Non-OECD Europe 

exhibiting a better than expected relationship, and Latin America, the Middle East, and 

Asia indicating a negative relationship. This latter finding is rather interesting given the 

number of export processing zones present in all of these areas, which have, in theory, 

increased employment opportunities. 

Conclusion 

It is difficult to make direct comparisons with other aspects of the literature since 

no other study thus far has attempted to assess whether or not socio-economic rights 

achievement differences between women and men in the context of globalization are 

statistically significant and meaningful. Most studies, such as Apodaca (1998), Callaway 

and Milner (2002), and Milner (2002), do not disaggregate socio-economic rights but 

rather use an index, and they find that economic development/wealth to be significantly 

and positively related to increases in the achievement of socio-economic rights. 

Additionally, Callaway and Milner (2004) also find that there is a statistically significant 

difference for female and male PQLI scores, but they do not disaggregate the PQLI to 

analyze the individual components of the index. In those studies that do disaggregate 

socio-economic rights, Meyer (1996) and Smith et al. (1999) find in one model that GNP 

per capita (as a measure of wealth/economic development) is negatively and significantly 
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correlated with life expectancy, illiteracy, and infant mortality in developing countries in 

1985 but negatively associated with illiteracy and infant mortality and positively related 

with life expectancy in 1990. Milner et al. (2004) find that GDP per capita is 

significantly and positively related to life expectancy, literacy, and infant mortality rates. 

The models in this chapter concur more with the findings of Apodaca (1998), Callaway 

and Milner (2002), and Milner (2002). 

Other relevant findings fi-om the literature include Meyer's results for 1985 that 

FDI is not significantly correlated with socio-economic rights in developing countries. 

For 1990, he finds that one measure of FDI (the number of employees) is significantly 

and negatively associated with illiteracy in developing countries. Smith et al. (1999), 

building on Meyer's models and using a different measure of FDI, find that in 1990, FDI 

is significantly and positively related with infant mortality and that FDI is negatively 

related to life expectancy and illiteracy but not significantly so. This study, using a 

much longer time fi:ame and larger sample size^®, found that FDI positively and 

significantly affects primary school enrollment rates and literacy rates, negatively and 

significantly affects infant mortality, and negatively, but not significantly, affects life 

expectancy rates and economic activity rates. 

Milner's (2002) study is the most comparable to the one employed here thus far. 

He uses a pooled cross-sectional time series to test the effects of globalization 

(operationalized as "integration" - Bretton Woods regime integration, trade openness, 

and financial openness) on subsistence rights (PQLI). As noted in Chapter One, he finds 
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regime membership, trade opemiess, economic development, level of democracy, and 

international war to have a statistically significant and positive effect on subsistence 

rights whereas financial openness, population growth, and civil war have significantly 

negative effect. Economic growth and economic freedom are negatively but not 

significantly related to subsistence rights^^. Milner does not disaggregate the PQLI, and 

the models in this chapter indicate that economic liberalization (fi-eedom) and trade 

openness have a mixed and significant effect on the individual components that make up 

the PQLI. This result is partly a function of disaggregation of PQLI but also perhaps of 

using multiple imputation to impute missing data, which severely plagued Milner's 

model. 

Going beyond both quantitative women's human rights models and 

globalization/socio-economic rights models, the models tested in this chapter illustrate 

the following; 

1. That there is a significant average difference between females and males with 

regards to the dependent variables when holding globalization, democracy, 

wealth, conflict, and region constant. All of the socio-economic rights variables, 

with the exception of the life expectancy and infant mortality rates variables, 

reveal that women, on average, experience a meaningful and significant deficit in 

28 See Chapter One for a discussion of the limitations of the methodology employed by 
Meyer (1996) and Smith et al. (1999). 

When the economic fi-eedom variable is added, N size is reduced substantially from 
1,084 to 199. 



Ill 

their fulfillment of socio-economic rights in the context of globalization. In 

addition, these deficits have quite a wide range across the variables. 

2. That there is no "one-size fits all" relationship between the independent variables 

and the five socio-economic rights dependent variables, thus underscoring the 

need to disaggregate rights indexes in order to see these different effects so as not 

to prescribe a "one-size-fits all" solution. The following is summation of the 

independent variable effects on the dependent variables based on the 3"* model in 

each table (Models 4.3, 5.3, 6.3,7.3, 8.3) since these models all have the highest 

goodness of fit: 

• Economic Liberalization'. 

Positively and significantly affects infant mortality rates, life expectancy 

rates, and economic activity rates. Negatively and significantly affects 

primary school enrollment rates, and negatively, but not significantly, affects 

literacy rates; 

• Foreign Direct Investment: Positively and significantly affects primary 

school enrollment rates and literacy rates. Negatively and significantly 

affects infant mortality, and negatively, but not significantly, affects life 

expectancy rates and economic activity rates; 

• Free Trade: Negatively and significantly affects infant mortality rates and 

economic activity rates. Negatively, but not significantly, affects school 
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enrollment rates, and positively, but not significantly, affects life 

expectancy rates and literacy rates; 

Wealth (logged GDP per capita): Positively and significantly affects 

infant mortality rates, life expectancy rates, school enrollment rates, and 

literacy rates. Negatively, but not significantly, affects economic activity 

rates; 

Level of Democracy: Positively and significantly affects infant mortality 

and life expectancy rates. Negatively and significantly affects economic 

activity rates. Positively, but not significantly, affects literacy rates, and 

negatively, but not significantly, affects school enrollment rates; 

Conflict: Negatively and significantly affects school enrollment rates, 

literacy rates, and economic activity rates. Negatively, but not 

significantly, affects infant mortality and life expectancy rates; 

CEDA W: Positively and significantly affects infant mortality, life 

expectancy, school enrollment, literacy, and economic activity rates; 

Non-OECD Europe regional variable: Positively and significantly affects 

infant mortality, life expectancy, literacy, and economic activity rates in 

relation to the OECD; 

Latin America regional variable: Positively and significantly affects infant 

mortality, school enrollment, and literacy rates. Negatively and 

significantly related to economic activity rates; 
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• Africa regional variable: Negatively and significantly related to infant 

mortality, life expectancy, school enrollment, and literacy rates; 

• Middle East regional variable: Positively and significantly related to 

infant mortality and school enrollment rates. Negatively and significantly 

related to literacy rates and economic activity rates; 

• Asia regional variable: Positively and significantly related to infant 

mortality and school enrollment rates. Negatively and significantly related 

to life expectancy and economic activity rates. 

By parceling out both the average sex difference with regards to the dependent variables 

as well as the separate effects on each of the socio-economic rights, I have laid the 

foundation for Chapter 4, which will test the differential effects of globalization, 

economic development, and democracy on female and male achievement of socio

economic rights. 
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CHAPTER 4: THE DIFFERENTIAL EFFECTS OF GLOBALIZATION, 
ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT, AND DEMOCRACY ON WOMEN 
AND MEN'S SOCIO-ECONOMIC RIGHTS 

Introduction 

In Chapter 3, the results indicated that there is indeed a significant average 

difference between women and men's socio-economic rights when controlling for 

globalization, democracy, wealth, conflict, and region. The results also revealed that the 

various dimensions of economic globalization have different relationships with each of 

the socio-economic rights. This chapter builds on the previous chapter by modeling and 

testing the differential effects of globalization on women and men's socio-economic 

rights. In other words, it will explore if and how globalization differently affects women 

and men's achievement of socio-economic rights. 

The chapter follows a similar structure of Chapter 3. The first section will 

describe the design of the models. The second section, which will be organized by each 

group of socio-economic rights, will include the results and the analysis of the results. 

The third and fourth sections will test some alternative models using economic 

development and democracy as the primary explanatory variables for differential effects 

on women and men's achievement of socio-economic rights. 

The Differential Effects of Globalization on Female and Male Socio-Economic 
Rights 

Model Design and Measurement 
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The models for this analysis use the same design as the models in the previous 

chapter but with a few new variables. The basic variables for sex, economic 

globalization, wealth, democracy, and region remain the same, but since this analysis will 

test the differential effects of globalization on women and men's socio-economic rights 

the models will include interaction terms between sex and economic liberalization, sex 

and foreign direct investment, and sex and trade openness. These are created by 

multiplying the sex dummy variable, coded as "1" for female, "0" for male, with each of 

the economic globalization variables. The interaction terms become independent 

variables in the new models. Like the models in Chapter 3, the dependent variables will 

be stacked in order to test for sex variation. The models also employ a time-series cross-

sectional design, and due to the multiple imputation technique employed in the modeling, 

all of the models have an N-size of 1566. 

The results are displayed in tables with two columns. The first column depicts the 

affects all three of the sex and globalization interactions on the dependent variable to see 

if there is any statistically significant differential effect on the achievement of the socio

economic right in question. The second column shows the model with the insignificant 

interaction terms dropped since they can potentially affect the magnitude of the other 

variable coefficients. Each table is followed by a discussion of the results. 

The Right to Health, Well-Being, and Adequate Standard of Living 

The results for infant mortality are displayed below in Table 4.1. The infant 

mortality model has a high goodness of fit at .83, meaning that this model explains 83% 
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TABLE 4.1: Differential Effects of Globalization on Infant Mortality Rates for 
Females and Males 

1.1 1.2 
Sex -21.65*** -21.97*** 

(5.56) (4.94) 
Economic Liberalization -3.62*** -3.49*** 

(.90) (.86) 
Foreign Direct Investment .90* .88** 

(.38) (.27) 
Trade Openness -.10*** _ 

(.03) (*02) 
Interaction of Sex & Economic Liberalization 2.65** 2.54** 

(.99) (.87) 
Interaction of Sex & FDI .07 

(.53) 
Interaction of Sex & Trade Openness -.01 

(.03) 
Economic Development -28.01*** -27.83*** 

(1.23) (1.17) 
Level of Democracy -1.23*** -112*** 

(.26) (.25) 
Conflict .37 1.23 

(1.38) (.1.35) 
CEDAW 

C i i )  C I I )  
Non-OECD Europe -15.64*** -18.13*** 

(2.94) (2.85) 
Latin America -6.99** -7.31** 

(2.47) (2.39) 
Africa 9.17** 8.90** 

(3.49) (3.27) 
Middle East -4.35 -4.66 

(3.32) (3.22) 
Asia -7.82** -8.40** 

(3.03) (2.90) 
Constant 335.97*** 331.97*** 

(10.96) (10.35) 
R-sauare .83 .83 
Standard Errors are in Parentheses 
*p<05 **p<.01 ***pS001 
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of the variance in the dependent variable. Although all three economic globalization 

variables were significant in the model in Chapter 3, Model 1.1 shows that the only 

interaction that is significant is the interaction between sex and economic liberalization. 

Using the results from model 1.2, the sex-differentiated effects of economic liberalization 

on infant mortality is calculated by the economic liberalization coefficient (-3.49) + the 

interaction term (2.54* 1 for females, 2.54*0 for males). At -.95 for females and -3.49 

for males, this interaction term shows that holding all the other variables constant, 

economic liberalization has a significant and stronger impact on decreasing male infant 

mortality rates than on female infant mortality rates. However, given that the size of the 

coefficient for female infant mortality rates and the size of the standard error for the 

interaction term of sex and economic liberalization are virtually the same, it is doubtful 

that there is a significant effect of economic liberalization on female infant mortality 

rates, one way or another. This is not to say that overall female infant mortality rates are 

in fact better than male ones; rather, what this model shows is that the effect of economic 

liberalization has a more positive effect on decreasing male infant mortality rates and 

little effect on decreasing female infant mortality rates. 

Models 1.1 and 1.2 show that even though the FDl and trade openness variables 

have significant effects for male infant mortality rates, the interaction terms of these two 

variables with sex are not. As the interaction terms are dropped from Model 1.1, the 

coefficients for FDI and trade openness change only slightly, suggesting that the effects 

of FDI and trade openness on male and female infant mortality rates are virtually the 

same. As FDI increases, infant mortality decreases, and as trade increases, infant 
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mortality increases. Both of these coefficients, however, are quite small - especially the 

one for trade openness, which only has a barely perceptible effect on infant mortality 

rates. 

The strongest economic predictor is logged GDP per capita, which indicates as a 

country's growth increases, infant mortality decreases. The democracy and CEDAW 

variables are also significant in reducing infant mortality rates. The regional variables of 

Non-OECD Europe, Latin America and Asia are doing significantly better than expected 

with regards to infant mortality rates, whereas Afnca is doing significantly worse. 

Surprisingly, conflict, although pointing in the expected direction, is insignificant. 

Table 4.2 shows the results for another indicator of health, well-being, and 

adequate standard of living: life expectancy. Model 2.2 for life expectancy indicates a 

high goodness of fit with an R-square of 87, indicating that this model explains 87% of 

the variance of the dependent variable. As with the model for infant mortality, the only 

interaction effect that is significant is the interaction between sex and economic 

liberalization (Model 2.1). Model 2.2 shows the sex-differentiated effects of economic 

liberalization on life expectancy rates. The effect is calculated by the economic 

liberalization coefficient (.13) + the interaction term (.58 * 1 for women, .58*0 for men). 

This calculation reveals that at .71, economic liberalization increases women's life 

expectancy more than men's, which remains at .13. 

The differential effect is slight but significant in explaining women's life 

expectancy relative to men's in one aspect of globalization. However, given that 

economic liberalization is not significant in Model 2.2 there is no significant effect of it 
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TABLE 4.2: Differential Effects of Globalization on Life Expectancy Rates for 
Females and Males 

2.1 2.2 

Sex 1.46 1.49 
(1.21) (1.07) 

Economic Liberalization .18 .13 
(.20) (.19) 

Foreign Direct Investment -.14 -.12* 
(.08) (.06) 

Trade Openness .01* .01* 
(.01) (.00) 

Interaction of Sex & Economic Liberalization .55* .57** 
(.21) (.19) 

Interaction of Sex & FDI .01 
(.11) 

Interaction of Sex & Trade Openness .001 
(.007) 

Economic Development 5.09*** 5.13*** 
(.27) (.25) 

Level of Democracy .19** .17** 
(.06) (.05) 

Conflict -.12 -.22 
(.30) (.29) 

CEDAW jj*** 
(.02) (.02) 

Non-OECD Europe -.03 .44 
(.64) (.62) 

Latin America -.11 .02 
(.54) (.52) 

Africa -10.46*** -10.22*** 
(.76) (.71) 

Middle East -.20 -.11 
(.72) (.70) 

Asia -1.77** -1.57** 
(.66) (.63) 

Constant 19.23*** 19.46*** 
(2.38) (2.24) 

R-sauare .87 .87 
Standard Errors are in Parentheses 
*p<.05 **p<01 ***p<.001 
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on male life expectancy. Rather, economic liberalization has a significant, albeit small, 

positive impact on increasing female life expectancy. 

Model 2.1 shows that FDI is not significant for males and nor is the interaction 

term with sex. Trade openness is barely significant, and given the size of the standard 

error, it is probably more accurate to interpret this coefficient as insignificant. The 

interaction between trade openness and sex is also insignificant. As those interaction 

terms are dropped in Model 2.2, however, FDI becomes significant and trade openness is 

technically significant as well. This is interesting because in Table 3.5, Chapter 3, 

neither FDI nor trade openness were shown to be significant. Therefore, this model, with 

its slightly higher goodness of fit, captures the relationship better than the models in 

Table 3.5. However, even though there is no differential effect of FDI and trade 

openness on male and female infant mortality rates, the coefficients for these 2 variables 

are quite small, especially for trade openness. Nevertheless, FDI is shown to have a 

negative effect on life expectancy that indicates that as it increases, life expectancy 

decreases. This finding could possibly reflect the export of hazardous jobs and work 

envirormients that have come to define export processing zones. Trade openness has a 

slightiy positive effect. 

This model also indicates that economic development, level of democracy, and 

CEDAW ratification are all positively and significantly related to life expectancy. The 

only significant regional variables in this model are Afnca and Asia, which have a 

negative relationship with life expectancy. As with the infant mortality model, conflict 

points in the expected direction but is insignificant. 
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In sum, economic liberalization helps decrease male infant mortality rates more 

than female ones but at the same time appears over the long-term to benefit women in 

terms of longer life expectancy than men. This is a curious finding given that one might 

think that infant mortality rates and life expectancy rates tap into the same thing in terms 

of health and social conditions. However, as Milner et al. (2004: 114-115) suggest, 

"infant mortality rates reflect social conditions inside the home" whereas life expectancy 

reflects the conditions of the external environment. The historical pattern of these two 

indicators suggests that these are different measures of social performance (Milner et al. 

2004) in that there are cases in which life expectancy rates increase but infant mortality 

rates do not necessarily decrease. As such, perhaps it is not surprising that economic 

liberalization has a different impact on infant mortality rates and life expectancy rates. 

However, the question is why is there a different impact? Although it may be 

impossible to know the specific answer given the vast diversity of the countries included 

in the study, the answer may revolve around the question of distribution of resources. 

Since economic liberalization is an index composed of the size of government (including 

government expenditures), legal structure and security of property rights, sound money, 

fi-eedom to trade, and regulation of credit, labor, and business (Gawartney et al. 2002), it 

may be that households are distributing whatever benefits they receive fi-om the degree of 

economic liberalization in ways that somehow benefit male infants, and thus we see a 

positive effect of economic liberalization in reducing male infant mortality rates. 

Conversely, the way that economic resources are distributed in the external environment 

appears to have a more positive effect on women's life expectancy than it does for men. 



122 

FDI is found to have a negative impact on both infant mortality and life 

expectancy, whereas trade is found to have a slightly positive effect. In both infant 

mortality and life expectancy, wealth/economic development (measured as logged GDP 

per capita) and regional variables are found to have the strongest impacts on the 

achievement of the right to health, well-being, and adequate standard of living. 

Will these findings also hold for the right to an education? It is to this question I 

now turn. 

The Right to an Education 

In this section, I test for the differential effects of globalization on the 

achievement of education rights for females and males. The results for literacy and 

primary school enrollments are reported in Tables 4.3 and 4.4 below. 

The models in Table 4.3 indicate a high goodness of fit with an R-square of .72, 

indicating that 72% of the variance in the dependent variable is explained. Model 4.1 

indicates that the only interaction term that is significant is the interaction between sex 

£ind economic liberalization. To calculate the magnitude of the differential effect of 

economic liberalization on literacy rates for females and males, the following equation is 

used; coefficient for economic liberalization (-2.72) + coefficient for the interaction term 

(4.04* 1 for women, 4.04*0 for men). The results for this equation show that with a score 

of 1.32 for women and -2.72 for men, that economic liberalization has a significant and 

positive effect on female literacy rates and a significant and negative effect on male 

literacy rates. This is an interesting finding given that in Chapter 3, the mean of female 
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TABLE 4.3: Differential Effects of Globalization on Literacy Rates for Females and 
Males 

3.1 3.2 

Sex -32.55*** -32.44*** 
(3.99) (3.53) 

Economic Liberalization -2.72*** -2.72*** 
(.65) (.62) 

Foreign Direct Investment -.29 -.24 
( .21) (.20) 

Trade Openness .03 .03 
(.02) (.01) 

Interaction of Sex & Economic Liberalization 4.02*** 4.04*** 
(.71) (.62) 

Interaction of Sex & FDI .12 
(.38) 

Interaction of Sex & Trade Openness -0.00 
(.02) 

Economic Development 14.69*** 14.44*** 
(.89) (.84) 

Level of Democracy .34 .27 
(.18) (.18) 

Conflict -.82 -1.21 
(.99) (.97) 

CEDAW .58*** 56*** 
(.08) (.08) 

Non-OECD Europe 8.86** 9.60*** 
(2.11) (2.04) 

Latin America 5.26* 4.91* 
(1.77) (1.71) 

Africa -6.71* -7.16* 
(2.50) (2.33) 

Middle East -12.01*** -12.59*** 
(2.37) (2.30) 

Asia -.59 -1.09 
(2.17) (2.07) 

Constant -34.12*** -30.81*** 
(7.87) (7.41) 

R-sauare .72 .72 
Standard Errors are in Parentheses 
*pS05 **p<01 ***pS001 
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literacy was substantially lower than the mean of male literacy rates (Table 3.2). What 

this finding suggests is that perhaps there is some "catch up" occurring in which the gap 

between female and male literacy rates is closing to some degree. This finding may 

reflect the amount of global attention and priority given to improving female literacy 

rates, particularly in light of Dollar and Gatti's (1999) finding that investment in girls' 

education is good for economic growth. Therefore, as countries liberalize their 

economies, their investment in girls' education may also increase. 

Model 3.2 also shows that the strongest economic predicator on overall literacy 

rates is wealth and economic development, which is both positive and significant. The 

other two globalization variables, FDI and trade are not significant for males and neither 

are their interaction terms, indicating that there is no differential effect FDI and trade 

openness on male and female literacy rates. CEDAW is positive and significant, but 

democracy is not, which is interesting given the long presumed relationship between 

democracy and socio-economic rights. It is possible that international women's human 

rights norms and laws positively affect the socio-economic rights for the entire 

population. All of the regional variables, with the exception of Asia, are significantly 

related to life expectancy. Non-OECD Europe and Latin America exhibit positive 

relationships, whereas Afiica and the Middle East are negative. 

Table 4.4 below shows the differential effects of globalization on another 

indicator of the right to an education: primary school enrollment rates. As the with model 

tested in Chapter 3, model 4.2 has a low goodness of fit with an R-square of .31, 

indicating that only 31% of the variance of the dependent variable is explained by this 
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TABLE 4.4: Differential Effects of Globalization on Primary School Enrollment 
Rates for Females and Males 

4.1 4.2 
Sex -24.26*** -24.01*** 

(5.51) (4.94) 
Economic Liberalization -3.78*** -3.97*** 

(.91) (.88) 
Foreign Direct Investment .16 .29 

(.40) (.29) 
Trade Openness -.01 -.01 

(.02) (.02) 
Interaction of Sex & Economic Liberalization 2.98* 3.12** 

(.97) (.86) 
Interaction of Sex & FDI .23 

(.52) 
Interaction of Sex & Trade Openness .00 

(.03) 
Economic Development 12.21*** 12.84*** 

(1.25) (1.18) 
Level of Democracy -.11 -.10 

(.25) (.25) 
Conflict -2.23 -2.08 

(1.38) (1.33) 
CEDAW 

(.11) (.11) 
Non-OECD Europe .84 2.65 

(2.88) (2.80) 
Latin America 13.74*** 14.99*** 

(2.42) (2.33) 
Africa 6.52 9.49* 

(3.49) (3.21) 
Middle East 7.62* 8.71* 

(3.27) (3.16) 
Asia 15.41*** 16.89*** 

(3.01) (2.86) 
Constant 7.96 2.27 

(10.99) (10.34) 
R-sauare .32 .31 
Standard Errors are in Parentheses 
*p<05 **p<01 ***p<.001 
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model. Testing for possible interactions did not greatly improve the model, but as Model 

4.1 shows, there is a significant interaction between sex and economic liberalization. The 

differential effect of economic liberalization on female and male school enrollment is 

calculated by the following equation: coefficient for economic liberalization (-3.97) + 

coefficient for interaction term (3.12*1 for females, 3.12*0 for males). With a score of -

-.85 for females and -3.97 for males, the impact on male school enrollment appears to be 

more negative than for females. However, upon closer examination of the standard 

errors for the interaction term, it turns out that the impact on female school enrollments is 

insignificant given that the standard error (.86) is slightly larger than the coefficient of 

.85. This is interesting given that the mean primary school enrollment rate is higher for 

males than for females (Table 3.2). And, given the findings of the literacy rates models, 

one would expect a significant and positive effect on female school enrollment rates. 

It may be that school enrollment rates are tapping into something rather different 

than literacy rates. Morris (1979), the developer of the PQLI, argues that literacy rates are 

output measures that effectively capture the distributional effects within a society. 

However, he also asks whether or not literacy rates might also be considered an input 

measure, thereby raising the following question about the literacy rates measure: "Is it 

end itself or is it a means by which all other ends are satisfied?" (Morris 1979: 31). A 

similar question might also be asked of primary school enrollment rates, in that it could 

be conceptualized as both an input and an output measure. Although this study 

conceptualizes them both as outputs, it may be what we are seeing is the effect of one or 

the other variable responding as an input. 
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Wealth/economic development has a strong, positive, significant effect on overall 

school enrollments, but the other economic globalization variables, FDI and trade 

openness, are insignificant even though FDI had been positive and significant in Model 

4.3 in Chapter 3. The interaction terms of FDI and sex and trade opermess and sex are 

insignificant as well, indicating that there is no differential effect of FDI and trade 

openness on male and female primary school enrollment rates. CEDAW is positive and 

significant but democracy is not, indicating as discussed in earlier, that these two 

variables are tapping into different aspects of civil and political and liberties. Conflict 

points in the expected direction but is not significant like it had been in the previous 

chapter's models. The regional variables prove to be the strongest predicators of primary 

school enrollment rates, suggesting that there is something specific about these regions 

that is not captured in the other variables that effects primary school enrollment rates. All 

of the regional variables, with the exception of Non-OECD Europe, exhibit a significant 

and positive effect on school enrollments. 

The Right to Work 

Table 4.5 below shows the results for testing the differential effects of 

globalization on economic activity rates. Model 5.1 shows a high goodness of fit with an 

R-square of .71, indicating that 71 % of the variance in the dependent variable is 

explained by this model. In Model 5.1 both economic liberalization and trade openness 

have a slight, significant effect for male economic activity rates, although since the 

coefficient and the standard error for trade opermess are virtually the same, a more 

accurate interpretation may be to treat this coefficient as insignificant. The economic 
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TABLE 4.5: Differential Effects of Globalization on Economic Activity Rates for 
Females and Males 

5.1 5.2 

Sex -23.20*** -19.85*** 
(2.29) (.45) 

Economic Liberalization .90* 1.13* 
(.37) (.33) 

Foreign Direct Investment .005 -.04 
(.15) (.09) 

Trade Openness -.03** -.02* 
(.01) (.01) 

Interaction of Sex & Economic Liberalization .52 
(.41) 

Interaction of Sex & FDI .21 
(.21) 

Interaction of Sex & Trade Openness -.01 
(.01) 

Economic Development .46 -.04 
(.50) (.44) 

Level of Democracy -.22* .20* 
(.10) (.09) 

Conflict -1.44** -1.13* 
(.57) (.51) 

CEDAW 29*** 27*** 
(.05) (.04) 

Non-OECD Europe 3.72** 3.29* 
(1.20) (1.13) 

Latin America -7.98*** -8.06*** 
(1.01) (.95) 

Africa .08 -1.12 
(1.43) (1.27) 

Middle East -12.07*** -13.01*** 
(1.36) (1.26) 

Asia -1.64 -2.68* 
(1.24) (1.14) 

Constant 49.47*** 52.04*** 
(4.48) (3.86) 

R-sauare .71 .68 
Standard Errors are in Parentheses 
*p<05 **p<01 ***p<.001 
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liberalization variable suggests that as economic liberalization increases, so does male 

economic activity rates. However, Model 5.1 also shows that none of the interaction 

terms are significant. This finding suggests that there is no differential effect of 

globalization on female and male economic activity rates, and therefore the effect of 

economic liberalization on female and male economic activity rates is virtually the same. 

Thus, some other factor accounts for the wide sex disparity in economic activity rates 

shown in Model 5.2 (which is the same as Model 3.5 in Chapter 3). 

With regards to the other control variables, it is interesting that economic 

development is insignificant, since one might assume that wealth creates jobs. 

Democracy has a small, positive effect on overall economic activity rates, as does 

CEDAW. Conflict, which has not been significant in any of the previous 4 tables, is 

significant here, indicating a small, negative relationship with economic activity rates. 

All of the regional variables, except for Afiica, are significant and have the largest 

coefficients of any of the variables in the model 5.2. The Middle East and Latin America 

exert a very strong negative impact and Asia has a lesser negative impact on economic 

activity rates, suggesting that these regions are faring worse than expected. The 

coefficient for Non-OECD Europe is positive, which indicates that this region is doing 

better than expected in relation to the OECD countries. 

Preliminary Conclusions 

The only interaction term that is significant in any of the models tested above is 

the interaction between sex and economic liberalization. Most of the differential effect 
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on the sexes is slight but is not the same for each socio-economic right. Economic 

liberalization has a positive effect for increasing both female literacy and life expectancy 

rates, and no statistically significant effect on female infant mortality rates, primary 

school enrollment rates, and economic activity rates. Economic liberalization has a 

positive effect on decreasing male infant mortality rates, and negative effect on male 

literacy and primary school enrollment rates. Economic liberalization has no significant 

impact on male life expectancy rates, suggesting that there are likely to be other factors 

that influence male life expectancy not captured in this model. These findings are note

worthy because the conventional wisdom laid out in Chapter 2 assumes that the processes 

of economic globalization negatively and disproportionally affect girls and women in 

relation to that of boys and men'. 

These findings also suggest that the other factors may be at work. As Poe et al. 

(1997; 830) suggest, it may be necessary to discern between those factors that make up 

the process of economic development (i.e. trade, FDI, and economic liberalization) and 

the actual state of economic development at various levels of achievement. Due to the 

strong showing of economic development in the models thus far, the possibility that 

wealth/economic development attracts FDI and trade, and the World Bank's position that 

economic development has a positive trickle down affect on the achievement of socio

economic rights, it seems reasonable to test the differential effects of this variable on 

women and men's socio-economic rights. In this way, the condition of economic 

' This will be discussed further in Chapter 5. 
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development will be tested while holding the processes of economic globalization 

constant. This is carried out in the next section. 

The Differential Effects of Economic Development on Female and Male Socio-
Economic Rights 

As discussed in Chapters 1 and 2, there are both theoretical arguments and 

quantitative evidence that suggests that economic development positively effects the 

achievement of socio-economic rights, especially women's (Dollar and Gatti 1999, 

Apodaca 1998, Poe et al. 1997, Marshall 1985). The subtext of this argument is that the 

processes of economic globalization are therefore to be encouraged because they 

potentially contribute to economic development. There are also those who argue that 

competition in world markets may lead to greater economic development but that it 

actually makes the state less responsive to the basic needs of its citizens. That is, social 

welfare programs are cut or under-funded in order to be competitive. Furthermore, there 

may be hidden costs of economic development that don't lend themselves easily to 

quantification, such as overall job conditions . 

None of these studies, however, actually test to see whether or not there is a 

differential effect of economic development on the achievement of socio-economic rights 

for men and women. There is an overall assumption that because women lag behind men 

in almost every human rights indicator, that women's rights automatically have a more 

negative relationship with economic development. At the same time it is thought that 

economic development can potentially exacerbate gender inequality in socio-economic 

This will be discussed further in Chapter 5. 
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rights, there are others, as mentioned earlier, who suggest that economic development can 

help women "catch up"; this is indeed the central argument of the World Bank's 2001 

report, Engendering Development: Through Gender Equality in Rights, Resources, and 

Voice. 

This next section tries to parcel out these arguments through disaggregating socio

economic rights to see what effects economic development has on each of them. It uses 

models similar to the ones in the previous section of this chapter to test the differential 

effects of globalization on rights for women and men but instead employs an interaction 

term for sex and economic development. 

The Right to Health, Weil-Being, and Adequate Standard of Living 

Table 4.6 below depicts the differential effects of economic development on 

infant mortality (Model 6.1) and life expectancy rates (Model 6.2). Both models have a 

very high goodness of fit, with R-squares of .82 and .87 respectively, which explain 82% 

and 87% the variance in the dependent variables. 

The differential effect of economic development for infant mortality rates is 

calculated as the following: coefficient for economic development (-26.65) + coefficient 

for sex & economic development interaction term (4.06 *1 for females, 4.06 *0, for 

males). The resulting scores are -22.59 for females and -26.65 for males, indicating that 

as economic development increases, it decreases male infant mortality rates more than 

female ones. In addition, this differential effect is highly significant for both female and 

male infant mortality rates, suggesting that although male infant mortality rates decrease 
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TABLE 4.6: Differential Effects of Economic Development on Infant Mortality 
Rates and Life Expectancy Rates for Females and Males 

6.1 6.2 
(Infant Mortality) (Life Expectancy) 

Sex -42.52*** -6.21** 
(8.92) (1.91) 

Economic Liberalization -4.06*** .59** 
(.79) (.17) 

Foreign Direct Investment .48* -.06 
(.23) (.04) 

Trade Openness -.05* .00 
(1.25) (.00) 

Economic Development -26.65*** 4.17*** 
(1.25) (.27) 

Interaction of Sex & Economic Development 4.06*** 1.29*** 
(1.06) (.23) 

Level of Democracy -1.09*** .15* 
(.24) (.05) 

Conflict L63 -.32 
(1.34) (.29) 

CEDAW -.81*** .10*** 
(.11) (.02) 

Non-OECD Europe -24.69*** 1.41* 
(2.93) (.63) 

Latin America -6.65* .06 
(2.48) (.53) 

Africa 16.67*** -11.11*** 
(3.31) (.71) 

Middle East -6.82* .09 
(3.29) (.71) 

Asia -6.62* -1.67* 
(2.96) (.63) 

Constant 320.77*** 25.54*** 
(10.98) (2.35) 

R-sauare .82 .87 
Standard Errors are in Parentheses 
*p<05 **p<.01 ***p<.001 
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more than female ones with increasing economic development, the effect of economic 

development on female infant mortality rates is just as significant. 

With life expectancy, the results are a little different. Because women outlive men 

in just about every country of the world, it may be reasonable to expect that economic 

development have a more positive effect for women's life expectancy than men's. 

However, when calculating the differential effect of economic development on female 

and male life expectancy, the result shows that the difference is quite small: coefficient 

for economic development (4.17) + coefficient for sex & economic development 

interaction term (1.29*1 for females, 1.29*0 for males) = 5.46 for females and 4.17 for 

males. Increases in economic development appear to have only a slight, but significant, 

effect on increasing women's life expectancy relative to men's, which is also significant. 

However, this finding stands in marked contrast to Table 4.2, in which economic 

liberalization had no significant effect on male life expectancy rates, one way or another. 

This suggests that economic development (wealth) and economic liberalization 

(integration into the global economy) are capturing different stages or economic 

processes of countries. 

With regards to the other variables in the models. Model 6.1 for infant mortality 

indicates that all three of the economic globalization variables are significant, with 

economic liberalization having a fairly strong negative effect, which means that it 

decreases infant mortality rates. Trade openness also has small effect on decreasing 

infant mortality, and FDI has a small impact on increasing infant mortality rates. In 
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Model 6.2 only economic liberalization has a small, significant effect on life expectancy 

rates, and trade opermess and FDI are both insignificant. 

For both models, democracy and CEDAW have small, positive, and significant 

effects on the dependent variables. As in most of the previous models, conflict, although 

pointing in the expected direction, is not significant. The regional variables are 

particularly strong for the infant mortality model but less so for the life expectancy 

models, indicating that there is something quite unique and specific about each region 

that influences infant mortality rates in a way that does not necessarily carry over to 

overall life expectancy rates. 

The Right to an Education 

Table 4.7 (below) shows the results of the differential effects of economic 

development on education rights, operationalized as literacy rates and primary school 

enrollment rates. Model 7.1 (literacy rates) has a high goodness of fit with an R-square of 

.71. Model 7.2 (enrollment rates) has a low goodness of fit with an R-square of .34. 

Regardless of the goodness of fit measure, the sex and economic development interaction 

term is significant in both models, indicating that there is indeed a different effect of 

economic development on the achievement of women and men's education rights. 

For Model 7.1, the differential effect is calculated by the following equation: 

coefficient for economic development (10.55) + coefficient for sex & economic 

development interaction term (6.55*1 for females, 6.55*0 for males). With score of 17.1 

for women and 10.55 for men, increases in economic development positively affect 
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TABLE 4.7: Differential Effects of Economic Development on Literacy Rates and 
Primary School Enrollment Rates for Females and Males 

7.1 7.2 
(Literacy Rates) (Enrollment Rates) 

Sex -64.80*** -55.52*** 
(6.31) (8.60) 

Economic Liberalization -.39 -2.30** 
(.60) (.71) 

Foreign Direct Investment .39* .72** 
(.16) (.23) 

Trade Openness .01 -.01 
(.01) (.02) 

Economic Development 10.55*** 10.14*** 
(.90) (1.21) 

Interaction of Sex & Economic Development 6.55*** 5 
(.75) (i.02) 

Level of Democracy .02 -.03 
(.17) (.24) 

Conflict -1.97* -2.56* 
(.94) (1.31) 

CEDAW 43*** .63*** 
(.08) (.10) 

Non-OECD Europe 11.79*** 4.65 
(2.09) (2.77) 

Latin America 4.28* 15.06*** 
(1.75) (2.34) 

Africa -11 39*** 9.42* 
(2.34) (3.17) 

Middle East -12.09*** 11.54** 
(2.33) (3.13) 

Asia -.09 18.62*** 
(2.09) (2.82) 

Constant -7.53 25.54*** 
(7.73) (14.22) 

R-sauare .71 .34 
Standard Errors are in Parentheses 
*p<.05 **pS01 ***p<.001 
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increases in women's literacy rates at a greater magnitude than it does men's. Economic 

development is also significant for both female and male literacy rates. This finding is 

somewhat different than the findings for the impact of economic liberalization (Table 

4.3) in that economic development has strong, positive effect on increasing male literacy 

rates whereas economic liberalization has a negative effect. This disparate result may be 

attributable to the nature of the dependent variable itself As Milner et al. (2004; 114) 

suggest, literacy rates reflect the "gains obtained through informal as well as formal 

processes." This observation may be important in thinking about why economic 

liberalization produces a negative result for male literacy and economic development 

produces a positive one. 

Since economic liberalization captures the more "formal" processes of opening up 

a country's economy and integrating into the neo-liberal capitalist system, it may be 

tapping into how governments allocate resources to educational institutions, which as 

discussed earlier, are increasingly focusing on girls' educational achievement. Economic 

development, on the other hand, is simply a measure of a country's wealth, and there may 

be many by-products of that wealth, such as community based programs, etc. that 

influence male literacy rates in an informal way. Yet, regardless of the different impacts 

of economic liberalization and economic development have on male literacy rates, female 

literacy rates are improving at a rate better than male literacy rates, which suggests that in 

both the formal and informal processes that there is some "catch up" occurring. Even if 

this is the case, however, one should treat this finding with some skepticism because in 

many countries male literacy rates are quite low, and it's a dubious achievement at best if 
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female literacy rates "catch up" to a low male benchmark. For example, in 2000, the 

male illiteracy rate in Gambia was 56.3% and the female illiteracy rate was 70.3% and in 

India the male illiteracy rate was 31.6% and the female illiteracy rate was 54.6% 

(UNESCO 2003). In these two examples, even if female illiteracy rates declined to the 

same levels as male illiteracy rates, female illiteracy rates would still be quite substantial. 

There is a similar differential outcome for school enrollment rates. The 

calculation for the differential results in a statistically significant coefficient of 15.93 for 

women and 10.14 for men. This indicates that increases in economic development more 

positively effect increases in female school enrollment rates than in male school 

enrollment rates. This finding is quite contrary to the findings with regards to economic 

liberalization in Table 4.4. Economic liberalization had a negative impact on male 

school enrollments and no statistically significant impact on female school enrollments. 

Economic development positively and significantly effects both male and female school 

enrollment rates, suggesting that societal conditions (i.e. wealth) plays an important role 

in school enrollment rates for both boys and girls, but especially for girls. This suggests 

that perhaps it may be a function of girls not having to stay home to provide for the 

family's basic needs and survival rather than resource allocation to schools as the 

economic liberalization variable might indicate. 

With regards to the globalization variables, FDI has a small but significant and 

positive effect on both literacy and enrollment rates. Economic liberalization has a 

significant and negative effect on school enrollments and no significant effect on literacy 
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rates, suggesting that perhaps even though overall economic development is important, 

the processes and consequences of liberalization itself are also important to consider. 

Unlike in previous models, conflict has a negative and significant impact on both 

literacy and school enrollment rates, suggesting that conflict is very disruptive to both the 

formal and informal channels of education. CEDAW has a small, but positive and 

significant impact. The CEDAW result is interesting given that democracy is not 

significant in either model. As noted earlier, CEDAW has a heavy emphasis on socio

economic rights that may positively effect the whole population whereas the democracy 

variable employed in this model heavily emphasizes civil and political liberties. The 

finding that the democracy variable is insignificant is also interesting given its presumed 

positive relationship with economic development. 

There is a mixed picture where the regional variables are concerned. Curiously, 

the Middle East is behind with regards to literacy rates but ahead in terms of school 

enrollment rates. Afiica exhibits the same relationship. Latin America shows a 

positive relationship with regards to both dependent variables. The Non-OECD Europe 

region is significantly ahead of the game in terms of literacy rates, but not in terms of 

primary school enrollment rates. Again, the explanation for these relationships most 

likely varies fi-om region to region and it is difficult to generalize about what is occurring. 

The Right to Work 

In Table 4.5 of this chapter, there were no differential effects of globalization on 

female and male achievement of the right to work, measured by economic activity rates. 
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However, the results in Table 4.8 indicate there is a differential effect of economic 

development on female and male activity rates, albeit a slight one. Still, the result gives 

an additional clue as to what affects the achievement of this particular socio-economic 

right, and with the model's high goodness of fit with an R-square of .68, it is worth 

investigating. 

The differential is calculated by the following equation; coefficient of economic 

development (.65) + the interaction term of sex & economic development (-1.38*1 for 

females, -1.38*0 for males). The female score is -.73 and the male score is .65, 

suggesting that increases in economic development negatively effect female activity rates 

and positively effect male activity rates. However, only the coefficient for females is 

significant, thereby indicating that economic development has no discemable impact on 

male economic activity rates, which is rather svirprising given that, on average, male 

activity rates are higher than female economic activity rates (Table 3.3, Chapter 3). 

It may also seem surprising that economic development decreases female activity 

rates. However, as Beneria (2003) observes, neo-liberal capitalist development has 

fiindamentally altered the structure and stability of labor markets, often in contradictory 

ways. On the positive side, as the results in Table 4.7 confirm, this type of development 

appears to be improving female literacy rates. Yet, at the same time, in much of the 

world, increases in female education rates have not really translated into "corresponding 

gains in the labor market" because export-led economic development has produced a high 

demand for low-wage female labor in sectors that are often unstable, insecure, and unsafe 

(Beneria 2003: 130). Due to the insecurity of these labor positions and the attendant low 
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TABLE 4.8: Differential Effects of Economic Development on Economic Activity 
Rates for Females and Males 

8.1 

Sex -8.36* 
(3.40) 

Economic Liberalization 1.12** 
(.33) 

Foreign Direct Investment -.04 
(.09) 

Trade Openness -.02* 
(.01) 

Economic Development .65 
(.48) 

Interaction of Sex & Economic Development -1.38** 
(.40) 

Level of Democracy -.20* 
(.09) 

Conflict -1.13* 
(.51) 

CEDAW 27*** 
(.04) 

Non-OECD Europe 3.28* 
(1.13) 

Latin America -8.07*** 
(.95) 

Africa -1.12 
(1.26) 

Middle East -13.02*** 
(1.25) 

Asia -2.68* 
(1.13) 

Constant 46.31*** 
(4.19) 

R-sauare .68 
Standard Errors are in Parentheses 
*p<05 **p<01 ***pS001 
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wages, there has been in marked rise in informalization^ of the labor sector which also 

happens to be heavily feminized, thereby providing a clue as to why economic 

development may actually decrease formal female activity rates. 

Model 8.1 also reveals that economic liberalization has a positive and significant 

relationship with overall economic activity rates and that trade openness has a very small 

negative and significant impact. These results support Poe et al.'s (1997) assertion that it 

is important to examine the processes of economic development as well. One would 

assume that an increase in trade openness would actually increase economic activity rates 

because there would be a need for more workers to produce goods and services. 

A surprising finding for this model is that democracy has a slight but significant 

negative impact on economic activity rates but CEDAW has a positive and significant 

impact. However, both of these coefficients are very small, thus any impact they may 

have is probably negligible. Another surprising finding is that Latin America, the Middle 

East, and Asia are significantly behind given the amount of export processing zones, etc. 

located in all of these regions (UN 1999). The case of the Middle East is especially 

interesting given it has the largest negative regional coefficient as well as considerable 

wealth. One might surmise that there are cultural explanations that might be relevant 

here due to the long-standing (although varied across the middle eastern countries) 

^ As Peterson (2003: 86-87) notes there are different degrees of informal economic 
activity ranging fi"om the social/domestic economy of households where services and 
goods are often bartered, to the irregular/shadow economy that is comprised of legal and 
illegal entrepreneurial activities that are not captured by government statistics. Due to the 
impossibility of quantifying informal economic activity rates, the economic activity rate 
variable used in this study does not capture this, and as such only captures formal 
economic activity rates. 
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prohibitions/restrictions on women's formal sector work. As Moghadam (2000) suggests 

in her case study of Jordan, as Jordan has increased its integration into the world 

economy it has also seen a major restructuring of both its "gender contract" and 

consequently its labor sector, which has resulted in rising unemployment. There may be 

a similar phenomenon occurring in other Middle Eastern countries. Unsurprisingly, 

conflict is also negatively and significantly related to overall economic activity rates. 

Preliminary Conclusions 

The results for Tables 4.6-4.8 provide a mixed picture for those who assert that 

economic development has an overall positive effect for the achievement of women's 

human rights. Indeed, the differential effect of economic development on life expectancy 

rates, literacy rates, and primary school enrollments are more positive for women relative 

to men. For only one dependent variable, infant mortality rates, was the differential 

effect of economic development more positive for men. Finally, economic development, 

while having no significant effect on male economic activity rates, has a significant and 

negative effect on female activity rates. Thus, while economic development may foster 

some positive gains for women in terms of the achievement of socio-economic rights, it 

is by no means a guarantee as these results suggest. Furthermore, although women may 

be making gains, this does not necessarily mean that women are by and large better off 

then men. 

However, there is still one more interaction that needs to be analyzed. Since there 

is often a high correlation between economic development and level of democracy, it is 
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worth investigating the potential differential effects of democracy as well. It is to this 

issue I now turn. 

The Differential Effects of Democracy on Women and Men's Socio-Economic Rights 

In Chapters 1 and 2,1 reviewed two important arguments with regards to 

democracy and the achievement of socio-economic rights in the context of globalization. 

The first basic argument suggests that the spread of democracy is inextricably linked to 

the forces of economic globalization and a complex relationship exists between these 

phenomena when looking at the role and fianctions of the state, since the state is identified 

as a protector of human rights. Thus, many now suggest that there is an important causal 

relationship between civil and political liberties associated with liberal democracy and 

the achievement of socio-economic rights, which are presumed to be influenced by the 

deepening of global capitalism. This assumption leads to the second argument, which 

suggests that the liberal democratic capitalist state, in trying to respond to both of its roles 

as competitor on the world market and as guarantor of human rights, may allocate 

resources in such a way that makes trade offs that negatively effect women, due to their 

overall low representation in most parliamentary systems. Thus, the relationship 

between democracy and it how it might differently effect the socio-economic rights 

achievement of women and men is unclear and untested. 

This section aims to shed light on this question because the models allow for the 

testing of democracy's possible differential effects on socio-economic rights for women 

and men while controlling for economic globalization and development and for a 
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country's overall commitment to women's rights, as evidenced by its length of 

ratification of CEDAW, the benchmark by which a country is often evaluated. Tables 

4.9-4.11 below depict the differential effects of democracy on the achievement of women 

and men's socio-economic rights. 

The Right to Health, Weil-Being, and Adequate Standard of Living 

Table 4.9 below displays the results for the differential effects of democracy on 

female and male infant mortality rates and life expectancy rates. Both models have a 

high goodness of fit with R-squares of .82 for Model 9.1 and .86 for Model 9.2, and in 

both models the interaction between sex and democracy is significant. 

For infant mortality, the sex differential is calculated as the coefficient for 

democracy (-1.58) + the coefficient for the interaction term of sex & democracy (.98* 1 

for females, .98*0 for males). The result is a score of -.60 for females and -1.58 for 

males, suggesting that democratization has a significant and small but more positive 

effect in decreasing male infant mortality rates than female. 

Like in previous models where the interaction term produces results more 

favorably disposed to improving women's life expectancy, in this model, with a 

coefficient of .28 for females, democracy exerts a small but significant effect on female 

life expectancy rates. The coefficient for male life expectancy rates is .02 and 

insignificant despite the significance of the interaction term. 

In both of these models economic liberalization and economic development have 

significant, strong, positive effects on infant mortality and life expectancy rates; that is, as 
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TABLE 4.9: Differential Effects of Democracy on Infant Mortality Rates and Life 
Expectancy Rates for Females and Males 

9.1 
(Infant Mortality) 

9.2 
(Life Expectancy) 

Sex -15.40*** 2.77*** 
(2.33) (.50) 

Economic Liberalization -4.05*** .59** 
(.79) (.17) 

Foreign Direct Investment .48* -.06 
(.23) (.05) 

Trade Openness -.05** .004 
(.02) (.003) 

Economic Development -24.63*** 4.82*** 
(1.14) (.25) 

Level of Democracy -1.58*** .02 
(.28) (.06) 

Interaction of Sex and Level of Democracy .98** .26** 
(.30) (.06) 

Conflict 1.63 -.32 
(1.34) (.29) 

CEDAW _81*** .10*** 
(^1) (.02) 

Non-OECD Europe -24.69*** 1.41* 
(2.93) (.63) 

Latin America -6.64** .06 
(2.49) (.53) 

Africa 16.67*** -11.11*** 
(3.31) (.71) 

Middle East -6.81* .09 
(3.29) (.71) 

Asia -6.61* -1.67** 
(2.96) (.64) 

Constant 307.21*** 21.05*** 
(10.12) (2.18) 

R-sauare .82 .86 
Standard Errors are in Parentheses 
*p<05 *»p<.01 ***pS001 
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they increase, infant mortality rates decrease and life expectancy rates increase. The 

coefficient for trade openness is very small but significant and decreases infant mortality 

rates whereas FDI has a small significant impact. Neither FDI nor trade openness have 

any significant impact on life expectancy rates. For infant mortality, the regional 

variables appear to be the strongest predictors of infant mortality rates as all of them are 

significant, with the coefficient of Non-OECD Europe being the largest and most positive 

whereas Afiica is the only region that is significantly behind. For life expectancy, only 

Non-OECD Europe (a small, positive effect) and Afiica and Asia (a negative effect) are 

significant. 

The Right to An Education 

Table 4.10 below shows the results of the differential effects of democracy on 

literacy rates and primary school enrollment rates. Although the models vary in terms of 

their goodness of fit (.71 for literacy rates, .33 for enrollments), in both models the 

interaction term of sex and democracy is significant is therefore worth investigating. 

In the literacy rates model (11.1), the differential is expressed as the coefficient 

for democracy (-.88) + the coefficient for the interaction of sex & democracy (1.75*1 for 

females, 1.75*0 for males) for a score of .87 for females and -.88 for males. Both of 

these coefficients are significant and suggest while increased democratization positively 

affects female literacy rates it has a negative effect on male literacy rates. This finding 

supports the findings of the impact of economic liberalization (Table 4.3) but not that of 

economic development (Table 4.7) on male and female literacy rates. Furthermore, the 
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Table 4.10: Differential Effects of Democracy on Literacy Rates and Primary School 
EnroUment Rates for Females and Males 

10.1 10.2 
(Literacy Rates) (School Enrollments) 

Sex -22.22*** -16.09*** 
(1.63) (2.31) 

Economic Liberalization .00 -2.30** 
(.51) (.71) 

Foreign Direct Investment .35* .73** 
(.16) (.24) 

Trade Openness .01 -.01 
(.01) (.02) 

Economic Development 13.63*** 13.04*** 
(.80) (1.10) 

Level of Democracy - 88*** -.67* 
(.20) (.27) 

Interaction of Sex and Level of Democracy 1.75*** 1 29*** 
(.21) (.29) 

Conflict -1.96* -2.56* 
(.94) (1.32) 

CEDAW 42*** .63*** 
(.08) (.10) 

Non-OECD Europe 12.29*** 4.65 
(2.03) (2.78) 

Latin America 4.51** 15.04*** 
(1.74) (2.35) 

Africa -11.17*** 9.42** 
(2.34) (3.19) 

Middle East -11.74*** 11.54** 
(2.32) (3.15) 

Asia .02 18.62*** 
(2.09) (2.84) 

Constant -29.07*** -5.48 
(7.13) (9.84) 

R-sauare .71 .33 
Standard Errors are in Parentheses 
*p<.05 **p<.01 »**p<.001 
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increase in female literacy rates appears to be roughly at the same rate as the decrease of 

male literacy rates, suggesting the gap is closing. 

The differential is similar for primary school enrollment rates in which the 

differential equation produces a score of .62 for females and -.67 for males. Both of 

these small coefficients are significant and indicate that increased levels of democracy 

have a positive effect on increasing female primary school enrollment rates but have a 

negative impact on male primary school enrollment rates. Again, this finding mirrors 

that of economic liberalization (Table 4.4) but not economic development (Table 4.7). 

Although economic development and democracy may be theoretically related they 

exhibit different effects on male literacy and primary school enrollment rates. The 

globalization variables indicate that FDI has a small, positive, significant impact on both 

literacy rates and school enrollments. Economic liberalization has a small and 

significant but negative impact on school enrollments but no significant impact on 

literacy rates. Economic development is strongly and positively significant for both 

dependent variables. 

The conflict variable is negative and significant for both variables, and the 

regional variables are quite varied across the models. For literacy, Non-OECD Europe is 

strongly and positively significant for literacy but not for school enrollments. Asia has 

the opposite finding in that it is significantly and positively related to school enrollments 

but not for literacy rates. Afiica and the Middle East are significantly and positively 

related to literacy rates but negatively related to school enrollments. Latin America is 
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significant and positively related to both dependent variables. The relationship across the 

dependent variables appears to be region and context specific. 

The Right to Work 

The differential effects of democracy on economic activity rates for females and 

males are displayed in Table 4.11 below. The model has a high goodness of fit with a R-

square of .68, indicating that 68% of the variance in the dependent variable is explained 

by this model. 

There is a small differential effect of democracy on female and male activity 

rates. The differential is calculated as the coefficient for democracy (-. 15) + the 

coefficient of sex & democracy (-.10*1 for females, -.10*0 for males). This produces a 

score of -.25 for females and -.15 for males. Although the difference is small, it is not 

significant for either male or females, suggesting there is no significant differential effect 

of democracy on male and female economic activity rates. 

Interestingly enough, economic development drops out of this model with the 

inclusion of the sex and democracy interaction term, suggesting that democracy, although 

possibly related to economic development, has independent effects of its own. Two of 

the globalization variables, economic liberalization and trade openness, have significant 

effects on economic activity rates. Economic liberalization has a positive impact on 

economic activity rates and trade openness has a barely perceptible negative and 

significant impact. Conflict has a small, significant, and negative impact on economic 

activity rates whereas CEDAW has a slight positive but highly significant effect on 
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TABLE 4.11: Differential Effects of Democracy on Economic Activity Rates for 
Females and Males 

11.1 

Sex -19.16*** 
(.91) 

Economic Liberalization 1.12** 
(.33) 

Foreign Direct Investment -.04 
(.09) 

Trade Openness -.02* 
(.01) 

Economic Development -.04 
(.44) 

Level of Democracy -.15 
(.11) 

Interaction of Sex and Level of Democracy -.10 
(.11) 

Conflict -1.13* 
(.51) 

CEDAW ,27*** 
(.04) 

Non-OECD Europe 3.28* 
(1.13) 

Latin America -8.06*** 
(.95) 

Africa -1.12 
(1.26) 

Middle East -13.01*** 
(1.26) 

Asia -2.68* 
(1.14) 

Constant 51.71*** 
(3.88) 

R-sauare .68 
Standard Errors are in Parentheses 
*p<05 **pS01 ***p<.001 
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economic activity rates. Latin America, the Middle East, and Asia are all 

significantly but negatively related to economic activity rates whereas Non-OECD 

Europe has a positive and significant relationship. Surprisingly, Afiica has no significant 

impact on economic activity rates, which is interesting given that many of the countries 

in this region have relatively low economic activity rate scores. As in Table 4.8, the 

Middle East is the furthest behind with regards to economic activity rates. 

Preliminary Conclusions 

Although the differential effects of democracy on female and male socio

economic rights were not especially great in terms of magnitude, the results suggest that 

by and large democratization is more favorable to the achievement of women's socio

economic rights relative to men's. The only case in which democracy proved to have 

greater positive effects for men was in regards to decreasing male infant mortality rates. 

These findings do not really support the argument that the way in which democracies 

allocate resources harm women rather than benefit them (Hawkesworth 2001). 

Furthermore, these models indicate that there is a relationship between civil and political 

liberties and socio-economic rights but perhaps it is not as strong as many would suggest. 

Indeed, in their study of how political rights'* affect basic needs Mfillment in developing 

countries, Milner et al. (2004), find that political rights do exert a small but significant 

influence on basic needs outcomes. This is consistent with earlier research by Moon 

Milner et al. (2004) use the Polity democracy measure developed by Gurr as their 
indicator for political rights. This study uses the Freedom House Index that is more 
focused on civil and political liberties as a measure for democracy. However, both 
studies disaggregate the PQLI. 
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(1991). However, neither of these studies disaggregate basic needs by sex, which 

provides some insights on the differential experience of women and men in democracies. 

Conclusion 

To recap, in this chapter, using a multiple-imputation time-series cross-sectional 

regression model with stacked dependent variables, I tested the differential effects of 

globalization, economic development, and democracy on female and male infant 

mortality, life expectancy, literacy, primary school enrollment, and economic activity 

rates in order to assess if these factors affected women and men's achievement of these 

rights differently. These tests were conducted in order to get beyond the dichotomous 

question of whether or not globalization, economic development, and democracy are 

good or bad for women and for men. Rather, these tests attempted to shed light on the 

complex relationship of these three phenomena and to understand women's and men's 

achievement of socio-economic rights in relation to each other. For example, while one 

might find that a particular dimension of globalization has a negative impact on socio

economic rights, this study gets inside that finding to discern the differential impacts of 

that variable on women and men. In other words, it attempts to get at the question of 

whether a variable has a more negative (or positive) affect for women relative to men 

because as discussed in Chapters 1 and 2, there are reasons to question whether women 

and men experience political and economic phenomena in the same ways. To date, no 

other study has attempted to model and test this very basic question. 
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The results yielded some interesting insights, which are either encouraging or 

alarming depending on one's theoretical and ideological perspective. The summation of 

the results is listed below by the interaction term that was tested: 

• Economic Globalization: the only economic globalization variable to have any 

gender differentiated effects is economic liberalization, and this held true for 

infant mortality, life expectancy, literacy, and primary school enrollment rates but 

not for economic activity rates. Economic liberalization has a more positive 

effect for female life expectancy rates than for males, as it had no significant 

effect on male life expectancy rates. It has a positive and significant effect on 

female literacy rates but a negative effect on male literacy rates. Economic 

liberalization has significant relationships with male infant mortality rates 

(positive) and male primary school enrollment rates (negative) but no statistically 

significant effect on female infant mortality rates and primary school enrollment 

rates. 

FDI has a positive significant effect on decreasing infant mortality but a 

negative effect on life expectancy rates and no effect on literacy rates, primary 

school enrollment rates, and economic activity rates. Trade openness has a small 

but significant negative effect on infant mortality rates and economic activity 

rates but a slightly positive effect on life expectancy rates. These effects of FDI 

and trade openness are virtually the same for men and women, as there is no 

statistically significant difference between them. 



155 

• Economic Development: There are significant differential effects of economic 

development for all five of the dependent variables. Economic development has 

a more positive effect on female life expectancy, literacy, and primary school 

enrollment rates relative to males'. The differential effect of economic 

development was more positive for male economic activity rates than for 

females'. Economic development has negative effect on female economic activity 

rates but no statistically significant effect on male economic activity rates. 

• Democracy: There are small but significant differential effects of democracy on 

all five dependent variables. The differential effects of democracy are by and 

large more positive for female life expectancy, literacy, and primary school 

enrollment rates than for males'. Democracy exerted a more positive influence 

on decreasing male infant mortality rates relative to female infant mortality rates. 

Democracy has no significant effect on male life expectancy and economic 

activity rates, or on female economic activity rates. 

Because of the different results of the economic liberalization and economic 

development models compared with the democracy models, one has to speculate about 

what this means. For example, it may mean that economic globalization helps create and 

sustain economic development and wealth but the way that the wealth and resources 

generated fi-om that development are allocated have different gendered consequences for 

the achievement of socio-economic rights. Because the globalization variables have 
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varying effects across models, it also seems relatively important to recognize that the 

process and relationship of economic globalization does not have the same relationship to 

all dependent variables. As such, this has enormous implications that will be discussed 

fiirther in Chapter 5. 

In addition to the discussion of the implications of my findings, I will also address 

why one should take these findings cautiously. There are great limitations to the data and 

structure of the models for answering the kinds of questions that I initially posed at the 

beginning of this dissertation. I view the results of Chapters 3 and 4 as a stepping-stone 

to a larger discussion about the disjuncture between theorization and operationalizing the 

gendered dimensions socio-economic rights and economic globalization, economic 

development, and democracy. It is to these issues I now turn to in the concluding chapter 

of this study. Chapter 5. 
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CHAPTER 5: CONCLUSION: LESSONS LEARNED/FUTURE ASSIGNMENTS 

Introduction 

When I titled this dissertation "Gendered Disjunctures: Globalization and Human 

Rights", 1 did so assuming that what I would find is that economic globalization affects 

the achievement of socio-economic rights for women and men in different ways. In 

particular, I had hypothesized, given the vast amount of literature on globalization and 

gender inequality, that what I would find is that the effects of globalization on the 

achievement of women's rights would be more negative vis-a-vis the achievement of 

men's rights. However, as the results in Chapters 3 and 4 reveal, the relationship between 

economic globalization and gender (in)equality is quite complex, thereby warranting 

further discussion. 

What is also clear to me after collecting the data, testing the models, and 

examining the results is that there is an additional disjimcture - one between human 

rights data and modeling and feminist theorizing about gender inequality. This is not to 

say that these data and these models are entirely without merit, but they have their 

limitations in trying to answer some of the questions posed when examining, in my mind, 

an incredibly complicated relationship between globalization, economic development, 

democratization, human rights, and gender (in)equality. 

In this concluding chapter, I will discuss the overall implications of my research 

on the question of human rights achievement, gender equality, and globalization. The 

first section elaborates on the basic findings of Chapters 3 and 4 in relation to arguments 
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set forth in Chapters 1 and 2. The second section reflects on the use of quantitative 

modeling in conjunction with a feminist framework as a disciplinary and methodological 

move. The last section suggests future questions to be explored with regards to 

globalization, democratization, economic development, and gender inequality in socio

economic human rights. 

Three Arguments Revisited 

In Chapters 1 and 2, using the framework of "structural indivisibility", I review 

the literature on globalization, economic development, democratization, gender 

inequality, and the socio-economic human rights regime to try to make sense of the 

enormously complex relationship and interactions of these structural features of 

international system. In so doing, I make three basic related arguments, outlined below. 

First, as reviewed in Chapter 1, previous quantitative studies (Milner 2002, Meyer 

1996) testing the relationship between globalization and the achievement of socio

economic rights are under-theorized due to their neglect of gender hierarchy and 

inequality as a structural feature in the international system. That is, there is an implicit 

assumption in these studies that men and women experience the processes of 

globalization in the same ways, and thus the dependent variables used to test the 

achievement of socio-economic rights are not disaggregated by sex. However, as 

Chapter 2 suggests, through an analysis of the state, human rights, democratization, 

markets, feminist scholars have theorized that men and women may experience the 

intersection of these global phenomena different ways. 



159 

Second, while there are some quantitative analyses (Dollar and Gatti 1999, 

Apodaca 1998) that do attempt to ascertain what factors effect the achievement of 

women's socio-economic rights, they do not base their analysis in the context of 

globalization nor do they attempt to parcel out how these factors might also effect men. 

These studies do take seriously the potential effect of economic development (as 

measured by GDP) on women's socio-economic rights but as I argue in Chapters 1 and 2, 

there are valid theoretical reasons for taking the globalization frame seriously, especially 

given the location of the state with regards to the human rights regime. Furthermore, I 

suggest it is equally important to understand how different economic processes, such as 

trade and FDI, effect socio-economic rights, rather than considering these dynamic 

processes all lumped in with the outcome measure of economic development, typically 

used to capture a coimtry's wealth, not an economic process per say. 

Third, and finally, in addition to arguing that men and women experience 

globalization, economic development, and democratization differently, I suggest that this 

difference is primarily more negative for women than for men. Indeed, the feminist 

literature surrounding globalization and gender inequality by and large asserts this, 

although there are of course exceptions. This has led to an intense debate about "what to 

do" in response to globalization and how the perceived negative effects of globalization 

might be mitigated. This conversation, as outlined in Chapter 2, becomes particularly 

complicated when introducing other structural factors - i.e. neo-liberal economic 

development ideology and practice and democratization. 
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Having made these claims above, what, then, are the implications of my findings 

in Chapters 3 and 4? I will discuss the aforementioned first and second arguments 

together and then direct the rest of the discussion in response to the third claim outlined 

above. 

The Implications of Arguments 1 and 2 

There are two propositions, one explicit and one implicit, explored in Chapter 3. 

The explicit argument that is tested is that globalization processes do affect the 

achievement of women and men's socio-economic rights in a significant way that 

justifies disaggregating the dependent variables of infant mortality, life expectancy, 

literacy, primary school enrollment, and economic activity rates by sex. The implicit 

argument that is tested is in reference to the second claim discussed above in which I 

suggest that the inclusion of economic development as the only economic type variable 

greatly limits our understanding of how economic forces/processes affect human rights 

achievement. Thus, it is necessary to capture the specific processes of economic 

globalization as well, and this is tested by developing three models for each dependent 

variable beginning with a simple model including only economic development and sex as 

the independent variables and ending with a far more sophisticated model that includes 

the globalization variables and other control variables in order to gauge whether or not 

the model improves. 

In Tables 3.4-3.8, which tests the effects of globalization on socio-economic 

rights in order to determine if there is a significant difference between the achievement of 
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socio-economic rights for women and men, two general patterns emerge. First, for all the 

dependent variables, there is in fact a significant difference for women and men's socio

economic rights in the context of globalization. That is, the average difference between 

female and male socio-economic rights indicators is significantly different than 0, thus 

supporting my argument that rights variables should be disaggregated by sex in order to 

more effectively understand the relationship between globahzation, economic 

development, democratization and human rights. 

The implications of this finding allow a more complex discussion to take place 

about the benefits and disadvantages of certain economic responses and strategies of 

states trying to cope with seemingly discordant objectives - i.e. competitiveness on the 

world market and fulfilling its human rights obligations. For example, in Table 3.4 

(Model 4.3), all three of the globalization variables are significant, although the 

magnitude of the coefficients for FDI and trade openness is rather small. However, what 

is interesting about this finding is not all of the globalization variables point in the same 

direction, suggesting that a state looking to foster a decrease in infant mortality might 

consider various options. For example, increases in FDI appear to increase infant 

mortality rates whereas increases in economic liberalization and trade openness decrease 

infant mortality rates. Thus, a state might want to consider what type of FDI it is 

attracting (i.e. MNC's, portfolio investments, etc.) and the consequences of different 

types of foreign direct investment. MNC's have long been criticized for contributing to 

environmental degradation as well as unsafe job conditions (pesticides, hazardous waste 

materials, etc.); two factors which could partially explain the rise infant mortality rates. 
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The second pattern that emerges in Chapter 3 is the changes in the economic 

development variable across the three models tested for each dependent variable. With 

the exception of the models for primary school enrollment rates (which had a very low R-

square scores ranging from .23-.32 (Table 3.7)), the magnitude of the economic 

development variable decreases as other variables are added to the model. The first 

shift occurs when the globalization and other control variables (democracy, conflict, and 

CEDAW ratification) are added to the model. In the remaining four cases, one or more 

of the globalization variables are significant even while holding economic development 

constant, suggesting that these globalization variables are tapping into different economic 

processes. In one case (Table 3.8 - economic activity rates), economic development 

ceases to be significant at all. When the regional variables are added, the economic 

development coefficients decline in magnitude even more. Finally, the R-squares for all 

the models increase as they become more complex, indicating that the inclusion of the 

globalization and control variables makes for a better specification. 

What this suggests to me is that while economic development is a strong 

economic predictor of socio-economic rights', it is not the only economic variable to 

have significance. This has important implications for those who suggest that neo-liberal 

economic development is the ultimate means to an end with regards to achieving human 

rights; the dimensions of that economic development are also noteworthy. Having said 

that, it is still difficult to disentangle the exact relationship between economic 

development, trade, FDI, and economic liberalization, which is beyond the scope of this 

' This is also confirmed in numerous other studies. 
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dissertation and indeed a dissertation topic in its own right. This is an important question 

that needs to be considered further in the context of the human rights literature, 

particularly in light of one study by Callaway and Stephens (2004) in which they use a 

path analysis to understand the direct and indirect relationships between trade, economic 

development, democracy, security rights, and subsistence rights. They find that trade has 

a direct, positive effect on the provision of basic needs as well as a positive indirect effect 

because trade also has a direct, positive effect on economic development, which in turn 

positively effects subsistence rights (Callaway and Stephens 2004: 98). 

The empirical support found for both the first and second propositions outlined 

above provided the groundwork for the models in Chapter 4, which test the third 

proposition of globalization, economic development, and democratization as being more 

negative for the achievement of women's rights than for men's. I now turn to the 

implications of this argument. 

Implications of Argument 3: 

In the tradition of much feminist international relations scholarship. Chapter 4 

attempts to understand the gendered, relational nature of the phenomena being tested 

rather than testing the dichotomous question of whether or not globalization, economic 

development, and democratization are good or bad for women's hviman rights. This 

would leave us with a "yes" or "no" type of answer that would be inconsistent with the 

current focus of much of the gender and human rights literature reviewed in Chapter 2, 

which suggests that it is important to imderstand the degree (i.e. "how good and or bad") 
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to which globalization, economic development, and democratization effect, sustain, 

and/or exacerbate gender inequalities. In order to do this, a focus on how males are 

affected is also required. 

The results of Chapter 4 provide some interesting insights on the differential 

effects of globalization, economic development, and democratization on the achievement 

of female and male socio-economic rights (see Table 5.1 below for a summary). Without 

rehashing all of the specific results of Chapter 4,1 tie them more directly to the feminist 

literature in terms of the implications, both theoretical and political (i.e. policy). As 

outlined in Chapters 1 and 2,1 see all three of these processes of globalization, economic 

development, and democratization as interrelated through a fi^amework of structural 

indivisibihty; however, for purposes of discussion and analysis, I will focus on each one 

separately below. 

Globalization 

One of the underlying questions in Chapter 2 is whether or not states, in the context of 

globalization, are able to meet their human rights obligations, and if not, does this effect 

women and men in different ways? In attempting to theorize this relationship, feminist 

scholars have focused their attention on the gendered nature of public-private split, 

markets, labor, and the way in which states distribute their resources. It is not my intent 

here to recap the entire discussion about feminist perspectives laid out in Chapter 2 but I 

would like to underscore two basic points that come out of that discussion. 

The first point is that many feminists argue that globalization has profound effects 
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TABLE 5.1: Summary of Key Findings of Interaction Effects from Tables 4.1-4.11 

Dependent 
Variable 

Economic 
Liberalization 
(Tables 4.1-4.5) 

Economic 
Development 
(Tables 4.6-4.8) 

Level of 
Democracy 
(Tables 4.9-4.11) 

Infant Mortality (F) 
Infant Mortality (M) 

not significant 
significant - ^ 

significant -
significant - ^ 

significant -
significant ^ 

Life Expectancy (F) 
Life Expectancy (M) 

significant + ^ 
not significant 

significant + ^ 
significant + 

significant + 
not significant 

Literacy (F) 
Literacy (M) 

significant + 
significant -

significant + ^ 
significant + 

significant+ ^ 
significant + 

School Enrollment (F) not significant 
School Enrollment (M) significant -

significant + ^ 
significant + 

significant + ^ 
significant + 

Economic Activity (F) not significant 
Economic Activity (M) not significant 

significant - ^ 
not significant 

not significant 
not significant 

Key: F = Female 
M = Male 
+ = Positive coefficient 
- = Negative coefficient 
^ = Stronger effect 
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in both the public and the private spheres. Most non-feminist studies of globalization and 

human rights are primarily concerned with the public sphere. In general, many feminists 

suggest due to the pressures and volatility of the global markets, states continually make 

trade-offs that effect women negatively, such as cut backs on social welfare resources, 

uncertain employment, and the rearticulation of the division of labor. This has the 

potential negative ripple effect on women's and girl's health, access to education, 

informal and formal sector labor and employment as well as gender dynamics in the 

household. Thus, the general conclusion is two-fold: 1. that globalization has profoundly 

negative impacts on the achievement of gender equality in rights, but that 2. rights 

themselves can be profoundly gendered in that often our understandings of human rights 

are based on the male-experience (more on this later in the chapter). 

The second point that I want to highlight from the discussion in Chapter 2 is that 

while many feminists remain quite critical of both the state and globalization as 

producers and sustainers of gender inequality, there is also a seemingly contradictory 

position among some feminists that locates the state as the best hope for redistributing 

resources in a way that prioritizes the goal of gender equality, especially in the realm of 

socio-economic rights, which by and large require some positive action by the state, 

whereas civil and political liberties typically require the state to refrain from engaging in 

particular behaviors. As such, the state becomes a potentially important site for 

mediating or mitigating the forces of globalization. 

These two points present particular challenges to interpreting the results in 

Chapter 4 through a feminist lens. The models in Tables 4.1-4.5 show the differential 
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effect of globalization, measvired by economic liberalization, foreign direct investment, 

and trade openness, on female and male infant mortality, life expectancy, literacy, 

primary school enrollment, and economic activity rates. Interestingly enough, because 

the socio-economic rights are disaggregated, the results lend support to both feminist 

perspectives. On the one hand, economic liberalization appears to have a more positive 

effect on decreasing male infant mortality rates than it does for females, supporting those 

feminist arguments that globalization has a disproportional negative effect on women's 

rights. On the other hand, economic liberalization has a more positive effect on 

increasing female life expectancy and literacy rates relative to males, suggesting that the 

state is somehow mediating or directing this process to benefit women in some positive 

way. This is not to say that globalization is good for women or for that matter, good for 

men, since this is not a test of why, for example, literacy rates in many places are low for 

both women and men. Rather, it is examining the effect of the particular process of 

economic liberalization, and shows that the state^ has been more effective mitigating a 

potentially negative consequence of economic liberalization in some aspects of socio

economic rights than in others with regards to women and men. 

Economic Development 

In Chapter 2,1 also discuss the question of economic development on socio

economic rights. As noted earlier, it is difficult to disentangle the relationship of 

economic development fi-om the processes of globalization. However, since economic 

The state is the unit of analysis used in the construction of the economic liberalization 
variable. 
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development is typically conceptualized as measure of a country's wealth, it will be in 

this capacity that I discuss it. 

Many previous studies confirm that economic development has a positive effect 

on socio-economic rights. However, as Donnelly (1999a) suggests, there is perhaps some 

danger in equating economic growth with socio-economic rights, especially in places 

where this has not been sustained. Furthermore, since neo-liberal economic development 

rests on a fiindamental inequality - class - it is difficult to see theoretically how the state 

can guarantee a minimum of distribution of goods and services to the population, no 

matter how wealthy it is. Yet, at the same time, as noted in Chapter 3, there has been 

increased emphasis on the "right to development." The right to development, which is 

most clearly outlined in the UNDP's 2000 Human Development Report, places great 

importance on raising the floor of the minimum standard of living of the world's poor^. 

Additionally, many feminist scholars and policy-makers have been skeptical of 

neo-liberal development practices, especially those practices that do not take into account 

specific experiences of women. There is a long, complex history of women in 

development (WID), women and development (WAD), and gender and development 

(GAD) that I will not go into at length here, but for the purposes of this discussion I will 

suggest that the current emphasis in the both development and human rights fields on 

gender mainstreaming has profound implications for the question of economic 

^ This emphasis is also articulated in the Millennium Development Goals, established by 
the World Bank and the UN. For more information and benchmark measures of these 
goals see: http:// http://www.developmentgoals.org/. 

http://www.developmentgoals.org/
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development, and vice-versa. According to the United Nations ECOSOC agreed 

conclusions (1997/2), gender mainstreaming is defined as: 

[T]he process of assessing the implications for women and men of any 
planned action, including legislation, policies or programmes, in all areas 
and at all levels. It is a strategy for making women's as well as men's concerns 
and experiences an integral dimension of the design, implementation, 
monitoring and evaluation of policies and programmes in all political, economic 
and societal spheres so that women and men benefit equally and inequality 
is not perpetuated. The ultimate goal is to achieve gender equality (OSAGI2002: 
V). 

Gender mainstreaming advocates in particular focus on economic development in order 

to ensure that men and women benefit "equally" because this is important for achieving 

other social and economic goals (OSAGI 2002: vi). Gender mainstreamers also argue it 

is necessary to see how development affects men and women differently in order to make 

adjustments to development practices. Gender mainstreaming policies, as adopted by 

international institutions as well as individual states, often do not fundamentally 

challenge the premise of neo-liberal development itself (Bergeron forthcoming, Parisi, 

forthcoming). 

With regards to the findings in Chapter 4 (Tables 4.6-4.8), there is evidence that 

perhaps gender mainstreaming practices and strategies in economic development, at least 

on the surface of it, are in fact benefiting women in some ways. For example, the 

evidence shows that the differential effect of economic development on life expectancy, 

literacy, and primary school enrollment rates is more positive for women than it is for 

men. This is encouraging evidence for gender mainstreamers, and lends to support to 

studies such as the World Bank's Engendering Development Report (2001), which quite 
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explicitly draws links between economic development and growth and the fulfillment of 

human rights for women. However, as I note earlier, if this is based on a notion of 

gender equality that is defined as women catching up with men, then deeper questions 

need to be asked about which men, in which countries. Furthermore, we must also be 

attentive to whether or not men are "equalizing down" to women (Elson, forthcoming). 

The findings also show that economic development has a more positive effect on 

decreasing male infant mortality rates relative to females and a negative effect on female 

economic activity rates (but no significant effects on male economic activity rates). This 

suggests that perhaps there are gendered dynamics playing out in both the public and 

private spheres that are not being effectively targeted by gender mainstreaming strategies 

and thus these issues warrant fiirther examination, and possibly the implementation of 

alternative policies by states. 

Democratization 

In this study, the variable for democratization is presumed to capture two 

important interrelated dynamics relevant to the achievement of socio-economic rights. 

The first is as a proxy of civil and political liberties, which are presumed to have an 

interdependent relationship with socio-economic rights, although one recent study by 

Milner et al. (2004) casts some doubt on the strength of that relationship. Yet, feminist 

human rights scholars have been quite clear about the indivisibility of political and civil 

liberties and socio-economic rights. The second is that democratic states may make trade

offs in the protection of human rights for women in the way they allocate resources. As a 
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purely empirical matter, many states have a particularly low representation of women in 

their federal parliaments and other high-ranking government positions, and thus have a 

fairly poor track record in even guaranteeing access of women to the liberal democratic 

state. As such, feminists and other human rights scholars are skeptical about formal 

channels of democracy in terms of guaranteeing socio-economic rights, particularly in 

light of Mittleman's (1997) claim that democracies are now more responsive and 

accountable to markets than to citizens. 

In Tables 4.9-4.11, the findings on the differential effects on democracy on 

women and men's socio-economic rights suggest that on balance, that as democracy 

increases, this has a more beneficial effect on women's socio-economic rights relative to 

men's. The implications of this finding suggest that despite women's overall lack of 

representation in world parliaments, there are positive by-products of democracy for 

improving socio-economic rights for women. This finding supports the proposition made 

in Chapter 3 that the transitional phase of democratization is generally beneficial for 

women, and one might infer that if democracy is increasing that it has not yet reached a 

consolidation phase. This interpretation is a bit of stretch since the measure of 

democracy employed captures the level of democracy of a coimtry, but if higher levels of 

democracy result in more positive outcomes for women's socio-economic rights, then by 

implication, as a country goes through the transitional process of democratization, 

women's socio-economic rights should improve. 

The problem with the democracy measure is that theoretically improvements in 

women's socio-economic rights relative to men's could be the function of the following 
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points as outlined in Chapter 3: 1. the achievement of political and civil liberties; 2. the 

way in which democracies allocate resources, or 3. the guarantee of private property 

rights, necessary to the functioning of capitalism. As such, it is difficult to discern if one 

of these dimensions of democracy has more impact than the others. 

Other Interesting Findings 

One interesting and surprising finding of this study that is noteworthy for 

feminists is the results of the CEDAW variable (number of years that a country has 

ratified the covenant). The CEDAW variable is positive and significant in every single 

model in Chapters 3 and 4. Because CEDAW is a direct result of the feminist critique of 

international human rights concepts and documents as well as feminist lobbying to ensure 

that women's human rights have a place on the international human rights agenda, it is 

important to examine these findings in a little more detail. 

Despite its many reservations, CEDAW has served as a very important 

mechanism by which feminist activists hold states accoimtable for the achievement of 

women's rights. Although the coefficients for the CEDAW variable were generally 

small, CEDAW proved to be highly significant across the models of globalization, 

economic development, and democratization, suggesting that perhaps there has been 

some small but "measurable" success of the global women's movement on individual 

states. Furthermore, it also suggests that as states become increasingly tied to the 

international human rights regime, there is a positive benefit for the achievement socio

economic rights for the entire population. That is, as women's rights improve, so do 
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men's'*. Finally, this finding also begins tap into the question of how legally codified 

rights affect material and social outcomes. In order for states to comply with human 

rights treaties they have ratified, some domestic laws have to be changed or implemented. 

A question that has vexed human rights scholars in general has been to how to know 

when a law or treaty is producing the desired effect (Poe et al. 1997). 

In sum, although in some instances the differential effects of globalization, 

economic development, and democratization appear to have more beneficial effects on 

improving some socio-economic rights of women's vis-a-vis men's, these findings 

should be viewed with caution because they don't necessarily mean that women, on 

balance, are better off than men. Additionally, the findings also reflect, in my view, the 

limitations of the data used in this study to try to capture the enormously complex 

relationship between globalization, economic development, democratization, and gender 

(in)equality in human rights. It is to this subject I now turn. 

Gendering Human Rights Data and Models: 

Scholars and policy makers working in the human rights arena have not just 

debated over how to define human rights and development but have also struggled with a 

way to measure human rights achievement and violations (Freedom House 2004, 

In models not reported here, there is a small but significant differential effect of 
CEDAW on women's and men's literacy, primary school enrollment, and economic 
activity rates. In all three cases, CEDAW more positively impacts women's achievement 
of these rates than men's, but retains a significant impact on only on men's achievement 
of literacy and primary school enrollment rates. There is no differential effect on 
CEDAW on infant mortality or life expectancy rates, but CEDAW does have an overall 
positive significant effect on both of these dependent variables. 



174 

Landman 2004, Green 2001, Poe et al., 2001, World Bank 2001, Bardhan and Klasen 

1999, Durbin 1999, Apodaca 1998, Leckie 1998, Chapman 1996, Jabine and Claude 

1992, Pritchard 1989, Cingaranelli 1988, Donnelly and Howard 1988, Morris 1979). As 

noted in Chapter 3, there are two primary ways that scholars have attempted to 

operationalize rights - as outcomes and as laws. In this study, the outcomes based 

measures were employed, but in so doing a number of issues came to light. 

First, despite the ratification of CEDAW in 1979 and the concurrent establishment 

of the International Research and Training Institute for the Advancement of Women 

(INSTRAW) whose specific mandate was to collect, analyze, and disseminate data on 

and about women, there is little sex disaggregated data that goes beyond what I used in 

this dissertation. There are many provisions in both women's rights and human rights 

documents that guarantee a wide range of socio-economic rights but there is little data to 

measure these particular rights. In addition, as noted in Chapter 2, feminists 

conceptualize human rights as something far more complex than equitable distribution of 

the presumed benefits and resources of economic development, globalization, and 

democratization, such as individual empowerment and capacity building, which are 

difficult to quantify. 

Second, because the socio-economic rights data is outcomes based and reflects the 

performance of states, it is actually defined by the public sphere, despite some authors' 

contentions that some of these variables tap into household relations in the private sphere. 

As argued in Chapter 3, one of the key insights of feminist perspectives on globalization 

and gender inequality has been its insistence on the interaction of the public and private 
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spheres. That is, what happens in the public sphere has ramifications for gender ideology 

and roles in the private sphere. As such, these measures simply cannot capture the 

gendered dynamics of the private sphere, which have ideological, physical, and material 

consequences for women with regards to socio-economic rights. 

For example, in this study, infant mortality rates and life expectancy rates were 

used to capture health and adequate standard of living. These are popular measures 

because the data has consistently been collected over a long period of time, and they are 

thought to tap into a multitude of issues related to health and well being, such as poverty, 

environmental degradation, and access to resources. In addition, Morris (1979) uses both 

of these measures as two of the three components of the Physical Quality of Life Index 

(PQLI) because they also tap into how well government expenditures are spent with 

regards to securing basic needs. Finally, this data is also sex differentiated, allowing a 

comparison between females and males with regards to quality of life. 

However appealing this data may be, there are also limitations to it. Traditional 

poverty measures are typically based on measures of household consumption and/or 

income (World Bank, 2001: 64, Sen, A. 1999). Therefore, the question becomes how to 

understand infant mortality and life expectancy rates also as indicators of poverty, rather 

than as indicators of good government practices, as Morris (1979) postulates. Is good 

health merely a matter of consumption, and if so, consumption of what? 

The additional problem with using infant mortality and life expectancy rates as a 

proxy for poverty is that they have different units of analysis. Infant mortality and life 

expectancy rates use the individual as its unit of analysis whereas traditional poverty 
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measures use the household. This presents difficulty in understanding how household 

consumption decision-making affects individual well being and health. Furthermore, as 

discussed below, is the problem of delineating decision making structures within 

households. 

Although a sex-differentiated individual poverty statistic would have been more 

ideal for this study rather than using infant mortality and life expectancy rates as 

indicators for health and adequate standard of living, as far as I can tell, this type of 

indicator simply does not exist or is unavailable to the public. This is curious given the 

oft-cited statistic that 70% of the world's 1.7 billion people in poverty are in fact women 

and children, and the subsequent coining of the term "the feminization of poverty" due to 

this statistic (UNDP, 1995:iii). In order to calculate this figure, poverty data would need 

to be disaggregated by sex. After having combed World Bank, IMF, and UN sources, I 

discovered that while general poverty statistics, such as income based measures (i.e. 

living on less than $1 a day) and the human poverty index (HPI)^ are available, there is 

no sex differentiation of these statistics and that the figure quoted by the UNDP is an 

estimate which seems to have taken on the status of "fact" with little population data to 

support such a finding (World Bank 2001: 63). 

Perhaps, as with mainstream human rights literature, there is an assumption that 

poverty has similar effects on men and women, and therefore no sex differentiation is 

necessary. Durbin (1999) notes that at the present time certain components of the HPI 

can be (and should be) disaggregated by sex. She notes, however, that other aspects are 

^ The HPI is a multidimensional, non-income based measure of poverty that focuses on 
survival, knowledge, standard of living, and social exclusion (Fukuda-Parr 1999). 
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the HPI are problematic in this regard, and urges the UNDP to make greater strides in 

developing a gendered HPI index as they have done with the GDI and GEM (discussed in 

Chapter 1). Furthermore, Durbin suggests that a gendered HPI must include dimensions 

of deprivation that are specific to women's lives because "it is not as simple to 

differentiate between men's and women's access to health services and safe water, either 

conceptually or practically" (Durbin 1999: 106). Income and consumption based 

measures are also plagued by a similar problem. As Fukuda-Parr (1999: 101) notes, 

"household consumption and income surveys do not show 'feminization of poverty,' as 

the incidence of poverty among female-headed households is no higher than among male-

headed households." However, through a great deal of qualitative and case study 

research, we know that this is not true. As Beneria (2003: 27) argues, the relationship 

between poverty and gender inequality is enormously complex once one considers how 

resources are distributed within individual households. 

This brings me to my final point about the use of this type of output data. 

Because of its inability to capture gendered interactions of the public and private spheres 

as well as gendered relations within those spheres, the data is at best capturing sex 

discrimination within the confines of the neo-liberal global economy rather than the 

structural feature of gender oppression. This is why I deliberately chose to label the sex 

variables in Chapters 3 and 4, as "sex" rather than "gender" and discussed sex differential 

effects rather than gender differential effects. Sex is an empirical category whereas 

gender is an analytical one. The findings do not shed much light on how globalization, 

economic development, and democratization help shape and sustain gender ideologies 
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that serve to oppress those identified with the feminine, and in this sense, there is indeed 

a formidable disjuncture between feminist analysis and the currently available data. 

A compelling example of this is that many participatory rural appraisal surveys 

indicate that community members identify women as "poor," regardless of their actual 

income or class status because of the gendered ideologies that limit their autonomy and 

ability to participate in decision-making (Fukuda-Parr 1999: 101-102). Thus, we may 

have a quantitative sense of how "poor" women are but not a qualitative and ideological 

sense. A similar criticism may be leveled at human rights measures as well, since the 

discourse around human rights has taken an economistic tum as evidenced by the 

currently prevailing "human rights approach to development" fi-amework in place at the 

UN and the World Bank. Barriteau (forthcoming), in her studies of Conmionwealth 

Caribbean, argues that composite human rights indicators, such as the GDI and GEM, 

places too much emphasis on the material relations of power (and empowerment) to the 

exclusion of the social and ideological relations of power. Thus, the high score of the 

Commonwealth Caribbean countries score on both the GDI and GEM masks the daily 

realities of gender-based oppression in many women's lives. 

Another related concern that should be noted here is that because the data really 

capture sex discrimination rather than gender inequality is what happens when women 

"catch up" with or potentially exceed men on these indicators that are currently being 

used to fi-ame public policy at both the international and domestic levels? Many 

feminists are concerned that this outcome would "create an impression that women no 

longer require assistance and that men are now much more needy beneficiaries" and that 
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there would be a "re-masculinization" of both the development and human rights 

discourses (Mcllwaine and Datta 2003: 375). There is some evidence that a type of 

backlash is already taking place in the labor force where neo-liberal restructuring has 

resulted in a demand for cheap female labor to the detriment of men (Mcllwaine and 

Datta 2003), as well as in the processes of democratization in which women are gaining 

ground in formal political channels once exclusively reserved for men (Mabandla 1995). 

Given some of the limitations of the data sketched out above, how then might we 

use and improve upon the research presented in this dissertation? It is to this question I 

now turn. 

Future Directions 

As noted earlier, the empirical findings of this dissertation will be encouraging to 

pro-globalization and neo-liberal economic development advocates as well as to some 

gender mainstreamers in the policymaking arena. Yet, at the same time, the results must 

be viewed with great caution for a number of reasons which I will explicate below in 

hopes of providing a map for thinking about how this study could be improved upon in 

terms of future research. 

A notable limitation of this study is the absence of other actors and stakeholders 

in the globalization and human rights regimes such as individuals, NGOs, and MNC's. 

Thus, the findings reflect a top-down view of the relationship between globalization, 

democratization, economic development, and socio-economic human rights achievements 

as well as an a priori conceptualization of what these phenomena "look like." I have 
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already noted that one problem with the construction of the socio-economic rights 

indicators is that they cannot effectively capture the gendered dimensions nor the social 

and political context that influence the achievability of these rights, for both groups and 

individuals. 

The set of indicators that I have chosen also may not accurately represent how 

individuals themselves understand human rights, globalization, and by extension 

empowerment. By applying a top-down or systemic model of globalization, economic 

development, and socio-economic rights, individual empowerment becomes implicitly 

defined as economic empowerment (von Braunmiihl 2002, Marchand 1996) to the 

exclusion of other notions of empowerment, such as Sen's (1999) and Nussbaum's 

(1995) capabilities approach^. Because human rights are socially constructed, and thus 

able to change over time and can have context specific meanings, we need to take more 

seriously the question of how people understand human rights and their ability to achieve 

these rights. By embarking on such an investigation, new ideas of what constitute human 

rights, how to measure them, and how to achieve them might come forth. While I am not 

arguing for a cultural relativist understanding of rights, I am suggesting that this is one 

way can we begin to untangle the diverse threads of society. As this study demonstrates, 

by using aggregate measures it is impossible to know how women and men of varying 

ethnicities and race, sexual orientation, and class and how the intersections of these 

cleavages are affected by globalization, economic development, and democratization. 

^ There have been numerous criticisms of both of these approaches. It is not my intent to 
delve into these controversies here but use the capabilities approach as an example of an 
expanded notion of empowerment that does not rely solely on economic empowerment. 
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Furthermore, it would allows us to see how these dimensions are connected globally with 

regards to the achievement of rights. For example, Mies (1999) analysis of the 

intersection of patriarchy and global capital, demonstrates how women in AICs, 

constructed as "consumers", have a profoimd impact on women's lives in developing 

countries who are constructed as "producers", as well as "reproducers." In both of these 

contexts, social and economic rights might be understood quite differently, and linkages 

between these understandings could be further explored in relation to political, cultural, 

historical, and economic context. 

There is an attempt of sorts, by the United Nations and the World Bank, to take 

more seriously the perspective of civil society with regards to human rights and 

development issues. This has often been in the form of increased partnership with NGOs 

and other civil society organizations presumed to be the "voice of the people"^. For the 

most part, feminists have welcomed the rise in civil society organizations and movements 

that appear to be the direct result of globalization opening up critical spaces for resistance 

and dialogue. With the increased role of NGOs in the human rights and development 

frame, it is possible that NGOs are in fact directing and allocating resources and/or 

mitigating effects of globalization in ways that the models in this dissertation cannot 

capture. Earlier in this chapter, I suggest that findings about globalization indicate that 

the state is allocating resources in such a way that by and large works to the benefit of 

For example, the UN greatly relaxed its restrictions around NGO participation in the 
Forth World Conference on Women in Beijing in 1995, and the World Bank (2004) 
claims that NGO involvement in World Bank fiinded projects has increased from "21 
percent of all projects in 1990 to about 72 percent in 2003." 
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both men and women. However, it is equally plausible that NGOs are also playing a 

significant role. 

If this is the case, then future research needs to also account for the 

"globalization" of NGO's and their role in promoting and/or contesting neo-liberal 

ideology that shapes the globalization, economic development, democratization, and 

human rights discourses. Some scholars suggest that NGOs have veered away fi-om their 

original function as a critical voice and advocate for the people and have become 

increasingly depoliticized and professionalized (Kamat 2004, Alvarez 1999). As such, 

NGOs and other community based organizations have become managers and 

intermediaries of neo-liberal development programs and policies that shifts the focus 

away fi-om the state and other structural causes of inequaUty (Kamat 2004). If this is 

indeed the case, then the role of NGOs in facilitating globalization, economic 

development, democratization, and human rights programs and ideologies cannot be 

underestimated and as such important consequences for feminist and anti-globalization 

movements, too numerous and complex to fully explore here. However, it is important to 

note that much more work needs to be done on the role of NGOs given their increasing 

prominence in the international system. 

Final Remarks 

In this dissertation, I attempt to improve upon previous studies of globalization 

and human rights by employing several strategies. First, I employ an interdisciplinary 

theoretical analysis that draws on disparate literatures fi-om political science, economics, 
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international law, and feminist studies. Second, I employ a methodology known as 

multiple imputation to try to deal with missing data problems that have plagued previous 

studies. Third, I test for the differential effects of globalization, economic development, 

and democracy on the achievement of female and male socio-economic rights that no 

study, to my knowledge, has done before. 

Overall, the findings in this dissertation shed light on inequities of men and 

women as empirical categories in the context of globalization, which have important 

implications in their own right since the World Bank (2001) has explicitly stated as its 

goal to correct gender inequities in order to facilitate development. That is, it sees sex 

inequities as an obstacle to the deepening of capitalism and economic development. 

Although not tested here, this is worthy of future investigation, particularly in light of the 

prominence of gender mainstreaming and the "human rights approach" to development 

strategies currently being adopted in an attempt to minimize the perceived "gendered" 

disjunctures of globalization. 
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APPENDIX A: RIGHTS RECOGNIZED UNDER THE INTERNATIONAL BILL 
OF HUMAN RIGHTS' 

Equality of rights without discrimination (Dl, D2, E2, E3, C2, C3) 
Life (D3, C6) 
Liberty and security of person (D3, C9) 
Protection against slavery (D4, C8) 
Protection against torture and cruel and inhuman punishment (D5, C I )  
Recognition as a person before the law (D6, CI6) 
Equal protection of the law (D7, CI 4, C26) 
Access to legal remedies for rights violations (D8, C2) 
Protection against arbitrary arrest or detention (D9, C9) 
Hearing before an independent and impartial judiciary (DIO, C14) 
Presumption of innocence (Dl 1, C14) 
Protection against ex post facto laws (Dl 1, C15) 
Protection of privacy, family, and home (D12, C17) 
Freedom of movement and residence (D13, C12) 
Seek asylum from persecution (D14) 
Nationality (D15) 
Marry and found a family (D16, ElO, C23) 
Own property (D17) 
Freedom of thought, conscience, and religion (D18, C18) 
Freedom of opinion, expression, and the press (D19, C19) 
Freedom of assembly and association (D20, CI, C22) 
Political participation (D21, C25) 
Social security (D22, El9) 
Work, xmder favorable conditions (D23, E6, E7) 
Free trade unions (D23, E8, C22) 
Rest and Leisure (D24, E7) 
Food, Clothing, and Housing (D25, Ell) 
Health care and social services (D25, El2) 
Special protections for children (D25, ElO, C24) 
Education (D26, E13, E14) 
Participation in cultural life (D27, El5) 
A social and international order needed to realize rights (D28) 
Self-determination (El, CI) 
Humane treatment when detained or imprisoned (CIO) 
Protection against arbitrary expulsion of aliens (CI 3) 
Protection against advocacy of racial or religious hatred (C20) 
Protection of minority culture (C27) 
Key: The source of each right is in parentheses, by document and article number. D = 
UDHR, C = ICCPR, E = ICESCR. 

' Adopted from Dormelly (1998: 6, Table 1.1). 
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APPENDIX B: COUNTRY LIST 

Afghanistan Costa Rica Israel 
Albania Cote d'lvore Italy 
Algeria Croatia Jamaica 
Andorra Cuba Japan 
Angola Cyprus Jordan 
Antigua & Barbuda Czechoslovakia Kazakhstan 
Argentina Denmark Kenya 
Armenia Djibouti Kirbati 
Australia Dominica Korea, North 
Austria Dominican Republic Korea, South 
Azerbaijan Ecuador Kuwait 
Bahamas Egypt Kyrgyzstan 
Bahrain El Salvador Latvia 
Bangladesh Equatorial Guinea Lebanon 
Barbados Eritrea Lesotho 
Belarus Estonia Liberia 
Belgium Ethiopia Libya 
Belize Fiji Liechtenstein 
Benin Finland Lithuania 
Bhutan France Luxembourg 
Bolivia Gambia Macedonia 
Bosnia Georgia Madagascar 
Botswana Germany, East Malawi 
Brazil Germany, West Malaysia 
Brunei Ghana Maldives 
Bulgaria Greece Mali 
Burkina Faso Grenada Malta 
Burundi Guatemala Marshall Islands 
Cambodia Guinea Mauritania 
Cameroon Guinea-Bissau Mauritius 
Canada Guyana Mexico 
Cape Verde Haiti Micronesia 
Central Afiican Rep. Honduras Moldova 
Chad Hungary Monaco 
Chile Iceland Mongolia 
China India Morocco 
Colombia Indonesia Mozambique 
Comoros Iran Myanmar (Burma) 
Congo (Brazzaville) Iraq Namibia 
Congo (Zaire) Ireland Nauru 
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Nepal Sweden 
Netherlands Switzerland 
New Zealand Syria 
Nicaragua Taiwan 
Niger Tajikistan 
Nigeria Tanzania 
Norway Tanzania 
Oman Thailand 
Pakistan Togo 
Palau Tonga 
Panama Trinidad & Tobago 
Papua New Guinea Tunisia 
Paraguay Turkey 
Peru Turkish Cyprus 
Philippines Turkmenistan 
Poland Tuvalu 
Portugal Uganda 
Qatar Ukraine 
Rumania United Arab Emirates 
Russia (USSR) United Kingdom 
Rwanda United States 
Samoa Uruguay 
San Marino Uzbekistan 
Sao Tome & Principe Vanuatu 
Saudi Arabia Venezuela 
Senegal Vietnam, North 
Seychelles Vietnam, South 
Sierra Leone Yugoslavia 
Singapore Zambia 
Slovakia Zimbabwe 
Slovenia 
Solomon Islands 
Somalia 
South Africa 
Spain 
Sri Lanka 
St. Kitts & Nevis 
St. Lucia 
St. Vincent 
Sudan 
Suriname 
Swaziland 
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