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ABSTRACT

Navigating Educational Disruptions: The
Gender Divide in Parental Involvement
and Children’s Learning Outcomes®

This study analyzes the adjustment in time allocation to school support activities by mothers
and fathers during the pandemic across 22 Latin American and Caribbean countries,
exploring the repercussions on labor market outcomes and children’s learning losses. Our
analysis reveals that mothers experienced a disproportionate increase in time dedicated to
children’s educational support compared to fathers, particularly when mothers could work
from home. The results suggest that these effects were more pronounced in countries
with stringent school closure measures and limited access to in-person instruction. Even as
mobility restrictions eased and schools reopened, the additional responsibilities taken on by
mothers remained above pre-pandemic levels. Mothers also significantly increased the time
spent on non-educational childcare, though to a lesser extent than educational support.
We also show evidence indicating a decline in maternal labor force participation and a rise
in flexible labor arrangements as mothers allocated more hours to child-related duties. Our
study also provides descriptive evidence that children’s learning losses were less severe in
countries where the gender disparity in pandemic-related school support was greater.
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1 Introduction

Despite significant advancements in reducing gender disparities in labor markets in recent years,
substantial differences still exist, both in the workplace and within households. Across most
countries, women’s participation rates in the labor market remain markedly behind those of
men. In the Latin American and Caribbean region (hereafter LAC), this disparity is particularly
pronounced, with the gender gap in labor force participation reaching 23 percentage points
(World Bank, 2023).! At the household level, the disparity is equally pronounced. Women in the
LAC region dedicate, on average, 36 hours a week to caregiving and domestic duties, compared
to just 16 hours contributed by men. This gap widens further in families with young children,
highlighting a significant imbalance in household responsibilities (ECLAC, 2023).?

Supporting school activities is often very time-consuming and, thus, one of the factors contribut-
ing to gender inequalities in the distribution of family responsibilities. Active parental involve-
ment is crucial for children’s education, as it has been shown to decrease school absenteeism,
enhance behavior towards peers and teachers, and improve academic outcomes (Desforges and
Abouchaar, 2003; Mahuro, 2016; Axford et al., 2019). Beyond parental involvement, factors such
as school resources and peer effects also play a vital role in the learning process (Agostinelli et al.,
2021). The disruptions caused by the COVID-19 pandemic have severely impacted these aspects,
leading to considerable learning setbacks. During this period, parental involvement became even
more essential to mitigate these losses, at least partially (Andrew et al., 2020; Neidhofer et al.,
2021; Grewenig et al., 2021; Agostinelli et al., 2021; Azevedo et al., 2021; Bracco et al., 2024;
Jakubowski et al., 2024).> From the onset of the pandemic until July 2021, the Latin American
and Caribbean region experienced the longest school closures globally, with significantly fewer
fully opened school days (Lopez Boo et al., 2023). In many countries, schools remained shut
for extended periods, and traditional face-to-face learning shifted to online formats, affecting
children’s ability to interact socially.

While both men and women faced challenges in taking on the role of educators due to their own

n 2022, the female labor force participation rate was 51%, while the rate for men was 74% (World Bank, 2023).

2In households with children under five years old, women allocate on average 50 hours a week to care and domestic
activities, and men assign 20 hours (ECLAC, 2023).

3Evidence from before the pandemic has also shown that school closures lead to education losses (Jaume and
Willén, 2019).



capabilities and the labor market impacts of the crisis, a major differential adjustment in the time
dedicated to aiding children with education and homework is expected. Before the pandemic,
childcare responsibilities predominantly fell on women globally, and this was particularly pro-
nounced in the Latin American and Caribbean region (ECLAC, 2023). During the pandemic, the
majority of the additional childcare burden resulting from school and daycare closures was also
shouldered by women (Costoya et al., 2022; Hoehn-Velasco et al., 2022).* Furthermore, literature
on the COVID-19 pandemic indicates that the labor outcomes for women were more negatively
impacted than those for men. In the LAC region, women were more likely to stop working or
shift to informal jobs, primarily due to an increase in childcare responsibilities, thus exacerbating
the asymmetric effects of the crisis (Cucagna and Romero, 2021; Cueva et al., 2021; Monroy-
Gomez-Franco, 2021; Juarez and Villasefior, 2024; Hoehn-Velasco et al., 2022; Higa et al., 2023;
Kugler et al., 2023; Tribin-Uribe et al., 2023; Viollaz et al., 2023). Conversely, the option to work
from home provided a mitigating effect on the severity of job losses for women with children,
facilitating the reconciliation of labor market activities with family responsibilities (Berniell et al.,
2023). Given these precedents, we can expect an increase in the gender gap in the time allocated
to accompanying children in school-related activities.

In this paper, we explore parental involvement in children’s educational activities by examining
how mothers and fathers in the LAC region adjusted the time they allocated to these tasks
during the pandemic. To date, limited research such as Costoya et al. (2022) has focused on
this topic, demonstrating that the increased gender gap in time spent on unpaid work among
Argentine couples during the first year of the pandemic was primarily due to time dedicated to
supporting children with school-related activities. We build on this study and contribute to the
literature on gender inequalities in caregiving activities (recent studies include Sevilla and Smith
(2020); Zamarro and Prados (2021); Pabilonia and Vernon (2023)). Our analysis considers the shift
from on-site to online classes at the onset of the pandemic and investigates how this transition
affected the time both mothers and fathers spent supporting their children’s education. Using a
comprehensive dataset from multiple countries, we also compare the gender gap in time allocated

to educational support activities with that dedicated to other childcare tasks (excluding school

4Similar results have been found for developed countries. See, for instance, Farré et al. (2022), Sevilla and Smith
(2020), Zamarro and Prados (2021), and Pabilonia and Vernon (2023).



support).®

To conduct this analysis, we employ data from the High-Frequency Phone Surveys (HFPS), na-
tionally representative datasets encompassing 22 countries in LAC. These surveys were con-
ducted in two waves during 2021, with the first wave spanning from May to July 2021 and
the second from October 2021 to December 2021. The HFPS offers a distinctive opportunity to
investigate how households restructure child-related responsibilities. Unlike many surveys lever-
aged during the pandemic, the HFPS captures labor dynamics and includes questions regarding
changes in childcare and educational support, thus offering valuable information not commonly
available in most other surveys.

Our findings reveal significant gender differences in response to school closures during the pan-
demic. Mothers were approximately 12 percentage points more likely than fathers to increase
their involvement in educational support activities. Additionally, mothers increased the time
spent on childcare more than fathers, with a gender gap of 9 percentage points. This increase
in child-related responsibilities coincided with women reducing their labor force participation
by 13 percentage points, decreasing their working hours, and boosting their self-employment by
8 percentage points relative to fathers. These results underscore the dual burden women faced
during the pandemic and are consistent with existing research. For example, Berniell et al. (2021)
found that flexible employment arrangements can help women remain in the labor market after
becoming mothers. Similarly, Alon et al. (2020) highlighted that the employment losses during
the COVID-19 pandemic were significantly larger for women than for men.

Additionally, our analysis suggests that these gendered effects were more pronounced in contexts
with prolonged school closures and limited access to in-person instruction. Notably, the increase
in the gender gap in educational support activities was larger in households where women
earned more than men before the pandemic — often referred to as non-traditional households.
This disparity may be attributed to the greater feasibility for mothers in such households to work
from home. Indeed, our findings indicate that although both parents experienced heightened

child-related responsibilities while working from home, mothers were 7 percentage points more

5From now on, we refer to overall activities related to taking care and supporting children with their education
as “child-related responsibilities”, while “childcare” refers to all care activities different from school-support, such
feeding, playing with them, etc.



likely than fathers to engage in educational support activities. Importantly, these disparities
persisted as schools began to gradually reopen during the collection of our second wave of
data, suggesting enduring impacts of school closures on child-related responsibilities and the
quality of female employment. Furthermore, our study provides descriptive evidence that larger
gender gaps in the increase of time spent on educational support were associated with smaller
learning losses among children. While these findings are indicative, they highlight the necessity
of implementing policies that challenge traditional gender roles and promote equality in the
distribution of unpaid care responsibilities, alongside fostering effective parental involvement in
education

The rest of the paper is organized as follows: Section 2 describes the data. Section 3 presents
the econometric models we estimate. Sections 4, 5, and 6 discuss the main results, and Section 7

ends with some concluding remarks.

2 Data and Descriptive Statistics

2.1 High Frequency Phone Surveys

Our primary data source is the second phase of the High-Frequency Phone Surveys (HFPS), con-
ducted by the United Nations Development Programme and the World Bank in 2021 to monitor
the ongoing impact of the coronavirus pandemic on household welfare in the Latin American
and Caribbean (LAC) region. This phase of the survey collected data in two waves: the first from
May to July 2021, and the second from October to December 2021. The HFPS provided harmo-
nized and nationally representative data from 22 countries, including Argentina, Belize, Bolivia,
Chile, Colombia, Costa Rica, Dominica, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, El Salvador, Guatemala,
Guyana, Haiti, Honduras, Jamaica, Mexico, Nicaragua, Panama, Paraguay, Peru, Saint Lucia, and
Uruguay. Together, these countries account for approximately 60% of the region’s population
We specifically focus on the second phase of the High-Frequency Phone Surveys (HFPS) due
to enhancements in the questionnaire used compared to the initial phase in 2020. The updated
survey included critical questions that captured changes in the allocation of time to educational
support and childcare activities compared to the pre-pandemic period. These variables are cen-

tral to our analysis, offering a unique lens to examine the impact of mobility restrictions and



shifts in educational provision on gender inequalities in time use during the pandemic across
multiple countries.®

The HFPS of the LAC region collected data using a Random Digit Dialing sample technique. The
eligible respondents for the HFPS were adults 18 years old and above living in a household with
a landline or where at least one member has a cellphone, but only one respondent per household
was interviewed and answered individual and household-level questions.” These characteristics
of the data collection could lead to bias. To address the non-random selection of households,
the HFPS provide household sampling weights that we use throughout the analysis. The second
source of bias, i.e., collecting data from only one person per household, has been shown to
bias estimates of measures such as the employment rate. However, evidence has also shown
that the bias is of similar magnitude across population groups defined by gender, education, or
urban/rural location, meaning that the HFPS give an accurate picture of group disparities which
is the main objective of our analysis (Kugler et al., 2023).

We focus our analysis on respondents who are between 25 and 54 years old and who reported
being married or living with a partner and have at least one school-age son or daughter (between
5 and 17 years old).® About 34% of observations in the HFPS (11,746 observations) are part of
the sample. To avoid results being disproportionally determined by more populous countries we
re-scaled weights to add up to 1 within each country.

We define three main outcome variables as indicators that take the value one when a person says
that, compared to just before the pandemic, she increased the time allocated (i) to child-related
responsibilities (school-support activities or childcare), (ii) to school-support activities, and (iii)

to childcare, and zero otherwise.’ In order to understand how women and men managed to

6Several studies have used the first phase of the HFPS collected during 2020 to analyze the gendered impacts of
the COVID-19 pandemic in term of employment loss. For instance, Kugler et al. (2023) and Berniell et al. (2023) report
larger job loss rates for women compared to men in LAC and in other regions.

7Survey estimates for each country are representative of households with a landline and households for which at
least one member has a cellphone. Similarly, the survey is representative of individuals 18 years of age or above who
have an active cellphone number or a landline at home. See more details at Mejia-Mantilla et al. (2021)

8We also show, as a robustness, that results hold when defining the sample as respondents who reported being
married or living with a partner and have at least one school-age children, regardless of the relationship with the
household head (Section ?? in the Appendix).

9The questions are “Currently, the amount of time you spend on childcare tasks such as feeding, playing with,
caring for children, compared to just before the pandemic, increased, stayed the same, or decreased?”, and “Currently,
the amount of time that you dedicate to accompanying children in education and homework compared to just before
the pandemic, increased, remained the same or decreased?”.



accommodate any increase in time devoted to childcare or helping their children with educational
activities, we explore how their labor outcomes changed with respect to the pre-pandemic period.
We use three labor outcomes that we define comparing the employment status at the moment
of the interview and that from the pre-pandemic period. The outcomes are indicator variables
taking the value one when (i) the person transitioned from activity to inactivity, (ii) when a
person employed both before and during the pandemic reduced the number of working hours,
and (iii) when a person employed before and during the pandemic moved from a salaried job to
self-employment, and zero otherwise.

Table A.1 presents summary statistics for women and men, and for each survey wave separately.
Women in our sample are younger than men but there is no gender difference in having tertiary
education. Women and men do not differ in the composition of the households where they live:
the number of school-age (own) children is similar and they are similarly likely to have younger
kids. However, women surveyed in the second wave were more likely to live with people 65
years or older while in the first wave they were less likely to live in urban areas.

Regarding the main outcome variables, Table A.1 shows that in both waves mothers reported
a disproportionate increase in the time they dedicated to their children’s education and to care
activities even twenty months after the pandemic onset, with larger gender gaps in the education
support-related variable. The share of women who increased the time assigned to educational
support surpassed that of men in 13 percentage points, while the difference was between 7 and 8
percentage points for time allocated to care activities. Moving to labor market outcomes, in both
waves of the survey women were less likely to participate in the labor market or being employed
and more likely to be unemployed. When employed, women worked fewer hours and were more
likely to work from home compared to men. Finally, when comparing the pre-pandemic labor
market status with that at the moment of the survey we find that women were between 13 and 15
percentage points more likely than men to leave the labor force, 9 percentage points more likely
to reduce their working hours in the first wave, and between 7 and 4 percentage points more

likely to move from salaried to self-employment.

2.2 Context



The main focus of our paper is to analyze the gender gaps in the change of time allocated to
school-support and care activities with respect to the pre-pandemic period. A crucial component
of these gaps is the severity of the school closing measures since the start of the pandemic and
up to the moment of the survey. The observed gender gaps reported in the survey could be
the result of having the schools completely or partially closed when the data was collected but
could also reflect that schools were closed when the pandemic started and the gender gaps in
school-support activities persisted over time.

In Figure A.1 we show for each country and for three different periods, the share of days in the
four possible severity levels of the school closing measure according to the Oxford Covid Policy
Tracker (Hale et al., 2021). The three time periods are the first pandemic quarter (April to June
2020), the first wave of the HFPS (May to July 2021) and the second wave of the survey (Octo-
ber to December 2021). The four possible severity levels of the school closing measure are: no
measure at all, recommend closing or all schools open with alterations compared to pre-COVID
operation (Level 1), require closing some levels or categories (Level 2), and require closing all
levels (Level 3). The first quarter of the pandemic was characterized by very strict school closing
measures: 17 out of 21 countries with data had schools fully closed, while the remaining 4 re-
quired closing some levels during some or all days of this period. During wave 1 of the survey,
school closing measures were less strict in most countries with important heterogeneity across
them. For instance, Honduras, Mexico and Panama continued having their schools fully closed,
Belize, Guatemala and El Salvador only recommended having schools closed, and Nicaragua
and Dominica did not have any school closing measure in most days of this period. During
wave 2 of the HFPS, most countries continued relaxing their schools closing measure. Excep-
tions include Guatemala, Guyana, Dominica and Jamaica where measures became more strict.
The heterogeneity observed across countries over time underscores the value of using a compre-
hensive dataset covering multiple countries, different from previous contributions focused on a

particular country (e.g., Costoya et al. (2022)).

3 Methodology

To study gender gaps in how time allocated to school-support and childcare activities changed

since in-person education switched to online or hybrid learning, we estimate the following linear



probability model:

Yicw = ,BO + ,BlFemaleicw + 52Femaleicw X WZ + GX/icw + §W2 + Ye + €icw- (1)

The dependent variable Y;.,, denotes, alternatively, increases in the provision of (i) school-support
activities or childcare, (ii) school-support activities, and (iii) childcare, with respect to the pre-
pandemic period, when schools were fully opened, for person i, in country ¢, and wave w.
Variable Female,, indicates whether person i is a woman and W is an indicator of the second
wave of the survey, which allows capturing, through the interaction term, any differential effect
between survey waves in the gender gap in changes in the provision of school-support activities,
childcare, or any of the two as time went over and mobility restrictions were lifted. X', includes
age groups and education level indicator variables,'” number of school-age own children (from
5 to 17 years old), household composition indicators (whether any person older than 64 and
whether any child 0 to 4 years old live in the household), and an indicator of urban location.
The model also includes country-fixed effects (7). The error term €., is clustered at the country
level.

We also estimate an expanded version of model (1) where we include an interaction between
Female;.,, and the indicator of whether the person has any child younger than school age (variable

Child0 — 4;., below):

Yicw = o+ BiFemale;y, + BoFemalej, X Wy 4 BsFemalejcy, X Child0 — 4.,

+ PBa X Femalejcyy, x Child0 — 4, X Wo + walicw + 6Wo + ¢Child0 — 4y + Ve + €icw(2)

The intuition is that in households having both school-age children and younger kids, child-
care needs probably increased by more with respect to the pre-pandemic period in comparison
to households having only school-age children. Considering that childcare responsibilities fall
mostly on women, we can expect a larger gender gap in the increase in childcare time in house-
holds having children in both age ranges. Regarding school-support activities, having children

ages 0 to 4 could mean that women increased the time assigned to these activities to a lesser

10Ages were grouped in three categories: 25-35, 36-45, and 46-54 years old. Education level is captured through an
indicator of whether the respondent has at least some tertiary education.



extent than women without young children resulting in a smaller increase in the gender gap.
We extend our analysis by studying gender gaps in labor market transitions. An increase in
time allocated to childcare or school-support activities may be related to different labor market
transitions for women and men. This is due to higher employment losses among women and
a greater likelihood for them to decrease their labor participation following increased demand
for childcare. We provide suggestive evidence of how school closure and the change from on-
site to on-line education affected labor market transitions differentially for women and men by
estimating models (1) and (2) using as outcome variables indicators of whether between the
moment of the survey and just before the pandemic started person i transitioned from activity to
inactivity and indicators defined as one when the person reduced the number of working hours,
or transitioned from salaried to self-employment.

We also provide estimates of model (2) separating the sample by the severity level of the school
closing measure, by whether children are attending in-person versus on-line or hybrid classes at
the moment of the survey, and by the pre-pandemic level of gender inequality in each country.
Finally, we present a descriptive analysis where we relate the estimated gender gaps in the
increase in time assigned to education-support activities to children learning losses obtained

from Neidhofer et al. (2021).

4 Results

4.1 Gender Gaps in Time Allocation

School closures prompted households to partially substitute traditional on-site education while
also increasing childcare responsibilities due to children spending more time at home. In this
section, we test whether these additional responsibilities were distributed equitably between
mothers and fathers.

Table 1 reveals that during the pandemic, the time allocated to child-related responsibilities saw
a disproportionate increase among mothers in comparison to fathers. Specifically, women saw
an approximate 10 percentage-point higher (18%) rise in their responsibility for child-related

duties and while the increase associated to childcare activities was of 6 percentage points (14%),
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it escalated to 12 percentage points (26%) in the case of educational support activities.!! Notably,
the heightened dedication to childcare was particularly significant for women with children aged
0 to 4 years. On the contrary, we do not find any significant gender difference in the case of
educational support activities when comparing families with and without children 0-4.

Our findings also reveal that during wave two, when mobility restrictions and school closures
started to be lifted, child-related responsibilities diminished in households. However, the in-
creased share of these responsibilities by mothers did not change and remained at levels higher
than the pre-pandemic period. We delve into the role of school closures in these results in the
subsequent section.

Recent literature suggests that highly educated households are more likely to substitute tradi-
tional education (Neidhofer et al., 2021), and that more educated women are more likely to work
from home (Berniell et al., 2023) and subsequently balance childcare with work. In Table A.1 we
show that women in our sample were more likely to work from home compared to men. Table 2
evaluates how the previous results change depending on the ability to work from home for the
sub-sample of working mothers and fathers. Results show that both fathers and mothers work-
ing from home increased their child-related responsibilities; however, mothers increased their
probability of engaging in educational support activities by between 6 and 7 percentage points

more than fathers.

4.2 Gender Gaps in Labor Outcomes

Where did women find the additional hours to dedicate to caregiving and educational support
compared to men during the pandemic? Recent research suggests that mothers adjusted their
labor market outcomes more significantly than fathers (Zamarro and Prados, 2021; Pabilonia
and Vernon, 2023; Farré et al., 2022). This adjustment often involved reducing their work hours,
transitioning to part-time roles, or exiting the workforce entirely.

Table 3 shows that women increased their probability of transitioning to inactivity compared to
men. The specifications that add controls for the presence of children ages 0-4 indicate that the

effect for mothers of younger children is relatively larger yet barely significant.

HThese results hold when defining the sample as women and men who reported being married or living with a
partner and have at least one school-age children, regardless of the relationship with the household head. See Table
A.10 in the Appendix.
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Our analysis in Table 3 also indicates that working women were more likely to reduce their work
hours while holding the same pre-pandemic occupation, and to switch from wage employment

to self-employment, although these effects were smaller during the second wave. >

5 Unpacking Heterogeneities in Time Allocation and Labor Outcomes

5.1 The Relationship with Prevalent Gender Norms

In this section, we explore how differences in prevailing gender norms across households and
countries may influence our results. Specifically, we analyze whether the adjustments in labor
market outcomes and time allocated to childcare and educational support during the pandemic
vary between households with different economic dynamics. We categorize households as "tra-
ditional” if the male member earned more than the female member before the pandemic, and
‘non-traditional” if the female member earned more. This analysis aims to understand how tra-
ditional and non-traditional income roles affect the gender disparities observed in response to
the pandemic’s challenges.'> We also exploit information from the 2019 Gender Inequality Index
(GII) provided by the United Nations Development Programme (UNDP) to divide countries ac-
cording to the prevailing gender inequalities before the pandemic. In this section, we show the
analysis comparing traditional and non-traditional households; results, available in the Appendix
(Tables A.8 and A.9), are similar when dividing the sample in low and high GII countries.

Table A.2 suggests that women disproportionately increased their involvement in educational
support activities in both types of households. Their relative responsibilities increased by ap-
proximately 7 and 11 percentage points (13% and 24%) in traditional and non-traditional house-
holds, respectively. However, the difference in the coefficients between both groups, particularly
regarding gender differences in childcare activities, is not statistically significant. As mentioned
before and following the results from Table 2, a possible explanation could be that women in
non-traditional households were more likely to work from home.

However, the results on labor outcomes show a different pattern. Table A.3 suggests that the

adverse effects were more prevalent in traditional than in non-traditional households. Again,

12Results on labor outcomes hold when defining the sample as women and men who reported being married or
living with a partner and have at least one school-age children, regardless of the relationship with the household
head. See Tables A.12 and A.13 in the Appendix.

13The question is “Before the pandemic, who made more money: you or your partner?”.
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these effects are in line with the results from Table 2 regarding work from home opportunities.
The switch from activity to inactivity (column 2) was 16 percentage points larger for women
compared to men in traditional households, while the gender gap was of 6 percentage points
in non-traditional households. Similarly, in traditional households, women were 12 percentage
points more likely to reduce their working hours (column 4) and 10 percentage points more likely
to move from wage to self-employment (column 6). In non-traditional households, on the other
hand, the gender gap did not change in the case of working hours. It increased by 6 percentage
points in the case of movements from wage to self-employment. However, the difference across

groups in transitions to self-employment is not statistically significant.

5.2 The Relationship with School Disruptions

In this subsection, we explore potential heterogeneous effects according to the stringency of
school closures based on data from Oxford Covid Policy Tracker (OxCGRT) (Hale et al., 2021).'*
For each country and wave we calculate the average value of the school closing measure from
the start of the pandemic and up to the end of the wave such as a higher value means a higher
severity level. Then, we calculate the cross-country median value corresponding to each wave
and separate the sample in countries with a low school closing severity measure (countries with
a severity measure below the median) and those with a high severity measure in each wave
(countries with a severity measure equal or above the median).'?

The results from Table A.4 suggest that the disproportionate increase in mothers’ educational
support activities compared to fathers was higher in countries that experienced high school clo-
sures (about 15 percentage points or 19%) compared to those that experienced low school closures
(8 percentage points or 34%), despite the differences across groups not being statistically signifi-
cant at traditional confidence levels. Results also suggest that this difference between groups of
countries almost vanished in wave two. Consistent with these findings, Table A.5 shows that the

probabilities of transitioning between employment statuses were consistently higher for mothers

14Data from OxCGRT is not available for St. Lucia.

15Tn the first wave of the survey the cross-country median value of the school closing severity measure was 2.5, while
it was 2 in the second wave. Countries classified as having low school closing severity measures in both waves include
Belize, Nicaragua, Haiti, Guyana, Paraguay, Uruguay, Dominica and Jamaica. Countries with high school closing
severity measures in both waves are Honduras, Costa Rica, Panama, Mexico, Argentina, Chile, Bolivia, Ecuador and
Dominican Republic. The remaining countries (Guatemala, El Salvador, Peru and Colombia) changed their status
between waves.
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than for fathers in countries with stricter school-closure policies. This trend was particularly
pronounced compared to countries with milder measures, especially when analyzing transitions
to self-employment, where the difference between the two groups is statistically significant.

An additional analysis focuses on the modality of schooling during the second year of the pan-
demic. Households in the HFPS indicated if the children were participating in online classes,
in-person, or a combination of both. Results from Table A.6 suggest that, even though mothers
increased their educational support responsibilities compared to fathers under the three educa-
tion modalities, the availability of in-person instruction led to this increase being approximately
3 percentage points lower, despite the differences not being statistically significant at traditional
confidence levels. Moreover, households in which virtual classes persisted in wave 2 experi-
enced a subsequent increase in the mother’s share of educational support tasks. Importantly, the
availability of in-person classes prevented mothers from increasing their childcare responsibili-
ties relative to fathers. Once again, these effects on childcare and educational support provision
have consequences for labor outcomes. The findings in Table A.7 indicate that mothers tended
to experience more adverse changes in their labor market outcomes than men, regardless of the
schooling modality. However, the need to reduce work hours or transition to self-employment

only appears in households where children attended online or hybrid classes.

6 Connecting Gender Gaps in School-Support Activities with Chil-

dren Learning Losses

The evidence presented so far indicates mothers were significantly more likely than fathers to
increase the time they dedicated to education-support activities during 2021. As we discussed in
Section 1, recent studies have shown that school closures and shifts in the delivery of education
negatively impacted children’s learning outcomes (Azevedo et al., 2021; Neidhofer et al., 2021;
Bracco et al., 2024; Jakubowski et al., 2024, e.g.).16 In this section, we analyze descriptively the
association between these two pieces of evidence. First, we use estimates of years of schooling lost

due to the COVID-19 pandemic available for 12 of the countries in our sample in Neidhofer et al.

16Related to this evidence of learning losses, data from wave 2 of the HFPS shows that 56% of mothers and 53% of
fathers think their child was learning less or much less than before the pandemic.

14



(2021).17:18 Second, we use estimates of model (1) where the outcome variable is the indicator of
increase in the time allocated to school-support activities for each of the 12 countries separately.
Panel A of Figure 1 presents the cross-country relationship between the observed shares of moth-
ers and fathers who increased the time assigned to education support activities and the estimated
learning losses. In all countries, mothers were more likely to increase their involvement in edu-
cation support activities compared to fathers; moreover, the association with children’s learning
losses is positive. Although weak, the positive relationship could indicate that parents increased
their involvement when they perceived their children were lagging in terms of expected learning.
Panel B shows the relationship between the estimated gender gap in the likelihood of increasing
the time assigned to school support and children’s learning losses. The gender gap is positive in
all countries, i.e., mothers were more likely than fathers to increase their time assignment, and
the negative association suggests that a differential involvement of mothers in supporting their
children with school-related activities could be a reason behind the smaller learning losses.

Although only speculative, this descriptive analysis raises a trade-off between gender inequal-
ities in the assignment of family responsibilities and gender inequalities in the effectiveness of
parental involvement. Active parental involvement is a crucial input in children’s education, and
although the participation of mothers in these tasks could be more successful in terms of chil-
dren’s education outcomes, a differential involvement can come at the cost of negative outcomes

in mothers’ labor outcomes, as we have shown in section 4.2.

7 Concluding Remarks

In this paper, we investigate the adjustments made by mothers and fathers in allocating time
to support their children’s educational activities during the pandemic in Latin America and
the Caribbean—a region that experienced the longest school closures globally. Active parental
involvement is critical for effective learning; however, the degree of involvement during the
pandemic varied depending on parents’ capacity to assume teaching roles, their employment

status, the feasibility of working from home, and existing gender norms.

17Countries included in the analysis are Argentina, Bolivia, Chile, Colombia, Costa Rica, Dominican Republic,
Ecuador, El Salvador, Mexico, Paraguay, Peru, and Uruguay.

18The authors estimate learning losses by combining information about school closures, availability of offline and
online learning, educational background, and labor and health shocks.
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Using data from the High-Frequency Phone Surveys across 22 LAC countries, our findings indi-
cate that mothers were 12 percentage points more likely than fathers to increase the time spent
on educational support activities relative to the period before the pandemic. This widening gen-
der gap in educational support was notably larger than the gap in other childcare activities,
which increased by 6 percentage points. Additionally, our data reveal that mothers were more
likely to cease working, reduce their hours, or shift from wage employment to self-employment.
These results underscore the disproportionate impact of the pandemic on women, highlighting
significant employment losses and an unequal distribution of unpaid care work—including both
educational support and general childcare—that more heavily affected mothers’” labor market
participation compared to fathers’.

Our analysis of heterogeneities reveals that the increase in the gender gap in time allocated to ed-
ucational support activities was more pronounced in non-traditional households, where women
were the primary earners, compared to traditional households. This disparity was particularly
significant under stricter school closure measures and during periods when children were at-
tending online classes. The capacity to work from home played a crucial role in these dynamics.
Although both fathers and mothers who worked from home took on greater child-related re-
sponsibilities, mothers exhibited a notably higher likelihood of engaging in educational support
activities, with a 7 percentage point increase over fathers. Interestingly, these trends did not re-
vert even as schools began to gradually reopen. This persistence highlights the enduring impact
of school closures on the distribution of child-related responsibilities within households and the
quality of female employment, suggesting that the shifts induced by the pandemic could have
long-lasting effects on gender roles and labor dynamics

Finally, we descriptively examine the relationship between the disproportionate increase in time
that mothers, compared to fathers, devoted to school support activities and the estimates of chil-
dren’s learning losses. Previous research has demonstrated that school closures and the transi-
tion to online or hybrid learning models have adversely affected children’s educational outcomes,
while active parental involvement has been crucial in mitigating these effects. Our findings indi-
cate that in countries where the gender gap in participation in school support activities widened

significantly, children’s learning losses were comparably smaller. Although these results are only
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indicative, they underscore the importance of policies that not only aim to shift traditional gen-
der roles and promote gender equality in the distribution of unpaid care responsibilities within

households but also enhance effective parental involvement in education.
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Tables and Figures

Table 1 GENDER DIFFERENCES IN CHILDCARE PROVISION, 2021

@) @ ®G) @) ®) (6)
Dependent variable: Childcare or educ. support Childcare Educ. Support
Female (1 = yes) 0.0990 0.0899 0.0568 0.0353 0.118 0.116
[0.0202]*** [0.0232]*** [0.0226]**  [0.0244]  [0.0194]*** [0.0185]***
Female x Wave 2 -0.00782 -0.0111 0.00576 0.0127 0.00430 -0.00629
[0.0206] [0.0224] [0.0222] [0.0261] [0.0216] [0.0248]
Female x Any Children 0-4 0.0318 0.0745 0.00797
[0.0255] [0.0335]** [0.0198]
Wave 2 -0.0541 -0.0451 -0.0446 -0.0487 -0.0673 -0.0559
[0.0214]** [0.0248]* [0.0192]*  [0.0238]*  [0.0197]***  [0.0202]**
Any Children 0-4 0.0581 0.0535 0.0816 0.0406 0.0411 0.0467

[0.0130]**  [0.0218]**  [0.0114]*** [0.0222]*  [0.0157]**  [0.0175]**

Observations 11,626 11,626 11,626 11,626 10,830 10,830
R-squared 0.062 0.063 0.055 0.056 0.069 0.069
Controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Country FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Outcome Mean Female 0.659 0.659 0.487 0.487 0.583 0.583
Outcome Mean Male 0.551 0.551 0.413 0.413 0.449 0.449

Note: Education level, household composition, age group and area of residence controls are included.
Standard errors clustered at the country level in parenthesis.
* denotes statistical significance at 10%, ** at 5%, *** at 1%.
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Table 2 GENDER DIFFERENCES IN CHILDCARE PROVISION AND WORK FROM HOME ABILITY, 2021

@) @ ) ) ©) ©)
Dependent variable: Childcare or educ. support Childcare Educ. Support
Female (1 = yes) 0.0927 0.0914 0.0354 0.0320 0.103 0.102
[0.0255]*** [0.0258]*** [0.0299] [0.0298] [0.0220]***  [0.0219]***
Female x Wave 2 -0.0757 -0.0774 -0.0388 -0.0412 -0.0616 -0.0630
[0.0244]*** [0.0245]*** [0.0281] [0.0280] [0.0253]**  [0.0255]**
Female x Any Children 0-4 0.0440 0.0433 0.0838 0.0833 0.0103 0.00995
[0.0291] [0.0289] [0.0409]* [0.0408]* [0.0261] [0.0258]
Wave 2 -0.0467 -0.0462 -0.0548 -0.0543 -0.0588 -0.0584
[0.02571* [0.0257]* [0.0249]*  [0.0249]**  [0.0211]*  [0.0210]**
Any Children 0-4 0.0464 0.0463 0.0259 0.0256 0.0460 0.0458
[0.0257]* [0.0257]* [0.0303] [0.0302] [0.0219]**  [0.0219]**
WEFH (1 = at least half of the time) 0.0738 0.0723 0.0665
[0.0233]*** [0.0291]** [0.0213]***
Female x WFH 0.0492 0.0399 0.0617
[0.02671* [0.0280] [0.0285]**
WEFH share 0.0792 0.0737 0.0673
[0.0266]*** [0.0331]** [0.0229]***
Female x WFH share 0.0552 0.0573 0.0691
[0.0299]* [0.0326]* [0.0302]**
Constant 0.398 0.397 0.291 0.291 0.307 0.307
[0.0314]*** [0.0318]*** [0.0359]***  [0.0361]***  [0.0220]***  [0.0220]***
Observations 7,975 7,975 7,975 7,975 7,441 7,441
R-squared 0.068 0.068 0.058 0.058 0.075 0.074
Countrols Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Country FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Outcome Mean Female 0.642 0.642 0.468 0.468 0.566 0.566
Outcome Mean Male 0.538 0.538 0.399 0.399 0.442 0.442

Note: Results for a sample of working mothers and fathers. Education level, household composition, age group
and area of residence controls are included. In columns 1, 3 and 5 the work-from-home ability is defined as one
when the person worked from home more than half of the weekly working hours; in columns 2, 4 and 6, it is a
continuous measure capturing the share of weekly working hours that were performed from home.
Standard errors clustered at the country level in parenthesis.
* denotes statistical significance at 10%, ** at 5%, *** at 1%.
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Table 3 TRANSITIONS IN THE LABOR MARKET, 2021

Dependent variable:

)

2

Active to Inactive

®)

4)

Reduced hours of work

®)

(6)

Wage Worker to Self-Employed

Female (1 = yes) 0.144 0.132 0.0833 0.0903 0.0898 0.0800
[0.0104]***  [0.0105]*** [0.0205]***  [0.0241]*** [0.0127]*** [0.0107]***
Female x Wave 2 0.00638 0.000681 -0.0540 -0.0645 -0.0341 -0.0390
[0.0122] [0.0128] [0.0279]* [0.0323]* [0.0134]** [0.0191]*
Female x Any Children 0-4 0.0422 -0.0289 0.0413
[0.0220]* [0.0323] [0.0380]
Wave 2 -0.00779 -0.00553 0.0584 0.0631 0.105 0.116
[0.00883] [0.00991] [0.0188]***  [0.0199]***  [0.0107]*** [0.0110]***
Any Children 0-4 0.0236 0.00363 0.0206 0.0316 0.0128 0.0154
[0.00562]***  [0.00912] [0.0139] [0.0201] [0.00842] [0.0108]
Observations 9,425 9,425 5,165 5,165 6,093 6,093
R-squared 0.083 0.085 0.024 0.024 0.054 0.055
Controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Country FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Outcome Mean Female 0.204 0.204 0.359 0.359 0.177 0.177
Outcome Mean Male 0.063 0.063 0.305 0.305 0.125 0.125

Note: Education level, household composition, age group and area of residence controls are included.
Standard errors clustered at the country level in parenthesis.
* denotes statistical significance at 10%, ** at 5%, *** at 1%.
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A  Online Appendix

A.1 Descriptives

Table A.1 DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS

Wave 1 Wave 2
Women Men Gender gap Women Men Gender gap

Age 3727 3981 -2.538*** 3742  40.14 -2.72%%%
Tertiary education 0.30 0.30 0.002 0.30 0.32 -0.02
Number of own children 5-17 1.70 1.72 -0.02 1.67 1.69 -0.018
Has own children 0-4 0.29 0.30 -0.013 0.28 0.28 -0.001
HH members 65+ 0.15 0.14 0.007 0.16 0.14 .017*
Urban 0.65 0.67 -.026% 0.61 0.63 -0.015
Increased care or education support time 0.71 0.59 119%* 0.64 0.54 109***
Increased care time 0.51 0.44 074%% 0.47 0.39 084
Increased education support time 0.61 0.47 1374 0.56 0.43 1344
Active 0.69 0.91 =227 0.71 0.95 -.244%
Employed 0.57 0.85 -.282%** 0.59 0.90 - 311
Unemployed 0.12 0.06 .062** 0.11 0.05 067+*
Weekly hours of work 3241 4326  -10.855*** 3246 4433 -11.87***
Works from home 0.32 0.23 .083*** 0.39 0.22 1e4%**
Transitioned from activity to inactivity 0.21 0.08 31 0.20 0.05 148
Reduced working hours 0.35 0.27 .086*** 0.36 0.34 0.02
Transitioned from wage employment to self-employment 0.15 0.07 074x** 0.22 0.17 .044x**

Note: Sample of women and men between 25 and 54 years of age who reported being married
or living with a partner and having at least one child or daughter of school age.

25



100%
90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%

0%

Aen8nun
niad
AenSeseq
eweueq
engesedlN
02IXaN|
edlewer
SeJnpuoH
ey
eueAng
elewajeng
JopeAjes |3
Jopend3
edliwoqg
‘day ‘'woq
ed21y 150D
elquojoy
sy
einjog
az|ag
eunuadiy

ENomeasure Mlevell ®level2 @ Level3

(a) FIRST PANDEMIC QUARTER (APRIL-JUNE 2020)
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(b) FirsT HFPS wave (May-JuLy 2021)
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Figure A.1 SEVERITY OF SCHOOL-CLOSING MEASURES BY COUNTRY AND TIME
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A.2 Heterogeneous Results

A.2.1 Traditional/Non-Traditional Type of Household

Table A.2 HETEROGENEITY IN CHILDCARE PROVISION BY TRADITIONAL/NON-TRADITIONAL TYPE
oF HouseEHOLD

Panel A: Traditional Households

@

@)

®)

)

©)

(6)

Dependent variable: Childcare or educ. support Childcare Educ. Support
Female (1 = yes) 0.0638 0.0583 0.0257 0.00826 0.0703 0.0717
[0.0207]*** [0.0260]** [0.0208] [0.0253]  [0.0169]**  [0.0240]***
Female x Wave 2 -0.00157 -0.0398 0.0260 0.0104 0.0270 -0.00360
[0.0303] [0.0358] [0.0401] [0.0479] [0.0295] [0.0408]
Female x Any Children 0-4 0.0199 0.0689 -0.00711
[0.0466] [0.0456] [0.0473]
Wave 2 -0.0648 -0.0277 -0.0704 -0.0712 -0.110 -0.0756
[0.0219]*** [0.0285] [0.0328]**  [0.0337]**  [0.0238]***  [0.0319]**
Any Children 0-4 0.0737 0.0799 0.0900 0.0311 0.0790 0.106
[0.0197]*** [0.0474] [0.0186]***  [0.0429]  [0.0241]***  [0.0498]**
Observations 3,190 3,190 3,190 3,190 2,976 2,976
R-squared 0.064 0.066 0.053 0.055 0.068 0.070
Countrols Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Country FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Outcome Mean Female 0.693 0.693 0.512 0.512 0.611 0.611
Outcome Mean Male 0.622 0.622 0.467 0.467 0.520 0.520
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Table A.2 — Continued

Panel B: Non-Traditional Households

1) (2 3) “4) ®) (6)
Dependent variable: Childcare or educ. support Childcare Educ. Support
Female (1 = yes) 0.0733 0.0751 0.0179 0.00783 0.111 0.0976
[0.0350]** [0.0377]* [0.0375] [0.0332] [0.0296]***  [0.0388]**
Female x Wave 2 0.00287 -0.00739 0.0347 0.0341 0.00520 -6.10e-05
[0.0434] [0.0476] [0.0451] [0.0484] [0.0370] [0.0446]
Female x Any Children 0-4 -0.00682 0.0375 0.0524
[0.0697] [0.0754] [0.0690]
Wave 2 -0.0557 -0.0476 -0.0629 -0.0444 -0.0716 -0.0788
[0.0288]* [0.0327] [0.0284]** [0.0261] [0.0285]**  [0.0282]**
Any Children 0-4 0.0750 0.0840 0.127 0.154 0.0437 -0.0175
[0.0222]*** [0.0501] [0.0247]***  [0.0605]** [0.0284] [0.0485]
Observations 3,312 3,312 3,312 3,312 3,098 3,098
R-squared 0.069 0.069 0.075 0.076 0.069 0.070
Controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Country FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Outcome Mean Female 0.649 0.649 0.481 0.481 0.588 0.588
Outcome Mean Male 0.564 0.564 0.429 0.429 0.459 0.459
P-val difference to Panel A 0.689 0.991 0.562

Note: Households are traditional (non-traditional) if the male partner of a couple earned more (less) than the female
partner. Education level, household composition, age group and area of residence controls are included in the set
of control variables. Standard errors clustered at the country level in parenthesis. * denotes statistical significance at
10%, ** at 5%, *** at 1%.

Table A.3 HETEROGENEITY IN LABOR OUTCOMES BY TYPE OF HOUSEHOLD
Panel A: Traditional Households

@ @) ®) 4) ®) (6)
Dependent variable: Active to Inactive Reduced hours of work  Wage Worker to Self-Employed
Female (1 = yes) 0.184 0.161 0.121 0.120 0.111 0.0994
[0.0151]**  [0.0174]*** [0.0291]*** [0.0371]*** [0.0197]*** [0.0173]***
Female x Wave 2 -0.0236 -0.0178 -0.0638 -0.0542 0.0491 0.0367
[0.0226] [0.0272] [0.0498] [0.0601] [0.0255]* [0.0338]
Female x Any Children 0-4 0.0886 -6.10e-05 0.0471
[0.0398]** [0.0702] [0.0599]
Wave 2 -0.00243 -0.00911 0.0670 0.0512 0.0800 0.0974
[0.0122] [0.0144] [0.0280]** [0.0432]  [0.0167]*** [0.0170]***
Any Children 0-4 0.0413 -0.0193 0.0115 -0.00596 0.0599 0.0539
[0.0155]** [0.0203] [0.0301] [0.0478] [0.0242]** [0.0217]**
Observations 3,190 3,190 1,606 1,606 1,909 1,909
R-squared 0.090 0.092 0.046 0.046 0.089 0.091
Country FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Outcome Mean Female 0.218 0.218 0.393 0.393 0.226 0.226
Outcome Mean Male 0.041 0.041 0.290 0.290 0.112 0.112

Continued on next page
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Table A.3 — Continued

Panel B: Non-Traditional Households

1) () 3) 4) ) (6)
Dependent variable: Active to Inactive Reduced hours of work  Wage Worker to Self-Employed
Female (1 = yes) 0.0666 0.0647 0.0705 0.0698 0.0656 0.0661
[0.0218]***  [0.0237]** [0.0357]* [0.0479] [0.0178]*** [0.0210]***
Female x Wave 2 0.0743 0.0609 -0.0436 -0.0507 -0.0597 -0.0587
[0.0272]** [0.0236]** [0.0452] [0.0629] [0.0205]*** [0.0245]**
Female x Any Children 0-4 0.00834 0.00203 -0.00218
[0.0337] [0.0776] [0.0311]
Wave 2 -0.0214 -0.0216 0.0972 0.106 0.137 0.134
[0.0156] [0.0160] [0.0251]***  [0.0316]***  [0.0189]*** [0.0197]***
Any Children 0-4 0.0210 -0.00379 0.0225 0.0355 -0.00835 -0.0147
[0.0145] [0.0283] [0.0222] [0.0545] [0.0177] [0.0238]
Observations 2,960 2,960 1,727 1,727 2,034 2,034
R-squared 0.076 0.077 0.033 0.033 0.067 0.067
Country FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Outcome Mean Female 0.164 0.164 0.336 0.336 0.140 0.140
Outcome Mean Male 0.050 0.050 0.302 0.302 0.135 0.135
P-val difference to Panel A 0.001 0.001 0.194

Notes: Households defined as traditional (non-traditional) if the male member of a couple earned.

more (less) than the female member.

Education level, household composition, age group and area of residence controls are included.

Standard errors clustered at the country level in parenthesis.
* denotes statistical significance at 10%, ** at 5%, *** at 1%.
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A.2.2 Low/High Severity of School Closures

Table A.4 HETEROGENEITY IN CHILDCARE ProvisioN BY Low/HiI1GH SEVERITY OF SCHOOL
CLOSURES

Panel A: Low Severity of School Closures

) @ ®) ) ®) (6)

Dependent variable: Childcare or educ. support Childcare Educ. Support
Female (1 = yes) 0.0773 0.0661 0.0450 0.0246 0.0868 0.0839
[0.0351]** [0.0399] [0.0294] [0.0382] [0.0319]** [0.0304]**
Female x Wave 2 -0.0240 -0.0356 -0.0312 -0.0400 0.00727 -0.00533
[0.0335] [0.0389] [0.0290] [0.0384] [0.0334] [0.0340]
Female x Any Children 0-4 0.0365 0.0666 0.00978
[0.0283] [0.0439] [0.0210]
Wave 2 -0.0716 -0.0671 -0.0559 -0.0572 -0.0698 -0.0656
[0.0284]** [0.0379] [0.0258]* [0.0316]* [0.0343]* [0.0401]
Any Children 0-4 0.0606 0.0388 0.0834 0.0393 0.0446 0.0355
[0.0195]** [0.0257] [0.0157]***  [0.0261] [0.0231]* [0.0243]
Observations 4,591 4,591 4,591 4,591 4,293 4,293
R-squared 0.082 0.082 0.076 0.077 0.088 0.088
Controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Country FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Outcome Mean Female 0.659 0.659 0.489 0.489 0.573 0.573
Outcome Mean Male 0.570 0.570 0.433 0.433 0.455 0.455

Continued on next page
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Table A.4

— Continued

Panel B: High Severity of School Closures

@) @ ®) @) ®) (6)
Dependent variable: Childcare or educ. support Childcare Educ. Support
Female (1 = yes) 0.124 0.113 0.0760 0.0522 0.148 0.145
[0.0185]*** [0.0230]*** [0.0315]**  [0.0298]  [0.0167]*** [0.0153]***
Female x Wave 2 -0.0172 -0.0139 0.00947 0.0268 -0.0142 -0.0230
[0.0265] [0.0289] [0.0343] [0.0358] [0.0256] [0.0323]
Female x Any Children 0-4 0.0390 0.0869 0.0135
[0.0425] [0.0545] [0.0349]
Wave 2 -0.0534 -0.0409 -0.0386 -0.0449 -0.0688 -0.0524
[0.0355] [0.0328] [0.0246] [0.0258] [0.0325]* [0.0271]*
Any Children 0-4 0.0612 0.0695 0.0877 0.0480 0.0411 0.0574
[0.0203]** [0.0332]* [0.0159]***  [0.0364] [0.0252] [0.0261]**
Observations 6,776 6,776 6,776 6,776 6,294 6,294
R-squared 0.051 0.052 0.044 0.045 0.056 0.057
Controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Country FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Outcome Mean Female 0.654 0.654 0.482 0.482 0.585 0.585
Outcome Mean Male 0.534 0.534 0.394 0.394 0.441 0.441
P-val difference to Panel A 0.212 0.535 0.108

Notes: Countries defined as with low (high) stringency of school closures depending of they are below (above)
cross-country median value. Stringency measured from the start of the pandemic and up to the end of the wave.

Education level, household composition, age group and area of residence controls are included.

Standard errors clustered at the country level in parenthesis.
* denotes statistical significance at 10%, ** at 5%, *** at 1%.

Table A.5 HETEROGENEITY IN LABOR OutcoMESs BY Low/HIGH SEVERITY OF SCHOOL CLOSURES

Panel A: Low Severity of School Closures

Dependent variable:

) @)

Active to Inactive

®) (4)

Reduced hours of work

Female (1 = yes)

Female x Wave 2

Female x Any Children 0-4
Wave 2

Any Children 0-4
Observations

R-squared

Country FE

Outcome Mean Female
Outcome Mean Male

0.138 0.113
[0.0140]***  [0.0161]***
0.00763 0.00920
[0.0152] [0.0233]

0.0857
[0.0275]***

0.00205 0.00651

[0.0137] [0.0143]

0.0195 -0.00953

[0.00832]** [0.0103]
4,362 4,362
0.092 0.095

Yes Yes

0.221 0.221
0.093 0.093

0.0661 0.0809
[0.0260]** [0.0352]**
-0.0182 -0.0458
[0.0500] [0.0564]

-0.0572
[0.0492]
0.0708 0.0841
[0.0429] [0.0480]
0.0352 0.0589
[0.0186]* [0.0167]***
2,251 2,251
0.032 0.032
Yes Yes
0.337 0.337
0.282 0.282

®) (6)
Wage Worker to Self-Employed
0.0765 0.0677
[0.0158]*** [0.0131]***
-0.0129 -0.00708
[0.0229] [0.0264]
0.0323
[0.0356]
0.0805 0.0873
[0.0163]*** [0.0188]***
0.0113 0.0146
[0.0134] [0.0129]
2,694 2,694
0.052 0.053
Yes Yes
0.174 0.174
0.124 0.124
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Table A.5 — Continued

Panel B: High Severity of School Closures

) @) ®) (4) ©) (6)
Dependent variable: Active to Inactive Reduced hours of work  Wage Worker to Self-Employed
Female (1 = yes) 0.149 0.146 0.106 0.108 0.113 0.0983
[0.0136]***  [0.0111]*** [0.0255]***  [0.0308]***  [0.0171]*** [0.0171]***
Female x Wave 2 0.00253 -0.00744 -0.0857 -0.0899 -0.0588 -0.0644
[0.0179] [0.0134] [0.0391]** [0.0455]*  [0.0187]*** [0.0299]*
Female x Any Children 0-4 0.00980 -0.00818 0.0676
[0.0308] [0.0459] [0.0639]
Wave 2 -0.0163 -0.0162 0.0484 0.0482 0.107 0.117
[0.0145] [0.0170] [0.0265]* [0.0273] [0.0158]*** [0.0173]***
Any Children 0-4 0.0168 0.00300 0.00279 0.00141 0.0124 0.00686
[0.00774]* [0.0129] [0.0171] [0.0280] [0.00930] [0.0157]
Observations 5,501 5,501 3,032 3,032 3,593 3,593
R-squared 0.074 0.075 0.020 0.020 0.056 0.058
Country FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Outcome Mean Female 0.199 0.199 0.380 0.380 0.191 0.191
Outcome Mean Male 0.048 0.048 0.316 0.316 0.126 0.126
P-val difference to Panel A 0.167 0.176 0.033

Notes: Countries defined as with low (high) stringency of school closures depending of they are below (above)
cross-country median value. Stringency measured from the start of the pandemic and up to the end of the wave.
Education level, household composition, age group and area of residence controls are included.

Standard errors clustered at the country level in parenthesis.

* denotes statistical significance at 10%, ** at 5%, *** at 1%.
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A.2.3 Class Modality

Table A.6 HETEROGENEITY IN CHILDCARE PROVISION BY CLASS MODALITY

Panel A: Virtual Classes

@ @)

®) (4)

©) (6)

Dependent variable: Childcare or educ. support Childcare Educ. Support
Female (1 = yes) 0.114 0.105 0.0808 0.0542 0.132 0.123
[0.0185]*** [0.0245]*** [0.0246]***  [0.0286]*  [0.0181]***  [0.0183]***
Female x Wave 2 0.0182 0.0168 0.0169 0.0238 0.0321 0.0501
[0.0200] [0.0250] [0.0337] [0.0444] [0.0228] [0.0235]**
Female x Any Children 0-4 0.0338 0.0976 0.0292
[0.0430] [0.0530]* [0.0295]
Wave 2 -0.0447 -0.0386 -0.0126 -0.0180 -0.0440 -0.0458
[0.0206]** [0.0232] [0.0249] [0.0303] [0.0181]*  [0.0187]**
Any Children 0-4 0.0758 0.0648 0.0874 0.0292 0.0675 0.0631
[0.0191]*** [0.0384] [0.0163]***  [0.0423]  [0.0197]***  [0.0275]**
Observations 4,845 4,845 4,845 4,845 4,845 4,845
R-squared 0.063 0.063 0.056 0.058 0.068 0.068
Controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Country FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Outcome Mean Female 0.725 0.725 0.531 0.531 0.651 0.651
Outcome Mean Male 0.586 0.586 0.424 0.424 0.490 0.490
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Table A.6 — Continued

Panel B: In-Person Classes

@ () 3) 4 ®) (6)
Dependent variable: Childcare or educ. support Childcare Educ. Support
Female (1 = yes) 0.0727 0.0855 -0.00621 -0.0311 0.0708 0.0978
[0.0310]** [0.0287]*** [0.0259] [0.0232] [0.0218]***  [0.0204]***
Female x Wave 2 -0.00582 -0.0208 0.0306 0.0597 0.00843 -0.0431
[0.0277] [0.0342] [0.0351] [0.0368] [0.0232] [0.0311]
Female x Any Children 0-4 -0.0386 0.0788 -0.0818
[0.0436] [0.04577* [0.0473]*
Wave 2 -0.0647 -0.0739 -0.0558 -0.0832 -0.0553 -0.0448
[0.0371]* [0.0358]* [0.0280]* [0.0257]*** [0.0404] [0.0360]
Any Children 0-4 0.0713 0.0600 0.121 0.0580 0.0138 0.0255
[0.0394]* [0.0345]* [0.0325]***  [0.0245]** [0.0427] [0.0313]
Observations 1,870 1,870 1,870 1,870 1,870 1,870
R-squared 0.071 0.072 0.078 0.079 0.074 0.076
Controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Country FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Outcome Mean Female 0.589 0.589 0.420 0.420 0.465 0.465
Outcome Mean Male 0.523 0.523 0.406 0.406 0.380 0.380
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Table A.6 — Continued

Panel C: Hybrid Classes

@ () 3) 4 ®) (6)
Dependent variable: Childcare or educ. support Childcare Educ. Support
Female (1 = yes) 0.0850 0.0753 0.0387 0.0387 0.118 0.112
[0.0317]** [0.0323]** [0.0291] [0.0361] [0.0335]***  [0.0345]***
Female x Wave 2 -0.0185 -0.0364 0.0154 -0.00923 -0.0141 -0.0342
[0.0424] [0.0468] [0.0298] [0.0344] [0.0437] [0.0477]
Female x Any Children 0-4 0.0435 -0.000908 0.0328
[0.0659] [0.0761] [0.0578]
Wave 2 -0.0453 -0.0237 -0.0657 -0.0561 -0.0490 -0.0186
[0.0431] [0.0537] [0.0362]* [0.0485] [0.0440] [0.0495]
Any Children 0-4 0.0117 0.0161 0.0574 0.0483 0.0125 0.0395
[0.0196] [0.0525] [0.02107** [0.0583] [0.0221] [0.0468]
Observations 3,023 3,023 3,023 3,023 3,023 3,023
R-squared 0.066 0.067 0.053 0.054 0.073 0.075
Controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Country FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Outcome Mean Female 0.663 0.663 0.473 0.473 0.577 0.577
Outcome Mean Male 0.576 0.576 0.413 0.413 0.455 0.455
P-val difference Panel A vs. Panel B 0.602 0.018 0.360
P-val difference Panel A vs. Panel C 0.365 0.702 0.751
P-val difference Panel B vs. Panel C 0.776 0.065 0.639
Note: Education level, household composition, age group and area of residence controls are included.
Standard errors clustered at the country level in parenthesis.
* denotes statistical significance at 10%, ** at 5%, *** at 1%.
Table A.7 HETEROGENEITY IN LABOR OuTCcOMES By CLASS MODALITY
Panel A: Virtual Classes
1) (2 3 “4) (&) (6)
Dependent variable: Active to Inactive Reduced hours of work  Wage Worker to Self-Employed
Female (1 = yes) 0.149 0.138 0.109 0.119 0.0938 0.0861
[0.0125]***  [0.0147]***  [0.0251]***  [0.0314]***  [0.0124]*** [0.0158]***
Female x Wave 2 0.00402 -0.000994 -0.139 -0.147 -0.0386 -0.0585
[0.0176] [0.0173] [0.0383]***  [0.0450]*** [0.0312] [0.0451]
Female x Any Children 0-4 0.0412 -0.0471 0.0337
[0.0328] [0.0433] [0.0471]
Wave 2 -0.00270 -0.00257 0.119 0.112 0.131 0.147
[0.0100] [0.0131] [0.0274]***  [0.0330]***  [0.0199]*** [0.0223]***
Any Children 0-4 0.0191 -0.00481 -0.0226 -0.0221 0.0120 0.0122
[0.00810]** [0.0121] [0.0298] [0.0306] [0.0117] [0.0156]
Observations 4,020 4,020 2,213 2,213 2,648 2,648
R-squared 0.070 0.071 0.034 0.034 0.060 0.062
Country FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Outcome Mean Female 0.197 0.197 0.381 0.381 0.184 0.184
Outcome Mean Male 0.050 0.050 0.324 0.324 0.127 0.127
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Table A.7 — Continued

Panel B: In-Person Classes

Dependent variable:

) @ ®) (4)

Active to Inactive Reduced hours of work

)

(6)

Wage Worker to Self-Employed

Female (1 = yes)

Female x Wave 2

Female x Any Children 0-4
Wave 2

Any Children 0-4
Observations

R-squared

Country FE

Outcome Mean Female
Outcome Mean Male

0.119 0.117 -0.00979 0.0240

[0.0271]***  [0.0246]***  [0.0273] [0.0358]
0.0194 0.00551 0.0708 0.0485

[0.0333] [0.0415]  [0.0393]*  [0.0523]
0.00557 -0.133

[0.0900] [0.0955]

-0.0161 -0.0138 0.0713 0.0975

[0.0299] [0.0274]  [0.0344]*  [0.0417]**

0.0187 0.00733 0.0733 0.160

[0.0128] [0.0290] [0.0331]**  [0.0356]***

1,465 1,465 796 796
0.120 0.121 0.075 0.078
Yes Yes Yes Yes
0.209 0.209 0.275 0.275
0.098 0.098 0.259 0.259

0.0439 0.0352
[0.0396] [0.0351]
0.00354 -0.00649
[0.0478] [0.0457]

0.0356
[0.0914]
0.0987 0.129
[0.0288]*** [0.0306]***
0.0475 0.0929
[0.0275]* [0.0213]***
913 913
0.070 0.075
Yes Yes
0.144 0.144
0.120 0.120
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Table A.7 — Continued

Panel C: Hybrid Classes

1) ) ®3) 4 ®) (6)
Dependent variable: Active to Inactive Reduced hours of work  Wage Worker to Self-Employed
Female (1 = yes) 0.0967 0.108 0.0956 0.0624 0.0940 0.0867
[0.0176]***  [0.0180]***  [0.0466]* [0.0464] [0.0306]*** [0.0257]***
Female x Wave 2 0.0406 0.00449 -0.0545 -0.0454 -0.0127 -0.00366
[0.0167]** [0.0186] [0.0566] [0.0495] [0.0349] [0.0419]
Female x Any Children 0-4 -0.0586 0.139 0.0345
[0.0485] [0.0654]** [0.0772]
Wave 2 -0.0144 -0.00878 0.0768 0.0744 0.0626 0.0651
[0.0140] [0.0189] [0.0241]***  [0.0205]***  [0.0172]*** [0.0174]***
Any Children 0-4 0.00292 -0.00321 0.0481 0.00605 0.00278 0.00537
[0.0160] [0.0280] [0.0210]** [0.0403] [0.0186] [0.0321]
Observations 2,449 2,449 1,405 1,405 1,622 1,622
R-squared 0.087 0.090 0.034 0.036 0.071 0.071
Country FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Outcome Mean Female 0.188 0.188 0.358 0.358 0.192 0.192
Outcome Mean Male 0.063 0.063 0.291 0.291 0.116 0.116
P-val difference Panel A vs. Panel B 0.675 0.453 0.226
P-val difference Panel A vs. Panel C 0.222 0.086 0.980
P-val difference Panel B vs. Panel C 0.810 0.754 0.261

Note: Education level, household composition, age group and area of residence controls are included.
Standard errors clustered at the country level in parenthesis.
* denotes statistical significance at 10%, ** at 5%, *** at 1%.
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A.3 Additional Results
A.3.1 Results by Gender Inequality Index (GII)

Table A.8 HETEROGENEITY IN CHILDCARE ProvisioN BY Low/HicH GII

Panel A: Low GII

@ @ ©) ) ) (6)

Dependent variable: Childcare or educ. support Childcare Educ. Support
Female (1 = yes) 0.122 0.107 0.0920 0.0715 0.146 0.134
[0.0265]*** [0.0307]*** [0.0355]**  [0.0356]*  [0.0231]*** [0.0230]***
Female x Wave 2 -0.0190 -0.0176 -0.00464 0.00656 -0.0124 -0.0161
[0.0367] [0.0379] [0.0321] [0.0432] [0.0352] [0.0395]
Female x Any Children 0-4 0.0573 0.0830 0.0484
[0.0485] [0.0590] [0.0471]
Wave 2 -0.0524 -0.0414 -0.0505 -0.0523 -0.0737 -0.0593
[0.0391] [0.0396] [0.0322] [0.0347] [0.0360]* [0.0328]
Any Children 0-4 0.0638 0.0569 0.0776 0.0403 0.0521 0.0516
[0.0189]*** [0.0348] [0.0163]***  [0.0340] [0.0256]* [0.0329]
Observations 4,911 4,911 4911 4,911 4,548 4,548
R-squared 0.065 0.066 0.058 0.059 0.070 0.071
Country FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Outcome Mean Female 0.677 0.677 0.508 0.508 0.603 0.603
Outcome Mean Male 0.554 0.554 0.406 0.406 0.454 0.454

Continued on next page
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Table A.8 — Continued

Panel B: High GII

@) @ ®) @) ©) (6)
Dependent variable: Childcare or educ. support Childcare Educ. Support
Female (1 = yes) 0.0872 0.0798 0.0380 0.0129 0.0973 0.102
[0.0279]** [0.0331]** [0.0255] [0.0290]  [0.0266]*** [0.0263]***
Female x Wave 2 -0.00427 -0.00669 0.00788 0.0157 0.0177 0.00505
[0.0227] [0.0264] [0.0309] [0.0317] [0.0258] [0.0320]
Female x Any Children 0-4 0.0235 0.0781 -0.0139
[0.0328] [0.0442] [0.0188]
Wave 2 -0.0517 -0.0453 -0.0341 -0.0402 -0.0613 -0.0534
[0.0248]* [0.0334] [0.0254] [0.0347]  [0.0230]** [0.0264]*
Any Children 0-4 0.0509 0.0461 0.0809 0.0366 0.0284 0.0371
[0.0180]** [0.0287] [0.0165]***  [0.0310] [0.0193] [0.0212]
Observations 6,482 6,482 6,482 6,482 6,069 6,069
R-squared 0.058 0.058 0.050 0.051 0.066 0.066
Controls FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Country FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Outcome Mean Female 0.640 0.640 0.464 0.464 0.562 0.562
Outcome Mean Male 0.543 0.543 0.410 0.410 0.441 0.441

Notes: Countries defined as low (high) GII if their values of 2019 are below (above) Latin America’s median value.

The GII is not available for Dominica.

Education level, household composition, age group and area of residence controls are included.

Standard errors clustered at the country level in parenthesis.
* denotes statistical significance at 10%, ** at 5%, *** at 1%.

Table A.9 HETEROGENEITY IN LABOR OuTtcoMEs BY Low/Hicu GII

Panel A: Low GII

Dependent variable:

) 2 ®)

Active to Inactive

4)

Reduced hours of work

Female (1 = yes) 0.139 0.128 0.0542
[0.0144]***  [0.0108]*** [0.0297]
Female x Wave 2 0.0161 0.00909 -0.00592
[0.0141] [0.0142] [0.0325]
Female x Any Children 0-4 0.0446
[0.0382]
Wave 2 -0.0103 -0.0114 0.0226
[0.0139] [0.0177] [0.0180]
Any Children 0-4 0.0122 -0.0186 0.0197
[0.00804] [0.0169] [0.0226]
Observations 4,053 4,053 2,328
R-squared 0.071 0.073 0.021
Country FE Yes Yes Yes
Outcome Mean Female 0.190 0.190 0.348
Outcome Mean Male 0.047 0.047 0.304

0.0670
[0.0376]
-0.0189
[0.0500]
-0.0603
[0.0433]
0.0201
[0.0232]
0.0243
[0.0402]

2,328
0.021
Yes
0.348
0.304

©) (6)
Wage Worker to Self-Employed
0.0875 0.0709
[0.0150]*** [0.00872]***
-0.0142 -0.0138
[0.00752]* [0.0137]
0.0749
[0.0524]
0.0910 0.103
[0.00908]*** [0.00832]***
-0.000641 -0.00148
[0.0105] [0.0206]
2,699 2,699
0.065 0.068
Yes Yes
0.168 0.168
0.109 0.109
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Table A.9 — Continued

Panel B: High GII

Dependent variable:

) 2

Active to Inactive

®) 4)

Reduced hours of work

Female (1 = yes)

Female x Wave 2

Female x Any Children 0-4
Wave 2

Any Children 0-4
Observations

R-squared

Country FE

Outcome Mean Female
Outcome Mean Male

0.150 0.140
[0.0155]***  [0.0177]***
-0.00228 -0.00900
[0.0198] [0.0216]
0.0351
[0.0303]
-0.00436 -0.00101
[0.0114] [0.0121]
0.0276 0.0125
[0.00614]*** [0.0104]
5,160 5,160
0.091 0.092
Yes Yes
0.217 0.217
0.075 0.075

0.114 0.124
[0.0273]***  [0.0309]***
-0.0950 -0.104
[0.0435]* [0.0454]**
-0.0326
[0.0434]
0.0889 0.102
[0.0292]**  [0.0301]***
0.0151 0.0412
[0.0165] [0.0224]*
2,699 2,699
0.030 0.031
Yes Yes
0.377 0.377
0.304 0.304

©) (6)
Wage Worker to Self-Employed
0.0954 0.0951
[0.0203]*** [0.0168]***
-0.0471 -0.0569
[0.0242]* [0.0340]
0.00291
[0.0527]
0.117 0.125
[0.0168]*** [0.0194]***
0.0190 0.0252
[0.0116] [0.0113]*
3,248 3,248
0.047 0.047
Yes Yes
0.193 0.193
0.136 0.136

Notes: Countries defined as low (high) GII if their values of 2019 are below (above) Latin America’s median value.
The GII is not available for Dominica.

Education level, household composition, age group and area of residence controls are included.

Standard errors clustered at the country level in parenthesis.
* denotes statistical significance at 10%, ** at 5%, *** at 1%.

A.3.2 Alternative sample definition
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Table A.10 GENDER DIFFERENCES IN CHILDCARE PROVISION USING A DIFFERENT SAMPLE DEFINITION , 2021

@ 2 ®) ) ©) (6)

Dependent variable: Childcare or educ. support Childcare Educ. Support
Female (1 = yes) 0.0998 0.0933 0.0588 0.0427 0.117 0.116
[0.0197]** [0.0213]*** [0.0199]***  [0.0208]*  [0.0216]*** [0.0202]***
Female x Wave 2 -0.00724 -0.0127 0.00215 0.00465 0.00650 -0.00277
[0.0208] [0.0208] [0.0222] [0.0240] [0.0240] [0.0254]
Female x Any Children 0-4 0.0235 0.0581 0.00446
[0.0225] [0.0287]* [0.0204]
Wave 2 -0.0507 -0.0406 -0.0374 -0.0365 -0.0612 -0.0531
[0.0202]** [0.0229]* [0.0178]**  [0.0208]*  [0.0204]*** [0.0214]**
Any Children 0-4 0.0653 0.0655 0.0912 0.0646 0.0464 0.0495
[0.0119]** [0.0178]*** [0.0112]**  [0.0182]***  [0.0140]*** [0.0158]***
Observations 13,244 13,244 13,244 13,244 12,300 12,300
R-squared 0.062 0.062 0.054 0.054 0.070 0.070
Country FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Outcome Mean Female 0.651 0.651 0.482 0.482 0.572 0.572
Outcome Mean Male 0.543 0.543 0.411 0.411 0.438 0.438

Note: Sample of respondents who reported being married or living with a partner and having at least one school-age children,
regardless of the relationship with the household head.

Education level, household composition, age group and area of residence controls are included.

Standard errors clustered at the country level in parenthesis.

* denotes statistical significance at 10%, ** at 5%, *** at 1%.
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Table A.11 TRANSITIONS IN THE LABOR MARKET USING A DIFFERENT SAMPLE DEFINITION, 2021

) @) ®) ) ®) (6)
Dependent variable: Active to Inactive Reduced hours of work ~ Wage Worker to Self-Employed
Female (1 = yes) 0.141 0.128 0.0805 0.0888 0.0972 0.0893
[0.00975]***  [0.0108]***  [0.0198]***  [0.0239]***  [0.0125]*** [0.0121]***
Female x Wave 2 0.00502 -0.00104 -0.0474 -0.0628 -0.0365 -0.0428
[0.0117] [0.0123] [0.0260]* [0.0309]* [0.0134]** [0.0197]**
Female x Any Children 0-4 0.0469 -0.0349 0.0341
[0.0205]** [0.0331] [0.0346]
Wave 2 -0.00754 -0.00438 0.0546 0.0616 0.103 0.114
[0.00855] [0.00961]  [0.0185]***  [0.0207]***  [0.00995]*** [0.0113]***
Any Children 0-4 0.0187 -0.00138 0.0227 0.0367 0.0106 0.0145
[0.00478]**  [0.00717] [0.0127]*  [0.0166]** [0.00736] [0.00995]
Observations 10,715 10,715 5,763 5,763 6,853 6,853
R-squared 0.080 0.081 0.024 0.024 0.051 0.053
Country FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Outcome Mean Female 0.206 0.206 0.361 0.361 0.184 0.184
Outcome Mean Male 0.069 0.069 0.305 0.305 0.125 0.125

Note: Sample of respondents who reported being married or living with a partner and have at least one school-age children,
regardless of the relationship with the household head.

Education level, household composition, age group and area of residence controls are included.

Standard errors clustered at the country level in parenthesis.

* denotes statistical significance at 10%, ** at 5%, *** at 1%.
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Table A.12 TRANSITIONS IN THE LABOR MARKET USING A DIFFERENT SAMPLE DEFINITION, 2021

Dependent variable:

@

Employed to Unemployed

@)

®)

)

Employed to Inactive

©)

(6)

Active to Inactive

Female (1 = yes) 0.0600 0.0504 0.141 0.130 0.141 0.128
[0.0128]***  [0.0104]***  [0.00957]*** [0.0106]***  [0.00975]***  [0.0108]***
Female x Wave 2 0.00333 0.000566 -0.000515 -0.00892 0.00502 -0.00104
[0.0131] [0.0114] [0.0116] [0.0129] [0.0117] [0.0123]
Female x Any Children 0-4 0.0365 0.0432 0.0469
[0.0200]* [0.0202]** [0.0205]**
Wave 2 -0.00982 -0.00678 -0.00756 -0.00444 -0.00754 -0.00438
[0.00775] [0.00747] [0.00838] [0.00954] [0.00855] [0.00961]
Any Children 0-4 0.0172 0.00459 0.0188 -0.00138 0.0187 -0.00138
[0.00669]** [0.00616] [0.00473]**  [0.00704]  [0.00478]***  [0.00717]
Observations 10,347 10,347 10,347 10,347 10,715 10,715
R-squared 0.037 0.039 0.077 0.078 0.080 0.081
Country FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Outcome Mean Female 0.117 0.117 0.200 0.200 0.206 0.206
Outcome Mean Male 0.054 0.054 0.066 0.066 0.069 0.069

Note: Sample of respondents who reported being married or living with a partner and have at least one school-age children,

regardless of the relationship with the household head.

Education level, household composition, age group and area of residence controls are included.
Standard errors clustered at the country level in parenthesis.
* denotes statistical significance at 10%, ** at 5%, *** at 1%.
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Table A.13 CHANGES IN HOURS OF WORK AND TRANSITIONS AMONG THE EMPLOYED USING A DIFFERENT SAMPLE DEFINITION, 2021

) @ ®) 4) Q) (6)

Dependent variable: Reduced hours of work ~ Formal to Informal =~ Wage Worker to Self-Employed
Female (1 = yes) 0.0805 0.0888 0.0237 0.00566 0.0972 0.0893
[0.0198]***  [0.0239]***  [0.0191]  [0.0195]  [0.0125]*** [0.0121]***
Female x Wave 2 -0.0474 -0.0628 -0.00101 0.0161 -0.0365 -0.0428
[0.0260]* [0.0309]*  [0.0208]  [0.0211] [0.0134]** [0.0197]*
Female x Any Children 0-4 -0.0349 0.0785 0.0341
[0.0331] [0.0463] [0.0346]
Wave 2 0.0546 0.0616 0.0236 0.0286 0.103 0.114
[0.0185]***  [0.0207]***  [0.0135]* [0.0147]*  [0.00995]*** [0.0113]***
Any Children 0-4 0.0227 0.0367 0.0245 0.0218 0.0106 0.0145
[0.0127]*  [0.0166]**  [0.0143]  [0.0256] [0.00736] [0.00995]
Observations 5,763 5,763 4,375 4,375 6,853 6,853
R-squared 0.024 0.024 0.061 0.062 0.051 0.053
Country FE Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Outcome Mean Female 0.361 0.361 0.201 0.201 0.184 0.184
Outcome Mean Male 0.305 0.305 0.217 0.217 0.125 0.125

Note: Sample of respondents who reported being married or living with a partner and having at least one school-age children,
regardless of the relationship with the household head.

Education level, household composition, age group and area of residence controls are included.

Standard errors clustered at the country level in parenthesis.

* denotes statistical significance at 10%, ** at 5%, *** at 1%.
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