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Resumo

Grande esforco tem sido dedicado ao estudo da gender gap na ciéncia politica. A maior parte
dos trabalhos atualmente disponiveis foca no uso do género como uma variavel dicotébmica,
desconsiderando diferengas internas aos géneros. Embora uma area consideravelmente menos
desenvolvida, crescentes desenvolvimentos em pesquisas ajudam a teorizar sobre porque 0
conceito de gender gap pode variar entre grupos de mulheres e de que maneira, por sua vez,
essas diferencas podem ser determinantes para os processos formuladores de comportamentos
e preferéncias. Além disso, enquanto a maioria das pesquisas estd concentrada em paises
desenvolvidos, muitos dos padrdes observados nesses contextos podem ndo ser aplicaveis a
cenarios em desenvolvimento, onde desigualdades e vulnerabilidade sdo intensificadas. Eu
contribuo para estes esforcos utilizando dados do Latinobarometro para testar uma teoria sobre
0 impacto do género nas avaliagbes econdmicas, considerando o efeito mediador de outras
variaveis que determinam diferencas entre mulheres em contextos em desenvolvimento. Eu
emprego modelos logisticos multinomiais com interaces no esforco de compreender melhor
0 papel mediador de variaveis relacionadas ao mercado de trabalho sob efeitos comumente

observados do género.

Palavras-chave: Gender gap, Avaliacfes Economicas, Desigualdades, Mercado de Trabalho,
Paises em desenvolvimento, Modelos Logisticos Multinomiais, Interacdes, Opinido Publica,
Latinobarometro.



Abstract

Great effort has been devoted to the study of the gender gap in political science. Most of the
presently available research has focused on gender as a dichotomous variable, disregarding
within-gender differences. Although an area with considerably less development, burgeoning
developments in research help to theorize about why the general concept of the gender gap
might vary among different groups of women and how, in turn, these differences might be
determinant for behavior and preference shaping processes. Moreover, while most research is
concentrated in developed countries, many patterns observed in these contexts may not apply
to developing scenarios, where inequalities and vulnerability are enhanced. | contribute to these
efforts by employing Latinobarometer data to test a theory about the impact of gender on
economic evaluations, considering the mediating effect of other relevant variables that
determine differences among women in developing contexts. | employ multinomial logistic
models with interactions in an effort to better understand the mediating role of labor market

related variables on commonly observed gender effects.

Keywords: Gender gap, Economic Evaluations, Inequalities, Labor Market, Developing
contexts, Multinomial Logistic Models, Interactions, Public Opinion, Latinobarometer
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l. Introduction

Great effort has been dedicated to discussing the gender gap in political science. Differences
between women and men have been systematically documented and shown to affect several
aspects related to political behavior, including voting, presidential approval, preferences, and
evaluations (BOX-STEFFENMEISTER et al., 2004; CHHIBBER, 2022; CLARKE et al.,
2005; DASSONVILE, 2018; DOLAN, 2011; EDLUND, PANDE 2002; HIGGINS,
KELLSTEDT, 2016; IVERSEN et al., 2020; IVERSEN, ROSENBLUTH, 2006; KITTILSON,
2016; and others).

Most of the presently available work, however, has focused primarily on the distinction
between genders — as a dichotomous variable — while disregarding relevant differences within
groups of men and women (BOX-STEFFENMEISTER et al., 2004; BURNS, 2010; CHANEY
et al., 1998; CLARKE et al., 2005; EDLUND, PANDE 2002; KELLSTEDT et al., 2010;
WELCH, HIBBINGS, 1992). Although an area with considerably less development,
burgeoning developments in research help to theorize about why the general concept of the
gender gap might vary among different groups of women and how, in turn, these differences
might be determinant for behavior and preference shaping processes (GOTTLIEB et al. 2016;
CHHIBBER 2022; FIELD et al., 2021; KITTILSON, 2016; SMOOTH, 2006).

Even though some researchers have emphasized the importance of considering heterogeneities
within genders and hinted at possible directions for analyses targeting these issues, there is
considerable room for translating these discussions into research designs and their empirical
tests in quantitative political science. Following studies that characterize women as a diverse
group and associate the degree to which women are inserted into the labor market with their
economic status, | contribute to this lacuna by testing a theory about how different experiences
in the labor market mediate the relationship between gender and retrospective economic

evaluations in Brazil.

While there are numerous studies on gender differences have focused on industrialized
developed democracies, such as the U.S. and European countries (BOX-STEFFENMEISTER
et al., 2004; CLARKE et al., 2005; EDLUND, PANDE 2002; IVERSEN, ROSENBLUTH,
2006; IVERSEN, ROSENBLUTH, 2008; KELLSTEDT, HIGGINS, 2016; WELCH,
HIBBINGS, 1992), there is considerably less research directed at understanding within gender

dimensions in Latin America, Africa, and other developing regions. Since there are several
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important differences in labor markets in these regions compared to developed economies, it
also seems logical that there will be patterns that may be distinct from those found in the latter.

As research suggests (DESPOSATO, NORRANDER, 2006; GOTTLIEB, 2016; GOTTLIEB
etal., 2016; KITTILSON, 2016), many patterns observed in developed contexts may not apply
to developing scenarios, where the effects of entering the labor market are closely tied to other
relevant variables such as informal work, female representation, and social vulnerability
(DESPOSATO, NORRANDER, 2009; EDLUND, PANDE, 2002; FIELD et al., 2019;
GOTTLIEB et al., 2016; PRILLAMAN et al. 2018).

Considering these aspects, this paper proposes to undertake an in-depth examination of the
differences amongst women to better understand how distinctions in occupations and whether
women participate in the labor force affect how they evaluate the economy, in a developing
context. My analysis is centered on Brazil, the biggest country on the South American
continent, comprising more than two-thirds of its population, the majority of which are women.
Similarly to what is observed in other Latin American countries, the Brazilian labor market is
characterized by structural inequalities that define an occupational structure where women
“(...) are overrepresented in the sectors lagging farthest behind, in which there is greater

precariousness and less contact with technology and innovation.” (ECLAC, 2016).

Additionally, these women have been shown (DESPOSATO, NORRANDER, 2018;
PRILLAMAN, PHILLIPS, 2018; VAZ et al., 2019) to be affected unevenly by both poverty
and informality, along with other determinants that are more pronounced in Latin America as
a whole (DESPOSATO, NORRANDER, 2018). Consequently, a combination of aspects
makes Brazil a fruitful case of study for the gender and politics literature focusing on

developing democracies.

Building on the contributions of Desposato and Norrander (2018), Field et al. (2021) and
Gottlieb et al. (2016) that have explored gender politics in developing countries, | argue that
previous approaches that depart from a conceptualization of gender based on the idea of
homogeneity within groups are insufficient, especially in developing contexts where
inequalities are usually exacerbated and commonly observed relationships between gender and

labor market insertion might not apply.

In turn, | propose an approach that considers the role played by gender in shaping opinions and

evaluations, while also considering how differences related to other factors might also be
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determinant for distinctions between women and men and, most importantly, amid the former.
More specifically, | expect evaluations of the economy to be sensitive to changes in economic
status. Consequently, the extent to which perceptions and preferences might be affected and
the directions of the effects are bound to be determined not only by Brazil's economic situation
and the specific positions attributed to women as partakers of the economy but also by their
economic status. | then test this theory using data from the Latinobarometer Survey from 2008
to 2020.

The rest of this paper is divided into seven sections and a conclusion. In sections Il and Ill, |
analyze the literature encompassing research on the gender gap and on within gender
differences in economic evaluations. Both sections aim to portray the current developments in
the debate around the central topics discussed in this paper. Next, | focus on the case study |
will use to test my theoretical expectations. | first provide an overview of women’s political
and economic contexts in Brazil in section 1V, and then introduce the main hypotheses that will
be tested and theoretical expectations in section V. Section VI introduces the data and research
design that I will use in the empirical tests. Section VII reports the statistical results. In the

conclusion, | outline future directions for research.

I1.  Economic Evaluations and Gender Differences

Research on how women and men differ regarding their opinions and political behavior has
received growing attention, especially in recent decades. With few exceptions, however, as
Barnet et al. (2022) underscore, gender-focused research publications remain secluded to
specific journals, themes, and methodological approaches. Some important methodological
challenges make it difficult to assess key aspects of gendered preferences and evaluations,
especially in developing contexts. My analysis of gendered economic evaluations departs from
the general conceptualization of gender differences to re-access the main arguments employed
by researchers studying how distinct aspects affect men’s and women’s opinions mediate
preference-building processes. Particularly, I mobilize explanations present in the gender
literature that focus on the importance of economic aspects as conditional determinants for

shaping gendered preferences and opinions.

When thinking about the differences between genders and their consequences on political

behavior, explanations emphasize the varying influences exerted by different themes in the
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formulation of women’s and men’s evaluations. Accordingly, women, for instance, are
expected to be more sensitive to changes in policies and outcomes related to women’s issues
and public health, while men may be more focused on the economy or defense spending
(CHANEY et al., 1998; CHHIBBER, 2002; DOLAN, 2011; GOTTLIEB, 2016). In other
words, women may be less concerned about economic performance than men, as they might
focus their concerns on other areas of interest. Other studies contend that while attention to
similar themes might be shared by both genders, the intensity and direction of evaluations may
vary amongst genders (CLARKE et al., 2005). In this sense, i.e., women might be expected to
react to changes in public health spending differently from men. As postulated by Clarke et al.
(2005), hypotheses that consider these types of nuances encompass the notion of both process
and level heterogeneity. While the latter corresponds to differences in the magnitude of
evaluations regarding the same theme by women and men, the former relates to differences in

the nature of these concerns.

Another commonly observed aspect driving heterogeneity between men and women and the
themes mobilized by both in their evaluations are differences in socialization for both genders.
A broadly employed argument states that due to differences in socialization processes between
women and men, one should expect to observe differences in both level and process when
analyzing preferences and opinions. In this sense, women are usually expected to derive their
preferences from the positions they socially occupy, such as caretakers, reproductive beings,
etc., that are a direct consequence of stereotypes reinforced by traditional socialization
experiences (CLARKE et al., 2005; DOLAN, 2011; CHIBBER, 2002; GOTTLIEB et al., 2016;
EDLUND, PANDE, 2002). Consequently, women “(...) tend to place greater emphasis than
men on policies that provide education and health care for others, particularly children, the
elderly and disadvantaged groups, and to oppose the use of force as a means of conflict
resolution.”. (CLARKE et al., 2005). In contrast, due to socialization processes that favor
participation in the labor force and establish men’s role as providers and protectors, male

evaluations are expected to orbit around economic and defense-related themes.

These differences, in turn, are expected to be reflected in ideology and partisanship as women
— especially in developed democracies such as the U.S. and Europe — are seen as more prone
to favoring welfare and public health spending and, therefore, identifying with parties that
prioritize these policies, such as the Democratic party (KELLSTEDT, HIGGINS, 2016;
KITTILSON, 2016) and other liberal, or left-oriented parties. Conversely, men are generally
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expected to support less spending in those areas and, consequently, to bear a stronger

connection to conservative parties.

Turning to economic status and economic evaluations, a set of hypotheses that has received
considerable attention is tied to expectations of women changing their preferences and
reallocating attention to themes as they enter the labor market (CHHIBBER, 2002).
Consequently, as more women become financially independent from men and start occupying
relevant positions in the labor market — receiving higher salaries and getting decisive positions
in companies — their preferences and the relevance attributed to different themes are likely to
vary. As postulated by some authors (IVERSEN, ROSENBLUTH, 2006), once women enter
the labor market and start occupying positions and roles previously held by men, both process
and level heterogeneity are transformed, altering the dynamics of the gap.

Although widespread in the gender and political behavior literature, the argument associating
changes in employment status with changes in women’s preferences and opinions masks the
different mechanisms through which female participation in the labor market might alter
behavior. A commonly adopted thesis associates shifts in female preferences for a higher
supply of public services to the rise of female economic independence (EDLUND, PANDE,
2006; IVERSEN, ROSENBLUTH, 2006). As explained by Iversen and Rosenbluth (2006),
societal changes that either favor or impose greater risk of income loss by women, work as
mechanisms for altering female preferences. Particularly, the authors pose that the combination
between independence and necessity creates incentives for women to favor welfare measures,
as they depend on assistance, especially in cases where labor markets reward specific sets of
skills” acquisition and reward seniority (IVERSEN, ROSENBLUTH, 2006).

Among the different mechanisms that might play important roles in shaping women’s political
behavior through labor market participation, exposure to new types of information is a central
one. In fact, formal and informal information networks in the labor market create new
opportunities for women to organize and express preferences in individual and collective ways.
Authors observe that working women are more likely to vote (IVERSEN, ROSENBLUTH,
2008), and to form organizations (IVERSEN et al. 2005) through which they share information
and build preferences. Moreover, enhanced organization necessity and capacity is also
associated — both directly and indirectly -- with the expansion of female representation. This is

due not only to the fact that women gain capacity to get politically organized through their
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participation in the labor market, but also to the fact that they have enhanced opportunities for

developing and cultivating skill sets that will enable participation as politicians.

The effects of the diversification of roles and opportunities for women once they join the labor
market will determine changes in female behavior that challenge some of the classic arguments
employed by gender and politics scholars. For example, even though both sociotropic and
national orientations are customarily attributed to women, and contrarily, egocentric and
prospective thinking is usually attributed to men in the gender literature (CHANEY et al., 1998;
CLARKE et al. 2005; WELCH, HIBBING, 1998), authors suggest that “(...) women’s
increased access to higher education and non-domestic employment has heightened their sense
of personal efficacy and independence (...)” (CLARKE et al., 2005). Consequently, these shifts
are expected to encourage the adoption of an egocentric perspective among females.
Conversely, Kam (2009) demonstrates how sociotropic evaluations are employed in similar
degrees by both men and women, while pocketbook voting appears to be predominant among

men in comparison to women.

Finally, as primary caretakers and more vulnerable to economic losses and crisis, women are
usually associated with pessimistic views, especially regarding the economy (CLARKE et al.,
2005; CHANEY et al., 1998; HIGGINS, KELLSTEDT, 2016; IVERSEN et al., 2020;
KELLSTEDT et al., 2010). As explained by Clarke et al.,

(...) traditional socialization and negative workforce experiences may
help to explain women’s greater economic pessimism, whereas early-life
socialization, together with later-life child-rearing responsibilities may
account for women’s future-oriented sociotropic focus when making
economic judgements. (CLARKE et al., 2005).

On the other hand, some authors contend that gender differences in preferences “(...) do not
appear to be the result of socioeconomic status variations between the two groups, nor are they
a result of the employment status of men and women” (WELCH, HIBBING, 2016). Moreover,
the specific ways economic participation impacts preferences and opinions through the
distancing from traditional gender roles are expected to vary depending on contextual aspects.
In the case of developing democracies (e.g., India, Latin America, Sub-Saharan Africa), the
effects of entering the labor market are closely tied to other relevant variables such as informal
work, female representation, social vulnerability, and religion (DESPOSATO, NORRANDER,
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2009; EDLUND, PANDE, 2002; FIELD et al., 2019; GOTTLIEB et al., 2016; PRILLAMAN
et al. 2018). As will be further discussed, | explain why these traditional divisions and
characterizations of women’s and men’s behaviors are not necessarily observed and are likely

associated with the instruments for information collection.

The literature about processes affecting gender differences further emphasizes the role played
by time in processes of opinion and preference shaping for men and women. Different authors
have argued in different directions regarding the effects of time on gendered perceptions and
preferences. While some emphasize the invariant nature of gendered features, such as
macroeconomic processes, e.g., economic, social, and political processes (BOX-
STEFENMEISTER et al., 2004), others contend that time might play a key role in shaping
opinions and preferences amongst genders (BOX-STEFENMEISTER et al., 2004; CLARKE
et al., 2005; FIELD et al., 2021; GIGER, 2009; GOTLIEB et al., 2016; KITTILSON, 2016).
Analyses that include time components are based, at least in a general sense, on the reasoning
that the gender gap exists outside electoral moments (BOX-STEFENMEISTER et al., 2004),
as well as that the gap is affected by changes in positions and roles attributed to women by
traditional and cultural norms, society and religion over time (EDLUND, PANDE, 2002).

The previously referred conceptualizations and approaches employed in the literature on
gender and political behavior aim at analyzing differences between genders. Although
considerable advances have been done in comprehending gender differences in developed
contexts, gendered aspects of political behavior in other contexts have not received the same
amount of attention. Moreover, analyses capturing differences in commonly observed effects
for women in distinct contexts are still underdeveloped in the literature. The next section is
devoted to further deepening the discussion targeting different groups of women, as well as the
relevance of considering heterogeneities for comprehension of gendered opinions and

preferences.

I1l.  Within Group Differences: Women and the Labor Market

The burgeoning field of gender and politics research offers varied perspectives regarding the
gender gap. While several studies have focused on the comprehension of the determinants
driving the differences between genders, some important developments have been made in the

direction of understanding within-gender variations, particularly concerning women. Recent
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research ““(...) suggests that political context affects different kinds of women in different ways
(...)” (KITTILSON, 2016). Moreover, these distinctions are expected to determine important
differences in opinion and preferences’ formulating processes, as well as in the outcomes

observed in behavior and opinions.

Researchers in this subfield emphasize aspects such as different economic and cultural
contexts, variations in the gender division of labor, economic status of different women, race,
age, education, among other factors, and the manners in which these criteria define different
consequences for different women (DESPOSATO, NORRANDER, 2006; FIELD et al. 2021;
GOTTLIEB, 2016; GOTTLIEB et al., 2016). Consequently, common interpretations and
correlations discussed in the previous section are readdressed in light of differences amongst

women, rather than considering women as a compact group.

A central subject of debate among gender scholars are the divergent interpretations of gender
differences in developed and developing democracies (DESPOSATO, NORRANDER, 2006;
GOTTLIEB, 2016; GOTTLIEB et al., 2016). In this regard, Gottlieb (2016) underscores that
“(...) theories developed to explain gender differences in participation in the developed world
may not apply to understanding the same phenomenon in the developing world” (GOTTLIEB,
2016). For instance, the gender gap growth associated by scholars analyzing developed
democracies to women’s empowerment and independency-building (IVERSEN,
ROSENBLUTH, 2006) gains new meaning in developing contexts, where an increasing gap in
women’s political leanings appears to be a sign of women’s disempowerment (GOTTLIEB,
2016). When analyzing the gender gap in Sub-Saharan countries, researchers report a positive
correlation between the size of the gender gap in preferences and the existence of barriers in
women’s participation and representation (GOTTLIEB et al., 2016). Furthermore, Desposato
and Norrander (2006) reinforce the persistence of unanswered questions about the effects of
income, religion, education, and other aspects commonly included in gender analysis for

developed countries.

Another persistent topic of discussion in the gender and politics literature pertains to the nature
of the determinants of opinions, evaluations, and preferences. Different authors identify a
varying number of determinants. While some researchers develop their analysis of gendered
positions considering one or few factors as determinant, others defend multivariate approaches
that include not only combinations of different general themes (i.e., economy, public health,

defense, etc.), but also demographic variables that allow for within-gender differentiation.
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Importantly, authors that defend multivariate perspectives criticize approaches that portray men
and women as monolithic groups, emphasizing the relevance of intersectionality for defining
gendered positions (KITTILSON, 2016). On this matter, Chaney et al. (1998) defend that the
gender gap in elections, i.e., “(...) cannot be explained simply as the result of a single factor
(...)” and explain that women and men vary “(...) in their preferences across a whole range of

important political issues. “(CHANEY et al., 1998).

Through multivariate analysis, authors identify relevant within-gender distinctions that suggest
that traditional definitions of gendered behavior, such as the attribution of sociotropic thinking
to women as a group, might conceal differences that involve other variables and not only gender
determinants. Kellstedt and Higgins (2016) were able to identify important similarities between
men and women when it comes to their assessments of the economy in the case of presidential
approval. In another paper, Field et al. (2021) show that women’s preferences change
depending on their social class, and consequently, men and women of similar economic
backgrounds might share more similarities than women themselves. In sum, considering the
multitude of aspects that compose the different gender gaps (KITTILSON, 2016) allows
researchers to further investigate the complex dynamics of gender while expanding research to

different countries and contexts.

When exploring the effects of macro-level phenomena on women’s political behavior, the
authors point out that these effects are likely to vary according to other collective and individual
characteristics. In their analysis of political participation in Latin American countries,
Desposato and Norrander (2006) contend that the effects “(...) of employment might be less
transformative for women in Latin America, where women are less likely to be in the
workforce, and their work experiences are less likely to be politicizing.”. Furthermore, they
also identify differences among Latin American women based on individual characteristics
such as age, political socialization, and religion (DESPOSATO, NORRANDER, 2006).

In a similar manner, other researchers have also observed relevant differences at the microlevel:
e.g., Gottlieb (2016) observes different effects of being female across Muslim and non-Muslim
groups in several countries. The author, along with other colleagues (GOTTLIEB et al. 2016),
further explores distinctions in female behavior regarding key political issues between women
in Sub-Saharan African countries. Considering both individual- and country-level predictors,

the authors observe differences not only in gendered behavior involving different political
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fields such as poverty alleviation and water provision but similarly within different groups of

women:

The predicted probabilities of prioritizing infrastructure by gender
indeed show that employed females look more like employed males than
unemployed females, even at low rates of female employment.
(GOTTLIEB et al. 2006).

And consequently,

This is suggestive of gendered preferences for infrastructure representing
a more functional gap, driven by individual-level preferences rather than
expectations set by country-level characteristics. (GOTTLIEB et al.
2006)

Researchers also report heterogeneous results regarding participation and preferences for
different groups of women in India. Chhibber (2002) reports different behavior patterns for
women who can negotiate independence within the household. In this sense, women capable

of building more independence within the household are more likely to participate in politics.

The previously discussed examples underline the importance of adopting intersectional
approaches when considering gender and political behavior. Consequently, it becomes clear
that any explanations aiming at understanding and capturing the complexity and variety of
gendered preferences and women’s political behavior should consider aspects other than
gender as a means for capturing differences amongst women. Moreover, gender itself must be
reassessed through the lens of plurality, as processes of group identification and the conversion
of similar experiences by women to homogeneous behavior are, similarly, expected to bear

significant variation across countries, income groups, age groups, etc.

Considering the aspects discussed here, the next section presents a brief overview of the
Brazilian context as part of my effort to analyze differences in economic evaluations among
women. | introduce important determinants that characterize the specific context, focusing on
macro and micro level elements. Afterwards, | present and discuss the hypotheses guiding my

analysis.

21



IV. Brazilian Women: Labor Market Participation and Gender Inequalities

This section provides a brief overview of female participation in the Brazilian labor market
showing that there are significant variations in women’s job status using data from the Brazilian
Geography and Statistics Institute (IBGE) for different periods. Furthermore | also show that
gender inequalities disproportionately affect women in the Brazilian context in the period
ranging from 2012 to 2021. This effort is directed at my attempt to underscore contextual
aspects that set Brazil and other Latin American countries apart from contexts observed in

developed democracies, where most gender differences literature is concentrated.

Gender disparities are one of the most notable aspects of the division of labor, as a gender gap
in most societies usually marks inequality in earnings. Moreover, these features appear to be
accentuated in developing regions due to the persistence of traditional gender roles that
reinforce women’s role as main providers of unpaid work in the household. In contrast, men
have higher incentives to enter the labor market (IVERSEN, ROSENBLUTH, 2006).
Furthermore, for those women participating in the labor market, available positions are usually
associated with “(...) lower job security, fewer prospects of advancement and less

responsibility.” (IVERSEN, ROSENBLUTH, 2006).

In Latin America, structural inequalities define an occupational structure where women “(...)
are overrepresented in the sectors lagging farthest behind, in which there is greater
precariousness and less contact with technology and innovation.” (ECLAC, 2016). In the case
of Brazil, the most populous country in the region, these features determine the existence of a
gap in the gender division of labor, characterized by the concentration of women in healthcare,
education, and domestic services sectors, that, in turn, are usually associated with lower
remuneration (IBGE). Concomitantly, women remain the primary providers of household

unpaid work.

Women’s insertion in the Brazilian labor market, similar to what is observed globally, has
historically increased over the last decades. Whereas only 18.5% of women were formally
employed in the country in the 1970s, this mark had gone up to 48.9% in 2010, (VAZ et al.
2019) and has continued to grow in the last decade. Furthermore, as Vaz et al. (2019)

underscore, this increase was accompanied by a decrease in the educational gap between men
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and women, during the 1980s, with the latter surpassing the former in terms of average years
of education? by 0.4 years in 2000. The gains in education have been argued to be decisive in

explaining why women are conquering an ever-increasing share of the formal labor market.

Nevertheless, some students of female labor employment trends emphasize that the gendered
division of labor remains unchanged. Dynamics involving the supply of public services and
goods that relieve the load of domestic work primarily performed by women are a decisive
example. In 2014, 90% of Brazilian women declared that they performed at least some
domestic work, while only 51% of men of the same age level participated somehow in domestic
chores (VAZ et al., 2019). Women spent around 23.5 hours/ week in these activities, while
men reported spending 10.9 hours/week.

Not only does the overload in domestic labor faced by women define how much time they can
dedicate themselves to other activities, but also the quality of leisure time. In sum, women in
Brazil are still heavily impacted by inequalities regarding opportunities for entry and
development in the labor market. Moreover, these inequalities in occupational and wage
distribution are also accentuated by aspects relating to race, age, education level, and family
structure (LOVELL, 2000; VAZ et al., 2019).

Consequently, even though the gender division of labor in Brazil has been affected by the
increase in average years of education, with more women being qualified to occupy higher
prestige and income positions, other determinants ratify inequalities between women and men
in terms of occupational opportunities and workload. Moreover, this is especially true for
lower-income women, prevalent in the informal sector, who have limited reproductive rights

and childcare raising responsibilities.

The gendered division of labor, therefore, remained a persistent phenomenon in the Brazilian
labor market, as although employed, women continued to be secluded to specific occupations,

receiving, on average, smaller payments than men, and burdened by heavy and disproportional

1 According to Beltrdo and Diniz (2009), in the 1980 census, the average years of education for men and women
between 25 and 29 years old were 5.02 e 5.03, respectively.

2 Aggregate data suggests that the gender gap in education years was reversed during the 1980s. In this regard,
Beltrdo and Diniz (2009) argue that although education has increased for both genders, women advanced at a
quicker pace: If in “(...) 1960 the average years of education for men was 1,9 years and for women 1.7 years.” In
2000 these numbers amounted to 5.1 and 5.5, respectively. As a consequence, the initial difference of 0.2 years
favorable to men, has been altered to 0.4 years favoring women in the 2000s.
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loads of household unpaid work. Data from the IBGE reinforces these notions. Panel A of
Figure 1 exhibits the evolution of formal employment, by gender, from 2012 to 2021 in Brazil.

The period between 2012 and 2015 is characterized by higher percentages of men in the formal
labor market. It is possible to observe a convergence of the percentages of formally employed
women and men (61,1% and 61,2%, respectively). From 2017 to 2018, however, the initial
pattern, that is, higher percentages of men formally employed compared to women, is again
reproduced. It is worth mentioning that an inflection is observed in mid-2019, with the
percentage of formally employed women 2020 (61,5%) surpassing the percentage of formally
employed men (61,1%). A similar pattern is observed for 2021.

Figure 1. Percentage of Employed Females and Males in the Formal and Informal Labor
Markets

Panel B. Percentage of Employed Females and Males in the Formal Labor Market (2012-2021)
62.5
62.0

61.5

% of Formally Employed

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022

Year
—@&— Men - Formal »— Women - Formal

Source: IBGE. Pesquisa Nacional por Amostra de Domicilios Continua, 2021.

3 In 2012, 59.8% of men were formally employed, while only 57.5% of women had the same status. This pattern
is reproduced in the following years: in 2013, 60.7% of men were formally employed, whereas only 59.1% of
women were formally employed. In 2014, 61.7% of men were employed in the formal labor market, while only
60.6% of women shared the same status. Finally, in 2015, the difference between genders amounted to 1.2
percentual points, in favor of men.
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Panel B. Percentage of Employed Females and Males in the Informal Labor Market (2012-2021)
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Source: IBGE. Pesquisa Nacional por Amostra de Domicilios Continua, 2021.

Conversely, Panel B of Figure 1 portrays the evolution of the share of women and men who
are informally employed in the same period. Despite the variation over time, it becomes clear
that the percentage of informally employed individuals is higher amongst women than men,
throughout the years. The inflection of this trend is similarly identifiable between 2019 and
2020.

Overall, the data on formal and informal employment in Brazil suggests that female
employment has been concentrated in the informal sector until mid-2019 when the percentage
of formally employed women surpassed the percentage of o formally employed men. These

positions are likely to be associated with higher vulnerability regarding rights and guarantees.

Moreover, the rise in the percentage of women employed in formal jobs must be carefully
assessed as, “(...) women’s earnings still lag those of men at every education level, even within
the same majors (...)” (Carnevale et al, 2018). Consequently, the association between an
increase in female employment in the formal sector and the expansion of job security, rights

and guarantees, is by no means a simple matter.
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National data from 2021 exemplifies the many prevalent gender inequalities that characterize

the Brazilian context. Panel A of Figure 2 summarizes the gender division of labor in Brazil,

by occupation sector in 2021. As suggested by the data, the female workforce remains

concentrated in sectors that are usually characterized by lower wages, prestige, and limited

growth opportunities. Men, on the other hand, represent the majority amongst sectors such as

commerce, industry, and finances, usually associated with higher prestige and income

opportunities.

Figure 2. Labor Market Inequalities in Brazil by Economic Sector (2021)
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Panel A. Occupied Female and Male Population 14 years old and older, by Sector (2021)
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Panel B. Employment Level for Women, Men and Overall, by Education Levels - Brazil (2021)
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Source: Sintese de Indicadores Sociais uma Analise das Condicdes de Vida da Populagéo Brasileira, IBGE, 2021.

Panel B exhibits evidence suggesting that, even though women might have surpassed men in
terms of average years of education, male employment levels continue to consistently exceed
female employment levels, regardless of their education level. Accordingly, Figure 3 portrays
the different income levels for women and men in the formal and informal sectors. As expected,
female income levels are consistently lower throughout both education levels and economic

sectors.

Figure 3. Real Average Monthly Income Levels for individuals aged 14 and older, by
Gender and Economic Sector - Brazil (2021)
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Source: Sintese de Indicadores Sociais uma Analise das Condicdes de Vida da Populacdo Brasileira, IBGE, 2021.

It is worth mentioning that the observed inequalities might be further aggravated by national
characteristics, such as regional disparities directly affecting access to education, jobs and
income-generating social programs, such as the Bolsa Familia and Auxilio Emergencial. These
aspects might similarly be reinforced by the Covid-19 pandemic, which has knowingly affected
vulnerable groups disproportionately (DANG, NGUYEN, 2021; NASSIF-PIRES et al., 2021.).

Based on the observed role women occupy in labor markets today in Brazil and the discussions
about the gendered division of labor presented in the former sections, the next section will

summarize the expectations and hypotheses that guide this work.
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V. Hypotheses and Theoretical Expectations

The discussion presented in this study has centered around issues involving the gendered
division of labor, the debate regarding women’s participation in the labor market, and the
effects of this insertion in shaping political preferences and opinions. The hypotheses guiding
this investigation revolve around how female insertion in the labor market affects women’s
evaluations of the economy. Of the several testable hypotheses that emerge, | focus on three
key hypotheses that aim to capture how differences between and within genders affect women’s

retrospective economic evaluations.

In order to identify if there are gender differences in retrospective economic evaluations, the
first hypothesis explores whether men and women have distinct evaluations holding all other
characteristics constant. In empirical terms, this hypothesis will be tested with an additive
model that considers gender effects on the dependent variable as a constant marginal difference.
Here, women and men are contrasted without considering within-gender differences that would
arise if we allowed gender effects to vary according to other variables. This hypothesis is
designed to mimic theoretical interpretations that deem the effects of gender on the dependent

variable to be constant, therefore, rejecting the supposition that there is variation within each

group.

H1: Retrospective economic evaluations vary according to gender, with women being

more likely to evaluate the economy as ‘much worse’ and ‘a little worse’.

Although the gender literature has vastly documented differences between genders in terms of
opinions and preferences (BOX-STEFFENMEISTER et al.,, 2004; CHHIBBER, 2022;
CLARKE et al., 2005; DASSONVILE, 2018; DOLAN, 2011; EDLUND, PANDE 2002;
HIGGINS, KELLSTEDT, 2016; IVERSEN et al., 2020; IVERSEN, ROSENBLUTH, 2006;
KITTILSON, 2016; and others) it remains an open question whether these effects are constant
or vary along other relevant aspects. According to the previously discussed studies (CHANEY
et al., 1998; CHHIBBER, 2002; DOLAN, 2011; GOTTLIEB, 2016), | expect women in
general, to be more pessimistic about the country’s current economic situation when compared

to men.
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However, as previously underlined, female experiences vary greatly. Consequently, following
our argumentation about within-gender differences, | expect the effects of gender to vary
according to values assumed by other conditioning explanatory variables. Differences in
employment status and labor market insertion, therefore, are expected to determine distinct
experiences and, distinct consequences to gendered economic evaluations. Consequently,
although women might be generally associated with pessimistic views, the levels of pessimism

might vary among women, conditional on labor market experience.

Female labor market experiences are likely to be determined by their relatively recent arrival
in the labor market, as well as by discrimination and inequalities that, in turn, “(...) may create
a heightened sense of economic uncertainty and risk (...)” (CLARKE ET AL., 2005). These
aspects should be translated into more pessimistic views about the economy. Following Clarke
et al. (2005) argument about how negative workforce experiences, coupled with traditional
socialization — persistent in developing contexts — might help to explain greater economic
pessimism among women inserted in the labor market, we expect these women to be more

pessimistic than those who are outside the labor market.

Contemplating the previously discussed aspects and their potential effect on female economic
evaluations, hypotheses 2 and 3 focus on differences between women, considering aspects
related to labor market insertion and informality that moderate differences in the effect of
gender on economic evaluations. Based on the gender literature that supports the prevalence of
pessimistic evaluations amongst women, we expect pessimism to be higher amongst employed
women, when compared to unemployed women, mainly due to the nature of positions usually
occupied by them and to the intrinsic vulnerability associated with being a woman in a labor

market characterized by gender inequalities and discrimination (CLARKE et al., 2005).

H2: Levels of pessimism will vary among women, with those inserted in the labor market

being more likely to evaluate the economy as ‘much worse’ and ‘a little worse’.

Notably, in the case of Brazil, where high levels of inequalities produce relevant
heterogeneities amongst women and where the labor market comprises radically different
occupations requiring different sets of skills and similarly providing women with different
opportunities for development, organization, and participation, we further expect the effects of
being female on economic evaluations to be mediated by specific employment situations. One

mechanism that might be particularly instrumental to these differences are experiences in the
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formal and informal labor markets which might alter and expand women’s possibilities and

perspectives and therefore affect evaluations.

Differences in positions are, therefore, likely to be associated with distinct opportunities
determined by the type of labor market insertion and degree of economic vulnerability. We
expect evaluations of women employed in formal positions to be less pessimistic than those of
informally employed females, as the latter are submitted to higher degrees of vulnerability and
have fewer rights guaranteed.

H3: Women’s retrospective evaluations of the economic situation will differ based on
their formal/informal job status, with women occupying informal job positions being

more likely to evaluate the economy as ‘much worse’ and “a little worse’.

Considering the three hypotheses outlined, Table 1 summarizes my expectations for the
direction and intensity of the effects of the explanatory variables, considering the additive
model.

Table 1. Theoretical Expectations for the Effects of Explanatory Variables

Economic Evaluations

Gender Women (-) Men (+)
Labor Market Insertion - +
Informality

Firstly, as previously discussed, gender is expected to exert a negative effect on economic
evaluations, with women being more pessimistic than men. Insertion in the labor market is
expected to affect women’s evaluations negatively, as they are exposed to negative workforce
experiences, and to discriminatory environments that create and reproduce higher levels of
economic uncertainty and risk. Male evaluations, on the other hand, are expected to vary
positively once they start participating in the labor market, as common dynamics benefit men

over women and create higher levels of security for the former.

Informality, on the other hand, is expected to negatively affect economic evaluations for both
women and men, as this condition is associated with lower employment security and higher

levels of vulnerability for both genders. Furthermore, the negative effect of informality is
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expected to be stronger among women as vulnerabilities arising from joining the labor market

are overlayed by the vulnerability associated with informal employment situations.

Departing from the previously outline expectations for the constant effects of gender, labor
market insertion and informality, Figure 4 summarizes expectations for the multiplicative
models, that consider the moderating role of other aspects on the conditional effects of gender

on economic evaluations.

In the figure, four groups are identified: the first one is composed of women inserted in the
labor market; the second one of women outside the labor market; the third one of formally
employed women; and the fourth one, composed by informally employed women.
Expectations for the combined effect of gender and the moderating variables are represented

along group numbers.

Figure 4. Theoretical Expectations for the Effects of Explanatory Variables — Differences

within Women

Gender Women ¢
/ N\
. Inside the Outside the
Labor Market Insertion Labor Market Labor Market
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s
///
//,
Informality Formal Informal
Employment Employment
(+) )
Group 3 (- - +) Group 4 (- - -)

Considering the previously stated arguments, the effect of being a women inserted in the labor
market (group 1) is expected to negatively affect economic evaluations. Moreover, this
negative impact on evaluations is expected to be strengthened by informal employment, as
workers under this condition (group 4) are more vulnerable when compared to formally
employed individuals (group 3). Nevertheless, the latter are still expected to be pessimistic in
their evaluations, as they are still exposed to the effects of gender and labor market insertion.
Finally, women outside the labor market are expected to be less pessimistic when compared to

women inserted in the labor market.
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As these hypotheses confirm, this study contributes to a theoretical framework that helps to
understand why differences in labor market participation will affect women’s evaluations of
the economy in the context of a developing democracy marked by high rates of inequality.
Furthermore, it highlights that dichotomous approaches to gender differences are not validated
by theory. Consequently, the this study emphasizes the relevance of considering distinctions in
the effects of gender on economic evaluations taking into consideration within-gender
differences. The next section is devoted to the research design based on the analysis of survey
data for Brazil and the methods employed for hypothesis testing. The following section
presents results using the described data and methods.

VI Data and Methods
Latinobarometer Data

To test the hypotheses about gender-relevant aspects of economic evaluations, we rely on
survey data on a nationally representative sample of Brazilians collected by the
Latinobarometer. The Latinobarometer is a public opinion survey poll, annually applied in over
18 Latin American countries. Our analysis is based on eight survey waves (2008, 2009, 2010,
2011, 2013, 2015, 2017, 2020) for Brazil.

The survey incorporates a series of questions that measure attitudes and opinions about a varied
set of political and social themes. For the purpose of this analysis, we draw information about
economic evaluations, employment status, employment sectors (formal, informal), and
ideology. Moreover, we also use information about demographic characteristics such as
gender, age, and education level. The pooled sample for all survey waves is composed of
10,738 individuals, of whom 5,179 (48.2%) are men and 5,559 (51.7%) are women.

Economic Evaluations

The dependent variable, retrospective economic evaluations, is composed by six, including
‘Much better’, ‘A little better’, ‘About the same’, ‘A little worse’, ‘Much worse’, and ‘Don’t
know’. While the number of categories allows for important differentiations pertaining to

individuals’ evaluation of the country’s economic situation, differences between categories
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might be a factor of confusion for respondents, as different degrees of agreement may have
different substantive meanings for distinct respondents. Moreover, the category ‘About the
same’ poses another obstacle to interpretation, as yearly reports do not include information
about previous years’ evaluations. Consequently, this category might reflect both negative and

positive evaluations, which we are unable to access based on the available information.

As the primary objective is to capture different levels of pessimism among women, we rely on
categories ‘Much worse’ and ‘A little worse’ to capture negative evaluations. Positive
evaluations, on the other hand, are associated with ‘Much better’ and ‘A little better’ categories.
It is worth noticing that evidence suggests that female and male evaluations vary over the years
and that they are responsive, although at different rates, to changes in macro-economic
indicators such as GDP per capita. Figure 5 portraits the percentage of negative evaluations
(‘Much worse’ and ‘A little better’) throughout the survey years, along with variations in the

per capita GDP.

Figure 5. Percentage of Negative Evaluations of the Economy, by Gender, for all Survey

Years
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According to previously outlined expectations, data suggests that, although negative
evaluations follow similar patterns for both genders, women remain more pessimistic than men
throughout the year. Further analysis is devoted to understanding and describing these

differences.

Labor Market Experience
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Turning to the key moderating explanatory variable, there are additional challenges as the
concept of labor market insertion may not be directly captured by the available survey data.
For the purpose of this analysis, the original employment status variable is adopted as a proxy
for labor market participation. The employment status variable divides individuals into eight
categories: ‘Self-employed’; ‘Salaried employee in a state company’; ‘Salaried employee in a
private company’; ‘Temporarily out of work, Retired/pensioner’; ‘Don’t work/responsible for
shopping and housework’; ‘Student’; and ‘Not applicable’. For the purposes of this analysis,
those in the first four categories are considered to be inserted in the labor market, as they are
directly exposed to labor market dynamics. Those in the last three categories, on the other hand,
are considered to be outside the labor market, as they are not directly involved with labor
market. Consequently, the final labor market insertion measure separates individuals based on

their participation (or the absence of) in the labor market.

This rescaling choice, however, might be problematic as distinct groups are combined in the
same categories. Nevertheless, considering the general goal of differentiating individuals
according to labor market insertion, the combination of categories allows for an effective
measure that differentiates individuals according to their direct participation in labor market.

Future analysis should focus on further exploring differences between specific categories.
Informality

Finally, measurements for job formality and informality, are derived from the original
‘employment type’ variable that differentiates respondents into two categories (Self-employed
and Salaried employed) and nine subcategories. The self-employed category encompasses
subcategories ‘Professional (doctor, lawyer, accountant, architect)’, ‘Business owner’,
‘Farmer/fisherman’, and ‘Self-employed, informal’. The salaried employed category, on the
other hand, includes subcategories ‘Professional’, ‘Senior management’, ‘Middle

management’, “Other”, and ‘Not applicable’.

Considering different definitions of informality, 1 employ two different specifications that
consider, respectively, all categories under ‘self-employed’ as informal* and only the category
‘Self-employed, informal’ as informal. Moreover, it is worth emphasizing possible issues

pertaining to the subcategory ‘Other’. It remains unclear which occupations and individuals

4 Model results for this specification are available in Appendix A.
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were included in this category. Therefore, specific informal occupations might be absorbed by

this category erroneously.
Methods

Both additive and interaction multivariate models are employed in the context of this analysis
to contrast explanations that consider gender effects on economic evaluations to be constant
with explanations that allow gender effects to vary according to other aspects. For the three
specifications, pooled sample models are accompanied by yearly tests as a robustness check.

Following the previously stated hypotheses, | expect interaction models to be theoretically
more appropriate for capturing gender differences in evaluations, as female experiences, and
therefore evaluations and perceptions, are likely to vary greatly, considering distinct positions
in the labor market.

Hence, while additive models determine constant effects for dependent variables, which
corresponds to constraining gender effects to differences between women and men as
homogeneous groups, interaction models contend that these effects vary according to values
assumed by conditioning variables. Consequently, the latter approach allows for the analysis
of theoretically relevant aspects that determine differences not only between genders, but

within genders.

In the case of the first hypothesis, the effect of gender on economic evaluations is assumed to
be constant. Consequently, the additive model tests produce an effect of being female on
evaluations that is constant between genders. The coefficient associated to gender, therefore,
represents the estimated effect of being female or male on economic evaluations, on average,

holding labor market insertion and informality constant.

In the case of the two additional hypotheses, on the other hand, the effect of being female on
economic evaluations is expected to be moderated by labor market insertion and informality.
These multiplicative models are more aligned with my theoretical expectations. Particularly, |
expect female evaluations to differ based on whether they are active participants in the labor
market and whether they are employed in vulnerable positions, measured through job
formality. Following Brambor et. al (2006) recommendations, interaction models are employed

to test our second and third hypotheses, given their conditional nature.
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Firstly, | follow their recommendation for including all constitutive terms in our model
specifications. According to the authors, researchers could omit constitutive terms in an
interaction model only when at least two conditions are met. First, researchers must have strong
theoretical expectations that the omitted variable has no effect on the dependent variable in the
absence of other modifying variables. This assumption, however, might be affected by the scale
chosen for particular variables and the practical meaning of a zero-valued variable.

In the case of models that compose this analysis, there are strong reasons to believe that
constitutive terms gender, employment status and employment type (formal/ informal) all have
effects on our dependent variable, economic evaluations, even in the absence of other
modifying variables. While the central role of gender has been largely discussed in the previous
sections, the relevance of employment status and formal/informal employment types are known

to play a determining role in shaping economic evaluations.

The second condition states that, prior to suppressing constitutive terms, researchers need to
empirically test whether the coefficient associated with a specific variable is in fact, zero. It is
worth noticing, nevertheless, that even in cases where the effect of a single variable (Z) is
assumed to be zero, on average, in the absence of other modifying variables (X), it might be
that the coefficient associated with Z might differ from zero, as it indicates the effect of Z when
X is zero, rather than the average effect of Z on independent variable Y. Failing to consider

these aspects might lead to inferential errors.

Using the complete model specification with all constitutive terms will provide researchers
with theoretically unbiased estimates. Observed effects, however, should not be interpreted as
unconditional marginal effects as the coefficient on a given independent variable effectively
captures the effect of that variable on the dependent variable only when the moderator variable
is zero (BRAMBOR et al., 2006). As the main objective here is to comprehend how a third
variable moderates the effect of an IV on a DV, that is to say, the conditional effect of an IV
on a DV, when the moderator assumes different values, | employ conditional tests that

correspond to the conditional hypothesis.

Finally, to adequately address the results of multiplicative interaction models, meaningful
description of the marginal effects of the independent variable, along with the associated
estimates of uncertainty are provided in the results section. Particularly, following Moreira’s

(2021) recommendations regarding meaningful ways to interpret multinomial logistic
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regression models, | employ the average marginal effects (AME) approach to calculate
marginal effects based on predicted probabilities.

Marginal effects summarize the effects of an independent variable in terms of a model’s
prediction (MIZE, 2019). That is, as explained by Mize (2019), marginal effects provide a
summary measure of the independent variable’s effect even when multiple linked coefficients
compose a model. Furthermore, according to the author, as they are based on model’s
predictions, marginal effects can be expressed and interpreted in a distinct metric than
regression coefficients, which in turn, facilitates interpretation of non-linear models with

polychotomous dependent variables.

The average marginal effect (AME) approach portrays the effect of a change in the key
explanatory variable on the DV, on average, across the sample. It does so by holding variables
at their values in the dataset (MOREIRA, 2021). In the case of AMEs, each prediction is based
on actual observed values in the data. It is relevant to consider the substantive meaning of the
average case across different variables, as it might not make sense to consider the average case
for some variables. Similarly, it is worth noticing that the AME approach is deemed by
researchers as more resistant to model misspecification, as inferences are made about actual
cases observed in the data and not about a — at times non-existing — average case. The
employment of the AME approach is, furthermore, justified by the adoption of multinomial

logistic regression models.

Considering the characteristics of our data and following the guidelines posed by Moreira
(2020), I employ multinomial logistic regression models to analyze gender differences in
economic evaluations. The aim is to capture whether there are differences in being a female for
five different types of economic evaluations holding constant other aspects that drive economic

assessments.

The option for MNLMs is based mainly on our theoretical assumption that a dichotomous
approach (e.g., Approves vs. Disapproves) is insufficient to comprehend a more comprehensive
set of variation in economic evaluations, as | expect the effects of the independent variables to
differ for each outcome. Our DV is composed of five categories (‘Much better’, ‘A little better’,
‘About the same’, ‘A little worse’, ‘Much worse’, ‘Don’t know’). The inclusion of an
inordinate category (‘Don’t know’) determines a non-ordinal/ partially ordered configuration

of our categories and, therefore, “(...) invalidates models for ordinal outcomes.” (LONG,
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FREESE, pp.171, 2014). On this matter, Long and Freese (2014) postulate that, should there
be any concerns about the ordinality of the DV, the potential loss of efficiency arising from
adopting models for nominal outcomes would be counterbalanced by avoiding potential bias

resulting from the constraints imposed by ordinal models.

The discussion around developing meaningful ways to interpret the results of non-linear
models with polychotomous dependent variables has been a central one among political
scientists (KING, 1989; MOREIRA, 2021), and this study also seeks to leverage best practices
to improve inferences. MNLMs have been vastly employed by scientists aiming to comprehend
multivariate relationships as they estimate the probability of a specific outcome given the
values of a set of regressors (MOREIRA, 2021). The next section is devoted to the presentation

and discussion of the analysis’ results.

VII. Results

This section is devoted to presenting and discussing the empirical results of the analysis
considering the theory positing that there are important differences between and within genders
with respect to economic evaluations. | begin by outlining a summary of the theoretical
expectations presented in section V. Hypothesis one stated that on average, holding constant
labor insertion variables, gender should have a negative impact on individuals’ economic
evaluations, with women being more likely to express negative evaluations (‘Much worse” and
‘A little worse’) than men. In the case of hypotheses two and three, however, expectations refer
to the effects of gender, considering varying values assumed by the two main explanatory
variables, labor market insertion and informality. A summary of expectations is presented in
Table 1.

Table 1. Theoretical Expectations for the Effects of Explanatory Variables

Economic Evaluations

Gender Women (-) Men (+)
Labor Market Insertion _ +
Informality

38



As represented in the table, insertion in the labor market is expected to affect women’s
evaluations negatively, as they are exposed to negative workforce experiences, and to
discriminatory environments that create and reproduce lower levels of job security. Male
evaluations, on the other hand, are expected to vary positively once they start participating in
the labor market, as common dynamics benefit men over women and create higher levels of
security for the former. In turn, both female and male evaluations are expected to be negatively
affected by informality, as this condition is associated with lower employment security and
higher levels of vulnerability for both genders. The negative effect of informality is expected
to be stronger among women as the effects of discrimination in the labor market are enhanced
disproportionally to this category.

A quick look at the distribution of answers for female and male retrospective economic
evaluations suggests the presence of relevant differences between genders. Figure 6 exhibits
the frequency of answers for the dependent variable, economic evaluations, for all years in the
sample, by gender. Although overall, we can observe common patterns of responses over the
years for both genders, it becomes clear that the distribution of answers still varies according
to respondents’ gender: while women are consistently more concentrated in negative answers
‘A little worse’ and ‘Much worse’, across sample years, men are consistently more positive

when asked to evaluate the country’s economic situation.

Figure 6. Retrospective Economic Evaluations, by Gender for all Sample Years
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Source: Latinobarometer.

39




Additionally, similar amounts of women and men are observed in the middle category ‘About
the same’. Moreover, category ‘Don’t know’ appears to represent a very small portion of
answers, and to be evenly distributed along genders, across sample years. Finally, the
proportions of negative and positive answers for both genders vary across years with an
inflexion in observed trends in 2016, when negative evaluations from both genders become

more common than positive answers.

This initial piece of evidence suggests, according to our theoretical expectations, that gender
differences might be reflected in economic evaluations, with women being generally more
pessimistic than men. To further explore differences in answers between genders, | employ a
multinomial logistic regression and analyze marginal effects. For the first hypothesis an
additive model intended to capture gender differences in retrospective evaluations of the

country’s economic situation was employed. The model can be stated as:

Retrospective Economic Evaluations
= f(Female + Left + Labor Market Insertion + Informality + Age
+ Age? + Education + Years)

Where retrospective economic evaluations are a function of gender, ideology, age, level of
education, employment status and the year of analysis. Retrospective economic evaluations are
composed by the six original answer categories in the survey, including “Much better”, “A
little better”, “About the same”, “A little worse”, “Much worse", and “Don’t know”. All
original categories were included considering the goal of capturing within-category nuances,
as the analysis aims to differentiate groups of women and the reasoning behind different
answers. The ‘Don’t know” category, furthermore, was included due to the suspicion that
differences in the concentration of answers in this category could be associated with gender

characteristics such as smaller levels of labor market insertion.

For the main explanatory variable, gender, | employed a dummy variable that identifies female
individuals. The variable for ideology originated from a 10-point scale where 0 indicates left
and 10 indicates right. Answers were rescaled to identify left-leaning individuals (0-5) and
right-leaning individuals (6-10). Informality is measured using a dummy variable that
considers as informal workers only those who were categorized under the ‘Self-employed,

informal’. Furthermore, two measures of age were included, one of them squared, and
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education level is measured according to years studied/ level of education (e.g., Complete high
school education, College education, etc.)®. Finally, dummy variables were included in year-
specific models to control for different years in the model.®

Figure 7 presents the average marginal effects of being female on the probabilities of choosing
different answers for the economic evaluations question, holding labor market insertion and
informality constant, for all years in the sample. Results from the pooled model suggest that
there are significant differences between the probabilities of answering ‘A little better’ (-
.036%) and ‘Much worse’ (.029%) for females. We might consider, therefore, the presence of

a pessimistic trend among women.

Figure 7. Average Marginal Effect of Female on the Probabilities of Retrospective
Economic Evaluations (All years)
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Source: Latinobarometer.

5 Based on evidence pertaining to the importance of changes involving the gender gap in education in Brazil,
[ further evaluated the average marginal effects of education on female economic evaluations. The results
did not yield significant differences in probabilities of evaluating the economy in a certain way, along
different education levels for women or men. Further work should be devoted to exploring the impacts of
the closure of the educational gender gap on economic evaluations.

6 Even though the sample is fairly balanced for all years, we include year dummies in an attempt to control for
year-specific aspects that might account for the differences in effects observed in each case.
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Nevertheless, this trend is much less visible when we run the model for specific years. For most

cases (2008, 2010, 2011, 2013, 2015) probabilities of answering positively or negatively are

not statistically different from one another. Although slight differences between positive and

negative evaluations are apparent in other years (2009, 2016, 2017, and 2020), effects are not

as pronounced as in the pooled version of the model. Figure 8 presents varied results for a

sample of the years included in our analysis.

Figure 8. Average Marginal Effect of Female on the Probabilities of Retrospective
Economic Evaluations (2008, 2013, 2016, 2020)
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Note: Models for all years are available in Appendix A.
Source: Latinobarometer.
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As previously stated, the AME of being female varies greatly between years, with some years
indicating no significant differences among positive and negative evaluations. Nevertheless,
differences between the first and the third groups are noticeable for several years, with women
consistently exhibiting higher probabilities of retrospectively evaluating the country’s
economic situation as ‘Much worse’. Concomitantly, we observe lower probabilities of

answering ‘A little better’ among the same group.

It is relevant to notice that the additive model used to test this hypothesis estimates constant
gender effects on the dependent variable, economic evaluations. Consequently, results from
this model suggest that, compared to men, women as a group, on average, express more
pessimistic views when asked to evaluate the country’s economic situation. Nevertheless, as
previously argued, there are reasons to believe that the effect of gender on economic
evaluations might be mediated by other aspects that define different levels of insertion in the
labor market. Therefore, the effects of gender on economic evaluations are expected to vary

considering differences in labor market insertion.

For this reason, we employ multiplicative interaction models to test conditional hypotheses 2
and 3. The first interaction model introduces the interaction term between gender and labor
market insertion. The moderating variable, labor market insertion, is composed of two
categories that combine answers for the question: “What is your current employment
situation?”. Considering our general goal to measure labor market insertion, answers were
combined to differentiate individuals that in some way are inserted in the labor market (e.g.,
self-employed, employee in State and private companies, temporarily unemployed) in the time
of the survey, from individuals outside the labor market (e.g., retired, pensioner, responsible
for housework, student). Figure 9 presents the distribution of individuals from both genders

into the employment categories for different sampling years.
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Figure 9. Employment Status, by Gender for all Years
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Source: Latinobarometer.

It is relevant to notice that women are a majority among the unemployed, particularly on the
‘Don’t work/household responsible’ category. Men, on the other hand, are concentrated along
the ‘Salaried in Private Companies’ and ‘Salaried in State Companies’. For both genders we
observe a relatively smaller concentration in our second category ‘Temporarily unemployed’.

This distribution in consistent across sample years.

Following the hypotheses, | expect women inserted in the labor market to be more pessimistic
in their evaluations of the economy when compared to both unemployed women and their male

counterparts. The interaction model for testing this hypothesis can be stated as:

Retrospective Economic Evaluations
= f(Female + Left + Labor Market Insertion + Age + Age?

+ Education + Years + Labor Market Insertion X Female)

Figure 10 exhibits the average marginal effect of gender on the probability of selecting different
answer options for the explanatory variable, given specific values of the mediating variable,
labor market insertion. Results suggest that the previously observed gender differences in
evaluations are still perceptive along different categories of the dependent variable, with
women being more concentrated in negative answer categories (‘Much worse’ and ‘A little
worse’), and men being more concentrated in positive categories (‘Much better’ and ‘A little
better’). Importantly, these differences are more prominent between men and women inserted

in the labor market.
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Figure 10. Average Marginal Effect of Gender on the Probabilities of Retrospective

Economic Evaluations, according to Labor Market Insertion (All years)
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On the other hand, contrary to our expectations, results for the pooled model suggest that
differences in evaluations observed for women inside and outside the labor market might not
be statistically significant. In this sense, results for each category of the moderating variable

yield similar results and overlapping confidence intervals.
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Figure 11. Average Marginal Effect of Gender on the Probabilities of Retrospective
Economic Evaluations, according to Labor Market Insertion (2010, 2011, 2017, 2020).
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Figure 11 presents results for different years in the sample. In general, trends observed in the
pooled model are also reflected in different years, even though sample sizes affect statistical
significance. Nevertheless, on earlier years like 2008, 2010, 2011 and 2013 the prevalence of
women among those who evaluated the economy negatively disappears, as female and male
negative evaluations overlap. For these years the number of negative evaluations is also much
lower comparatively to latter years such as 2017 and 2020. Starting from 2011, and specially
after 2016, the number of negative evaluations increased for both gender and differences

between genders become more apparent.

Our second hypothesis stated that differences in labor market insertion should mediate the

effects of gender on economic evaluations. Marginal effects estimates, however, suggest that

46




differences in evaluations between women inserted in the labor market and those outside the
labor market might be insignificant. For some answer categories in specific years (2017, 2020),
higher levels of negative evaluations might be observed among women in the labor market. For

others, nonetheless, the concentration of evaluations from both groups are very similar.

In an effort to further capture the effect of higher vulnerability levels in the labor market, the
third hypothesis discusses how informality affects women’s economic evaluations. Women
employed in informal positions are expected to be more pessimistic in their economic
evaluations when compared to formally employed females. The interaction model for this

hypothesis may be stated as’:

Retrospective Economic Evaluations
= f(Female + Left + Labor Market Insertion + Informality

+ Education + Years + Informality X Female)

Figure 12, exhibits results for the pooled model. Similarly, to what was observed in the case of
hypothesis two, women are more concentrated in ‘Much worse’ category, while men are the
majority among those who evaluated the economy as ‘A little better’. Nevertheless, gender
differences in category ‘A little worse’ become unnoticeable. As sample size decreases, it

becomes harder to distinguish effects.

" Due to reductions in the sample size arising from considering only employed individuals the multinomial logistic
model specification adopted for this hypothesis is a reduced version of the original model and does not include
the age variable.
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Figure 12. Average Marginal Effect of Gender on the Probabilities of Retrospective

Economic Evaluations, according to Informality (All years)
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Turning to the issue of differences between formally and informally employed women, results

do not suggest the presence of significant distinctions in evaluations. A more detailed look into

different years, however, confirms the generally observed tendency of higher concentration of

women among those evaluating the economy as ‘Much worse’. Regarding differences between

women, evidence is insufficient to determine whether formally employed women differ in their

evaluations from informally employed women.
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Figure 13. Average Marginal Effect of Gender on the Probabilities of Retrospective
Economic Evaluations, according to Informality (2009, 2013, 2015, 2017).
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VIII. Conclusion

The present analysis aimed to contribute to the burgeoning field of gender studies in political
science. Specifically, it aimed at contributing to an important gap in the traditional literature,
by analyzing within-gender differences in economic evaluations in developing countries. |
theorize that multiplicative models are better fit for evaluating the effects of gender on
economic evaluations, based on the assumption that there are important differences within
groups of women, specially in developing contexts, that should affect their economic

evaluations. | than test this assumption empirically by employing and comparing additive and
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multiplicative models. Despite important limitations, analysis’ results suggest that the effects
of gender might be affected and altered by the presence of other explanatory variables that

differentiate women among themselves.

The analysis departed from a conceptualization of differences in economic evaluations between
genders. Initially, descriptive data on economic evaluations suggest that women are, on
average, more likely than men to evaluate the economy negatively (‘A little worse’ and ‘Much
worse’), while men are comparatively more concentrated along positive answers (‘A little

better’ and ‘Much better’). This pattern is consistent across different years in the sample.

Conversely, another important finding pertains to the evidence of the presence of similarities
in evaluation trends between genders. Particularly, when considering changes in evaluations
across sample years, similar trends are observed between both genders. Consequently, although
in different proportions, negative and positive evaluations from both women and men appear
to variate in similar patterns, with common moments of rise and decrease of negative

evaluations.

Moreover, evidence suggests that variations in economic evaluations accompany changes in
macro-economic indicators such as per capita GDP growth. Even though model specifications
did not include macro-economic indicators due to data limitations, future studies should focus

on including and considering such aspects when analyzing economic evaluations.

Turning to the analysis of gender differences using multinomial logistic models, a first and
more general finding refers to the existence of gender differences in economic evaluations,
with women being, on average, more pessimistic in their evaluations than men. Additive model
results are further reinforced by interaction models that also suggest that women are more likely
than men to select negative categories (‘Much worse’ and ‘A little worse’) when manifesting
their opinions about the country’s economic situation, regardless of the values assumed by
mediating variables. In opposition, men exhibit higher concentrations among those who

evaluate the economy positively (‘A little better”) in both additive and multiplicative models.

Importantly, the observed effects of gender on evaluations are more apparent in the pooled
version of different models. Estimates for different years, on the other hand, exhibit contrasting
results, with differences between genders being observed only for specific years, while absent
in others. These variations might be attributed to both decreasing sample sizes, and the

existence of actual differences in effects across years.
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Besides differences between genders, the analysis aimed at understanding within-gender
variations in economic evaluations considering mediating variables. In the case of the second
hypothesis, variations in the measure of labor market insertion were expected to impact the
previously observed gender differences in evaluations. Results from the pooled model hint at
the existence of differences between evaluations expressed by women inserted in the labor
market and by those who were outside of the labor market at the time of the survey. In the case
of year-specific models, however, confidence intervals for the estimates of the marginal effect

of gender and labor market insertion overlap between the two categories for all cases.

Nonetheless, there are strong theoretical reasons to believe that economic evaluations will be
affected by levels of labor market insertion. Consequently, the lack of evidence of differences
between women inserted or outside the labor market in specific years might be attributed to

either sample size or the construction of the measure of labor market insertion adopted here.

Similar conclusions might be derived from the model using labor informality as mediating
variable. Although the existence of striking differences between formal and informal
employment, especially in highly inequal contexts in developing countries, has been vastly
documented, results observed in the pooled model become less visible in year-specific models,
making it harder to identify any differences in evaluations between formally and informally

employed individuals.

It is worth noticing, however, that sample size for the third hypothesis has drastically decreased
as only employed individuals are considered in the model. This decrease might account for the
absence of differences within genders, considering varying employment conditions. Finally, it
is also relevant to mention that the concept of informality might be very difficult to capture

because of varying definitions, what might in turn affect the results observed.

In summary, the present study has several limitations that should be considered when
evaluating the results presented and addressed by future studies. First and foremost, the labor
market insertion variable and the informality variable should be carefully evaluated, as they
combine very different groups under the same definitions. Moreover, in the case of the latter,
the difficulty of measuring the concept of informality might similarly be a relevant obstacle to
analysis. Additional variables, such as income levels might be helpful in differentiating women
and men in terms of different levels of labor market vulnerability, although unavailable in the

survey data.

51



Moreover, sample issues such as sample sizes and the absence data for some years is likely to
also pose important limitations to the analysis. Another important issue refers to the absence,
in most cases, of information pertaining to the specific months in which data was collected for
different years. All the limitations described above must be considered when evaluating the
results and future work should contemplate these issues.

In conclusion, in spite of substantial limitations, important results have been observed
throughout the analysis, with evidence reinforcing the existence of gender differences in the
way women and men evaluate the country’s economic situation. Moreover, hints of the
existence of possible differences between women, according, to their level of insertion in the
labor market and employment status (formal vs. informal) suggest that future research should
consider the possibility of within-gender differences, with gender effects varying for different
women. Moreover, these considerations are especially valuable for research focusing on
developing regions, where high levels of inequalities determine fundamentally different

conditions for different women.
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APPENDIX A — Supplementary Figures

Figure 14. Average Marginal Effect of Female on the Probabilities of Retrospective
Economic Evaluations (2008, 2009, 2010, 2011, 2013, 2015, 2016, 2017, 2020, and pooled

model)
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Figure 15. Average Marginal Effect of Gender on the Probabilities of Retrospective

Economic Evaluations, according to Labor Market Insertion (2010, 2011, 2013, 2015,

2016, 2017, 2020, and pooled model).
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Figure 16. Average Marginal Effect of Gender on the Probabilities of Retrospective
Economic Evaluations, according to Informality (2009, 2008, 2010, 2013, 2015, 2016,

2017, 2020, and pooled model) — Informal.
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Figure 17. Average Marginal Effect of Gender on the Probabilities of Retrospective
Economic Evaluations, according to Informality (2009, 2008, 2010, 2013, 2015, 2016,

2017, 2020, and pooled model) — Self-employed
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