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Abstract: 
In this paper, we use time-use survey data for Mexico (2009), Peru (2010), and Ecuador 
(2012) to analyze differences between countries in terms of the gender distribution of total 
work. We explore whether the variation in the total time worked by women and men, and 
particularly, the gender gap unfavorable to women, are explained by substantive country 
differences, and specifically differences in gendered social norms. Using data from the World 
Values Survey (WVS) we compute a gender norms index aimed at measuring cross-country 
differences in gender norms, and  find that more egalitarian countries exhibit higher levels of 
equality in the gender distribution of total work.   
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1. Introduction 

The recent development of time use surveys has allowed for in-depth analyses of the  

time allocation decisions of individuals and its determinants (Mark Aguiar and Erik 

Hurst 2007; Jose I. Gimenez-Nadal and Almudena Sevilla 2012). An increasing number 

of countries are now carrying out these surveys, and a commonality, independent of 

country characteristics, is that women in general devote relatively more time to unpaid 

domestic work than do men (Emily Esplen 2009).  Furthermore, women specialize in 

household tasks and the care of others, concentrating on routine and more time-

intensive unpaid work (Almudena Sevilla, Jose I. Gimenez-Nadal and Cristina 

Fernandez 2010; Shoshana A. Grossbard, Jose I. Gimenez-Nadal, and Jose A. Molina 

2014).  

A number of studies have focused on the determinants of time allocation in Latin 

American countries (Constance Newman 2002; Marcelo Medeiros, Rafael G. Osório, 

and Joana Costa 2007; Vivan Milosavljevic 2007; Esplen, 2009; Sarah Gammage 2010; 

Carla Canelas and Silvia Salazar 2014; Analia Calero, Rocío Dellavalle, and Carolina 

Zanino 2016). If we define total work as the sum of the time devoted to paid work, 

unpaid domestic work, child care, and other care – where “paid work” refers to all the 

activities that directly result in income (wage employment, self-employed, etc.) — these 

studies show that the total time worked by women always exceeds that worked by men. 

For instance, Canelas and Salazar (2014) find that women in Bolivia, Ecuador, and 

Guatemala devote more time to total work than men in these three countries. Newman 

(2002) finds that the time devoted to total work by men is 80 percent lower than the 

total work of women in two urban areas of Ecuador. Medeiros, Osório, and Costa 

(2007) analyze inequalities in time use among urban Bolivian adults, and find that 

despite there being a trade-off between paid and unpaid work, this trade-off is only 

partial since women's participation in the labor market tends to result in a double shift of 

paid and unpaid work. 

One thing that stands out in existing studies is that the total time devoted by both 

men and women to paid and unpaid work varies significantly across countries. The 

variation in the total time worked across countries could be due to the different 

methodologies employed in these surveys, or to substantive differences among 

particular countries. In this paper analyzing time use data from Mexico (2009), Peru 
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(2010), and Ecuador (2012), we explore whether the variation in the total time worked 

by women and men, and particularly, the gender gap unfavorable to women, is 

explained by substantive country differences, and specifically, differences in gendered 

social norms. 

Gender norms may be thought of as a coordinating device between the total work of 

men and women within households: they may also encourage an inegalitarian 

distribution of time between men and women in terms of total work (Michael Burda, 

Daniel S. Hamermesh, and Philippe Weil 2013). Gender norms refer to the factors that 

result in less flexibility among men with regard to participation in household production 

and caring activities, as men often do not share the unpaid domestic work when their 

partners are also in the labor market, which translates into unequal total work. As 

argued by Sevilla, Gimenez-Nadal and Fernandez (2010), there exist norms of 

masculinity, in the sense that men may feel certain tasks undermine their status, and 

norms of femininity, as women may insist on caring for others due to their own 

internalized sense of self-worth. While such norms may generate household they 

imposes costs and substantial limitations on the women of the family. More traditional 

gender norms dictate that women bear the heaviest burden of total work, which, in turn, 

may act as drag on economic development. 

Using the last wave of the World Values Survey (WVS, 2010-2014), we create a 

“gender norms” index aimed at measuring cross-country differences in gender norms. 

We identify the effect of “gender norms” on gender differences in total work by  

considering cross-country variations in the index (Almudena Sevilla 2010; Jose Ignacio 

Gimenez-Nadal, Alberto Molina and Almudena Sevilla 2012).We find that, when cross-

country differences in gender norms are taken into account, differences in gender norms 

are able to explain part of the gender gap in total work observed. In countries with more 

egalitarian gender norms, the gender gap in total work is narrower, and thus cross-

country differences in the gender distribution of household labor may be partly 

explained by cross-country differences in gender norms. We take into account country-

variant factors, such as the growth rate of GDP and total fertility rates, and find that they 

are also relevant in determining the time devoted to total work.  

Our contribution to the literature is three-fold. First, we contribute to the analysis of 

gender differences in the uses of time in a comparative framework for three Latin 

American countries. While gender differences in time use in each of the three countries 
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have been previously studied (INEI 2011; INEC 2012; INEGI 2014), cross-country 

differences have yet to be analyzed. Second, we contribute to the study of gender norms 

and their effects on the time-allocation decisions of individuals. Despite prior research 

on this topic, the contributions to date have focused on single countries, with an 

emphasis on developed countries. The comparison of gender norms across countries 

may be helpful in identifying their specific effects, and guide the development of 

policies aimed at reducing gender inequality and household poverty. 

Third, the analysis of how individuals allocate their time is important, since gender 

differences may have implications for individual and household well-being (Daniel 

Kahneman and Alan B. Krueger 2006; Jose I. Gimenez-Nadal and Jose A. Molina 

2015). The unpaid work obligations of women seem to negatively affect their labor 

supply, and sometimes lead to poorer education and economic outcomes for women 

(Rania Antonopoulos and Indira Hirway 2009). However, unpaid work is also 

productive, as it provides services to the household, and is essential for family welfare. 

Thus, if the role of the state is unchanged the focus should be on the redistribution of 

unpaid work between men and women, rather than on its reduction, with men taking on 

household responsibilities when women access the labor market. This is an important 

point, because a reduction in overall unpaid work may not require normative change, 

while redistribution almost certainly does, justifying a focus on the relationship between 

gender norms and total time worked. 

 

2. Background 

Over the past three decades, one of the most significant changes in Latin America has 

been the growing economic contribution of women, due mainly to millions of women 

having entered the labour market. The female labor force participation rate in countries 

of Latin America and the Caribbean has grown from 33.7 percent in 1990 to 41.5 

percent  in 2014 (CEPAL 2014; World Bank 2016), which is consistent with the 

increase in the education of women (CEPAL 2014). Despite this increase, specialization 

within the household has changed very little, and women continue to do most of the 

unpaid labor, particularly domestic and care labor. This is the case in Ecuador (Newman 

2002; INEC 2012; Canelas and Salazar 2014), Bolivia (Medeiros, Osório and Costa 

2007; Canelas and Salazar 2014), Guatemala (Canelas and Salazar 2014), Nicaragua 
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(Mercedes Aguilar, Isolda Espinosa, and Javier Argeñal 2004; Valeria Esquivel, Debbie 

Budlender, Nancy Folbre, and Indira Hirway 2008), Mexico (INEGI 2014), Peru (INEI 

2011), and Argentina (Valeria Esquivel  2010), among others. 

Of special relevance in the observed gender differences in the time devoted by men 

and women to paid and unpaid work is the care of others. Researchers have given 

increased emphasis in recent years to what has been termed the “care 

economy”1Analyses of the time devoted to caring for others - children, the sick, the 

disabled, and the elderly - have become very important from a policy perspective. Greta 

Friedemann-Sanchez and Joan M. Griffin (2011) argue that unpaid care-giving must be 

analyzed separately from domestic tasks. Esplen (2009) offers a review of the state of 

care-giving in the global south, and how it interacts with paid labor. The author 

considers that the care of others is important because affects individual lives, it creates 

and reinforces gender inequalities, and it is linked to poverty and lack of well-being. 

Gender norms are among the factors that may help to explain the existence of gender 

differences in the time devoted to paid and unpaid work, including the care of others. 

Dana V. Hiller and William W. Philliber (1986), Yoshinori Kamo (1988), and Sampson 

Lee Blair and Daniel T. Lichter (1991) find a negative relationship between traditional 

beliefs and unpaid work. Analyses of gender norms consider that peer pressure to 

conform to a common norm of time allocation makes time- use patterns more similar, or 

not, between men and women. Further, gender norms are not static, and may change 

over time in response to broader processes of socio-economic change and from the 

dynamics of gender relations themselves (Rebeca Pearse and Raewyn Connell 2016). 

As argued by Bina Agarwal (1997), gender norms affect the bargaining over time 

allocation, and this bargaining process may itself affect gender norms. Gender norms set 

limits on what can be bargained over, they are a determinant of, or constraint on, 

bargaining power, they affect how the process of bargaining is conducted, and they 

constitute a factor to be bargained over. 

Sevilla, Gimenez-Nadal and Fernandez (2010) discuss possible explanations of why 

men and women specialize in certain types of tasks in housework and childcare in the 

case of Spain, and consider the norms of masculinity and femininity. Men are often 

particularly resistant to doing household chores that directly attend to the needs of 

                                                 
1 The “care economy” includes both paid and unpaid labor, and refers to the fact that women, when they do work for 
pay, are in 'caring labor" (health, education, domestic servants, etc.). 
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women and children, such as washing and ironing clothes of family members, although 

activities of a more general character, such as cooking, mopping the floor, and running 

errands, can occasionally be taken on by men. The less visible, more mundane, and 

often dirtiest work continues to be carried out by women (Patrick Welsh 2001). This 

argument may be used to explain why caring activities in Latin American are the 

domain of women exclusively (Esplen 2009). Men may see caring activities as an 

affront to their dignity, with a widespread perception of women as “natural carers”, 

which deters men from providing care. In this sense, men’s resistance to more active 

involvement in care and domestic tasks is driven by deeply-held gender norms that 

create social barriers to men assuming care-giving roles (Dean Peacock 2003). 

 

3. Data: time use surveys 

For our empirical analysis, we use the information from the time use surveys for 

Mexico (2009), Peru (2010) and Ecuador (2012). Time use surveys are a fundamental 

tool for understanding gender inequalities and role reproduction, through data showing 

the inequitable distribution of time allocated to paid and unpaid work, as well as the 

availability of time women and men for other daily activities (Karina Batthyány. 2015). 

The methodologies employed were defined by the institutes of statistics of each country: 

INEGI in Mexico, INEI in Peru, and from INEC in Ecuador. The targeted population in 

each is all members of the household over age 12. The three surveys take as reference 

period the previous week.2 

Each of the surveys use a list of pre-coded activities. A limitation is that none of 

them allow for the consideration of simultaneous or “secondary” activities. The 

incorporation of such activities usually increases the total amount of time dedicated to 

household production and is also important in gender comparisons, given that there may 

be gender differences in the ability to carry out, and need for, multitasking (Charlene M. 

Kalenkoski and Gigi Foster 2015, 2016). Thus, the consideration of secondary activities 

could change the conclusions obtained in this paper (Esquivel 2010).3 

                                                 
2 More information on the technical aspects of the surveys, including their coverage and representativeness, can be 
found at the corresponding statistical agencies. 
3 See Esquivel et al. (2008) for a review of the inclusion of simultaneous activities in the diaries, and measurement 
issues of these simultaneous activities. Other methodological issues, such as the inclusion of a time-use survey as a 
module in an ongoing household survey, the use of an activity-diary instead of a task-list classification, the 
consideration of simultaneous activities, or the statistical significance of time use estimates, are described in Esquivel 
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Regarding the comparability of time use surveys in Latin America there is still no 

common standardized classification of activities, among countries as each follows a 

different protocol in the coding of activities, adapting different protocols to their own 

situations. The lists of activities are ICATUS (Clasificación Internacional de 

Actividades para Estadísticas sobre el Uso del Tiempo) in Peru, CMAUT (Clasificación 

Mexicana de Actividades de Uso del Tiempo) for Mexico, and CAUTAL (Clasificación 

de Actividades sobre Uso del Tiempo para América Latina y Caribe) in Ecuador. 

Nonetheless the structure of ICATUS provides the benchmark for CMAUT and 

CAUTAL. Since most of our analysis is based on the comparison of broad 

classifications of activities rather than their detailed disaggregation, we consider that we 

can draw meaningful comparisons across countries. 

For purposes of comparison with prior studies, we restrict our sample to 

individuals between 21 and 65 years of age, who are not students or retirees. We use the 

demographic weights proposed by Lawrence F. Katz and Kevin M. Murphy (1992).4We 

define total work as the sum of the time devoted to paid work, unpaid (domestic) work, 

child care, and other care. It is important to distinguish between unpaid (domestic) 

work, child care, and other care, since, as pointed out by Juan C. Campaña, Jose I. 

Gimenez-Nadal and Jose A. Molina (2016), those women who have a better position in 

the labor market, rather than reduce their time dedicated to the care of children in the 

home, increase it in the three countries. We include a separate category for the care of 

others, given its importance in creating gender differences in time allocation decisions. 

All the time devoted to these different categories is measured in hours per week. Paid 

work includes all the time spent working in the paid sector, including main job, a 

second job where applicable, and overtime, including paid work at home and travel 

allowances, etc. Unpaid domestic work  - henceforth shortened to unpaid work - 

includes any time spent in the preparation of meals, cleaning, laundry, vacuuming, 

maintenance, time spent on the procurement of goods and services, outdoor cleaning 

and vehicle repair, among others. Child care includes all the time spent on child care as 

                                                                                                                                               
(2010). Despite that cross-country differences in unpaid domestic work, child care, and other care may reflect 
methodological differences in terms of instruments, classification schemes, and age groups covered, among others, 
Debbie Budlender (2010) argues that such differences cannot explain away more than a small proportion of the 
differences, and thus comparability across surveys is still valid. 
4 The reference country is Ecuador. See Online Appendix A for further explanation of the demographic weights, and 
see Table A1 for a description of the demographic characteristics of the samples. The demographic weights are used 
to allow for a proportional representation of individuals in the three countries.. 
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a main activity. Other care includes the time devoted to the care of others, which 

includes non-household children, and household and non-household adults.5 

 

Empirical evidence 

Table 1 presents the time devoted to paid work, unpaid work, childcare, other care, and 

total work by men and women in Mexico, Peru, and Ecuador. The difference between 

women and men in the time devoted to the category, and the p-value of the difference 

are shown in the last two columns. A negative difference indicates that women in that 

country devote comparatively more time to this activity than men. The p-value is based 

on a t-test type of equality of means.  

Regarding the time devoted to paid work, there is a gender difference in favor of men 

since they devote 28.95, 27.57, and 27.92 more hours per week in Peru, Mexico, and 

Ecuador, respectively than women to paid work. Regarding the time devoted to unpaid 

work, there is a gender difference of 25.84, 26.44, and 28.92 more hours per week in 

favor of women in Peru, Mexico, and Ecuador, respectively. For child care the gender 

difference in favor of women is 3.78, 4.25 and 5.12 hours per week in Peru, Mexico, 

and Ecuador, respectively. Considering other care women devote 0.99, 0.54, and 1.23 

more hours per week than men in Peru, Mexico, and Ecuador, respectively. Finally, for 

total work, women devote 1.66, 3.67, and 7.34 more hours per week in Peru, Mexico, 

and Ecuador, respectively. Thus, women devote more time to total work than men in the 

three countries. 

 

Gender norms: The World Value Surveys 

To analyze how gender norms influence the distribution of total work, we construct a 

gender norms index to measure the degree of equality that is observed in each country, 

using the data from the World Values Survey (WVS), The WVS consists of nationally 

representative surveys conducted in almost 100 countries with a set of common 

                                                 
5 See Appendix B for a description of all the activities included in each time use category. One important limitation of 
the surveys is that they do not include information on secondary activities, or who else is present during the activity, 
information that has been shown to be important in the computation of the total time spent with children (Sevilla, 
Gimenez-Nadal and Fernandez 2010). A recent estimate by Shira Offer (2014) reveals that only about one-quarter of 
all time with children is spent in direct interaction. 



8 
 

questionnaires. The survey has six waves, and we choose the period 2010-2014, as the 

time use surveys used here correspond to this period. 

To be consistent in our sample selection, we construct the gender norms index using 

individuals between 21 and 65 years of age, who are not students or retired. Given that 

we have information on the geographical location of the individuals, we can match 

responses of respondents from the WVS to respondents of the time use surveys 

according to their region of residence. We utilize five questions from a section of the 

survey concerning opinions regarding the roles of women in society, with the answers to 

these questions scaled as 1 (strongly agree), 2 (agree), 3 (disagree), and 4 (strongly 

disagree). We use the following questions: 1) When a mother works for pay, the 

children suffer; 2) On the whole, men make better political leaders than women do; 3) A 

university education is more important for a boy than for a girl; 4) On the whole men, 

make better business executives than women; 5) Being a housewife is just as fulfilling 

as working for pay. 

In order to combine several questions into one index, we follow the work of Sevilla 

(2010), and Jose M. Fernandez-Crehuet, Jose I. Gimenez-Nadal, and Luisa E. Reyes-

Recio (2016), and use the Principal Component Analysis (PCA) technique. We consider 

all respondents of the WVS in the three countries and apply the PCA technique. From 

this analysis, we extract the first principal component, and from that we use the factor 

loadings as weights for the questions. Hence, the weights assigned to each question are 

0.25 to question (1), 0.55 to question (2), 0.54 to question (3), 0.56 to question (4), and 

0.20 to question (5).6 When we apply these weights to the questions selected, we obtain 

a value for each respondent in the WVS. Table 2 shows the average values obtained for 

each question (attitudes) for both men and women in the three countries.7 Regarding the 

interpretation of the gender norms index, the value 1 corresponds to traditional gender 

norms associated with the “male breadwinner/female housewife” model, and the value 4 

                                                 
6 As robustness checks, we change the way we build the gender norms index to test for the validity of our results. 
Results are shown in Online Appendix Table C8, and are consistent with our main results. It is interesting that, on 
questions 2, 3, and 4, the values for women exceed those for men, suggesting that women are less ‘traditional’ and 
more likely to see women in non-traditional roles than are men. But on questions 1 and 5, which have to do with 
women’s roles, the mean for men exceeds that for women. Thus, it may seem that questions 1 and 5 are related to 
gender roles in a different way than questions 2, 3, and 4. This may explain why the relative weights given to 
questions 1 and 5 are comparatively lower than weights given to questions 2, 3, and 4. Results excluding these 
questions from the gender roles index (Table C8) are consistent with our main results. 
7 The fact that the average values of the attitudes vary between men and women is common even in the most 
egalitarian countries. Arlie R. Hochschild (1989) shows that, although men and women show equal behavior, men are 
more likely than women to embrace traditional values. 
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is related to either neutral or more egalitarian gender norms. Thus, higher values of the 

gender norms index are interpreted as evidence of more egalitarian gender norms. From 

the analysis, it appears that individuals from Ecuador present a higher degree of 

agreement with the statements analyzed, and thus should present less egalitarian gender 

norms compared to individuals from Peru who show a lower agreement with the 

statements. 

Regarding the relationship between the gender norms index, and the gender 

differences in total work, we observe that those countries with higher values of the 

gender norms index present lower values of the gender gap in total work. In fact, when 

at the country level we consider the correlation between the values of the gender gap in 

total work, and the average values of the gender norms index, the correlation coefficient 

is -0.89, showing a negative correlation between the gender norms index and the gender 

gap in total work. However, this raw correlation cannot be interpreted causally, as other 

factors may be affecting the gender gap in total work. 

 

4. Econometric strategy 

We estimate the regressions of the time dedicated to total work using Ordinary Least 

Squares (OLS) models. We estimate the following model: 

 

where  is the time spent in total work by individual “i” in country “k”;  

takes value “1” if respondent “i” in country “k” is female, and “0” otherwise;  is a 

vector of socio-demographic characteristics that includes primary education, university 

education (secondary education as reference), age, age squared, number of household 

members, number of children in the household (aged 0 to 4 years, aged 5 to 12 years, 

aged 13 to 17 years), number of household members aged 70 and over, the presence of a 

partner, the number of men and women participating in the labor market in the 

household, whether the household lives in a rural area or not, and whether the 

respondent is indigenous or not.  represents country-specific factors,  represents 

dummy variables of the countries (with Ecuador as reference), and  is the error term. 

The dummy variable  is included to measure gender differences among 

countries.  indicates that women spend more time in total work than do men. 

Prior studies have shown the importance of controlling for characteristics such as age, 
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education, race or ethnic origin, the size and structure of the household, and the urban or 

rural status of respondents(Jose I. Gimenez-Nadal and Jose A. Molina 2013; Gimenez-

Nadal and Sevilla 2014; Grossbard, Gimenez-Nadal and Molina 2014).8 Country fixed 

effects (ref.: Ecuador) are also included in our regressions to control for unmeasured 

factors that may influence the time devoted by men and women to total work.  

We include specific country-variant factors in order to measure variables that may 

potentially affect the time devoted to total work by individuals. These factors (measured 

over the appropriate three-year period for each country) include: the annual average 

growth rate of GDP per capita, female labor force participation rates, masculinity ratios, 

total fertility rates, and an indicator of the population aged 65 and older in the country. 

Regarding the inclusion of the growth of GDP per capita of the country, Naila Kabeer’s 

(2016) review of prior studies finds quite robust evidence that gender equality has a 

positive impact on economic growth, although findings analyzing the impact of 

economic growth on gender equality are far less consistent. In this sense, economic 

growth may have a positive, negative, or null impact on gender equality. To the extent 

that the gender gap in total work is related to gender equality, we consider it important 

to include the growth rate of GDP per capita in our analysis of the gender gap in total 

work 

The national female labor force participation rate may also be important in 

explaining gender differences in the time devoted to total work if less traditional 

countries have higher female labor force participation rates, encouraging women to 

participate more in the labor market. Such higher participation may add an extra burden 

on them, however adding paid work time to their unpaid and caring responsibilities and 

increasing the gender gap in total work. Nonetheless, it could be that in countries with 

higher female labor force participation rates, women simply substitute paid work time 

for unpaid and care time, and the gender gap in total work remains unchanged. A priori, 

we cannot hypothesize whether the relationship between the gender difference in total 

                                                 
8 See Online Appendix Table C1 for a description of the socio-demographic and household characteristics of 
individuals in the three countries. Online Appendix C (Table C2 and Table C3) shows the time devoted by men and 
women to paid work, unpaid work, child care, other care, and total work, considering whether men and women are in 
a couple (married and cohabiting) or not. We find that gender differences in total work are much greater when 
women do not have a partner in the case of Mexico and Ecuador. Online Appendix C (Table C4 and Table C5) shows 
the time devoted by men and women to the different activities, considering the presence or not of children under 18 in 
the household. The gender differences in total work are accentuated by the presence of children in the home, 
particularly in the case of Ecuador.  
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work and the female labor force participation rate is positive, negative, or null. Gender 

ratios have been found to be an important factor in the value of women in the marriage 

market, and thus an important factor in the determination of the time devoted to market 

and unpaid work (Catalina Amuedo-Dorantes and Shoshana Grossbard 2007; 

Grossbard, Gimenez-Nadal and Molina 2014). In countries where women are relatively 

scarce compared to men, the gender gap in total work is expected to be lower. We 

measure masculinity ratios, defined as the number of men per 100 women in the region 

of residence. 

The number of children is important in determining the time men and women devote 

to total work, as children add child care responsibilities, normally supported by women 

(Peacook, 2003; Esplen, 2009; Gimenez-Nadal and Sevilla 2014). In countries with 

higher fertility rates, the time devoted to total work is expected to be higher, relative to 

countries with lower fertility rates, and it is also expected that higher fertility rates are 

associated with more time in total work for women, given that in these countries child 

care time falls almost entirely on women. Thus, we would expect a positive relationship 

between the total fertility rates and women’s time devoted to total work. Finally, we 

include a measure of the population aged 65 and older in the country of reference. The 

idea is to use a measure of what Budlender (2010) defines as the care dependency ratio, 

an indicator of care demand, defined as the population aged 65 and older as a 

percentage of the total population of the country. In countries with a higher dependency 

ratio, the need for care may be higher, which affects the time devoted to total work by 

women, as care responsibilities fall almost entirely on women. Thus, higher dependency 

ratios may increase the gender gap in total work. 

Table 3 shows average values of the country-level variables. The highest level of 

average annual growth of GDP per capita is for Peru (4.90), as is the highest rate of 

female labor force participation (66.87). Masculinity ratios range from 96.08 in Mexico 

to 100.56 in Peru. Total fertility rates are comparatively higher in Ecuador (2.63), and 

the dependency ratio ranges from 5.67 in Mexico to 6.10 in Peru. When we compute the 

cross-country correlation between the gender gap in total work, and the selected 

country-variant factors, we find that the correlation coefficients are 0.4695, 0.0826, 

0.4385, 0.3615 and 0.3453 for the growth of GDP per capita (annual), female labor 

force participation rates, masculinity ratios, total fertility rates, and population aged 65 
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and older, respectively. Thus, the greatest correlation with the gender gap is the 

relationship between the growth of GDP per capita (annual) and the masculinity ratio. 

 

5. Results  

Column 1 of Table 4 shows the results of the estimation of equation (1), without 

considering country-specific factors, and with men being the reference category. We see 

that  is positive and statistically significant at standard levels, indicating that women 

devote 3.92 more hours per week to these activities controlling only for socio-

demographic and country fixed effects. Columns 2 to 6 of Table 4 introduce the 

country-variant factors described above. While all variables have coefficients that are 

statistically significant, the coefficient measuring gender differences in total work does 

not significantly change in comparison with the results shown in column 1. Thus, while 

cross-country differences may help to explain differences in the time devoted to total 

work for men and women, we still find that women devote more time to total work than 

men. This conclusion does not change when we introduce country-variant factors at the 

same time in the regression (column 7). 

To measure the effect of gender norms, Column 8 of Table 4 shows the results of 

including the gender norms index in the model, and we observe that the gender gap in 

total work is reduced almost by one-third. Specifically, the coefficient goes from 3.91 

hours per week from Column (7) to 2.51 hours per week in column (8). The results in 

column 8 show that the gender norms index is positive and statistically significant, 

indicating that in countries with more egalitarian gender norms, men devote more time 

to total work, and thus the gender gap in total work is reduced. 

Regarding country-variant factors, we find that a higher GDP growth rate, greater 

female labor force participation rate, higher total fertility rate and higher dependency 

ratio, all have a positive relationship with the time devoted to total work. On the 

contrary, higher masculinity ratios have a negative relationship with the time devoted to 

total work in the three countries. 

Since we have time use information for both members of couple, in Table 5 we offer 

an alternative analysis focusing on the gender gap in total work among 

married/partnered men and women. When we pool all the couples together, we observe 

that the gender gap in total work (column (1)), is positive and statistically significant, 
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which indicates that partnered women devote 3.50 more hours per week to total work 

than partnered men. Column (2) shows the results when we include the gender norms 

index, and we observe that the difference in total work between men and women is 

reduced by 1.1 hours per week. Again, the coefficient of the gender norms index is 

positive and statistically significant. 

Most of the studies that have been undertaken by the Latin American statistical 

agencies show major differences in the time use of women who are employed versus 

those who do not participate in the labor market. Thus, the labor force participation of 

women may be important in determining the time devoted to total work, and thus the 

gender gap in total work. When we compare gender gaps in total work according to the 

labor force status of women living in a couple, we find (see Tables C6 and C7 of the 

Online Appendix) that, in couples where both members participate in the labor market, 

men devote less time to total work than do women, while in couples where men are in 

the labor force and women are not, men devote more time to total work than do women. 

Thus, the gender gap in total work depends crucially on the labor status of women. 

Given this evidence, we have carried out the analysis comparing men and women 

living in couple according to their labor market participation. Columns (3) and (5) of 

Table 5 show the results of estimating Equation (1) when we restrict the sample to 

couples where both members are in the labor market (information obtained from self-

reported labor force status and  not by the survey measure of paid work), and to couples 

where men are in the labor force and women are not, respectively. The results described 

in the previous paragraph are confirmed. For the regression comparing couples where 

both members of the couple are in the labor market, we observe that there is a gender 

gap in total work unfavorable to women, as they devote 16.10 more hours per week to 

total work in comparison to men. On the other hand, when we analyze couples where 

men are in the labor force and women are not, men devote 6.92 more hours per week to 

total work. 

When we introduce the gender norms index for these two sub-samples (columns (4) 

and (6) of Table 5), differences in total work between men and women are still 

significant, although their magnitudes are different (e.g., 15.75 hours for couples where 

both members work and -7.69 hours for couples where men are in the labor force and 

women are not). Regarding the results for couples where both members work, the 

difference in the time devoted to total work by women in comparison to men decreases 

by 21 minutes when we include the gender norms index in the regression. Regarding 
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results for couples where men are in the labor force and women are not, the difference 

in the time devoted to total work by men in comparison to women increases by 46 

minutes. In the specific case of working women who devote more time to total work 

than men, gender norms tending to more egalitarian roles help reduce the difference in 

total work. In the specific case of non-working women who devote less time to total 

work than men, gender norms tending to more egalitarian roles of men and women in 

the country seem to add more responsibilities to men regarding total work, which 

contribute to increase the gender gap favoring men in total work. All in all, our results 

point towards gender norms affecting the time men and women devote to total work, 

with more egalitarian gender norms adding responsibilities regarding total work to men. 

 

6. Conclusions 

In this study, we analyze the time allocation decisions of men and women in Mexico, 

Peru, and Ecuador. The results indicate that Ecuador has comparatively larger gender 

differences in the distribution of total work. To explain these gender differentials, we 

examine the influence of gender norms in each country by constructing a gender norms 

index using data from the World Values Survey (WVS). We find that those countries 

with more egalitarian gender norms present smaller gender differences in total 

work. Our results indicate that, when cross-country differences in gender norms are 

taken into account, such differences in gender norms are able to explain part of the 

gender gap in total work. We also find that macroeconomic conditions, such as the GDP 

growth rate, are related to gender inequality in total work, which raises questions about 

the place economic factors such as productivity, improvement of infrastructure, and 

employment policies have in the explanation of economic growth. 

The analysis of the time allocation decisions of individuals is important in order to 

have a more complete view of individual well-being, given the limitations of GDP as a 

measurement of well-being and development (Nancy Folbre 2006). The fact that we 

find that generally women devote more time to total work than men in these countries 

may indicate that women have a lower level of well-being, particularly where both 

members of the couple are in the labor market. Family policies that challenge the 

existing gender structure, such as paternity leave may constitute a good starting-point 

for successfully shifting the household division of labor in a more egalitarian direction. 
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(Ingela Björk 2004). Other strategies that can be used to foster a more egalitarian 

distribution of care activities include the implementation of public care centers (Naila 

Kabeer 2008; Shahra Razavi 2007), cash payments (Razavi 2007), and tax benefits and 

pensions (Daniel M. Gimenez 2005; Esplen, 2009). 

The case of Ecuador, that presents somewhat of a paradox, since our comparative 

analysis shows that it has the largest absolute difference by gender in total work and 

presents relatively less egalitarian gender norms than either Peru or Mexico. These 

results contrast with other studies that show that Ecuador has a relatively gender 

egalitarian distribution of wealth, as around 52 percent of the gross household physical 

wealth is owned by women (Carmen D. Deere, Abena D. Oduro, Hema Swaminathan, 

and Cheryl Doss 2013). Among couples in Ecuador, the majority of major assets are 

owned jointly by the couple, rather than by men individually, and in the case of 

homeownership, joint ownership is more frequent in Ecuador than in other Latin 

American countries with similar marital and inheritance regimes (Carmen D. Deere and 

Jennifer Twyman 2012). This suggests that traditional social norms may not limit 

women’s economic equality in all realms equally, but be particularly persistent in the 

case of unpaid domestic work and child care. 

Our results also raise questions about the relationship between more egalitarian 

social norms and the persistence of intimate partner violence (IPV) against women. 

Sarah Bott, Alessandra Guedes, Mary Goodwin, and Jeniffer A. Mendoza (2012) show 

that Peru has a higher incidence of IPV than Ecuador, and a lower percentage of women 

who consider that wife-beating is justified. On the one hand, this could suggest that the 

questions included in the World Values Survey to measure gender norms are inadequate 

if they do not include questions regarding inegalitarian practices and values that are 

harmful to women. On the other hand, it could also imply that the gender norms index 

which we have constructed is best suited for explaining gender differences in total work 

compared to other indicators of gender inequality, a proposition which requires further 

study. Moreover, women’s share of couple wealth is significantly associated with 

reducing the odds of physical violence against women in Ecuador, but so is the male 

breadwinner model where only the husband is employed compared to where both 

participate in the labor market, although it has a much smaller impact (Abena D. Oduro, 

Carmen D, Deere and Zachary Catanzarite 2015). Thus social norms may trail the gains 

that have been made in women’s economic equality.  
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Another limitation is that our data is a cross-section of individuals, and it does not 

allow us to identify differences in the time devoted to total work, net of (permanent) 

individual heterogeneity in preferences. At present no panels of time-use surveys are 

available. The data at hand also does not allow us to consider issues such as the quality 

or intensity of work. Maria S. Floro and Anant Pichetpongsa (2010) analyze the work 

intensity of Thai workers, and find that women workers experience a higher incidence 

of work intensity, and hence lower quality of life, compared to men. If we were able to 

analyze inequalities in the gender distribution of work, and also differences in how 

individuals experience this time, policy-makers would be able to design more effective 

programs and economic and social policies. Researchers have measured differences in 

daily experiences in the use of time (Kahneman and Krueger 2006; Rachel Connelly 

and Jean Kimmel 2015; Gimenez-Nadal and Molina 2015) in developed countries, 

which could be used as a guide to measure daily experiences in Latin American 

countries. 

The inequality caused by stereotypes and gender roles is deeply rooted in individual 

and social consciousness and is resistant to change, which may make the redistribution 

of paid and unpaid work very difficult (Stephanie Seguino 2007). Inequitable gender 

norms in turn influence men's relationships with their families with far reaching 

implications, for example in the prevention and transmission of sexual diseases, 

contraceptive use, physical violence, parenting, and behavior in health issues (WHO 

2003; Gary Barker 2007). To achieve gender equality, continuous efforts must be made 

to publicize the important role of men in the promotion of gender equality.  This could 

be done through development programs, national and local policy debates, and in 

international forums (Alan Greig, Michael Kimmel, and James Lang 2000). Policies that 

allow women to combine care responsibilities with work seem to promote 

improvements in well-being, and to accelerate the dismantling of stereotypes and 

standards that harm women (Seguino 2007). Furthermore, making men aware of the 

existing problems in gender relations and how these affect their lives, is but a first step 

in challenging gender inequalities (Esplen 2009; Joyce C. Jacobsen 2006). Families, 

educational systems, religious institutions, communities, civil society organizations, 

development agencies and governments must all be involved in this process (Greig, 

Kimmel, and Lang 2000). 
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Table 1. 
Time devoted to paid work, unpaid work, child care, other care, and total work, by 

gender (hours per week) 
  Women Men  
Hours per week Mean SD Mean SD Difference 
Paid work           
Peru 21.09 (24.32) 50.04 (19.91) -28.95*** 
Mexico 20.25 (25.34) 47.81 (23.91) -27.57*** 
Ecuador 
  

20.00 (24.22) 47.92 (16.95) -27.92*** 

Unpaid work     
Peru 39.32 (18.98) 13.48 (11.29) 25.84*** 
Mexico 38.01 (20.29) 11.56 (13.90) 26.44*** 
Ecuador 
  

38.31 (20.48) 9.39 (10.96) 28.92*** 

Child care     
Peru 5.84 (7.98) 2.07 (3.19) 3.78*** 
Mexico 5.92 (8.58) 1.66 (3.56) 4.25*** 
Ecuador 
  

6.76 (8.57) 1.64 (3.59) 5.12*** 

Other care     
Peru 1.63 (4.36) 0.64 (2.27) 0.99*** 
Mexico 1.35 (4.90) 0.81 (3.15) 0.54*** 
Ecuador 
  

1.49 (6.80) 0.27 (1.81) 1.23*** 

Total work     
Peru 67.89 (19.87) 66.23 (17.92) 1.66*** 
Mexico 65.52 (27.34) 61.85 (23.04) 3.67*** 
Ecuador 
  

66.56 (29.15) 59.22 (18.33) 7.34*** 

Observations 31688 27380  
Note: Standard deviations in parentheses. * Significant at the 90% level,** at the 95% level, *** at the 
99% level. Demographic weights by Katz and Murphy (1992),. 
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Table 2.  

Gender norms index by country 

Country Gender norms index Attitudes 1 Attitudes 2 Attitudes 3 Attitudes 4 Attitudes 5 Observations 

  Total Women Men Women Men Women Men Women Men Women Men Women Men Women Men 

Peru 0.09 0.10 0.08 2.66 2.66 3.20 2.91 3.16 3.08 3.22 2.99 2.31 2.31 420 357 

Mexico -0.02 -0.03 -0.01 2.55 2.55 3.03 2.85 3.01 2.91 3.09 2.92 2.30 2.35 790 715 

Ecuador -0.07 -0.07 -0.06 2.11 2.25 3.00 2.79 3.13 2.91 3.09 2.93 2.21 2.29 500 427 

Mean 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.45 2.49 3.06 2.85 3.08 2.95 3.12 2.94 2.28 2.32 1710 1499 
Note: Countries are ordered from more to less egalitarian gender norms according to the average value of the gender norms index Higher values for the attitudes measures indicate more 
egalitarian gender norms.  Attitudes of 1 to 5, correspond to the degree of agreement (with 4 = strongly disagree) to the following questions: (1) When a mother works for pay, the children 
suffer (2) On the whole, men make better political leaders than women do (3) A university education is more important for a boy than for a girl (4) On the whole men make better business 
executives than women (5) Being a housewife is just as fulfilling as working for pay. 
Source: last wave of the World Value Survey  
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Table 3. 

Country-varying factors 
Country GDP Per 

Capita 
Growth 
(average 
annual) 

Female 
labor force 

participation 
rate 

Masculinity 
Ratio 

 

Total 
Fertility rate 

Population 
aged 65 and 

older 

Peru 4.90 66.87 100.56 2.57 6.10 

Mexico 
  

-1.64 42.98 96.08 2.40 5.67 

Ecuador 3.97 54.07 100.41 2.63 6.04 

Note and sources; GDP per capita growth rates and the female labor force participation rate comes from the World 
Bank for Peru and Ecuador and INEGI for Mexico. Total fertility rate information comes from the World Bank for 
Mexico and Ecuador and INEI and World Bank for Peru. Population aged 65 and older information comes from the 
World Bank for Peru and Mexico and INEC for Ecuador. The values correspond to the average of the years 2007, 2008 
and 2009 for Mexico, the average of the years 2008, 2009 and 2010 for Peru and the average of the years 2010, 2011 
and 2012 for Ecuador. The masculinity ratio comes from INEI for Peru, INEGI for Mexico and INEC for Ecuador, The 
values correspond to the average of the years 2005 and 2010 for Mexico, the average of the years 2005 and 2010 for 
Peru and the average of the years 2007 and 2012 for Ecuador.  
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Table 4. 

OLS regressions on the time devoted to total work 
 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 
VARIABLES All All + GDP 

per capita 
growth 

All + 
Female 

labor force 

All + 
Masculinity 

ratio 

All + 
fertility rate 

All + 
population 

65 and older 

All + 
country- 
varying 
factors 

All + gender 
norms index + 

country varying- 
factors  

Woman 3.918*** 3.919*** 3.915*** 3.912*** 3.922*** 3.905*** 3.909*** 2.510*** 
 (0.207) (0.207) (0.207) (0.207) (0.207) (0.207) (0.207) (0.239) 
Primary education -2.597*** -2.615*** -2.563*** -2.585*** -2.626*** -2.654*** -2.645*** -2.583*** 
 (0.281) (0.281) (0.281) (0.281) (0.281) (0.281) (0.281) (0.281) 
University education -1.022*** -1.019*** -1.004*** -1.003*** -1.034*** -1.104*** -1.059*** -1.078*** 
 (0.333) (0.333) (0.333) (0.333) (0.333) (0.333) (0.333) (0.333) 
Age 1.646*** 1.652*** 1.641*** 1.650*** 1.645*** 1.641*** 1.642*** 1.642*** 
 (0.0639) (0.0639) (0.0639) (0.0639) (0.0639) (0.0639) (0.0639) (0.0638) 
Age squared -2.043*** -2.049*** -2.037*** -2.047*** -2.041*** -2.038*** -2.038*** -2.040*** 
 (0.0761) (0.0762) (0.0761) (0.0761) (0.0761) (0.0761) (0.0761) (0.0760) 
No. household members -5.793*** -5.793*** -5.802*** -5.812*** -5.791*** -5.792*** -5.802*** -5.777*** 
 (0.121) (0.121) (0.121) (0.121) (0.121) (0.120) (0.120) (0.120) 
No. children 0-4 8.291*** 8.290*** 8.305*** 8.315*** 8.292*** 8.347*** 8.367*** 8.370*** 
 (0.215) (0.215) (0.215) (0.215) (0.215) (0.214) (0.214) (0.214) 
No. children 5-12 6.784*** 6.780*** 6.796*** 6.797*** 6.777*** 6.841*** 6.847*** 6.829*** 
 (0.165) (0.165) (0.165) (0.165) (0.165) (0.165) (0.165) (0.165) 
No. children 13-17 4.712*** 4.703*** 4.732*** 4.726*** 4.713*** 4.759*** 4.786*** 4.752*** 
 (0.187) (0.187) (0.187) (0.187) (0.187) (0.187) (0.187) (0.186) 
No. elderly 70 or more 2.623*** 2.611*** 2.629*** 2.608*** 2.638*** 2.602*** 2.607*** 2.619*** 
 (0.331) (0.332) (0.331) (0.331) (0.331) (0.331) (0.331) (0.330) 
Presence of partner 1.340*** 1.320*** 1.354*** 1.325*** 1.333*** 1.275*** 1.257*** 1.249*** 
 (0.249) (0.249) (0.249) (0.249) (0.249) (0.249) (0.249) (0.248) 
No. men in labor market 4.844*** 4.843*** 4.849*** 4.856*** 4.854*** 4.872*** 4.882*** 4.901*** 
 (0.186) (0.186) (0.186) (0.186) (0.186) (0.186) (0.186) (0.185) 
No. women in labor market 9.651*** 9.632*** 9.655*** 9.634*** 9.661*** 9.538*** 9.508*** 9.406*** 
 (0.163) (0.163) (0.163) (0.163) (0.163) (0.163) (0.163) (0.163) 
Rural residence 1.820*** 1.816*** 1.851*** 1.825*** 1.761*** 1.846*** 1.884*** 1.568*** 
 (0.229) (0.229) (0.229) (0.229) (0.230) (0.229) (0.231) (0.232) 
Indigenous 3.719*** 3.813*** 3.653*** 3.688*** 3.628*** 3.821*** 3.883*** 3.472*** 
 (0.350) (0.351) (0.351) (0.350) (0.353) (0.350) (0.356) (0.358) 
GDP per capita growth rate  1.142***     4.235*** 3.518*** 
  (0.356)     (0.945) (0.948) 
Female labor force participation   1.267***    4.373*** 3.397*** 
   (0.425)    (0.865) (0.869) 
Masculinity ratio    -0.304***   0.269** 0.127 
    (0.0623)   (0.137) (0.137) 
Fertility rate     1.824***  1.654*** 2.323*** 
     (0.543)  (0.542) (0.546) 
Population aged 65 and older      1.143*** 1.147*** 1.269*** 
      (0.107) (0.107) (0.109) 
Gender norms index        11.96*** 
        (1.069) 
Peru 2.051*** 0.982** -14.15*** 2.105*** 2.050*** 2.635*** -57.31*** -45.19*** 
 (0.284) (0.438) (5.439) (0.284) (0.284) (0.287) (11.86) (11.92) 
Mexico 1.011*** 7.387*** 15.07*** -0.378 1.412*** 2.106*** 75.86*** 60.57*** 
 (0.221) (2.006) (4.714) (0.355) (0.252) (0.239) (14.95) (15.02) 
Constant 33.91*** 29.30*** -34.53 64.42*** 29.16*** 26.47*** -258.2*** -224.2*** 
 (1.305) (1.947) (22.97) (6.386) (1.910) (1.480) (61.74) (61.83) 
R-squared 0.128 0.129 0.129 0.129 0.129 0.130 0.131 0.133 
         
Observations 59,068 59,068 59,068 59,068 59,068 59,068 59,068 59,068 

Note: Robust standard errors in parentheses. *Significant at the 90% level, **at the 95% level, *** at the 99% level. Demographic weights by Katz 
and Murphy (1992), Ecuador is the reference country. 
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Table 5. 
OLS regressions on the time devoted to total work, couples only sample 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 

VARIABLES All couples All couples+ 
gender norms 

index 

Men and 
women 
working 

Men and 
women 

working + 
gender norms 

index 

Men working 
and women 
not working 

Men working 
and women not 

working + 
gender norms 

index 
Woman 3.497*** 2.426*** 16.10*** 15.75*** -6.921*** -7.696*** 
 (0.275) (0.332) (0.429) (0.543) (0.324) (0.380) 
Primary education -2.687*** -2.646*** -1.269** -1.267** -1.817*** -1.775*** 
 (0.406) (0.406) (0.584) (0.584) (0.493) (0.493) 
University education 0.156 0.118 -2.533*** -2.547*** -1.379** -1.401** 
 (0.490) (0.491) (0.634) (0.634) (0.671) (0.672) 
Age 0.753*** 0.757*** 0.411** 0.413** 0.251** 0.256** 
 (0.105) (0.105) (0.177) (0.177) (0.119) (0.119) 
Age squared -1.102*** -1.109*** -0.635*** -0.637*** -0.453*** -0.460*** 
 (0.122) (0.122) (0.205) (0.205) (0.138) (0.138) 
No. household members -4.144*** -4.137*** -0.706** -0.705** -0.797*** -0.802*** 
 (0.205) (0.205) (0.312) (0.312) (0.263) (0.263) 
No. children 0-4 6.248*** 6.261*** 3.510*** 3.510*** 3.317*** 3.336*** 
 (0.329) (0.329) (0.512) (0.512) (0.391) (0.390) 
No. children 5-12 5.310*** 5.300*** 2.065*** 2.062*** 2.451*** 2.454*** 
 (0.252) (0.252) (0.390) (0.390) (0.308) (0.308) 
No. children 13-17 3.418*** 3.406*** 0.147 0.147 0.952*** 0.945*** 
 (0.274) (0.274) (0.414) (0.414) (0.331) (0.331) 
No. elderly 70 or more 5.266*** 5.277*** 2.429* 2.440* 1.531 1.549 
 (0.891) (0.890) (1.377) (1.376) (1.057) (1.056) 
No. men in labor market  4.919*** 4.927*** 0.236 0.243 -0.157 -0.135 
 (0.314) (0.314) (0.479) (0.479) (0.389) (0.389) 
No. women in labor market  8.946*** 8.875*** 0.504 0.489 0.00609 -0.0177 
 (0.246) (0.246) (0.568) (0.568) (0.503) (0.503) 
Rural residence 0.640** 0.430 0.423 0.341 1.196*** 1.046*** 
 (0.318) (0.321) (0.550) (0.559) (0.350) (0.353) 
Indigenous 3.864*** 3.567*** 2.644*** 2.569*** 2.891*** 2.645*** 
 (0.468) (0.472) (0.743) (0.747) (0.545) (0.548) 
GDP per capita growth rate 5.067*** 4.459*** 4.434** 4.273** 4.551*** 4.049*** 
 (1.190) (1.196) (2.035) (2.043) (1.341) (1.347) 
Female labor force participation 4.095*** 3.317*** 5.226*** 5.005*** 2.393* 1.779 
 (1.094) (1.103) (1.809) (1.821) (1.249) (1.259) 
Masculinity ratio 0.440** 0.337* 0.505* 0.476* 0.277 0.193 
 (0.172) (0.173) (0.279) (0.280) (0.199) (0.200) 
Fertility rate 2.197*** 2.751*** -0.980 -0.845 1.226 1.737** 
 (0.669) (0.677) (0.864) (0.865) (0.869) (0.884) 
Population aged 65 and older 1.017*** 1.131*** 0.869*** 0.891*** 0.721*** 0.829*** 
 (0.188) (0.192) (0.293) (0.297) (0.223) (0.231) 
Gender norms index  -8.814***  2.736  6.528*** 
  (1.573)  (2.574)  (1.773) 
Peru -53.42*** -43.76*** -71.96*** -69.26*** -27.27 -19.60 
 (15.01) (15.11) (24.88) (25.02) (17.11) (17.22) 
Mexico 79.28*** 66.82*** 87.86*** 84.40*** 58.44*** 48.47** 
 (18.89) (19.03) (31.66) (31.84) (21.43) (21.58) 
Constant -247.9*** -219.7*** -294.0** -286.6** -124.7 -101.3 
 (77.90) (78.07) (129.2) (129.3) (89.00) (89.16) 
R-squared 0.114 0.115 0.168 0.169 0.082 0.083 
       
Observations 28,274 28,274 10,006 10,006 16,432 16,432 

Note: Robust standard errors in parentheses. *Significant at the 90% level, **at the 95% level, ***at the 99% 
level. Demographic weights by Katz and Murphy (1992), Ecuador is the reference country. 

 
 


