Gendered Paths of Industrialization

A Cross-Regional Comparative Analysis
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2 women’s share of employment, with women claiming more of the
newly created jobs than men. Strong labor unions have a negative impact
on women’s share of employment. In countries with strong unions, femi-
pization has been less impressive and women have had lower shares of em-
loyment' Reductions in fertility, in contrast, have had a positive effect on
zation and women’s share of employment. Education and la-
por force participation rates have had mixed effects.

Latin America presents a stark contrast to Fast and Southeast Asia, in
poth industrialization paths and union strength, which had profound con-
sequences for women’s employment opportunities. The Latin American
countries in the analysis employed far fewer women than the Asian coun-
tries, a result not only of differences in the industrialization paths they pur-
sued but also of distinct patterns of labor incorporation. Populism in Latin
America created relatively strong unions, whereas the systematic exclu-
sion and repression of labor by authoritarian regimes in Asia produced
weak unions. The varying forms of labor incorporation had gendered con-
sequences that are still evident today and suggest that docile unions facil-
tated the absorption of women into manufacturing work.

effect

poth femini

Trends in Feminization and the Employment
of Women in Manufacturing

Patterns of feminization and women’s share of employment in manu-
facturing show sharp interregional differences as well as intriguing in-
traregional variations. Although feminization has taken place in all three
regions, it has been weakest in the Latin American cases (see Figure 6.1).
Brazil began a mild trend of feminization in the 1970s, with women’s em-
ployment increasing from about 20 percent in 1970 to around 25 percent in
1985: Of the three Latin American countries, Mexico has experienced the
strongest feminization. In 1960 women claimed less than 15 percent of
manufacturing jobs; their share of employment increased slowly until
about 1985, reaching just over 20 percent; and by 1993 the female share of
manufacturing employment had increased to 30 percent. Argentina re-
mains stubbornly masculine, having masculinized modestly from a female
share of employment of about 27 percent in 1964 to only 18 percent in 1994.

In contrast to the Latin American cases, all the East Asian countries un-
derwent a strong wave of feminization in the 1960s and 1970s (see Figure
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Figure 6.1. Women'’s share of manufacturing employment—Latin America. Source:
See Statistical Appendix.

6.2). South Korea feminized until about 1975, with female employmen’t
reaching 49 percent; the trend in Taiwan lasted until around 1980, with fe

" male employment peaking at 50 percent. Thereafter, both countries mas-
culinized. South Korea in particular experienced a precipitous decline: by 8
1990, women held only 37 percent of manufacturing jobs. Though less l
dramatic, women’s employment in Taiwan shrank to 45 percent in 1990.
Singapore revealed a similar pattern of feminization, but after a brief
masculinization dip in 1980 it resumed feminization. Southeast Asia also ;
underwent impressive feminization (see Figure 6.3). The Philippines f
showed a marked feminization trend, with a slow but steady increase in
female employment from 19 percent in 1967 to 40 percent in 1993. Indo-
nesia, Malaysia, and Thailand feminized at about the same rate as the
Philippines.

In addition to variations in trends over time, the ten countries also dif-
fer in terms of women’s share of employment. The Latin American coun-
tries remain the most masculine, with women claiming at most 30 percent
of manufactuting jobs. East Asia is in the middle, showing high levels of
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Figure 6.2. Women's share of manufacturing employment——East Asia. Source: See

Statistical Appendix.

female employment at the end of the feminization trend——abox?t ?0 }')er-
but still respectable percentages after masculinization,

cent—and lower :
roughly 32 to 45 percent. Women claim the largest share of manufacturing

work in Southeast Asia, with the Philippines being the lowest at around 40
percent and Thailand the highest with over 60 percent.

The Gendered Logic of Industrialization
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also differed markedly, with Latin America’s industrialization taking o

sharply during the Depression and World War I and East Asia’s (re)start-
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Figure 6.3. Women’s share of manufacturing employment—Southeast Asia.
Source: See Statistical Appendix.

- ing after World War I1.2 Southeast Asia presents a more varied picture, al-
though its period of impressive economic growth for the most part began
in the 1970s or later.

The decade of the 1930s was a key historical juncture in Latin America,
with the Depression and World War II acting as catalysts for the develop-
ment of local industries to produce goods that could no longer be im-
ported. Argentina, Brazil, and Mexico underwent primary ISI from the
1930s and 1940s until the mid-1950s and then proceeded to secondary ISI
in the mid-1950s (Gereffi 1990; Kaufman 1979). Since employment growth
was concentrated in capital-intensive industries, a masculinization trend
was notable in the region during the 1950s and 1960s.

- Inthe 1970s, Mexico and Brazil began to feminize.? Feminization was di-
rectly related to shifts in sectoral employment, which was in turn produced
by changes in industrialization policy. In 1968, Brazil complemented its ISI

program with diversified export promotion (Gereffi and Wyman 1990;

Haggard 1990), and employment in labor-intensive sectors such as gar-

ments, footwear, and food processing expanded sufficiently to generate
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¢ feminization. The degree of feminization was m'odest', however, bel-
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e ertpand nonelectrical machinery—expanded as well. Labor—.mt'en—
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emplc')yrf machinery grew sharply as well, the Border Industrialization
o fostered the development of the infamous magquiladoras, :fmd
PngraTthe industries that produced for export there were labor intensive.
manyo(:nbined effect of the North America Free Trade Agreemen.t (NAFTA)
Z:; Cthe devaluation of the peso in the wake of financial 'Crisis in l1994 leenci
a skyrocketing of the maquiladora share of manufacturing emp o/yr? -
;(r)om 7 percent in 1985 to 27 percent in 1996 (Coon'ey 2001). Me?;,lco szn;rlr(\e
‘nization has therefore been much more dramatic .th.an ?ra@ s. oo
glrazil and Mexico, Argentina experienced deindustrialization in the s(;
with industrial employment falling 26 percent between 1975 an;itelc‘fir
(Drake 1996). Labor-intensive sectors that employed women sl‘fagrcl1 ped o
shrank, and as a result, women'’s share of employment decline
1980s. . .
19Zr(1)sc2rr:cirast to the Latin American cases, Soujch Korea, Talwanf, -aI:;L S;::
gapore pursued a more consistently export—f)rlented strateiy o) xrtlo -
alization. South Korea and Taiwan engaged in IS, l?ut they egz? oo
on manufactured exports earlier than Latin America and com ;n;aiwan
ondary ISI with a strong export orientation. Both South‘ K.orsa atrlialization
pursued primary ISI in the 1950s, but they aborted. this 1r}13 (;JISI ;‘Sted ior
strategy in the 1960s and shifted to primary EOL Primary e
the early 1970s, when both countries moved to secondarylggl) e
ondary ISI (Gereffi and Wyman 1990; Haggard 1990; Woo. ! .mirrored
jectory of gendered employment in South Korea and TalwaFi T
these changes in the industrialization strategies .pursued.(see ' g ect.ors.
In South Korea the explosion of employment in la‘.bor—mten.sw: S ™
led to a wave of feminization from 1965 until 1975. With the shift from Hlloost
mary to secondary EOI in the 1970s, however, employ(rinertlt Iglfie\:)vf most
rapidly in the more capital-intensive sectors, anc'l a stea i I:e o mas
culinization ensued. Labor-intensive sectors continued to be impo e
the 1970s and even into the 1980s, dampening the degree of mas;u in >
tion that occurred. In the 1980s, however, Korean manufacturers began
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export. their ‘labor-intensive industries to countries with chea
;?/(\;sts, in particular to Southeast Asia (Lee 1994; Lindblad 1997 ‘/I\r’/fr
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b . : persisted with primary
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‘ n?sia 1997). Between 1957 and 1970 women’s share of memufacturinS |
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ment a e? in the 1960s makes assessing the precise starting moment of tli,e
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early 1970s. Marcos never
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sence of a data point between 1967 and 1975, but between 1961
and 1967 women’s share of employment decreased, which suggests that
the modest feminization occurring between 1967 and 1975 was a result of
f employment in labor-intensive export industries in the
fully implemented the export promotion policy
(Hawes 1992), however, so the degree of feminization was moderate in
compatison to that of Malaysia. Between 1975 and 1988, feminization con-
tinued apace, as employment increased at a higher rate in labor-intensive
sectors than in the capital-intensive sectors. ,
Indonesia and Thailand, beginning primary EOI later than Malaysia and
the Philippines, pursued ISI (mostly primary but some secondary in the
1970s) from the 1950s until the mid-1980s, when both shifted to primary
EOI (Hewison 1997; Jomo 1997). Thailand’s gendered trajectory is surpris-
en’s share of manufacturing employment increased about 20
iod, but it is less shocking once the overwhelm-
a labor-intensive sector, is taken into account. By

1980, almost half of employmentin manufacturing was in textiles, and over
half of the total increase in jobs between 1970 and 1980 occurred in textiles.
gh a lean period in the early 1980s which led to some
feminization resumed as other
f primary EOL Indonesia

'Ven the ab

the expansion o

ing, as wom
percent during the ISI per.
ing dominance of textiles,

Textiles went throu
masculinization, but from the mid-1980s,
labor-intensive sectors took off with the onset o
ar to Thailand, since textiles generated much of the new em-
1 and 1980, although much less so than in Thailand,

ployment between 197
which accounts for the more modest slope of its feminization curve. Most
y 1980s onward,

of the feminization in Indonesia occurred from the earl
when the country began to promote a variety of labor-intensive export

industries.

was simil

Explaining Sectoral Variations: Unions and Supply Factors

The type of industrialization affects gendered trends in the manufactur-
ing sector as a whole through its effects on the expansion and contraction
of sectoral employment. But if labor intensity and capital intensity are the
only factors affecting women’s employment, levels of female employment
in a sector should be relatively constant across nations. As suggested in

previous chapters, these variations in sectoral levels of female employment
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require incorporating into the analysis factors other than the balance of oyl
ployment in labor- and capital-intensive sectors—such as the potentia
pact of labor unions and labor supply factors.*

The Gendered Impact of Unions

Why do unions have a gendered impact? Simply put, unions are gen
dered institutions, as is evident in their memberships, their leadershin
and the policies that they pursue. Feminist labor historians have docys
mented numerous instances of male workers striking to prevent the inflyx
of female labor, and unions were at the forefront of many struggles to img
plement protective legislation for women. Protective legislation makes jt
more expensive and difficult (and sometimes impossible) for employers tq
| hire women.® The motivations behind male opposition to women workers

varied, but the most common included fear of downward pressure op .3
wages, a sense of threatened masculinity, a fear that women would “pol
lute” and reduce the prestige of male occupations (Goldin 2002), and quite
simply the desire to defend union members’ jobs. Since battles over the
gendering of work are often about the deskilling of jobs, the redefinition of :
job classifications, and maintaining jobs for members, male-dominated
unions have obstructed feminization. The absence of strong unions re-
moves a potential barrier to feminization, while strong unions have the po- ..
tential to impede feminization.6

The impact of unions depends not only on their capacity to disrupt em-
ployer efforts to feminize but also on bargaining institutions. If wages are
set through industry-wide bargains, especially if they apply to all workers
regardless of their membership in a union, employers have less incentive
to hire women instead of men, since women will receive the same wages
as men for the same work. Some feminization may take place even in
countries with strong unions if the sector is relatively new (and hence un-
organized) or if employment growth takes place primarily through the es-
tablishment of new factories rather than the expansion of existing ones.
Moreover, when industry is expanding rapidly, employers that previously
relied primarily on men are more likely to tap into female labor as the sup-
ply of male labor at a particular level of education and wage rate dimin-
ishes. When employment is growing, strong unions slow down the pace at
which women are integrated into the manufacturing workforce. Unions
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hen employ-
may have a negative impact on female employment also when employ

; . N
At is contracting: that is, women may be laid off at a higher rate tha
me . . .
men resulting in masculinization.

To test these propositions statistically, it is necessary to devise an. 121‘c11i31>f
t measures the relative power of unions in the te.n cases. The um.o iy
o mbines three indicators. The first is the dominant level at which co
Zz(i:eo bargaining takes place, and the second is un‘ion density. zi\lthough‘ bot:
on measures of union strength (McGuire 1999), union d'ensrfy o
fife Com::]:n be a misleading indicator of labor’s power in developing coun-
lté‘; OVIII;udra 2002); high levels of union density (as well as union conce.n—
tt;;et?on and centralization) may be a result (I)ihexcl:siozggyaizfszt;s;
icies and a poor indicator of union power. | theretore .
c:tlcl)(zepsolitical chusion, which takes in‘to E:.lCCO;.ln:t the e>;tint6 t;) :\;I’g(:: ::E
state embraces or permits labor mobilization. Flgures h , .h, e .over
lustrate how union strength, as measured by this index, has chang
tmgf. the ten countries, the strongest unions are in Latin America.. Pc:p\lﬂli’f
leaders in an array of Latin American countries completed the initia
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Figure 6.4. Union strength—Latin America. Source: Caraway 2006.




142 ASSEMBLING WOMEN

2.00 4
1.50 4
x
[}
]
£
.5 1.00 ~
c
>
0.50
0.00 J £y P
1955 1960 1965 1970 1975 1980 1985 1990 1995 2000
Year
Singapore S. Korea Taiwan
-0 —g-

Figure 6.5. Union strength-—East Asia. Source: Caraway 2006.

corporation of labor in the 1930s and 1940s. In Argentina and Brazil, thig
incorporation took place in the 1940s, and in Mexico,

brought the labor movement under his wing in the 1930s
lier 2002). The level of inducements and constraints that
to labor varied from country to country,

Lazaro Cérdenas‘
(Collier and Col:,
the state offered’
but the common thread was that

repression was no longer the primary means of controlling labor (Collier

and Collier 1979). This model of incorporation corresponds to what Stepan .
(1978) referred to as inclusionary co

rporatism. The combination of the pro-
duction of relatively high value-added goods with protected local markets
sustained the populist bargain between the state, capital, and labor for
many years. Although these populist coalitions later broke apart in Ar-
gentina (1966) and Brazil (1964), and the military dictatorships that came
to power moved to exclude labor (O’Donnell 1973), the crucial point is that
populism resulted in high levels of unionization, compared with those of
other developing countries (Rama and Artecona 2002). In addition, the
level at which bargaining is conducted is higher than in other develop

ing
countries (International Labor Office 1997; Kuruvilla 1996).

GENDERED PATHS OF INDUSTRIALIZATION 143

i i i ined a politi-
iti inclusion, Argentine unions remaine
.+h respect to political inc s :
i e\I/)er\ under repressive regimes. Although mlht&lr}f gover%'lmen ;
e I tina prohibited links between unions and Peronist parties an
ln . . _
in MBS ken single-union bargaining, unions continued to be a po
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. imi iti d electoral activi
i i ted political party an
tist unions, and allowed limi -
P1)Or:1<e 1996, 31; Mericle 1977). In the late 1970s and 1980s the labor mli)ve’
( 1rnt became more assertive and fostered the formation of the INor efs
a.—
glit (Keck 1992). In Mexico, the labor movement develoPed ac ose'z re
'a yhip with the ruling party, the PRI, and received a variety of soc1c()1e(f:o
o i ime during crises and for
i its i for backing the regime during
nomic benefits in exchange e e
i i i Middlebrook 1995). From ,
orting the PRI in elections ( ‘ .
it)sfever inion power eroded steadily as the PRI distanced itself from
ions (Cook 1995). o ‘ . |
unUnion density has also been relatively high in the Latin Amerlcin tcaseesr
i i ion density, but ov
i i th the highest levels of union
Argentine unions began wi : censity but over
i 40 percent in the late j
ime density decreased from about ; ‘ _
;(r)n ;ercentti};l the 1990s (Rama and Artecona 2002). In Brazil, umonhn'ltem
i i lthough it re-
i he dictatorship came to power, a .
bership grew even after t ough e
i i d 25 percent of the economically
mained relatively constant at aroun ' ! e o
i d 1980s union density began to
opulation. In the late 1970s an . . oo
Ii)9§2) Mexico’s relatively high union density peaked in the 198((;3 AattaC ::;la
35 percent aﬁd then declined significantly in the 1990s (Rama and Arte
2002). . e
Bargaining institutions are relatively centralized, altho'ugh ch ex Ielrtlina
centralization varies, in the three Latin American countf‘1e§. Irtl rlge;‘elel be:
i ini ducted nationally at the industry
collective bargaining was con ' : 1
tween employers and one officially recognized union 15 th? l)t;rg?n;TSg
i e indus-
i ini ts applicable to all workers in ‘
agent, with bargaining agreemen : :
t1§7 whether unionized or not, for most of the period under consideration
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Figure 6.6. Union strength—Southeast Asia. Source: Caraway 2006.

Philippines

(1950 to early 1990s) (Cérdova 1984b; James 1988). Unions in Brazil, banned
from having direct links to other unions, were structured by craft and in-
dustry within each state, so they were more fragmented than in Argentina.
Although there was no unifying confederation to bring together disparate
elements of the labor movement, unions were given a monopoly over rep-
resentation of workers in their industry within a given geographic territory
(Mericle 1977). The law prohibited enterprise (plant-level) unions, and
with the exception of the years between 1964 and 1977, most negotiations
took place on an industry-wide basis; collective bargains applied to all
workers in the industry in the geographic unit, whether organized or not;
and all workers in the industry or profession were required to pay a union
tax. In Mexico, plant-level bargaining predominated, although some agree-
ments covered entire branches of the economy, such as metallurgy and
textiles, and coordination in bargaining between plants in the same feder-
ations resulted in highly centralized bargaining outcomes in sectors such
as steel and automobiles (Bronstein and Cérdova 1984; Cérdova 1984b;
O’Connell 1999; Roxborough and Bizberg 1983). Unions also frequently
inserted security clauses in collective agreements which gave unions con-
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trol over recruitment (Cérdova 1984a), with obvious implications for
feminization.

In contrast to Latin America, East Asian governments have always ex-
cluded labor: the political environment in East Asia has been far more hos-
tile to labor than in Latin America, and unions have had less room to
maneuver politically. In Taiwan the Kuomintang implanted an exclusion-
ary regime before the popular sector mobilized, but in Korea and Singa-
pore the state repressed leftist labor movements (Deyo 1989, 1990; Koo
2001). Although the intensity and level of repression varied both across
time and between countries, “labor has always been an object of conttol
and exclusion and has never been considered a major political ally or con-
stituency” (Koo 2001, 5-6). During most of the period from World War 11
to the late 1980s, state-backed unions had a monopoly of representation in
Taiwan and Singapore and a near monopoly in South Korea. South Korea
is unique in that a dynamic independent labor movement emerged in the
1980s and played an important role in the democratic transition. Democ-
ratization in South Korea and Taiwan in the 1980s and 1990s softened but
did not overturn labor’s relative exclusion (Chu 1996; Koo 2001, 2000).
Union density presents a mixed picture in East Asia. Although union den-
sity was much higher in Singapore and Taiwan than in South Korea, this is
because the ruling regimes chose a more corporatist method of controlling
Jabor.8 In Taiwan in particular, increases in density reflected rising mem-
bership from self-employed craftspeople who joined unions in order to ob-
tain insurance.? Bargaining in all three countries took place primarily at the
enterprise level, and in Singapore the range of issues subject to bargaining
was extremely narrow. :

Once again, Southeast Asia presents a more varied picture. In the worst
periods of repression, labor exclusion was just as severe as in the East Asian
cases. Even in the cases where labor was relatively free to mobilize, it was
in a weak political position (Deyo 1997). For the most part, labor move-
ments in the region were isolated from political parties. Union density was
low, with unions in Malaysia and the Philippines organizing about 10 per-
cent of the labor force, and in Indonesia and Thailand less than 5 percent

(Rama and Artecona 2002). Collective bargaining took place primarily at

the enterprise level, was weakly institutionalized, and covered few work-
ers. Southeast Asian unions have much in common, but there have been
important differences in the extent of political repression, both between
countries and over time within countries.
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In the Philippines the left was crushed in the 1950s, but an active and in-
dependent labor movement persisted in the 1950s and 1960s (Lambert
1990; Wurfel 1959). Ferdinand Marcos repressed the remaining elements of
the labor movement after the declaration of martial law in 1972, adoPtjng
an exclusionary form of corporatism (West 1997). By the mid-1980s, how-
ever, the Philippines had developed the most radical and dynamic labor
movement in Southeast Asia, and after Corazon Aquino came to power in
1986, formal restrictions on labor in the Philippines eased (Dejillas 1994).
Labor unions in Indonesia in the 1950s and 1960s had close relationshjps
to political parties (Tedjasukmana 1959), but the Suharto regime eviscer-
ated the leftist unions in the late 1960s and forced all remaining unions into
a state-backed federation in 1973. This exclusionary form of corporatism
remained in place until Suharto’s fall in 1998 (Hadiz 1997). In Malaysia the
colonial regime killed off leftist leaders in the 1940s and 1950s, and after in-
dependence in 1957 the state neither embraced nor repressed the remain-
ing moderate unions until it began to tighten controls over labor in the
mid-1960s, making strikes more difficult and imposing strict limitations on
the content of collective agreements (Grace 1990; Jomo and Todd 1994). In
electronics, unionization was banned entirely until the late 1980s, and even
then, only enterprise unions were permitted. In Thailand, unions were -
banned for most of the 1950s and 1960s, and political repression was espe-
cially severe under the regime of Field Marshal Sarit Dhanarajata, 1958-63
(Brown and Frenkel 1993). During a brief political opening in the early

- 1970s, labor organization exploded, but a military coup in 1976 resulted in -

a brief bout of repression, and conservative forces took over the labor
movement. Since the 1980s, Thai governments have not had close relations
with unions, but with the exception of a brief period following the 1991
coup, neither has the state cracked down on them (Hewison and Brown
1994; Mabry and Srisermbhok 1985).

A Statistical Test of the Impact of Union Strength and Supply Factors

To assess the impact of union strength on gendered patterns of indus-

trialization, I conducted a series of statistical tests. The data set has 1,154 -

observations, spanning the late 1950s to the mid-1990s. Each observation
corresponds to an industrial sector j for a particular year f in a country i.
- The models presented explain changes in women’s employment or the fe-
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male share of employment in sector j as a function of union strength, cap-
ital intensity, and country-level controls. The dependent variable, the share
of female employment and feminization, is operationalized as the percent
of female employment in a sector or the log of total female employment.
The main independent variables include union strength, capital intensity1,
capital intensity2, total employment, and sector dummies.!°

In addition to these independent variables, I ran specifications that in-
cluded variables affecting the supply of female labor. Cultural differences
between countries could adversely affect women's capacity to participate
in work outside the home, either directly through outright prohibitien or
indirectly through poor education and high fertility. I thus ran the model
with three additional variables: fertility, measured as the total fertility rate;
female labor force participation (FLFP), measured as the percentage of
women in the labor force; and education, measured as the average years of
schooling for women aged fifteen.!! Fertility is expected to have a negative
effect on feminization, since higher fertility makes women less appealing
employees and limits the number of years that they are available to work.
Conversely, education should make women more attractive to employers
and encourage feminization. Female labor force participation rates are also
expected to have a positive impact on feminization, since higher participa-
tion rates indicate that fewer cultural obstacles prevent women'’s involve-
ment in economic activities. Fertility rates were in decline and education
levels were improving in all of the countries, although the levels of fertil-
ity and education varied considerably among them. In most of the coun-
tries, female labor force participation rates also revealed a steady upward
trend, though again, the rates differed from country to country.

Model I tests the various hypotheses with a simple OLS regression of
the natural log of the share of female employment in a sector on union
strength, the supply variables, and sectoral dummies to control for sector-
specific effects. The model explains 65 percent of the variation in women'’s
share of employment, and unions have a negative and statistically signifi-
cant impact (see Table 6.1). All the supply variables are statistically signif-
icant and have an impact in the expected direction, with the exception of
education. Although statistically significant, the coefficient for education is
negative. The model confirms all the hypotheses except that for education.

Another estimation strategy takes advantage of the cross-sectional panel
structure of the data to explain the changes in patterns of women’s em-
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when employment is increasing, assessing the impact of unions when em-
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ployment is contracting is also important, and Model III captures thg
dynamic. Model III introduces a lag term of total employment and an ig
teraction term between lagged total employment and lagged female em
ployment, which permits speculation about the potential impact of 4
contraction of employment. The coefficients for both lagged total employ,?
ment and the interaction term between lagged total employment and
lagged female employment are negative and statistically significant Te-
gardless of the capital-intensity measure used in the analysis, indicatin

that a contraction in employment results in a loss of female employment,

The decline in women'’s employment is smaller than the increases secured .
when employment expanded, however, which suggests that although
women lose jobs during an economic contraction, their incorporation is re-
silient. In this model, the coefficients for lagged female employment and
the square of lagged female employment are both positive and statistically-
significant, showing that the larger the share of women employed in the
past, the larger it will be in the future. In other words, there is some path
dependence at work in determining women’s overall shares of employ-

ment. Yet the union variable is significant in only one of the four specifica-
tions of this model. The supply variables achieve good levels of statistical
significance, with the exception of the FLFP rate when the first capital-in-
tensity measure is used. Fertility and education have negative coefficients, -
and the coefficient for the FLFP rate switches signs between the two b
specifications.

The findings related to unions, fertility, and education were robust across
the three models. The impact of FLFP rates was mixed because it was
highly sensitive to the specification of the models, and substantively, its im-
pact vacillated between positive and negative. The negative relationship
between education and feminization is surprising and suggests that higher
levels of education do not necessarily facilitate women'’s entry into manu-
facturing work. It is likely that education is a threshold variable—em-
ployers seek out a certain minimal level of education, but more education
beyond that does not make women workers more appealing employees.
Of course, women with higher levels of education are better equipped to
find more remunerative employment in other parts of the economy and
may choose to avoid the drudgery of a factory job in favor of less taxing
work elsewhere.

The effect of the union variable was strongest in Model I and Model II
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and weaker in Model III. Part of the reason for this weakness may be re-
jated to a hierarchical modeling problem. Union strength was assessed at
the country level rather than at the sectoral level, since union data rarely
correspond precisely to the ISIC categories for classifying employment in
manufacturing. Data for the three indicators in the union index could be
found for some sectors but not for others. The differences between coun-
try and sectoral measures of union strength for most of the Asian countries
are minimal during the bulk of the period under examination, but for the
Latin American cases, especially Mexico, the differences could be substan-
tial. Sectoral measures of union strength would probably have produced
stronger results for the union variable in these cases. For example, the tex-
tile industry in Mexico was surprisingly masculine—women’s share of
employment was only 25 percent in 1985—given that strong feminization
had occurred in other labor-intensive sectors. This fact becomes less puz-
zling, however, when the strength of unions in the sector is taken into
account. The textile sector is one of the most highly unionized in Mexico
and has negotiated collective agreements that cover the entire industry
(Zazueta and de la Pefia 1984).12 The sectors that feminized most strongly
were in the maquilas, where unions were comparatively weak.

To assess further the robustness of the union variable, I ran Models Il and
Il using employment in all manufacturing rather than sectoral employ-
ment. In the previous analyses, each case was one sector in one year in one
country. In these models, each case is one year in one country. Since the
union variable is no longer tied to sectoral employment data, these mod-
els are not affected by a hierarchical modeling problem. Models IV and V
are identical to Models II and III except for the omission of the capital-in-
tensity variable, which was tied to sectors. In spite of the much smaller
sample size (fifty-one cases), the coefficients for the union variable are sta-
tistically significant and the effect remains negative (see Table 6.3). The co-
efficient for union strength is also larger than in the sectoral model.

Conclusion

Differences in gendered patterns of industrialization can be explained by
the balance of employment between labor-intensive and capital-intensive
sectors, employment growth, the strength of labor unions, and fertility. The
trend over time—feminization versus masculinization—is best explained
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Table 6.3. Models IV and V: Determinants of women’s employment,
county-based

Variable Model IV Model V
Total employment 113 1.13%*
(.038) (.033)
Lagged female employment —0.153 851
(.467) (.826)
Square or lagged female .006 -0.076
employment (.019) (.079)
Union —0.552*** —0.325**
(.076) (.083)
. Lagged total employment —1.928*
(1.117)
Lagged total employment X 0.1m
lagged female employment (.089)
Constant —1.47 5972
(2.812) (3.961)
R-square (within) 0.965 0.963
R-square (between) 0.967 0.989
R-square (overall) 0.954 0.971
N 51 51

Source: See Statistical Appendix.
Note: Unstandardized coefficients, standard errors in parentheses; p val-

ues indicated by *, **, and *** for values less than 0.1, 0.05, and 0.01 re-
spectively.

by the balance of employment between sectors. Since primary EOI encour-
ages employment growth in labor-intensive sectors relative to capital-inten-
sive sectors, there is a strong relationship between EOI and feminization.
As EOI matures, however, masculinization usually ensues, since employ-
ment usually expands more rapidly in capital-intensive sectors. IS, in con-
trast, usually, but not always, leads to masculinization, since it tends to
generate more employment in capital-intensive sectors. In addition, the
data demonstrate that employment growth has consistent and dramatic
positive effects on women’s share of employment.
This finding about the positive impact of employment growth ties in
nicely with the arguments about stickiness, spillover, and snowballing
made in Chapter 4. Employment growth not only increases demand for la-
bor but also facilitates the unsettling of established gender divisions of la-
bor. Employers that expand production can shift women into previously
male jobs without firing male workers, and when job growth occurs in new
industries, employers have far more flexibility in determining the gen-
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dered allocation of work. They can hire women without displaatng mf;l—o_f
though the extent fo which they can do so depends on the streng

jons as well. .
un:l?liough the overall trend of gendered emplo;iment canfbe e:;;;inelfi
by the type of industrialization pursued, wome.n s shar.e o st‘.ecn oo
ployment varied considerably between countries. Umor} ere fad o
fertility explained some of these differences, and both Va‘rla 1es pad con
gistent and substantively interesting effects on .cross—natlona pa\f e
women’s employment. Strong unions resulteé in lower sha;efs c;.l. e
employment and slowed the pace of feminize}tlon, and a hlg1 e;l (13 r11tty
negatively affected feminization and women's share of (zmpt ;)y onte.nﬁon

Pethaps most important, the analysis offers suppor'f or. (? c rention
that demand-based explanations and labor market ll’lstltl.;llth?; fave
stronger overall effect on feminization than cul'tural .factors' 01. et
ness of the female labor force participation variable in particu a}x\r s girds
that cultural limits on such participation are ma.lleable. In o‘t er w11 W;
increased demand for female labor, combined w1t}} wee?k umonls, a lo()b_
women to be pulled rapidly into the labor market in spite ?f cu .turad >
stacles. Labor-excluding authoritarian develc?pmental statefs m Asia arc;ered
clusionary populist politics in Latin America created d1st1r\cttgirelr;n e
legacies. Latin America had lower shares (‘)f female emplo.yrcrl\er\tri men
facturing not only because it followed a different path of industria

but also because it had stronger unions.




