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Abstract

The objective of this paper is to provide empiriesidence on the role of gender relations and
inequalities in shaping men’s and women'’s labourketaoutcomes, and to identify issues that should
be addressed by policy in order to enhance womeage employment opportunities and gender
equality in employment outcomes, with particulaeation to rural areas. These issues are addressed
with reference to Philippines, Vietnam and Thailavtdch share some common features: their location
in the most dynamic region of the global econonmgirt reliance on exports to drive their economic
growth; and women’s wage employment expansion duexport growth. Yet, the bulk of their
workforce is still in agriculture. At the same tintee three countries differ in a number of waysliké
Thailand and the Philippines, Vietnam is not ayfullarket economy; a big part of its economy isestat
and collectively-owned and the importance givem#mufacturing exports is fairly recent.

Drawing on national survey data, the paper focusesvage employment outcomes, comparing rural
and urban areas, and agriculture-based and nocudigre-based regions in the three countries. It
investigates the patterns of gender inequalitigh vagards to employment status, occupation and pay
What conditions affect women’s access to wage eynpbmt and explain the pay gaps between men
and women? The conventional and predominant labwarket explanation is that inequalities reflect
differences in human capital (education, skillsj amork experience) and thus in productivity and the
price of men’s and women'’s labour. Under this frammek, labour market outcomes are the result of the
market's efficient allocation of labour resourcetwever, the research literature on gender pay, gaps
including the author’s recent study of occupatiquea gaps in Thailand and the Philippines, show the
impact of gender-based discrimination. The papghlights the role of gender discrimination and
unpaid care work on access to wage work and on Ipajso explores the interconnections between
gender inequalities in labour markets and teralariequalities.

The paper also looks at the role of women’s wagekwo household welfare. The male breadwinner-
female caregiver/homemaker model continues to datmiisocial and labour policy, yet low-income
families rely on women'’s paid as well as unpaidkuitre poorer they are. Evidence is also provided on
the interconnections between women’s wage workeamdings, household income and poverty.

The paper suggests some policy directions that beaygonsidered for rural employment, women'’s

employment and gender equality. Policy issues énlight of the current global crisis and lessomsrir
the 1997 Asian crisis are highlighted.
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|. Introduction and overview

Gender inequalities are embedded in, and shapdpgm@nt structures and relationships, in
rural and urban areas, agricultural and non-adticail regions. These inequalities need to be
addressed explicitly and coherently by public polit order to improve women’s employment
opportunities and incomes in rural areas. Politias do not take these gender dimensions into
account are likely to reinforce and deepen employmaed income inequalities between men
and women. And, because gender inequalities affeet capabilities of individuals and
households to secure the means for their survindlvaellbeing, policies that do not reduce
these inequalities will be ineffective in reducipgverty in a sustainable manner, and could
widen disparities between households, and betwaahand urban areas.

This paper focuses on gender inequalities in wag@@yment, i.e. access to jobs that are
paid and that offer social protection, occupatiamgbortunities available to men and women,
and pay levels and pay gaps. The importance of wtaTdirect access to income from paid
work is underscored by the MDG 3 (“promote gendgradity and empower women”), one of
its progress indicators being the proportion of veanin non-agricultural wage employment.
Women’s paid employment has expanded tremendowsy the past 2-3 decades; by 2006,
they occupy, on average, almost 40 percent of alll pobs worldwide outside agriculture
compared to 35 percent in 1990. However, in dewetpgountries almost two-thirds of
women are in insecure and unprotected jobs as difi@aily and own-account workers.

The objective of this paper is to provide empirieaidence on the role of gender
relations and inequality in shaping men’s and wosdabour market outcomes, and to
identify issues that should be addressed by palcyrder to enhance women’s wage
employment opportunities and promote gender eguafit employment outcomes, with
particular attention to rural areas. One aspethisfgender-rural (or spatial) connection is that
gender gaps in employment and earnings are bemg@laated by uneven regional growth and
rural-urban inequalities. The second aspect istti@persistence of gender inequalities in the
rest of the economy will continue to shape and tlichioices of women who seek paid
employment as it erodes their leverage to seekibetiality jobs.

To uncover the interconnections between gender ramdl-urban inequalities with
regards to paid work, this paper looks at threentraas in Asia: Philippines, Thailand and
Vietnam. Analysing fairly recent national surveycnol datasets of Labour Force Surveys of
the Philippines and Thailand, the Philippine Fanilgome and Expenditure Survey 2003, and
the Vietnam Living Standards Measurement Surveyd2®0e paper examines patterns and
sources of gender inequality in wage employmentodppities and outcomes, while
comparing rural and urban sectors, and/or, alte@lgt agriculture-based and nonagriculture-
based regions.

Section Il gives an overview of the three countriesonomic performance, sectoral
composition of their economies and trends with eespo their agricultural sectors, and rural-
urban and regional patterns of inequality and pgv@ihe common features that bind the three
countries are their location in the most dynamgior of the global economy; their reliance on
exports to drive economic growth; and impressivpamsion of women’s paid employment
associated to export growth. Yet, the bulk of thearkforce is still in agriculture. At the same
time, the three countries differ in several waysliké Thailand and the Philippines, Vietnam
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is not a fully market economy; a big part of it®eemy is state and collectively-owned; and
her entry into the global economy is fairly recefietnam’s adoption of market reforms since
the 1980s has had important implications for wors@mployment, family welfare and unpaid
care work. Thailand has been one of the fastesviggpdeveloping country, and before the
1997 Asian crisis did not experience negative gnowt has been able to reduce poverty
significantly. The Philippines on the other hand hedergone a series of booms and busts
since the 1970s and has had a poor record in gonegtiction.

Section Il focuses on participation in labour nmeggk and the patterns of sectoral and
occupational composition of employment in the threantries, paying attention to differences
and inequalities along gender, rural-urban andoregji lines. This section lays down the
context for the subsequent section which furtheestigates gender inequalities in paid work.

Section IV focuses on access to wage employmenipagdutcomes. What conditions
affect women’s access to wage employment and exgle pay gaps between men and
women? The conventional and predominant labour etagkplanation is that inequalities
reflect differences in human capital (educationilskand work experience) and thus in
productivity and the price of men’s and women’solab Under this framework, labour market
outcomes are the result of the market’s efficidioication of labour resources. Yet, disparities
between men and women in employment outcomes perspite of significant improvements
in women’s education. This section presents evigdeme the impact of gender roles and
discrimination in shaping wage employment oppottesiand outcomes.

Section V looks at household income, and the réleomagriculture income and wage
income | reducing household poverty by drawing friv@ survey data as well as from related
literature. Finally, Section VI draws key policissues from the foregoing analysis.

A note on data sources and methodology

The authors analysed four sets of microdatasethéothree country cases are the followling:
Philippines: 2004 Labour Force Survey (4 quarte?§))5 Labour Force Survey®(1
qguarter), 2003 Family Income and Expenditure Surwveyich has the same national
sample as the®lquarter of 2004 LFS
Thailand: 2005 Labour Force Survey'duarter)

Vietnam: 2004 Vietnam Living Standards Survey, whicontains labour force,
employment and household income and expendituee dat

Bearing in mind that unpaid family labour is langé@lvolved in subsistence farming, it is
likely that labour statistics do not fully reflettte magnitude of agricultural employment. Time
spent by women on family farming or livestock ragimay be seen as part of her household
duties rather than work. The available data magd®n as indicative of trends rather than of
precise magnitudes.

A combination of rural-urban and regional geograptiivisions is used for analysing
rural employment for two reasons: (i) the Philigpidataset does not use a rural-urban
category; and (ii) the definition of rural areas lthanged over time. For example, in Vietnam,
the demarcation of rural areas has changed over dsnareas are built up and acquire better
infrastructure, and more are declared urban ar€astfal Survey Steering Committee and
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ILO, 2005). The upgrading of localities that had/eleped infrastructure as urban areas and
the re-demarcation of boundaries and admissionuit bp areas close to urban centres
increased the geographical area that is proclamseah urban area. Balisacan (1993) makes a
similar point; the Philippine definition of urbameas changed substantially: in 1961 urban
areas included metro Manila, chartered cities, ip@al capitals and all town centres; in 1965
population density and villages contiguous to towemtres and with a certain number of
population; and since 1971, any district regardlebgopulation density with at least 6
commercial establishments. Bryant and Gray (200&)wise note that the large decrease in
rural population in the 1990s in Thailand was doeefinition changes: peri-urban sanitary
districts that had been previously classified aalrwere classifies as urban in 2000. Thus, for
this paper, in addition to rural-urban divisionseséver this is provided, the authors adopted
existing regional divisions conventionally used tine country. These regions may be
distinguished by the extent of their agriculturahon-agricultural activities.

Appendix C presents the statistical methodologmgsied for this paper.

[I. Overview of three countries

The common features that bind the three countriestlzeir location in the most dynamic
region of the global economy; their reliance onaipto drive their economic growth; and the
phenomenal expansion of women’s wage employmengalath export growth. Thailand has
been one of the fastest growing developing cowtaad before the 1997 Asian crisis had not
experienced negative growth. It has been abledoce poverty significantly. The Philippines,
on the other hand, has gone through a series ohdmst cycles since the 1970s, and has had a
poor record in poverty reduction. Unlike Thailandlahe Philippines, Vietham market reforms
only began to take place in the 1980s and morelisapi the 1990s; a big part of its economy
is State-owned. Vietnam'’s adoption of market refhms had important implications not only
for the economy, but also for employment, familyifare and unpaid care work.
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Agricultural products (e.g. cashew, rice, coffer)l aquatic products (e.g. catfish) make
up a substantial part of Vietham’s total export percent and 8 percent respectively in 2006,
the bulk of its exports consist of heavy industgedducts and minerals (36 percent) and light
industrial and handicraft products (41 percénthailand also export agricultural and fishery
products but these comprise a tiny portion of tetgdort value: 16 percent in 1995 to 9 percent
of total FOB value in 2005. Manufactured exportsir(gents, electronic and electrical
products, car parts, etc) make up 82 percent ih 188 percent of total FOB value in 2005.
In the case of the Philippines, its primary exgonte the 1990s is electronic products, such as
semiconductors, electronic data processing and aomwuation equipment and medical and
industrial instrumentation (68 percent of total estpralue in 2003Y.
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Agriculture, Value Added (% of GDP)
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Agriculture’s contribution to gross value-addediud three countries has declined during
the past two decades: Philippihes25 percent in 1980 to 14 percent in 2004; Tnaila23
percent in 1980 to 10 percent in 2004; and Vietra® percent in 1985 to 22 percent in 2004.
Agriculture had played a key role in Vietnam imgige growth in the 1990s, but its growth
has also slowed down (Gaiha and Thapa, 2007).

The economic weight has shifted to the industnia aervices sector. For Thailand, the
industrial sector’s share of gross value-addedesmed from 29 percent in 1980 to 43 percent
in 2004. Its services sector (trade, transport aochmunication and storage, real estate,
financial services), already large in the 1950s f#scent of GDP) remains the largest
economic sector. In contrast, in the Philippinés, tertiary sectors (services and trade) have
increased their share of GDP while the industrezit@r’'s share has declined. Manufacturing,
the driver of women’s employment expansion in tBéds, has ceased to be so.

In terms of employment, agriculture’s share ha® asclined in the three countries,
although it remains relatively substantial. Thailaxperienced the sharpest decrease: from 71
percent in 1980 to 64 percent in 1990, 48 percer2G00; as of 2005, it accounted for 47
percent of male employment and 42 percent of femaployment. Vietnam, for the period for
which data is available: from 75 percent in 19954opercent in 2004; it absorbs nearly an
equal share of employed men (48 percent) and eragloppmen (52 percent) (Central Survey
Steering Committee and ILO, 2005). The Philippirfesn 52 percent in 1980 to 37 percent in
2001. As of 2007, agriculture accounted for 38 eetof men’s employment and 23 percent of
women’s employment in the Philippines.
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Uneven development, territorial inequalities

Uneven development and marked spatial inequaldiesacterise many Asian countries, and
the Philippines, Thailand and Vietnam are not défe (Balisacan and Ducanes, 2005).

Tables 1, 2 and 3 present for each country an-retgonal comparison of the share of
agricultural occupations and agricultural actigtieut of total employment. The national
capital regions (National Capital Region in thelippines, and Bangkok Metropolitan Area in
Thailand) as well as Vietham’s two lowland deltadiich include Hanoi City and Ho Chi
Minh City, are distinguished by their low level africultural employment and high level of
manufacturing employment.

Declining rural sector; but the rural-urban conneatn

Although definitions of what constitutes urban ardeve undergone changes in all three
countries and partly explain declining rural popolas, the decline of rural populations is
consistent with expanding populations in capitgioas and metropolitan areas. Rural-urban
migration has reinforced this trend.

Rural-urban migration, of which seasonal and termpomigration is an important part,
connects rural labour markets with those of urbad adustrial centres (Lanzona, 1998;
Deshingkar, 2006). Agricultural areas that are lmab sustain rural livelihoods and create
enough remunerative jobs are producing a largeafhpool of underemployed rural poor,
who are available for urban labour markets. Labotensive manufacturing, booming export
industries and high construction activity in citlesve attracted significant numbers of men and
women rural villages. Deshingkar (2006) cite Camépdangladesh, Sri Lanka, India,
Indonesia and Vietham as examples. In Vietnam, teamp migration to industrial zones
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increased at the same time as rural-rural migratiothe Central Highlands dropped when
prices of agricultural products such as cashew, peajgper, and rubber latex had decreased.

In Thailand, decreasing chances of acquiring famchlaand fewer alternative
opportunities for earning an income together witpanding tourism in the Central region and
new industrial facilities have fuelled massive raigsn to Bangkok and the Central region.
Rigg (2004) contends that the degree of spatiédchsion is probably the greatest in Thailand,
noting the prevalence of villages “bereft of théairty of youth”. It is common for the absent
wife’s sisters and parents to cultivate the youogpte’s land while they are absent and for the
couple to send money home. He states: “Occupatidivarsification is leading to spatial
fragmentation as young people (especially) leavktake up worlex situ..while individuals
may thus be spatially removed from their homes .eythemain component parts of the
household, remitting money, returning home perialdijc..” (Rigg, 2004:294).

The Philippine experience is similar. Women havastituted a significant portion of
rural-urban migration since the 1960s becauseef thsadvantaged position in agriculture in
terms of landownership, jobs and wages, which veggravated by farm mechanisation and
men-oriented development projects (Chant, 1995 Vast majority of women migrants,
especially to locations of multinational manufagtgrand services (domestic work, sex work),
were young, single and moved primarily for emploptne
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Out-migration from rural areas also implies theslad relatively more educated and
potentially more experienced individuals, whichlwnstrain rural growth, unless remittances
from urban migrants are large. Remittances aretsdidve played a critical role in supporting
rural households in Vietham. We have seen frond#ta on household incomes from the 2004
Vietnam Living Standards Survey that indeed a lugipn (about 13 percent) of total income
of households in the bottom income quintile is time other than wage”, which includes
remittances and private transférin the Philippines, the role of private domestansfers and
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transfers from overseas in reducing poverty has hken citied (World Bank, 2001). The
Philippine Family Income and Expenditure Survey 1897 show that private transfers
accounted for 13 percent of pre-transfer househmdmes; 57 percent of this came from
abroad”"

lll. Employment structures: their gender and regional dimensions

This section focuses on participation in labour kets, and the patterns of sectoral and
occupational composition of employment in the thceentries, highlighting the differences
and inequalities along gender, rural-urban andoreilines.

Participation in labour markets

In the Asian region, women in Vietnam and Thailgalbng with China) have had very high
economic activity rates since the 1980s. The Rbiitip female labour participation rate (LFPR)
in 2008 was 49 percent; it falls within the middénge of the Asian region, and is far lower
than men’s, 79 percent (DOLE, 2009). Refer to Table 5 and 6. In 2004, Vietnamese
women’s average rate was 68 percent, only abopeident less than men’s economic activity
rates. Thailand’s women are not far behind; thabour force participation rate was 65-66
percent in 2005-2008; this is 80 percent of mec@nemic activity rate. A decade ago, Thai
women’s participation rate was even higher; thdide®ccurred mainly among women (and
men) aged 15-19 and 20-24 years old, a trend thatonsistent with improvements in
enrolment rates in secondary and tertiary educatind among women (and men) aged 60-64
years old, which is consistent with the employmsmft out of farming where own-account
farmers work beyond a “retirement age”.

Four aspects of women’s and men’s labour supptigerthree countries may be highlighted:

The rural, spatial dimension: For both men and wgmeral areas and regions that are
predominantly agricultural and least economicalweloped consistently post higher
economic activity rates than urban areas and industgions. Small-scale farming and
fishing, predominantly own-account, do not impoge dimits and heavily involve
family labour; agriculture offers a wider rangeeshployment opportunities (albeit low
productive, few working hours) in informal paid amapaid work; and higher education
infrastructure is limited in rural areas. The bigigeural-urban gap exists among men
and women aged 15-24 years old and among 60-64oj@anen and women.

Men always post a higher labour force participatate than women. But the gap may
be larger or smaller from one area to another.

The gender gap is mediated by age and maritalsstiltilhereas men’s entry into the
labour market is almost a “natural” trajectory afsehooling or marriage, women'’s
entry is mediated by her family life cycle and i@ghuctive cycle. For most women,
marriage is a constraint. Women'’s labour forceipg@dtion is determined as much by
intra-household factors as by labour market cooalgti

Increases in women’s labour force participationpeesgally among those in prime
childbearing age, is not always a positive indicatoprogress towards gender equality
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in labour markets. It may signal household survstahtegy during difficult economic
times.

Average participation rates of 15-19 and 20-24 y#dr men and women have
decreased, which is consistent with higher enrotmeamtes and educational
achievements in all three countries..

The Philippine¥"

The LFPR gender gap increases with age. The gajest among older groups when
marriage and childrearing come into play. While ntend to increase their work

participation after marriage, women decrease it.r&en, joining the labour force is a

natural course of life; for women, no. Looking orllthe age group 20 years old and
above to control for age, the LFPR of never marsemmen is some 20 percentage
points higher than married women’s (2005 LFS dasad married men’s LFPR is

higher by more than 40 points than married womeh'®omen increase their labour

force participation after 35 years old, i.e. wheamen are likely to have completed
their childbearing phase and young children mayirbsechool; most men enter the
labour market at a much younger age, 25 years old.

But economic hardships raise labour force partimpa Trend data show that 15-19
year-old men and women tended to re-enter the lalpoarket during economic
downturns. In addition, women aged 25-34 year-atthough in their “prime
childbearing age”, posted higher rates during tleeiod mid-1990s-2004, which
witnessed the economic crises of 1989-90 and 1&8 political crises in early 2000s.

An inter-regional comparison shows that men’s LFBghecially of never married men,
is lower in the National Capital Region than inetihegions. Women'’s average LFPR do not
show marked inter-regional differences, but didpsi become clear when women are
disaggregated by marital status. Married womenisigygation rates in the NCR and its two
adjacent regions, CALABARZON and Central Luzon, arach lower than the rest of the
country.

On average, unemployment is slightly higher amongien (4 percent) than among men
(3.5 percent); among never married men and wome@rp€tcent and 8 percent respectively)
than among their married counterparts. But theepatis different at regional level. Never
married men’s and women’s unemployment rates in N CALABARZON are much
higher than the national average and than otheéoregThe inter-regional difference is bigger
among men (e.g. men’s 18.8 percent in NCR and J®f&ent in CALABARZON,
respectively; about 2.5-3.5 times more than otkgrons) than among women (12 percent in
NCR and CALABARZON compared to 8-9 percent in Luz¥isayas and Mindanao). Men’s
job expectations in the metropolitan and industem regions are much higher than
opportunities or labour demand in the metropol@ad industrial centres.

Thailand”
While married women have lower LFPRs than neveriedmwomen, the gap is very small: in

2005, married women’s LFPR was 70 percent whil¢ dhaever married women was only 3
points higher. Women’s age-specific LFPR curvel&gau-shaped at the top, indicating little
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difference among women in their prime childbeamchgdrearing age. Men, 25-64 year old,
have slightly decreased their labour force paréitgn over the past years; and both married
and divorced/separated men participated at a migtleihrate than single men.

However, compared to married and never married vimpndevorced and separated
women (who may have a family to care for) have ghér labour force participation
rate: 75.8 percent in 1996 and 77.5 percent in 2005

While urban women’s participation rates have besimg, rural women’s rates are
stagnant. Between 1996 and 2005, urban LFPRs (impah&reas and sanitary districts)
increased for both men and women. In rural are&fievmen’s LFPR also increased,
women’s LFPR stayed roughly at same level. This t@yexplained by the shift in
women’s employment away from agriculture to manufang, trade and services, and
to women’s rural-to-urban migration. In 1971, rurabmen’s LFPR was about 32
percent higher than that of urban women, when 82eo¢ of women were employed in
agriculture as compared to 40 percent in 1995 (ADB3:23).

At regional level, the Central, North and Southisag have relatively higher male and
female participation rates than Bangkok and Nogheagions. Apart from this, there are no
marked inter-regional differences. Never married ativorced women have substantially
higher LFPRs than married women; and men have dlerse trend. Unemployment rates,
which are highest among 15-19 and 20-24 year ol anel women, are lower in the South and
Central regions than in Bangkok, North or Northedtn’s unemployment rates are slightly
higher than women'’s in the South, North and Northelaut almost the same as women'’s in
Bangkok and the Central region.

Vietnam

Unlike the Philippines and Thailand, never marneamen in Vietham have a much lower
LFPR (60.4 percent) than the national women’'s aerand that of married women (87
percent). This trend holds in urban and rural graad across the regions (Red River Delta and
North Central Coast have a slightly lower LFPR agoaver married women and men). Never
married men’s LFPR is also much lower: 63.4 pereentmarried men’s 90.9 percent. The
lower participation rates among never married med women may be due to schooling,
which has improved, but may also be an advantagoraéed to those with family
responsibilities. In urban areas, never married emhwomen, as well as 15-24 year-old men
and women, have the lowest LFPR compared to otioeipg."

Rural LFPRs are higher than urban areas, for bah and women. However, the rural-
urban gap is much bigger among women than among Tendifference between the LFPR
of urban women and that of rural women is 13 po{atban LFPR at 65.5 percent vs. rural
women’s LFPR 78.5); the difference between rural aran men is only 8 percent points.

Unemployed men and women are twice as many in udoaas as in rural areas; and
more men than women (1.8 men for every woman) rtham areas, following trends of labour
force participation rates, unemployment rates daghdst among 15-24 year-old men and
women, 11 percent and 7 percent respectively; neagried men and women, 8.6 percent and
5.3 percent; and divorced women, 4 percent.
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Sectoral and occupational composition of employmesex-based segregation

In all three countries, agriculture is the dominamployment generator in rural areas and
regions outside of the national capital region. arkareas and capital regions have highly
diversified economies. Sex-based segregation of@u@ activities and occupations follows a
similar pattern across the three countries, with ¥ariations.

The Philippines

Employed women are clustered in crop farming, reteade, hotels and restaurants,
manufacturing of textiles, garments, radio, TV aammunication equipment, services in
private households, public administration, and jubtlucation. Men are clustered in growing
crops and fishing, a range of manufacturing indest(especially food and beverages), retail
trade and repair, construction, land transport, @uaic administration. The ratio of women to
men is particularly high in trade, private houselsplhealth care and education. Men have a
higher ratio to women in agriculture, constructand land transport.

Primary employment of men and women by economic sec tor,
1997 & 2005
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Gender composition of major economic sectors, 1997 & 2005
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The occupational structure clusters women in sesyisales and agricultural jobs; and
men in agricultural and industrial production jobd&omen depend much more on non-
agricultural occupations (80 percent of women’snaiy employment) than men (64 percent of
men’s primary employment). But women’s occupatians somewhat polarised: while on one
hand they are engaged in professional, managemille@adership posts and dominate the
teaching and health care professions (i.e. makenane than 60 percent of workforces), a big
segment of women workers are models, demonstratwissalespersons (23 percent in this
single category), personal service workers, andkilled services and sales workers.
Agricultural occupations are dominated by men (#cent versus 25 percent women).
Looking only at salaried and waged workers, thendras similar: waged agricultural
employment is male-dominated. Non-agricultural vessktend to possess higher educational
attainment levels (more than half high school geaeand higher) while agricultural workers
tend towards lower levels (more than half lowemthagh school). For both men and women,
unskilled jobs (classified as elementary occupali@omprise a big share of employment: 35-
37 percent of women’s employment and 27-29 peroénmhen’s employment in the period
2001-2005.

Lim (2000) and Lim and Montes (2000) explain thed frequent boom-bust cycles of the
1980s and 1990s caused employment to shift froncwdtyre and manufacturing to services
and trade for women, and to construction and tramapon for men — nontradeable, and
largely informal activities that tend to be lesschhit by economic crises and able to recover
faster. But workers in these sectors also havéetst labour and social protection.

A. King Dejardin, M. Bigotta 1&it for discussion - 13



= [ )
PATHWAYS OUT OF POVERTY

Rural Employment

Primary occupation of men and women, by major occup ation
group, 1997 & 2005
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Gender profile of key primary occupations,
by major occupational group, 1997 & 2005
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There are regional differences. Outside NCR and ABARZON, agriculture is the
prominent sector; manufacturing has a much lessagment share. Mining for men increases
in importance in Visayas and Mindanao. Public adstiation and education are consistently
important sectors for women’s employment acrossorsg Health care and other social and
community services are also important but accoonaflesser share of women’s employment
outside NCR. Employment in private households irRNE€ a big source of income for women;
it also has a considerable share of women’s empoyiin other regions.
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As can be expected, non-agricultural occupationsenui@ about 99 percent of men’s and
women’s employment in NCR. Outside the capitalaagivomen’s employment is much more
heavily concentrated in non-agricultural jobs tima@n’s. In CALABARZON (a concentration
of industrial estates) and Central Luzon, non-adfucal occupations make up a much bigger
share of women’s employment than of men’s employn{®d percent vs. 82 percent in
CALABARZON; and 91 percent vs. 74 percent in Cdrttezon).

Thailand™

Women’s and men’s primary employment is concentratdive economic sectors: agriculture
and fishing, manufacturing, trade (including hotelsd restaurants), community, social and
personal services; as well as construction for men.

At a disaggregated level, gender-based segregatimore evident. Within trade, women
have a stronger presence in retail trade (55 penfesub-sector employment), and hotels and
restaurants (64 percent of sub-sector employmeihije men dominate the sale and repair of
motor vehicles (80 percent of sub-sector employinemtd wholesale and commission trade
(60 percent of sub-sector employment). In manufaajy women remain concentrated in
traditional labour-intensive, “feminine” industri€éood products, textiles, wearing apparel,
wood products). Between 1996 and 2005, a major ldeneent was the rise of women’s
employment in the manufacture of relatively moraghatech” products, namely, radio,
television and communication equipment and eleaitnicachinery and equipment: from about
45 percent in 1996 to at least 60 percent. Men magké0 percent or more of the other
manufacturing sub-sectors. Under the broad categébrgommunity, social and personal
services, women'’s traditionally primary areas awmi to be health and social work, education,
and private household services (accounting for niioae@ 60 percent of employment in these
sub-sectors), while men continue to dominate gaovent and public administration.

As regards occupations, agricultural and fishergupations account for the largest
segment of men and women of all age groups. “Maokiented, skilled agricultural and
fishery workers” and “agricultural, fishery and atdd labourers” comprise 23 percent of
employed women and 26 percent of employed men. Wating is that age groups 20-24 and
25-34 years old (especially women in the youngex ggup) consistently have the lowest
shares of agricultural occupations.

Outside of agriculture, occupations follow gendenes. Women-intensive (i.e.
accounting at least 60 percent of jobs) occupatwasnodels, salespersons and demonstrators;
other craft and related workers (spinners, weaviengifers, tailors, dressmakers, furriers,
cutters, bakers, and food and beverage workersyhima operators and assemblers (sewing
machine operators as well as electrical and eleitrequipment assemblers). In contrast, men
to women, male production workers are concentratecextraction and building crafts
(carpenters, plumbers, plasterers, bricklayers),eteetal, machinery and related work, and
drivers and mobile-plant operators (account foremniian 60 percent of total employment in
these categories). Among professionals, women Imaamtained their strong presence in
teaching professions and in life science and hguattfessions (but may still be concentrated in
nursing and midwifery). Men have maintained thetdhover posts of corporate and general
managers, and administrators, executive officiat managers. Finally, as in the past, women
account for more than half of office clerks, whiclelude secretaries, accounting, library and
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stock clerks, and cashiers. Elementary occupatgosunt for high percentages of men aged
15-19 years old (23 percent) and 20-24 years @dogkcent). In contrast, women of every age
group account for 11-17 percent of employed womeslementary occupations.
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At regional level, the sectoral composition of eayphent follows a similar pattern,
except that agriculture is much more importanthi@ North, Northeast and South than in the
Central region, and is practically nonexistent @mnBkok. Manufacturing and trade comprise
more than half of employment in Bangkok and Centglon. Notably, community and social
services comprise 9 to 10 percent of employmergidetBangkok and 15 percent of Bangkok.

A. King Dejardin, M. Bigotta 1&it for discussion - 16



[ )
PATHWAYS OUT OF POVERTY

Rural Employment

The gender composition of the sectors is similawemen make up slightly more of
employment in manufacturing, trade and serviceh exception of Northeast where men have
a slight edge over women in trade and services.

Vietnam

Women’s and men’s employment is heavily dependentgriculture, mainly farming (55
percent of women’'s employment; 47 percent of mentlike the Philippines, women
outnumber men 1.16 to one in the agricultural se&etween 1993 and 1996, it is reported
that the incremental employment in agriculture ahwsost entirely comprises of women — 93
percent of incremental growth in farming betwee®22993 and 1997-98, as men shifted
from farming to services or construction (Oudin,020 The next important sectors are
manufacturing and trade for women (13 and 14 peéreach), and manufacturing (12 percent)
and several other sectors (trade, constructionpabtic administration) for men.

Rural employment is concentrated in agriculturentimg and forestry (62 percent);
manufacturing (10 percent), trade (8 percent) ambtruction (5 percent) are distafif 24™.
In rural areas, agriculture accounts for a highers of women’s employment than of men’s
employment (33.8 percent vs. 28.9 percent), inespitthe fact that women’s share of rural
employment is slightly less than men’s share (4p&8cent vs. 50.2 percent). Urban
employment is more diversely spread across econ@uiwities. Some 14 percent is in
agriculture, but trade and manufacturing accoumt dbout a fifth each of total urban
employment; followed by hotels and restaurantsngpartation and communication,
construction, and other services.

The regions with highest proportion of employmentgriculture, forestry and hunting
are the North West (81 percent), Central Highlgfidspercent) and North East (69 percent). It
is lowest in the Southeast (28 percent), and RegrRbelta (43 percent), homes of biggest
cities and industrial centres; and in Southern @¢i@oast (37.2 percent), where tourism has
become important - these are the regions with nupgerse activities and sources of
employment.

The proportion of manufacturing employment is hgthen Red River Delta (18.8
percent) and Southeast (18.4 percent), followethulity by the Southern Central Coast (11.1
percent). Manufacturing generates a quarter of jidrs women and a fifth of men’s
employment in the Southeast (mainly Ho Chi Minhayend 19 percent and 17 percent of
men’s and women’s employment, respectively, inRleel River Delta. Hotels and restaurants
are most important for women in the southern regimmd South Central Coast. Construction is
highest in Red River Delta (15.7 percent) and S@ehtral Coast (11.9 percent).
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Primary employment of men and women by economic sec tor, 1996 & 2004
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Gender composition of major economic sectors, 1996 & 2004
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With regards to occupations, female agriculturarkeos outnumber male agricultural
workers by ten percent; but women are 12 perces$ lan men in non-agricultural
occupations. Most of these jobs are unskilled amdiskilled: two-thirds of rural employment
is in elementary occupations (unskilled or semilstf) in farming, hunting, forestry and
fishing; almost half of urban employment is in e@rtary occupations in sales and services,
manufacturing, and agriculture. Some 78 percenvaien and 68.5 percent of men are in
elementary occupations. The predominance of womeamskilled and semi-skilled jobs runs
through rural and urban areas, but following genldegs, i.e. more women in sales and
services, more men in construction, transport,raadufacturing.
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Primary occupation of men and women, by major occup ation group,
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IV. Wage employment

This section presents evidence on the impact ofl@eroles and discrimination in shaping
wage employment opportunities and outcomes. Thebeumf waged and salaried workers in
all three countries, and their share of total emplent have increased over the past years,
though at varying pace. Thailand witnessed thedsggxpansion of wage employment in the
past decade; and this benefited women more than-mwemmen increased their share of total
wage employment from less than 30 percent in 1869btpercent in 2005. In the Philippines,
the proportion wage employment increased as wgll2@05, it accounted for nearly half of
women’s total employment (up from 45 percent inye&®90s) and of men’s employment; but
women'’s share of all wage employees remained aindrd0 percent. In Vietnam, the number
of female wage workers has gradually increasedesit296 but their share of total wage
employment barely changed (slightly declined froinpércent in 1996 to 40 percent in 2004).
Increasing wage employment among women took pldoegside declining incidence of
unpaid family workers in the Philippines, Thailarmhd the Philippines. Nonetheless, unpaid
family work remains women’s domain, and own-accoumotk largely men’s.

Philippines: Women's share of wage employment
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Vietnam: Women's share of wage employment
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The share of wage employment declines in oldergagaps. This trend is much more

pronounced among women, where the proportion ofewagrkers drops steeply after age 34
years. This implies several possible conditionshie wage labour market: labour demand is
mainly oriented to young women (the profile in labintensive exports?); most wage jobs are
not compatible with family responsibilities; dismination against older women or women
with children; and/or women move from wage labaurself-employment at a certain later

stage when they get married, have a family or netoitheir natal village.

Philippines Wage Employees by Age: Women and Men,
2005 ( % total employed)
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Thailand, Wage Employees by Age: Men & Women, 2005
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Access to wage employment

What conditions affect women’s access to wage eynpdmt? A cross-sectional picture of the
three countries show that men have a much highavapility of securing a wage job than
women. Tables 7, 8 and 9 present the marginal tefedifferent variables on men’s and
women'’s chances of getting a wage job, and revealg clearly how the impact of family and
individual characteristics differs between men aamen. In the Philippines, Thailand and
Vietnam, having an infant aged less than one ykhimothe family has a big negative impact
on a woman'’s likelihood of being employed in a wage this is hardly the case for men. The

A. King Dejardin, M. Bigotta 1&it for discussion - 22



[ )
PATHWAYS OUT OF POVERTY

Rural Employment

effect of marriage is mixed. While it has a sliglkegative effect on women in the Philippines, it
has a negative effect on both men and women inldrdhiand a positive effect in Vietham. In
the latter country, being unmarried greatly reduesan’s likelihood of being in wage work.
The statistical results underscore the strong ipesitnpact of higher education on a woman’s
chances of having a wage job. Finally, in Vietnaenbsuseholds that rely heavily on non-
wage income (defined as share of total income), @oand men are least likely to be in wage
employment.

Inequality in wage employment outcomes: pay

Tables 10, 11 and 12 present the Theil indicesefuality in hourly pay among waged and
salaried workers, differentiated along gender,lrurban and region lines. The same statistical
tables give the results of the decomposition ddltotequality into “within-group” inequality
and “between-group” inequality. The indices onlgicate the dispersion of workers along the
pay distribution, not whether a group of workershgstered in low or high pay levels. The
Box Plots 1 to 8, which illustrate the real houggy distributions separately of men and
women within regions, rural-urban areas and occopsyt reveal some of the conditions that
might explain the results of the inequality anady#is explained in Appendix C the hourly pay
was computed differently for the three countriegedaling on the available survey data.

On the whole, hourly pay inequality at nationaldess can hardly be traced to inequality
between men and women, but rather to inequalityrgnwsomen or among men. Rural-urban
and inter-regional inequality contribute a biggé&are of total inequality than the gender
division. However, when the geographical and genlidsions are superimposed, the gender
dimensions of pay inequality turn out to be spbtiabnnected as is the case for the Philippines
and Vietnam.

The much bigger contribution of within-group inelityathan between-group inequality
(whether by sex, area or region) points to the nfeedcloser examination of employment
structures and conditions that are affecting pay.

Philippines

Pay inequality among women is higher than pay iaéyuamong men. Inequality between
men and women contributes a tiny portion of tow} mequality.

Pay dispersion is greatest in Rest of Luzon, Visa@d Mindanao - least urbanised and
with bigger agricultural sectors. This trend is tbeme when women and men are taken
separately. Looking at each region, women’s paguaéty is much higher than men’s. Box
Plot 1 illustrates this clearly: 50 percent of wameage workers in all the regions are more
spread out than men; and the dispersion betweedmghest and lowest points of women’s pay
distributions is clearly wider than men’s in algiens. Within-region inequality explains the
most part of total inequality, for either womenmoen, but it has a slightly bigger contribution
to pay inequality among women than is the casenten.

These patterns are consistent with job segregatiothe Philippines and the pay

distribution in particular occupations (see BoxtRl2 and 3). Women have a strong presence
in two opposite parts of the job-wage structureoae hand, in professional occupations (e.g.
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teachers and health care professionals in pubtioge~vhich are better paid, and on the other,
in less paid jobs as models and salesworkers, l@nteatary sales and services workers (e.g.
domestic helpers). The wage regressions (next skgmo) show that life science and medical
professions offer a much higher pay advantage famen than other occupations. Moreover,
given the largely informal nature of domestic artdeo elementary service jobs, retail trade
and less urbanised areas, wage setting is likabg timdividualised.

Vietnam

Theil L indicates a greater degree of inequalityoagiwomen’s pay than men’s pay. But Theil
T indicates a slightly higher degree of pay inegyamong men than among women. Theil T
is sensitive to the relative share of a particgiarup (i.e. men) out of total pay. Reception of
nonwage benefits makes a big difference: pay indguacreases for either men or women
when non-wage benefits are included in the pay orea#s the subsequent discussion shows,
the reception of nonwage benefits is a distingaigtieature of jobs that puts certain groups of
workers a cut above the rest, and raises inequélityeates inequality between urban and rural
workers; greater inequality among rural men andragnarban women; and greater inequality
among women and men in the Ha Noi and Mekong Defjeons.

Total pay inequality is due to inequality withinetteame sex group, hardly due to
inequality between men and women’s pay. Differerninesccupational characteristics among
women and among men are producing pay inequalit@gencountry. For example, Box Plot 4
shows that the pay distribution of women in non@gdtural and skilled agricultural jobs is
more dispersed than that of women in unskilled .joidse difference in pay levels between
workers in state-owned enterprises and workertienprivate domestic sector is also a major
factor.

Inequality is higher among urban workers than amowmgl workers. Box Plot 5
illustrates the relatively compact nature of pagtrbution in rural areas, and the wide pay
dispersion in Hanoi City and Ho Chi Minh City. Oa#lrpay inequality is largely due to
inequality within rural or urban sector rather th@aninequality between these sectors. The
“between-sector” increases when non-wage beneftinaluded in the pay measure. Whereas
urban women’s hourly pay inequality is higher tlmaral women’s pay inequality, the trend is
the reverse for men - rural men’s pay is slightlgrenunequal than urban men’s pay. The
inequality among men in rural areas increases wimnwage benefits are considered. In
contrast, the change is less remarkable among wothenmakes little difference between
rural and urban areas.

Comparing regions, pay inequality, with and withoogenefits, is lowest in the
mountainous northeast and northwest region; anldeiigin the Hanoi-Red River Delta and
Mekong Delta regions. Pay inequality within regianglains almost 99 percent of national
level total inequality. Inter-regional inequalitga@unts for a bigger share of women’s pay
inequality than of men’s; and this may be tracedh® higher concentration of women wage
workers in Hanoi-Red River Delta and Mekong Ded#igions than in other regions. Reception
of non-wage benefits raises inequality among womrgh men in the Hanoi-Red River Delta
and Mekong Delta.
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Thailand

Unlike the Philippines or Vietnam, inequality amomgle wage workers is higher than that
among female wage workers. Pay inequality is du@equality within same-sex groups; and
again, this seems to be connected to occupatiegatgation. Box Plots 7, 8 and 9 provide an
image of the pay distributions of men and womekewy occupational categories.

Rural-urban inequality and inter-regional inequalibntributes 13-16 percent of total
pay inequality. Urban areas present a relativeghéii level of pay inequality among men and
women workers than rural areas. The Bangkok Metitgpoarea posts the highest level of pay
inequality vis-a-vis other regions; the trend is #ame for men and women. Box Plots 10 and
11 provide visual images of pay distributions iagh areas.

Low-paid, high-paid jobs: women are concentratedlower pay levels

The shaded portions of the Box Plots 1 to 8 shandbation of 50 percent of men or women
in each category along the pay ladder within eastegory. The horizontal line inside the box
refers to the median real hourly pay.

For each country, comparison of pay distributiopgdgion does not show differences in
trend; regional distributions evidently mask diffieces in pay among various groups of
workers. Differentiating rural areas from metropati, industrial centres shows a clearer
pattern: women workers tend to be clustered in topagy levels in Hanoi City, other urban
areas and rural areas in Vietnam, and in ruralsanedl hailand. But it is occupational pay
distributions which provide a clearer picture ohder disparities in pay. Women are in less
advantageous position in almost all occupations thé Philippines, Thailand, and Vietnam.
Note also that women who are employed in elememtecypations (unskilled jobs in services,
sales and agriculture), where pay is already redbtilower than other occupations, are
therefore especially most marginalised.

The location of a worker in the pay hierarchy isiadication of his/her employment
status and vulnerability to falls in real incomésw-paid workers are likely to have less or
limited savings as compared to those in higher-paisitions. Even a small pay cut or rise in
prices of goods and services could severely dartregewelfare and that of their families.

Gender pay gap and discrimination

This section examines pay gaps between men and mvomithin several comparative
categories: agricultural occupations and non-afitical occupations, rural-urban areas, and
regions. It then provides a measure of how mucthigf pay gap could be traced to gender-
based discrimination, using a 2-step method ugiegQaxaca-Blinder method with correction
for selection bias.

Discrimination is defined in the Oaxaca-Blinder huet as the unjustified pay gaphat
part of the pay gap which cannot be explained bfeminces in workers’ human capital
endowments (i.e. education, work experience), amsists of two elements, i.e. difference in
returns to the same (average) human capital endowr(education, experience), and
difference in appraisal of unobserved characteagiDaxaca, 1973). The explained parthe
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pay gap is that portion that is due to averageedifices in human capital characteristics
(observed differences) of men and women in the sgmoeip. The_discrimination index
measures the relative gap between_the actual enadss male/female wage ratmd the wage
ratio if both men and women had enjoyed the samen® to human capital endowments and
differed solely in human capital endowments (refeérherein as “hypothetical justified gap”).
The returns to human capital endowments enjoyednby are used as the reference; for
operational purposes, it is assumed that equabmégs mean women should receive same pay
as men. The main limitation of the Oaxaca Blindethod, and thus of our analysis, is that it
compares only the “average man” with the “averagenan” and looks only at “average pay
gap”. Pay gap and discrimination could vary alohg pay distribution. Appendix C gives
more information on the methodology.

Pay gap between men and women may be explaineddbygré other than sex-based
discrimination. For example, a frequent reason it women’s lower pay is that women
possess lower educational level and fewer skilld gears of work experience (e.g. less
“human capital”) than men; therefore, women are aole to compete, secure or perform
higher-skill, better paid jobs or are less prodwetl Another frequent explanation for pay
gaps between men and women is sex-based occupaegragation, which has been widely
documented (Anker 1998; Anker et al 2003). Becaokemale/female stereotypes and
preconceived notions of what men and women carhould do, gender norms and values,
labour market institutions, allocation of educatiand skills among women and men, etc.,
women tend to be concentrated in certain jobs. @ddier discussion on pay distribution
showed that women tend to be concentrated in lgneppecially in low-paying jobs.

For this paper, we look not only at human capital@vments (educational attainment
and potential work experience) but also at two jedycharacteristics (public sector vs. private
sector employment, occupational category) andtteai characteristics (urban vs. rural, and
region). It is assumed that, in a context of geratpral labour market outcomes, the average
returns to labour with similar characteristics (@uational category, public or private sector,
rural, urban or particular region) should be thenedor women and men. Part of the pay gap
that can be explained by observed differences @sdahcharacteristics are considered as
“explained part”. Differences in returns to the saoharacteristics and unknown differences
make up the “unjustified pay gap” (i.e. discrimioa). Tables 13, 14 and 15 present the results
of the pay gap decomposition analysis: averagegpaybetween men and women in the same
occupation category, sector or region; relative gap expressed as a percentage of men’s
average hourly pay; the explained part and thestifipd/discrimination part of the average
pay gap; and the discrimination index.

Comparing the three countries at national leved,réiative pay gap is relatively small in
Thailand (1.3 percent) and the Philippines (2.4£@et) as compared to Vietnam (8.9 percent).
However, when the gap is decomposed into its emgthand unjustified parts, it reveals that
discrimination is much more important than whatphag gap initially suggests. The unjustified
part of the pay gap is much bigger than the expthpart, eroding possible advantages women
might have in narrowing the pay gap. The discrirngraindex at national level indicates the
ratio of the observed gap to the hypothetical gap (hat the pay gap should be had there
been no discrimination). Thailand shows the lowdstrimination index even when specific
regions and sectors are analysed.
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Beneath the national, regional or sectoral pay gapccupational pay gaps. Available
data on pay gaps at 2-digit occupational leveltifigr Philippines and Thailand show that pay
gaps are widest and discrimination, highest, in-agrcultural occupations. In contrast, pay
gap and discrimination are higher in agricultuegher than non-agricultural jobs.

Philippines

In the Philippines, the relative pay gaps and disication indices do not differ markedly from
one region to another; but all the regions outsiithe NCR have all slightly higher relative
pay gap and level of discrimination than NCR. Ntitat these regions also have wider pay
dispersion (previous discussion). Non-agricultwatupations post clearly higher relative pay
gap and discrimination than agricultural occupaidhis may be partly explained by the wider
range of employment this category covers (i.e. frel@mentary services and sales jobs to
health professionals and public administrationctdfs). The findings of the study by King
Dejardin and Gori (forthcoming) on gender pay gaip2-digit level occupational level in 2005
(1% quarter LFS) show why: in the Philippines, thegraf discrimination against women was
highest in sales and services elementary occugtadficials; life science and health associate
professionals; models, demonstrators and salespergmersonal and protective services
workers and life science and health professionals.

Thailand

The findings of the King Dejardin and Gori studpr¢hcoming) found the highest level of
discrimination against women among life science &eadlth professionals and associate
professionals, both highly women-intensive occugeti categories. Discrimination is also
significant in other women-intensive occupationgfice clerks, customer service clerks,
personal and protective service workers, othert aafl related trades workers, precision
handicraft printing and related workers, and sales$ services elementary occupations.

Vietnam

In Vietham, however, the relative pay gap betweesmen and men and the level of
discrimination are much higher in rural areas thewan areas, and in agricultural occupations
than in non-agricultural occupations. The leastettgwed part of the country region — the
northern mountainous regions — has an average inegsy gap (i.e. women wage workers
have on average a higher pay rate than men); aadirdination is nil. The Hanoi-Red River
Delta has among the highest relative pay gap amtiitihest discrimination index.

The above findings, combined with the previous ifigd on gender-differences in pay
distributions, point to the need for a more ina@siwmvestigation into the role of sex-based
occupational patterns and pay gaps within occupatioategories. King Dejardin and Gori’'s
study of pay gaps in Thailand and the Philippinighlight three points: (i) Pay gaps are widest
at lower rungs of national pay distribution; andiletpay gaps vary substantially from one
occupation to another, these tend to be widesivindaid occupations. (ii) The segregation of
women in occupations that are low-paid and thateptaem in a most disadvantaged position
vis-a-vis men reinforce gender pay inequality.) (Although women tend to possess higher
education than men, this is clearly not enough b®zaunequal returns to education,
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discriminatory wage structure and occupational esgafion erode the effects of educational
gains.

What factors affect pay levels?

To carry out the pay gap decomposition analysisy’'snand women’s real hourly pay was
regressed on various individual (education, po#ntiork experience), job (public vs. private
sector employment, occupation) and territorial &urlys. rural, regions). Pay regressions were
done at different levels of disaggregation, i.giga, rural-urban, agricultural occupations and
non-agricultural occupations. The Thai and Philygpipay regressions have notably high
explanatory power: Philippines — R = 0.50 for meregression, R = 0.62 for women’s
regression; Thailand — R = 0.60 for men; R = 0@4women; Vietham — R = 0.32 for men; R
= 0.45 for women.

Tables 16, 17 and 18 show the relative sharesradhtas affecting the explained part of
pay gaps at national level for the three countAesoss the countries, three factors emerge has
having the biggest effect on women’s and men’s galycation, occupation, employment in
the public or private sector, or alternatively inewiam, employment in a state-owned
enterprise or in the private economic sector. Bate are some gender-specific differences.

While tertiary education offers women relativelye thest premium in pay, a secondary
education or in some regions, an elementary edugatifers men better pay than men without
schooling. Occupations that generate better paylgndollow gender lines, reflecting the
impact of sex-based occupational segregation on'stemd women’s pay. In contrast to
Thailand and Vietnam, employment in the privatet@em the Philippines offers better pay
than the public sector; and the premium is moreontgmt for women than men. In Thailand,
the pay premium of working in the public sectoheatthan in the private sector is tends to be
more important to men than to women. In Vietnamtkivy in state-owned enterprises and in
private enterprises compared to working for otheudeholds generates a clear pay advantage
for men and women; and in the case of women, tipeawement is very substantial compared
to what this means for men. Estimated work expegdras relatively little say over pay levels;
and in some situations has a negative directigmatofor women. This pattern may be related
to the fact that the incidence of wage employmentl$ to decline with women'’s age.

V. Household income and poverty: role of wage andam-agricultural income

This section looks particularly at household incqmogerty and the role that paid employment
and non-agricultural employment might play in radgcpoverty especially in rural areas and
agriculture-based regions. Only the Philippines ¥r&tnam, for which the authors have data
on family income, are treated in this section.

Tables 19 and 20 give the Theil indices of houshntome inequality in the two
countries at national level, regional level and, Voetnam, also for rural vs. urban areas; and
present the results of decomposition of total imditpinto “between-inequality” and “within-
inequality”.
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Vietnam

Household income inequality is higher in urban aréwan in rural areas; and highest in the
Hanoi-Red River Delta, followed by the Mekong Deléore than half of households in these
two regions generate at least 80 percent of théat household income from non-agricultural
income (Graph 1); but most of it is not from wagepéoyment but rather from a diverse set of
sources (Graph 2). Non-agricultural income shar¢otdl household income has a strongly
evident positive role in higher incomes; Graph 8veh that the share increases as one move
higher up the income ladder. Households in theobotihcome quintile have zero or less than
20 percent of household income from non-agricultimaome. Wage income also has an
increasing role in high-income households, but esp&® 4 shows, higher income households
tend to have a more diverse set of wage and no-wagme sources unlike households in the
bottom income quintile. While inter-regional inedjtyacontributes a small 5 to 7 percent of
total household income inequality, rural-urban umady contributes 13 to 17 percent.

Although economic growth has led to significant mmmic and social gains for the
country, growth was more rapid and substantialoimes areas than in others. Between-region
inequality and wide regional variations in povergguction have been identified as the main
reason for rising inequality (Vietnam DevelopmempRBrt 2000; Gaiha and Thapa, 2007).
Poverty incidence fell from 58 percent in 1993 @5l percent in 2004 but wide regional
disparities meant that poverty incidence was 68qydrin the Northwest region while it was 11
percent in the Southeast. The fall in rural poveso has its regional dimension: in 1998,
poverty incidence ranged from 13 percent in thetlssast (rural area contiguous to Ho Chi
Minh City) to 64 percent in the Northern Uplandari-only households exhibited the highest
incidence of poverty nationally: 73 percent in 199 percent in 1998. On-farm
diversification had been cited as the main reasomiproved living standards in rural areas in
1993-98 (Vietnam Development Report 2000; Phant 20@3) but, in recent years, non-farm
diversification is said to be the reason for falirural poverty in certain regions, and than
household incomes within in-non-farm activities & times higher than those of farm
households (Gaiha and Thapa, 2007). Is the capacéggage in non-farm or non-agricultural
activities evenly distributed across householdsasrdss individuals? In our analysis, the ratio
of non-agricultural income to total household inenmcreases with higher educational
attainment of the household head, probably alsendicator of a higher level of economic
resources at the outset (Table 21). Bigger houdshaie associated with diverse sources of
income, not necessarily higher non-agriculturabme share; household size is probably an
indicator of more labour time to allocate, not resaily better human capital or resources. The
disadvantaged position of ethnic minorities, cotiggad in the northern regions, has also been
cited (Van de Walle & Gunewardena, 2000).

Philippines
In the Philippines, household income inequalitylagver in the National Capital Region
(NCR); inequality in the adjacent CALABARZON (also concentration of industrial and

tertiary activities) is slightly higher, but thesker developed or poorer regions post higher
inequality. Inter-regional inequality contribute® fiercent of total inequality in the Philippines.
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Practically all household income in the NCR is dndwom non-agricultural sources; and
the ratio of non-agricultural income to total houslkel income in CALABARZON and Central
Luzon is notably much higher than the rest of thantry (Graph 5). Very few households
depend solely on wage income, but relatively 25g&0cent of households in NCR and
CALABARZON have wage income equivalent to 80 petcen more of total household
income. Other regions rely much less on wage in¢@ne the proportion of households with
zero wage income is higher than NCR and adjacetABRARZON and Central Luzon areas
(Graph 6). The share of non-agricultural incomevell as that of wage income, and diversity
of income sources increase with higher househadme (Graphs 7 and 8). The incidence of
zero non-agricultural income and zero wage incasrtéghest among households in the bottom
income quintile.

The relevant literature elaborates on the countpgssistently high level of inequality
and the unevenness of poverty reduction acroseneginequality has barely changed: the
Gini coefficient was 0.45 in 1985 and 0.51 in 2@B@yes, 2002; Felipe and Lanzona, 2006).
Poverty has declined but not as significantly atimer countries, and unevenly across the
country. Its steepest fall occurred in urban aréasy 33.6 percent in 1985 to 19.9 percent in
2000. Rural poverty declined only marginally: 5@&rcent in 1985 to 46.9 percent in 2000.
The NCR experienced the greatest reduction in ppvéom 40 percent in 1988 to 33.7
percent in 2000; all cities that make up the NCRehigzs than 10 percent poverty incidence.
Poverty remains high in several regions and pr@snmost of them in the island of Mindanao
and in Eastern and Western Visayas; it is mostreetree Autonomous Region of Muslim
Mindanao (though it has a small population) andoBigegion (much more populated,
contributing 12 percent of total nationdl. Central Luzon and Southern Tagalog regions, both
adjacent to NCR!' have the least poverty incidence outside NCR. Samayses have
attributed income inequalities increasingly lesspatial inequalities, and more to inequalities
within areas due to variation in education, housstlsomposition, economic sector of income
source, occupation, and access to infrastructusyg® 2002). Our analysis shows that the
ratio of non-agriculture income to total househaddome increases with the educational
attainment of household head (Table 22). The WBHddk poverty assessment in 2001 takes a
different angle and traces uneven poverty redudiioi) lack of significant growth in mean
consumption in certain regions, and, (ii) wherere¢h@as growth, to the failure of the growth
process to “deliver widely shared benefits” (Wdsank, 2001).

Thailand

The literature on Thailand cites similar issuesolikar (2002) notes that the combination of
negative growth in the aftermath of the 1997 Astaisis and worsening inequality sharply
increased poverty incidence of the country afted71%overty trends between 1988 and 1996
find that poverty level was highest among househblkehded by agricultural workers, and that
households headed by unskilled labourers were geowst poor population (Kakwani and
Krongkaew, 2000). However by 1996, poverty leveld hdeclined significantly among
households headed by unskilled labourers (from &8gmt in 1988 to 6 percent in 1996) but
poverty remained high among agricultural workersus$eholds (46 percent in 1988 to 19
percent in 1996). Changes in overall inequalityehé&een traced to changes in urban-rural
inequality or equivalently disparities between egiture and non-agriculture, as well as to
variation in business profits and returns to adtice, and disparities in wages and salaries
(Balisacan and Ducanes, 2008).In addition to lower or no education, bigger famiiize,
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large dependency ratio, and lack of land assetsditaew’s (2002) micro study of extremely
poor households in rural areas in four regions 989 reveal that this group has additional
disadvantages: household heads who worked as géstgwarers, higher incidence of widows
among household heads, burden of chronically il @msabled in the family, and fewer
working days.

V. Policy issues and conclusions

Several motivations are behind the renewed gloln@on to rural development and
agriculture: slow progress towards halving povéamtgpite of rapid economic growth in many
parts of the world; burgeoning cities; increasimgwt of migrants from poor nations to
wealthier economies; the food crisis. Now, a globednomic crisis threatens to throw poor
and rich countries into a long world recession, tnchake it even more difficult to achieve the
MDGs. Export industries in Asia are among the ficsteel the impact of the global economic
crisis, threatening to erode precious gains in womparticipation in paid employment. Many
laid-off workers will turn to agriculture and ruraleas for alternatives (as in the 1997 Asian
crisis). More than ever, preserving and expandurglrincomes and employment are critical
and urgent.

Echoes of a new rural development agenda (the Waehkklopment Report 2008 calls
for an “agriculture-for-development agenda”) call torrection or reversal of decades-long
policy biases against agriculture and small hold&ise improvement of livelihoods of
subsistence farming, public investment in ruratasfructure, research, technology and credit,
and diversification of farm and non-farm economaes among the common threads that run
through national development agenda. Although tleeee references to gender issues (i.e.
recognition of women’s role in agriculture, of tparticular constraints they face including
unequal access to land, credit and technology, pamticular vulnerabilities they face with
respect to health and other social aspects), palicy

The following messages emerge from the three cmsntr

The gender dimensions of rural and agricultural legmpent require a broader
perspective of the interconnections between rurdluaban areas.

In a context of limited paid employment opportusti men will generally have the

better choice: paid employment over unpaid employm&age employment over self-

employment, higher paid jobs over low-paid onesrenic growth that brings about

strong job expansion is therefore necessary toceedender inequalities in access to
employment.

The failure to develop rural areas and agriculals® involved a gender bias: it made
relatively “cheap” and flexible labour available rfandustrial centres. Gender

inequalities in the rest of the economy limit wonsechoices, and thus weaken their
bargaining power to seek better quality jobs.

Seasonal and temporary migration from rural to nrdx@ntres involves two-way private

transfers: not only remittances to natal villagasdiso the provision of unpaid services
to migrants’ households and children by relativdsbehind.
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Expanding employment opportunities in rural andcadpural areas will not be sufficient
in improving women’s access to paid work. The cdpgtio diversify productive activities is
not evenly allocated across households, or betwesnand women.

- A gender-specific constraint that most often omeran the allocation of employment
relates to the division of domestic labour, whidsigns women, particularly married
women, primary responsibility for childcare and dstic work. It has the effect of
restricting the time they have available for othetivities, and thus their options as
regards to type of work and place of work. Thug, bwer probability of women in
wage jobs, especially those with very young chitdras well as the predominance of
young women in wage employment — which may veryl wehnect with employers’
demand for more flexible female labour.

Where women'’s roles in production are socially atee or sanctioned, the problem
may be one of heavier work burden and longer warkiwours as women combine
productive work and taking care of one household family (unpaid care work). As

we know, unpaid care work is higher among the pgloo cannot afford to purchase
necessary services and in rural areas where physidasocial infrastructure is often
inadequate. Any employment generating strategy maléd to be accompanied by
development of services and facilities that rediiee burden of unpaid care work of
poor households. The current crisis, if it impliesduced social spending, would
increase women’s unpaid care burden and wouldopdatily disadvantage the poor.

Gender-based occupational segregation and the gdifterences in pay distributions
lay beneath rural-urban and territorial inequaditiecThese need to be addressed
explicitly within employment policy agenda.

The high levels of gender discrimination in pay kynphat while investment in
women’s education is clearly important, it will nbe enough in ensuring equal
employment outcomes between men and women.

Given the importance of diversifying non-agricutimcome sources in reducing rural

poverty, breaking the gender-based occupationakgagon should become integral to rural
development agenda.
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APPENDIX A: Tables

Table 1: Philippines Employment share of agriculture (o&tign and activity) and other
sectors, by region

Agricultural occupation |Agricultural Activitiy Industrial Activitiy Trade Activitly Services Activity Manufacturing Activitiy
All Country 35.5% 36.0% 15.8% 21.1% 27.1% 9.7%
National Capital Region (NCR) 0.7% 0.9% 23.1% 31.2% 44.8% 15.4%
Calabarzon 18.0% 18.4% 27.3% 23.5% 30.8% 19.5%
Central Luzon 22.8% 23.2% 21.4% 24.3% 31.1% 13.4%
Rest of Luzon 50.1% 11.1% 10.2% 11.6% 14.9% 6.4%
Visayas regions 40.4% 41.0% 14.2% 20.4% 24.4% 8.6%
Mindanao regions 50.5% 51.6% 9.7% 17.7% 21.0% 5.1%
Women
Agricultural occupation |Agricultural Activitiy Industrial Activitiy Trade Activitiy Services Activitiy Manufacturing Activitiy
All Country 23.1% 23.3% 12.0% 33.5% 31.2% 11.4%
National Capital Region (NCR) 0.2% 0.3% 15.6% 37.6% 46.6% 14.7%
Calabarzon 7.6% 7.9% 25.5% 34.7% 31.9% 25.0%
Central Luzon 10.7% 10.8% 16.7% 39.3% 33.2% 16.3%
Rest of Luzon 37.4% 5.0% 7.7% 18.0% 15.2% 7.5%
Visayas regions 26.6% 26.8% 10.9% 32.8% 29.5% 10.4%
Mindanao regions 35.4% 35.8% 6.0% 32.2% 26.0% 5.5%
Men
Agricultural occupation |Agricultural Activitiy Industrial Activitiy Trade Activitiy Services Activitiy Manufacturing Activitiy
All Country 43.0% 43.7% 18.2% 13.6% 24.6% 8.6%
National Capital Region (NCR) 1.2% 1.4% 28.9% 26.3% 43.4% 15.9%
Calabarzon 24.9% 25.4% 28.5% 16.1% 30.0% 15.8%
Central Luzon 29.4% 30.0% 23.9% 16.2% 30.0% 11.8%
Rest of Luzon 57.4% 14.7% 11.7% 7.9% 14.7% 5.8%
Visayas regions 49.3% 50.0% 16.4% 12.4% 21.2% 7.4%
Mindanao regions 58.7% 60.1% 11.7% 9.9% 18.3% 4.8%
Table 2: Thailand, Employment share of agriculture (occigmaand activity) and other
sectors, by region
Agricultural occupation [Agricultural Activitiy Industrial Activitiy Trade Activitiy Services Activitiy Manufacturing Activitiy OthersActivitiy
All Country 32.8% 33.9% 25.4% 23.7% 16.8% 17.6% 0.1%
Bangkok Metropolis 0.8% 0.7% 31.0% 34.6% 33.3% 25.7% 0.5%
Central 23.8% 25.1% 34.1% 24.3% 16.3% 27.5% 0.2%
Northern 41.9% 43.8% 21.4% 20.2% 14.6% 12.2% 0.0%
Northeastern 43.4% 44.3% 23.3% 20.0% 12.4% 13.3% 0.0%
Southern 43.6% 45.3% 14.3% 25.8% 14.6% 8.8% 0.0%
Women
Agricultural occupation |Agricultural Activitiy Industrial Activitiy Trade Activitiy Services Activitiy Manufacturing Activitiy OthersActivitiy
All Country 34.1% 35.9% 26.7% 20.5% 16.9% 14.7% 0.1%
Bangkok Metropolis 0.9% 0.9% 32.3% 31.8% 34.5% 24.0% 0.5%
Central 25.4% 27.3% 34.7% 21.1% 16.9% 24.6% 0.1%
Northern 42.6% 45.5% 24.1% 16.5% 13.8% 10.4% 0.0%
Northeastern 43.9% 45.4% 24.3% 17.6% 12.7% 9.5% 0.0%
Southern 45.1% 47.6% 16.2% 21.4% 14.8% 7.3% 0.0%
Men
Agricultural occupation |Agricultural Activitiy Industrial Activitiy Trade Activitiy Services Activitiy Manufacturing Activitiy OthersActivitiy
All Country 31.0% 31.5% 23.9% 27.9% 16.7% 21.2% 0.1%
Bangkok Metropolis 0.7% 0.6% 29.5% 37.6% 31.9% 27.7% 0.4%
Central 21.9% 22.5% 33.4% 28.2% 15.7% 31.0% 0.2%
Northern 40.9% 41.6% 17.9% 24.8% 15.7% 14.5% 0.0%
Northeastern 42.7% 42.9% 22.0% 23.2% 11.9% 18.7% 0.0%
Southern 41.6% 42.4% 11.8% 31.4% 14.5% 10.7% 0.0%
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Agricultural occupation

Agricultural Activitiy

Industrial Activitiy

Trade Activitiy

Services Activitiy

Manufacturing Activitiy

All Country 53.7% 54.1% 18.8% 14.3% 12.8% 12.5%
Ha Noi — Red River Delta 44.5% 45.0% 27.5% 13.4% 14.0% 18.1%
Northern Mountain Region 71.9% 72.2% 10.8% 6.6% 10.5% 5.2%
Truong Son 61.0% 61.6% 14.9% 12.7% 10.8% 8.9%
Mekong Delta 46.7% 47.1% 19.3% 19.1% 14.5% 14.5%

Women
Agricultural occupation |Agricultural Activitiy Industrial Activitiy Trade Activitiy Services Activitiy Manufacturing Activitiy
All Country 56.4% 56.7% 14.5% 18.8% 10.0% 13.1%
Ha Noi — Red River Delta 52.7% 53.1% 19.5% 16.8% 10.6% 17.4%
Northern Mountain Region 76.9% 77.2% 5.8% 8.3% 8.7% 3.8%
Truong Son 63.7% 63.9% 10.4% 17.7% 7.9% 9.1%
Mekong Delta 44.2% 44.4% 18.1% 25.9% 11.7% 17.3%
Men
Agricultural occupation |Agricultural Activitiy Industrial Activitiy Trade Activitiy Services Activitiy Manufacturing Activitiy
All Country 51.0% 51.6% 23.0% 9.7% 15.7% 11.9%
Ha Noi — Red River Delta 35.8% 36.5% 36.1% 9.8% 17.6% 18.8%
Northern Mountain Region 66.7% 67.0% 15.9% 4.9% 12.2% 6.7%
Truong Son 58.2% 59.0% 19.6% 7.5% 13.9% 8.7%
Mekong Delta 49.0% 49.5% 20.4% 13.1% 17.0% 12.1%

A. King Dejardin, M. Bigotta

+&ft for discussion -

34




Table 4: Philippines, LFPR by Region 2004

[ )
PATHWAYS OUT OF POVERTY

Rural Employment

Men Women All
1 77.7% 50.9% 63.6%
21 80.9% 50.5% 65.5%
22 82.0% 45.1% 63.5%
23 82.6% 51.4% 67.1%
24 80.3% 52.5% 66.5%
25 84.2% 49.3% 67.0%
Total 81.6% 50.3% 65.9%
Table 5: Vietham, LFPR by sector & region 2004
Men Women All
Urban 74.3% 65.5% 69.6%
Rural 82.3% 78.5% 80.3%
Total 80.1% 74.8% 77.4%
Men Women All
Red River Delta 78.0% 78.2% 78.1%
North Eastern region 83.5% 82.0% 82.7%
Northwestern region 85.8% 85.7% 85.8%
North Central region 76.4% 77.2% 76.8%
South Central Coast region 77.5% 76.4% 77.0%
Central Highlands region 81.9% 77.0% 79.4%
South Eastern Province 78.1% 66.3% 71.9%
Mekong River Delta 84.1% 70.2% 77.0%
Total 80.1% 74.8% 77.4%
Table 6: Thailand, LFPR by region 2005
Men Women All
Bangkok 62.7% 51.5% 56.8%
Central 62.7% 51.0% 56.8%
Northern 62.5% 50.2% 56.4%
Northeastern 58.4% 43.1% 50.8%
Southern 57.4% 45.8% 51.6%
Total 60.5% 47.6% 54.1%
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Table 7: Philippines, Probability of having a wage job: giaal effects of various

characteristics

Philippines Marginal Effect

ALL Male Female
Predicted Probabitlity 0.267 0.340 0.197
Male 14.7%
Age -0.3% -0.6% -0.1%
HHsize -0.3% -0.5% -
Underl -2.3% 7.2% -14.4%
Under15 1.1% 1.9% -
Married 1.5% 8.0% -1.7%
Never Married -4.8% -11.9% 3.2%
National Capital Region (NCH 13.2% 15.5% 10.1%
CALABARZON 8.9% 9.9% 7.4%
Central Luzon 9.7% 13.0% 6.0%
Visayas regions 4.2% 4.7% 3.6%
Mindanao regions - - -1.3%
Deduc secondary 1.7% 2.4% 0.9%
Deduc_higher 11.5% 5.5% 15.1%

Table 8: Thailand, Probability of having a wage job: masjieffects of various characteristics

Thailand Marginal Effect
ALL Male Female

Predicted Probabitlity 0.310 0.371 0.252
Male 12.7%

Age -0.9% -1.0% -0.8%
HHsize -1.0% -1.5% -0.8%
Underl -13.1% 5.8% -29.0%
Under15 -3.6% -2.2% -4.4%
Married -18.9% -19.2% -16.8%
Never Married -1.1% 4.1% -4.0%
Urban -4.4% -5.1% -3.5%
Bangkok Metropolis 7.8% 7.4% 8.0%
Central 10.4% 10.2% 10.4%
North Eastern -5.3% -4.0% -6.5%
South -1.4% - -1.8%
Deduc other 12.0% 9.0% 14.2%
Deduc_secondary -3.0% -3.4% -2.7%
Deduc technical 18.6% 14.2% 23.4%
Deduc_higher 37.5% 28.2% 43.7%
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Table 9: Vietham, Probability of having a wage job: mardjietfiects of various characteristics

Vietham Marginal Effect

ALL Male Female
Predicted Probabitlity 0.292 0.397 0.199
Male 15.6%
Age -0.9% -1.2% -0.7%
HHsize -1.0% -2.3% -0.7%
Underl -10.2% - -15.0%
Under15 4.8% 5.0% 3.5%
HH head Male -6.4% -5.5% -5.7%
Married 10.0% 18.7% 5.2%
Never Married -9.2% -14.9% -
Kinh 4.9% 8.8% -
Urban - - -
Non wage Income (Log) -81.6% -130.7% -49.9%
Ha Noi 5.3% 5.1% 3.8%
Northern Mountain Region -2.3% - -5.6%
Mekong Delta 8.4% 7.9% 6.8%
House work -4.7% -6.8% -
Deduc other - - -
Deduc_secondary -4.2% -5.0% -2.5%
Deduc_technical 34.4% 27.9% 43.6%
Deduc_higher 52.6% 44.8% 63.9%
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Table 10: Philippines, real hourly pay: inequality indicegsdender, rural-urban and region

Theil L Theil T
hpay real hpay [hpay real hpay
Total 0.2607 0.2603 0.2691 0.2690
100.00% | 100.00% | 100.00% | 100.00%
Within gender 0.2603 0.2600 0.2688 0.2687
99.87% | 99.87% | 99.87% | 99.88%
Between gender| 0.0003 0.0003 0.0003 0.0003
0.13% 0.13% 0.13% 0.12%
Theil L Theil T
hpay real hpay [hpay real hpay
Women 0.3376 0.3374 0.3227 0.3229
Men 0.2133 0.2128 0.2341 0.2339
Theil L Theil T
hpay real hpay [hpay real hpay
Total 0.2607 0.2603 0.2691 0.2690
100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Within region 0.2452 0.2451 0.2532 0.2534
94.1% 94.2% 94.1% 94.2%
Between Region 0.0154 0.0152 0.0159 0.0156
5.9% 5.8% 5.9% 5.8%
Theil L Theil T
hpay real hpay [hpay real hpay
National Capital Region (NCR' | 0.2231 0.2232 0.2271 0.2275
Calabarzon 0.2017 0.2019 0.2024 0.2026
Central Luzon 0.1977 0.1984 0.2073 0.2085
Rest of Luzor 0.2711 0.2703 0.2976 0.2970
Visayas region: 0.2816 0.2806 0.3027 0.3025
Mindanao regions 0.2714 0.2716 0.2890 0.2892
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Theil L Theil T
real hpay real hpay + bonus |real hpay real hpay + bonus
Total 0.5436 0.5638 0.6610 0.6813
100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%
Within gender 0.5436 0.5638 0.6610 0.6813
100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%
Between gender 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000
0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
Theil L Theil T
real hpay real hpay + bonus |real hpay real hpay + bonus
Women 0.5228 0.5445 0.6341 0.6570
Men 0.5715 0.5896 0.6968 0.7137
Theil L Theil T
real hpay real hpay + bonus [real hpay real hpay + bonus
Total 0.5436 0.5638 0.6610 0.6813
100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%
Within sector 0.4577 0.4717 0.5762 0.5907
84.19% 83.67% 87.18% 86.71%
Between sector 0.0860 0.0921 0.0848 0.0905
15.81% 16.33% 12.82% 13.29%
Theil L Theil T
real hpay real hpay + bonus |real hpay real hpay + bonus
Urban 0.5513 0.5705 0.6334 0.6467
Rural 0.3893 0.3995 0.4799 0.4937
Theil L Theil T
real hpay real hpay + bonus [real hpay real hpay + bonus
Total 0.5436 0.5638 0.6610 0.6813
100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%
Within region 0.4656 0.4776 0.5744 0.5858
85.64% 84.70% 86.91% 85.99%
Between Region 0.0781 0.0862 0.0865 0.0955
14.36% 15.29% 13.09% 14.01%
Theil L Theil T
real hpay real hpay + bonus |real hpay real hpay + bonus
Bangkok Metropolis 0.5668 0.5861 0.6341 0.6411
Central 0.4282 0.4467 0.5529 0.5723
Northern 0.4920 0.4987 0.5666 0.5746
Northeastern 0.4569 0.4626 0.5398 0.5476
Southern 0.3690 0.3734 0.4627 0.4675

Table 12:Vietnam, real hourly pay: inequality indices bynder, rural-urban and region
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Theil L Theil T
real hpay real hpay + bonus [real hpay real hpay + bonus
Total 0.2073 0.2262 0.2273 0.2495
100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%
Within gender 0.2055 0.2245 0.2256 0.2479
99.15% 99.27% 99.23% 99.35%
Between gender 0.0018 0.0017 0.0018 0.0016
0.85% 0.73% 0.77% 0.65%
Theil L Theil T
real hpay real hpay + bonus [real hpay real hpay + bonus
Women 0.2156 0.2317 0.2231 0.2388
Men 0.1992 0.2200 0.2269 0.2529
Theil L Theil T
real hpay real hpay + bonus |real hpay real hpay + bonus
Total 0.2073 0.2262 0.2273 0.2495
100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%
Within sector 0.1894 0.2005 0.2092 0.2235
91.37% 88.67% 92.02% 89.59%
Between sector 0.0179 0.0256 0.0181 0.0260
8.64% 11.33% 7.98% 10.41%
Theil L Theil T
real hpay real hpay + bonus |real hpay real hpay + bonus
Rural 0.1773 0.1827 0.2009 0.2059
Urban 0.2075 0.2272 0.2177 0.2403
Theil L Theil T
real hpay real hpay + bonus [real hpay real hpay + bonus
Total 0.2073 0.2262 0.2273 0.2495
100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%
Within region 0.2052 0.2239 0.2252 0.2473
98.99% 99.00% 99.09% 99.10%
Between Region 0.0021 0.0023 0.0021 0.0022
1.01% 1.00% 0.91% 0.89%
Theil L Theil T
real hpay real hpay + bonus |real hpay real hpay + bonus
Ha Noi-Red River Delta 0.2137 0.2407 0.2294 0.2630
Northern Mountain 0.2159 0.2310 0.2439 0.2554
Truong Son 0.1817 0.1933 0.1925 0.2092
Mekong Delta 0.2088 0.2268 0.2321 0.2521

A. King Dejardin, M. Bigotta 1&it for discussion -



[ )
PATHWAYS OUT OF POVERTY

Rural Employment

Table 13: Decomposition of the hourly pay gap in Philippifgsregions, agricultural and non
agricultural occupations

National National Capital|Calabarzon Central Luzon |Rest of Luzon |Visayas Mindanao Agric Non Agric

Gap 0.072 0.056 0.061 0.063 0.080 0.078 0.099 0.112 0.148
Discrimination 0.192 0.168 0.189 0.194 0.195 0.199 0.198 -0.047 0.220

not sign. -0.005 0.000 -0.003 -0.003 -0.002 -0.009 0.000 0.172 0.000
Explained -0.115 -0.112 -0.128 -0.130 -0.113 -0.116 -0.100 0.001 -0.072

not sign. 0.000 0.000 0.002 0.002 0.000 0.004 0.000 -0.014 0.000
Discrimation Index 0.206 0.183 0.205 0.211 0.212 0.210 0.220 0.133 0.247
Discrimation Index (%) 1.228 1.201 1.227 1.235 1.237 1.234 1.245 1.142 1.280
Relative Gap 2.40% 1.93% 2.05% 2.12% 2.64% 2.58% 3.25% 4.50% 4.76%

National National Capital|Calabarzon Central Luzon [Rest of Luzon [Visayas regions|Mindanao regiorfAgric Non Agric
Gap 0.072 0.056 0.061 0.063 0.080 0.078 0.099 0.112 0.148
Discrimination 0.187 0.168 0.186 0.192 0.193 0.191 0.198 0.125 0.221
Explained -0.115 -0.112 -0.126 -0.129 -0.113 -0.112 -0.100 -0.012 -0.072
Table 14: Decomposition of the hourly pay gap in Thailandrégions and sectors
National Bangkok Central Northern Northeastern |Southern Urban Rural

Gap 0.042 0.135 0.122 0.122 0.036 0.055 0.095 0.074
Discrimination 0.125 0.100 0.103 0.103 0.240 0.197 0.096 0.082

not sign. -0.007 0.015 0.002 0.002 -0.129 -0.090 0.004 0.026
Explained -0.083 0.015 0.016 0.016 -0.059 -0.067 -0.015 -0.037

not sign. 0.008 0.005 0.001 0.001 -0.016 0.018 0.010 0.003
Discrimation Index 0.125 0.122 0.110 0.110 0.117 0.114 0.105 0.114
Discrimation Index(%) 1.133 1.129 1.116 1.116 1.125 1.120 1.111 1.120
Relative Gap 0.013 0.034 0.036 0.040 0.012 0.018 0.032 0.020

National Bangkok Central Northern Northeastern |Southern Urban Rural

Gap 0.042 0.135 0.122 0.122 0.036 0.055 0.095 0.074
Discrimination 0.117 0.115 0.104 0.104 0.111 0.108 0.100 0.108
Explained -0.075 0.020 0.017 0.017 -0.075 -0.050 -0.005 -0.034

Table 15: Decomposition of the hourly pay gap in Viethamrégions, sectors and agricultural
/ non-agricultural occupations

National Ha Noi — Red River|Northern Mountain | Truong Son Mekong Delta Urban Rural Agric Non Agric
Gap 0.130 0.161 -0.037 0.159 0.152 0.152 0.172 0.185 0.114
Discrimination 0.296 0.137 0.206 0.077 0.139 0.184 0.163 0.530 0.186
not sign. -0.133 0.387 -0.169 0.248 0.024 -0.082 0.054 0.328 -0.034
Explained -0.040 0.079 0.007 0.048 -0.003 0.052 -0.027 0.030 -0.043
not sign. 0.007 0.011 -0.081 0.060 -0.009 -0.001 -0.018 0.012 0.004
Discrimation Index 0.177 0.285 0.038 0.187 0.177 0.107 0.242 0.224 0.165
Discrimation Index (%) 1.193 1.329 1.038 1.205 1.194 1.113 1.274 1.252 1.179
Relative gap 8.93% 11.37% -2.59% 11.46% 9.91% 8.84% 13.17% 15.32% 7.58%

National Ha Noi — Red River]Northern Mountain | Truong Son Mekong Delta Urban Rural Agric Non Agric
Gap 0.130 0.161 -0.037 0.159 0.152 0.152 0.172 0.185 0.114
Discrimination 0.163 0.251 0.037 0.171 0.163 0.102 0.217 0.202 0.153
Explained -0.033 0.090 -0.074 0.012 -0.011 0.051 -0.045 0.018 -0.038
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Table 16: Explained part of gender pay gap in the Philippinational level: shares of various
factors

Philippines
Men Women

No Grade Completed 0.42% 0.15%
Elementary Undergraduate 4.18% 0.82%
Elementary Graduate 1.12% 0.79%
High school Graduate -0.05% -1.67%
College Undergraduate 3.03% 0.47%
College Graduate 21.70% 31.78%
Work Experience 2.95% -0.28%
Work Experience squared -0.31% 1.36%
Public 5.56% 7.26%
Armed Force 1.82% 0.04%
Officials of Government and Special 0.46% 0.20%
Corporate Executives and Specialized Managers 7.00% 4.65%
General Managers/Managing-Proprietors 1.12% 0.89%
Supervisors 4.15% 2.78%
Physical, Mathematical, and Engineering Science Professionals 4.37% 1.55%
Life Science and Health Professionals 1.37% 3.37%
Teaching Professionals 4.72% 22.32%
Other Professionals 4.42% 5.75%
Physical Science and Engineering Associate Professionals 1.02% 0.41%
Life Science and Health Associate Professionals 0.30% 0.64%
Teaching Associate Professionals 0.03% 0.21%
Related Associate Professionals 2.21% 2.02%
Office Clerks 0.74% 2.36%
Customer Service Clerks 0.55% 1.04%
Personal and Protective Service Workers 0.83% -

Farmers and Other Plant Growers 0.07% -

Animal Producers - -

Fishermen 0.47% 0.00%
Mining, Construction and Related Trades Workers 2.05% 0.00%
Metal, Machinery and Related Trades Workers 1.24% 0.13%
Precision, Handicraft, Printing and Related Trades Workers 0.06% -0.03%
Other Craft and Related Trades Workers -0.12% -0.17%
Stationary, Plant and Related Operators 0.13% -

Machine Operators and Assemblers 0.43% 0.88%
Drivers and Mobile-Plant Operators -0.07% 0.01%
Sales and Services Elementary Occupations 0.54% 4.14%
Agricultural, Forestry, Fishery and Related Laborers 6.00% 1.13%
Laborers in Mining, Construction, Manufacturing and Transport -0.75% -0.22%
NCR 3.27% 2.30%
Calabarzon 0.48% -

Central Luzon 1.43% 0.41%
Visayas 5.44% 1.76%
Mindanao 5.59% 0.78%
Total 100.00% 100.00%
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Table 17: Explained part of gender pay gap in the Thailaatibnal level: shares of various

factors
Thailand
Men Women

None 2.47% 3.41%
Less than elementary 10.31% 12.93%
Elementary 5.52% 5.51%
Lower Secondary 0.73% 0.97%
Vocational 0.37% 0.15%
Teacher Training - 0.13%
Academic - 0.04%
Higher Technical Education 1.32% 0.57%
Teacher Training 0.12% -
Academic (University) 12.69% 12.79%
Higher technical Education 0.74% 1.44%
Teacher training 4.54% 10.39%
Others/Unknown Eduaction - 0.16%
Work Experience -2.09% -15.57%
Work Experience squared 4.49% 15.31%
Public 16.26% 13.91%
Rural 1.45% 1.61%
Legislator and Senior Officials -0.03% 0.00%
Corporate Managers 9.23% 3.22%
General Managers 1.49% 0.67%
Physical, Matematical and Engineering Science Professionals 3.05% 0.58%
Life Science and Health Professionals 1.45% 4.29%
Teaching Professionals 6.36% 10.54%
Other Professionals 1.93% 2.37%
Physical and Engineering science Associate Professionals 2.73% 0.26%
Life Science and Health Associate Professionals 0.33% 0.24%
Teaching Associate Professionals 0.18% 0.15%
Others Associate Professionals 2.30% 2.57%
Office Clerks 1.16% 1.70%
Customer Services Clerks 0.14% 0.12%
Personal and Protectibe Services Workers - 0.28%
Market oriented skilled agricultural and Fishery Workers 1.06% -
Subsistende Agricultural and Fishery Workers 0.07% 0.04%
Extraction and Building Trades Workers - -
Metal, machinery and related trades Workers -0.04% -
Precision, Handicraft, Printing and related Trade Workers -0.06% -
Other Craft and related Trades Workers - 1.47%
Stationary-Plant and related Operators 0.01% -
Machine Operators and Assemblers -0.24% -0.49%
Drivers and Mobile-Plant Operators -0.27% -
Sales and services elementary occupation 0.38% 0.99%
Agricultural, Fishery and related Labourers 2.70% 2.07%
Labourers in Mining, Construction, Manufacturing and transport 0.65% 0.35%
Others Occupation 0.91% 0.73%
Central regions -0.60% 0.26%
Northern regions 1.70% 2.52%
North Eastern regions 2.22% -0.17%
Southern regions 2.26% 1.49%
Total 100.00% 100.00%
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Table 18: Explained part of gender pay gap in the Vietnational level: shares of various

factors
Vietnam
Men Women

llliterate 2.82% 5.22%
Under primary level but literate 7.65% 9.17%
Primary 8.79% 10.60%
Lower Secondary 6.67% 4.86%
Technical study - -
Junior College 3.04% 4.20%
University 23.44% 11.26%
Others education - -
Work Experience 9.56% 0.84%
Work Experience squared 1.47% 7.97%
State-owned enterprises 4.53% 22.74%
Collective economic sector - 1.81%
Private economic sector 0.31% -0.28%
Foreign-invested sector 2.77% 2.60%
Urban 9.45% 6.45%
Leaders in all fields and levels - -0.28%
Top-level professionals at all fields 14.26% 8.70%
Mid-level professionals at all fields 6.43% -
Staff (elementary professionals, white-collar technical personnel,...) 0.90% -
Skilled workers in agriculture, sylviculture, and aquaculture -0.10% -
Skilled handicraftsmen and other relating skilled manual workers -0.34% -
Food processing, woodworking, textile and garment, leather and shoemd -1.20% 2.97%
Assemblers and machine operators 10.22% -
Sale and service unskilled workers -0.38% -
Unskilled workers in agriculture, sylviculture, and aquaculture -5.38% -
Unskilled workers in mining, construction, manufacturing, and transporta -7.62% -
Army - 0.30%
Ha Noi/Red River Delta - -
Northern Mountain Region 0.11% -
Mekong Delta 2.60% 0.89%
Total 100.00% 100.00%
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Theil-L Theil-T
National Capital Region (NCR) 0.315 0.350
Calabarzon 0.364 0.377
Central Luzon 0.304 0.341
Rest of Luzon 0.349 0.396
Visayas regions 0.407 0.473
Mindanao regions 0.393 0.454

Table 20: Vietnam, Household Income Inequality by sector esgion

Theil L Theil T
HH income Real HH income |HH income Real HH income
Total 0.373 0.365 0.483 0.474
100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Within sector 0.311 0.308 0.416 0.413
83.3% 84.6% 86.1% 87.2%
Between sector 0.062 0.056 0.067 0.061
16.7% 15.4% 13.9% 12.8%
Theil L Theil T
HH income Real HH income |HH income |Real HH income
Urban 0.369 0.368 0.489 0.4p2
Rura 0.29( 0.287 0.35¢ 0.35¢
Theil L Theil T
HH income Real HH income |HH income Real HH income
Total 0.373 0.365 0.483 0.474
100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Within region 0.347 0.341 0.458 0.451
93.1% 93.6% 94.8% 95.2%
Between region 0.026 0.023 0.025 0.023
6.9% 6.4% 5.2% 4.8%
Theil L Theil T
HH income Real HH income |HH income Real HH income
Ha Noi-Red River Delta 0.38786 0.37427 0.55B08 0.54987
Northern Mountain 0.30137 0.2999 0.34516 0.34213
Truong Son 0.32641 0.320p1 0.42641 0.41821
Mekong Delte 0.3528: 0.34971 0.4417. 0.4401¢
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Table 21: Ratio of non-agricultural to total household in@by educational attainment of the
household head in Vietham

llliterate Under primary Primary Lower Secondary |Upper Secondary |Technical study Junior College University Others
0 1.6% 1.1% 0.9% 0.3%) 0.3% 0.0% 0.0%) 0.0% 0.0%
10.0;0.2] 13.5%) 10.1% 9.5% 7.7% 4.1% 1.3% 0.0%) 0.6% 18.6%
10.2:0.4] 12.2%| 12.1% 11.9% 11.2%| 7.0% 4.7% 0.9%) 0.2% 24.6%
10.4;0.6] 12.4%) 14.1% 16.3% 20.6%) 13.1% 9.5% 4.5%) 1.0% 0.0%
10.6;0.8] 15.9%) 20.2% 19.7% 23.1%) 17.4% 12.6% 7.0% 5.6% 0.0%
10.8:1.0[ 21.0%) 20.6% 20.9% 19.1%) 18.1% 32.2% 30.8%) 20.3% 27.6%
1 23.4%) 21.7% 21.0% 18.1%) 40.1% 39.6% 56.8%) 72.4% 29.2%
Total 100.0%) 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%) 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%) 100.0% 100.0%
[_Share of Population | 8.6%] 18.5%] 24.9%] 24.9%] 7.8%] 10.4%] 1.0%] 3.8%] 0.1%]
Table 22: Ratio of non-agricultural to total household in@by educational attainment of the
household head in Philippines
Elementary Und Elementary Grad [Highschool Und Highschool Grad [Collge Und Collge Grad Collge Graduate |Total
0 0.0% 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.1% 0.0% 0.0%
10.0;0.2] 27.9% 23.4% 14.3% 10.6% 5.5% 2.7% 1.6% 11.9%
10.2;0.4] 15.5% 15.2% 13.2% 9.2% 5.5% 2.3% 1.0% 9.1%
10.4;0.6] 14.4% 12.9% 10.7% 9.7% 6.1% 4.1% 2.0% 8.6%
10.6;0.8] 7.6% 10.6% 11.7% 8.9% 7.2% 4.7% 3.2% 8.3%
10.8;1.0[ 25.2% 24.5% 28.7% 29.5% 29.6% 28.7% 28.4% 27.9%
1 9.4% 13.4% 21.3% 32.1% 46.1% 57.4% 63.7% 34.3%
Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
[ Share of Population | 4.1%] 22.1%] 18.2%| 12.4%] 20.6%] 12.0%] 10.6%] 100.0%)|
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Appendix B: Graphs

Box Plot 1: Real hourly pay distribution by occupation & gendédhilippines:

Distribution by occupation in Philippines (LFS2004)
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Distribution by occupation in Philippines (LFS2004)
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Box Plot 2: Real hourly pay distribution by region & gendédphilippines:

Distribution by region Philippines (LFS2004 )
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Box Plot 3: Real Hourly pay distribution by occupation & genéeThailand:

Distribution by occupation in Thailand (LFS2005 1st quarter)
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Gender . D
PATHWAYS OUT OF POVERTY

Rural Employment @ (]
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Distribution by occupation in Thailand (LFS200% 1st quarter)
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PATHWAYS OUT OF POVERTY

Rural Employment

Box Plot 4: Real hourly pay distribution by region & gendefkailand:

Distribution by region in Thailand (LFS2005 1st quarter)
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Box Plot 5: Real hourly pay distribution by sector & gendérhailand:

Distribution by sector in Thailand (LFS2005 1st quarter)
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PATHWAYS OUT OF POVERTY

Rural Employment

Box Plot 6: Real hourly pay distribution by occupation & gendé/ietnam:

Box Plot 7: Real hourly pay distribution by region & gendéevietnam:
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Box Plot 8: Real hourly pay distribution by type of employeig&nder — Vietnam:
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Graph 1: ratio of non-agricultural income to total HH incerhy region — Vietnam
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Graph 2: ratio of wage income to total HH income by regioWietnam
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Graph 3: Ratio of non-agricultural income to total HH incerlny HH income quintile —
Vietnam
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Graph 4: Ratio of wage income to total HH income by HH immquintile — Vietham
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Graph 5: ratio of non-agricultural income to total HH incerhy region — Philippines
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Graph 6: ratio of wage income to total HH income by regioRhilippines
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Graph 7: Ratio of non-agricultural income to total HH incerlny HH income quintile —
Philippines
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Graph 8: Ratio of wage income to total HH income by HH im@quintile — Philippines
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Appendix C: Methodological notes

A.1l: Pay inequality and decomposition

Inequality can be measured by a large set of inolisahat should summarize the dispersion of
income among individuals. This paper uses the conynased entropy measures, Theil
indices, because these are easily decomposablebetteeen and within contribution for
specifics subgroups, such as region or gender.
We use the two common measures of the index, Theaitd Theil-T, which are defined as
follows:

1 n 9 1 n
Iy == In= and I.== InZy
TL n Y T Y y Yi
Wherey, is the income of thé-th individual and yis the mean of the income for the
individuals. They can be decomposed among subgmasipg the following formula:

k — —
= wglg 1Y, Y2, yk)
g=1

Where w,is a weight attached to tlgeth group, |g,ﬂ are respectively the inequality within

this subgroup and the mean income of ¢hth groups. The second term is the inequality
measured across mean incomes of the subgroupssaneferred to as “between-group”
inequality.

The two indicators are different for the base ittty use. Theil-L use the population and
Thell-T use the income as weight in the computation

A.2: Real hourly pay:

Philippines

Hourly pay was computer using two variables presenhe questionnaire; basic pay per day
and normal working hours per day in the last weBke estimated Hourly pay was then
converted into real value (constant prices) acreg®ns by using the regional Consumer Price
Index (CPI) (January 2005) obtained on the offigiab site of the National Statistical Office
of the Republic of Philippines.

Thailand

The hourly pay was obtained from the average wageived per month plus the average
bonus per month, divided by the number of actuarfiavorked in the last week multiplied by
the average number of weeks in a month (52/12).eBtienated hourly pay was converted into
the real value using the CPI (January 2002) from wWeb site of Bureau of Trade and
Economic Indices of the kingdom of Thailand

Vietnam

The hourly pay was computed differently because dhta source, the Living Standards
Survey, adopts a year-long timeframe. The hourlyywas computed as: total wage received in
past 12 months plus the benefits divided by thieneged (by the interviewed) number of hours
in the last year. The number of hours worked inghst year was obtained by multiply the
number of working hours per day, number of workilays per months and number of working
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months per year. The hourly pay was converted ri@&b value using the CPI (January 2002),
already present in the dataset.

B. Probability of having a wage job

Using a model for binary choice, i.e. having a whgs (1) or not having it (0), we estimated
the probability of having a waged job. We assunteat & set of factors, such as age, the
household size and marital status gathered in @meexplain the outcome:

prob(Y =1|x) = F(x, b)

The vectow reflects the impact of changesxmon the probability. Using the familiar linear
regressionF(x, b) =x'6 we can get an estimated parameter, which can é@ inscomputing
the marginal effects that are presented in the text _

For a complete reference to this method see chapt8rin Green (2002).

We used different models for the three countriepedding on the availability of data and they
are presented below:

Philippines

The dependent Variable is 1 if the individual hapay and O otherwise, the independents
variables are:

Age

Household size

Ratio of children under the age of 1 to numberdflas in the household

Ratio of children under the age of 15 to numbeaadflts in the household

A set of dummy variables for marital status (MatrieNever married and was

married(reference))

x Set of dummy variables for the regions (NCR, Catabn, Central Luzon, Rest of
Luzon(reference), Visayas and Mindanao)

x Set of dummy variables for the education (primang dliterate(reference); secondary
and higher)

x A gender variable for the general model.

X X X X X

Thailand

The dependent Variable is 1 if the individual hapag and, O otherwise. The independents
variables are:

Age

Household size

Ratio of children under the age of 1 to numberdflas in the household

Ratio of children under the age of 15 to numbeadflts in the household

A set of dummy variables for marital status (MadrieNever married and was
married(reference))

Urbanity variable (Urban=1 and Rural=0)

Set of dummy variables for the regions (Bangkok trapmlis, Central,
Northern(reference), North Eastern and South)

X X X X X

X X
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x Set of dummy variables for the education (primarg dliterate(reference); secondary,
technical, higher and other)
x A gender variable for the general model.

Vietnam

The dependent Variable is 1 if the individual works a wage and, O otherwise. The
independents variables are:

Age

Household size

Ratio of children under the age of 1 to numberdfls in the household

Ratio of children under the age of 15 to numbeadflts in the household

Dummy variable equal 1 if the household head isaen® otherwise

A set of dummy variables for marital status (MadrieNever married and was

married(reference))

Dummy variable equal 1 if the household head isrdnK otherwise

Urbanity variable (Urban=1 and Rural=0)

The logarithm of the part of household income rayhimg from wages

Set of dummy variables for the regions (Ha Noi,rtNern Mountain, Truong

Son(reference) and Mekong Delta)

x Set of dummy variables for the education (primarg dliterate(reference); secondary,
technical, higher and other)

x A gender variable for the general model.

X X X X X X

X X X X

C.1: Gender pay gap decomposition and discriminatidex

“Discrimination against females can be said to éxghenever the relative wage of males
exceeds the relative wage that would have prevdiletles and females were paid according
to the same criteriad™.

We define the discrimination index as:
0

Wy i Wy

oo Wi Wi
- 0
Wm
/Vf

Wherew,/w; is the observed male-female wage ratio, &mgi/wf )0 is the male-female wage
ratio in the absence of discrimination. We canlgasinvert it in logarithm term and obtain:

0
W, W,
n(D+1)=in Mg, -in Yoy,

The estimation procedure 1(t1xrm/wf )0, which is the unknown part of the above equati®mas
follows:

A. King Dejardin, M. Bigotta 1&it for discussion - 62



The usual semi-log functional form igwW) = a + X, b+ e . Wherew; is the hourly wage rate of
thei™ worker, X'j1s a vector of individual characteristiog; ) the vector of coefficients and
e the usual error term. After the estimation we bthe estimated valueg; 5) and write the
mean of the logarithm of hourly wage as:

|niWk ’:% " (ék +Xlk'i 5k):ék + )?klak

i=1
We can thus write the pay gap in terms of log ayerand we obtain:

W) W) =in Yo, = a0+ Kb - 4 - Xy by = (- a1)+ (R X, )by + Xl - 1)

0
We can understand that the te(ﬁ;n - X )/3f is an estimation of the valué(\’%vf .

By computing the estimation of D from the resulbab and from the assumption that the
current female wage structure will apply to bothlesaand females in a non discriminating
labour market, we can show:

|n(|5 +1)= (ém - éf )+ )?m([;m - 5]( )® 6 - e(ém'éf)"'im(l;m' [7f) -1
This is the general procedure for obtaining the gegy and the discrimination index.

C.2: Specification of the model:

We think that estimating pay discrimination shotdéte into account a selection bias in the
wage-earning population. The traditional objectioade to gender pay discrimination is that
the share of women at work is not a random samiptheowhole female population and that
considering only women in the labour force wouldule in a self-selection, could produce
biased discrimination estimates (Gronau 1973)

Once we had specified the selection equation, wethia specified probit model for the
two gender groups and we constructed the Inverdle Ratio (IMR) using the prediction from
our probit model.

We then proceeded with the method for the decortipnsof the pay gap, and inserted
the IMR in our wage equations as a control variable
The probit models and the hourly pay regression etsotbr the three countries are defined
below:

Philippines

Probit model:
The variable, having a pay (1) /not having it (@xs regressed on:

x Age

x A set of dummies variables for marital status ( &, Never married and Was
married (reference))

x A set of dummies variables for the relation to leeisehold head (Head; Wife/Spouse;
Son/daughter; Brothers/sisters; Son/daughter in; l&vandchildren (reference);
Father/Mother; Other Relative; Boarder; Domestitpide Non relative)

x Household members (size)

Hourly pay model:

A. King Dejardin, M. Bigotta 1&it for discussion - 63



We used the logarithm of the hourly pay definedhi& methodological part A.2 as dependent
variable and we regressed it on:

x Set of dummy variables for the educational leveb (Grade Completed, Elementary
Undergraduate, Elementary Graduate, High schooletgymdduate (reference), High
school Graduate, College Undergraduate, Collegdi@ata and Not reported)

x  Work experience and work experience squared, difase age minus 6 minus the
average years of enrolment in the school estimiayetthe degree obtained ( No Grade
Completed (0) , Elementary Undergraduate (3) , Elgary Graduate (6), High school
Undergraduate (8), High school Graduate (10), @ell&)ndergraduate (14), College
Graduate (16) and Not reported)

x A dummy variable for public/private (1 if publi®/otherwise)

x A set of dummies variables occupations:

o

O 00000000000 0D0D0DO0DO0OO00D0DO0ODO0ODO0OO0OO0ODODODOOOO

(0]

Armed Forces

Officials of Government and Special organizations
Corporate Executives and Specialized Managers
General Managers/Managing-Proprietors
Supervisors

Physical, Mathematical, and Engineering SciencéeBsmonals
Life Science and Health Professionals

Teaching Professionals

Other Professionals

Physical Science and Engineering Associate Prafesks
Life Science and Health Associate Professionals
Teaching Associate Professionals

Related Associate Professionals

Office Clerks

Customer Service Clerks

Personal and Protective Service Workers

Models, Salespersons and Demonstrators

Farmers and Other Plant Growers

Animal Producers

Forestry and Related Workers

Fishermen

Hunters and Trappers

Mining, Construction and Related Trades Workers
Metal, Machinery and Related Trades Workers
Precision, Handicraft, Printing and Related Trad&skers
Other Craft and Related Trades Workers

Stationary, Plant and Related Operators

Machine Operators and Assemblers

Drivers and Mobile-Plant Operators

Sales and Services Elementary Occupations
Agricultural, Forestry, Fishery and Related Labsrer
Laborers in Mining, Construction, Manufacturing arrénsport
Other Occupation not Classifiable (reference)

x A set of dummies variables for the regions (NCRlaBarzon, Central Luzon, Rest of
Luzon(reference), Visayas and Mindanao)
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x |IMR
Thailand:

Probit model:
The variable having a pay (1) /not having it (Oaswegressed on:
x  Age
x  Number of persons in household
x A set of dummies variables for the relation to tioeisehold head @4d; Husband/wife;
Unmarried children; Married children (referencepoB8se of married children; Grand children;
Parents/Parents-in-law; Other relatives; Non-reddBervants; Special household member)
x A set of dummies variabldsr marital status (Single; Married; Was Marriedférence))

Hourly pay model:
We used the logarithm of the hourly pay definedhi& methodological part A.2 as dependent
variable and regressed it on:

x A set of dummies variables for the educationalllé\(8) None; (3) Less than elementary;
(6) Elementary; (9) Lower Secondary; (12) Generedddemic (Upper secondary) (Reference);
(12) Vocational (Upper secondary); (12) Teachelinimg (Upper secondary); (14) Academic
(Diploma level); (14) Higher Technical Educationig@ma level); (14) Teacher Training
(Diploma level); (16) Academic (University); (16)idgter technical Education (University);
(16) Teacher training (University); (0) Others/Uonkm)

x Work experience and work experience squared, difase age minus 6 minus the
average years of enrolment in the school estimbtethe degree obtained (find in
brackets in the above definition of the education)

x  Dummy for public(1)/private(0) sector

x  Dummy for rural (1) / urban (0)

Dummies for occupational code following ISCO 198&8ia the dataset (ONLY D_occ28 is

others and there is no army variable) (referencecPl5 that is the dummy for Model,
Salespersons and Demonstrators)

x  Regional dummies (Bangkok Metropolis (referen@®ntral; Northern; North Eastern; South)
x IMR

Vietnam:

Probit model:
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We regressed the variable having a pay (1) /nanlgat (0) on:

X

X
X
X

Age

Marital status dummies (Married; Never Married; Wéarried (reference)
Number of children in the household (<15)

Dummy for the Ethnicity, 1 if the HH head is Kinteference non Kinh)

Hourly pay model:
We used the logarithm of the hourly pay definedhi& methodological part A.2 as dependent
variable and regressed it on:

X

Educational dummies (llliterate (0): Under primaeyel but literate (0); Primary (0);
Lower Secondary (0); Upper Secondary (0) (refergntechnical study (2.2); Junior
College (3); University (5.1); Others (0.3))
Doctorat (11)) others is the weighted average Iadhal others category.
Work experience and work experience squared cordpaseage minus six (age of
entering the school), minus a variable coding tteelg that give the years of schooling
before finishing the upper secondary. Minus theraye years of schooling in the
appropriate category. The number in brackets indéfenition of education represents
the average year of schooling in this sector. Eohtiical study and university is the
weighted average of the years of schooling of thke sategory (weight=share of
population)
A set of dummies variables for kind of employer @Wdor other households
(reference); State-owned enterprises; Collectivenemic sector; Private economic
sector; Foreign-invested sector)
Dummy for urban (1)/rural(0)
Occupational dummies generated as:
0 1:leadersin all fields and levels
2: top-level professionals at all fields
3: mid-level professionals at all fields
4. staff (elementary professionals, white-collahi@cal personnel,...)
5: Skilled workers in personal services, securittgction and sales (reference)
6: Skilled workers in agriculture, sylviculture,caaquaculture
7: Skilled handicraftsmen and other relating skilleanual workers
74. Food processing, woodworking, textile and garineleather and
shoemaking workers
8: Assemblers and machine operators
91: Sale and service unskilled workers
92: Unskilled workers in agriculture, sylvicultuemd aquaculture
93: Unskilled workers in mining, construction, mémturing, and
transportation industry and other unskilled workers
o 0: Army
Regional dummies (Ha Noi/Red River Delta; NorthBtountain Region; Truong Son
(reference) ; Mekong Delta). This division is mdgea natural division of Vietham,
instead of the usual subdivision in 8 sub regitmesause of problems in the number of
observations.
IMR

O O0OO0OO0OO0OO0O0o

o O 0O
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' These datasets had been acquired by the ILO fnermational statistics offices of the countriestfe research
programme “Work, income and gender” of the ILO Pyglintegration and Statistics Department. Giventihe
constraint for this draft paper, only th& uarter of the Thai LFS was processed.

" Vietnam General Statistics Office (Available at wygso.gov.vn).

" Thailand Customs Department.

v Philippine National Statistics Office, data frorer@iral Bank of the Philippines.

Y The bias against rural areas and small-scalewdtynie in the Philippines dates back to the 1960 bias was
embedded in economic policies, which favoured pios and big landowners, rice and export cropsyell as
in health and education policies, which depriverpopulations of education and health investm@adisacan,
1993).

"' The authors of this paper will analyze this datgreater depth.

" The authors will also carry out further analysifiousehold income composition using the 2003 FIES.

"' Data from 1997 and 2005 LFS of the PhilippinesydDejardin’s research on Work, income and gender i
Thailand and the Philippines in 2007.

" A further indication of the traditional domestiph&re to which women are assigned is the reasonamén
women give for not looking for work. Based on tH#03 LFS, men’s reasons were primarily schooling, @nfér
second, age or retirement; women'’s reasons weneapty schooling, and, a close second, housekeegnigs.
Controlling for age, men and women out of the labfmuce and aged 15-19 both cited schooling asnthé
reason for not looking for work (79% for women &% for men). But for age 20 to 64 years old, trapprtion
of women out of the labour force who gave “housekag duties” as the main reason rose to 89 perednte
men continued to cite schooling and all the othktatriage had much to do with this change. Againtagling
for age, nearly 80 percent of women aged 20-24 whee out of the labour force and cited housekeepimg
reason were married; and 92 percent of women 2¢e24s old out of the labour force who cited schaplas a
reason were never married

*The 1996 and 2005 LFS data; taken from King Défesdesearch on Work, income and gender in Thélilamd
the Philippines in 2007.

X' According to Kusakabe (2006), divorce in Thailaadncreasing and the number of registered marsiage
falling. The ratio of female-headed households am@kok is also increasing: 15.1 percent of houskshii 1980
to 25.5 percent in 2000.

' But note that never married persons comprise dl segment of the urban population.

*'1996 and 2005 LFS data; taken from King Dejardme'search on Work, income and gender in Thailarh an
the Philippines in 2007.

*¥' Although this explanation might seem neutral aeasonable to many, one might ask whether or ndalsoc
processes of discrimination had hindered women fobtaining better education and skills.

* However, a mapping of density of poverty (numbfgpaor people per unit area) reveals that most people
do not live in the poorest districts but rathettie Red River Delta, Mekong River Delta, and thastal plains
which are more populous (Minot and Gray, 2005).

“' Data are given in Reyes, 2002.

“ Most Southern Tagalog provinces now make up CALAZON.

' The review of literature by Balisacan and Ducatitss as sources: Pasuk, P. and Isra, S. Zbldbalization
and inequality: the case of Thailan@®aper presented for OECD Conference on Povertly laaequality in
Developing Countries, Paris, 30 November — 1 De@pdnd World Bank. 199@hailand, growth, poverty and
income distributionCountry Operations Division Report No. 15689-TH.

** Greene, W.HEconometric AnalysiBifth edition. Pearson International Edition , 2002

* Oaxaca, Ronald, 1973Jale-Female Wage Differentials in Urban Labor Makelnternational Economic
Review, vol. 14(3), pages 693-709, October.
* Gronau, R. (1974Vagecomparison: a selectivity biadpurnal of Political Economy. 82: 1119-1155.
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