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To begin with, a proposition:

1. 
Gender and good governance is not the same thing as affirmative action. There is at the moment a perfectly understandable, but not always helpful, conflation of gender and good governance with affirmative action. Getting more women into public office and decision-making positions is an important issue about equal opportunities and ultimately human rights, but it will not necessarily produce better quality governance from a gender perspective. We know that individual women may not be sympathetic to gender equality concerns, and as a group, the chances that women in public office will act to support gender equality will depend on pretty much the same things that move men to support gender equality.


In other words, if we are looking at women and men in politics, what matters is their party position on gender equality, or else the extent to which their constituents push for gender equality. Connections between politicians and women’s groups may support efforts to promote gender equality in legislation. In the public administration, women and men bureaucrats will support gender equality if their mandates demand it, if their incentive systems reward them for doing so, if their performance measures pick up on actions that support service to women clients or responsiveness to their needs, if results-based management systems include gender-sensitive indicators. Yes, there are often attitudinal differences between women and men in their sympathy for, or resistance to, gender equality and to some extent negative attitudes can be addressed through training. But a persons’ gender does not neatly indicate the way they see their interests when it comes to gender equality.

Next:

2. We need a definition of what gender and good governance means; At the least, I would imagine that the ‘gender and governance’ question should be about finding the conditions under which public affairs are managed so that women are included equally in the ‘publics’ served by the government, and so that gender equality is one of the goals or results of public management. This understanding would have to be finessed considerably so that in terms of the delivery of justice, regulation of the economy, delivery of public services, resolution of social and political conflict, and other business of government, women are equally included and gender equality is maintained as a goal.

Some areas for conceptual work and research:

3. 
There are at least four major areas of governance programming with important gender dimensions, and creative programming is needed to promote women’s participation, and gender equality outcomes, in each of these:

a) Gender and public sector reform (or public administrative reform): This is of course a vast area, but across its many dimensions, like retrenchments/downsizing, pay reform, introduction of results-based management, performance measures, new incentive systems, recruitment, training, promotion, reporting, and accountability systems, there are implications for gender equality. As I mentioned above, the issues here should not be limited to the introduction of affirmative action, but rather, scrutiny of what it is that the public service actually DOES – to see how public authorities promote or undermine gender equality. This is easiest to analyze in the case of service delivery. Service delivery is a critical area of interface between women and the state, and often it is not a happy one. Women may be outright excluded, or bribes may be demanded of them for services which are theirs as of right, or services may be delivered in ways that reinforce gender stereotyped roles. To bring gender-sensitive reform to a service area would mean a critical reassessment of the principal-agent relationship between women and the state. How do women communicate their needs and demand to public service providers? How do they hold them accountable? How do internal management systems, performance measures, incentives and accountability systems promote responsiveness to women clients, or punish failure to comply with national gender equality goals?

b) Gender and accountability and anti-corruption measures: Some issues to consider here are: Do new accountability institutions enable public authorities to answer more effectively to women? Do they effectively sanction accountability failures that afflict women particularly? Here I have in mind new oversight institutions such as equal opportunities boards, human rights commissions, gender equality commissions. In addition, there are a range of accountability innovations that enable civil society groups to engage more effectively in holding public actors to account: gender budgets are a good example, as are participatory municipal budgeting exercises, report cards on urban services, monitoring of the assets of politicians, etc. Do these measures effectively include women or gender equality concerns? On corruption and anti-corruption measures the above questions would apply. And also: are women’s experiences of corruption addressed in anti-corruption interventions? Do women experience corruption differently than men? Arguably in some contexts women experience ‘retail corruption’ to a greater degree – having to pay small bribes for basic services. Arguably there are ‘currencies’ of corruption that are gendered – where sexual favors, not money, are demanded of women. Is this problem addressed in anti-corruption drives?

c) Rule of law: This critical area of governance reform has tremendous implications for women. This is at a number of levels: where basic legal systems are re-built after conflict, it is critical to ensure that abuses of women’s rights are addressed and that judicial reform includes law reform to criminalize the abuses women experience, and training of legal personnel to prosecute these crimes more effectively. In addition, where rule of law reform is focused on liberalizing markets through securing property rights and enforcing contracts, we should ask how far women’s contracts and property rights are enforced. Often women entrepreneurs are left out of new commercial law infrastructure because their businesses are in the informal sector. The reason for this, often, is precisely because they lack formal property title, cannot have access to credit, etc. But the legal systems that would enable them to secure property rights etc are not necessarily the subject of rule of law reforms – they fall in the area of family or domestic law. Where resources are scarce, are rule of law reforms neglecting the need to rehabilitate family courts and domestic relations law?

d) Decentralization: This is the area where we do see considerable focused investment and programming to amplify women’s voice in local decision-making and to bolster their skills for budget analysis, lobbying, etc. The effectiveness of governance reforms at a local level from a gender perspective ought to be tested by tracking local spending – is more money flowing into services that women need, such as ante-natal care, water and sanitation, street lighting?

4. 
Gender-sensitive governance indicators: An important contribution that UNIFEM could make to thinking in the area of gender and governance would be gender-sensitive governance indicators. The UNDP Oslo Governance center’s thought-provoking work is an excellent starting point for further thought on this. The connection between poverty-sensitive and gender-sensitive governance indicators is probably a fruitful one to pursue.

