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Abstract. Institutions are a major factor explaining developmentountes. This study fo-

cuses on social institutions related to gender inequaliyeustood as long-lasting norms,
values and codes of conduct that shape gender roles, anehfmevidence on why they
matter for development. We derive hypotheses from exidtiegries and empirically test
them at the cross-country level with linear regressionsgudie newly created Social Insti-
tutions and Gender Index (SIGI) and its subindices as meadur social institutions. We

find that apart from geography, political system, religiand the level of economic devel-
opment, one has to consider social institutions relate@tmgr inequality to better account
for differences in development. Our results show that $aastitutions that deprive women

of their autonomy and bargaining power in the householdhar increase the private costs
and reduce the private returns to investments into girksaasociated with lower female ed-
ucation, higher fertility rates and higher child mortalioreover, social institutions related

to gender inequality are negatively associated with geaeca measured as rule of law and
voice and accountability.
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1 Introduction

Institutions are a major factor explaining developmentoutes. They guide human be-
havior and shape human interactidwofth, 1990. Institutions are humanly-devised to
reduce uncertainty and transaction cost, they are rootedlinre and history and some-
times they are taken-for granted and become belidddl @nd Taylor 1996 De Soysa and
Jatting 2007). Our study centers on a special type of institutions and #helanatory
value for development outcomes: social institutions esldb gender inequality.

It is a settled fact that gender inequalities come at a casgid®s the consequences that
the affected women experience as they are deprived of thsic reedomsSen 1999,
gender inequalities affect the whole society. They can tealithealth, low human cap-
ital, bad governance and lower economic growth (&/grld Bank 2001 Klasen 2002.
Gender inequalities can be observed in outcomes like eiducaiealth and economic and
political participation, but they are rooted in gender sdleat evolve from institutions that
shape everyday life and form role models that people try id And satisfy. We refer
to these long-lasting norms, values and codes of conduaaal $nstitutions related to
gender inequality.

We investigate the impact of these social institutionsteeldo gender inequality on
development outcomes controlling for relevant determimanch as religion, political
system, geography and the level of economic developmenideXslopment outcomes
we choose indicators from the fields of education, demogcaphealth and governance.
In particular, we use female secondary schooling, fertikites, child mortality and gov-
ernance in the form of rule of law and voice and accountabiliVe choose these in-
dicators as they are related to economic development aod ak to find out whether
social institutions related to gender inequality hindergoess in reaching the Millennium
Development Goals.

Most of the studies that have a similar research focus ardumed at the household
level and proxy social institutions related to gender wittasures of autonomy or status
of women (e.gAbadian 1996 Hindin, 2000. At the cross-country level data are scarce
and therefore only few studies are available that centethendevelopment impact of
gender-relevant social institutions (eMorrison and Jutting2005 Jitting et al. 2008.

In Branisa et al(2009 and Branisa et al(2009 we propose several nhew composite
indices that measure social institutions related to gemasyuality at the country level:
the Social Institutionsand Gender Index (SIGI) and its five subindicesamily Code, Civil

L In particular, goal 3 “Promote gender equality and empowemen”, goal 4 “Reduce child mortality”
and goal 5 “Improve maternal health” are relevant herepalgin the other goals can be at least indirectly
linked to our chosen indicators.



liberties, Physical integrity, Son preference and Ownership rights. These measures use
as input variables from the OECD Gender, Institutions andelbpment databaseWe
are not aware of other measures that provide a similar enassimy way to capture the
institutional basis of gender inequality at the cross-¢oulevel.

In this paper we use these newly proposed measures and chethewrthey are asso-
ciated with the chosen development outcomes at the crassrydevel. We proceed as
follows. First, we look for relevant theories linking - atl& implicitly - social institutions
related to gender inequality with development outcomes sischealth, demographics,
education and the governance of a society. We refer to banggihousehold models (e.g.
Manser and Brown198Q McElroy and Horney1981, Lundberg and PollgkL993 and
models considering the costs and returns of children egker 1981, King and Hill,
1993 Hill and King, 1995 as well as to contributions from several disciplines on-gov
ernance and democracy. These contributions focus on elifels in behavior between
men and women, and on the role of women’s movements couiltegvpower to per-
sonal rule and clientelism (e.§wamy et al.2001;, Tripp, 2001). Second, we run several
linear regressions with the outcome indicators as dependeiables and the SIGI and
its subindices as the main explanatory variables. Ourteshbw that social institutions
related to gender inequality matter; higher inequalityagial institutions is associated
with lower development outcomes. In a related pap@étting and Morrisso2009 fol-
low the same econometric procedure we use here and studypiaei of the SIGI and its
subindices on gender inequality on labor market outcomes.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. SecZpnesents the concept and mea-
surement of social institutions related to gender inetyidh sectior3 we review existing
theory on household decision-making and incorporate kmgatutions into the models,
deriving hypotheses on their impact on female educatiatilife and child mortality. In
section4 we formulate hypotheses on the impact of social institutiom rule of law, and
voice and accountability based on the literature on goverademocracy and gender.
Data is described in sectidn The empirical estimation and the results are presented in
section6. Section7 concludes.

2The data are available at the web-pagesttp://wwv wikigender.org and
http: //ww. oecd. or g/ dev/ gender/ gi d.
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2 Social institutions related to gender inequality:

Concept and measurement

There are several approaches to institutions. Accordifgaieh (199Q p. 3 ff.) “insti-
tutions are the rules of the game in a society”, they are “miyndevised constraints that
shape human interaction”. From an economics perspectiggfutions are conceived as
the result of collective choices in a society to achieve gi&iom cooperation by reducing
uncertainty, collective action dilemmas and transactiost& A sociological or cultural
perspective, that is complementary to the rational choie® celates institutions to cul-
ture. Institutions in this sense frame meanings and beliegéople try to satisfy norms
rather than to act individually within the rules of the game, institutions do not canal-
ize preferences of actors, they influence the preferencgslzape the role models and
identities of the actors themselves. Actors and instihgiamalgamate so that actors are
often not aware of the guiding principles of their behavioggitimacy and appropriate-
ness drive institutional evolution more than efficiency siderations. Cultural authority,
power in a society and community dynamics might be more aglein shaping such
institutions that become taken-for-granted without andusly being evaluated against
efficiency considerationgHall and Taylor 1996 and references therein).

Social institutions related to gender inequality that build the focus of our study are
more embedded in the cultural-sociological account aljhcefficiency issues may also
matter. We conceive these social institutions as longAgstorms, values and codes
of conduct that find expression in traditions, customs arltual practices, informal
and formal laws. They are at the bottom of gender roles andligtabution of power
between men and women in the family, in the market and in kao@ political life. As
social institutions related to gender inequality build drel taken-for-granted basis of
people’s behavior and interaction in all spheres of lifeytehape the social and economic
opportunities of men and women, their autonomy in takingsieas ©yson and Moorg
1983 Abadian 1996 Hindin, 2000 Bloom et al, 2001) or the capabilities to live the life
they value §en 1999. That is why they might affect important development outes
and contribute to outcome gender inequalitie Soysa and Jitting@007).

As we are interested in the impact of social institutionatesd to gender inequality we
make use of the recently proposgatial Institutionsand Gender Index (SIGI) and its five
subindicegamily code, Civil liberties, Physical integrity, Son preference andOwnership
rights (Branisa et al.2009 that cover between 102 and 123 developing countriEisese

3 As discussed inBranisa et al. (2009, an alternative measure of social institutions would
be the Women’'s Social Rights index (WOSOC) of the CIRI Humaighi® Data Project



cross-country composite measures are built out of twelvielies of the OECD Gender,
Institutions and Development Database that proxy socsditutions through prevalence
rates, indicators of social practices and legal indicaf@iarrison and Jitting2005 Jut-
ting et al, 2008.%

The five subindices of the SIGI measure each one dimensionctdlgnstitutions re-
lated to gender inequality. For that reason, the method lgtporic principal component
analysis Kolenikov and Angeles2009 is chosen to extract the common information of
the variables corresponding to a subindex. Hamily code subindex captures institu-
tions that directly influence the decision-making power @nen in the household. It
is composed of four variables that measure whether womes thavright to be the le-
gal guardian of a child during marriage and whether womere ltastody rights over a
child after divorce, whether there are formal inheritangats of wives, the percentage
of girls between 15 and 19 years of age who are/were everedam@ind the acceptance
of polygamy in the populatio”. The Civil liberties subindex covers the freedom of social
participation of women and combines two variables, freedbmovement of women and
freedom of dress, i.e. whether there is an obligation for eo1o use a veil or burga to
cover parts of their body in the public. TiRhysical integrity dimension comprises two
indicators on violence against women, the existence of &yesnst domestic and sexual
violence and the percentage of women who have undergondeegaaital mutilation.
The subindexSon preference measures the economic valuation of women and is based on
a ‘missing women’ variable that measures an extreme fornmrefeping boys over girls
based on information of the female population that has dsealr@sult of gender inequal-
ity. The last subindeXOwnership rights covers the access of women to several types of
property: land, credits and property other than land. THeegof the SIGI and of all
the subindices are between 0 and 1. The value 0 means no dowenyequality and the
value 1 indicates high inequality.

The SIGI combines the five subindices into a multidimendioreasure of deprivation
of women in a country. It is inspired by the Foster-Greer{Decke poverty measures
(Foster et al. 1984 and aggregates gender inequality in several dimensiorsuned

(http://ciri.binghanton.edu/) that measures from a human rights perspective the typestif in
tutions we are interested in. We prefer to work with the SI@& ds subindices and not with WOSOC as
WOSOC also covers outcomes of these institutions and ddedlow to differentiate between dimen-
sions of social institutions, e.g. between what happerfsmihe family and what happens in public life.
Moreover, WOSOC can only take four values from 0 to 3 which esakdifficult to compare countries
as there are many ties in the data.

4 The data are available at the web-pagesttp://wwv wikigender.org and
http: //ww. oecd. or g/ dev/ gender/ gi d.

5 Countries where this information is not available are assigscores based on the legality of polygamy.
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by the subindices. The underlying methodology of consioacteads to penalization
of high inequality in each dimension and allows only for drtompensation between
dimensions. The value of the SIGI is calculated as follows.

SIGI = % (Subindex Family Cod@ + % (Subindex Civil Libertie$?
+ :—é (Subindex Physical Integritg + :—é (Subindex Son preferenie
+ % (Subindex Ownership Rights 1)

The main shortcoming of these indices is that they cover delgloping countries. This
is due to the fact that the variables used as input do not measlevant social institu-
tions related to gender inequalities in OECD countries.tHairresearch is required to
develop appropriate measures for developed countrieser@less, these social institu-
tions indicators are innovative measures of the sociah@tic and political valuation of
women and add information to other existing measures ofgendquality in well-being
and empowerment such as the Gender-Related Developmext(G®dI) and the Gender
Empowerment Measure (GEM) frokdnited Nations Development Programrf995,
the Global Gender Gap Index from the World Economic Foruwopgz-Claros and Za-
hidi, 2005, the Gender Equity Index developed by Social Watshadjal Watch 2005,
and the African Gender Status Index proposed by the EconGariemission for Africa
(Economic Commission for Afric&2004). The SIGI and its subindices focus on the roots
of gender inequality in a society and not on gender ineguadibutcomes. The ranking
of countries according to the SIGI and its subindices isge=l in Tablel.

3 Social Institutions and Household Decisions

In this section we review the existing literature about theeptials effects of social insti-
tutions related to gender inequality on the outcomes fem@leation, fertility and child
mortality. It is not in the scope of this study to develop anfai model that incorporates
social institutions as a main variable and specifies thetdxactional relationships. In-
stead, we use existing theories that give hints on how simstdutions operate. We focus
on the microeconomic literature as we assume that the effextcial institutions related
to gender inequality operates at the micro-level affectlagisions of households. This
literature provides the necessary micro-foundation fareyapirical analysis which as a
consequence of our aggregated country data can only be cieadat the macro-level.
We use the non-unitary approach to the household and theothefliNet Present Value



to illustrate the effect of social institutions related tenger inequality on the outcomes
female education, fertility and child mortality. Non-ueny household models show that
household decisions are the result of the distribution ajdéiaing power in the household.
The essence is that outcomes are affected by who takes tiseodle€€ommon to the non-
unitary models, that were initiated bjanser and Brow(i1980 andMcElroy and Horney
(1981, is a game-theoretic approach to the household. Husbahdidée have their own
utility function, UP(c") for the husband and¥(c") for the wife, that depend each on
the consumption of private goods® They bargain over the allocation of resources to
maximize their utility. In the case they do not reach agrasntieey receive a payoff
which corresponds to an individual ‘threat poirR"(S, Z) andP¥(S, Z) which comprises
the utilities associated with non-agreemér@andZ are defined below. The implication
of non-unitary models is that household members do not sip@bl resources and that
inequality in power may cause inequality in outcomiear{bur, 2003 Pollak 2003 2007
Lundberg and Pollakk008.2 Empirical evidence shows that bargaining takes place and
that who controls resources in the household significarftlycts allocation decisions
and that decisions by women differ from those taken by men Tdnomas 199Q 1997,
Schultz 199Q Lundberg et al.1997 Haddad and Hoddinqt1994 Rasu| 2008.

If husband and wife have to take decisions about their sodslanghters which will
affect the future then the consideration of who takes thésastmust be complemented
with that of time. The method of the Net Present ValN@Y/) allows to take into account
not only present but also future costs and returns to investsnin boys and girls (e.g.
King and Hill, 1993 chapter 1). Th&PV affects the decision of the household members.
To simplify the illustration we ignore that bargaining takg@lace and name the decision-
maker ‘parents’. The maximization of utility in a multi-ped model leads parents to
consider the costs and returns of their investment in theldi@n. This private calculation
of parents at periotl= 0 can then be represented with tReV of the investment in a

child, withNPV = 5T %@—Z)t whereT is the number of time periods considered,

6 Certainly, there are public goods in the household that ba#band and wife consume within the mar-
riage.

The threat point may be external to the marriage. In this @as@responds to the individual’s utility
outside the family in case of divorce, as it is modeled in tiverde threat models dflanser and Brown
(1980 andMcElroy and Horney(1981). In the separate spheres bargaining modelsiofiberg and Pol-
lak (1993 the threat point is internal to the marriage and is thetytdssociated with a non-cooperative
equilibrium within marriage given by traditional gendela®and social norms, where the spouses receive
benefits due to the joint consumption of public goods.

Using Nash-Bargaining a solution to these non-unitary rieockn be found. Husband and wife maximize
the Nash product functioN = [U"(c" — P"(S, Z)][U"(c¥ — P%(S,Z)], that is subject to a pooled budget
constraint. The result is the demand funct@e= f'(p,y,S,Z) with p for prices,y for total household
income and = w, h (Lundberg and Pollaikk008.

7



Rrepresents the returns the costs of investments in a child, angpresents the discount
rate. Like the threat poirf in the non-unitary modelfk andK are functions ofS and

Z that will be explained below. If thBIPV is positive parents decide to invest in a child.
Gender inequality in the investments in boys and girls aristhe NPV of boys is larger
then the one of girl$.

Finally, let us explairSandZ. S can be defined as ‘extrahousehold environmental pa-
rameters’ McElroy, 1990 or ‘gender-specific environmental parameteFlpre 1997)
that influence the threat point in the non-unitary housemotitiels and theNPV of a
child. We consider tha® can be best described aocial institutions related to gender
inequality. Z represents all other influential factors besi@ahat affect the threat point
in the non-unitary model and ti¢PV of a child.

3.1 Social Institutions and Female Education

There are several ways how social institutions related twgeinequality might affect
the costs and returns of educational investmé&h8ocial institutions related to gender in-
equality influence the costs of education as they shape gevlds related to the division
of labor and the opportunity costs of educating girls. Opyaty costs include income
from child labor and are higher for girls when they are expédd do housework, to care
for their younger siblings or to work in agriculture. Boy®an general less engaged in
household production. Moreover, traditions like payingoagy increase costs and nega-
tively affect parents’ decision to educate their daughfidi and King, 1995 Lahiri and
Self, 2007).

Social institutions related to gender inequality alsodctftee returns to education. They
are generally lower for girls than for boys because girls\wothen are discriminated on
the labor market in the form of entry restrictions and wagesgd hus, boys are expected
to be economically more productive. They become or are ljtioa the building block
of their parents’ old-age security. Moreover, parents camxpect or expect only low
returns from female education when the daughter marriedesves the house implying
that the family loses her labor forc®gsqua2005 Song et al.2006. Another issue
that may be considered by the parents’ calculation is reug# bride price that does not

9 SeePasqug2005 who considers both perspectives, the non-unitary appramthe household and the
cost and returns approach in the case of education of girls.

10 1t must be noted that the privaléPV of investments in the education of children does not cooedp
to the socialNPV. Social returns to education, especially female educatom often higher than the
private ones. There is evidence that society benefits framale education as it contributes to overall
development and drives economic growtttil(and King, 1995 Klasen 2002 Braunstein2007 Klasen
and Lamanna2009. The resulting investment in female education will thetenfbe sub-optimal.



compensate the investments in the education of aldill énd King, 1995.

In addition to these considerations, social instituticglated to gender inequality can
affect the supply of schooling which might reduce incergite send girls to school.
School environments that are hostile to the needs of gitddcmfluence parents’ deci-
sion to send girls to school. Examples are that no latrinepravided, no female teachers
are available, distances to school are too long or pricew faoys Hill and King, 1995
Alderman et al.1996 Pasqua2005 Lahiri and Self2007).

The costs and returns perspective does not rule out thatiskiébdtion of decision-
making power in the household matters, too. The non-unitansehold approach is also
useful to explain low female educatioRgsqua2005. Several empirical studies show
that when women dispose of more resources, investmenteirdhcation of girls are
higher (e.gSchultz 2004 Emerson and Souza007).

Hypothesis 1: Social institutions that deprive women of their autonomy and bargaining
power in the household or that increase the private costs and reduce the private returns
to investments into female education are associated with lower female education than in
a more egalitarian environment.

3.2 Social Institutions and Fertility and Child Mortality Rates

Social institutions related to gender inequality thatniestemale decision-making power
in the household and reduce tR&V of the investment in girls in comparison to boys do
not only lead to low female education but also to higher ligrtievels and higher child
mortality.

We first focus on fertility. Using a non-unitary householgegach it can be argued that
the net utility of a woman associated with getting a child midiffer from that of a man.
Assuming that both derive the same satisfaction of havirgld,dhe net utility a woman
derives is lower than the one of the man as the woman bearsahtbet costs of having
children. These costs are related to the discomfort of @megy) health risks related to
pregnancy, and the income losses associated with time spetttild care. This might
explain why women might want less children than men, but oaachieve their objec-
tives in the presence of social institutions that restheirtpower in limiting the number
of children born. Empirical studies support the hypoth#sas reduced female bargaining
power leads to shorter time spans between births, a lowafusmtraceptives and higher
fertility levels (Thomas 1990 Abadian 1996 Hindin, 200Q Saleem and Bobak005
Seebens2008.



The perspective of thBPV gives a second explanation for higher fertility if there are
social institutions that favor gender inequality. In thesafice of well-functioning in-
surance markets and pension systems, parents in developimgries may need more
children to feel secure. Depending on the costs of a childthedeturns to the invest-
ment in a child parents will consider to get more childtéms it was explained in the
previous subsection on female education, social instistrelated to gender inequality
affect theNPV of investments in children. If these social institutionsés income earn-
ing opportunities for girls, th&IPV of investments in girls will be lower than thi¢PV of
investments in boys so that sons often yield the promise séraconomic security than
daughters do. As long as parents cannot perfectly conteadelx of their offspring, they
will bear more children to increase the chance of having mores Cain 1984 Abadian
1996 Kazianga and Klonne2009.

Child mortality is our next development outcome of interegt explain higher child
mortality levels in the presence of social institutiong tiaadvantage women one has to
consider that mothers are usually the primary caregivechitdren in developing coun-
tries. In line with the non-unitary approach, if mothers @anly limited power in the
household and are not free to take decisions, they are eamsdrin the use of health care
or in the access to food and other goods necessary for childré cannot take care of
their children as they would without those restrictions.isTimight lead to worse child
health and higher child mortality rateSHomas 199Q 1997 Bloom et al, 2001, Smith
et al, 2002 Maitra, 2004 Shroff et al, 2009.

From theNPV perspective it might be rational for parents to invest marthe health
and nutrition of boys than in girls who as a consequence csuffér more heavily from
health problems and experience higher mortality rates bugs. It is possible that this
behavior increases overall child mortality rates. Morepthee limited education and in-
formation that women typically experience in patriarchadisties as a result of pasfVv
calculations of their parents or as a result of lacking ofputies for information in the
society might also lead to worse child health as measuredg.gnthropometric indica-
tors and to higher child mortality figureS¢hultz 2002 Shroff et al, 2009.

Hypothesis 2: Social institutions that deprive women of their autonomy and bargaining
power in the household or that increase the private costs and reduce the private returns of

11 women might be even more dependent on their children thartthgbands if they live in an environment
of social institutions hostile to women where they lack asc® resources, financial security and legal
protection.

10



investmentsinto girls are associated with higher fertility levelsand higher child mortality
than in an egalitarian environment.

4 Social Institutions and the Society: Governance

Social institutions related to gender inequality do notyanfluence household behavior,
they also determine the place women have in society. In Seswhere social institutions
limit the rights of women, their access to resources andeptan, and where women’s
place is restricted to the private sphere, they usually balea limited say in the public
and political domain. They have only few possibilities tgamize themselves in women’s
associations as well as to enter the political arena. Whigéisnpact of social institutions
related to gender inequality on governance?

Various disciplines (economics, politics and sociologghsider the issue of gover-
nance at all levels and sectors of a society. Although theeeviariety of definitions of
the concept, common to the different approaches are isgeeselsponsiveness, steer-
ing and governability, accountability and legitimacy. Védyron the general definition
of Kaufmann et al(2008 p. 7) who developed several well-known governance indica-
tors and defined governance “broadly as the traditions astdutions by which authority
in a country is exercised. This includes the process by whamlernments are selected,
monitored and replaced; the capacity of the governmentéatefely formulate and im-
plement sound policies; and the respect of citizens andt#te ®r the institutions that
govern economic and social interactions among them.” ThddABank states that in
general gender inequalities come at the cost of governdsodd Bank 2001). Evidence
and causal mechanisms are rather suggestive. There aestiwe explanations of why
social institutions consolidating gender roles hindehhagality governance.

First, there exist psychological and sociological explemes that center on arguments
that women are less corrupt and less egoistic than men. Tieemare risk-averse and
tend to follow the rules. Moreover, women’s socializatismmore community-oriented
and hence, women often represent not only their needs lutredsneeds of other social
groups Dollar et al, 2001, Swamy et al.2001). Therefore, societies that give women
economic and political power will have a political systenattlis more rule oriented,
responsive and accountable compared to a society where n@pearticipation is op-
pressed?

12 policy decisions are influenced by politicians’ gendert &sshown byChattopadhyay and Dufi@004)
in a randomized policy experiment in India. According tcstetudy the type of public goods provided
depends on the gender of political leaders. Therefore,anbatl representation of men and women in

11



Second, women’s movements have played and play a majomroiereasing the qual-
ity of political systems Waylen 1993 Tripp, 2001). Tripp (200]) states for African
countries (notably Eastern and Southern Africa) that wosnemmvements represent one
of the most important forces challenging neopatrimonibd that finds expression in pa-
tronage, clientelism and personal rule. Political refomhshe beginning of the 1990s
in form of free and competitive elections, freedom of expi@s and association, and
multi-party systems were not sufficient to end the praxisedpatrimonialism. Never-
theless, these reforms strengthened social forces likmtivement of women that started
to demand the rule of law, transparency, responsivenessi@alntability. In the be-
ginning, governments and political parties affiliated wonh@the system as they wanted
them to be part of it and to weaken their opposition. But womeatized that they nei-
ther got access to formal political positions nor acceskeédienefits of clientelism. The
denied access to power and participation in the politicaharand in the economy that
had existed for years drove women to develop a differentiogldo the state and to the
execution of power than men. Especially, being part of aoramnous movement women
could claim the rule of law, equality and transparency. Meeg, by cross-cutting cleav-
ages like ethnicity or religion women’s movements did nayarain members but also
hindered clientelistic practices that go along those lingkhough there are no quanti-
fied and universal results about the real effects of the p@iv@romen’s movements in
increasing the quality of political systems, this arguraéinh might be suggestive about
why countries with high gender inequality in social indfibtas might display a bad qual-
ity of governance. It might be because such social instiigtihinder women in the first
stage, namely to organize themselves and to express tteziests.

Hypothesis 3: Social institutions related to high gender inequality inhibit the building
blocks of good governance. In societies with social institutions favoring gender inequal -
ity political systemswill be less responsive and less open to the citizens, so that voice and
accountability will be reduced.

Hypothesis 4: Social institutions related to high gender inequality inhibit the building
blocks of good governance. In societieswith social institutionsfavoring gender inequality
there might be more personal rule in the political system as well as inequality in justice
and legal systems, so that the rule of law will be weakened.

politics could be more responsive to the needs of the maleeamdle population. This does not rule
out that women tend to be more community-oriented than mdritet they represent the needs of other
social groups such as those reflecting ethnicity or relighmme than men do.
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5 Data

Our investigation uses macro-data at the country levelleTabives an overview over the
variables used for our estimations, the definitions and #ta slources. Descriptive statis-
tics of the variables used are presented in T&l&s main regressors we use the SIGI
and its five subindiceBamily code, Civil liberties, Physical integrity, Son Preference and
Ownership rightsin our estimations to check their explanatory value for teestiopment
outcomes female education, fertility, child mortality aglvernance.

First, we are interested in the impact of social institusiom female education, fertil-
ity and child mortality. As dependent variables we tastl fertility rates from World
Bank (2009 and child mortality rates from World Bank (2008. To measure education
we choosdemale gross secondary school enrollment rates because this enables impor-
tant functionings and empowers women. Furthermore we asshat parents take into
account that basic education of both boys and girls is nacg$sr fulfilling tasks related
to the household. Data for secondary school enrollmentrane World Bank(2009.

Second, we want to estimate the association between gaweraad our social institu-
tions measures. We use the Governance Indicators devdbyg€aufmann et al(2008
and choose two of them to capture equality before the lawicpidolerance and security
as well as responsiveness, political openness and actilityitan the political system.
Therule of law index measures the extent to which contracts are enforaggraperty
rights are ensured and the extent to which people trust istdtte and respect the rules
of the society. Theoice and accountability index proxies civil and political liberties like
freedom of expression, freedom of association, free medibtlae extent of active and
passive political participation of citizens.

In all regressions we control for the level of economic depetent, religion, region
and the political system in a country. The specific variablesise are:

¢ the log of per capita GDP in constant prices to control forldgwel of economic
development (US$, PPP, base year: 2005);

e a Muslim majority and a Christian majority dummy to controf the impact of
religion, the left-out category being countries that hag#her a majority of Muslim
nor a majority of Christian population;

e region dummies to capture geography and other unexplaistetdgeneity that
might go together with region, the left-out category beindpSaharan Africa;

e two political institutions variables, the electoral demamy variable and the civil
liberties index fronfFreedom Housg008 that together measure liberal democracy
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which is assumed to be related to responsiveness to the oitbespublic, political
openness and tolerance in a courtty.

We use different additional control variables in each regi@n following suggestions
in the literature. In the fertility and child mortality reggsions, we additionally control
for

e female literacy rates to measure the ability of women to rabriheir reproductive
behavior, to care for themselves and their children ®agy 2002 Hatt and Wa-
ters 2006 Lay and Robilliard 2009);

e a dummy proxying for high HIV/AIDS prevalence rates to cohtior extreme
health problems especially in Sub-Saharan Africa due toSA[(B.g.Foster and
Williamson, 2000.

The Governance regressions exclude as control varial#esith liberties index from
Freedom House as this index is used to build the voice anduataioility index that we
choose as dependent variable. We keep the electoral detya@m@able because it does
not pose a problem. We additionally include as control Vaeis

e the share of literate adult population to control for the yapon’s ability to be
informed, to express their needs and to hold politiciansbaatable Keefer and
Khemanj 2005;

e ethnic fractionalization as it might disturb governana®tigh identity politics, pa-
tronage and distribution conflicts (e@ollier, 200%, Tripp, 2001);

e a measure of trade openness as openness increases thaéscenbuild ‘good’
institutions to attract trading partners, to join tradingyreements etc. (e.dAl-
Marhubi 2005.

Social institutions, i.e. normative frameworks, changl stowly and incrementally.
As the social institutions indicators are not expected enge much over time we have to
decide which year or time span should be covered by the o#n@tbles. For our response
variables we choose to take the average of the existingvalgr five or six years (2000-
2005, 2001-2005). For the control variables we take thea@ess of the existing values
over ten years (1996-2005j. The averages provide information that is more stable than
using a particular year. Using a longer time span for therobntriables than for the
response variables allows to capture possible time delatjsaffects can be observed.
Nevertheless, we acknowledge that the choice of the timessarbitrary.

13 We multiply the civil liberties index by -1 to facilitate ietpretation.

14 The ethnic fractionalization variable is constant overetias changes in the ethnic composition of a
country at least over 20 and 30 years are rare.
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6 Empirical estimation and Results

6.1 Empirical estimation

We compute the Pearson correlation coefficient betweenvbestibindices to show that
they are correlated, but not perfectly. We additionally poe the correlation between the
social institutions indices and the control variables teadwhether the social institutions
indices are proxies for these control variables.

We then empirically test with linear regressions whether¢bmposite measures re-
flecting social institutions related to gender inequaditare associated with each of the
response variableg, representing the chosen development outcomes. We estisat
gressions in the form

Vi =Y+ Bs + control variables+€; 2)

using information at the country level. We are mainly ingteel in testing the null hypoth-
esis that the coefficierfi is zero at a statistical significance levelot= 5%. If the null
hypothesis is rejected, it is reasonable to infer that thasuee proxying social institu-
tions related to gender inequality does matter for the greeponse variable, as predicted
in the hypothesis from sectioBsand4.

The general procedure used for each of the response variedhsists of two steps.
First, we start examining the effect of SIGI. We begin oumaation with a simple linear
regression with SIGI as the only regressor We then run a multiple linear regression
adding the main group of control variables that consistheflével of economic devel-
opment, region dummies, religion dummies and the polisgatem variables. If SIGI is
significant in this regression, we continue and, if applieabstimate the complete model
with all identified control variables to confirm whether Si®@mains significant.

As SIGl is a rather broad measure to rank and compare cosir@inié policy implica-
tions are difficult to derive from it, in a second step we foomsthe subindices to get
a more precise idea about what kind of social institutionghibe related to the cho-
sen development outcomes. We estimate the same multipkr Iregression(s) described
above using the five subindicessaene at a time instead of SIGI to explore which dimen-
sion of social institutions related to gender inequalitgras to be the most relevant. In
the corresponding regression tables we only report thafgaimon with the subindex or
subindices that are statistically significant. It must beeddhat we keep and show even
those control variables that are not statistically sigaificin the regression, as we want
to stress that the social institutions indices are assatiatth the development outcomes
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even if we include these control variables.

All regressions are estimated with Ordinary Least SquadesS]. Regression diagnos-
tics not reported here suggest that heteroscedasticityp@ssible issue in our data and
that there are influential observations that could driveresults. Concerning the first
issue, it is known that if the model is well specified, the OlsBraator of the regression
parameters remains unbiased in the presence of hetergticégzgbut the estimator of the
covariance matrix of the parameter estimates can be biasEdeonsistent making infer-
ence about the estimated regression parameters probtenyaiations of homoscedas-
ticity can lead to hypothesis tests that are not valid andidence intervals that are ei-
ther too narrow or too wide. To deal with heteroscedastieisy use ‘heteroscedasticity-
consistent’ (HC) standard errors. This means that whilgptrameters are still estimated
with OLS, alternative methods of estimating the standardrerthat do not assume ho-
moscedasticity are applied. As the samples we use contssrie@n 150 observations,
we use HC3 robust standard errors proposeBayidson and MacKinno(l993, which
are better in the case of small samples. These are the stlamdars that are presented
in the regression Tableégs10. Simulation studies bizong and Ervin(2000 have shown
that HC standard error estimates tend to maintain test $igercto the nominal alpha
level in the presence of heteroscedasticity than OLS stdreteor estimates that assume
homoscedasticity. These authors recommend the use of Hit@tretandard errors, es-
pecially for sample sizes less than 250, as they can keepshsitze at the nominal level
regardless of the presence or absence of heteroscedastitit only a minor loss of
power associated when the errors are indeed homoscetfastic.

In addition to this, we also use bootstrap with 1000 repiicet to compute a Bias-
corrected and accelerated (Bca) 95% confidence intervdieofdagression coefficients
computed with OLSEfron and Tibshiranil993. One of the main advantages of boot-
strapping methods is that no assumptions about the samgliktigoution or about the
statistic are needed. The results are not reported herardatailable upon request, and
confirm that all the coefficients that are significant at thel&%&l in Tables5-10 remain
significant when using Bca 95% confidence intervals arouachth

To deal with the second issue and check whether influentisémiations drive the
results, we take the estimates of a regression obtainedQlith with standard variance
estimator to detect the observations with unusual influemdeverage based on Cook’s
distance. Cook’s distance is a commonly used estimate ahfhence of a data point

15 Certainly, heteroscedasticity-consistent standardsam®e not a panacea for inferential problems under
heteroscedasticity. As pointed out by some authors, thred@aitations and trade-offs in these estimators
(e.g.Kauermann and Carrq2001; Wilcox, 20017).
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when doing least squares regression. We exclude countoiesthe sample if the value

of Cook’s distance is larger tharyd, with n being the number of observations, and re-
estimate each regression on the restricted sample with ld3st standard errors. In

all the cases we confirm that even after we exclude influenobakrvations, the results
remain basically unchangéfl. The regressions are not reported here, but are available
upon request.

We consider that the model specification is reasonable. Menvpossible endogene-
ity of our main regressors (the SIGI and its subindices) should be taken into account
when interpreting the coefficients gf as they would be biased and inconsistent in this
case. Endogeneity is givensfis correlated with the disturbanegin equation2. There
are three sources of endogeneity: omitted variables, me@asmt error and simultaneity
(Wooldridge 2002. We have included control variables to minimize omittedialale
bias, although it is impossible to completely rule out thisljem. Concerning measure-
ment error, we regard the SIGI and the subindices as adepedes of social institutions
related to gender inequality. It is not very plausible tlmre are errors in measurement
that are related to the unobserved social institutions.lastesource, simultaneity, arises
whens is determined simultaneously with As was discussed in secti@we consider
that social institutions related to gender inequadjtgre relatively stable and long-lasting.
Therefore, we think it is unlikely that the response vaialy] influences;. 17

6.2 Results

The Pearson correlation coefficient between the subindscasvays positive, but not
always significant (Tabld). The correlations between the subindices are always lower
than 0.6, with the exception of the correlation between ti@ralicesFamily Code and
Ownership rights, which is equal to 0.74. Tabl®e shows that the absolute value of the
Pearson correlation coefficient between the social irgiits indicators and the control
variables is always lower than 0.6, except for the SIGI aedstibindicegamily code and
Ownership rights and the two variables capturing literacy of the whole pofpoireand of

the female population.

16 As an alternative procedure we use robust regression \&ititively reweighted least squares as described
in Hamilton(1992), and confirm that results are similar.

17 social institutions are hard to measure. Therefore, sonestione has to rely on legal indicators to
proxy them, although we acknowledge that this could posélpros as there is for example an inter-
national mechanism, the Convention on the Elimination d¢fkrms of Discrimination against Women
(CEDAW), that aims at changing social institutions throughal measures. However, the impact of
CEDAW on national legislation depends on the willingnesg@fernments to sign and ratify it without
reservation and on its willingness and ability to enact tee taws. Given the constituting function of
social institutions for a society this could be difficult ashebends on many factors.
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Regression results usirfgmale secondary education as dependent variable are pre-
sented in Tablé. Regression (1) with SIGI as the only regressor yields atnegand
statistically significant association. Higher levels céquiality are associated with lower
levels of female secondary education. The associatiorskiasiin regression (2) if one
includes the level of economic development, religion, sagand the political system as
control variables. Using the subindeamily code instead of SIGI as the main regressor
in regression (3) shows a different picture. The subindestasistically significant even
if the control variables are included. The adjusted coefficbf determinatiofR? is 0.78.
Hence, we find no evidence against Hypothesis 1 that staesdhial institutions related
to high gender inequality are negatively associated withele educatiof®

Results obtained usingtal fertility rate andchild mortality as response variables are
shown in Table§ and8. In both cases, the simple linear regression (1) using S¢Ghea
only regressor shows a positive and significant statisiisabciation between SIGI and
the response variable. Higher levels of inequality are@ased with higher levels of fer-
tility and with higher levels of child mortality. Howevernoe control variables related to
the level of economic development, religion, region andgblétical system in a country
are included in regression (2), SIGI is not longer statilycsignificant. This is not the
case when we use the subindeamily code as the main regressor, as it is significant in
regression (3) which uses the same control variables, aswl ievregression (4) which
adds two additional regressors: the share of literate éelulale population and a dummy
reflecting high adult HIV/AIDS prevalence. In regressiotf# obtained adjustee® is
0.84 for fertility and 0.82 for child mortality. Hence, werg#ot reject Hypothesis 2, sug-
gesting that social institutions related to high gendequradity are associated with higher
fertility levels and higher child mortalit}? As the subindeXramily code is the relevant
social institutions measure in our empirical estimatidnseems that social institutions
that deprive women of their autonomy and bargaining powénérfamily and that might
restrict women’s possibilities outside the family do mafte female education, fertility
and child mortality.

Table9 shows the results obtained for the dependent variadée and accountability.
Regression (1) with SIGI as the only regressor shows a negaiid statistically signif-
icant association: higher levels of gender inequality asoaiated with lower levels of

18 Regressions not reported here, but available upon reaqigst primary gross completion rates obtained
from World Bank(2008) instead of female secondary schooling as the dependéeablayield similar
results.

19 Regressions not shown here, but available upon requedirmahat the results concerning mortality
rates hold when using infant mortality rates taken fridfarld Bank (2008 instead of child mortality
rates as the dependent variable.
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voice and accountability. This association remains sicguifi in regression (2) where
we add the level of economic development, religion, regiod the political syster?
as control variables, and in the complete specification shiawegression (3) where we
additionally include the proportion of seats held by womemational parliaments, the
literacy rate of the population, a measure of openness aé¢baomy, and a measure of
ethnic fractionalization. In regression (3), we obtain djuatedR? of 0.69. We explore
which dimension of social institutions related to gendequality is behind this result
and find that it is the subindeRivil liberties. The specifications with the subind€xvil
liberties in regressions (4) and (5) show that this subindex is neglgtassociated with
voice and accountability and that this association isstiaélly significant even with the
control variables. In regression (5) the adjusRéds 0.69. Hypothesis 3 cannot be re-
jected with this evidence suggesting that social insbngirelated to gender inequality
inhibit the building blocks of good governance in the formvoice and accountability.
The subindexCivil liberties is the relevant social institutions measure in our emgirica
estimations. The freedom of women to patrticipate in publee $eems to increase the
quality of governance of a society. Relating back to theting could be due to the be-
havior of women as they tend to be more socially oriented than and are a group that
cross-cuts cleavages in general.

Results for the other component of governarnege of law, are shown in Tabld0,
providing evidence for Hypothesis 4. Regression (1) showsgative and statistically
significant association between SIGI and rule of law: hideeels of inequality are asso-
ciated with lower levels of rule of law. This association sns significant in regression
(2) where we add the level of economic development, religiegion and the political
system as control variables, and in the complete specditatiregression (3) where we
additionally include the proportion of seats held by womemational parliaments, the
literacy rate of the population, a measure of openness af¢cbhaomy, and a measure of
ethnic fractionalization. In this last regression, we abtn adjustedr? of 0.51. Again,
we are interested in exploring which dimension of socidiiingons related to gender in-
equality is the relevant one for rule of law finding that twdswlices matterOwnership
rights andCivil liberties.?! The specifications with the subindices yield similar restdt
those of the SIGI and are presented in regressions (4) afor Gyvnership rightsand (6)
and (7) forCivil liberties. For both subindices the adjustBé obtained for the complete

20 Recall that in the governance regressions we only includekictoral democracy variable Bfeedom
House(2008 as the civil liberties index is included in the chosen goagrce indicators which are now
the response variables.

21 As shown in Tablet the Pearson Correlation coefficient between the subinddvesership rights and
Civil liberties is 0.36.
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specification is 0.56. As postulated in Hypothesis 4, sangtitutions related to gender
inequality seem to matter for governance inhibiting the mfllaw, e.g. through personal
rule and inequality in justice. Assuming that women'’s attés are different from those
of men and that they countervail clientelism and injustiwemen’s power in a society
contributes to improve rule of law. The two subindices prexyere this power comes
from, with Ownership rights measuring economic power through access to property and
Civil liberties measuring the freedom to participate in and to shape pufdic |

A reasonable question is whether the social institutiodeators are capturing differ-
ent religions. In the regressions reported here, we coftdrakligion using a Christian
and a Muslim dummy. As the results show, at least one subiisdgignificant when we
control for religion. One could argue that what matters & neligion is practiced in the
considered regions, and that the SIGI and the subindicelstroggture regional practice
of religion. Therefore, we re-estimate all regressionduidiog interactions between the
religion and region dummies. The results for the SIGI andghigindices remain un-
changed suggesting that they capture something diffehant teligion and the regional
practice of it?2

7 Conclusion

This study presents several answers to the question why swddsbare about social in-
stitutions related to gender inequality beyond the intcinglue of gender equality. We
derive hypotheses from existing theories and empiricait them with linear regres-
sion at the cross-country level using the newly created &dastitutions and Gender
Index (SIGI) and its subindices. Our results show that $atstitutions related to gender
inequality are associated with lower female secondary &tut, higher fertility rates,
higher child mortality and lower levels of governance meadwas voice and account-
ability and rule of law. We find that apart from geography,iticdl system, the level
of economic development and religion, one has to considgakimstitutions related to
gender inequality to better account for differences in ingoat development outcomes.
The empirical estimation follows a two-step procedure facke outcome measure.
First, the focus is to examine the explanatory value of th&l Sh the specifications in-
cluding all control variables, the SIGI is significant in tfegressions for the governance
measures voice and accountability and rule of law. If onerprets the SIGI as a sum-
mary measure of lack of power of women in all spheres of theegpthen it seems that

22 The results are available upon request.
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when women have more power governance is béttén the case of female secondary
schooling, fertility rate and child mortality the SIGI twmout to be insignificant in the
complete specifications.

Second, as the SIGI is a broad measure of social institutielased to gender in-
equality, we investigate which particular dimension ofiabmstitutions is significantly
related to the chosen development outcomes using the ctemgpecifications. The
subinde¥amily code is negatively associated with female education, fertiityd child
mortality. These results suggest that social institutitiad deprive women of their au-
tonomy and bargaining power in the family do matter for feenedlucation, fertility and
child mortality. The subindegivil libertiesis the dimension of social institutions that is
significantly related to the governance component voiceaameduntability. The freedom
of women to participate in public life seems to increase thality of governance of a
society as women tend to be more socially oriented than meémena group that cross-
cuts cleavages in general. The rule of law component of gewvere is negatively related
to the subindice€ivil liberties andOwnership rights. The two subindices proxy where
this power comes from, witlOwnership rights measuring access to property a@ulil
liberties measuring the freedom to participate in public life. Assogrthat women'’s atti-
tudes are different from those of men and that they countest@ntelism and injustice,
women’s power in a society is a relevant factor to improve afllaw.

Although the subindiceBamily code, Ownership rightsandCivil libertiesare the more
important dimensions of social institutions related todgminequality for the response
variables considered in this study, this does not mean tieabther two subindiceSon
preference andPhysical integrity are not important intrinsically.

Case studies investigating the mechanisms between sosiiilitions and the outcome
variables are necessary. Our study has the limitations ypTteyss-sectional regression
analysis as we cannot rule out omitted variable bias. Ciysan never be derived
from regression analysis with cross-sectional data urdé$sast valid instruments are
found. Concerning the results of the subindices, theselg@hm@muconsidered exploratory
and need to be confirmed with further research which shostdiatlude the elaboration
of appropriate theories linking social institutions relhto gender inequality with each of
the development outcomes used in this study.

Social institutions are long-lasting and deep-seated apleés minds. Changing them
is a difficult task and requires approaches tailored to thiéqodar needs and the socio-
economic contextJitting and Morrissor2005. The state can certainly help attenuate

23 The association between two composite measures like thea®ifthe governance indicators has to be
interpreted carefully.
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the effects of social institutions through specific pokcidét may set incentives to coun-
teract social institutions, e.g. in the form of laws to fighaast discriminatory practices
or through the implementation of programs favoring girld amen. Micro-credit pro-

grams or subsidies targeted at mothers are good examplkesMevertheless, changing
social institutions needs more than that. It needs a thdroumglerstanding of the power
relations in a country and people that are willing to becoeferm drivers and initiate

learning processes that should be complemented by ddilifrer@and public discussion

at all levels of society. Be it through internal or externatces, women need help to
empower themselves. That is what Sen calls ‘agency of wolsr 1999.
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Appendix

Rankings of Countries according to the SIGI and its Subindices

Table 1: Rankings of Countries according to the SIGI and ufisiglices

SIGI Family code Civil liberties Physical integrity Son preference Ownership rights

Country Ranking | Value Ranking | Value Ranking | Value Ranking | Value Ranking | Value | Ranking | Value
Paraguay 1 0.00248 | 19 0.06890 | 1 0 3 0.08757 | 1 0 1 0
Croatia 2 0.00333 | 3 0.00811| 1 0 9 0.12878 | 1 0 1 0
Kazakhstan 3 0.00348 | 5 0.02837| 1 0 9 0.12878 | 1 0 1 0
Argentina 4 0.00379 | 13 0.04864 | 1 0 9 0.12878 | 1 0 1 0

Costa Rica 5 0.00709 | 23 0.08106 | 1 0 15 0.16999 | 1 0 1 0
Russian Federation 6 0.00725 | 35 0.14028 | 1 0 9 0.12878 | 1 0 1 0
Philippines 7 0.00788 | 8 0.04053| 1 0 3 0.08757 | 1 0 53 0.17351
El Salvador 8 0.00826 | 17 0.06485| 1 0 3 0.08757 | 1 0 43 0.17151
Ecuador 9 0.00914 | 24 0.08917 | 1 0 3 0.08757 | 1 0 53 0.17351
Ukraine 10 0.00969 | 8 0.04053| 1 0 23 0.21635| 1 0 1 0
Mauritius 11 0.00976 | 11 0.04458 | 1 0 23 0.21635| 1 0 1 0
Moldova 12 0.00980 | 12 0.04701| 1 0 23 0.21635| 1 0 1 0
Bolivia 13 0.00983 | 13 0.04864 | 1 0 23 0.21635| 1 0 1 0
Uruguay 14 0.00992 | 15 0.05269 | 1 0 23 0.21635| 1 0 1 0
Venezuela, RB 15 0.01043 | 21 0.07295| 1 0 23 0.21635| 1 0 1 0
Thailand 16 0.01068 | 41 0.15649 | 1 0 15 0.16999 | 1 0 1 0

Peru 17 0.01213 | 15 0.05269 | 1 0 33 0.24059 | 1 0 1 0
Colombia 18 0.01273 | 21 0.07295| 1 0 15 0.16999 | 1 0 43 0.17151
Belarus 19 0.01339 | 4 0.02432| 1 0 34 0.25756 | 1 0 1 0

Hong Kong, China 20 0.01465 | 26 0.10380| 1 0 1 0 89 0.25 1 0
Singapore 21 0.01526 | 25 0.09975| 1 0 34 0.25756 | 1 0 1 0

Cuba 22 0.01603 | 28 0.11754| 1 0 34 0.25756 | 1 0 1 0
Macedonia, FYR 23 0.01787 | 39 0.15169 | 1 0 34 0.25756 | 1 0 1 0

Brazil 24 0.01880 | 19 0.06890 | 1 0 48 0.29877 | 1 0 1 0
Tunisia 25 0.01906 | 32 0.12738| 1 0 9 0.12878 | 89 0.25 1 0

Continued on next page
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Table 1 — continued from previous page

SIGI Family code Civil liberties Physical integrity Son preference Ownership rights

Country Ranking Value Ranking Value Ranking Value Ranking Value Ranking | Value | Ranking Value
Chile 26 0.01951 | 34 0.13909 | 1 0 23 0.21635| 1 0 56 0.17723
Cambodia 27 0.02202 | 38 0.14433| 1 0 48 0.29877 | 1 0 1 0
Nicaragua 28 0.02251| 33 0.12970| 1 0 34 0.25756 | 1 0 43 0.17151
Trinidad and Tobago 29 0.02288 | 39 0.15169| 1 0 15 0.16999 | 89 0.25 1 0
Kyrgyz Republic 30 0.02924 | 42 0.15980| 1 0 48 0.29877 | 1 0 56 0.17723
Viet Nam 31 0.03006 | 6 0.03242| 1 0 60 0.38634 | 1 0 1 0
Armenia 32 0.03012 | 7 0.03648 | 1 0 60 0.38634 | 1 0 1 0
Georgia 33 0.03069 | 17 0.06485| 1 0 60 0.38634 | 1 0 1 0
Guatemala 34 0.03193 | 27 0.10538| 1 0 54 0.34513 | 1 0 43 0.17151
Tajikistan 35 0.03262 | 47 0.25955| 1 0 34 0.25756 | 1 0 43 0.17151
Honduras 36 0.03316 | 44 0.21610| 1 0 54 0.34513 | 1 0 1 0
Azerbaijan 37 0.03395 | 37 0.14314| 1 0 60 0.38634 | 1 0 1 0

Lao PDR 38 0.03577 | 51 0.32034| 1 0 23 0.21635| 1 0 43 0.17151
Mongolia 39 0.03912 | 30 0.12001| 1 0 48 0.29877 | 89 0.25 43 0.17151
Dominican Republic 40 0.03984 | 28 0.11754| 1 0 34 0.25756 | 1 0 58 0.34502
Myanmar 41 0.04629 | 35 0.14028 | 1 0 60 0.38634 | 89 0.25 1 0
Jamaica 42 0.04843 | 1 0.00405| 1 0 54 0.34513 | 1 0 76 0.35074
Morocco 43 0.05344 | 48 0.26279| 1 0 9 0.12878 | 89 0.25 58 0.34502
Fiji 44 0.05450 | 8 0.04053| 1 0 60 0.38634 | 1 0 66 0.34874
Sri Lanka 45 0.05914 | 46 0.23404 | 98 0.30069 | 15 0.16999 | 1 0 66 0.34874
Madagascar 46 0.06958 | 70 0.41138| 1 0 60 0.38634 | 1 0 43 0.17151
Namibia 47 0.07502 | 58 0.35307 | 1 0 34 0.25756 | 89 0.25 66 0.34874
Botswana 48 0.08102 | 53 0.32163| 1 0 15 0.16999 | 1 0 79 0.52225
South Africa 49 0.08677 | 73 0.42326 | 84 0.29808 | 23 0.21635| 1 0 58 0.34502
Burundi 50 0.10691 | 57 0.33545| 1 0 60 0.38634 | 1 0 79 0.52225
Albania 51 0.10720 | 31 0.12288| 1 0 60 0.38634 | 101 0.5 66 0.34874
Senegal 52 0.11041| 99 0.60250 | 1 0 45 0.26455 | 1 0 58 0.34502
Tanzania 53 0.11244 | 81 0.49886 | 1 0 22 0.20151 | 1 0 79 0.52225
Ghana 54 0.11269 | 61 0.36621| 1 0 80 0.39575 | 1 0 79 0.52225
Indonesia 55 0.12776 | 59 0.35405 | 103 0.59876 | 79 0.39362 | 1 0 1 0
Eritrea 56 0.13645 | 76 0.45538| 1 0 106 0.68910 | 1 0 1 0
Kenya 57 0.13704 | 63 0.37027| 1 0 46 0.28152 | 1 0 111 0.68473

Continued on next page




(A%

Table 1 — continued from previous page

SIGI Family code Civil liberties Physical integrity Son preference Ownership rights

Country Ranking Value Ranking Value Ranking Value Ranking Value Ranking | Value | Ranking Value
Cote d'lvoire 58 0.13712 | 79 0.49012| 1 0 85 0.43455 | 1 0 77 0.50650
Syrian Arab Republic 59 0.13811| 68 0.40269 | 98 0.30069 | 34 0.25756 | 101 0.5 66 0.34874
Malawi 60 0.14323 | 60 0.36087 | 84 0.29808 | 88 0.47362 | 1 0 79 0.52225
Mauritania 61 0.14970 | 71 0.42056 | 98 0.30069 | 103 0.60183 | 1 0 58 0.34502
Swaziland 62 0.15655 | 86 0.52144 | 84 0.29808 | 60 0.38634 | 1 0 79 0.52225
Burkina Faso 63 0.16161 | 88 0.53939| 1 0 104 0.63092 | 1 0 58 0.34502
Bhutan 64 0.16251 | 43 0.20513 | 84 0.29808 | 54 0.34513 | 118 0.75 1 0

Nepal 65 0.16723 | 62 0.36779 | 84 0.29808 | 48 0.29877 | 101 0.5 79 0.52225
Rwanda 66 0.16859 | 56 0.32974| 1 0 91 0.51512 | 1 0 111 0.68473
Niger 67 0.17559 | 104 0.64882| 1 0 99 0.52482 | 89 0.25 58 0.34502
Equatorial Guinea 68 0.17597 | 82 0.50291 | 84 0.29808 | 91 0.51512 | 1 0 79 0.52225
Gambia, The 69 0.17830 | 103 0.64303| 1 0 102 0.59698 | 1 0 66 0.34874
Central African Republic 70 0.18440 | 92 0.55902 | 1 0 101 0.58029 | 1 0 79 0.52225
Kuwait 71 0.18602 | 83 0.50523 | 103 0.59876 | 34 0.25756 | 101 0.5 1 0
Zimbabwe 72 0.18700 | 80 0.49075| 84 0.29808 | 59 0.36937 | 1 0 111 0.68473
Uganda 73 0.18718 | 102 0.63697 | 84 0.29808 | 81 0.41058 | 1 0 79 0.52225
Benin 74 0.18899 | 84 0.50633| 1 0 87 0.46877 | 1 0 111 0.68473
Algeria 75 0.19024 | 69 0.40501 | 103 0.59876 | 60 0.38634 | 101 0.5 43 0.17151
Bahrain 76 0.19655 | 52 0.32147 | 103 0.59876 | 60 0.38634 | 101 0.5 66 0.34874
Mozambique 77 0.19954 | 109 0.69776 | 84 0.29808 | 60 0.38634 | 1 0 79 0.52225
Togo 78 0.20252 | 96 0.58833| 1 0 86 0.44452 | 1 0 111 0.68473
Congo, Dem. Rep. 79 0.20448 | 66 0.39038| 1 0 81 0.41058 | 1 0 119 0.83752
Papua New Guinea 80 0.20936 | 50 0.27697 | 1 0 60 0.38634 | 118 0.75 78 0.50825
Cameroon 81 0.21651 | 89 0.54344 | 84 0.29808 | 90 0.48332 | 1 0 109 0.68175
Egypt, Arab Rep. 82 0.21766 | 49 0.26647 | 98 0.30069 | 111 0.82273| 101 0.5 1 0

China 83 0.21786 | 1 0.00405| 1 0 48 0.29877 | 122 1 1 0
Gabon 84 0.21892 | 107 0.68387 | 84 0.29808 | 91 0.51512 | 1 0 79 0.52225
Zambia 85 0.21939 | 108 0.69197| 1 0 60 0.38634 | 1 0 111 0.68473
Nigeria 86 0.21991| 71 0.42056 | 103 0.59876 | 89 0.47847 | 89 0.25 79 0.52225
Liberia 87 0.22651 | 87 0.53470| 1 0 107 0.75756 | 1 0 79 0.52225
Guinea 88 0.22803 | 105 0.67140| 1 0 105 0.64546 | 1 0 79 0.52225
Ethiopia 89 0.23325| 55 0.32726| 1 0 109 0.77424 | 1 0 108 0.67801

Continued on next page
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Table 1 — continued from previous page

SIGI Family code Civil liberties Physical integrity Son preference Ownership rights
Country Ranking Value Ranking Value Ranking Value Ranking Value Ranking | Value | Ranking Value
Bangladesh 90 0.24465 | 95 0.58334 | 103 0.59876 | 2 0.04121| 101 0.5 79 0.52225
Libya 91 0.26019 | 67 0.39285| 103 0.59876 | 91 0.51512 | 101 0.5 79 0.52225
United Arab Emirates 92 0.26575| 93 0.56197 | 103 0.59876 | 100 0.53180 | 101 0.5 66 0.34874
Iraq 93 0.27524 | 77 0.47391| 103 0.59876 | 98 0.51997 | 101 0.5 79 0.52225
Pakistan 94 0.28324 | 64 0.37821| 103 0.59876 | 47 0.28180 | 118 0.75 79 0.52225
Iran, Islamic Rep. 95 0.30436 | 91 0.55792 | 119 0.78099 | 91 0.51512 | 89 0.25 79 0.52225
India 96 0.31811| 100 0.60655 | 103 0.59876 | 15 0.16999 | 118 0.75 79 0.52225
Chad 97 0.32258 | 111 0.79330 | 98 0.30069 | 84 0.43212 | 1 0 120 0.84049
Yemen 98 0.32705 | 97 0.59439 | 119 0.78099 | 60 0.38634 | 101 0.5 79 0.52225
Mali 99 0.33949 | 112 0.79735| 1 0 114 0.97091 | 1 0 58 0.34502
Sierra Leone 100 0.34245| 98 0.60159 | 1 0 110 0.79849 | 1 0 121 0.84424
Afghanistan 101 0.58230 | 110 0.71598 | 121 0.81777| 91 0.51512 | 122 1 109 0.68175
Sudan 102 0.67781 | 106 0.67981 | 122 1 111 0.82273| 101 0.5 122 1
Angola NA 89 0.54344| 1 0 NA 89 0.25 79 0.52225
Bosnia and Herzegovina NA NA 1 0 34 0.25756 | 1 0 1 0
Chinese Taipei NA NA 1 0 3 0.08757 | 101 0.5 1 0
Congo, Rep. NA 101 0.62450| 1 0 NA 1 0 79 0.52225
Guinea-Bissau NA NA NA 107 0.75756 | 1 0 111 0.68473
Haiti NA 65 0.37837| 1 0 54 0.34513 | 1 0 NA
Israel NA 45 0.22712| 1 0 NA 1 0 1 0
Jordan NA 85 0.51739| 103 0.59876 NA 101 0.5 79 0.52225
Korea, Dem. Rep. NA NA 84 0.29808 | 91 0.51512 | 1 0 1 0
Lebanon NA NA 103 0.59876 | 60 0.38634 | 1 0 53 0.17351
Lesotho NA 94 0.57149 | 84 0.29808 NA 1 0 79 0.52225
Malaysia NA 53 0.32163| 103 0.59876 NA 1 0 1 0
Occupied Palestinian Territory NA 78 0.48607 | 103 0.59876 NA 1 0 66 0.34874
Oman NA 74 0.45364 | 84 0.29808 NA 101 0.5 66 0.34874
Panama NA NA 1 0 8 0.11181 | 1 0 1 0
Puerto Rico NA NA 1 0 23 0.21635| 1 0 NA
Saudi Arabia NA 74 0.45364 | 122 1 NA 101 0.5 79 0.52225
Serbia and Montenegro NA NA 1 0 NA NA 43 0.17151
Somalia NA NA 103 0.59876 | 113 0.84213 | 1 0 111 0.68473

Continued on next page
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Table 1 — continued from previous page

SIGI Family code Civil liberties Physical integrity Son preference Ownership rights
Country Ranking Value Ranking Value Ranking Value Ranking Value Ranking | Value | Ranking Value
Timor-Leste NA NA 1 0 83 0.42755 | 89 0.25 79 0.52225
Turkmenistan NA NA 1 0 60 0.38634 | 1 0 79 0.52225
Uzbekistan NA NA 1 0 60 0.38634 | 1 0 1 0
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7.1 Codebook

Table 2: Description and Sources of Variables

Variables

Definition

Source

Response Variables

Fertility

Child mortality
Female secondary school

Voice and accountability

Rule of law

Regressors

SIGI

Subindex family code
Subindex civil liberties
Subindex physical integrity
Subindex son preference
Subindex ownership rights

Literacy female

Total fertility rate (births per woman)

(average of existing values over the last five years)

Children under five mortality rate per 1,000 live births (y2805)
School enrollment, secondary, female (% gross)

(average of existing values over the last five years)

Index that combines several data sources based

on expert perceptions of "the extent to which a countrykeits are
able to participate in selecting their government, as wefreedom
of expression, freedom of association, and a free media"
(Kaufmann et aJ.2008);

(average of existing values over the last five years)

Index that combines several data sources based on expert
perceptions of "the extent to which agents have confidenaadn
abide by the rules of society, and in particular the qualftgamtract
enforcement, property rights, the police, and the coustsyell as
the likelihood of crime and violence"

(Kaufmann et al.2008);

(average of existing values over the last five years)

Social Institutions and Gender Index
Subindex Family code

Subindex Civil liberties

Subindex Physical integrity
Subindex Son preference

Subindex Ownership rights

Share of literate adult female population (15+) (%) year®00

World Bank(2009

World Bank(2008
World Bank(2009

Kaufmann et al(2008

Kaufmann et al(2008

Branisa et al(2009
Branisa et al(2009
Branisa et al(2009
Branisa et al(2009
Branisa et al(2009
Branisa et al(2009

World Bank(2009

Continued on next page
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Table 2 — continued from previous page

Variables

Definition

Source

Literacy population

log GDP

FH civil liberties

Electoral democracy

Parliament

Aids

Ethnic

Openness
Muslim

Christian

(average of the existing values over the last 10 years)

Share of literate population (whole)

(average of the existing values over the last 10 years)

Log of GDP per capita, PPP (constant 2005 international $)
(average over the last 10 years)

-1 * Index that measures the extent to which countries ensure
civil liberties including freedom of expression, assemhlgsociation,
education, and religion as well as personal autonomy. kv
whether there is an established and generally equitabterays

of rule of law, free economic activity and equality of oppuonity.
(scale -1 (best) to -7 (worst))

(average of the existing values over the last 10 years)

Index that qualifies countries as electoral democracy wheret
exist competitive, universal and free and secret electomsa
multiparty system that can access the media for political
campaigning; (average of the existing values over the iyears)
Proportion of seats held by women in national parliaments (%
(average of the existing values over the last 10 years)

Adult (15-49) HIV prevalence percent by country, 1990-2007
Countries were coded 1 if Adult (15-49) HIV prevalence rate
exceeds 5 per cent, otherwise 0.

The ethnic fractionalization measure gives the probghifiat two
individuals selected at random from a population are mesbker
different groups. It is calculated with data on language @uigin
using the following formul&RAC; = 1— 3N, gZJ ,

wheres;j is the proportion of group=1,...,

N in country j going from complete homogeneity (an index of 0)
to complete heterogeneity (an index of 1).

Share of imports of goods and services of total GDP
Countries get a 1 if at least 50 % of the population are muslim,
0 otherwise.

Countries get a 1 if at least 50 % of the population are chnisti
0 otherwise.

Human Development Report (HDR) stats offi

World Bank(2008

Freedom Hous€008

Freedom Hous€008

World Bank(2009

UNAIDS/WHO (2009

Alesina et al(2003

World Bank(2008
Central Intelligence Agenc{2009

Central Intelligence Agenc{2009

Continued on next page
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Table 2 — continued from previous page

Variables Definition Source
SA Countries get a 1 if located in region South Asia,
0 otherwise.
ECA Countries get a 1 if located in region Europe and Central Asia
0 otherwise.
LAC Countries get a 1 if located in region Latin America and theilitean,
0 otherwise.
MENA Countries get a 1 if located in region Middle East and NorthHoaf
0 otherwise.
EAP Countries get a 1 if located in region East Asia and Pacific

0 otherwise.




7.2 Descriptive Statistics

Table 3: Variables used

Variable | Observations Mean  Std. Dev. Min Max
SIGI 102 0.126  0.122 0.002 0.678
Subindex Family Code 112 0.326  0.223 0.004 0.797
Subindex Civil Liberties 123 0.160 0.259 0 1
Subindex Physical integrity 114 0.358 0.191 0 0.971
Subindex Son preference | 123 0.134 0.240 0 1
Subindex Ownership rights 122 0.298 0.266 0 1
Fertility 121 3.562 1.702 0.933 7.678
Child mortality 119 80.005 67.777 3.758 273.8
Female secondary school| 108 59.210 30.484 6.037 113.275
Rule of law 123 -0.563 0.718 -2.142 1.658
\oice and accountability | 123 -0.583 0.752 -2.102 1.088
SA 124 0.056 0.232 0 1

ECA 124 0.137 0.345 0 1

LAC 124 0.177 0.384 0 1
MENA 124 0.145 0.354 0 1

EAP 124 0.137 0.345 0 1
Muslim 124 0.331 0.472 0 1
Christian 124 0.435 0.498 0 1

log GDP 115 7.988 1.121 5.609 10.553
Literacy population 121 0.741 0.218 0.173 1
Literacy female 106 0.705 0.251 0.128 0.998
Electoral democracy 120 0.455 0.459 0 1

FH civil liberties 121 -4.366 1.434 -7 -1.4
Parliament 118 10.630 6.925 0 29.556
Aids 116 0.138 0.346 0 1
Openness 119 0.452 0.261 0.013 1.914
Ethnic 120 0.517 0.237 0.039 0.930
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Table 4: Pearson Correlation Coefficient between the Sl@ltha Subindices

SIGI Subindex Subindex Subindex Subindex  Subindex
Family Civil  Physical Son Ownership
SIGI p 1
Obs. 102
Subindex Family p 0.793 1
p-value 0.0000
Obs. 102 112
Subindex Civil p 0.710 0.472 1
p-value 0.0000 0.0000
Obs. 102 112 123
Subindex Physical p 0.661 0.594 0.282 1
p-value 0.0000 0.0000 0.0025
Obs. 102 103 113 114
Subindex Son p 0535 0.179 0.530 0.020 1
p-value 0.0000 0.0594 0.0000 0.8312
Obs. 102 112 122 114 123
Subindex Ownershif p 0.743 0.753 0.358 0.508 0.132 1
p-value 0.0000 0.0000 0.0001 0.0000 0.1504
Obs. 102 111 121 112 121 122
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Table 5: Correlation of the SIGI and the Subindices with tloat@l Variables

SIGlI  Subindex Subindex Subindex Subindex Subindex
Family Civil Physical Son Ownership
log GDP p -0.343 -0.390 0.196 -0.465 0.157 -0.481
p-value | 0.0005 0.0000 0.0362 0.0000 0.0948 0.0000
Obs. 98 108 114 105 114 114
Muslim p 0.504 0.421 0.570 0.401 0.361 0.226
p-value | 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0122
Obs. 102 112 123 114 123 122
Christian p -0.386 -0.332 -0.396 -0.271 -0.368 -0.052
p-value | 0.0001 0.0003 0.0000 0.0036 0.0000 0.5662
Obs. 102 112 123 114 123 122
SA p 0.298 0.134 0.326 -0.131 0.486 0.137
p-value | 0.0023 0.1589 0.0002 0.1652 0.0000 0.1319
Obs. 102 112 123 114 123 122
ECA p -0.316 -0.379 -0.248 -0.167 -0.166 -0.329
p-value | 0.0012 0.0000 0.0057 0.0762 0.0659 0.0002
Obs. 102 112 123 114 123 122
LAC p -0.424 -0.467 -0.289 -0.360 -0.240 -0.354
p-value | 0.0000 0.0000 0.0012 0.0001 0.0076 0.0001
Obs. 102 112 123 114 123 122
MENA p 0.231 0.164 0.533 0.083 0.417 0.017
p-value | 0.0196 0.0843 0.0000 0.3796 0.0000 0.8501
Obs. 102 112 123 114 123 122
EAP p -0.194 -0.294 -0.111 -0.149 0.096 -0.284
p-value | 0.0505 0.0017 0.2205 0.1127 0.2934 0.0016
Obs. 102 112 123 114 123 122

Continued on next page
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Table 5 — continued from previous page

SIGI  Subindex Subindex Subindex Subindex  Subindex

Family Civil Physical Son Ownership
Electoral democracy p -0.388 -0.380 -0.344 -0.369 -0.217 -0.238
p-value | 0.0001 0.0000 0.0001 0.0001 0.0179 0.0091

Obs. 101 110 119 111 119 119
FH civil liberties p -0.443 -0.298 -0.421 -0.415 -0.279 -0.251
p-value | 0.0000 0.0016 0.0000 0.0000 0.0021 0.0056

Obs. 101 110 120 112 120 120
Parliament p -0.145 -0.150 -0.279 -0.182 -0.165 -0.105
p-value | 0.1514 0.1202 0.0023 0.0578 0.0750 0.2611

Obs. 100 109 117 110 118 117
Literacy population p -0.657 -0.696 -0.189 -0.585 -0.252 -0.586
p-value | 0.0000 0.0000 0.0389 0.0000 0.0054 0.0000

Obs. 102 112 120 112 121 119
Literacy female p -0.636 -0.679 -0.129 -0.581 -0.149 -0.617
p-value | 0.0000 0.0000 0.1891 0.0000 0.1286 0.0000

Obs. 95 103 106 o8 106 105
Openness p -0.195 -0.099 -0.071 -0.130 -0.125 -0.174
p-value | 0.0509 0.2995 0.4465 0.1784 0.1775 0.0605

Obs. 101 111 118 109 118 117
Ethnic p 0.399 0.511 0.079 0.408 -0.105 0.463
p-value | 0.0000 0.0000 0.3918 0.0000 0.2548 0.0000

Obs. 101 110 119 111 119 119
AIDS p 0.121 0.356 0.019 0.016 -0.194 0.361
p-value | 0.2312 0.0002 0.8425 0.8684 0.0381 0.0001

Obs. 99 108 115 107 115 115
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7.3 Regression Analysis

Table 6: Linear regressions with dependent variable fesetendary school

Specification with SIGI Q) (2)| Specification with Subindex 3)
b/se b/se b/se
SIGI -141.77%x* -10.91 | Subindex family code -39.10**
(37.31) (36.37) (11.64)
log GDP 12.69*** | log GDP 11.46%+*
(3.39) (2.61)
Muslim -2.21 | Muslim 3.43
(5.47) (4.84)
Christian 5.31| Christian 4.18
(5.48) (4.33)
SA 16.05 | SA 12.3
(8.75) (8.44)
ECA 40.26*** | ECA 28.25%**
(8.98) (6.95)
LAC 18.33* | LAC 8.64
(9.07) (7.41)
MENA 33.86** | MENA 29.67**
(12.50) (9.69)
EAP 24.73* | EAP 14.36*
(8.26) (6.53)
Electoral democracy 8.11 Electoral democracy 6.19
(7.67) (6.84)
FH civil liberties 1.95| FH civil liberties 2.72
3.56) (2.89)
constant T4.75%** -56.71| constant -27.87
(4.12) (37.27) (30.56)
Number of obs. 94 91 Number of obs. 99
Adj. R-Square 0.28 0.7% Adj. R-Square 0.78
Prob>F 0.0003 0.0000 Prob>F 0.0000

* p<0.05, * p<0.01, ** p<0.001
HC3 robust standard error in brackets.

Regression (2) and (3) with controls for economic develapgeography, religion and
political system. In this case, this specification corresjsoto the complete specification.
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Table 7: Linear regressions with dependent variable figrtil

Specification with SIGI (8] (2)| Specification with Subindex 3) 4
b/se b/se b/se b/se
SIGI 8.25%** 1.73 | Subindex family code 1.89** 2.03*
(2.31) (2.61) (0.70) (0.70)
log GDP -0.71** | log GDP -0.60%**  -0.43***
(0.16) (0.12) (0.12)
Muslim 0.52 | Muslim 0.34 0.18
(0.27) (0.27) (0.27)
Christian 0.25| Christian 0.24 0.46
(0.26) (0.25) (0.26)
SA -1.89%** | SA -1.73%x -1.88%*
(0.37) (0.41) (0.38)
ECA -2.44%= | ECA -2.08***  -1.59%**
(0.48) (0.38) (0.43)
LAC -0.96* | LAC -0.68 -0.57
(0.47) (0.36) (0.40)
MENA -1.42* | MENA -1.07* -1.23*
(0.63) (0.50) (0.48)
EAP -1.74* | EAP -1.37%*  -1.20%*
(0.42) (0.39) (0.38)
Electoral democracy -0.2 Electoral democracy 0.02 -0.03
(0.31) (0.29) (0.30)
FH civil liberties -0.02| FH civil liberties -0.11 -0.14
(0.17) (0.13) (0.13)
Literacy female -1.62**
(0.60)
Aids -0.51
(0.30)
constant 2.55%* 9. 76*** | constant 7.89%%*% 7. 47%*
(0.25) (1.82) (1.30) (1.29)
Number of obs. 100 97 Number of obs. 106 99
Adj. R-Square 0.31 0.82 Adj. R-Square 0.80 0.84
Probx>F 0.0006 0.0000 Prob>F 0.0000 0.0000

* p<0.05, * p<0.01, * p<0.001
HC3 robust standard error in brackets.

Regression (2) and (3) with minimum of controls for econodegelopment, geography, religion and
political system. Regression (4) with complete specifarafor fertility.
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Table 8: Linear regressions with dependent variable chodatity

Specification with SIGI (8] (2)| Specification with Subindex 3) 4
b/se b/se b/se b/se
SIGI 318.56** 50.42 | Subindex family code 80.14** 77.23*
(108.81) (150.58) (25.85) (31.50)
log GDP -22.55** | log GDP -20.24%*  -13.82**
(7.35) (5.34) (5.09)
Muslim 26.61| Muslim 14.23 5.74
(14.13) (13.13) (14.50)
Christian 7.49| Christian 9.47 14.27
(11.72) (10.31) (10.81)
SA -68.33*** | SA -61.30***  -71.03***
(18.87) (17.05) (16.33)
ECA -85.65*** | ECA -66.13*** -53.16*
(23.82) (16.75) (20.65)
LAC -66.65** | LAC -50.69***  -50.23**
(23.84) (14.88) (18.89)
MENA -97.73** | MENA -86.25%**  -93.71***
(26.90) (21.71) (23.48)
EAP -73.44** | EAP -59.37***  -55.65**
(17.23) (15.02) (17.85)
Electoral democracy -0.79 Electoral democracy 7.05 1.75
(15.86) (15.96) (14.80)
FH civil liberties -4.54| FH civil liberties -8.33 -8.32
(7.86) (6.65) (6.44)
Literacy female -62.77**
(21.39)
Aids -19.02
(14.56)
constant 43.38***  272.39**| constant 209.47%  209.34**
(10.80) (93.09) (66.26) (63.27)
Number of obs. 99 97 Number of obs. 106 99
Adj. R-Square 0.28 0.79 Adj. R-Square 0.79 0.82
Prob>F 0.0043 0.0000 Prob>F 0.0000 0.0000

* p<0.05,** p<0.01, * p<0.001

HC3 robust standard error in brackets.

Regression (2) and (3) with controls for economic develammgeography, religion and
political system. Regression (4) with complete speciftocator child mortality.
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Table 9: Linear regressions with dependent variable vaickazcountability

Specification with SIGI

1) 2)
b/se b/se

(3)
b/sd

Specification with Subindex

(4) )
b/se b/se

SIGI

log GDP

Muslim

Christian

SA

ECA

LAC

MENA

EAP

Electoral democracy
Parliament
Literacy population
Openness

Ethnic

constant

2,607 -1.42%
(050)  (0.48)

-0.23%  -2.80%*
(0.10)  (0.45)

-1.50%*

Subindex civil liberties

log GDP

Muslim

Christian

SA

ECA

LAC

MENA

EAP

Electoral democracy
Parliament
Literacy population
Openness

Ethnic

constant

-0.61**  -0.65**

0.16 0.21
0.13)  (0.14)

-0.05 -0.08
0.12)  (0.12)
-0.12 -0.04

-0.32% -0.31
(0.15)  (0.16)
-0.27 -0.23
0.19)  (0.24)
-0.14 -0.21

-3.28%% 337w
(0.41)  (0.39)

Number of obs.
Adj. R-Square
Prob>F

102 97

0.18 0.69

0.0000 0.0000

Number of obs.

0.69 Adj. R-Square

9
0.000

Prob>F

112 108
0.68 0.69
0.0000 0.0000

* p<0.05, * p<0.01, ** p<0.001
HC3 robust standard error in brackets.
Regression (2) and (4) with controls for economic develaptmgeography, religion and political system.

Regressions (3) and (5) with complete specification for guaece/voice and accountability.
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Table 10: Linear regressions with dependent variable ruilevo

Specification with SIGI

Specification with Subindices

1) 2) 3) 4) 5) (6) (7)
b/se b/se b/sg b/se b/se b/se b/se
SIGI -1.73%*%  -1.88%* -1.33* Subindex ownership  -0.89***  -0.71** | Subindex civil -0.75** -0.63*
(0.49) (0.53) (0.60) (0.20) (0.23) (0.24) (0.25)
log GDP 0.41**  0.36*** | log GDP 0.37***  0.30*** | log GDP 0.47%*  0.36***
(0.08) (0.07) (0.08) (0.07) (0.08) (0.07)
Muslim 0 -0.04 | Muslim -0.03 -0.02| Muslim 0.04 0.11
(0.16) (0.16) (0.13) (0.14) (0.14) (0.14)
Christian -0.18 -0.18 Christian -0.11 -0.14f Christian -0.22 -0.22
(0.15) (0.14) (0.14) (0.13) (0.14) (0.13)
SA 0.18 0.26| SA 0.11 0.21| SA 0.37 0.44
(0.22) (0.24) (0.17) (0.20) (0.22) (0.26)
ECA -0.84*+* -0.67* | ECA -0.93**  -0.83*** | ECA -0.71%*  -0.74**
(0.18) (0.27) (0.16) (0.22) (0.15) (0.22)
LAC -0.74%+* -0.54* | LAC -0.78***  -0.61** | LAC -0.58***  -0.51**
(0.19) (0.21) (0.19) (0.19) (0.17) (0.18)
MENA -0.14 0.17| MENA -0.09 0.18| MENA 0.10 0.30
(0.27) (0.32) (0.25) (0.29) (0.24) (0.28)
EAP -0.31 -0.28| EAP -0.35* -0.36| EAP -0.12 -0.23
(0.16) 0.23) (0.15) (0.20) (0.15) (0.20)
Electoral democracy 0.33* 0.40*7 Electoral democracy 0.38*  0.44*** Electoral democracy 0.38**  0.46***
(0.14) (0.13) (0.112) (0.112) (0.13) (0.12)
Parliament 0.01 | Parliament 0.01 Parliament 0.01
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01)
Literacy population -0.29 Literacy population -0.03 Literacy population 0.20
(0.42) (0.38) (0.36)
Openess 0.69* | Openess 0.71** Openess 0.73**
(0.33) (0.27) (0.23)
Ethnic -0.07 | Ethnic -0.12| Ethnic -0.13
(0.32) 0.28) (0.27)
constant -0.35%*  _3.37**  -3.32%* | constant -3.06***  -2.94*** | constant -4.05%*  -3,83%*
(0.10) (0.58) (0.52) (0.56) (0.53) (0.52) (0.46)
Number of obs. 102 97 9% Number of obs. 112 108 Number of obs. 112 108
Adj. R-Square 0.09 0.49 0.5l Adj. R-Square 0.53 0.56 Adj. R-Square 0.52 0.56
Prob>F 0.0006 0.0000 0.0000 Prob>F 0.0000 0.0000 Prob>F 0.0000 0.0000

* p<0.05 * p<0.01, * p<0.001
HC3 robust standard error in brackets.

Regression (2), (4) and (6) with controls for economic depelent, geography, religion and political system.

Regressions (3), (5) and (7) with complete specificatiogfimernance/rule of law.
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