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The effect of gender norms on gender-based sorting across

occupations

Miriam Marcén! and Marina Morales?

'Universidad de Zaragoza, Zaragoza, Spain
2University College London, UK
Abstract

Despite the notable progress that has been made in bridging the gap between women and men in
the world of work, women are still underrepresented in several occupations. In this article, the
effect of gender norms on whether women enter male-dominated occupations is analysed using
differences in gender equality among early-arrival migrants. The variations in gender norms
according to the cultural backgrounds of those migrants by country of origin are exploited to
identify their impact on occupational choices. Using data from the American Community Survey,
it is found that greater gender equality in the country of origin reduces the gender gap in male-
dominated occupations. Suggestive evidence is further shown on the roles of job flexibility and
women’s relative preferences for family-friendly jobs in shaping gender-based sorting across

occupations.
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1. Introduction

Gender equality has yet to be achieved in the world of work, and it is necessary to explore the
reasons for this (Goldin, 2014, 2021). Progress in narrowing the gender gaps in labour market
participation and earnings, especially in developed countries, has slowed or stalled during recent
decades (England et al., 2020; Goldin, 2014, 2021). Long-lasting gender-based sorting across
occupations can partly explain the persistence of the gender differences, accounting for 32.9% of
the US gender wage gap in 2010 (Blau & Kahn, 2017; Perales, 2013). What the observational
evidence reveals is that women are clearly underrepresented in more occupations than men, and
that there have been no substantial changes in this over recent decades. Gender differences in
occupations only fell by 1.1% in the 2000s on a ten-year basis in the US (Blau et al., 2013). Men
still outnumber women by more than 70% in nine of the twenty-five occupational categories listed
by the American Community Survey (ACS), including Computer and Mathematical,
Architecture, Construction, Repair and Transportation occupations, among others (see Figure 1).
This paper aims to unravel the way in which gender norms dissuade women from entering male-

dominated occupations.

The existing literature points to some potential factors preventing the reduction of gender
differences by occupation, but there are open questions. Main explanations for gender differences
refer to attitudes towards risk and competition (DeLeire & Levy, 2004; Flory et al., 2015;
Manning & Saidi, 2010). The extent to which such differentials can explain gender-based sorting
into jobs remains unclear because of the lack of direct measures of risk aversion and the partial
analysis of occupations. Gender norm arguments are based on penalizing those individuals with
a behaviour that differs from the social norm (Akerlof & Kranton, 2000). There is only suggestive
correlational evidence to show the possible importance of gender-equal attitudes in US
occupational segregation at the regional level (Pan, 2015). A detailed analysis of the role of
culture/gender norms is a challenge because of the interrelationships of culture with economic
conditions and institutions, and concerns about reverse causality (Cortes & Pan, 2018). Our work

here fills this gap, at least in part.



To isolate the effect of gender norms, an epidemiological approach is followed in which
the occupational choices of early-arrival first-generation migrants is examined (Fernandez, 2011).
The identification strategy is based on the fact that all these young migrants became adults and
spent most of their lives in the same host country, with the same institutions, laws, and economic
conditions, but differ in their cultural backgrounds on gender norms. Country-of-origin variations
in their occupational choices can then only be attributed to cultural differences, as opposed to
institutional or economic differences. This strategy mitigates reverse causality concerns because
the behaviour of early-arrival first-generation migrants is unlikely to influence the differences in

gender norms among the countries of origin (Nollenberger et al., 2016).

This article estimates whether the probability of breaking gender stereotypes in
occupational choices for each migrant group is explained by measures of gender equality in the
country of origin. To do that, two datasets are merged. The article uses US data on early-arrival
first-generation migrants from the American Community Survey (ACS) for the period 2006-2019
(Ruggles et al., 2021), and the World Economic Forum’s Gender Gap Index to measure gender
equality in a migrant’s country of origin (Blau et al., 2020; Gonzalez & Rodriguez-Planas, 2020;
Nollenberger et al., 2016). It is found that, for early-arrival migrant women, norms in the country
of origin that are more gender equal are associated with a higher probability of being employed
in a male-dominated job. For those women originating from one country of origin, a one standard
deviation increase in the gender equality index is associated with an increase of 20 per cent in the
average proportion of women participating in male occupations relative to men. Our findings are
quite robust to different specifications and samples, and to the inclusion of country of origin
controls. These results suggest that women may increase their representation in male-dominated

occupations through a change in social norms regarding gender equality.

Additionally, the article explores the traits that shape the culture on occupation-related
gender issues. This analysis is based on the idea that a woman may opt not to choose a male
occupation because she has had instilled in her, by her guardians or ethnic community, the

preferred job traits for a woman. Recent research has shown that large workplace time
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requirements explain the underrepresentation of women in some occupations (called greedy jobs)
(Cortes & Pan, 2021; Herr & Wolfram, 2012; Pertold-Gebicka et al., 2021). Thus, a lack of
workplace flexibility to combine career and family could be one of the reasons why more
traditional women are not employed in male-dominated occupations. The article assesses this by
exploring the impact of the following job traits at the country of origin level: (1) gender
composition of the job, (2) hours of work (greedy job), (3) commuting time, and (4) non-standard

schedules.

Moreover, this article pays attention in the analysis to another job trait, remote work,
because, now more than ever as a result of the COVID-19 pandemic, there is an awareness of the
importance of balancing employment and family through remote work (Amuedo-Dorantes et al.,
2022; Kalenkoski & Pabilonia, 2021). Although the work is focused in the pre-COVID era, it is
of interest to understand the extent to which, when women have to undertake houschold
responsibilities, the possibility of remote work is also a trait that shapes the cultural impact on
their occupational choices. This article considers three possible alternative combinations of

teleworking and household/family tasks: (1) child care, (2) housework, and (3) adult care.

The article extends two strands of the literature: research on gender gaps in the world of
work and the labour and cultural literature. First, despite the extensive literature on the
determinants of gender gaps in labour market outcomes (Altonji et al., 2012; DeLeire & Levy,
2004; Gneezy et al., 2003; Goldin & Katz, 2016), the analyses of the factors explaining gender
differences in occupational choices are mostly descriptive. This is especially true for studies of
the importance of social norms/culture on gender-based sorting across occupations, because of
the abovementioned difficulties in measuring culture. The article adds to this literature by
providing a strategy for disentangling the effect of culture from that of institutions or economic
conditions. The findings highlight the importance of gender norms on the gender gap in

occupation segregation.



Secondly, the article contributes to the growing literature exploring the effect of social
norms on socio-economic outcomes. Using methodologies quite similar to that of this article, it
has been shown that migrants from countries where people place less importance on work are
more sensitive to economic conditions than migrants from countries with stronger work norms
(Furtado et al., 2021). Social norms/culture may also explain differences in searching for a job
(Eugster et al., 2017), self-employment, gender commuting gaps, and female labour force
participation (Contreras & Plaza, 2010; Fernandez, 2007; Fernandez & Fogli, 2006, 2009;
Marcén, 2014; Marcén & Morales, 2021). Also related to this research are those studies that
examine the impact of culture on living arrangements (Giuliano, 2007), fertility (Fernandez, 2007;
Fernandez & Fogli, 2006, 2009), divorce (Furtado et al., 2013), the gender division of household
labour (Blau et al., 2020), and the maths, reading and science gender gap (Nollenberger et al.,
2016; Rodriguez-Planas & Nollenberger, 2018). Empirical evidence has been found on how the

importance of job flexibility and family-friendly jobs in the home country shapes the culture.

2. Data

2.1.Sample and gender equality measures

Data from the American Community Survey (ACS) of Integrated Public Use Microdata Series
(IPUMYS) for the period 2006-2019 are used (Ruggles et al., 2021), which coincide temporally
with the availability of the gender norms proxy. The sample consists of first-generation migrants,
aged between 16 and 64 years old, who arrived in the United States when they were aged five or

younger.! The sample is restricted to those individuals who live in identifiable metropolitan areas

! The sample is restricted to heads of household or householders, in order to have just one observation per
household. This does not cause a considerable reduction in the number of women in the sample since
women represent 47% of the total sample. The conclusions are maintained when a sample of heads and
non-heads of household is used (see Table Al in the Appendix). The estimates do not vary substantially
when the age range is changed by using a sample of early-arrival migrants aged between 18 and 50 years
old (see Table A2).



and reported information about their country of origin and occupation.” The main sample consists

of 144,090 observations of early-arrival first-generation migrants, from 107 countries of origin.

The standard sample used in the literature to examine the effect of culture on socio-
economic variables, consisting of second-generation migrants, cannot be used in this analysis
because of the lack of information in the ACS (Fernandez, 2007; Fernandez & Fogli, 2006, 2009;
Giuliano, 2007). However, the use of a sample of early-arrival first-generation migrants satisfies
the requirements of the identification strategy of this article because all these migrants have been
exposed to US conditions while they were growing up, and have different cultural backgrounds
(Furtado et al., 2013). Also, since they were early arrivals (arriving below the age of required
school attendance in the US, which varies from 5 to 8 years old across US states), these migrants

are not likely to have linguistic barriers (Furtado et al., 2013).4

To gauge the gender equality culture in a migrant’s country of origin, the annual national-
level Gender Gap Index (GGI) is used, which is available from 2006 (source: World Economic
Forum, 2021). This index has recently been used in several pieces of research that apply a similar
strategy to that presented here (Nollenberger et al., 2016; Rodriguez-Planas & Nollenberger,
2018). The GGI measures the relative position of women in a society taking into account the gap
between men and women in economic opportunities, economic participation, educational
attainment, political achievements, health and well-being.> The GGI is calculated as the average
of four sub-indexes: Economic Participation and Opportunity, Educational Attainment, Health
and Survival, and Political Empowerment. All the sub-indexes range from zero to one. Larger

values indicate a better position of women in society (see Table B1 for a detailed description).®

2 The sample is limited to those living in an identifiable metropolitan area in order to have the same sample
as in the cultural transmission analysis (see below).

3 Those countries of origin with fewer than 25 observations per country are eliminated, as in prior studies
(Furtado et al., 2013).

4 https://nces.ed.gov/programs/statereform/tab5_1.asp

5 The GGI is not a direct measure of cultural beliefs and preferences. Therefore, cross-country differences
in social outcomes that are not caused by cultural beliefs and preferences can cause bias in the results. To
tackle this possible problem, country of origin fixed effects are included.

® The analysis is extended using each of those sub-indexes individually; see below.
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2.2.Determining the male-dominated occupations

The ACS occupational classification system recorded in the [IPUMS (variable OCC) is used.” This
variable provides information on the person’s primary occupation (the occupation from which he
or she earns the most money or at which they spend the most time). Unemployed people report
information on their most recent occupation.® For those individuals with more than one
occupation, data on the first one listed is considered. A male-dominated occupation is defined for
each year as one in which the percentage of men (over all individuals reporting that occupation)
is greater than 70 per cent.” A national cut-off of 70 per cent is chosen as a conservative threshold
in the main analysis, but the results are robust to the use of other thresholds.'” Considering a
national-level cut-off is a common strategy in the literature (Pope & Sydnor, 2010), but the results

are also robust to the use of state-level cut-offs.!!

Figure 1 presents the percentage of women and men reporting that belong in each
occupational category. There is a clear occupational segregation by gender, with more
occupations in which women are underrepresented. Almost half of the categories are clearly
gender-dominated. Whereas women outnumber men in two occupational categories (Healthcare
Support and Personal Care; Service Occupations), nine occupations are male-dominated
(Management, Business, Science, and Arts; Computer and Mathematical; Architecture and
Engineering; Protective Service; Farming, Fishing, and Forestry; Construction and Extraction;

Extraction Workers; Installation, Maintenance, and Repair; Transportation and Material Moving).

7 The occupations listed by ACS are the following: Management, Business, Science, and Arts; Business
Operations Specialists; Financial Specialists; Computer and Mathematical; Architecture and Engineering;
Life, Physical, and Social Science; Community and Social Services; Legal;, Education, Training, and
Library; Arts, Design, Entertainment, Sports; Healthcare Practitioners and Technical; Healthcare Support;
Protective Service; Food Preparation and Serving; Building and Grounds Cleaning and Maintenance;
Personal Care and Service; Sales and Related; Office and Administrative Support; Farming, Fishing, and
Forestry; Construction and Extraction; Extraction Workers; Installation, Maintenance, and Repair;
Production; Transportation and Material Moving; Military Specific. See
https://usa.ipums.org/usa/volii/occ2018.shtml for a detailed description of each category.

8 The results are robust to the use of a sample of early-arrival migrant workers (see Table A3 in the
Appendix).

? The measure of a male-dominated occupation is similar to that used in the literature for female-
dominated occupations (Pan, 2015).

10'See columns (1) and (2) in Table A4 in the Appendix.

1 See column (3) in Table A4 in the Appendix.



For the rest, there are eight for which women are slightly underrepresented and six with the

number of men slightly below the number of women.

2.3. Summary statistics

Summary statistics by country of origin are reported in Table B2 (see the Appendix). The
countries of origin are ordered from those with the smallest to those with the largest gender gap
in US male-dominated occupations. The gender gap in column (1) is calculated as the difference
between the percentage of early-arrival migrant women and the percentage of early-arrival
migrant men who report a US male-dominated occupation as their main occupation. A negative
gap means that early-arrival migrant men are more strongly represented than early-arrival migrant
women in US male-dominated occupations. The raw data reveal that migrant women (versus
migrant men) are underrepresented in US male-dominated occupations, regardless of their
country of origin. On average, for this sample of early-arrival migrants, migrant men are more
strongly represented than migrant women by 61 percentage points in US male-dominated
occupations, with this varying from just 14 percentage points in the case of migrants from
Barbados to 100 percentage points (zero women participating in male-dominated occupations) in
the case of migrants from the United Arab Emirates. These large differences in the gender gap
across countries of origin cannot be explained by biological differences between women and men,
since these should be similar regardless of the country of origin. Other factors must then be driving

the gender-based sorting in occupations.

The focus here is the analysis of culture/gender norms as determinants of the occupational
segregation by gender. The cultural/gender norms proxy, the GGI, for each country of origin is
shown in column (2) (Table B2). Higher values indicate greater gender equality. This variable
presents a minimum of 0.44 in Afghanistan and a maximum of 0.85 in Iceland, averaging 0.69,
with a standard deviation of 0.06. For ease of comparison, columns (1) and (2) are plotted in

Figure 2. A positive relationship can be observed between them. It can be seen that the greater



the gender equality of the country of origin, the smaller the gender gap in US male-dominated

occupations. This suggestive evidence is not conclusive, and further analysis is needed.

3. Empirical strategy

As mentioned above, an epidemiological approach is followed to capture the effect of cultural
attitudes/gender norms on the choice of male-dominated occupations. The strategy exploits the
variation in the cultural background of the sample of early-arrival first-generation migrants, who
arrived in the US at the age of 5 or below and have grown up (and lived almost their entire life)
in the same US conditions. Under the assumption that culture is transmitted (horizontally and/or
vertically) to migrants by their guardians and/or inside their ethnic community, if gender norms
matter in this setting, it would be expected that differences in the gender equality index across
countries of origin could explain, at least in part, the occupational segregation by gender of the
early-arrival first-generation migrants. Specifically, the following baseline specification is

estimated:

Yijke = Bo + B1Female; + p,(Female; x GGlj) + GGl + X'yt 3 + O + 1 +

+(X'ijke * Female;) By + n(0y * Female;) + ¢(n; » Female;) + 0 + €;ji; (D

where Y;ji; is a dummy variable that takes the value 1 when migrant i of cultural origin ; living
in state k in year ¢ reports a US male-dominated occupation, and 0 otherwise. The variable
Female; is an indicator variable that takes the value 1 if the individual is a women and 0
otherwise. GGI;; is the cultural proxy in the country of origin j in year ¢.'* A higher value of this
index represents more gender-equal social norms. f, is the main coefficient of interest, and
captures the effect of the interaction between the GGIj; and the female indicator.!® 8, is expected

to be positive. This would indicate that more gender-equal attitudes in the country of origin are

12 For the cultural proxy, a contemporaneous measure is used, which is a standard strategy in the literature
(Fernandez & Fogli, 2009; Furtado et al., 2013). The effect of culture is still detected when one measure of
culture by country of origin is included, and country of origin fixed effects are excluded in Section 4.4.

13 Other works use a similar strategy (Nollenberger et al., 2016; Rodriguez-Planas & Nollenberger, 2018).
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associated with a smaller gender-based sorting by occupation in the host country. The vector Xjju
includes a set of individual characteristics of respondent i (Cortes & Pan, 2018). The individual-
level controls include age, educational level (college or not), race (white or not), living with a
married or unmarried partner, and the presence of children under 6 years old in the household (see
Table B3 in the Appendix for a detailed description).'* These individual characteristics are also
interacted with the female indicator. §; represents the state fixed effects, and picks up unobserved
characteristics of the place of residence.!® To control for the characteristics of the country of origin

that may be related to gender roles, country of origin fixed effects, 1;, are introduced, while, to

capture time-variant unobserved characteristics, year fixed effects, 6;, are added. The state and
country of origin fixed effects are interacted with the female indicator to take into consideration
variations in the gender gaps in occupations in the state and the country of origin that may arise
from differentials across states and countries in institutional channels. Standard errors are
clustered at the country of origin level to account for any within-ethnicity correlation in the error

terms.'¢

To convince readers that the equation above is indeed estimating the effect of
culture/gender norms, the analysis is extended to examine the transmission of culture and the
possible factors shaping culture, using the job traits of flexibility and family-friendly

characteristics; see subsections 4.2 to 4.4.

4. Results

4.1.Do cultural differences play a role?

Table 1 shows the coefficients for the main specification after estimating Equation (1).!” On

average, migrant women are 30 percentage points less likely to be employed in US male-

14 The set of socio-demographic characteristics is enlarged by including job controls and the results are
unchanged. See the results below.

15 The analysis was re-run replacing the state fixed effects with Metropolitan Statistical Areas (MSA) fixed
effects, and no substantial differences were found (see Table AS in the Appendix).

16 All the estimates were repeated with/without weights and clusters. The results do not vary.

17 Table A6 in the Appendix shows all estimated coefficients included in Table 1.
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dominated jobs than migrant men, see column (1). Once the cultural proxy is introduced in the
next two columns ((2) and (3)) jointly with its interaction with the female indicator, the role of
culture in explaining the male-dominated occupational choice of early-arrival first-generation
migrant women relative to men is captured. As can be seen in all the specifications, the estimated
coefficient for the interaction term is positive and statistically significant, suggesting that the
gender gap in occupational segregation is smaller among those originating from more gender-
equal countries. Focusing on the preferred specification reported in column (3), which also
includes individual controls, it is found that for those women originating from a typical country
of origin, a one standard deviation increase in the gender equality index is associated with an
increase of 20 per cent in the average proportion of women participating in US male occupations
relative to men.'® These results are maintained after adding job controls in column (4) (Cha, 2013).
Specifically, the logarithm of the weekly work hours, and the commuting time to/from work, are
controlled for. Since the inclusion of some of the job controls could generate concerns because
they are potentially related to the gender equality culture, the remaining analysis is run without
them. In any case, it is reassuring that the results do not change in all the robustness tests presented
here. All in all, these findings answer the main research question, and suggest that traditional

gender norms may dissuade women from entering male-dominated jobs.
4.2. The transmission of culture

This subsection explores the horizontal transmission of culture, which is necessary for the
identification strategy. Two main ways for the transmission of preferences and beliefs have been
considered in the existing literature: vertical transmission, through parents/guardians who instil
values in their children; and horizontal transmission, through neighbours, friends, and the ethnic

community in which a migrant resides (Schmitz & Spiess, 2022). Unfortunately, the vertical

18 With the typical country of origin having a GGI of 0.69 (Avg. GGI) and the one-standard deviation of
the GGI being equal to 0.06 (S.D. GGI), this is calculated as follows: (0.69x0.782 (Coef. Female x
GGI))/0.843 (Coef. Female)=0.64 (64%) and ((0.69+0.06(S.D. GGI))x0.782 (Coef. Female x GGI))/0.843
(Coef. Female)=0.696 (almost 70%). The difference between the two represents almost 20% of the average
proportion of women participating in US male occupations (D.V.) (0.696-0.64)/0.28 (Avg. D.V.)=0.199
(or 20%).
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transmission of culture cannot be examined here because there is no information on guardians’
characteristics in the ACS (Furtado et al., 2013). What can be analysed is horizontal transmission,
by exploring whether a migrant’s sensitivity to their home country GGI varies depending on
whether they live in a predominantly same-ethnicity area (Furtado et al., 2013). If culture is
transmitted horizontally, a higher cultural impact should be detected among those migrants with
a greater exposure to the cultural norms of the home country. As in the prior literature, the
proportion of individuals from the same country of origin in each metropolitan statistical area
(MSA) is measured (Rodriguez-Planas & Nollenberger, 2018). ' Then, the main analysis is re-
estimated by dividing the sample into those who are above and those who are below the average
concentration of individuals with the same country of origin. The estimates are reported in
columns (1) and (2) of Table 2. It can be seen that the effect of culture on the probability of women
reporting that they have a US male-dominated job relative to men is larger for early-arrival first-
generation migrants living in MSAs with a high concentration of individuals from the same
country of origin (above the mean) than it is for those living in MSAs with a low concentration
(below the mean). This can be interpreted as suggestive evidence on the existence of the

horizontal transmission of culture.

Additionally, a separate analysis is run for those living with a partner from the same home
country and those living with a partner who is not (see columns (3) and (4)). Again, if there is a
peer effect, a stronger impact of gender norms among those whose cultural values are reinforced
through the presence of a partner in the household from the same home country should be found.
As expected, the results point to a larger effect of gender norms among those exposed to a stronger

cultural environment at home, which reinforces the previous findings.

4.3.Channels shaping culture in the country of origin

This study further explores which GGI factors shape the gender norms in the home country that

have an effect on occupational choices in the host country. The World Economic Forum provides

19 The population threshold to be classified as an MSA is 100,000 inhabitants.
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rich information that allows an examination of different aspects of culture. The estimates are re-
run but with the cultural proxy, the GGI, replaced by each of the four sub-indexes that defined
the GGI, taken separately: the Gender Gap Educational Attainment Sub-index, the Gender Gap
Economic Participation and Opportunity Sub-index, the Global Gender Gap Health and Survival
Sub-index, and the Gender Gap Political Empowerment Sub-index. The estimated coefficients
are in Table 3. The results suggest that the beliefs transmitted to early-arrival first-generation
migrants regarding women’s political empowerment and economic participation appear to be
driving the reluctance of women to enter US male-dominated occupations. These findings are
expected, since economic participation and political empowerment may capture some
independent cultural preferences about the role of women in the labour market (Rodriguez-Planas

& Nollenberger, 2018).

4.4. Mechanisms: work flexibility to reach family—work balance

A thorough exploration has been made into which aspects related to the labour market in the home
country can be responsible for gender-based sorting in occupations. As women traditionally
assume greater household labour and childcare responsibilities, they may tend to choose
occupations that offer a better work—family balance (Goldin & Katz, 2016), with job flexibility
being positively valued by one-third of women (Flabbi & Moro, 2012). Women’s preference for
working fewer hours or having part-time vs full-time jobs and shorter commutes can also be
related to the employment/family balance and their occupational choice (Cha, 2013; Cortes &

Pan, 2018).

To explore this issue, the cross-country variation in women’s representation in
occupations with workplace time requirements is exploited using data from the Multinational
Time Use Study (MTUS) (Fisher et al., 2019). Merging the MTUS information with the sample
of early-arrival migrants in the US allows an estimation of the impact of several job traits in the

country of origin on the choices of occupation among the sample of early-arrival migrants,
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mitigating endogeneity concerns.”’ The job traits considered are: (1) the gender composition of
the occupation; (2) the hours of work, (3) the commuting time, and (4) non-standard schedules.?!
The results are presented in Table 4. As can be seen, the higher the proportion of women in jobs
with any of those four job traits in a country of origin, the higher the probability that early-arrival
migrant women from that country, over men, will choose a US male-dominated job. Thus,
improvements in any of these traits could attract more women to male-dominated jobs, which
would ultimately lead to a change in the gender roles associated with those occupations (Pan,

2015).

Particular attention is now given to a job trait that more easily allows women to combine
household responsibilities and employment: the availability of remote work (Powell & Craig,
2015). The MTUS contains information on work flexibility through the ability to telework, and
also on the time spent on childcare, housework, and adult care. Using this information, the extent
to which the possibility of remote work for women who have to undertake household
responsibilities is also an influence on women’s occupational choices can be studied. Table 5
displays the results. The cultural proxy in columns (1) to (3) measures the proportion of women
teleworking in a male occupation and reporting spending some time on childcare, housework, and
adult care, respectively. As before, by focusing on the interaction term, the findings point to
achieving work flexibility through teleworking as a potential channel through which gender

equality in occupational choices can be reached.

5. Conclusions

20 The variation in the sample size is due to the availability of information on the countries of origin in
MTUS. Out of the 107 countries of origin the MTUS provides data on the following seven countries of
origin: Austria, Bulgaria, Canada, France, Hungary, Italy, Spain.

21 An occupation is considered to require long work hours (commutes) if the average time reported by all
women in that occupation is over the average work (commuting) time for women in all occupations in that
country. Similarly, an occupation requires non-standard work schedules if the proportion of women
working during non-standard hours in an occupation is over the national average for all women in all
occupations (see Table B4 in the Appendix for a detailed description).
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To make progress again in the movement towards gender equality in the world of work, a
substantial cultural change in the occupational segregation by gender is surely required since, as
is shown here, culture/gender norms matter in occupational choices. To our knowledge, this study
is the first to identify a clear link between culture and occupational choices without reverse
causality concerns. The article supplements the literature on gender differences in occupational
choices by investigating how gender norms put women off male-dominated jobs, and how cultural

change may be fostered.

An epidemiological approach is followed to disentangle the effect of culture from the
effect of markets and economic conditions, through merging individual-level data from the ACS
on early-arrival migrants with the GGI (which avoids reverse causality). It is observed that early-
arrival migrant women are underrepresented in US male-dominated occupations, and that they
seem to be daunted by gender norms since the probability of choosing US male-dominated jobs
of women, over men, originating from more gender-equal countries is greater than the probability
of those from less gender-equal countries. A supplementary analysis identifies possible peer

effects in the transmission of these gender norms.

This article further explores the social factors that are shaping gender norms, which can
shed some light on policies to address the remaining labour market gaps. One of the main reasons
why women are traditionally not employed in male jobs may be their demand for work flexibility
to allow them to combine career/employment and family. Male jobs may require employees to
put in long hours of work, undertake long commutes, and work at non-standard times, which
makes that combination difficult. Utilizing supplementary data from MTUS, the article shows
that culture operates through the workplace time requirements mentioned above, and that work
flexibility may be a key factor in boosting cultural change. Overall, the results partly explain why
women are reluctant to enter male occupations, and suggest that policies attempting to increase
workplace flexibility to enable a career—family balance may prove to be decisive in changing

gender norms and therefore achieving gender equality in the labour market.
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Figure 1: Percentage of females and males by occupation

Management, Business, Science, and Art
Business Operations Specialists
Financial Specialists
Computer and Mathematical
Architecture and Engineering
Life, Physical, and Social Science
Community and Social Services|
Legal
Education, Training, and Libra
Arts, Design, Entertainment, Sports and Media
Healthcare Practitioners and Technica
Healthcare Support
Protective Service
Food Preparation and Serving
Building and Grounds Cleaning and Maintenancd
Personal Care and Service
Sales
Office and Administrative Support]
Farming, Fishing, and Forestry|
Construction and Extraction
Extraction Workers
Installation, Maintenance, and Repai
Production
Transportation and Material Moving
Military Specific

T
0 20 40 60 80 100
N \Vales (%) M Females (%)

Note: Data come from the American Community Survey (ACS) of Integrated Public Use Microdata Series (IPUMS)
for the period 2006-2019. This figure shows the average percentage of females and males by occupation over the total

number of individuals in each occupation during the analysed period. The percentages are calculated by occupation
and year.
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Figure 2: The relationship between the gender gap in US male-dominated occupations and
the Gender Gap Index (GGI) by country of origin
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Note: This figure displays the average gender gap for early-arrival migrants in US male-dominated jobs and the measure
of culture in the country of origin. The gender gap is calculated as the percentage of women minus the percentage of
men working in US male-dominated occupations.
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Table 1: Main results

Dependent variable: Working in a US male occupation (1) 2) 3) 4)
Female -0.305%**  _0.905%**  _(.843%**  -(),938***
(0.018) (0.079) (0.077) (0.085)
GGI x Female 0.814%%* () 782%k% (), 739%**
(0.122) (0.124) (0.122)
GGI -0.170 -0.149 -0.088
(0.151) (0.160) (0.147)
Year FE Yes Yes Yes Yes
Country of origin FE Yes Yes Yes Yes
State FE Yes Yes Yes Yes
State FE x Female No Yes Yes Yes
Country of origin FE x Female No Yes Yes Yes
Individual controls No No Yes Yes
Job controls No No No Yes
Observations 144,090 144,090 144,090 118,123
R-squared 0.147 0.152 0.153 0.156
D.V. Mean 0.28 0.28 0.28 0.29
D.V. Std. Dev. 0.45 0.45 0.45 0.45
GGI Std. Dev. 0.06 0.06 0.06

Notes: The sample in all columns is early-arrival migrants living in the US aged between 16 and 64 years old who
reported their occupation and country of origin. Equation (1) is estimated. All regressions include a constant. The
estimates in columns (3) and (4) include demographic controls for age, educational level (college or not), race (white
or not), living with a married or unmarried partner, and the presence of children under 6 years old in the household (see
Table B3 for a detailed description). Job characteristics are also controlled for in column (4). Controls are included for
commuting time and the logarithm of weekly work hours. These individual characteristics are also interacted with the
female indicator. The variation in the sample size is due to the lack of availability of some of these controls for all
individuals in our sample. Estimates are weighted. Robust standard errors are clustered at the state level and reported
in parentheses. *** Significant at the 1% level, ** Significant at the 5% level, * Significant at the 10% level.
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Table 2: Transmission of culture

) 2 3 “4)
Dependent variable: Working in a US male Concentra'tic')n Concentra.ti(.)n Same- Different-
occupation same-ethnicity same-ethnicity ethnicity ethnicity
above the below the
mean mean partner partner
Female -0.91 1#** -0.824%** -1.207%*** -0.810%**
(0.112) 0.131) (0.147) (0.122)
GGI x Female 0.854%** 0.683%** 1.021%** 0.735%**
(0.203) (0.162) (0.119) (0.185)
GGI 0.222%* -0.319* -0.424 -0.117
(0.127) (0.169) (0.258) (0.207)
Year FE Yes Yes Yes Yes
Country of origin FE Yes Yes Yes Yes
State FE Yes Yes Yes Yes
State FE x Female Yes Yes Yes Yes
Country of origin FE x Female Yes Yes Yes Yes
Individual controls Yes Yes Yes Yes
Observations 50,277 93,813 19,457 124,633
R-squared 0.178 0.140 0.216 0.145
D.V. Mean 0.29 0.27 0.31 0.28
D.V. Std. Dev. 0.46 0.44 0.46 0.45
GGI Std. Dev. 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.06

Notes: The sample in all columns is early-arrival migrants living in the US aged between 16 and 64 years old who
reported their occupation and country of origin. Equation (1) is estimated. All regressions include a constant, and
demographic controls for age, educational level (college or not), race (white or not), living with a married or unmarried
partner, and the presence of children under 6 years old in the household (see Table B3 in the Appendix for a detailed
description). The control for the presence of a partner is excluded in columns (3) and (4) for obvious reasons. These
individual characteristics are also interacted with the female indicator. Estimates are weighted. Robust standard errors
are clustered at the state level and reported in parentheses. *** Significant at the 1% level, ** Significant at the 5%
level, * Significant at the 10% level.
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Table 3: Channels shaping culture in the country of origin

Dependent variable: Working in a US male occupation (1) 2) 3) 4)
Female -0.324%*%*  _0.607***  -0.088 1.957*
(0.036) (0.079) (0.326)  (1.064)
GGI Pol. Emp. x Female 0.258***
(0.044)
GGI Pol. Emp. -0.115
(0.070)
GGI Ec. Opp. x Female 0.447***
(0.116)
GGI Ec. Opp. 0.018
(0.071)
GGI Educ. x Female -0.184
(0.299)
GGI Educ. 0.213
(0.218)
GGI Health x Female -2.285%*
(1.069)
GGI Health 2.056**
(0.910)
Year FE Yes Yes Yes Yes
Country of origin FE Yes Yes Yes Yes
State FE Yes Yes Yes Yes
State FE x Female Yes Yes Yes Yes
Country of origin FE x Female Yes Yes Yes Yes
Observations 144,090 144,090 144,090 144,090
R-squared 0.153 0.153 0.153 0.153
D.V. Mean 0.28 0.28 0.28 0.28
D.V. Std. Dev. 0.45 0.45 0.45 0.45
GGI subindex Std. Dev. 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.06

Notes: The sample in all columns is early-arrival migrants living in the US aged between 16 and 64 years old who
reported their occupation and country of origin. Equation (1) is estimated. All regressions include a constant, and
demographic controls for age, educational level (college or not), race (white or not), living with a married or unmarried
partner, and the presence of children under 6 years old in the household (see Table B3 for a detailed description). These
individual characteristics are also interacted with the female indicator. Estimates are weighted. Robust standard errors
are clustered at the state level and reported in parentheses. *** Significant at the 1% level, ** Significant at the 5%
level, * Significant at the 10% level.
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Table 4: Labour market factors shaping culture in the country of origin: The role of
women’s relative preference for a family-friendly job

Dependent variable: Working in a US male occupation 8 2) 3) 4)
Female -0.286%*%  -0.333%%*  _(0.333*%* -0.346%**
(0.078) (0.080) (0.095) (0.053)
Prop. of females in a male occ in the home country x Female 0.068***
(0.011)
Prop. of females in a male occ in the home country -0.008
(0.012)
Prop. of females in jobs requiring long work hours x Female 0.107***
(0.013)
Prop. of females in jobs requiring long work hours -0.017
(0.019)
Prop. of females in jobs with non-standard schedules x Female 0.128%**
(0.049)
Prop. of females in jobs with non-standard schedules 0.006
(0.026)
Prop. of females in jobs requiring long commutes x Female 0.065%**
(0.008)
Prop. of females in jobs requiring long commutes ~0.029%*
(0.014)
Year FE Yes Yes Yes Yes
Country of origin FE No No No No
State FE Yes Yes Yes Yes
State FE x Female Yes Yes Yes Yes
Country of origin FE x Female No No No No
Individual controls Yes Yes Yes Yes
Observations 17,844 17,844 17,844 17,185
R-squared 0.153 0.153 0.153 0.153
D.V. Mean 0.29 0.29 0.29 0.29
D.V. Std. Dev. 0.45 0.45 0.45 0.45
Home-country measure Std. Dev. 0.22 0.13 0.12 0.18

Notes: The sample in all columns is early-arrival migrants living in the US aged between 16 and 64 years old who
reported their occupation and country of origin. All regressions include a constant, and demographic controls for age,
educational level (college or not), race (white or not), living with a married or unmarried partner, and the presence of
children under 6 years old in the household (see Table B3 for a detailed description). These individual characteristics
are also interacted with the female indicator. The variation in the sample size is due to the lack of availability of MTUS
data. Estimates are weighted. Robust standard errors are clustered at the state level and reported in parentheses. ***
Significant at the 1% level, ** Significant at the 5% level, * Significant at the 10% level.
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Table 5: Mechanisms: work flexibility as a key factor for cultural change

Dependent variable: Working in a US male

occupation M ) A)

Female -0.336%** -0.33 5% -0.334%*x*
(0.055) (0.054) (0.054)

Prop. of females teleworking in a male occ

and spending time in childcare in the home 0.079***

country X Female (0.011)

Prop. of females teleworking in a male occ

and spending time in childcare in the home -0.012

country (0.015)

Prop. of females teleworking in a male occ

and spending time in housework in the 0.078***

home country x Female (0.010)

Prop. of females teleworking in a male occ

and spending time in housework in the -0.010

home country (0.014)

Prop. of females teleworking in a male occ

and spending time in adult care in the home 0.093***

country x Female® (0.011)

Prop. of females teleworking in a male occ

and spending time in adult care in the home -0.007

country (0.016)

Year FE Yes Yes Yes

Country of origin FE No No No

State FE Yes Yes Yes

State FE x Female Yes Yes Yes

Country of origin FE x Female No No No

Individual controls Yes Yes Yes

Observations 17,185 17,185 17,185

R-squared 0.153 0.153 0.153

D.V. Std. Dev. 0.46 044 0.46

GGI Std. Dev. 0.22 0.22 0.23

Notes: The sample in all columns is early-arrival migrants living in the US aged between 16 and 64 years old who
reported their occupation and country of origin. All regressions include a constant, and demographic controls for age,
educational level (college or not), race (white or not), living with a married or unmarried partner, and the presence of
children under 6 years old in the household (see Table B3 for a detailed description). The control for the presence of a
partner is excluded in columns (3) and (4) for obvious reasons. These individual characteristics are also interacted with
the female indicator. The variation in the sample size is due to the lack of availability of MTUS data. Estimates are
weighted. Robust standard errors are clustered at the state level and reported in parentheses. *** Significant at the 1%
level, ** Significant at the 5% level, * Significant at the 10% level.
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Supplementary Material (Not for publication)

Appendix A
Table Al: Robustness Check #1: Main results using a sample of heads and non-heads of
household
Dependent variable: Working in a US male occupation (1) 2) 3) 4)
Female -0.292%%*  .(0.424*%*  .(0.418%**  -(.597***
(0.020) (0.064) (0.069) (0.064)

GGI x Female 0.230** 0.228** 0.225*

(0.095) (0.094) (0.116)
GGI -0.257%%%  _(0.248***  .(0.205%*

(0.082)  (0.079)  (0.088)
Year FE Yes Yes Yes Yes
Country of origin FE Yes Yes Yes Yes
State FE Yes Yes Yes Yes
State FE x Female No Yes Yes Yes
Country of origin FE x Female No Yes Yes Yes
Individual controls No No Yes Yes
Job controls No No No Yes
Observations 224,898 224,898 224,898 181,448
R-squared 0.137 0.143 0.145 0.147
D.V. Mean 0.21 0.21 0.21 0.22
D.V. Std. Dev. 0.40 0.40 0.40 0.41
GGI Std. Dev. 0.06 0.06 0.06

Notes: The sample in all columns is early-arrival migrants living in the US aged between 16 and 64 years old who
reported their occupation and country of origin Equation (1) is estimated. All regressions include a constant. The
estimates in columns (3) and (4) include demographic controls for age, educational level (college or not), race (white
or not), living with a married or unmarried partner, and the presence of children under 6 years old in the household (see
Table B3 in the Appendix for a detailed description). Job characteristics are also controlled for in column (4). Controls
are included for commuting time and the logarithm of weekly work hours. These individual characteristics are also
interacted with the female indicator. The variation in the sample size is due to the lack of availability of some of this
controls for all individuals in our sample. Estimates are weighted. Robust standard errors are clustered at the state level
and reported in parentheses. *** Significant at the 1% level, ** Significant at the 5% level, * Significant at the 10%
level.



Table A2: Robustness Check #2: Main results using a sample of early-arrival migrants

aged 18-50 years old

Dependent variable: Working in a US male occupation 1) 2) 3) 4
Female -0.309%**  -0.861*** 0. 775%*%*  -(0.855%**
(0.020) (0.081) (0.078) (0.088)
GGI x Female 0.750%** 0.717%** 0.665%**
(0.110) (0.109) (0.116)
GGI -0.163 -0.145 -0.079
(0.135) (0.135) (0.128)
Year FE Yes Yes Yes Yes
Country of origin FE Yes Yes Yes Yes
State FE Yes Yes Yes Yes
State FE x Female No Yes Yes Yes
Country of origin FE x Female No Yes Yes Yes
Individual controls No No Yes Yes
Job controls No No No Yes
Observations 106,904 106,904 106,904 89,462
R-squared 0.151 0.157 0.159 0.161
D.V. Mean 0.28 0.28 0.28 0.29
D.V. Std. Dev. 0.45 0.45 0.45 0.45
GGI Std. Dev. 0.06 0.06 0.06

Notes: The sample in all columns is early-arrival migrants living in the US aged between 18 and 50 years old who

reported their occupation and country of origin. Equation (1) is estimated. All regressions include a constant. The

estimates in columns (3) and (4) include demographic controls for age, educational level (college or not), race (white
or not), living with a married or unmarried partner, and the presence of children under 6 years old in the household (see

Table B3 for a detailed description). Job characteristics are also controlled for in column (4). Controls are included for

commuting time and the logarithm of weekly work hours. These individual characteristics are also interacted with the
female indicator. The variation in the sample size is due to the lack of availability of some of these controls for all
individuals in our sample. Estimates are weighted. Robust standard errors are clustered at the state level and reported
in parentheses. *** Significant at the 1% level, ** Significant at the 5% level, * Significant at the 10% level.



Table A3: Robustness Check #2: Main results using a sample of early-arrival migrant

workers
Dependent variable: Working in a US male occupation 1) 2) 3) “
Female -0.303***  0.853***  _(.800***  -(0.937***
(0.018) (0.084) (0.079) (0.085)
GGI x Female 0.756%** 0.710%** 0.737%**
(0.130) (0.132) (0.122)
GGI -0.073 -0.048 -0.088
(0.152) (0.160) (0.147)
Year FE Yes Yes Yes Yes
Country of origin FE Yes Yes Yes Yes
State FE Yes Yes Yes Yes
State FE x Female No Yes Yes Yes
Country of origin FE x Female No Yes Yes Yes
Individual controls No No Yes Yes
Job controls No No No Yes
Observations 127,052 127,052 127,052 118,102
R-squared 0.145 0.150 0.151 0.156
D.V. Mean 0.28 0.28 0.28 0.29
D.V. Std. Dev. 0.45 0.45 0.45 0.45
GGI Std. Dev. 0.06 0.06 0.06

Notes: The sample in all columns is early-arrival migrant workers living in the US aged between 16 and 64 years old
who reported their occupation and country of origin. Equation (1) is estimated. All regressions include a constant. The
estimates in columns (3) and (4) include demographic controls for age, educational level (college or not), race (white
or not), living with a married or unmarried partner, and the presence of children under 6 years old in the household (see
Table B3 for a detailed description). Job characteristics are also controlled for in column (4). Controls are included for
commuting time and the logarithm of weekly work hours. These individual characteristics are also interacted with the
female indicator. The variation in the sample size is due to the lack of availability of some of these controls for all
individuals in our sample. Estimates are weighted. Robust standard errors are clustered at the state level and reported
in parentheses. *** Significant at the 1% level, ** Significant at the 5% level, * Significant at the 10% level.



Table A4: Robustness Check #2: Using other thresholds

Dependent variable: Working in a US (1) . 2) . @
male occupation 90 per cent national 80 per cent national 70 per cent state
threshold threshold threshold
Female -0.286%** -0.426%** -0.783%**
(0.042) (0.075) (0.076)
GGI x Female 0.247%** 0.252%* 0.609***
(0.092) (0.110) (0.115)
GGI -0.028 -0.182* -0.386**
(0.064) (0.104) (0.148)
Year FE Yes Yes Yes
Country of origin FE Yes Yes Yes
State FE Yes Yes Yes
State FE x Female Yes Yes Yes
Country of origin FE x Female Yes Yes Yes
Individual controls Yes Yes Yes
Observations 144,090 144,090 144,090
R-squared 0.094 0.125 0.163
D.V. Mean 0.07 0.20 0.31
D.V. Std. Dev. 0.26 0.40 0.46
GGI Std. Dev. 0.03 0.04 0.05

Notes: The sample in all columns is early-arrival migrants living in the US aged between 16 and 64 years old who
reported their occupation and country of origin. Estimates are weighted. Robust standard errors are clustered at the state
level and reported in parentheses. *** Significant at the 1% level, ** Significant at the 5% level, * Significant at the
10% level.



Table AS: Robustness Check #3: Including MSA fixed effects

Dependent variable: Working in a US male occupation 1) 2) 3) 4
Female -0.305%**  -0.688%**  -(0.632%** (. 707***
(0.018) (0.088) (0.085) (0.100)
GGI x Female 0.798*** (. 765%** (), 729%**
(0.123) (0.126) (0.121)
GGI -0.167 -0.146 -0.082
(0.155) (0.164) (0.150)
Year FE Yes Yes Yes Yes
Country of origin FE Yes Yes Yes Yes
MSA FE Yes Yes Yes Yes
MSA FE x Female No Yes Yes Yes
Country of origin FE x Female No Yes Yes Yes
Individual controls No No Yes Yes
Job controls No No No Yes
Observations 144,090 144,090 144,090 117,994
R-squared 0.150 0.157 0.158 0.162
D.V. Mean 0.21 0.21 0.21 0.22
D.V. Std. Dev. 0.40 0.40 0.40 0.41
GGI Std. Dev. 0.06 0.06 0.06

Notes: The sample in all columns is early-arrival migrants living in the US aged between 16 and 64 years old who
reported their occupation and country of origin. Equation (1) is estimated. All regressions include a constant. The
estimates in columns (3) and (4) include demographic controls for age, educational level (college or not), race (white
or not), living with a married or unmarried partner, and the presence of children under 6 years old in the household (see
Table B3 for a detailed description). Job characteristics are also controlled for in column (4). Controls are included for
commuting time and the logarithm of weekly work hours. These individual characteristics are also interacted with the
female indicator. The variation in the sample size is due to the lack of availability of some of these controls for all
individuals in our sample. Estimates are weighted. Robust standard errors are clustered at the state level and reported
in parentheses. *** Significant at the 1% level, ** Significant at the 5% level, * Significant at the 10% level.



Table A6: Main results showing all coefficients

Dependent variable: Working in a US male occupation (1) 2) 3) 4)
Female -0.305%**  0.905%**  _(.843%**k*k () 93Q***
0.018)  (0.079)  (0.077)  (0.085)
GGI x Female 0.814%*%x (0 782%** (), 739%**
0.122)  (0.124)  (0.122)
GGI -0.170 -0.149 -0.088
(0.151)  (0.160)  (0.147)
Age 0.001* 0.000
(0.000) (0.000)
Age x Female -0.000 0.000
(0.000) (0.000)
College 0.022 0.025
(0.014) 0.017)
College x Female -0.045%**  -0.048%***
(0.014) (0.016)
White 0.001 0.002
(0.009)  (0.011)
White x Female 0.000 0.002
(0.012) (0.013)
Partner present in the HH 0.028***  0.020%*
(0.008) (0.008)
Partner present in the HH x Female -0.031*%**  -0.019%*
(0.011) (0.012)
Children under 6 years old present in the HH 0.014 0.012
(0.009) (0.009)
Children under 6 years old present in the HH -0.021%#*  -0.017**
x Female (0.006) (0.007)
Commuting time 0.001***
(0.000)
Commuting time x Female -0.001%***
(0.000)
Log (weekly work hours) 0.024%**
(0.007)
Log (weekly work hours) x Female 0.041**%*
(0.011)
Year FE Yes Yes Yes Yes
Country of origin FE Yes Yes Yes Yes
State FE Yes Yes Yes Yes
State FE x Female No Yes Yes Yes
Country of origin FE x Female No Yes Yes Yes
Individual controls No No Yes Yes
Job controls No No No Yes
Observations 144,090 144,000 144,090 118,123
R-squared 0.147 0.152 0.153 0.156
D.V. Mean 0.28 0.28 0.28 0.29
D.V. Std. Dev. 0.45 0.45 0.45 0.45
GGI Std. Dev. 0.06 0.06 0.06

Notes: The sample in all columns is early-arrival migrants living in the US aged between 16 and 64 years old who reported their
occupation and country of origin. Equation (1) is estimated. All regressions include a constant. The estimates in columns (3) and (4)
include demographic controls for age, educational level (college or not), race (white or not), living with a married or unmarried partner,
and the presence of children under 6 years old in the household (see Table B3 for a detailed description). Job characteristics are also
controlled for in column (4). Controls are included for commuting time and the logarithm of weekly work hours. These individual
characteristics are also interacted with the female indicator. The variation in the sample size is due to the lack of availability of some
of these controls for all individuals in our sample. Estimates are weighted. Robust standard errors are clustered at the state level and
reported in parentheses. *** Significant at the 1% level, ** Significant at the 5% level, * Significant at the 10% level.
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Data Appendix
Table B1: Gender Equality Measures

Name

Definition

Source

Gender Gap Index (GGI)

Measures the gap between men and women in four
fundamental categories: economic opportunities,
economic participation, educational attainment,
political achievements, health and survival. The
highest possible score is 1 (equality) and the lowest
possible score is 0 (inequality).

World Economic Forum,
2021 Report

Economic Participation and
Opportunity Subindex

Index based upon gender differences in the
participation in labor markets, wage equality and
the gap between the advancement of women and
men captured through the ratio of women to men
among legislators, senior officials and managers,
and the ratio of women to men among technical
and professional workers. The highest possible
score is 1 (equality) and the lowest possible score
is 0 (inequality). This index is also elaborated for
the World Economic Forum as part of the Gender
Gap Index.

World Economic Forum,
2021 Report

Educational Attainment
Subindex

Index based upon the gap between women's and
men's current access to education through ratios of
women to men in primary, secondary and tertiary
level of education. The highest possible score is 1
(equality) and the lowest possible score is 0
(inequality). This index is also elaborated for the
World Economic Forum as part of the Gender Gap
Index.

World Economic Forum,
2021 Report

Health and Survival Subindex

Index based upon the differences between
women's and men's health through the use of the
sex ratio at birth and the gap between women's and
men's healthy life expectancy. The highest possible
score is 1 (equality) and the lowest possible score
is 0 (inequality). This index is also elaborated for
the World Economic Forum as part of the Gender
Gap Index.

World Economic Forum,
2021 Report

Political Empowerment
Subindex

Index based upon the gap between men and women
at the highest level of political decision-making by
using the ratio of women to men in positions of
minister and the ratio of women to men in
parliamentary positions. The highest possible
score is 1 (equality) and the lowest possible score
is 0 (inequality). This index is also elaborated for
the World Economic Forum as part of the Gender
Gap Index.

World Economic Forum,
2021 Report




Table B2: Summary statistics by country of origin

Gender Gap Partner Children

Country of Origin in Male GGl Female Age College  White in the l:el\?set)léd

Occupations HH 13171 the HH
Barbados -13.79 0.73 0.59 40.20 0.28 0.21 0.46 0.17
Sri Lanka -15.52 0.70 0.52 38.77 0.15 0.14 0.54 0.18
Sierra Leone -18.80 0.66 0.76 36.86 0.43 0.16 0.30 0.19
Kenya -19.20 0.68 0.54 37.03 0.18 0.41 0.50 0.18
Lithuania -25.75 0.76 0.46 36.77 0.14 1.00 0.54 0.14
Bahamas -27.96 0.73 0.58 39.60 0.33 0.27 0.46 0.18
Montenegro -28.27 0.69 0.45 43.48 0.29 0.94 0.74 0.23
Armenia -29.31 0.67 0.50 32.15 0.33 0.97 0.56 0.30
Cape Verde -35.84 0.71 0.59 37.84 0.39 0.13 0.47 0.30
Zambia -37.62 0.68 0.48 36.30 0.21 0.18 0.52 0.21
Saudi Arabia -37.87 0.58 0.45 35.94 0.17 0.76 0.51 0.20
Moldavia -41.81 0.73 0.57 31.41 0.18 0.97 0.49 0.22
Belize -42.17 0.66 0.52 40.15 0.41 0.22 0.56 0.24
Russia -44.15 0.70 0.48 31.33 0.26 0.98 0.51 0.19
Jordan -44.18 0.61 0.41 40.80 0.20 0.94 0.63 0.18
Paraguay -45.36 0.67 0.45 32.87 0.27 0.67 0.55 0.24
Finland -45.51 0.83 0.49 44.51 0.22 0.97 0.57 0.14
Bosnia -45.71 0.71 0.54 3537 0.22 0.99 0.52 0.18
Belgium -46.01 0.74 0.49 43.59 0.24 0.91 0.59 0.15
Eritrea -50.27 0.71 0.44 40.76 0.29 0.33 0.58 0.11
Sweden -51.74 0.81 0.40 44.75 0.20 0.93 0.59 0.12
Malaysia -53.35 0.66 0.50 35.08 0.11 0.17 0.59 0.28
Kuwait -54.30 0.64 0.42 36.24 0.23 0.73 0.51 0.20
Czech Republic -54.93 0.68 0.53 43.27 0.23 0.99 0.62 0.13
Thailand -55.32 0.70 0.53 3433 0.31 0.09 0.60 0.34
Romania -55.74 0.69 0.47 34.55 0.26 0.98 0.57 0.25
Zimbabwe -55.80 0.68 0.45 4227 0.22 0.75 0.57 0.25
Costa Rica -55.94 0.73 0.47 40.01 0.30 0.70 0.63 0.20
China -56.25 0.68 0.47 34.46 0.15 0.04 0.45 0.13
Panama -56.44 0.71 0.47 44.06 0.30 0.67 0.57 0.15
Singapore -56.66 0.69 0.48 3598 0.17 0.61 0.61 0.18
Nigeria -56.75 0.63 0.44 36.59 0.13 0.15 0.42 0.21
Jamaica -56.88 0.71 0.59 37.98 0.30 0.05 0.43 0.21
Burma -57.06 0.68 0.41 41.99 0.13 0.09 0.69 0.21
France -57.08 0.73 0.43 49.88 0.25 0.89 0.61 0.07
South Africa -57.57 0.75 0.46 37.15 0.19 0.88 0.57 0.20
United Kingdom -57.63 0.75 0.43 43.62 0.21 0.86 0.60 0.14
Ethiopia -58.25 0.63 0.42 41.01 0.27 0.43 0.47 0.17
Turkey -58.40 0.61 0.47 43.86 0.28 0.91 0.60 0.16
Colombia -58.71 0.71 0.48 39.35 0.28 0.75 0.59 0.20
Brazil -59.12 0.68 0.48 41.03 0.23 0.82 0.58 0.16
D;;Eif;ﬁin -59.39 0.68 059  37.08  0.33 038 050 0.29
Hungary -59.58 0.67 0.42 50.07 0.26 0.98 0.55 0.09
Philippines -59.62 0.78 0.46 39.40 0.30 0.14 0.62 0.22
Australia -59.95 0.73 0.45 40.61 0.20 0.90 0.60 0.16
Cambodia -60.18 0.66 0.47 35.60 0.28 0.00 0.60 0.32
Germany -60.29 0.76 0.45 45.35 0.28 0.87 0.61 0.13
Austria -60.32 0.72 0.44 53.93 0.23 0.96 0.62 0.04
Croatia -60.49 0.71 0.46 44.71 0.23 0.99 0.65 0.08



Venezuela
Trinidad and
Tobago
Morocco

Japan
Vietnam
Guyana
Argentina
India
Greece
Canada
Azerbaijan
Honduras
Norway
New Zealand
Spain
Denmark
Ukraine
El Salvador
Poland
Netherlands
Mexico
Iraq
Switzerland
Bulgaria
Laos
Nicaragua
Peru
Cuba
Latvia
Ireland
Indonesia
Iran
Italy
Lebanon
Ecuador
Portugal
Chile
Israel
Afghanistan
Fiji
Pakistan
Iceland
Uzbekistan
Guatemala
Ghana
Bolivia
Algeria
Syria
Byelorussia
Egypt
Uruguay
Macedonia

Yemen Arab
Republic

-60.84
-60.87

-61.13
-61.94
-62.20
-62.40
-62.94
-62.98
-62.99
-63.27
-63.64
-63.84
-64.00
-64.57
-64.67
-64.76
-64.88
-66.20
-66.50
-67.23
-67.70
-68.03
-68.70
-68.75
-68.97
-68.98
-69.74
-70.03
-70.43
-70.60
-70.96
-71.35
-71.50
-72.14
-73.01
-73.60
-73.99
-74.07
-74.36
-75.53
-75.56
-75.83
-77.78
-78.34
-79.04
-79.10
-79.61
-79.97
-80.99
-82.90
-82.94
-86.02

-88.44

0.69
0.72

0.59
0.65
0.69
0.71
0.72
0.65
0.68
0.74
0.68
0.69
0.83
0.78
0.74
0.77
0.70
0.69
0.71
0.75
0.68
0.54
0.75
0.72
0.72
0.75
0.69
0.74
0.72
0.78
0.67
0.63
0.69
0.60
0.72
0.72
0.69
0.71
0.44
0.64
0.55
0.85
0.69
0.65
0.68
0.71
0.61
0.58
0.73
0.60
0.69
0.70

0.49

0.45
0.54

0.45
0.45
0.45
0.53
0.44
0.41
0.43
0.45
0.31
0.50
0.46
0.42
0.46
0.41
0.48
0.49
0.49
0.42
0.50
0.40
0.44
0.40
0.49
0.52
0.46
0.44
0.52
0.44
0.43
0.43
0.42
0.39
0.44
0.44
0.52
0.40
0.46
0.53
0.38
0.41
0.53
0.46
0.47
0.50
0.33
0.34
0.54
0.37
0.38
0.41

0.33

40.43
39.57

49.90
46.45
36.93
36.67
43.35
36.73
45.84
46.42
32.69
35.76
45.69
42.71
42.01
47.13
31.10
35.04
41.15
48.04
38.23
39.54
44.48
31.50
36.17
35.05
39.49
48.02
35.50
48.15
39.21
38.39
4781
41.39
41.14
43.48
40.04
40.96
34.57
36.70
35.03
39.08
30.95
35.38
38.18
38.67
43.73
40.43
31.30
41.31
41.60
40.00

36.84

0.26
0.30

0.28
0.28
0.20
0.26
0.23
0.10
0.22
0.25
0.17
0.28
0.21
0.29
0.27
0.18
0.25
0.29
0.22
0.28
0.28
0.24
0.17
0.25
0.32
0.32
0.30
0.28
0.26
0.26
0.24
0.18
0.24
0.22
0.29
0.22
0.28
0.19
0.24
0.25
0.18
0.26
0.30
0.30
0.20
0.20
0.20
0.25
0.19
0.18
0.32
0.23

0.26

0.83
0.13

0.92
0.60
0.02
0.05
0.91
0.05
0.96
0.91
1.00
0.56
0.98
0.85
0.86
0.96
0.99
0.51
0.99
0.85
0.61
0.94
0.96
0.98
0.01
0.66
0.66
0.91
1.00
0.98
0.22
0.90
0.95
0.95
0.65
0.97
0.80
0.99
0.63
0.10
0.14
0.96
0.95
0.52
0.19
0.72
0.83
0.95
0.99
0.91
0.86
0.99

0.80

0.59
0.43

0.61
0.61
0.58
0.50
0.65
0.61
0.65
0.61
0.69
0.51
0.63
0.61
0.63
0.65
0.58
0.59
0.61
0.63
0.63
0.60
0.61
0.37
0.64
0.58
0.55
0.65
0.46
0.59
0.57
0.57
0.66
0.63
0.60
0.69
0.58
0.66
0.58
0.70
0.59
0.70
0.59
0.59
0.42
0.58
0.60
0.59
0.56
0.63
0.58
0.72

0.64

0.19
0.17

0.05
0.10
0.29
0.24
0.17
0.25
0.14
0.12
0.17
0.25
0.15
0.22
0.17
0.15
0.26
0.32
0.15
0.10
0.29
0.26
0.14
0.06
0.39
0.29
0.18
0.09
0.06
0.10
0.18
0.21
0.11
0.23
0.19
0.16
0.17
0.28
0.37
0.25
0.26
0.22
0.34
0.28
0.11
0.26
0.20
0.24
0.22
0.23
0.18
0.20

0.34



Albania -89.74 0.72 0.44 33.56 0.20 0.94 0.46 0.06

Serbia -90.51 0.72 057 4329 025 1.00 0.59 0.11
Slovakia -90.70 0.69 038 4159 0.8 0.94 0.62 0.18
Bangladesh -94.76 0.70 035 3260  0.19 0.04 0.56 0.26
Ugtnfi‘ia‘;r:b -100.00 0.68 042 2995  0.16 0.60 0.37 0.16
Average -61.36 0.69 047 4164 026 0.66 0.61 0.20
Std. Dev. 16.68 0.06 050 1146  0.44 0.47 0.49 0.40

Notes: Data come from American Community Survey (ACS) of Integrated Public Use Microdata Series (IPUMS) for
the period 2006-2019 (Ruggles et al. 2021). The sample contains 144,090 observations early-arrival migrants aged 16—
64 coming from 107 countries of origin. The gender gap is calculated as the percentage of women’s minus the
percentage men’s working in US male-dominated occupations by country of origin.
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Table B3: Sum stats and definitions of ACS variables

Name CPS variable Definition Mean S.D.
OCC reports the person's primary occupation, coded into
a contemporary census classification scheme (some non-
occupational activities are also recorded in the pre-1940
samples). Generally, the primary occupation is the one
from which the person earns the most money; if
respondents were not sure about this, they were to report
the one at which they spent the most time. Unemployed
persons were to give their most recent occupation. For
persons listing more than one occupation, the samples use
the first one listed.
Management, Business, Science, and Arts
Occupations 0010-0500
Business Operations Specialists 0500-0800
Financial Specialists 0800-1000
Computer and Mathematical Occupations 1000-1240
Architecture and Engineering Occupations 1300-1560
Life, Physical, and Social Science
Occupations 1600-1980
Community  and Social Services
Occupations 2000-2060 D .
ummy  variable
Legal Occupations 2100-2180  equal to 1 if the
L Education, Training, and Library proportion  males
Wc;rkmg & Occupations 2200-2555 working in  an
maie Arts, Design, Entertainment, Sports, and occupation 028 045
occupation Media Occupations 2600-2920 category is at or
Healthcare Practitioners and Technical over 70 per cent,
Occupations 3000-3550  and 0 otherwise.
Healthcare Support Occupations 3600-3655
Protective Service Occupations 3700-3960
Food Preparation and Serving Occupations ~ 4000-4160
Building and Grounds Cleaning and
Maintenance Occupations 4200-4255
Personal Care and Service Occupations 4300-4655
Sales and Related Occupations 4700-4965
Office and Administrative  Support
Occupations 5000-5940
Farming, Fishing, and Forestry Occupations  6000-6130
Construction and Extraction Occupations 6200-6765
Extraction Workers 6800-6950
Installation, Maintenance, and Repair
Workers 7000-7640
Production Occupations 7700-8990
Transportation and Material Moving
Occupations 9000-9760
Military Specific Occupations 9800-9920
SEX gives each person's sex. Values of this variable: Dummy  variable
Female equal to 1 if 047 0.50
Male SEX==2
Female 2
Age AGE gives each person's age at last birthday Years 41.64 1146
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EDUC indicates respondents' educational attainment, as
measured by the highest year of school or degree

completed.

N/A or no schooling 0
Nursery school to grade 4 1 .
Dummy  variable
Coll Grade 5, 6, 7, or8 2 equal to 1 if 0.6 0.44
orieee Grade 9 3 EDUC>=7 & '
Grade 10 4 EDUC<=9
Grade 11 5
Grade 12 6
1 year of college 7
2 years of college 8
3 years of college 9
4 years of college 10
5+ years of college 11
RACE reports the racial category
White 1
Black/African American/Negro 2
American Indian or Alaska Native 3
Chinese 4 Dummy  variable
White equal to 1 if 0.66 0.47
Japanese 5 RACE=1
Other Asian or Pacific Islander 6
Other race 7
Two major races 8
Three or more major races 9
RELATE describes an individual's relationship to the head
of household or householder.
Head/Householder 1
Spouse 2
Child 3
Child-in-law 4 Dummy  variable
Partner Parent 5 .equal. to 1if we
present in the Parent-in-Law 6 identify a (mar?led 0.61 0.49
HH ibli or unmarried)
Sibling 7 partner living in the
Sibling-in-Law 8 HH
Grandchild 9
Other relatives 10
Partner, friend, visitor 11
Other non-relatives 12
Institutional inmates 13
Dummy variable
Children equal to 1 if we
under 6 years See variables AGE and RELATE above identify a child 0.20 0.40
old in the HH under the age of 6
years old in the HH
Commuting TRANTIME reports the total amount of time, in minutes, that it usually took the
. 28.93 2298
time respondent to get from home to work last week.
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UHRSWORK reports the number of hours per week that Logarithm of
the respondent usually worked, if the person worked usually hours  3.69 0.33
during the previous year. worked per week

Log (weekly
work hours)
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Table B4: Sum stats and definitions of MTUS variables

Name CPS variable Definition Mean S.D.
ISCOL1 is the occupation reported by
the respondent in the original sample
Missing -8
Not applicable/not asked -7
Armed forces and security 0
Managers, senior officials and 1
legislators
Prop. of females ~ Professionals 2 Dummy variable equal to 1 if the
in amale occin Technicians  and  associate proportion males working in an
. 3 . . 024 022
the home professionals occupation category is at or over 70
country Clerical workers 4 per cent, and 0 otherwise.
Service and sales workers 5
Skilled  agriculture, fishery, 6
forestry
Craft and related trades workers 7
Plant and machine operators and ]
assemblers
Elementary occupations 9
An occupation requires long work
ACT_WORK reports the total time in hours if the average Worklgg time
o= . . reported by all women in that
minutes per day spent in the following . .
o o occupation is over the average
activities: Paid work-main job (not at women  workin time in  all
Prop. of females home) (0207), Paid work at home . <ing
. . . occupations in a country. The
in jobs  (0208), Second or other job not at home - L
. . proportion of females working in  0.56  0.13
requiring long (0209), Unpaid work to generate . -
. occupations requiring long hours of
work hours household income (0210), Travel as a .
work is calculated as the total number
part of work (0211), Work breaks g i
. of females occupied in jobs requiring
(0212), Other time at workplace
long work hours over the total
(0213), Look for work (0214) .
number of female workers in a
country.
An occupation has non-standard
work schedules if the proportion of
females reporting working during
non-standard hours (start working
from 8pm to midnight) in an
in b ity CLOCKST represnts he time on the (00K = Jhe? (O RARCh
J 24-hour clock when the episode started. P 043 0.12
non-standard country. The proportion of females
See also ACT_WORK above SO . .
schedules - working in occupations with non-
standard schedules is calculated as
the total number of females occupied
in jobs with non-standard schedules
over the total number of female
workers in a country.
An  occupation requires long
commutes if the average commuting
time reported by all women in that
MAIN reports the respondent's main occupation is over the average
Prop. of females  activity during a given episode in the women commuting time in all
in jobs time diary and codes activities into one  occupations in a country. The 038 017
requiring long of 69 harmonized activity categories. A proportion of females working in ' '
commutes code of "63" a code reports the time occupations requiring long commutes

spent in travelling to/from work.

is calculated as the total number of
females occupied in jobs requiring
long commutes over the total number
of female workers in a country.
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Prop. of females
teleworking in a
male occ and

See MAIN above. A code of "8" means
the diarist performed paid work at
home. ACT_CHCARE reports the total
time in minutes per day spent in the

A sample of women reporting some
time in ACT_CHCARE and MAIN

spending time following activities: Physical, medical . 0.19 0.22
in childcare in child care (0528), Teach, help with EodelashS lsb selecte(}. AThg Il))rop. of
the home homework (0529), Read to, talk or play cmaies has been explamed above.
country with  child  (0530), Supervise,
accompany, other child care (0531).
See MAIN above. A code of "8" means
the diarist performed paid work at
home. ACT_UNDOM reports the total
time in minutes per day spent in the
Prop. of females  following activities: Food preparation,
teleworkingina cooking (0418), Set table, wash/put .
male occ and away dishes (0419), Cleaning (0420) A sample of women reporting some
. . N . ;> time in ACT_UNDOM and MAIN
spending time Laundry, ironing, clothing repair code as 8 is selected. The Prop. of 0.17 0.22
in housework in  (0421), Maintain ~ home/vehicle, females has b 1'. dab p-
the home including collect fuel (0422), Other chales has been explaned above.
country domestic work (0423), Purchase goods
(0424), Consume personal care
services (0425), Consume other
services (0426), Pet care (not walk dog)
(0427).
Prop. of females
:ﬁﬁ:’og:gg ;11113 See M.AI'N above. A code qf "8" means A sarpple of women reporting some
spending time the diarist performed paid work at time in MAIN code as 8 and 32. 'The 02 023
in adult care in home and a code of "32" means the Prop. of females has been explained
diarist performed adult care above.
the home
country
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