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Abstract 

 

In this paper, I explore the impact of economic freedom on women’s socioeconomic 

status, using the Economic Freedom of the World Index to measure economic freedom.  I 

perform regression analysis using thirteen different measures for women’s socioeconomic status.  

For my explanatory variables I control for other various factors that could influence women’s 

socioeconomic status, as well as including region dummy variables for different regions of the 

world.   I ran many models of each regression to see if an increase in economic freedom is 

associated with an increase in women’s socioeconomic status for each of my thirteen measures 

when certain independent variables are omitted and when the dummy variables are omitted.  The 

main regression equation that I explore in deepest detail for each of the thirteen measures is the 

one that omits the region dummies and GDP.  This is the model that best fits this study, because 

the geographical location itself is not a causal factor of women’s socioeconomic status and 

therefore regions should be omitted from the regression, and economic freedom is a causal factor 

of income and therefore GDP should be omitted from the regression.  For the best-fitting model, 

eleven out of thirteen measures for women’s socioeconomic status show that an increase in 

economic freedom is associated with an increase in women’s socioeconomic status.  My results 

are consistent with the view that higher levels of economic freedom improve the socioeconomic 

status of women, and my results are robust across multiple measures of women’s socioeconomic 

status, for many regression models.   
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Introduction (Statement of Issue) 
 

The topic of my Honors In The Major Thesis is:  the impact of economic freedom on 

women’s socioeconomic status.  I chose to focus on women’s socioeconomic status (SES), 

because one’s socioeconomic status is of much importance as it affects much of a person’s 

livelihood, and women as a whole tend to have a lower socioeconomic status than men.  

According to the American Psychological Association, socioeconomic status affects “overall 

human functioning”, which they say includes “development across the life span, physical and 

mental health,” (Fact Sheet: Women & Socioeconomic Status).  Although differences in 

socioeconomic status affect everyone, there is a disproportional amount of women living in 

poverty compared to men.  The APA states that it is a benefit to everyone if efforts are focused to 

reduce massive gaps in socioeconomic status, which makes women’s socioeconomic status an 

important matter worth discussing.  Women’s low socioeconomic status and its “correlates” such 

as “poverty, lower education, and poor health for children and families,” does not just negatively 

impact women, but affects society as a whole.   

Furthermore, studies have shown that lower socioeconomic status is correlated with negative 

psychological health consequences for women, a variety of negative physical health results for 

women and their children, and that socioeconomic status also affects the “overall well-being and 

quality of life for women,” (Fact Sheet: Women & Socioeconomic Status).  This is all the more 

reason why my Honors In The Major thesis topic is important and relevant to today’s issues.  I 

am interested in seeing if the quality of institutions represented by economic freedom has an 

impact on the socioeconomic status of women.  The Economic Freedom of the World (EFW) 
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Index is designed to measure the degree to which the institutions and policies of a nation are 

consistent with an economically free society.  The authors of the EFW Index define an 

economically free society as being one whose government’s primary role “is to protect 

individuals and their property from aggression by others,” (Gwartney, Lawson, and Hall 2).   

Economic freedom has the following features:  personal choice, voluntary exchange coordinated 

by markets, freedom to enter and compete in markets, and the protection of people’s property 

rights from aggressors (Gwartney, Lawson, and Hall 1).  I am hoping that my research and 

analysis will contribute to the literature and be a worthwhile study for others who are interested 

in the determinants of the socioeconomic status of women. 
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Critical Review of Related Work 
 

The publication that is most relevant to my research topic is Dr. Michael Stroup’s paper 

titled, “Does Economic Freedom Promote Women’s Well-being?” (Stroup, “Does Economic 

Freedom”).  Dr. Michael Stroup used the Gender Inequality (GI) Index to measure women’s 

“well-being”.  The GI Index is composed of five (5) measures, in three categories. The first 

category, “Reproductive Health,” consists of two measures: (1) maternal mortality ratio, and (2) 

adolescent fertility rate. The second category, “Empowerment,” consists of two measures: (3) 

female parliamentary representation and (4) educational attainment.  The third category, “Labor 

Market,” consists of one measure: (5) female labor force participation rate. 

I realized there were certain factors that I could improve upon with the research analysis.  I 

am contributing to the literature on this subject matter because I incorporated different 

explanatory variables in my regression analysis; I used twelve measures other than the GI index 

to represent the dependent variable, women’s socioeconomic status; I also compared the results 

of economic freedom on women’s socioeconomic status when different regions of the world 

were accounted for in the regressions, versus when the different world regions were not included 

in the regressions, and also explored different models when certain independent variables were 

omitted from the regression. 

I have reason to believe the variables I chose embody a more inclusive representation of 

women’s socioeconomic status.  At the end of Dr. M Stroup’s paper, he states, “...the regression 

specifications used in this empirical analysis to explain observed variation in the GI index 

components can be improved upon, by using unique specifications pertaining to each particular 
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measure of women’s well-being.  The above empirical analyses simply illustrates that a more 

thorough investigation is warranted into the apparently beneficial relationship between economic 

freedom and women's well-being,” (Stroup, “Does Economic Freedom”).  That means Dr. 

Stroup agrees that further analyses is warranted if one were to use “unique specifications” to 

measure women’s socio-economic status. 

On the Human Development Reports website, it states that data limitations of the GI Index 

include the fact that its national parliamentary representation “excludes participation at the local 

government level and elsewhere in community and public life,” (Gender Inequality Index (GII)).  

Hence, one measure improved upon when running my own regression analysis, is using local 

government participation to help measure women's socio-economic status, by using the Gender 

Empowerment Measure (GEM).  The Gender Empowerment Measure (GEM) “evaluates 

progress in advancing women's standing in political and economic forums. It examines the extent 

to which women and men are able to actively participate in economic and political life and take 

part in decision-making,” (Measuring Inequality – GEM and GDI).  GEM is comprised of:  (1) 

seats in parliament held by women, (2) female legislators, senior officials and managers, (3) 

female professional and technical workers, and (4) ratio of estimated female to male earned 

income.  By including the GEM as a measure of women’s well-being as part of my regression 

analysis, it will account for more of women’s participation in upper-level positions.  Besides 

using the GEM score itself, I also used the GEM rank as a measure of women’s socioeconomic 

status (my dependent variable), as well as HDI rank (each as the dependent variable in its own 

regression).  

As other measures for women’s socioeconomic status, I used variables from the gender 

indicators of the World Bank’s website. I chose gender variables that I thought may have some 



Thomas 13 
 

relevance to my honors thesis topic. The following are the variables I chose from the World 

Bank’s databank, which I used as my dependent variable to measure women’s socioeconomic 

status when running different regressions. births attended by skilled health staff (% of total); 

ratio of female to male labor force participation rate; ratio of female to male primary enrollment 

(%); ratio of female to male secondary enrollment (%); ratio of female to male tertiary 

enrollment (%); ratio of female to male life expectancy at birth (%), ratio of female to male adult 

literacy rate (% ages 15 and above); ratio of female to male youth literacy rate (% of those ages 

15-24); CPIA gender equality rating (where 1 is low and 6 is high); firms with female 

participation in ownership (% of firms); and the ratio of female to male adult mortality rate (per 

1,000 adults), (Gender Indicators).  

To analyze my independent variables’ effects on each of my measures for women’s 

socioeconomic status (each in its own regression) as compared to the independent variables Dr. 

Stroup used, I will do one regression that leaves the measure for women’s well-being as the GI 

index.  This will be to compare the effect of my explanatory (independent) variables on my 

dependent variable when GI is used as the measure for women’s socioeconomic status, to that of 

the explanatory (independent) variables Dr. Stroup chose in his regression analysis and their 

effect on his dependent variable, “women’s well-being” (measured by the GI index).    

To summarize, my measures in different regressions for my dependent variable, women’s 

socioeconomic status, will consist of:  the GI index, GEM, GEM rank, each of the components of 

GEM, HDI rank, and the measures from the World Bank as described above.  GEM has a 

subcomponent of “seats in parliament held by women,” which aligns in nature with the GI’s 

subcomponent “Empowerment” which has a subcomponent of “female parliamentary 

representation.”  However, this correlation shouldn’t prove to be a problem in my research since 
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the GI index and GEM are used for different regressions.  As I described earlier, the GEM 

measure differs from the “Empowerment” subcomponent of the GI index, because GEM is also 

comprised of “female legislators, senior officials, and managers”, “female professional and 

technical workers”, and “ratio of estimated female to male earned income”, which is not included 

in the Empowerment subcomponent of the GI index.  Therefore, by using GEM and other gender 

indicators that I listed above from the World Bank, I will have different and hopefully more 

inclusive measures for “women’s socioeconomic status” when I run my regressions. This will 

allow me to contribute to the literature of economic freedom’s impact on women’s 

socioeconomic status. 
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Research Methodology  

 

For my research, the dependent variable (y) always represents women’s socioeconomic 

status, but different regressions I did for this honors thesis account for different measures of 

women’s socioeconomic status.  For the independent variables (x), I used the EFW Index along 

with six other variables that I have reason to believe would affect women’s socioeconomic 

status.  Along with these seven independent variables I also included region dummy variables for 

part of my data analysis.  The main regression equation is below. 

Women’s socioeconomic status   =    B0  +  B1 (EFW) +  B2 (Muslim) +  B3(Catholic)    

+  B4 (GDP) +  B5 (Political Rights)   +  B6 (Diversity) + B7 

(Resources) +  u 

 

Whereas the independent variables are as follows: 

� EFW = economic freedom in each country 

o Source: Economic Freedom of the World Index (2010 score) 

� Muslim = % Muslim in each country 

o Source: The Pew Forum on Religion and Public Life (2010), supplemented 

with CIA data 

� Catholic = % Catholic in each country 

o Source: Catholic Hierarchy supplemented with CIA data 

� GDP = Gross Domestic Product per capita (in U.S. $) in each country 
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o Source: Data World Bank 

� Political Rights = political rights in each country 

o Source:  Political Rights component of Freedom In the World Index (2010 

score) 

�  Diversity = ethnic diversity in each country 

o Source: Ethnicity component of Fractionalization index 

� Resources = total natural resources rents (% of GDP) 

o Data World Bank (2010) 

Whereas the region dummy variables are as follows, as defined by the World Bank: 

� Africa = Africa (Sub-Saharan) 

� East Asia = East Asia and Pacific 

� Europe = Europe and Central Asia 

� Latin America = Latin America and the Caribbean 

� Middle East = Middle East and North Africa 

� South Asia = South Asia 

� Other Region = all countries not included in one of the 6 above regions as defined by the 

World Bank. 

Whereas the different measures for my dependent variable (women’s socioeconomic status) are 

as follows: 

� Gender Inequality (GI) Index  = gender inequality in each country 

o Gender Inequality Index (2011 score) 

� Gender Empowerment Measure (GEM) = gender empowerment in each country 
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o Gender Empowerment Measure (2007/2008 score) 

� Gender Empowerment Measure (GEM) rank  = the country rank in the world for the 

Gender Empowerment Measure 

o Gender Empowerment Measure (2007/2008) 

� Note: the lower the GEM score, the higher the GEM rank 

� Human Development Index (HDI) rank = the country rank in the world for the Human 

Development Index  

o Gender Empowerment Measure (2007/2008) 

� Births Attended By Skilled Health Staff = births attended by skilled health staff (% of 

total) in each country 

o Data World Bank 

� Primary Enrollment Ratio = ratio of female to male primary enrollment (%) in each 

country 

o Data World Bank (2010) 

� Secondary Enrollment Ratio = ratio of female to male secondary enrollment (%) in each 

country 

o Data World Bank (2010) 

� Tertiary Enrollment Ratio = ratio of female to male tertiary enrollment (%) in each 

country 

o Data World Bank (2010) 

� Life Expectancy at Birth Ratio = the ratio of female to male life expectancy at birth (%) 

o Data World Bank (2010) 
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� Adult Literacy Ratio = the ratio of female to male adult literacy rate (% of those ages 15 

and above) 

o Data World Bank (2010) 

� Youth Literacy Ratio = the ratio of female to male youth literacy rate (% of those ages 

15-24) 

o Data World Bank (2010) 

� CPIA’s Gender Equality rating = the gender equality rating that is a subcomponent of the 

Country Policy and Institutional Assessment (CPIA) 

o Data World Bank (2010)  

� Adult Mortality Ratio = the ratio of female to male adult mortality rate (per 1,000 adults) 

o Data World Bank (2010) 

 

Without any controls, the EFW Index was statistically significant with the expected sign 

for each of my thirteen measures for women’s socioeconomic status.   Table A below shows that 

twelve out of thirteen measures for women’s socioeconomic status showed statistical 

significance at the 1% level—all except for Life Expectancy at Birth Ratio, which showed 

statistical significance at the 5% level. 
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Table A 

  In the table above, let * denote the coefficient being statistically significant at the 10% level, ** at the 5% level, and *** at the 1% level. 

I ran additional regressions for each measure of women’s socioeconomic status to control 

for other factors that could be influencing women’s socioeconomic status.  I chose my 

independent variables carefully.   I chose the Economic Freedom of the World (EFW) Index to 

Measure for 

dependent variable y EFW coef

Was the 

actual sign 

what was 

expected?

number of 

observations

Standard 

Error R-squared P> | t|

Gender Inequality 

Index -0.1364171 *** yes 131 0.01474 0.3990 0.000
Gender 

Empowerment 

Measure 0.107639 *** yes 89 0.021429 0.2248 0.000

Gender 

Empowerment 

Measure rank -18.67916 *** yes 89 3.598087 0.2365 0.000

Human Development 

Index rank -42.21131 *** yes 141 3.664839 0.4883 0.000

Births Attended by 

Skilled Health Staff 16.90609 *** yes 63 3.136665 0.3226 0.000

Primary Enrollment 

Ratio 3.124252 *** yes 96 0.603561 0.2218 0.000

Secondary Enrollment 

Ratio 6.528097 *** yes 86 1.556035 0.1732 0.000

Tertiary Enrollment 

Ratio 28.35535 *** yes 66 9.16692 0.1301 0.003

Life Expectancy at 

Birth Ratio 0.0072799 ** yes 143 0.003316 0.0330 0.030

Adult Literacy Ratio 0.0795245 *** yes 79 0.016655 0.2284 0.000

Youth Literacy Ratio 0.0414171 *** yes 79 0.01104 0.1545 0.000

CPIA's Gender 

Equality rating 0.4801988 *** yes 50 0.110154 0.2836 0.000

Adult Mortality Ratio -0.0924551 *** yes 110 0.126766 0.1799 0.000

Regressions with the EFW Index as the only independent variable
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measure institutional improvements made by a country that are indicative of economic freedom, 

because many studies show that a country’s economic freedom has a positive impact on 

economic growth and prosperity (Gwartney, Holcombe, and Lawson 1999).  I chose to use the 

EFW Index to measure economic freedom rather than a different index because the EFW Index 

is very transparent in how the measure is calculated.  The Economic Freedom of the World Index 

has 5 main areas: 1) Size of Government, 2) Legal System and Property Rights, 3) Sound 

Money, 4) Freedom to Trade Internationally, and 5) Regulation (Gwartney, Lawson, and Hall 3). 

The five main areas are comprised of twenty-four components which are comprised of forty-two 

variables—so this index is very thorough (Gwartney, Lawson, and Hall 4).  Each of the forty-two 

variables (subcomponents) and twenty-four components are placed on a scale from 0 

(representing low economic freedom) to 10 (representing high economic freedom).  Each of the 

subcomponents are averaged to determine each component, each component rating within each 

area is averaged to determine the rating of one of the five main areas, and then the five main 

areas are averaged to determine the EFW score (Gwartney, Lawson, and Hall 4).  In order for a 

country to attain a high EFW score it must provide secure protection of privately owned 

property, “evenhanded” enforcement of contracts, a stable monetary environment, have low 

taxes, not have barriers to domestic or international trade, and depend more on markets (instead 

of government) for the allocation of goods and resources (Gwartney, Stroup, Lee, and Ferrarini 

86).  Economically free countries have been shown to have higher levels in indicators of well-

being than countries that are not economically free; such indicators of well-being include income 

per capita, life expectancy, and political and civil liberties (Gwartney, Lawson, and Hall vi).  I 

predict that since more economic freedom tends to lead to more opportunities for individuals 
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across an entire population, this should have a positive impact on select groups in the population 

too—such as women.  

 I chose both Muslim and Catholic to be independent variables because some studies state 

that women living in countries that are predominantly one of these two religions have less 

opportunity due to stricter regulations and cultural standards (Stroup 2011).   In Stroup’s 2011 

study on women’s wellbeing, these two particular religions were included as control variables 

since it may impact the role of women in society and thus their socioeconomic status.  Stroup 

also did a study in 2008 that focused on women’s wellbeing, and he states the reason he uses 

Muslim and Catholic as explanatory variables is because a study by Zafiris Tzannatos in 1999 

showed that “labor force participation and other measures of women’s well-being are affected by 

the percent of the population belonging to the dominant religions in each society that tend to 

restrict the socially acceptable realm of opportunities available for women in developing 

countries,” (as cited in Stroup, 2008, p. 15). Tzannato’s study found that the two most influential 

religious groups were Muslim and Catholic (Stroup 2008).  Therefore, I ran regressions both 

with and without these control variables to show that my results are robust across both measures.  

At first I chose GDP to be an independent variable, because I thought income per capita 

would affect a woman’s well-being, and so I wanted to hold this constant.  I later realized that it 

is not a good idea to include GDP, which I will explain in detail later.  Thus, for completeness I 

ran regressions both with and without this control variable, but focused mainly on analyzing the 

regression equation which excludes the region dummies and GDP, the reasoning for which is 

explained in the Analyzing Regression Results section. 
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I chose Political Rights as an independent variable, because the effect of economic 

institutions in each country needs to be kept separate from the effects of political institutions. 

Thus, it makes sense to put a variable into the regression equation that represents political 

institutions—that way this will be held constant and we can focus on what effect the economic 

institutions have on women’s socioeconomic status.  I also ran regressions that omitted Political 

Rights since there is a possibility that economic freedom could be impacting the Political Rights 

variable, and I wanted to see if there was robustness across both conditions. 

I included Diversity as an independent variable because there are studies that support the 

theory that ethnic diversity has a large negative impact on a country’s economic welfare.   One 

study states that “interest group polarization leads to rent-seeking behavior and reduces the 

consensus for public goods, creating long-run growth tragedies” (Easterly and Levine 1997).  

Since it is possible that an increase in heterogeneity across a population could affect women’s 

socioeconomic status, I wanted to hold this constant so I added Diversity as an independent 

variable.  However, I also ran regressions that omitted this variable because it’s still unclear 

whether this variable actually matters or not as a determining factor of women’s socioeconomic 

status.  

I included Resources as an independent variable because some studies show that there is 

a “resource curse”, where countries with greater amounts of natural resources also have sluggish 

economic growth (Sachs and Warner; 1995; 2001).  I wanted to account for this so I added 

Resources as an independent variable to hold everything constant.   However, research results are 

confounded and other studies show that there does not seem to be a “resource curse”.  For 

example, a study by Swiss economist Christa Brunnschweiler found a positive direct relationship 

between natural resource abundance and economic growth.  She found that economies with 
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greater resource abundance grew faster than resource poor countries, between 1970 and 2000 

(Brunnschweiler 399).  She also finds no evidence that greater resource wealth is associated with 

weaker institutions (413).  Because research results are mixed on whether resources have an 

effect on economic growth, I am not certain whether this would have an impact on women’s 

socioeconomic status or not; thus, for completeness I ran a regression for each measure of 

women’s socioeconomic status that also omitted this variable.   

I chose to initially include region dummy variables because Dr. Stroup had thought it 

important to control for geographical regions in his study on women’s socioeconomic status 

(Stroup 2011).  However, I later realized that the region dummies were not a causal factor of 

women’s socioeconomic status and thus were taking away from the significance of the other 

explanatory variables.  This is explained further in the Analyzing Regression Results section. 

I chose my thirteen measures for my dependent variable carefully as well, and I will 

explain each of these in greater detail in the Analyzing Regression Results section.  
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Analyzing Regression Results 

 

Measure 1 for Women’s Socioeconomic Status:  Gender Inequality Index 

 

The Gender Inequality (GI) Index is composed of five (5) measures: (1) maternal mortality 

ratio, (2) adolescent fertility rate, (3) female parliamentary representation (4) educational 

attainment, and (5) female labor force participation rate.  The Gender Inequality Index seeks to 

represent the loss in human development due to inequality of female and male achievements in 

its three categories.  The Gender Inequality Index ranges from 0 (which signifies women and 

men being equal), to 1 (which signifies that women are not equal to men when it comes to the 

GI’s three categories).  A higher GI Index score indicates lower achievement in that country due 

to gender inequality.  It should be noted, however, that the GI Index doesn’t necessarily measure 

gender inequality; instead, each of its components consists of measures that are specific to 

women. It may be an indicator of women’s socioeconomic status across countries, but it isn’t a 

measure of gender inequality because the measures aren’t comparing women to men.  The index 

could still certainly be considered a representation of women’s socioeconomic status because it 

is measuring aspects of a female’s life that represent her wellbeing.  Thus, although the Gender 

Inequality Index’s authors chose a name that does not accurately represent what the name 

implies, it is still a good measure that can be applied to my research because its components do 

represent women’s socioeconomic status.   

I chose this as a variable to represent women’s socioeconomic status, because the index 

seems to measure women’s socioeconomic status as opposed to gender inequality.  Also, the GI 
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Index seems to be a reliable measure because it is compiled using data from reliable databases:  

The GI Index derives its maternal mortality ratio from the United Nations Maternal Mortality 

Estimation Group (MMEIG), the WHO, UNICEF, UNFPA and the World Bank.  It gets its 

adolescent fertility rates from the UN Department of Economic and Social Affair’s World 

Population Prospects. The index gets its educational attainment statistics from the UNESCO 

Institute for Statistics educational attainment tables and the Barro-Lee data sets.  Its 

parliamentary representation comes from the International Parliamentary Union, and it gets its 

labor market participation from the International Labour Organization’s Key Indicators of the 

Labour Market (KILM), 7th Edition. 

It is worth noting that one of the subcomponents of the Gender Inequality Index is female 

labor force participation rate and the GI Index is calculated to increase when the female labor 

force participation rate goes down; however, one should keep in mind that a low level of female 

labor force participation rate doesn’t necessarily mean women are worse off.  For example, upper 

income families might have lower levels of female labor force participation rate because the 

females are wealthy enough to where they do not need to work for a living. 

My data shows that GI has a mean of about 0.383, its standard deviation is about 0.187, 

its min value is roughly 0.049 (4.9% “gender inequality” in Sweden) and the max value is 

roughly 0.735 (73.4% “gender inequality” in Chad).  The average of 0.383 for the 131 countries 

included as observations for the GI regression models reflects a percentage loss in potential 

achievement across the three measures of the GI Index: reproductive health, empowerment, and 

labor market.    
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When GI is used as the dependent variable, I would expect the coefficient sign on EFW 

to be negative, because the Gender Inequality Index is measuring the gender inequality in a 

country and goes on a scale of 0 to 1; 0 representing men and women being equal, and 1 

representing men and women being unequal.  Thus, I’d expect there to be an inverse relationship 

between a higher GI score and a higher EFW score.  When the Gender Inequality Index was the 

dependent variable, the Economic Freedom of the World Index’s coefficient had the expected 

sign and was statistically significant in the following regression equations, shown in Table 1.1: 

Table 1.1   

Regression Equation Model (when Gender Inequality Index is 

used as the dependent variable) 

EFW coef. 

and stat. sig. 

All independent variables including region dummies, minus GDP 
AND minus Political Rights 

-0.0270 ** 
 

All independent variables without region dummies -0.0417** 
All independent variables without region dummies, minus GDP -0.0765 *** 
All independent variables without region dummies, minus Political 
Rights: 

-0.0469 *** 

All independent variables without region dummies, minus Diversity:   -0.0612 ***   
All independent variables without region dummies, minus Resources -0.0454 *** 
All independent variables without region dummies, minus GDP AND 

minus Political Rights 
-0.0964 *** 

All independent variables without region dummies, minus Political 
Rights AND minus Diversity:   

-0.0660 *** 

All independent variables without region dummies, minus Muslim 
AND minus Catholic 

-0.0444 *** 

 
All independent variables without region dummies, minus Muslim 
AND minus Catholic AND minus Diversity:    

-0.0610 *** 

All independent variables without region dummies, minus GDP AND 

minus Political Rights AND minus Resources 
-0.104 *** 

 
In the table above, let * denote the coefficient being statistically significant at the 10% level, ** at the 5% level, and *** at the 1% level. 

 
 

Table 1.1 above shows that when the Gender Inequality Index is used as the dependent 

variable, the EFW coefficient was not statistically significant when the region dummies were 
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included until I omitted both GDP and Political Rights from the regression equation.  Once I 

omitted the region dummies, the absolute value of the coefficient on EFW became larger, 

showing its association with the dependent variable is stronger.  

  With the region dummies still being omitted, I ran different regressions omitting GDP 

and then political rights and then both.  For each of these variations, the absolute value of the 

coefficient on EFW was larger than when GDP and Political Rights were both included at the 

same time.  Furthermore, the EFW coefficient was only statistically significant at the 5% level 

when both GDP and Political Rights were included (in the equation without region dummies), 

but once either GDP and/or Political Rights was (were) dropped then the EFW coefficient was 

statistically significant at the 1% level.  This is most likely due to the fact that there is a high 

correlation between EFW and GDP, EFW and Political Rights, as well as GDP and Political 

Rights.  There is 0.5544 correlation between EFW and GDP; -0.6018 correlation between 

Political Rights and EFW; and -0.5176 correlation between Political Rights and GDP.  When two 

variables that are highly correlated are both included in a regression equation then there is 

multicollinearity which will increase the standard errors of the coefficients, making them less 

precise.  Thus it is best to exclude one of the highly correlated variables from the regression 

equation.  When excluding either GDP or Political Rights from the regression, the absolute value 

of the coefficient on EFW became stronger, showing a larger association with the dependent 

variable, y, measured by the GI Index in this scenario.   

Diversity and GDP also had a fairly high correlation, at -0.4217, and Resources and 

Political Rights had a fairly high correlation at 0.4893.  Therefore, I also ran a few regressions 

omitting each of these one at a time, to see how it affected the EFW coefficient.  The results are 

listed in Table 1.1, above. 
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The magnitude of the coefficient on EFW was greatest for the regression equation that 

included the dependent variables without the region dummies, without GDP, without Political 

Rights, and without resources.  The magnitude was -0.104 with statistical significance at the 1% 

level.  In comparison, when the regression equation included all the dependent variables without 

the region dummies (when the regression equation included Diversity), the EFW coefficient was  

-0.0417 with statistical significance at the 5% level.  Thus, for this particular measure (the 

Gender Inequality Index), when comparing different models of the regression equation that omit 

the region dummies, the Economic Freedom of the World Index seems to have a stronger inverse 

relationship with the Gender Inequality Index when GDP, Political Rights, and Resources are all 

left out of the regression equation as well. 

As noted above, there is a significantly high correlation between EFW and GDP (0.5544).  

So this is an empirical reason why GDP should be omitted—to avoid multicollinearity.  But there 

is also theoretical reasoning behind why it makes sense to omit GDP from the regression.  There 

are studies that provide evidence that supports the view that an increase in economic freedom 

causes an increase in income levels (Gwartney, Holcombe, Lawson 2004).  The authors of 

Common Sense Economics also establish that both economic theory and empirical evidence show 

that countries “attract more investment, grow more rapidly, and achieve higher income levels” 

when they embrace policies that are consistent with economic freedom (Gwartney, Stroup, Lee, 

and Ferrarini 86-89).  

When countries make institutional improvements that are consistent with a higher level of 

economic freedom (as measured by the EFW Index), then these countries are likely to have an 

increase in GDP per capita.  Therefore, since the EFW value is a causal factor of the GDP value 

and I’m researching the impact that the EFW has on the dependent variable, then GDP should be 
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omitted from the regression so that its coefficient is not encompassing or taking credit for 

something caused by the EFW Index.  This is why, for each of my thirteen measures for 

women’s socioeconomic status, I explore the regression results when GDP is omitted. 

 

 

 

 

Table 1.2 

Coefficient P>| t| Coefficient P>| t| Coefficient P>| t| Coefficient P>| t|

EFW Index -0.0113 0.395 -0.0223 0.114 -0.0150 0.241 -0.027 ** 0.047

Muslim 6.554E-04 ** 0.037 7.669E-04 ** 0.024 6.671E-04 ** 0.034 0.000783 ** 0.021

Catholic 1.170E-05 0.968 4.370E-05 0.890 -6.050E-06 0.983 2.250E-05 0.943

GDP -2.73E-06 *** 0.000 -2.77E-06 *** 0.000

Political Rights 6.149E-03 0.310 7.504E-03 0.252

Diversity 0.116 *** 0.003 0.118 *** 0.005 0.115 *** 0.003 0.116 *** 0.006

Resources 1.545E-03 ** 0.032 1.314E-03 * 0.090 1.805E-03 *** 0.008 1.628E-03 ** 0.026

Africa 0.214 *** 0.000 0.285 *** 0.000 0.223 *** 0.000 0.296 *** 0.000

East Asia 0.087 ** 0.024 0.165 *** 0.000 0.102*** 0.006 0.183 *** 0.000

Europe -0.021 0.553 0.046 0.188 -0.013 0.710 0.058 * 0.090

Latin America 0.173 *** 0.000 0.242 *** 0.000 0.176 *** 0.000 0.248 *** 0.000

Middle East 0.032 0.578 0.088 0.141 0.052 0.329 0.114 ** 0.041

South Asia 0.204 *** 0.000 0.276 *** 0.000 0.211 *** 0.000 0.287 *** 0.000

Other Region

Number of 

countries:

R-squared

Number of 

significant 

regions

omitted

omittedomitted

omitted

omitted omitted omitted omitted

117

0.8474

4

117

0.8198

4

117

0.8458

4

117

0.8175

6

Regressions with 

region dummies 

(Everything)

Regressions with 

region dummies 

minus GDP

Regressions with 

region dummies 

minus Political Rights

Regressions with 

region dummies 

minus GDP AND 

Political Rights

Gender Inequality Index (regression equations with region dummies)

 

 
In the table above, let * denote the coefficient being statistically significant at the 10% level, ** at the 5% level, and *** at the 1% level. 
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Table 1.2 shows different models of the GI regression equation when region dummies are 

included, comparing a model using all the independent variables versus a model that leaves out 

GDP versus a model that leaves out Political Rights versus a model that leaves out both GDP and 

Political Rights. 

As you can see from Table 1.2, four of the region dummies were statistically significant 

when the regression equation included all variables, when it included all but GDP, and when it 

included all but Political Rights.  When both GDP and Political Rights were left out then all six 

regions were statistically significant, including Europe and the Middle East (which had not been 

statistically significant in the other three models).  The “Other region” category includes 

countries in North America (such as the U.S.) and Australia that do not fall within one of the 

other regions as defined by the World Bank.  The 0.058 coefficient on Europe (in the model that 

omits GDP and Political Rights) means that on average, the dependent variable (Gender 

Inequality Index) is predicted to be 0.058 higher for a country in Europe when compared to the 

Other Region category (for example, a country such as the U.S.), holding all else constant.   

From the table you can also see that when dummy variables are included, the EFW coefficient is 

statistically significant for the model that leaves out GDP and Political Rights.   

It is interesting that when GI is used to represent women’s socioeconomic status, nearly 

all of the region indicators are statistically significant.  Women’s well-being is not likely to be 

affected solely by the location of where she lives; women are likely to have lower socioeconomic 

status in a particular region, there must be other factors going on / or lacking in that region that is 

causing women to have lower socioeconomic status there.  The mere geographical location itself 

would not be the cause.  The cause for example could be differences in cultural or religious 
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beliefs among regions or institutional differences among regions, or perhaps some other factor.  

But the point is that there has to be something actively taking place or lacking in these regions, 

and not the geographical location itself causing the discrepancy in women’s socioeconomic 

status between different regions. When region dummies are included, the EFW Index is not 

statistically significant (see Table 1.2).  This gives indication that the region dummies should be 

dropped from the regression, since the geographical location itself is not likely the causal factor 

of women’s socioeconomic status.  Below Table 1.3 shows the a few models of the regression 

when the GI Index is the y variable and the region dummies are omitted.  In doing so, the EFW 

Index now becomes statistically significant.  This indicates that in the models of the regression 

when region dummies were included (Table 1.2), the region dummy variables (geographical 

location itself) had been encompassing differences in women’s socioeconomic status that looks 

to actually be institutional changes in such regions, represented by the EFW Index (Table 1.3). 

The coefficients on the region dummies are showing that factors that are affecting women’s 

socioeconomic status are geographically concentrated.  However, as previously mentioned, just 

because regions are statistically significant does not mean that they should be included in the 

regression.  A country’s mere location on a globe alone should not be a determinant of women’s 

wellbeing.  There must be something happening within the countries of such regions to cause 

them to be statistically significant. For example, there are studies that show that ethnic diversity 

has something to do with Africa’s poor economic growth (Alesina et. al).  I have already 

accounted for ethnic diversity with my Diversity independent variable, so to include the region 

Africa would be redundant.  Any statistical significance/magnitude showing on the Africa 

coefficient could be taking away from the magnitude on the Diversity variable and perhaps other 

variables in the regression. 



Thomas 32 
 

Therefore, the regressions that have dummies are not indicative of the causal reason for 

women’s socioeconomic status.  This is why, for the Gender Inequality Index as well as my 

subsequent twelve other measures I chose to represent women’s socioeconomic status, I will 

explore the results of the different models of each regression equation when the region dummies 

are all omitted from the regression. 

 Since there is both empirical and theoretical reasoning as to why the region dummies 

should be dropped from the equation as well as why GDP should be dropped, the regression 

equation that I analyze in the greatest detail for each of my thirteen measures for women’s 

socioeconomic status is the model for each that omits region dummies and GDP (but includes 

each of the other independent variables).  This is because I seek to narrow my investigation in on 

the regression equation that best represents what I am trying to research:  how economic freedom 

impacts women’s socioeconomic status.   I chose to focus on the model that omits the region 

dummies and GDP instead of the model that omits the region dummies, GDP, and Political 

Rights, because I am trying to hold all else constant.  I believe it is important to account for 

freedom in the political realm that is apart from freedom in the economic realm.  In order to hold 

everything in the regression equation constant, Political Rights thus needs to be left in the 

regression.   So, for example, below Table 1.3 shows the Gender Inequality regression equation 

with four models that all omit the region dummies, and for the reasoning stated above I analyze 

the magnitude and give country comparisons based on the model that omits the region dummies 

and GDP. 
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Table 

1.3

Coefficient P>| t| Coefficient P>| t| Coefficient P>| t| Coefficient P>| t|

EFW Index -0.0417 ** 0.011 -0.0765 *** 0.000 -0.0469 *** 0.003 -0.0964 *** 0.000

Muslim 2.941E-04 0.414 4.706E-04 0.273 3.499E-04 0.325 6.643E-04 0.124

Catholic 2.897E-04 0.370 4.137E-04 0.284 2.352E-04 0.460 2.597E-04 0.504

GDP -4.53E-06 *** 0.000 -0.0000047 *** 0.000

Political Rights 6.989E-03 0.327 0.0200958 ** 0.015

Diversity 0.248 *** 0.000 0.311 *** 0.000 0.247 *** 0.000 0.317 *** 0.000

Resources 9.204E-04 0.306 -6.550E-05 0.951 1.219E-03 0.151 7.424E-04 0.471

Number of 

countries:

R-squared

Gender Inequality Index (regression equations without region dummies)

Regressions without 

region dummies 

(Everything minus 

region dummies)

Regressions without 

region dummies 

minus GDP

Regressions without 

region dummies 

minus Political Rights

Regressions without 

region dummies 

minus GDP AND 

Political Rights

117

0.7270

117

0.6071

117

0.7245

117

0.5855

omitted

omittedomitted

omitted

 

 
In the table above, let * denote the coefficient being statistically significant at the 10% level, ** at the 5% level, and *** at the 1% level. 
 
 
 

Table 1.3 shows different models of the GI regression equation when region dummies are 

excluded from the regression equation, and the table compares a model using all the independent 

variables versus a model that leaves out GDP versus a model that leaves out Political Rights 

versus a model that leaves out both GDP and Political Rights. 

As you can see from Table 1.3, EFW showed the expected (negative) sign and was 

statistically significant for each of the above four models.  This data is consistent with the 

hypothesis that higher economic freedom leads to higher women’s socioeconomic status.  This 

makes logical sense too, because a higher level of economic freedom in a country would lead to 

more opportunity across the entire population, which would lead to the improvement of groups 

such as women.   
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The coefficient on EFW for the regression that omits GDP and omits the dummy 

variables, is -0.0765. A standard deviation of the Gender Inequality Index is about 0.187.  That 

means a one unit increase in the EFW Index is associated with a drop in the GI Index by -0.0765 

which is 40.91% of a standard deviation.  This is equivalent to going from Azerbaijan to 

Hungary.  Hungary is exactly one unit higher than Azerbaijan on the EFW Index, and is exactly 

0.0765 units lower than Azerbaijan on the GI Index.  Since the EFW Index and GI Index have a 

negative relationship, this is conducive to greater economic freedom being associated with better 

women’s socioeconomic status when measured by the Gender Inequality Index.  
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Measure 2 for Women’s Socioeconomic Status:                                                                           

Gender Empowerment Measure 

 
 

The Gender Empowerment Measure (GEM) is a measure of “agency”. It calculates 

advancement of women's place in political and economic arenas by inspecting the degree that 

women and men are able to actively participate in “the decision-making” process of these areas. 

(“Measuring inequality”).  GEM is calculated using four components:  1) seats in parliament 

held by women (% of total); 2) female legislators, senior officials, and managers (% of total); 3) 

female professional and technical workers (% of total); and 4) ratio of estimated female to male 

earned income (“Gender Empowerment Measure”).  I chose the Gender Empowerment Measure 

as a measure for women’s socioeconomic status because I thought it would cover part of what 

the GI Index doesn’t, which is component two, three, and four of GEM. 

My data shows that the Gender Empowerment Measure has a mean of about 0.589, its 

standard deviation is about 0.158, its min value is 0.254 (Saudi Arabia) and the max value is 0.91 

(Norway). 

The Gender Empowerment Measure is measuring the gender empowerment in a country 

and goes on a scale of 0 to 1; 0 being women are worse off, and 1 meaning women are better off.  

Thus, I’d expect there to be a positive relationship between a higher GEM score and a higher 

EFW score.  The EFW Index’s coefficient had the expected sign and was statistically significant 

for only three of the regression models I tested.  The three models that showed the expected sign 

on the EFW coefficient with statistical significance are listed in Table 2.1 below: 
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Table 2.1:   

Regression Equation Model (when Gender Empowerment 

Measure is used as the dependent variable) 

EFW coef. 

and stat. sig. 

All independent variables without region dummies, minus GDP  0.047 ** 
All independent variables without region dummies, minus GDP AND 

minus Political Rights 
0.082 *** 

All independent variables without region dummies, minus GDP AND 

minus Political Rights AND minus Resources 
0.087 *** 

 
In the table above, let * denote the coefficient being statistically significant at the 10% level, ** at the 5% level, and *** at the 1% level. 
 

As one can see from Table 2.1 above, when the Gender Empowerment Measure was used 

as the dependent variable, the EFW coefficient never showed the expected sign with statistical 

significance for any model that included the region dummies, and it only showed the expected 

sign and statistical significance for three models when the region dummies were excluded.  

When the Gender Empowerment Measure was used as y, even when dummies were excluded the 

EFW coefficient didn’t show statistical significance until GDP was excluded as well.  Without 

region dummies and without GDP in the regression equation, the magnitude of the EFW 

coefficient is 0.047 with statistical significance at the 5% level.  The magnitude on EFW 

increased to 0.087 with 1% statistical significance when Political Rights and Resources were also 

excluded (GDP and region dummies still excluded as well). 

 Since there were only three models that showed the expected sign on EFW with statistical 

significance, this would suggest that either GEM is not a good measure of women’s 

socioeconomic status, or if it is a good measure then that would mean that for the majority of the 

models it does not reflect that economic freedom helps women’s socioeconomic status. 
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Table 2.2 

Coefficient P>| t| Coefficient P>| t| Coefficient P>| t| Coefficient P>| t|

EFW Index -9.85E-03 0.605 2.07E-02 0.361 5.140E-05 0.998 3.22E-02 0.140

Muslim -8.535E-04 0.117 -1.28E-03 * 0.055 -9.984E-04 * 0.068 -1.449E-03 ** 0.030

Catholic 1.256E-04 0.735 -2.239E-04 0.621 2.350E-04 0.527 -1.050E-04 0.816

GDP 5.08E-06 *** 0.000 5.14E-06 *** 0.000

Political Rights -1.574E-02 * 0.086 -1.768E-02 0.117

Diversity 0.050 0.332 0.0164047 0.794 0.049 0.351 0.015 0.817

Resources -1.629E-03 0.229 -1.097E-03 0.509 -2.441E-03 * 0.061 -2.004E-03 0.206

Africa 0.014 0.779 -0.0978 * 0.098 1.483E-03 0.977 -0.114 * 0.055

East Asia 4.103E-03 0.935 -0.125 ** 0.027 -0.036 0.420 -0.172 *** 0.001

Europe -2.789E-03 0.947 -0.115 ** 0.015 -0.019 0.642 -0.135 *** 0.004

Latin America -0.017 0.643 -0.109 *** 0.009 -0.025 0.498 -0.119 *** 0.005

Middle East -0.103 0.324 0.127 0.156 -0.132 0.211 -0.215 * 0.094

South Asia -0.109 * 0.074 0.071 *** 0.003 -0.128 ** 0.036 -0.240 *** 0.001

Other Region

Number of 

countries:

R-squared

Number of 

significant 

regions 1 5 1 6

omitted omitted omitted omitted

79 79 79 79

0.7294 0.582 0.7168 0.566

Gender Empowerment Measure (regression equations with region dummies)

Regressions with 

region dummies 

(Everything)

Regressions with 

region dummies 

minus GDP

Regressions with 

region dummies 

minus Political Rights

Regressions with 

region dummies 

minus GDP AND 

Political Rights

omitted omitted

omitted omitted

 
 
In the table above, let * denote the coefficient being statistically significant at the 10% level, ** at the 5% level, and *** at the 1% level. 
 
 

Table 2.2 shows statistics for four different regression models that include region 

dummies.  The model that includes all independent variables in the regression equation has one 

region (South Asia) that is statistically significant.  The regression equation model that omits 

GDP has five regions that are statistically significant.  The regression model that omits Political 

Rights has one region that is statistically significant.  The regression model that omits both GDP 

and Political Rights has all six regions being statistically significant.  The EFW coefficient was 
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negative (not the expected sign) for the model that included all independent variables.  The EFW 

was positive (which is the expected sign when Gender Empowerment Measure is the dependent 

variable) for the model that omitted GDP, the model that omitted Political Rights, and the model 

that omitted both GDP and Political Rights; however the EFW coefficient was not statistically 

significant for any of these four models. 

 
 
Table 2.3 

 

Coefficient P>| t| Coefficient P>| t| Coefficient P>| t| Coefficient P>| t|

EFW Index -5.345E-04 0.977 0.0467 ** 0.042 0.0105 0.5540 0.0816 *** 0.000

Muslim -1.342E-03 *** 0.004 -1.65E-03 *** 0.006 -1.485E-03 *** 0.002 -2.02E-03 *** 0.002

Catholic 7.290E-05 0.811 -3.326E-04 0.402 2.91E-04 0.318 9.830E-05 0.806

GDP 5.19E-06 *** 0.000 5.62E-06 *** 0.000

Political Rights -0.016 ** 0.049 -0.034 *** 0.001

Diversity 0.0498277 0.305 -0.0463563 0.453 0.0498615 0.315 -0.0646427 0.327

Resources -8.837E-04 0.470 6.059E-04 0.704 -1.707E-03 0.149 -1.031E-03 0.525

Number of 

countries:

R-squared

omitted omitted

omitted omitted

Gender Empowerment Measure (regression equations without region dummies)

79

0.7061

79

0.4786

79

0.6895

79

0.3964

Regressions without 

region dummies 

(Everything minus 

region dummies)

Regressions without 

region dummies 

minus GDP

Regressions without 

region dummies 

minus Political Rights

Regressions without 

region dummies 

minus GDP AND 

Political Rights

 
 
In the table above, let * denote the coefficient being statistically significant at the 10% level, ** at the 5% level, and *** at the 1% level. 
 
 
 

Table 2.3 shows different models of the Gender Empowerment Measure regression 

equation when region dummies are excluded from the regression equation, and the table 

compares a model using all the independent variables versus a model that leaves out GDP versus 

a model that leaves out Political Rights versus a model that leaves out both GDP and Political 

Rights. 
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As you can see from Table 2.3, EFW showed the expected (positive) sign and was 

statistically significant for the regression model that omitted GDP and region dummies as well as 

the regression model that omitted GDP, Political Rights, and region dummies.  For these two 

models, the data is consistent with the view that higher economic freedom has a positive impact 

on women’s socioeconomic status.   

The EFW coefficient for the regression that omits region dummies and omits GDP is 

0.0467, means a one unit increase in economic freedom is associated with a 0.0467 increase in 

the Gender Empowerment Measure. Since the standard deviation for the Gender Empowerment 

Measure is 0.158, this is a change in Gender Empowerment Measure by 29.57% of a standard 

deviation.  A country comparison of what this means for women’s socioeconomic status (when 

measured by Gender Empowerment Measure), a one unit increase in economic freedom would 

be like going from Croatia (whose Gender Empowerment Measure is 0.6120) to Switzerland 

(whose Gender Empowerment Measure is 0.6600).  Another country comparison, is it would be 

like the difference between France (whose Gender Empowerment Measure is 0.7180) and the 

United States (whose Gender Empowerment Measure is 0.7620). 
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Measure 3 for Women’s Socioeconomic Status:                                                                     

Gender Empowerment Measure rank 

 

 Gender Empowerment Measure rank (GEM rank) is a rank-ordering of countries by their 

Gender Empowerment Measure score; the lower the GEM score, the higher its “GEM rank.” 

My data shows that the Gender Empowerment Measure rank has a mean of about 46.18, 

its standard deviation is about 26.80, its min value is 1 (Norway) and its max is 92 (Saudi 

Arabia). 

I would expect to see a negative sign on the EFW coefficient since the Gender 

Empowerment Measure itself measures the gender empowerment in a country and goes on a 

scale of 0 to 1; 0 meaning women are worse off, and 1 meaning women are better off.  Thus, I’d 

expect there to be a positive relationship between a higher GEM score and a higher EFW score.  

That means I would expect the GEM rank to have the opposite relationship on EFW as that of 

GEM, because countries ranked higher in GEM rank thus have a lower GEM score.  Therefore I 

would expect there to be an inverse relationship between GEM rank and the EFW, because as 

GEM rank is getting higher that means the GEM score is getting lower, which I would expect to 

have a negative impact on EFW.  The three models that showed the expected sign on the EFW 

coefficient with statistical significance are listed in Table 3.1 below: 

Table 3.1:   

Regression Equation Model (when Gender Empowerment rank is 

used as the dependent variable) 

EFW coef. 

and stat. sig. 

All independent variables without region dummies, minus GDP -8.702 ** 
All independent variables without region dummies, minus GDP AND 

minus Political Rights 
-15.088 *** 

All independent variables without region dummies, minus GDP AND -15.92 *** 
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minus Political Rights AND minus Resources 
 
In the table above, let * denote the coefficient being statistically significant at the 10% level, ** at the 5% level, and *** at the 1% level. 

 

Not too surprisingly, the only models of the regression for Gender Empowerment 

Measure rank that had the EFW coefficient with the expected sign and statistical significance of 

at least the 10% level, are the same three models that had the expected sign and statistical 

significance when GEM was the dependent variable.  The magnitude of the EFW coefficient 

changes from -8.702 with statistical significance at the 5% level to -15.92 with statistical 

significance at the 1% level, when the model goes from just omitting region dummies and GDP 

to omitting those along with Political Rights and Resources. 

Table 3.2 

Coefficient P>| t| Coefficient P>| t| Coefficient P>| t| Coefficient P>| t|

EFW Index 0.372 0.914 -3.906 0.303 -1.504 0.652 -6.024 * 0.100

Muslim 0.096 0.325 0.156 0.160 0.123 0.209 0.187 * 0.094

Catholic -0.063 0.347 -0.014 0.851 -8.388E-02 0.214 -0.036 0.634

GDP -7.12E04 *** 0.000 -7.22E-04 *** 0.000

Political Rights 2.982 * 0.071 3.255 * 0.085

Diversity -9.696 0.296 -5.004 0.634 -9.473 0.316 -4.687 0.661

Resources 0.230 0.346 0.156 0.576 0.384 0.101 0.322 0.225

Africa 2.021 0.826 17.729 * 0.074 4.455 0.631 20.634 ** 0.038

East Asia 4.610 0.609 22.726 ** 0.016 12.258 0.134 31.379 *** 0.000

Europe 5.190 0.493 20.921 *** 0.008 8.311 0.269 24.578 *** 0.002

Latin America 9.321 0.160 22.180 *** 0.002 10.835 0.106 24.036 *** 0.001

Middle East 20.553 0.276 31.644 0.141 25.950 0.173 37.715 * 0.081

South Asia 22.535 ** 0.041 37.705 *** 0.002 26.153 ** 0.018 41.896 *** 0.001

Other Region

Number of 

countries:

R-squared

Number of 

significant 

regions

0.6996 0.6007 0.6841 0.5822

1 5 1 6

omitted omitted

omitted omitted

omitted omitted omitted omitted

79 79 79 79

Gender Empowerment Measure rank (regression equations with region dummies)

Regressions with 

region dummies 

(Everything)

Regressions with 

region dummies 

minus GDP

Regressions with 

region dummies 

minus Political Rights

Regressions with 

region dummies 

minus GDP AND 

Political Rights
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In the table above, let * denote the coefficient being statistically significant at the 10% level, ** at the 5% level, and *** at the 1% level. 

Table 3.2 shows statistics for four different regression models that include region 

dummies.  The model that includes all independent variables in the regression equation has one 

region (South Asia) that is statistically significant.  The regression equation model that omits 

GDP has five regions that are statistically significant.  The regression model that omits Political 

Rights has one region that is statistically significant.  The regression model that omits both GDP 

and Political Rights has all six regions being statistically significant.  The EFW coefficient was 

positive (not the expected sign) for the model that included all independent variables.  The EFW 

was negative (which is the expected sign when Gender Empowerment Measure rank is the 

dependent variable) for the model that omitted GDP, the model that omitted Political Rights, and 

the model that omitted both GDP and Political Rights; however the EFW coefficient was only 

statistically significant with the expected sign for the model that omitted GDP and Political 

Rights. 

Table 

3.3
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Coefficient P>| t| Coefficient P>| t| Coefficient P>| t| Coefficient P>| t|

EFW Index -1.300 0.696 -8.702 ** 0.027 -3.657 0.265 -15.088 *** 0.000

Muslim 0.164 ** 0.049 0.211 ** 0.040 0.191 ** 0.024 0.279 ** 0.011

Catholic -0.042 0.449 0.021 0.753 -8.86E-02 * 0.099 -0.058 0.406

GDP -8.13E-04 *** 0.000 -9.03E-04 *** 0.000

Political Rights 3.382 ** 0.022 6.165 *** 0.001

Diversity -8.131 0.357 6.929 0.512 -8.139 0.371 10.279 0.367

Resources 0.106 0.634 -0.127 0.640 0.281 0.194 0.172 0.539

Number of 

countries:

R-squared

omitted omitted

omitted omitted

79 79 79 79

0.6686 0.4781 0.6429 0.3838

Gender Empowerment Measure rank                                                

(regression equations without region dummies)

Regressions without 

region dummies 

(Everything minus 

region dummies)

Regressions without 

region dummies 

minus GDP

Regressions without 

region dummies 

minus Political Rights

Regressions without 

region dummies 

minus GDP AND 

Political Rights

In the table above, let * denote the coefficient being statistically significant at the 10% level, ** at the 5% level, and *** at the 1% level. 

Table 3.3 shows different models of the Gender Empowerment Measure rank regression 

equation when region dummies are excluded from the regression equation, and the table 

compares a model using all the independent variables versus a model that leaves out GDP versus 

a model that leaves out Political Rights versus a model that leaves out both GDP and Political 

Rights. 

As you can see from Table 3.3, the Economic Freedom of the World Index showed the 

expected (negative) sign and was statistically significant for the regression model that omitted 

GDP and region dummies as well as the regression model that omitted GDP, Political Rights, 

and region dummies.  For these two models, the data is consistent with the hypothesis that more 

economic freedom has a positive impact on women’s socioeconomic status.   

The EFW coefficient for the regression that omits region dummies and omits GDP is         

-8.702, means a one unit increase in economic freedom is associated with an 8.702 decrease in 

the Gender Empowerment Measure rank. Since the standard deviation for the Gender 
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Empowerment Measure rank is 26.80, this is a change in Gender Empowerment Measure rank by 

32.47% of a standard deviation.  A country comparison of what this means for women’s 

socioeconomic status (when measured by Gender Empowerment Measure rank), a one unit 

increase in economic freedom would be like going from Trinidad and Tobago (whose GEM rank 

is 23) to the United Kingdom (whose GEM rank is 14).  Another country comparison, is it would 

be like the difference between the Argentina (whose GEM rank is 17) and the Australia (whose 

GEM rank is 8). 
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Measure 4 for Women’s Socioeconomic Status:                                                                           

Human Development Index rank 

 

Human Development Index rank is a rank-ordering of countries by their Human 

Development Index score.  The Human Development Index was created “to emphasize that 

people and their capabilities should be the ultimate criteria for assessing the development of a 

country, not economic growth alone,” (Human Development Reports).  The Human 

Development Index (HDI) has three main component measures—or “dimensions”—which are 

health, education and income.  The health dimension is measured by life expectancy at birth.  

The education dimension is measured by two indicators:  mean years of schooling for adults of 

age twenty-five, and expected years of schooling for children “of school-entering age”.  The 

Human Development Index attains its data for mean years of schooling from the UNESCO 

Institute for Statistics database and Barro and Lee (2010) methodology.  HDI attains its data for 

expected years of schooling based on “enrollment by age at all levels of education and 

population of official school age for each level of education.”  Expected years of schooling is 

capped at eighteen years.  The education dimension is calculated by taking the average of its two 

indicators.  The living standards dimension is measured by gross national income per capita.  For 

each country, the scores for the three HDI dimensions are averaged (using the geometric mean), 

and the output is the country’s HDI score (Human Development Reports). 

My data shows that the Human Development Index rank has a mean of about 85.16, its 

standard deviation is about 53.63, its min value is 1 (Iceland) and its max value is 177 (Sierra 

Leone). 
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When the Human Development Index rank is the measure for the dependent variable 

(women’s socioeconomic status), I would expect to see a negative sign on the EFW coefficient. 

The HDI (Human Development Index) itself is measured on a scale of 0 to 1, where 0 represents 

a low HDI score (meaning people are worse off) and 1 represents a high HDI score (meaning 

people are better off).  Thus, I’d expect there to be a positive relationship between a higher HDI 

score and a higher EFW score.  That means I would expect the Human Development Index rank 

to have the opposite relationship on EFW as that of HDI itself, because countries ranked higher 

in HDI rank and thus have a lower HDI score.  This means I would expect there to be an inverse 

relationship between the Human Development Index rank and the EFW, because as HDI rank is 

getting higher that means the HDI score is getting lower, which I would expect to have a 

negative impact on EFW.  

When the Human Development Index rank was the dependent variable, the regression 

equation models that showed the expected sign on the EFW coefficient with statistical 

significance are listed in Table 4.1 below: 
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Table 4.1 

 
Regression Equation Model (when Human Development Index rank 

is used as the dependent variable) 

EFW coef. 

and stat. sig. 
All independent variables including region dummies, minus GDP: -7.240 ** 
All independent variables including region dummies, minus Political 
Rights:   

-6.861 ** 

All independent variables including region dummies, minus GDP AND 
minus Political Rights 

-9.828 *** 

All independent variables without region dummies -15.106 *** 
All independent variables without dummies, minus GDP -23.665 *** 
All independent variables without region dummies, minus Political 
Rights 

-18.924 *** 
 

All independent variables without region dummies, minus Diversity -20.370 *** 
All independent variables without region dummies, minus Resources -14.732 *** 

 
All independent variables without region dummies, minus GDP AND 

minus Political Rights 
-32.042   *** 

 
All independent variables without region dummies, minus Political 
Rights AND minus Diversity 

-24.415 *** 

All independent variables without region dummies, minus Muslim AND 
minus Catholic   

-16.095 *** 

All independent variables without region dummies, minus Muslim AND 

minus Catholic AND minus Diversity    
-20.856 *** 

All independent variables without region dummies, minus GDP AND 

minus Political Rights AND minus Resources 
-32.405 *** 

In the table above, let * denote the coefficient being statistically significant at the 10% level, ** at the 5% level, and *** at the 1% level. 

 

Table 4.1 shows that the EFW coefficient showed the expected sign and was statistically 

significant in twelve of the different models of the regression equations when the Human 

Development Index rank was the dependent variable.  The magnitude of the EFW coefficient 

ranged from -6.861 with statistical significance at the 5% level (when region dummies were 

included but Political Rights was omitted), to -32.405 with statistical significance at the 1% level 

(when the region dummies, GDP, Political Rights, and Resources are all omitted from the 

regression equation).  
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Table 

4.2

Coefficient P>| t| Coefficient P>| t| Coefficient P>| t| Coefficient P>| t|

EFW Index -4.566 0.129 -7.240 ** 0.025 -6.861 ** 0.022 -9.828 *** 0.002

Muslim 0.112 0.111 0.139 * 0.068 0.121 * 0.095 0.150 * 0.057

Catholic 3.715E-02 0.579 -2.962E-02 0.684 -4.873E-02 0.479 -4.198E-02 0.575

GDP -6.854E-04 *** 0.000 -7.063E-04 *** 0.000

Political Rights 3.733 *** 0.006 4.054 *** 0.006

Diversity 15.110 * 0.084 15.415 0.106 15.070 * 0.094 15.383 0.117

Resources -0.129 0.401 -0.186 0.266 0.010 0.949 -0.037 0.821

Africa 80.147 *** 0.000 97.980 *** 0.000 85.448 *** 0.000 104.345 *** 0.000

East Asia 36.010 *** 0.000 55.070 *** 0.000 44.836 *** 0.000 65.313 *** 0.000

Europe 13.4494 * 0.095 30.654 *** 0.000 18.474 ** 0.023 36.696 *** 0.000

Latin America 33.521 *** 0.000 51.064 *** 0.000 35.522 *** 0.000 53.825 *** 0.000

Middle East 26.181 ** 0.045 40.691 *** 0.004 38.445 *** 0.003 54.527 *** 0.000

South Asia 59.907 *** 0.000 78.299 *** 0.000 64.312 *** 0.000 83.706 *** 0.000

Other Region

Number of 

countries:

R-squared

Number of 

significant 

regions

omitted

0.8981

6

125

0.8779

6

125

6

125

0.8695

6

Human Development Index rank (regression equations with region dummies)

Regressions with 

region dummies 

(Everything)

Regressions with 

region dummies 

minus GDP

Regressions with 

region dummies 

minus Political Rights

Regressions with 

region dummies 

minus GDP AND 

Political Rights

125

omitted omitted omitted omitted

omittedomitted

omitted

0.891

 

 In the table above, let * denote the coefficient being statistically significant at the 10% level, ** at the 5% level, and *** at the 1% level. 

 

Table 4.2 shows statistics for four different regression models that include region 

dummies.  The four models differ because one includes all independent variables, while the next 

omits GDP, the next omits Political Rights, and the next omits both GDP and Political Rights.  

For each of these four models, all six region dummy variables showed that they had statistical 

significance.  The EFW was negative (the expected sign when the Human Development Index 

rank is the dependent variable) with statistical significance, for each of the four models. 
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Table 4.3 

Coefficient P>| t| Coefficient P>| t| Coefficient P>| t| Coefficient P>| t|

EFW Index -15.106 *** 0.000 -23.665 *** 0.000 -18.924 *** 0.000 -32.042 *** 0.000

Muslim 0.0257 0.779 0.0784 0.467 0.0692 0.459 0.165 0.147

Catholic -0.111 0.186 -0.0789 0.423 -0.155 * 0.069 -0.149 0.151

GDP -1.164E-03 *** 0.000 -1.300E-03 *** 0.000

Political Rights 5.302307 *** 0.003 8.560877 *** 0.000

Diversity 62.351 *** 0.000 78.085 *** 0.000 63.084 *** 0.000 82.552 *** 0.000

Resources -0.275 0.211 -0.522 ** 0.043 -0.0719 0.739 -0.219 0.405

Number of 

countries:

R-squared

Human Development Index rank (regression equations without region dummies)

omitted

omittedomitted

omitted

Regressions without 

region dummies 

(Everything minus 

region dummies)

Regressions without 

region dummies 

minus GDP

Regressions without 

region dummies 

minus Political Rights

Regressions without 

region dummies 

minus GDP AND 

Political Rights

125

0.7701

125

0.6769

125

0.7524

125

0.6271  

In the table above, let * denote the coefficient being statistically significant at the 10% level, ** at the 5% level, and *** at the 1% level. 

 

Table 4.3 shows the four different models of the Human Development Index rank 

regression equation when region dummies are excluded from the regression equation, and the 

table compares a model using all the independent variables, a model that leaves out GDP, a 

model that leaves out Political Rights, and a model that leaves out both GDP and Political 

Rights. The Economic Freedom of the World Index is statistically significant at the 1% level in 

each of these models of the regression.  Take the regression model that includes all independent 

variables but omits the region dummies and omits GDP: the EFW Index coefficient which is 

about -23.67 which means that a one unit increase in the EFW Index in a country is likely to be 

associated with roughly a 23.67 unit drop in the country’s HDI rank.  What this really means, is 

that because HDI rank has a standard deviation of about 53.63, then a one unit increase in the 

EFW Index is likely to drop the HDI rank by about 44.13% of a standard deviation.  To give an 
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example in terms of comparing women’s socioeconomic status in two different countries, a one 

unit increase in economic freedom would be like comparing Iran to Brazil, or comparing 

Argentina to the United States.  Brazil is 24 units below Iran in terms of HDI Rank, and 

Argentina is 26 units below the United States in terms of HDI rank.  
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Measure 5 for Women’s Socioeconomic Status:                                                                  

Births Attended by Skilled Health Staff 

 

Births Attended by Skilled Health Staff is the percent of births in a country that are 

attended by members of a skilled health staff.   I chose this as one of my measures to represent 

women’s socioeconomic status, because medical care and access to medical staff is very 

important to a woman’s wellbeing, especially when giving birth since there can be complications 

and the woman is more likely to have such complications if not aided by skilled health staff. 

Women that have access to a skilled health staff are more likely to survive the labor process and 

have a healthy baby because professionals in the medical field are able to provide them with 

necessary care.   Women who don’t have access to a skilled health staff during their labor not 

only jeopardize their baby’s life but also their own health as well. 

  I would expect a positive sign on the EFW coefficient when Births Attended by Skilled 

Health Staff is used as the dependent variable.  Since this is the percent of total births attended 

by skilled health staff, this should be positively correlated with increasing women’s 

socioeconomic status so I would expect there to be a positive relationship between a higher 

Births Attended by Skilled Health Staff value and a higher EFW score.   

Births Attended by Skilled Health Staff has a mean of about 81.09, its standard deviation 

is about 23.05, its min value is about 22.68 (and the max value is 100. 

When Births Attended by Skilled Health Staff was the dependent variable, the regression 

equation models that showed the expected sign on the EFW coefficient with statistical 

significance are listed in Table 5.1 below: 
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Table 5.1 

 
Regression Equation Model (when Births Attended by Skilled 

Health Staff is used as the dependent variable) 

EFW coef. 

and stat. sig. 
All independent variables including region dummies, minus Political 
Rights:   

8.901 ** 

All independent variables without region dummies 9.700 ** 
All independent variables without dummies, minus GDP 12.934 *** 
All independent variables without region dummies, minus Diversity  10.349 ** 
All independent variables without region dummies, minus Resources  9.801 ** 
All independent variables without region dummies, minus GDP AND 

minus Political Rights 
13.673 *** 
 

All independent variables without region dummies, minus Political 
Rights AND minus Diversity 

9.500 ** 

All independent variables without region dummies, minus Muslim AND 
minus Catholic   

9.700 ** 

All independent variables without region dummies, minus Muslim AND 

minus Catholic AND minus Diversity    
11.351 *** 

All independent variables without region dummies, minus GDP AND 

minus Political Rights AND minus Resources 
13.301 *** 

 
In the table above, let * denote the coefficient being statistically significant at the 10% level, ** at the 5% level, and *** at the 1% level. 

 

Table 5.1 shows that the EFW coefficient showed the expected sign and was statistically 

significant in 10 of the different models of the regression equations when Births Attended by 

Skilled Health Staff was the dependent variable.  The magnitude of the EFW coefficient ranged 

from 8.901 with statistical significance at the 5% level (when region dummies were included but 

Political Rights was omitted), to 13.673 with statistical significance at the 1% level (when the 

region dummies, GDP, and Political Rights are all omitted from the regression equation).  
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Table 5.2: 

Coefficient P>| t| Coefficient P>| t| Coefficient P>| t| Coefficient P>| t|

EFW Index -3.498 0.267 -3.045 0.341 -2.785 0.354 -1.988 0.513

Muslim -0.112 0.114 -0.122 * 0.090 -0.112 0.110 -0.124 * 0.086

Catholic -9.941E-02 0.183 -0.109 0.153 -9.718E-02 0.191 -0.107 0.161

GDP 1.078E-03 0.108 1.17E-03 * 0.075

Political Rights -1.014 0.422 -1.379 0.278

Diversity -9.008 0.315 -13.470 0.124 -7.736 0.378 -12.234 0.159

Resources -4.062E-03 0.982 6.833E-02 0.702 -6.948E-02 0.665 -1.463E-02 0.928

Africa -31.924 *** 0.006 -45.456 *** 0.000 -32.377 *** 0.005 -47.762 *** 0.000

East Asia 1.595 0.880 -10.792 0.158 0.235 0.981 -14.204 ** 0.044

Europe 11.258 0.233 1.228 0.865 10.528 0.260 -1.034 0.881

Latin America 1.284 0.878 -8.390 0.165 1.918 0.816 -8.693 0.151

Middle East 22.350 0.158 11.929 0.415 19.512 0.203 6.656 0.629

South Asia -48.044 *** 0.001 -63.451 *** 0.000 -46.676 *** 0.001 -63.430 *** 0.000

Other Region

Number of 

countries:

R-squared

Number of 

significant 

regions 2 2 2 3

omitted omitted omitted omitted

55 55 55 55

0.8227 0.811 0.8198 0.8056

Births Attended by Skilled Health Staff                                                 

(regression equations with region dummies)

Regressions with 

region dummies 

(Everything)

Regressions with 

region dummies 

minus GDP

Regressions with 

region dummies 

minus Political Rights

Regressions with 

region dummies 

minus GDP AND 

Political Rights

omitted omitted

omitted omitted

 

In the table above, let * denote the coefficient being statistically significant at the 10% level, ** at the 5% level, and *** at the 1% level. 

 

Table 5.2 shows statistics for four different regression models that include region 

dummies.  The four models differ because one includes all independent variables, while the next 

omits GDP, the next omits Political Rights, and the next omits both GDP and Political Rights.  

For first three models in the table each have two regions that are statistically significant, and the 

last model (which omits both GDP and Political Rights) has three regions that are statistically 

significant.  For each of these four models of the Births Attended by Skilled Health Staff 
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regression, when the region dummies are present then the EFW coefficient did not show the 

expected (positive) sign nor was it statistically significant. 

Table 5.3 

Coefficient P>| t| Coefficient P>| t| Coefficient P>| t| Coefficient P>| t|

EFW Index 9.699 ** 0.023 12.934 *** 0.006 8.901 ** 0.027 13.673 *** 0.002

Muslim -9.197E-02 0.350 -7.943E-02 0.467 -8.776E-02 0.368 -8.204E-02 0.448

Catholic -6.177E-02 0.493 -2.688E-02 0.787 -7.286E-02 0.408 -1.705E-02 0.859

GDP 2.168E-03 *** 0.001 2.043E-03 *** 0.001

Political Rights 1.138 0.516 -0.771 0.677

Diversity -9.246 0.464 -27.059 ** 0.039 -10.519 0.397 -26.877 ** 0.039

Resources -0.103 0.711 0.199 0.497 -0.0279 0.911 0.157 0.565

Number of 

countries:

R-squared

Regressions without 

region dummies 

minus GDP AND 

Political Rights

omitted

Births Attended by Skilled Health Staff                                              

(regression equations without region dummies)

55

0.4854

55

0.3491

55

0.4807

55

0.3467

Regressions without 

region dummies 

(Everything minus 

region dummies)

Regressions without 

region dummies 

minus GDP

Regressions without 

region dummies 

minus Political Rights

omittedomitted

omitted

 

In the table above, let * denote the coefficient being statistically significant at the 10% level, ** at the 5% level, and *** at the 1% level. 

 

Table 5.3 shows that when Births Attended by Skilled Health Staff is the dependent 

variable, the EFW coefficient shows the expected sign with statistical significance for each of the 

above models without region dummies that includes all other independent variables, all other 

independent variables with the omission of GDP, the omission of Political Rights, and the 

omission of both GDP and Political Rights.  This data is consistent with the theory that higher 

levels of economic freedom improve the socioeconomic status of women.    
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The EFW coefficient for the regression that omits region dummies and omits GDP is 

12.934, which means a one unit increase in economic freedom is associated with a 12.934 

increase in Births Attended by Skilled Health Staff.  Since the standard deviation for Births 

Attended by Skilled Health Staff is 23.05, this is a change in Births Attended by Skilled Health 

Staff by 56.11% of a standard deviation.  To give a country comparison of what this means for 

women’s socioeconomic status (when measured by Births Attended by Skilled Health Staff), a 

one unit increase in economic freedom would be like going from Zimbabwe (which has 60.2% 

Births Attended by Skilled Health Staff) to Bolivia (which has 71% Births Attended by Skilled 

Health Staff). 

It is worth noting that the main regression model that best fits the other twelve measures 

for women’s socioeconomic status (the model that omits region dummies and GDP) might not be 

the best model for this particular measure for women’s socioeconomic status.  That is because 

Births Attended by Skilled Health Staff could be directly caused by income.  If a woman or her 

family has a higher income level, they are more likely to be able to afford medical staff for the 

birth of a child.  Therefore, the model that includes GDP (but still omits the region dummies) 

might be a better fit for when Births Attended by Skilled Health Staff is used as the measure for 

the dependent variable, in order to hold income level constant.  As Table 2.3 shows, this model 

results in the EFW coefficient being 9.699, which is the expected sign at a 5% significance level. 
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Measure 6 for Women’s Socioeconomic Status:  Primary Enrollment Ratio 

 

Primary Enrollment Ratio is the ratio of female to male secondary enrollment (%). I 

gathered this data from the Data World Bank (2010). I thought Primary Enrollment Ratio would 

be a good measure of women’s socioeconomic status because schooling is a determinant of one’s 

success in a career, which is a part of what determines women’s socioeconomic status.  

However, it is worth noting that the Primary Enrollment Ratio does not take into account the 

differences in proportion of females to males in a population. 

The Primary Enrollment Ratio has a mean of about 97.08, its standard deviation is about 

6.18, its min value is about 71.11 (Central African Republic) and its max value is 105.87 

(Senegal). 

I would expect a positive sign on the EFW coefficient when Primary Enrollment Ratio is 

the dependent variable.  Since this is the ratio of female to male primary enrollment (%) this 

should be positively correlated with increasing women’s socioeconomic status so I would expect 

there to be a positive relationship between a higher Primary Enrollment Ratio value and a higher 

EFW score.   

When Primary Enrollment Ratio was the dependent variable, the regression equation 

models that showed the expected sign on the EFW coefficient with statistical significance are 

listed in Table 6.1 below: 
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Table 6.1 

 
Regression Equation Model (when Primary Enrollment Ratio is 

used as the dependent variable) 

EFW coef. 

and stat. sig. 
All independent variables including region dummies 2.646 ** 
All independent variables including region dummies, minus GDP: 2.499 ** 
All independent variables including region dummies, minus Political 
Rights:   

2.813 ** 

All independent variables including region dummies, minus GDP AND 
minus Political Rights 

2.642 ** 

All independent variables without region dummies 3.044 *** 
All independent variables without dummies, minus GDP 2.788 ** 
All independent variables without region dummies, minus Political 
Rights 

3.279 *** 

All independent variables without region dummies, minus Diversity 3.773 *** 
All independent variables without region dummies, minus Resources 2.807 *** 
All independent variables without region dummies, minus GDP AND 

minus Political Rights 
2.874 *** 

All independent variables without region dummies, minus Political 
Rights AND minus Diversity 

3.924 *** 

All independent variables without region dummies, minus Muslim AND 
minus Catholic   

3.230 *** 

All independent variables without region dummies, minus Muslim AND 

minus Catholic AND minus Diversity    
3.900 *** 

All independent variables without region dummies, minus GDP AND 

minus Political Rights AND minus Resources 
2.645 *** 

In the table above, let * denote the coefficient being statistically significant at the 10% level, ** at the 5% level, and *** at the 1% level. 

 

Table 6.1 shows that the EFW coefficient showed the expected sign and was statistically 

significant in 14 of the different models of the regression equations when Primary Enrollment 

Ratio was the dependent variable.  The magnitude of the EFW coefficient ranged from 2.499 

with statistical significance at the 5% level (when region dummies were included but GDP was 

omitted), to 3.924 with statistical significance at the 1% level (when the region dummies, 

Political Rights, and Diversity are all omitted from the regression equation). 
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Table 6.2 

Coefficient P>| t| Coefficient P>| t| Coefficient P>| t| Coefficient P>| t|

EFW Index 2.646 ** 0.023 2.499 ** 0.029 2.813 ** 0.012 2.642 ** 0.016

Muslim -6.631E-03 0.792 -3.535E-03 0.887 -6.686E-03 0.789 -3.781E-03 0.878

Catholic 3.041E-03 0.907 5.266E-03 0.838 2.952E-03 0.909 5.050E-03 0.844

GDP -5.590E-05 0.387 -5.130E-05 0.42

Political Rights -0.281 0.593 -0.220 0.672

Diversity -5.656 0.121 -5.082 0.155 -5.483 0.129 -4.981 0.16

Resources 0.037 0.514 0.031 0.587 0.025 0.63 0.021 0.68

Africa -1.327 0.669 -0.127 0.963 -1.756 0.556 -0.548 0.831

East Asia 0.503 0.894 1.990 0.553 -0.168 0.962 1.357 0.649

Europe 2.226 0.441 3.509 0.159 1.899 0.499 3.163 0.176

Latin America -1.215 0.664 0.066 0.978 -1.345 0.628 -0.122 0.958

Middle East 0.696 0.882 1.634 0.72 -0.122 0.978 0.920 0.827

South Asia -4.452 0.375 -3.250 0.499 -5.089 0.295 -3.837 0.403

Other Region

Number of 

countries:

R-squared

Number of 

significant 

regions

omitted

omitted

omittedomittedomitted

omitted

omitted

omitted

85

0.3292

0

85

0.3337

0

85

0.3276

0

Primary Enrollment Ratio (regression equations with region dummies)

Regressions with 

region dummies 

(Everything)

Regressions with 

region dummies 

minus GDP

Regressions with 

region dummies 

minus Political Rights

Regressions with 

region dummies 

minus GDP AND 

Political Rights

85

0.3363

0  

In the table above, let * denote the coefficient being statistically significant at the 10% level, ** at the 5% level, and *** at the 1% level. 

 

Table 6.2 shows statistics for four different regression models that include region 

dummies.  The four models differ because one includes all independent variables, while the next 

omits GDP, the next omits Political Rights, and the next omits both GDP and Political Rights.  

For each of these four models, none of the region dummy variables showed that they had 

statistical significance when Primary Enrollment Ratio was the dependent variable.  The EFW 
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was positive (the expected sign when Primary Enrollment Ratio is the dependent variable) with 

statistical significance, for each of the four models. 

Table 6.3 

Coefficient P>| t| Coefficient P>| t| Coefficient P>| t| Coefficient P>| t|

EFW Index 3.044 *** 0.005 2.788 ** 0.010 3.279 *** 0.001 2.874 *** 0.003

Muslim -3.341E-03 0.879 -1.954E-04 0.993 -4.445E-03 0.839 -7.033E-04 0.974

Catholic -5.443E-03 0.805 -2.777E-03 0.899 -3.650E-03 0.867 -2.368E-03 0.913

GDP -6.26E-05 0.211 -5.170E-05 0.266

Political Rights -0.2880262 0.540 -0.0773065 0.861

Diversity -7.307 ** 0.021 -5.802 ** 0.046 -7.151 ** 0.023 -5.835 ** 0.044

Resources 0.0488 0.366 0.0308 0.555 0.0374 0.458 0.0283 0.570

Number of 

countries:

R-squared

85

0.302

85

0.2876

85

0.2986

85

0.2873

Regressions without 

region dummies 

(Everything minus 

region dummies)

Regressions without 

region dummies 

minus GDP

Regressions without 

region dummies 

minus Political Rights

Regressions without 

region dummies 

minus GDP AND 

Political Rights

omitted

omittedomitted

omitted

Primary Enrollment Ratio (regression equations without region dummies)

 

In the table above, let * denote the coefficient being statistically significant at the 10% level, ** at the 5% level, and *** at the 1% level. 

 

Table 6.3 shows that when Primary Enrollment Ratio is the dependent variable, the EFW 

coefficient shows the expected sign (positive) with statistical significance for each of the above 

models without region dummies that includes all other independent variables, all other 

independent variables with the omission of GDP, the omission of Political Rights, and the 

omission of both GDP and Political Rights.  This is consistent with the theory that countries that 

have higher economic freedom tend to have a higher socioeconomic status for women. 

When the region dummies and GDP are omitted from the regression, the EFW coefficient 

is 2.788, which means a one unit increase in economic freedom is associated with a 2.788 

increase in the Primary Enrollment Ratio.  Since the standard deviation for Primary Enrollment 
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Ratio is 6.18, that means a one unit increase in economic freedom would be associated with an 

increase in Primary Enrollment Ratio by 45.11% of a standard deviation.  A country comparison 

of what this means for women’s socioeconomic status (when measured by Primary Enrollment 

Ratio), would be like going from Azerbaijan (whose Primary Enrollment Ratio is 98.935) to 

Indonesia (whose Primary Enrollment Ratio is 101.754).  Another illustration is that it would be 

like going from Serbia (whose Primary Enrollment Ratio is 99.495) to Hong Kong (whose 

Primary Enrollment Ratio is 102.34). 
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Measure 7 for Women’s Socioeconomic Status:  Secondary Enrollment Ratio 

 

Secondary Enrollment Ratio is the ratio of female to male secondary enrollment (%). I 

gathered this data from the Data World Bank (2010). For the same reason I chose Primary 

Enrollment Ratio as one of my measures, I thought Secondary Enrollment Ratio would be a good 

measure of women’s socioeconomic status because schooling is a determinant of one’s success 

in a career, which is a part of what determines women’s socioeconomic status.   Keep in mind 

though that like Primary Enrollment Ratio, the Secondary Enrollment Ratio does not take into 

account the differences in proportion of females to males in a population. 

Secondary Enrollment Ratio has a mean of about 96.88, its standard deviation is about 

14.30, its min value is about 42.11 (Chad) and the max value is about 138.20 (Lesotho). 

I would expect a positive sign on the EFW coefficient when Secondary Enrollment Ratio 

is the dependent variable.  Since Secondary Enrollment Ratio is the ratio of female to male 

secondary enrollment (%) this should be positively correlated with increasing women’s 

socioeconomic status so I would expect there to be a positive relationship between a higher 

Secondary Enrollment Ratio value and a higher EFW score.   

When Secondary Enrollment Ratio was the dependent variable, the regression equation 

models that showed the expected sign on the EFW coefficient with statistical significance are 

listed in Table 7.1 below: 
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Table 7.1:   

Regression Equation Model (when Secondary Enrollment Ratio is 

used as the dependent variable) 

EFW coef. 

and stat. sig. 

All independent variables without region dummies  4.1516 * 
All independent variables without region dummies, minus Political 
Rights: 

 4.5524 * 

All independent variables without region dummies, minus Diversity:    6.35684 **  
All independent variables without region dummies, minus Resources  4.7335 ** 
All independent variables without region dummies, minus Political 
Rights AND minus Diversity:   

 6.8596 *** 

All independent variables without region dummies, minus Muslim 
AND minus Catholic 

4.249662 * 
 

All independent variables without region dummies, minus Muslim 
AND minus Catholic AND minus Diversity:    

 6.3866 *** 

All independent variables without region dummies, minus GDP AND 

minus Political Rights AND minus Resources 
 3.7877 * 

 
In the table above, let * denote the coefficient being statistically significant at the 10% level, ** at the 5% level, and *** at the 1% level. 

 

Table 7.1 shows that the EFW coefficient showed the expected sign and was statistically 

significant in eight of the different models of the regression equations when Secondary 

Enrollment Ratio was the dependent variable.  The magnitude of the EFW coefficient ranged 

from 3.7877 with statistical significance at the 10% level (when region dummies, GDP, Politcal 

Rights, and Resources are all omitted), to 6.8586 with statistical significance at the 1% level 

(when the region dummies, Political Rights, and Diversity are all omitted from the regression 

equation).  
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Table 7.2: 

Coefficient P>| t| Coefficient P>| t| Coefficient P>| t| Coefficient P>| t|

EFW Index 1.287 0.596 0.792 0.741 1.803 0.443 1.260 0.581

Muslim -0.018 0.731 -0.007 0.887 -1.775E-02 0.735 -8.125E-03 0.875

Catholic 7.938E-03 0.879 1.457E-02 0.779 8.250E-03 0.874 1.419E-02 0.784

GDP -1.46E-04 0.262 -18.701 0.315

Political Rights -0.952 0.397 -0.756 0.496

Diversity -18.778 *** 0.010 17.912 ** 0.013 -18.701 *** 0.010 -17.932 ** 0.013

Resources -0.129 0.362 -0.159 0.254 -0.181 0.155 -1.983E-01 0.116

Africa -8.612 0.181 -5.321 0.352 -9.805 0.119 -6.605 0.220

East Asia 6.803 0.351 10.604 0.104 4.636 0.496 8.479 0.136

Europe 2.930 0.613 6.389 0.196 2.067 0.716 5.358 0.252

Latin America 8.792 0.126 12.257 ** 0.013 8.427 0.140 11.630 ** 0.016

Middle East 12.106 0.366 14.161 0.287 8.633 0.496 11.138 0.372

South Asia -3.918 0.649 -0.413 0.959 -4.289 0.617 -1.049 0.895

Other Region

Number of 

countries:

R-squared

Number of 

significant 

regions 0 1 0 1

omitted omitted omitted omitted

76 76 76 76

0.5326 0.5229 0.5271 0.5194

Secondary Enrollment Ratio (regression equations with region dummies)

Regressions with 

region dummies 

(Everything)

Regressions with 

region dummies 

minus GDP

Regressions with 

region dummies 

minus Political Rights

Regressions with 

region dummies 

minus GDP AND 

Political Rights

omitted omitted

omitted omitted

 

 

In the table above, let * denote the coefficient being statistically significant at the 10% level, ** at the 5% level, and *** at the 1% level. 

 

Table 7.2 shows statistics for four different regression models that include region 

dummies.  The four models differ because one includes all independent variables, while the next 

omits GDP, the next omits Political Rights, and the next omits both GDP and Political Rights.  

For two of the four models when Secondary Enrollment Ratio was the dependent variable (the 
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model that included all independent variables, and the model that omitted Political Rights), none 

of the regions were statistically significant.  For the other two models (the one that omits GDP 

and the one that omits both GDP and Political Rights), one of the regions (Latin America) was 

statistically significant.  Though the EFW coefficient showed the expected (positive) for each of 

these four models, it was not statistically significant for these models. 

 

Table 7.3 

Coefficient P>| t| Coefficient P>| t| Coefficient P>| t| Coefficient P>| t|

EFW Index 4.152 * 0.092 2.698 0.269 4.552 * 0.054 2.442 0.267

Muslim -3.538E-02 0.488 -1.586E-02 0.760 -3.483E-02 0.493 -1.526E-02 0.767

Catholic 4.059E-02 0.389 5.044E-02 0.298 4.417E-02 0.342 4.915E-02 0.304

GDP -2.473E-04 ** 0.024 -2.246E-04 ** 0.027

Political Rights -0.631 0.560 0.264 0.800

Diversity -25.42121 *** 0.000 -20.73928 *** 0.003 -25.55973 *** 0.000 -20.466 *** 0.003

Resources -0.125 0.394 -0.225 0.121 -0.162 0.222 -0.212 0.116

Number of 

countries:

R-squared 0.3521

Secondary Enrollment Ratio (regression equations without region dummies)

Regressions without 

region dummies 

(Everything minus 

region dummies)

Regressions without 

region dummies 

minus GDP

Regressions without 

region dummies 

minus Political Rights

Regressions without 

region dummies 

minus GDP AND 

Political Rights

76

0.3995

76

0.3527

76

0.3965

76

omitted

omittedomitted

omitted

 

In the table above, let * denote the coefficient being statistically significant at the 10% level, ** at the 5% level, and *** at the 1% level. 

 

Table 7.3 shows different models of the Secondary Enrollment Ratio regression equation 

when region dummies are excluded from the regression equation, and the table compares a 

model using all the independent variables versus a model that leaves out GDP versus a model 

that leaves out Political Rights versus a model that leaves out both GDP and Political Rights. 
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As you can see from Table 7.3, EFW showed the expected (positive) sign and was 

statistically significant for two of the above four models (the model that omits region dummies 

but includes all other independent variables, and the model that omits region dummies and 

Political Rights).  The data of these two models is consistent with the theory that countries that 

have economic freedom tend to have higher economic status for women. 

When Secondary Enrollment Ratio is the dependent variable and the region dummies and 

GDP are omitted from the regression equation, the EFW coefficient is not statistically 

significant. 
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Measure 8 for Women’s Socioeconomic Status:  Tertiary Enrollment Ratio 

 

Tertiary Enrollment Ratio is the ratio of female to male tertiary enrollment (%). I 

gathered this data from the Data World Bank (2010). I thought this would be a good measure of 

women’s socioeconomic status because schooling is a determinant of one’s success in a career, 

which is a part of what determines women’s socioeconomic status.   Keep in mind though that 

Tertiary Enrollment Ratio does not take into account the differences in proportion of females to 

males in a population. 

My data shows that Tertiary Enrollment Ratio has a mean of about 119.72, its standard 

deviation is about 70.10, its min value is about 17.37 (Chad) and the max value is about 537.90 

(Qatar). 

When Tertiary Enrollment Ratio is the measure for the dependent variable, I would 

expect a positive sign on the coefficient of EFW.  Since Tertiary Enrollment Ratio is the ratio of 

female to male tertiary enrollment (%) this should be positively correlated with increasing 

women’s socioeconomic status so I would expect there to be a positive relationship between a 

higher Tertiary Enrollment Ratio value and a higher EFW score.  

When Tertiary Enrollment Ratio was the dependent variable, the regression equation 

models that showed the expected sign on the EFW coefficient with statistical significance are 

listed in Table 8.1 below: 
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Table 8.1 

Regression Equation Model (when Tertiary Enrollment Ratio is 

used as the dependent variable) 

EFW coef. 

and stat. sig. 

All independent variables without region dummies, minus Political 
Rights: 

23.334 ** 

All independent variables without region dummies, minus GDP AND 

minus Political Rights 
17.419 * 

All independent variables without region dummies, minus Political 
Rights AND minus Diversity:   

26.429 ** 

All independent variables without region dummies, minus Muslim 
AND minus Catholic AND minus Diversity:    

18.391 * 

All independent variables without region dummies, minus GDP AND 

minus Political Rights AND minus Resources 
16.490 * 

 
In the table above, let * denote the coefficient being statistically significant at the 10% level, ** at the 5% level, and *** at the 1% level. 

 

Table 8.1 shows that the EFW coefficient showed the expected sign and was statistically 

significant in five of the different models of the regression equations when Tertiary Enrollment 

Ratio was the dependent variable.  The magnitude of the EFW coefficient ranged from 16.490 

with statistical significance at the 10% level (when region dummies, GDP, Political Rights, and 

Resources were all omitted), to 26.429 with statistical significance at the 5% level (when the 

region dummies, Political Rights, and Diversity were all omitted from the regression equation).  
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Table 8.2 

Coefficient P>| t| Coefficient P>| t| Coefficient P>| t| Coefficient P>| t|

EFW Index 0.524 0.962 -3.190 0.758 1.680 0.876 -2.088 0.832

Muslim -0.478 ** 0.025 -0.426 ** 0.037 -0.461 ** 0.027 -0.417 ** 0.038

Catholic -0.523 ** 0.022 -0.465 ** 0.032 -0.517 ** 0.022 -0.464 ** 0.031

GDP -4.278E-04 0.360 0.000 0.391

Political Rights -2.101 0.607 -1.552 0.700

Diversity 14.250 0.609 15.782 0.570 15.057 0.585 16.297 0.553

Resources 0.203 0.691 0.088 0.858 0.076 0.864 -0.001 0.998

Africa -78.837 0.194 -73.323 *** 0.005 -82.620 *** 0.001 -76.519 *** 0.002

East Asia -33.398 0.504 -23.605 0.309 -37.446 0.124 -27.265 0.195

Europe -13.713 0.333 -4.865 0.787 -15.409 0.443 -6.690 0.698

Latin America 22.289 0.458 31.038 0.141 22.896 0.315 30.958 0.138

Middle East 33.758 0.492 35.154 0.438 29.174 0.509 31.606 0.472

South Asia -22.181 * 0.054 -12.920 0.672 -24.260 0.445 -15.059 0.613

Other Region

Number of 

countries:

R-squared

Number of 

significant 

regions

0.6147 0.6067 0.6122 0.6053

1 1 1 1

omitted omitted

omitted omitted

omitted omitted omitted omitted

55 55 55 55

Tertiary Enrollment Ratio (regression equations with region dummies)

Regressions with 

region dummies 

(Everything)

Regressions with 

region dummies 

minus GDP

Regressions with 

region dummies 

minus Political Rights

Regressions with 

region dummies 

minus GDP AND 

Political Rights

In the table above, let * denote the coefficient being statistically significant at the 10% level, ** at the 5% level, and *** at the 1% level. 

Table 8.2 shows statistics for four different regression models that include region 

dummies.  The four models differ because one includes all independent variables, while the next 

omits GDP, the next omits Political Rights, and the next omits both GDP and Political Rights.  

For each of these four models, one region dummy variable showed statistical significance when 

Tertiary Enrollment Ratio was the dependent variable.  For the model that included all 
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independent variables, the one region that was statistically significant was South Asia; for the 

other three models, the region that was statistically significant was Africa. Though the EFW 

coefficient was positive (the expected sign when Tertiary Enrollment Ratio is the dependent 

variable) for two of these models, it was not statistically significant for any of the four models in 

Table 8.2 

Table 8.3 

Coefficient P>| t| Coefficient P>| t| Coefficient P>| t| Coefficient P>| t|

EFW Index 14.761 0.199 8.304 0.439 23.334 ** 0.035 17.419 * 0.062

Muslim -0.548 ** 0.021 -0.494 ** 0.037 -0.493 ** 0.041 -0.462 * 0.053

Catholic -0.462 * 0.061 -0.392 0.109 -0.382 0.125 -0.341 0.164

GDP -7.03E-04 0.138 -4.88E-04 0.300

Political Rights -7.609 * 0.058 -7.010 0.115

Diversity -30.061 0.311 -19.481 0.503 -31.342 0.304 -23.392 0.428

Resources 0.695 0.245 0.478 0.415 0.182 0.740 -0.092 0.865

Number of 

countries:

R-squared

55 55 55 55

0.3438 0.3120 0.2912 0.275

Tertiary Enrollment Ratio (regression equations without region dummies)

Regressions without 

region dummies 

(Everything minus 

region dummies)

Regressions without 

region dummies 

minus GDP

Regressions without 

region dummies 

minus Political Rights

Regressions without 

region dummies 

minus GDP AND 

Political Rights

omitted omitted

omitted omitted

 

In the table above, let * denote the coefficient being statistically significant at the 10% level, ** at the 5% level, and *** at the 1% level. 

 

Table 8.3 shows different models of the Tertiary Enrollment Ratio regression equation 

when region dummies are excluded from the regression equation, and the table compares a 

model using all the independent variables versus a model that leaves out GDP versus a model 

that leaves out Political Rights versus a model that leaves out both GDP and Political Rights. 
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As you can see from Table 8.3, the EFW Index showed the expected (positive) sign and 

was statistically significant for two of the above four models (the model that omits region 

dummies and Political Rights, and the model that omits the region dummies, GDP, and Political 

Rights).  The data for these two models is consistent with the view that countries that greater 

amounts of economic freedom tend to have higher economic status for women. 

 When Tertiary Enrollment Ratio is used as the dependent variable and the region 

dummies and GDP are omitted from the regression, the EFW coefficient is not statistically 

significant.  
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Measure 9 for Women’s Socioeconomic Status: Life Expectancy at Birth Ratio  

 

Life Expectancy at Birth Ratio is the ratio of female to male life expectancy at birth (%). 

I gathered this data from the Data World Bank (2010). 

The Life Expectancy at Birth Ratio has a mean of about 1.065, its standard deviation is 

about 0.035, its min value is about 0.965 (Zimbabwe) and the max value is 1.189 (Russia). 

I would expect a positive sign on the EFW coefficient when Life Expectancy at Birth 

Ratio is the dependent variable.  Since Life Expectancy at Birth Ratio is the life expectancy at 

birth for females (%), a higher Life Expectancy at Birth Ratio value should be positively 

correlated with increasing women’s socioeconomic status so I would expect there to be a positive 

relationship between a higher Life Expectancy at Birth Ratio value and a higher EFW score.  

When Life Expectancy at Birth Ratio was the dependent variable, the regression equation 

models that showed the expected sign on the EFW coefficient with statistical significance are 

listed in Table 9.1 below: 
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Table 9.1 

Regression Equation Model (when Life Expectancy at Birth Ratio 

is used as the dependent variable) 

EFW coef. 

and stat. sig. 

All independent variables without region dummies 0.0123 ** 
All independent variables without region dummies, minus GDP 0.0092 * 
All independent variables without region dummies, minus Political 
Rights: 

0.0139 *** 

All independent variables without region dummies, minus Diversity:   0.0138 *** 
All independent variables without region dummies, minus Resources 0.0098 * 
All independent variables without region dummies, minus GDP AND 

minus Political Rights 
0.0102 ** 

All independent variables without region dummies, minus Political 
Rights AND minus Diversity:   

0.0154 *** 

All independent variables without region dummies, minus Muslim 
AND minus Catholic 

0.0107 ** 

All independent variables without region dummies, minus Muslim 
AND minus Catholic AND minus Diversity:    

0.0121 ** 

All independent variables without region dummies, minus GDP AND 

minus Political Rights AND minus Resources 
0.0072 * 

 

In the table above, let * denote the coefficient being statistically significant at the 10% level, ** at the 5% level, and *** at the 1% level. 

 

Table 9.1 shows that the EFW coefficient showed the expected sign and was statistically 

significant in ten of the different models of the regression equations when Life Expectancy at 

Birth Ratio was the dependent variable.  The magnitude of the EFW coefficient ranged from 

0.0072 with statistical significance at the 10% level (when region dummies, GDP, Political 

Rights, and Resources were all omitted), to 0.0154 with statistical significance at the 1% level 

(when the region dummies, Political Rights, and Diversity are all omitted from the regression 

equation).  
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Table 9.2  

Coefficient P>| t| Coefficient P>| t| Coefficient P>| t| Coefficient P>| t|

EFW Index 6.40E-04 0.883 -1.45E-03 0.741 1.45E-03 0.728 -7.644E-04 0.854

Muslim -1.509E-04 0.139 -1.296E-04 0.212 -1.539E-04 0.130 -1.323E-04 0.201

Catholic 5.880E-05 0.545 6.470E-05 0.515 6.290E-05 0.516 6.800E-05 0.492

GDP -5.35E-07 ** 0.013 -5.28E-07 ** 0.014

Political Rights -1.320E-03 0.498 -1.070E-03 0.591

Diversity 0.024 * 0.061 0.024 * 0.064 0.024 * 0.060 0.241 * 0.063

Resources 2.232E-04 0.318 1.789E-04 0.432 1.741E-04 0.408 1.396E-04 0.516

Africa -0.060 *** 0.000 -0.046 *** 0.000 -0.062 *** 0.000 -0.048 *** 0.000

East Asia -0.015 0.244 -4.880E-05 0.997 -0.018 0.131 -2.751E-03 0.792

Europe 0.030 ** 0.011 0.044 *** 0.000 0.028 ** 0.013 0.042 *** 0.000

Latin America -0.014 0.161 -7.565E-04 0.932 -0.015 0.138 -1.485E-03 0.865

Middle East -0.022 0.241 -0.011 0.564 -0.026 0.136 -0.014 0.406

South Asia -0.045 *** 0.005 -0.031 ** 0.041 -0.047 *** 0.003 -0.032 ** 0.029

Other Region

Number of 

countries:

R-squared

Number of 

significant 

regions

125 125 125 125

0.5098 0.4817 0.5078 0.4804

3 3 3 3

Regressions with 

region dummies 

(Everything)

Regressions with 

region dummies 

minus GDP

Regressions with 

region dummies 

minus Political Rights

Regressions with 

region dummies 

minus GDP AND 

Political Rights

omitted omitted

omitted omitted

omitted omitted omitted omitted

Life Expectancy at Birth Ratio (regression equations with region dummies)

 

In the table above, let * denote the coefficient being statistically significant at the 10% level, ** at the 5% level, and *** at the 1% level. 

 

Table 9.2 shows statistics for four different regression models that include region 

dummies.  The four models differ because one includes all independent variables, while the next 

omits GDP, the next omits Political Rights, and the next omits both GDP and Political Rights.  

For each of these four models, one region dummy variable showed statistical significance when 

Life Expectancy at Birth Ratio was the dependent variable.  For each of the four models, the 
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same three regions showed statistical significance:  Africa, Europe, and South Asia.  Though the 

EFW coefficient was positive (the expected sign when Life Expectancy at Birth Ratio is the 

dependent variable) for two of these models, it was not statistically significant for any of the four 

models in Table 9.2 

Table 9.3 

 

Coefficient P>| t| Coefficient P>| t| Coefficient P>| t| Coefficient P>| t|

EFW Index 0.0123 ** 0.020 0.00925 * 0.069 0.0139 *** 0.006 0.0102 ** 0.027

Muslim -9.430E-05 0.424 -7.530E-05 0.526 -1.117E-04 0.337 -8.490E-05 0.465

Catholic 9.090E-05 0.397 1.023E-04 0.345 1.086E-04 0.304 1.102E-04 0.301

GDP -4.2E-07 * 0.055 -3.66E-07 * 0.083

Political Rights -2.128E-03 0.351 -9.521E-04 0.668

Diversity -1.736E-02 0.220 -1.168E-02 0.403 -1.765E-02 0.212 -1.218E-02 0.380

Resources 4.047E-04 0.153 3.155E-04 0.263 3.230E-04 0.229 2.817E-04 0.296

Number of 

countries:

R-squared

Life Expectancy at Birth Ratio (regression equations without region dummies)

omitted

omittedomitted

omitted

Regressions without 

region dummies 

(Everything minus 

region dummies)

Regressions without 

region dummies 

minus GDP

Regressions without 

region dummies 

minus Political Rights

Regressions without 

region dummies 

minus GDP AND 

Political Rights

125

0.1326

125

0.1049

125

0.1261

125

0.1035  

In the table above, let * denote the coefficient being statistically significant at the 10% level, ** at the 5% level, and *** at the 1% level. 

 

Table 9.3 shows different models of the Life Expectancy at Birth Ratio regression 

equation when region dummies are excluded from the regression equation, and the table 

compares a model using all the independent variables versus a model that leaves out GDP versus 

a model that leaves out Political Rights versus a model that leaves out both GDP and Political 

Rights. 



Thomas 75 
 

As you can see from Table 9.3, EFW showed the expected (positive) sign and was 

statistically significant for each of the above four models.  The data is consistent with the 

hypothesis that higher economic freedom leads to higher women’s socioeconomic status. 

When the region dummies and GDP are omitted from the regression, the EFW coefficient 

is 0.00925, which means a one unit increase in economic freedom is associated with a 0.00925 

increase in the Life Expectancy at Birth Ratio.  Since the standard deviation for Life Expectancy 

at Birth Ratio is 0.035, that means a one unit increase in economic freedom would be associated 

with an increase in Life Expectancy at Birth Ratio o by 26.43% of a standard deviation.  A 

country comparison of what this means for women’s socioeconomic status (when measured by 

Life Expectancy at Birth Ratio), would be like the difference in Madagascar (whose Life 

Expectancy at Birth Ratio is about 1.0492) and Canada (whose Life Expectancy at Birth Ratio is 

about 1.05866).  Another illustration is that it would be like the difference between Côte d'Ivoire  

(whose Life Expectancy at Birth Ratio is about 1.04038) and New Zealand (whose Life 

Expectancy at Birth Ratio is about 1.04949). 
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Measure 10 for Women’s Socioeconomic Status:  Adult Literacy Ratio  

 

Adult Literacy Ratio is the ratio of female to male adult literacy rate (% of those ages 15-

24). I gathered this data from the Data World Bank (2010). 

I chose this as one of my measures for women’s socioeconomic status because literacy is 

very important, and if females in a particular country are less likely to know how to read than 

their male counterparts then they are not going to be able to pursue as many opportunities in a 

career or in their life in general.  Literacy affects everything one does from working in the job 

market, to shopping in a grocery store. 

The Adult Literacy Ratio has a mean of about 0.905, its standard deviation is about 

0.140, its min value is about 0.467 (Mali) and the max value is about 1.147 (Lesotho). 

I would expect a positive sign on the EFW coefficient when Adult Literacy Ratio is the 

dependent variable.  Since Adult Literacy Ratio is the ratio of females to males in the adult 

population that are literate, a higher Adult Literacy Ratio value should be positively correlated 

with increasing women’s socioeconomic status so I would expect there to be a positive 

relationship between a higher Adult Literacy Ratio value and a higher EFW score.  

When the Adult Literacy Ratio was the dependent variable, the regression equation 

models that showed the expected sign on the EFW coefficient with statistical significance are 

listed in Table 10.1 below: 
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Table 10.1 

Regression Equation Model (when Adult Literacy Ratio is used as 

the dependent variable) 

EFW coef. 

and stat. sig. 

All independent variables including region dummies, minus GDP 0.0332 * 

All independent variables including region dummies, minus Political 
Rights 

0.0331 * 

All independent variables including region dummies, minus GDP 
AND minus Political Rights 

0.0335 * 

All independent variables without region dummies 0.0497 ** 
All independent variables without region dummies, minus GDP 0.0560 *** 
All independent variables without region dummies, minus Political 
Rights: 

0.0486 ** 

All independent variables without region dummies, minus Diversity:   0.0633 *** 
All independent variables without region dummies, minus Resources 0.0482 * 
All independent variables without region dummies, minus GDP AND 

minus Political Rights 
0.0498 *** 

All independent variables without region dummies, minus Political 
Rights AND minus Diversity:   

0.0607 *** 

All independent variables without region dummies, minus Muslim 
AND minus Catholic 

0.0507 ** 

All independent variables without region dummies, minus Muslim 
AND minus Catholic AND minus Diversity:    

0.0638 *** 

All independent variables without region dummies, minus GDP AND 

minus Political Rights AND minus Resources 
0.0466 *** 

 

In the table above, let * denote the coefficient being statistically significant at the 10% level, ** at the 5% level, and *** at the 1% level. 

 

Table 10.1 shows that the EFW coefficient showed the expected sign and was statistically 

significant in thirteen of the different models of the regression equations when the Adult Literacy 

Ratio was the dependent variable.  The magnitude of the EFW coefficient ranged from 0.0331 

with statistical significance at the 10% level (when region dummies were included but Political 

Rights was omitted), to 0.0638 with statistical significance at the 1% level (when the region 

dummies, Muslim, Catholic, and Diversity are all omitted from the regression equation).  
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Table 10.2 

Coefficient P>| t| Coefficient P>| t| Coefficient P>| t| Coefficient P>| t|

EFW Index 0.0327 0.107 0.0332 * 0.087 0.0331* 0.087 0.0335 * 0.070

Muslim -2.085E-03 *** 0.000 -2.085E-03 *** 0.000 -2.084E-03 *** 0.000 -0.0020836 *** 0.000

Catholic -4.568E-04 0.377 -4.579E-04 0.371 -4.509E-04 0.373 -4.524E-04 0.367

GDP 2.13E-07 0.931 2.00E-07 0.935

Political Rights -6.401E-04 0.940 -5.875E-03 0.944

Diversity -0.236 *** 0.001 -0.237 *** 0.001 -0.236 *** 0.001 -0.237 *** 0.000

Resources 9.442E-04 0.379 9.455E-04 0.375 9.130E-04 0.352 9.166E-04 0.346

Africa -0.058 0.329 -0.061 0.176 -0.058 0.309 -0.061 0.160

East Asia -0.025 0.725 -0.028 0.613 -0.026 0.699 -0.029 0.584

Europe 0.062 0.280 -0.059 0.207 0.061 0.274 0.059 0.200

Latin America 0.036 0.495 0.034 0.409 0.036 0.494 0.033 0.406

Middle East 0.135 0.271 0.132 0.254 0.132 0.253 0.130 0.236

South Asia -0.068 0.409 -0.072 0.296 -0.069 0.389 -0.072 0.279

Other Region

Number of 

countries:

R-squared

Number of 

significant 

regions

omitted

70

0.6522

0

omitted

omitted

omitted

omitted omitted omitted

omitted

70

0.6523

0

70

0.6522

0

70

0.6522

0

Regressions with 

region dummies 

(Everything)

Regressions with 

region dummies 

minus GDP

Regressions with 

region dummies 

minus Political Rights

Regressions with 

region dummies 

minus GDP AND 

Political Rights

Adult Literacy Ratio (regression equations with region dummies)

 

 

In the table above, let * denote the coefficient being statistically significant at the 10% level, ** at the 5% level, and *** at the 1% level. 

 

Table 10.2 shows different models of the Adult Literacy Ratio regression equation when 

region dummies are included, comparing a model using all the independent variables versus a 

model that leaves out GDP versus a model that leaves out Political Rights versus a model that 

leaves out both GDP and Political Rights. 

As you can see from Table 10.2, none of the region dummies were statistically significant 

for any of the above models.  From the table you can also see that when dummy variables are 
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included, the EFW coefficient shows the expected sign (positive) and is statistically significant 

for each of the four models. 

 

Table 10.3: 

Coefficient P>| t| Coefficient P>| t| Coefficient P>| t| Coefficient P>| t|

EFW Index 0.0497 ** 0.015 0.0510*** 0.007 0.0288** 0.035 0.0498 *** 0.005

Muslim -1.866E-03 *** 0.001 -1.865E-03 *** 0.001 -1.163E-03 *** 0.003 -1.860E-03 *** 0.001

Catholic -6.480E-05 0.878 -6.160E-05 0.883 -1.530E-04 0.594 -8.080E-05 0.841

GDP 3.09E-07 0.859 -1.31E-06 0.279

Political Rights 1.704E-03 0.839 1.471E-03 0.858

Diversity -0.278 *** 0.000 -0.282 *** 0.000 -0.199 *** 0.000 -0.282 *** 0.000

Resources 7.289E-04 0.496 7.575E-04 0.470 7.352E-04 0.289 8.257E-04 0.395

Number of 

countries:

R-squared

omitted

omitted

0.5706

Adult Literacy Ratio (regression equations without region dummies)

Regressions without 

region dummies 

(Everything minus 

region dummies)

Regressions without 

region dummies 

minus GDP

Regressions without 

region dummies 

minus Political Rights

Regressions without 

region dummies 

minus GDP AND 

Political Rights

70

0.5710

70

0.5708

70

0.4802

70

omitted

omitted

 

In the table above, let * denote the coefficient being statistically significant at the 10% level, ** at the 5% level, and *** at the 1% level. 

 

Table 10.3 shows different models of the Adult Literacy Ratio regression equation when 

region dummies are excluded from the regression equation, and the table compares a model 

using all the independent variables versus a model that leaves out GDP versus a model that 

leaves out Political Rights versus a model that leaves out both GDP and Political Rights. 

As you can see from Table 10.3, EFW showed the expected (positive) sign and was 

statistically significant for each of the above four models.  This is consistent with the hypothesis 

that higher levels of economic freedom leads to higher levels of women’s socioeconomic status. 

When the region dummies and GDP are omitted from the regression, the EFW coefficient 

is 0.051, which means a one unit increase in economic freedom is associated with a 0.051 
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increase in the Adult Literacy Ratio.  Since the standard deviation for Adult Literacy Ratio is 

0.140, that means a one unit increase in economic freedom would be associated with an increase 

in Adult Literacy Ratio by 36.43% of a standard deviation.  A country comparison of what this 

means for women’s socioeconomic status (when measured by Adult Literacy Ratio), would be 

like the difference in Kenya (whose Adult Literacy Ratio is about 0.929) and Spain (whose Adult 

Literacy Ratio is about 0.985).  Another illustration is that it would be like the difference 

between Rwanda (whose Adult Literacy Ratio is about 0.903) and Singapore (whose Adult 

Literacy Ratio is about 0.957). 
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Measure 11 for Women’s Socioeconomic Status: Youth Literacy Ratio 

  

Youth Literacy Ratio is the ratio of female to male youth literacy rate (% of those ages 

15-24).  I gathered this data from the Data World Bank (2010).  Above I explained why I chose 

Adult Literacy Ratio as a measure for women’s socioeconomic status.  I chose Youth Literacy 

Ratio as well, because literacy is important to success at all ages, not just in adulthood.  If female 

youth are less likely to be literate than their male counterparts in a particular country, then this is 

likely to continue to hold them back in later years too. 

Youth Literacy Ratio has a mean of about 0.970, its standard deviation is about 0.089, its 

min value is about 0.602 (Mali) and the max value is about 1.143 (Lesotho). 

I would expect a positive sign on the EFW coefficient when Youth Literacy Ratio is the 

dependent variable.  Since Youth Literacy Ratio is the ratio of females to males in the youth 

population that are literate, a higher Youth Literacy Ratio value should be positively correlated 

with increasing women’s socioeconomic status so I would expect there to be a positive 

relationship between a higher Youth Literacy Ratio value and a higher EFW score.  

When the Youth Literacy Ratio was the dependent variable, the regression equation 

models that showed the expected sign on the EFW coefficient with statistical significance are 

listed in Table 11.1 below: 
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Table 11.1 

Regression Equation Model (when Youth Literacy Ratio is used as 

the dependent variable) 

EFW coef. 

and stat. sig. 

All independent variables including region dummies 0.0285 ** 
All independent variables including region dummies, minus GDP 0.0270 * 
All independent variables including region dummies, minus Political 
Rights 

0.0259 * 

All independent variables including region dummies, minus GDP 
AND minus Political Rights 

0.0247 * 

All independent variables without region dummies 0.0333 ** 
All independent variables without region dummies, minus GDP 0.0288 ** 
All independent variables without region dummies, minus Political 
Rights: 

0.0288 ** 

All independent variables without region dummies, minus Diversity:   0.0429 *** 
All independent variables without region dummies, minus Resources 0.0325 ** 
All independent variables without region dummies, minus GDP AND 

minus Political Rights 
0.0226 * 

All independent variables without region dummies, minus Political 
Rights AND minus Diversity:   

0.0374 *** 

All independent variables without region dummies, minus Muslim 
AND minus Catholic 

0.0312 ** 
 

All independent variables without region dummies, minus Muslim 
AND minus Catholic AND minus Diversity:    

0.0398 *** 

All independent variables without region dummies, minus GDP AND 

minus Political Rights AND minus Resources 
0.0200 * 

 

In the table above, let * denote the coefficient being statistically significant at the 10% level, ** at the 5% level, and *** at the 1% level. 

 

Table 11.1 shows that the EFW coefficient showed the expected sign and was statistically 

significant in fourteen of the different models of the regression equations when the Youth 

Literacy Ratio was the dependent variable.  The magnitude of the EFW coefficient ranged from 

0.0200 with statistical significance at the 10% level (when region dummies, GDP, Political 
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Rights, and Resources are all omitted), to 0.0419 with statistical significance at the 1% level 

(when the region dummies and Diversity are omitted from the regression equation).  

 

Table 11.2: 

Coefficient P>| t| Coefficient P>| t| Coefficient P>| t| Coefficient P>| t|

EFW Index 0.0285 * 0.062 0.0270 * 0.063 0.0259 * 0.075 0.0247 * 0.075

Muslim -1.405E-03 *** 0.001 -1.405E-03 *** 0.001 -1.413E-03 *** 0.001 -1.413E-03 *** 0.001

Catholic -1.115E-04 0.772 -1.080E-04 0.778 -1.479E-04 0.696 -1.435E-04 0.703

GDP -6.62E-07 0.721 -5.80E-07 0.752

Political Rights 3.918E-03 0.539 3.754E-03 0.552

Diversity -0.176 *** 0.001 -0.173 *** 0.001 -0.177 *** 0.001 -0.174 *** 0.001

Resources 6.917E-04 0.389 6.876E-04 0.388 8.825E-04 0.232 8.719E-04 0.234

Africa -5.096E-03 0.908 4.994E-03 0.881 1.101E-04 0.998 8.807E-03 0.787

East Asia 0.014 0.796 0.025 0.555 0.022 0.668 0.031 0.438

Europe 0.031 0.471 0.397 0.259 0.359 0.392 0.043 0.207

Latin America 0.010 0.806 0.019 0.532 0.013 0.733 0.021 0.476

Middle East 0.126 0.172 0.136 0.118 0.143 0.102 0.1515531 * 0.068

South Asia 0.030 0.627 0.042 0.415 0.037 0.54 0.047 0.349

Other Region

Number of 

countries:

R-squared

Number of 

significant 

regions

Regressions with 

region dummies 

minus GDP AND 

Political Rights

70 70 85

omitted

omitted

omitted

omittedomitted

0.5244

0

0.5233

0

0.5212

0

0.3276

0

Youth Literacy Ratio (regression equations with region dummies)

Regressions with 

region dummies 

(Everything)

Regressions with 

region dummies 

minus GDP

Regressions with 

region dummies 

minus Political Rights

70

omitted

omitted

omitted

 

In the table above, let * denote the coefficient being statistically significant at the 10% level, ** at the 5% level, and *** at the 1% level. 

 

Table 11.2 shows different models of the Youth Literacy Ratio regression equation when 

region dummies are included, comparing a model using all the independent variables versus a 

model that leaves out GDP versus a model that leaves out Political Rights versus a model that 

leaves out both GDP and Political Rights. 
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As you can see from Table 11.2, none of the region dummies were statistically significant 

for any of the above models.  From the table you can also see that when dummy variables are 

included, the EFW coefficient shows the expected sign (positive) and is statistically significant 

for each of the four models.  This is consistent with the theory that countries that have greater 

economic freedom tend to have higher socioeconomic status for women. 

 

Table 11.3 

Coefficient P>| t| Coefficient P>| t| Coefficient P>| t| Coefficient P>| t|

EFW Index 0.0333 ** 0.019 0.0288 ** 0.029 0.0288 ** 0.035 0.0226 * 0.067

Muslim -1.183E-03 *** 0.002 -1.187E-03 *** 0.002 -1.163E-03 *** 0.003 -1.165E-03 *** 0.002

Catholic -6.850E-05 0.816 -7.970E-05 0.787 -1.530E-04 0.594 -1.793E-04 0.532

GDP -1.090E-06 0.372 -1.310E-06 0.279

Political Rights 6.825E-03 0.246 7.646E-03 0.188

Diversity -0.196 *** 0.000 -0.184 *** 0.000 -0.199 *** 0.000 -0.185 *** 0.000

Resources 4.060E-04 0.586 3.052E-04 0.678 7.352E-04 0.289 6.597E-04 0.339

Number of 

countries:

R-squared

Youth Literacy Ratio (regression equations without region dummies)

omitted

70

0.4848

70

Regressions without 

region dummies 

(Everything minus 

region dummies)

Regressions without 

region dummies 

minus GDP

Regressions without 

region dummies 

minus Political Rights

Regressions without 

region dummies 

minus GDP AND 

Political Rights

70

0.4914

omitted

omittedomitted

0.4802

70

0.4703  

In the table above, let * denote the coefficient being statistically significant at the 10% level, ** at the 5% level, and *** at the 1% level. 

 

Table 11.3 shows different models of the Youth Literacy Ratio regression equation when 

region dummies are excluded from the regression equation, and the table compares a model 

using all the independent variables versus a model that leaves out GDP versus a model that 

leaves out Political Rights versus a model that leaves out both GDP and Political Rights. 
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As you can see from Table 11.3, EFW showed the expected (positive) sign and was 

statistically significant for each of the above four models.  This is consistent with the theory that 

higher economic freedom leads to higher women’s socioeconomic status. 

When the region dummies and GDP are omitted from the regression, the EFW coefficient 

is 0.0288, which means a one unit increase in economic freedom is associated with a 0.0288 

increase in the Youth Literacy Ratio.  Since the standard deviation for Youth Literacy Ratio is 

0.089, that means a one unit increase in economic freedom would be associated with an increase 

in Youth Literacy Ratio by 32.36% of a standard deviation.  A country comparison of what this 

means for women’s socioeconomic status (when measured by Youth Literacy Ratio), would be 

like the difference in Syria (whose Youth Literacy Ratio is about 0.974) and Spain (whose Youth 

Literacy Ratio is about 1.002).  Another illustration is that it would be like the difference 

between the Botswana (whose Youth Literacy Ratio is about 1.03577) and Jamaica (whose 

Youth Literacy Ratio is about 1.06318). 
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Measure 12 for Women’s Socioeconomic Status:  CPIA’s Gender Equality 

rating 

 

My twelfth measure for my independent variable is the Gender Equality rating, which is 

one of the sixteen components that make up the Country Policy and Institutional Assessment 

(CPIA), which is measured by the International Development Association (IDA). CPIA’s Gender 

Equality rating evaluates the degree to which a country has implemented institutions/programs to 

enforce laws and policies that promote equal access for men and women in education, health, the 

economy, and protection under the law. The rating ranges from 1 (which represents low gender 

equality) to 6 (which represents high gender equality).   This measure came from the Data World 

Bank (2010). 

My data showed that CPIA’s Gender Equality rating has a mean of 3.49, its standard 

deviation is about 0.674, its min value is 2 (Pakistan) and its max value is 5 (Republic of 

Moldova). 

I would expect a positive sign on the EFW coefficient when CPIA’s Gender Equality is 

the dependent variable.  Since CPIA’s Gender Equality has a rating where a higher score means 

more gender equality, that means a higher CPIA’s Gender Equality value should be positively 

correlated with increasing women’s socioeconomic status. Ergo, I would expect there to be a 

positive relationship between a higher value for CPIA’s Gender Equality and a higher EFW 

score.  
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When CPIA’s Gender Equality rating was the dependent variable, the regression equation 

models that showed the expected sign on the EFW coefficient with statistical significance are 

listed in Table 12.1 below: 

 

Table 12.1 

Regression Equation Model (when CPIA’s Gender Equality 

rating is used as the dependent variable) 

EFW coef. 

and stat. sig. 

All independent variables including region dummies 0.3667 ** 
All independent variables including region dummies, minus GDP 0.3665 ** 
All independent variables including region dummies, minus Political 
Rights 

0.3989 *** 

All independent variables including region dummies, minus GDP 
AND minus Political Rights 

0.3996 *** 

All independent variables without region dummies 0.3276 ** 
All dependent variables without region dummies, minus GDP 0.3640 ** 
All independent variables without region dummies, minus Political 
Rights: 

0.3387 ** 

All independent variables without region dummies, minus Diversity:   0.3690 *** 
All independent variables without region dummies, minus Resources 0.3460 *** 
All independent variables without region dummies, minus GDP AND 

minus Political Rights 
0.3817 *** 

All independent variables without region dummies, minus Political 
Rights AND minus Diversity:   

0.3757 *** 

All independent variables without region dummies, minus Muslim 
AND minus Catholic 

0.3408 *** 
 

All independent variables without region dummies, minus Muslim 
AND minus Catholic AND minus Diversity:    

0.3867 *** 

All independent variables without region dummies, minus GDP AND 

minus Political Rights AND minus Resources 
0.3653 *** 

 

In the table above, let * denote the coefficient being statistically significant at the 10% level, ** at the 5% level, and *** at the 1% level. 

 

Table 12.1 shows that the EFW coefficient showed the expected sign and was statistically 

significant in fourteen of the different models of the regression equations when CPIA’s Gender 

Equality rating was the dependent variable.  The magnitude of the EFW coefficient ranged from 
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0.3276 with statistical significance at the 5% level (when region dummies are omitted), to 0.3996 

with statistical significance at the 1% level (when region dummies are included, but GDP and 

Political Rights are omitted from the regression equation).  

Table 12.2: 

Coefficient P>| t| Coefficient P>| t| Coefficient P>| t| Coefficient P>| t|

EFW Index 0.367 ** 0.013 0.367 ** 0.012 0.399 *** 0.005 0.400 *** 0.004

Muslim -4.476E-03 0.151 -4.618E-03 0.126 -4.484E-03 0.147 -4.664E-03 0.120

Catholic -2.031E-03 0.719 -2.148E-03 0.699 -2.689E-03 0.627 -2.858E-03 0.599

GDP 2.300E-05 0.817 2.880E-05 0.769

Political Rights -0.040 0.481 -0.041 0.462

Diversity -0.983 ** 0.027 -0.991 ** 0.023 -0.984 ** 0.026 -0.995 ** 0.022

Resources 2.986E-03 0.671 3.914E-03 0.492 2.426E-03 0.726 3.577E-03 0.526

Africa 0.594 0.177 0.594 0.171 0.644 0.137 0.645 0.131

East Asia

Europe 1.454 *** 0.005 1.506 *** 0.001 1.461 *** 0.004 1.528 *** 0.001

Latin America 0.268 0.612 0.292 0.568 0.355 0.487 0.389 0.430

Middle East

South Asia 0.431 0.309 0.445 0.282 0.483 0.243 0.503 0.214

Other Region

Number of 

countries:

R-squared

Number of 

significant 

regions

omitted

omitted

omitted

omitted

omitted

omitted

omittedomitted

omitted

omitted

Regressions with 

region dummies 

(Everything)

Regressions with 

region dummies 

minus GDP

Regressions with 

region dummies 

minus Political Rights

Regressions with 

region dummies 

minus GDP AND 

Political Rights

omitted

omitted

omitted

48

0.5235

1

48

0.5228

1

48

0.5168

1

48

0.5157

1

CPIA's Gender Equality rating (regression equations with region dummies)

omitted

omitted

omitted

 

 

In the table above, let * denote the coefficient being statistically significant at the 10% level, ** at the 5% level, and *** at the 1% level. 

 

Table 12.2 shows different models of the CPIA’s Gender Equality rating regression 

equation when region dummies are included, comparing a model using all the independent 
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variables versus a model that leaves out GDP versus a model that leaves out Political Rights 

versus a model that leaves out both GDP and Political Rights. 

As you can see from Table 12.2, one region dummy was statistically significant for all 

four of the above models—and that was the region of Europe.  From the table you can also see 

that when dummy variables are included, the EFW coefficient shows the expected sign (positive) 

and is statistically significant for each of the four models. 

 

Table 12.3: 

Coefficient P>| t| Coefficient P>| t| Coefficient P>| t| Coefficient P>| t|

EFW Index 0.328 ** 0.019 0.364 ** 0.011 0.339 ** 0.011 0.382 *** 0.005

Muslim -1.182E-03 0.685 -1.383E-03 0.645 -1.118E-03 0.697 -1.288E-03 0.664

Catholic -1.974E-03 0.637 -2.466E-03 0.567 -1.974E-03 0.633 -2.476E-03 0.562

GDP 1.619E-04 * 0.060 1.638E-04 * 0.053

Political Rights -1.700E-02 0.775 -2.611E-02 0.671

Diversity -0.57 0.126 -0.735 * 0.051 -0.563 0.125 -0.728 * 0.051

Resources -3.606E-03 0.591 2.983E-03 0.616 -4.019E-03 0.535 2.464E-03 0.669

Number of 

countries:

R-squared

omitted

omitted

48

0.3648

48

0.3051

48

0.3635

48

0.3020

CPIA's Gender Equality rating (regression equations without region dummies)

Regressions without 

region dummies 

(Everything minus 

region dummies)

Regressions without 

region dummies 

minus GDP

Regressions without 

region dummies 

minus Political Rights

Regressions without 

region dummies 

minus GDP AND 

Political Rights

omitted

omitted

 

In the table above, let * denote the coefficient being statistically significant at the 10% level, ** at the 5% level, and *** at the 1% level. 

 

Table 12.3 shows different models of the CPIA’s Gender Equality rating regression 

equation when region dummies are excluded from the regression equation, and the table 

compares a model using all the independent variables versus a model that leaves out GDP versus 
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a model that leaves out Political Rights versus a model that leaves out both GDP and Political 

Rights. 

As you can see from Table 12.3, EFW showed the expected (positive) sign and was 

statistically significant for each of the above four models.  The data is therefore consistent with 

the view that higher economic freedom improves the socioeconomic status of women. 

When the region dummies and GDP are omitted from the regression equation, the EFW 

coefficient is 0.364, which means a one unit increase in the Economic Freedom of the World 

Index is associated with a 0.364 increase in CPIA’s Gender Equality rating.  Since the standard 

deviation for CPIA’s Gender Equality rating is 0.674, that means a one unit increase in economic 

freedom would be associated with an increase in CPIA’s Gender Equality rating by 54.01% of a 

standard deviation. This is quite a large magnitude. A country comparison of what this means for 

women’s socioeconomic status (when measured by CPIA’s Gender Equality rating), would be 

like the difference in Haiti (whose CPIA’s Gender Equality rating is 3) and Nicaragua (whose 

CPIA’s Gender Equality rating is 3.5).  Another illustration is that it would be like the difference 

between Burundi (whose CPIA’s Gender Equality rating is about 4) and Vietnam (whose CPIA’s 

Gender Equality rating is about 4.5).  Note that the CPIA Gender Equality rating only changes by 

0.5 at a time for any country’s rating. 
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Measure 13 for Women’s Socioeconomic Status: Adult Mortality Ratio 

 

  Adult Mortality Ratio is the ratio of female to male adult mortality rate (per 1,000 adults), 

and I got this from the Data World Bank (2010).  I chose this as a measure for women’s 

socioeconomic status, because if women in a certain country are dying at a much higher rate than 

men then this would likely mean that women aren’t as well off as men in said country. 

For my data, Adult Mortality Ratio has a mean of about 0.692, its standard deviation is 

about 1.193, its min value is about 3.78 (Georgia) and it max is about 1.093 (Zimbabwe). 

I would expect a negative sign on the EFW coefficient when Adult Mortality Ratio is the 

dependent variable.  Since Adult Mortality Ratio is the ratio of the female adult mortality rate to 

the male adult mortality rate, a higher Adult Mortality Ratio value should be negatively 

correlated with increasing women’s socioeconomic status. Thus, I would expect there to be a 

negative relationship between a higher Adult Mortality Ratio value and a higher EFW score.  

When the Adult Mortality Ratio was the dependent variable, the regression equation 

models that showed the expected sign on the EFW coefficient with statistical significance are 

listed in Table 13.1 below: 
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Table 13.1 

Regression Equation Model (when Adult Mortality Ratio is used 

as the dependent variable) 

EFW coef. 

and stat. sig. 

All independent variables without region dummies -0.0566 ** 
All independent variables without region dummies, minus GDP -0.0702 *** 
All independent variables without region dummies, minus Political 
Rights: 

-0.0613 ** 

All independent variables without region dummies, minus Diversity:   -0.0720 *** 
All independent variables without region dummies, minus Resources -0.0530 ** 
All independent variables without region dummies, minus GDP AND 

minus Political Rights 
-0.0802 *** 

All independent variables without region dummies, minus Political 
Rights AND minus Diversity:   

-0.0752 *** 

All independent variables without region dummies, minus Muslim 
AND minus Catholic 

-0.0587 ** 
 

All independent variables without region dummies, minus Muslim 
AND minus Catholic AND minus Diversity:    

-0.0786 *** 

All independent variables without region dummies, minus GDP AND 

minus Political Rights AND minus Resources 
-0.0770 *** 

 

In the table above, let * denote the coefficient being statistically significant at the 10% level, ** at the 5% level, and *** at the 1% level. 

Table 13.1 shows that the EFW coefficient showed the expected sign and was statistically 

significant in ten of the different models of the regression equations when the Human 

Development Index rank was the dependent variable.  The magnitude of the EFW coefficient 

ranged from -0.0530 with statistical significance at the 5% level (when region dummies and 

Resources are omitted), to -0.0802 with statistical significance at the 1% level (when the region 

dummies, GDP, and Political Rights are all omitted from the regression equation).  
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Table 13.2: 

Coefficient P>| t| Coefficient P>| t| Coefficient P>| t| Coefficient P>| t|

EFW Index -0.00366 0.860 -0.00966 0.639 -0.00912 0.646 -0.0155 0.434

Muslim -4.307E-04 0.384 -3.203E-04 0.517 -4.089E-04 0.407 -2.958E-04 0.549

Catholic -1.16E-03 * 0.064 -9.000E-04 0.141 -1.154E-03 * 0.066 -8.882E-04 0.146

GDP -4.560E-06 * 0.099 -4.63E-06 * 0.094

Political Rights 8.624E-03 0.338 9.001E-03 0.323

Diversity -6.733E-03 0.919 7.812E-03 0.906 -7.886E-03 0.905 6.829E-03 0.918

Resources -8.870E-05 0.931 -2.801E-04 0.785 1.908E-04 0.846 8.950E-06 0.993

Africa 0.241 *** 0.002 0.324 *** 0.000 0.250 *** 0.001 0.336 *** 0.000

East Asia -0.029 0.713 5.982E-02 0.297 -0.011 0.885 0.080 0.140

Europe -0.185 ** 0.019 -0.105 * 0.090 -0.174 ** 0.025 -0.092 0.127

Latin America 0.012 0.850 0.075 0.168 0.012 * 0.085 0.076 0.163

Middle East 0.011 0.910 0.086 0.322 0.364 0.697 0.114 0.168

South Asia 0.048 0.596 0.141 * 0.051 0.055 0.538 0.150 ** 0.036

Other Region

Number of 

countries:

R-squared

Number of 

significant 

regions

95 95 95 95

0.6865 0.6758 0.6829 0.6718

2 3 3 2

Regressions with 

region dummies 

(Everything)

Regressions with 

region dummies 

minus GDP

Regressions with 

region dummies 

minus Political Rights

Regressions with 

region dummies 

minus GDP AND 

Political Rights

omitted omitted

omitted omitted

omitted omitted omitted omitted

Adult Mortality Ratio (regression equations with region dummies)

 

In the table above, let * denote the coefficient being statistically significant at the 10% level, ** at the 5% level, and *** at the 1% level. 

Table 13.2 shows different models of the Adult Mortality Ratio regression equation when 

region dummies are included, comparing a model using all the independent variables versus a 

model that leaves out GDP versus a model that leaves out Political Rights versus a model that 

leaves out both GDP and Political Rights. 

As you can see from Table 13.2, two regions showed statistical significance in two of the 

models, and three regions showed statistical significance in the other two models. The model that 
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includes all independent variables showed Africa and Europe to be statistically significant, and 

the model that omits GDP and Political Rights showed Africa and South Asia to be statistically 

significant. The model that omits GDP showed Africa, Europe, South Asia to be statistically 

significant.  The model that omits Political Rights showed Africa, Europe, and Latin America to 

be statistically significant.  Although the EFW coefficient shows the expected sign (negative) in 

each of the four models, it was not statistically significant for any of the four models in Table 

13.2. 

Table 13.3 

Coefficient P>| t| Coefficient P>| t| Coefficient P>| t| Coefficient P>| t|

EFW Index -0.0566 ** 0.034 -0.0702 *** 0.008 -0.0613 ** 0.017 -0.0802 *** 0.001

Muslim -1.065E-03 * 0.076 -8.78E-04 0.143 -1.014E-03 * 0.087 -7.64E-04 0.196

Catholic -1.441E-03 ** 0.023 -1.195E-03 * 0.056 -1.516E-03 ** 0.015 -1.293E-03 ** 0.038

GDP -4.92E-06 * 0.052 -5.3E-06 ** 0.031

Political Rights 0.0074902 0.508 0.0125583 0.263

Diversity 0.216 *** 0.007 0.270 *** 0.001 0.212 *** 0.008 0.270 *** 0.001

Resources -5.492E-04 0.688 -1.179E-03 0.383 -2.748E-04 0.832 -7.796E-04 0.550

Number of 

countries:

R-squared

Regressions without 

region dummies 

minus GDP AND 

Political Rights

Regressions without 

region dummies 

minus Political Rights

Regressions without 

region dummies 

minus GDP

Adult Mortality Ratio (regression equations without region dummies)

Regressions without 

region dummies 

(Everything minus 

region dummies)

95

0.3756

95

0.3477

95

0.3724

95

0.3383

omittedomitted

omitted omitted

 

In the table above, let * denote the coefficient being statistically significant at the 10% level, ** at the 5% level, and *** at the 1% level. 

 

Table 13.3 shows different models of the Adult Mortality Ratio regression equation when 

region dummies are excluded from the regression equation, and the table compares a model 

using all the independent variables versus a model that leaves out GDP versus a model that 

leaves out Political Rights versus a model that leaves out both GDP and Political Rights. 
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As you can see from Table 13.3, EFW showed the expected (negative) sign and was 

statistically significant for each of the above four models. This is consistent with the theory that 

higher levels of economic freedom improve the socioeconomic status of women.    

When the region dummies and GDP are omitted from the regression, the EFW coefficient 

is -0.0702, which means a one unit increase in the EFW Index is associated with a 0.0702 

decrease in the Adult Mortality Ratio.  Since the standard deviation for Adult Mortality Ratio is 

1.193, that means a one unit increase in economic freedom would be associated with an increase 

in Adult Mortality Ratio by 5.88% of a standard deviation.  This is fairly small in magnitude.  A 

country comparison of what this means for women’s socioeconomic status (when measured by 

Adult Mortality Ratio), would be like the difference in India (whose Adult Mortality Ratio is 

about 0.66348) and Sweden (whose Adult Mortality Ratio is about 0.59286).  Another 

illustration is that it would be like the difference between the Uganda (whose Adult Mortality 

Ratio is about 0.96352) and Haiti (whose Adult Mortality Ratio is about 0.8948). 
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Summary of Results 

 

When regressions were run using EFW as the only independent variable, all thirteen 

measures for women’s socioeconomic status showed statistical significance.  Once I added other 

independent variables as controls, the EFW coefficient still showed the expected sign with 

statistical significance for the majority of my measures for women’s socioeconomic status.  This 

is consistent with economic freedom having a positive impact on women’s socioeconomic status, 

and the results are robust across a multitude of measures for women’s socioeconomic status. 

The region dummies were a lot more significant for some measures of women’s 

socioeconomic status than for others.  For example, Primary Enrollment Ratio, Adult Literacy 

Ratio, and Youth Literacy Ratio all had zero statistically significant regions, while the Human 

Development Index rank showed that all six regions were statistically significant.   

When the region dummy variables were included in the regressions (and all the other 

independent variables were included as well), there were three measures for women’s 

socioeconomic status that resulted in economic freedom having a positive impact on women’s 

socioeconomic status (i.e. the coefficient of EFW being both the expected sign and statistically 

significant), are: Primary Enrollment Ratio, Youth Literacy Ratio, and CPIA’s Gender Equality 

rating.  When the region dummy variables were dropped from each of the regressions (but all 

other independent variables were still included), there were ten measures for women’s 

socioeconomic status that resulted in the coefficient of EFW being both the expected sign and 

statistically significant.  Since there are an extra seven measures that showed statistical 
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significance for the EFW coefficient by simply omitting the region dummy variables, this 

supports my theory that at least part of the statistical significance that the region dummies had 

been showing is likely due to the institutional structures measured by the Economic Freedom of 

the World Index.  Without the dummy variables in the regressions, the measures for women’s 

socioeconomic status that showed economic freedom having a positive impact on women’s 

socioeconomic status are: Gender Inequality Index, Human Development Index rank, Births 

Attended by Skilled Health Staff, Primary Enrollment Ratio, Secondary Enrollment Ratio. Life 

Expectancy at Birth Ratio, Youth Literacy Ratio, CPIA’s Gender Equality rating, and Adult 

Mortality Ratio.  For these specific measures, it appears that women living in countries with 

higher levels of economic freedom enjoy a higher level of socioeconomic status. 

When the region dummies were included but GDP was omitted, there were a total of five 

measures that showed the expected EFW sign and were statistically significant.  When the region 

dummies were included but Political Rights was omitted, there were a total of five measures that 

showed the expected EFW sign and were statistically significant.  When the region dummies 

were included but GDP and Political Rights were both omitted, there were a total of six measures 

that showed the expected EFW sign and were statistically significant.   

When the region dummies and Political Rights were omitted, there were a total of eleven 

measures that showed the expected EFW sign and were statistically significant.  When the region 

dummies and GDP were omitted, there were a total of eleven measures that showed the expected 

EFW sign and were statistically significant.  When the region dummies and Diversity were 

omitted, there were a total of ten measures that showed the expected EFW sign and were 

statistically significant.  When the region dummies and Resources were omitted, there were a 

total of ten measures that showed the expected EFW sign and were statistically significant. When 
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the region dummies, GDP, and Political Rights were all omitted, there were a total of twelve 

measures that showed the expected EFW sign and were statistically significant.    When the 

region dummies, Political Rights, and Diversity were all omitted, there were a total of eleven 

measures that showed the expected EFW sign and were statistically significant.  When the region 

dummies, Muslim, and Catholic were all omitted, there were a total of ten measures that showed 

the expected EFW sign and were statistically significant.  When the region dummies, Muslim, 

Catholic, and Diversity were all omitted, there were a total of eleven measures that showed the 

expected EFW sign and were statistically significant.  When the region dummies, GDP, Political 

Rights, and Resources were all omitted, there were a total of fourteen measures that showed the 

expected EFW sign and were statistically significant.   

When region dummies were not included (but all the other independent variables were 

included), then a 1 point increase in the EFW index resulted in: 

o a decline in  the Gender Inequality Index by approximately 0.042 

o a decline in Human Development Index rank by 15.106 

o an increase in Births Attended by Skilled Health Staff by 9.699 

o an increase in Primary Enrollment Ratio by 3.044 

o an increase in Secondary Enrollment Ratio by 4.152 

o an increase in Life Expectancy at Birth Ratio by 0.012 

o an increase in Adult Literacy Ratio by 0.0450 

o an increase in Youth Literacy Ratio by 0.033 

o an increase in CPIA’s Gender Equality rating by 0.328 

o a decrease in Adult Mortality Ratio by 0.057 

When region dummies were omitted but all the other independent variables were included, 

the Gender Empowerment Measure, the Gender Empowerment Measure rank, and the Tertiary 

Enrollment Ratio did not result in an EFW coefficient that was statistically significant. 
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When region dummies and GDP were omitted, then a 1 point increase in the EFW index 

resulted in: 

o a decline in  the Gender Inequality Index by approximately 0.0765 

o an increase in the Gender Empowerment Measure by 0.467 

o a decrease in the Gender Empowerment rank by 8.702 

o a decline in Human Development Index rank by 23.67 

o an increase in Births Attended by Skilled Health Staff by 12.934 

o an increase in Primary Enrollment Ratio by 2.788 

o an increase in Life Expectancy at Birth Ratio by 0.00925 

o an increase in Adult Literacy Ratio by 0.051 

o an increase in Youth Literacy Ratio by 0.0288 

o an increase in CPIA’s Gender Equality rating by 0.364 

o a decrease in Adult Mortality Ratio by 0.0702 

When region dummies and GDP were omitted but all the other independent variables were 

included, Secondary Enrollment Ratio and Tertiary Enrollment Ratio are the only two measures 

(out of my thirteen measures for women’s socioeconomic status) that did not result in an EFW 

coefficient that was statistically significant. 

Comparing the regression equations that only omitted the region dummies to the regression 

equations that omit both region dummies and GDP, when EFW showed the expected sign and 

was statistically significant, the magnitude of the EFW coefficient increased for the following 

measures when GDP was dropped:  Gender Inequality Index, Human Development Index, Births 

Attended by Skilled Health Staff, Adult Literacy Ratio, CPIA’s Gender Equality rating, and 

Adult Mortality Ratio. Furthermore, Tertiary Enrollment Ratio became statistically significant as 

well when it wasn’t in the model that included GDP in the regression.  This is consistent with the 
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theory that EFW is a determining factor of GDP and thus once GDP was dropped, the magnitude 

on EFW increased for nearly all of my measures for women’s socioeconomic status. 

For the main regression model that I analyzed (the one that omitted region dummies and 

GDP since this model seems to be the best-fit for my study), the EFW coefficient was 

statistically significant for all my measures for women’s socioeconomic status except for 

Secondary Enrollment Ratio and Tertiary Enrollment Ratio.  So, the EFW coefficient was 

statistically significant with the expected sign for the other educational attainment measures 

(Primary Enrollment Ratio, Adult Literacy Ratio, and Youth Literacy Ratio), but not for the 

Secondary or Tertiary Enrollment Ratio.   This is interesting because that means that this 

regression model is showing that as institutions improve (as measured by the EFW Index), it is 

more likely for girls to go to elementary school but it is not more likely for women to go to 

college.  When it goes to school enrollment, the effect of economic institutions on women’s 

socioeconomic status dwindles (it is statistically significant with the expected sign for Primary 

Enrollment Ratio but not for Secondary or Tertiary Enrollment Ratio).   This seems to be 

evidence supporting a theory that better institutions don’t necessarily have a positive effect on 

higher education like they do on elementary education.  But when it comes to literacy rates, the 

effect of economic institutions on women’s socioeconomic status consistently shows a positive 

impact across age groups (for both Youth and Adult Literacy Ratios).  

When the Gender Inequality Index, Human Development Index rank, Births Attended by 

Skilled Health Staff, and Adult Mortality Ratio were each the dependent variable, there were 

many regression models that showed the EFW coefficient being the expected sign and 

statistically significant.  Below, I’ve shown the correlation between each of these measures for 
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the dependent variable women’s socioeconomic status, compared to the EFW Index.  The EFW 

Index is split into quartiles for each chart, and each is described in further detail below. 

 

EFW Quartiles 

 

Figure 1 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

It is clear from Figure 1 that the Economic Freedom of the World Index is negatively 

correlated with the Gender Inequality Index.   The first (most free) EFW quartile has an average 

GI Index score of 0.210796.  The 2nd EFW quartile has an average GI Index score of 0.363565, 

the third EFW quartile has an average GI Index score of 0.4038, and the fourth (least free) EFW 

quartile has an average GI Index score of 0.5594.  As you can see in Figure 1, countries that 

ranked in the most economically free quartile had a lower average GI Index score than each of 

the other three quartiles, and with each less economically free quartile there is a corresponding 

increase in the average GI Index for those countries.  This represents an increase in gender 
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inequality in correspondence to a country being less economically free.  This means when the GI 

Index is the independent variable, the data is consistent with economic freedom being associated 

with a positive impact on women’s socioeconomic status. 

Figure 2 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2 shows that countries in the most-free EFW quartile have an average Human 

Development Index rank that is lower than that of the other EFW quartiles, and with each less 

economically free quartile has a corresponding increase in HDI rank.  A higher HDI rank means 

those countries had a lower HDI score.  (HDI scores range from 0 to 1, with 0 meaning people 

are worse off and 1 meaning people are better off.)  Using HDI rank as a measure for women’s 

socioeconomic status, this data is consistent with economic freedom being associated with a 

positive impact on women’s socioeconomic status.   
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Figure 3 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 3 shows that the most-free EFW quartile corresponds with countries with the 

highest average of percent of births attended by skilled health staff.  The first (most economically 

free) quartile has an average of 95.9% of their births attended by skilled health staff, while the 

second quartile has 88.9%, the third quartile has 83.2%, and the fourth quartile (least 

economically free) has 60.4% of births attended by skilled health staff.  Using the percent of 

births attended by skilled health staff as a measure of women’s socioeconomic status, this data 

supports economic freedom being associated with a positive impact on women’s socioeconomic 

status. 
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Figure 4 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 4 shows that the first (most economically free) EFW quartile has the lowest 

mortality adult ratio, and that with each quartile that is less-economically free is a corresponding 

higher average in those countries’ mortality adult ratio.  The countries in the most-free quartile 

have an average mortality adult ratio of 0.587062; the second quartile has an average of 

0.650488; the third quartile has an average of 0.657897; the least-free quartile has an average of 

0.806182.  Letting the mortality adult ratio be a measure of women’s socioeconomic status, this 

data is consistent with economic freedom being associated with a positive impact on women’s 

socioeconomic status. 
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Looking Back 

 

In retrospect, there are a few possible explanations as to why Gender Empowerment 

Measure (GEM) might actually not be as good of a measure as the Gender Inequality (GI) Index.  

The Human Development Reports website states that GEM has “conceptual and methodological 

limitations,” (“Gender Inequality Index”).   

The fourth component of GEM, earned income, uses both relative accomplishments 

(“gender-disaggregated income shares”) and absolute accomplishments (income level).    

According to the HDR website, income level has a tendency to “dominate the indices”, and as a 

result countries with low income levels are not able to reach a high GEM score—“even with 

perfect gender equality in the distribution of earnings and other components of the indices".  

Similar to this example, HDR reports that “nearly all of the GEM indicators reflect an elite bias” 

too, making GEM biased toward developed countries as well as urban areas in developing 

countries, (“Gender Inequality Index”). 

The Gender Inequality Index could be argued to be a better measure of women’s 

socioeconomic status (than GEM), because the GI Index presents “methodological 

improvements and alternative indicators”. The Gender Inequality Index combines features of the 

Gender-related Development Index (GDI) as well as GEM. GDI is no longer used but it used to 

be the Human Development Index “adjusted for gender disparities in its basic components.”  

According to Human Development Reports, the “most controversial” component of the GDI and 
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GEM was income.  Income is not one of the components of the Gender Inequality Index, another 

reason why this is perhaps a more sound measure.  Furthermore, the Gender Inequality Index 

does not permit high scores in one of the three categories to compensate for low scores in 

another category of the index (“Gender Inequality Index”).  Finally, another good indication that 

GI Index is likely a better measure of women’s socioeconomic status than GEM, is because the 

Human Development Reports now no longer use GDI or GEM, but rather have replaced both 

with the newer GI Index. 
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Conclusion 
 

My results are consistent with the theory that a higher level of economic freedom is 

associated with an increase in women’s socioeconomic status.   My results are robust across 

multiple measures of women’s socioeconomic status, and for many regression models.  Though 

some of the different versions (models) of the regression equation resulted in a few more 

measures for women’s socioeconomic status having the EFW coefficient with the expected sign 

that is statistically significant than others did, for the most part (the majority of the time) the 

EFW coefficient consistently remained the expected sign with statistical significance.   

My findings show that improving the quality of economic institutions (as represented by the 

EFW Index) helps the economic status of women for many of my measures.  The magnitude is 

important because this gives a good indication of the economic significance (other than a 

measure just being statistical significance).  A larger magnitude means that economic freedom 

has a sizable effect on the socioeconomic status of women.  The measures that resulted in the 

largest magnitude include:    When Births Attended by Skilled Health Staff is used, it seems to 

have the largest impact (a one unit increase in the EFW Index is associated with an increase in 

the Births Attended by Skilled Health Staff by 56.11% of a standard deviation).  When CPIA’s 

Gender Equality rating is used, it too seems to have a large impact (a one unit increase in the 

EFW Index is associated with an increase in CPIA’s Gender Equality rating by 54.01% of a 

standard deviation).  When Primary Enrollment Ratio is used, it seems to have a large impact as 

well (a one unit increase in the EFW Index is associated with an increase in the Primary 
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Enrollment Ratio by 45.11% of a standard deviation).    When Human Development Index rank 

is used, it seems to have a large impact as well (a one unit increase in the EFW Index is 

associated with an increase in the Human Development Index rank by 44.13% of a standard 

deviation).   When the Gender Inequality Index is used, it seems to have a large impact as well (a 

one unit increase in the EFW Index is associated with an increase in the Gender Inequality Index 

by 40.91% of a standard deviation).      

But for other measures it doesn’t appear that the effect is as big or statistically significant.     

When the magnitude is small then even if it is statistically significant, it doesn’t mean it is 

economically significant.  My measure that had the smallest magnitude was Adult Mortality 

Ratio.  When Adult Mortality Ratio is used, it seems to have the lowest impact (a one unit 

increase in the EFW Index is only associated with an increase in the Adult Morality Ratio by 

5.88% of a standard deviation).      

Overall it looks like the higher quality of institutions go hand in hand with higher quality 

of women’s socioeconomic status.   Higher quality of institutions represented by the EFW Index 

has a positive effect on higher GDP, and therefore if GDP is showing to be statistically 

significant it could actually be an effect caused by the economic institutions.  This is why GDP 

should be left out of the regression if trying to determine if the EFW Index has any impact on 

women’s socioeconomic status.  If income is caused by the EFW then if we were to include GDP 

in the regression then that is taking away part of the explanatory variable of the EFW.  In other 

words, it would be taking away from the economic impact of the economic institutions 

represented by the EFW.   In order to look at the socioeconomic status of women, holding 

everything else constant, we need to add Political Rights in order to take into account political 

institutions in the regression.   
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When the EFW Index was split into quartiles, the charts above for several measures of 

women’s socioeconomic status visibly showed a higher amount of economic freedom to have a 

positive association with higher levels of women’s socioeconomic status.   Even when 

controlling for other possible influences of women’s socioeconomic status, economic freedom 

still seems to show a beneficial effect on numerous measures of women’s socioeconomic status.  

Thus, my conclusion is that economic freedom does indeed have a positive impact on women’s 

socioeconomic status, as my empirical analysis shows this to be the case for nearly every 

measure for women’s socioeconomic status that I analyzed.  

 If one wanted to do research in the future as an extension of what I covered in this paper, 

I would suggest the following to better isolate the dependent variable (women’s socioeconomic 

status):  I would recommend studying cases to find a country that had major shifts toward 

economic freedom, and in turn see how it impacted various measures of economic status of 

women.    For example, if you saw that certain countries had improvements in economic freedom 

between 1970 and 1990, then you might see that those countries also had gains in various 

measures that represent women’s socioeconomic status. In order to really isolate the dependent 

variable, you will want to do a time series using leads and lags to see if one caused the other.  If 

you then found that a change in the one in the earlier time period (economic freedom) came 

before the change in the other (the socioeconomic status of women), you could say with more 

certainty that economic freedom was indeed the cause of the change in women’s socioeconomic 

status. 
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