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“Segregación educativa y ocupacional por género en catorce países de América Latina” 

Resumen: Este es un estudio comparativo de segregación educativa y ocupacional por género en 
catorce países de América Latina, en 2018 (o último disponible). Si bien la segregación educativa 
se mantiene baja, los hallazgos sugieren que los niveles de segregación ocupacional son al menos 
el doble de altos (positivamente correlacionados). Esto se observa a pesar de la existencia de 
políticas antidiscriminatorias, de que los niveles educativos de las trabajadoras mujeres exceden 
aquellos de los trabajadores varones y de significativas diferencias entre países en participación en 
la fuerza laboral femenina. Un análisis desagregado por categorías educativas y ocupaciones 
muestra una forma de U, con baja segregación en categorías educativas intermedias y altos niveles 
en los extremos (aquellos que nunca asistieron y educación terciaria) con las mujeres concentradas 
en categorías altas. No obstante, los hombres dominan fuertemente ocupaciones de Agricultores, 
Operadores de instalaciones y máquinas, y Oficiales y artesanos. Entre los Directores y gerentes, 
en promedio solo uno de cada tres es mujer. Respecto al impacto agregado, la segregación 
educativa tiene un impacto intermedio a fuerte en la segregación ocupacional (para la región, 80% 
en promedio). El “mecanismo de aumento”, es decir, cuando hombres y mujeres con el mismo 
nivel educativo elijen trabajos distintos en ocupaciones diferentes, pareciera ser uno de los factores 
que explica la mayor parte del impacto.  

Palabras clave: América Latina – Género – Trabajo – Segregación educativa – Segregación 

ocupacional  

 

“Gender-based educational and occupational segregation in fourteen Latin American countries” 

Abstract: This is a comparative study of gender-based educational and occupational segregation 
and the effect of the former on the latter, for fourteen Latin American countries in 2018 (or later 
available). Aggregate educational segregation remains low, but findings suggest levels of 
occupational segregation are doubly as high (modest positively correlated). This is observed despite 
anti-discrimination policies, working women's education levels increasingly exceeding those of 
working men and significant differences in female labor force participation across countries. A 
disaggregated scrutiny of educational and occupational categories shows that educational 
segregation displays a U shape, with low segregation in intermediate educational categories and 
higher levels in the extremes (those who never attended and tertiary education) with women 
concentrated at the higher end. Nevertheless, men strongly dominate agricultural occupations, 
plant and machine operation, and crafts-related jobs. Among the legislators and managers, on 
average only 1 out of 3 workers are women. Regarding aggregate impact, educational segregation 
has a mild to strong impact on occupational segregation (for the region, 80% on average). As for 
the factors behind this impact, the “increase mechanism”, i.e. when men and women with the same 
educational background choose different jobs in different occupations, accounts for most of the 
effect. 
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1 Introduction 

Education and occupational segregation are essential factors to understand labor market outcomes 

among demographic groups. However, there is a dearth of comparative analysis among Latin 

American countries using harmonized data. The following paper addresses this shortfall, focusing 

on gender-based segregation in fourteen Latin American countries: Argentina, Bolivia, Brazil, 

Chile, Costa Rica, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, Guatemala, Honduras, Nicaragua, Panama, 

Peru, El Salvador and Uruguay. The analysis is particularly salient, given that Latin American has 

shown to be the world’s most unequal and segregated region across multiple factors. 

While there is a sizable literature on occupational segregation by gender in Latin American, there 

remains a lack of comparative studies linking occupational and educational segregation. Moreover, 

due to wide regional variations in data quality, and the difficulties this poses vis-a-vis 

harmonization, most regional studies of occupational segregation have considerable issues of 

comparability between countries. 

To fill this gap, the present study examines the magnitude and relationship between educational 

and occupational segregation in these fourteen countries for 20181, using methodologies based on 

variations of the Duncan and Duncan (1955) segregation index and various decomposition 

techniques. Specifically, the study analyses: (i) the extent of educational and occupational aggregate 

segregation in each of the fourteen countries and how this patterns compares within Latin America 

and with other countries; (ii) the heterogeneity of segregation levels across categories and levels; 

(iii) the classification of education and occupational categories into female/male intensity groups; 

and (iv) the decomposition of factors explaining segregation and the impact of educational 

segregation on occupational segregation. 

As explained by Das & Kotikula (2019) in their recent World Bank report Gender-based Employment 

Segregation, despite its implications for gender equality and economic productivity, segregation 

appears in both developed and developing countries alike. Achieving higher growth or greater 

market integration do not appear to help eliminate a country’s gender-based employment 

segregation. Employment segregation is highly dependent on local social norms and beliefs, the 

current female share of participation in an occupation, education choices, and locally binding 

constraints to labor supply and demand. 

Examining employment segregation from a broader perspective, the McKinsey Global Institute 

finds that women dominate the services sector in every region of the world except South Asia, and 

 
1 All countries data is from 2018, except Chile (2019), Guatemala (2019), and Nicaragua (2014). See Section 0 for more 
details about data availability. 
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men dominate industry in every region. Agriculture in South Asia, Sub-Saharan Africa, and the 

Middle East and North Africa is female-dominated and gender balanced or male-dominated 

elsewhere. What is more, in most regions, industry is the highest productivity sector and agriculture 

the lowest. Moreover, within the service sector, on a global level, women are concentrated in low-

productivity industries: wholesale and retail trade, health and social work, and education (Woetzel, 

2015). 

While women tend to concentrate in low productivity sectors, sex-segregation in particular 

occupations is not universal. Comparing 70 countries, Das and Kotikula (2019) found that 

employment segregation by occupation is more severe in Latin America and the Caribbean and 

less so in South Asia and Sub-Saharan Africa. Using a 2-digit classification for occupations, in 

Latin America the average Duncan index across represented countries was the highest (0.53), 

followed by the Middle East and North Africa (0.50), Europe and Central Asia (0.46), East Asia 

and the Pacific (0.39), Sub-Saharan Africa (0.33), and South Asia (0.30)23. Their data also suggest 

that there is no such thing as an inherently or universally male or female occupation. Several 

occupations are male-dominated in some countries, gender-balanced in some, and female-

dominated in others. Agriculture/fishery labor, skilled agriculture, and subsistence farming and 

fishing are often male-dominated but appear to be gender-balanced in a number of countries from 

Europe and Central Asia. Business and administration associate professionals are male-dominated 

in 5 countries of their sample, female-dominated in 10 countries, and gender-balanced in 55 

countries (Das & Kotikula, 2019). 

A review of the literature on Latin America reveals that there is no uniform pattern of gender-

based segregation levels or, in fact, their variations over time. Occupational segregation increased 

in Guyana from 29.7 percent to 37.4 percent between 1946 and 1960. On the contrary, in El 

Salvador it dropped in the period 1960-1980, from 62.3 percent to 40.8 percent (Jacobs & Lim, 

1992). Moreover, Deutsch et al. (2001) found a large increase in segregation in Ecuador from 48.6 

percent to 57.3 percent with from 1960-1980, while segregation remained constant at 38 percent 

from 1989-1997. Though not directly comparable, Borghans and Groot (1999) and Sookram and 

Strobl (2009) observed relatively small decreases or constant levels of occupational segregation 

from 1979 to 1994 and 1991 to 2004 in the Netherlands and Trinidad and Tobago, respectively. 

 
2 Low occupational segregation in South Asia and Sub-Saharan Africa may be related to the limited granularity of 
occupational codes within the agriculture sector. 
3 Classification using 2-digit occupation codes for 21 select occupations. Their sample includes 3 countries from South 
Asia, 5 countries from the Middle East and North Africa, 10 countries from Sub-Saharan Africa, 12 from East Asia 
and the Pacific, 12 from Latin America and the Caribbean, and 38 countries in Europe and Central Asia. 
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For Brazil (1987-2006) and Colombia (1986-2004), Salardi (2016) and Isaza Castro (2013), 

respectively, found only minimal decreases over time.  

Using 1-digit classification, Deutsch et al. (2005) found levels of occupational segregation in urban 

areas of Costa Rica, Ecuador and Uruguay for 1989, 1992 and 1997, experienced little change over 

time and displayed similar levels—between 0.37 and 0.42 in the final year of the study4. In a more 

recent study comparing Chile, El Salvador, Nicaragua, Brazil and Mexico using 2010 census data, 

de la O and Pacheco (2019) found higher regional variability, with Chile being the least segregated 

country studied (0.39) and Nicaragua the most (0.59). Other academic research focuses on the 

drivers of segregation in developing countries. (Borrowman & Klasen, 2020) show that Central 

American and Caribbean countries seem to have higher levels (Honduras 0.46, Nicaragua 0.44, 

Jamaica 0.43) while South American countries display lower levels (Bolivia, Paraguay and Peru 

0.30, Brazil 0.31). However, their paper, based on World Bank I2D2 dataset might have 

comparability issues due to differences in occupational classification. 5  Further, data between 

countries is often separated by large periods of time (for example, Jamaica’s survey was from 2001 

whereas Ecuador’s was from 2010) translating into an implicit assumption that coefficients stay 

stable across time. In a comparative study by ILO-PNUD (2019), in 2015 El Salvador (0.59), 

Uruguay (0.54) and Costa Rica (0.54) were the most segregated6, while Brazil (0.44), Ecuador (0.46) 

and Mexico (0.49) were the least.  

Moreover, Das and Kotikula (2019) present results for 2-digit segregation based on a subset of 

occupations from pre-calculated ILOSTAT statistics7. El Salvador (0.63) and Ecuador (0.43) were 

Latin America’s most and least segregated countries, respectively8. Analyzing four Anglophone 

Caribbean nations, Schimanski et al. (2018) found low variation across time for the Bahamas, 

Barbados, Jamaica and Trinidad and Tobago, with segregation levels ranging from 0.33 to 0.38.  

Fluctuations in observed occupational segregation across the literature have been attributed to 

various factors, such as alterations in total female labor market participation and changes in the 

 
4 Calculated Duncan indices using the broader single-digit occupational categories. 
5 On page 13, the authors explain that “[t]o ensure comparability across countries, we have to rely on one digit sectoral 
and occupational categories reported in the I2D2 database. The occupational categories are based on the ISCO88 
classification of occupations” (Borrowman & Klasen, 2020 p.13). However, the harmonization of this variable is not 
consistent for all countries: some have their own classification not fully comparable with ISCO 88, others use ISCO 
08, among other issues. 
6 Using 2-digit occupational classification (see Annex 3 of the study).  
7 Even if the Duncan Index seems to be calculated using all occupations, the authors affirm on page 2 “[u]sing data 
on 80 developed and developing countries from the ILO database, we examined employment segregation by 
occupation using 2-digit occupation codes for 21 select occupations” [emphasis is ours]. So, the ID index could have been 
calculated only using 21 occupations. 
8 Between the least segregated, the authors calculations also showed Uruguay (0.46), Mexico (0.468) and Brazil (0.473); 
for the most ones: Panama (0.632), Guatemala (0.625) and Dominican Republic (0.61). For more details on other 
countries of the region, see Table A.1 on the Annex on page 48 of Das and Kotikula (2019).  
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size of certain occupational categories. According to a global study by the World Bank (2016), the 

services sector surpassed the agricultural occupational category in size in 2015. Increases in the 

size of those categories, coupled with improvements in gender balance may lead to decreases in 

overall occupational segregation. Apart from this, women appear to be concentrating in different 

occupations according to a country's level of development. Hence, the apparent absence of 

consistent levels and patterns of labor market segregation across countries, but potential 

convergence of country specific patterns over time, stresses the need for segregation analyses 

specific to each country to be conducted in a comparable manner. 

Employment segregation is a primary contributor to gender wage gaps. In the US in 2010, 

employment segregation by occupation accounted for the largest proportion of the gender wage 

gap (33 percent), followed by employment segregation by industry (18 percent), and experience 

(14 percent). Moreover, the gender wage gap is inversely related to the gender education gap, 

suggesting that, on average, while women have higher educational attainment than men, they earn 

less (Blau & Kahn, 2016). The lower job quality and returns conveyed by employment segregation 

can ultimately influence women’s decision to participate in the labor market. Indeed, among 

developing countries, increases in female labor force participation rates are correlated with reduced 

employment sex segregation by sector but increased segregation by occupation (Borrowman & 

Klasen, 2017). 

Earlier literature has tended to study occupational segregation in isolation, neglecting the influence 

of educational segregation. Recently, educational segregation has been increasingly included in 

studies on gender segregation (Borghans & Groot (1999); Deutsch et al. (2001); Sookram and 

Strobl (2009); Salardi (2016); and Smyth (2005)). However, the effects of educational segregation 

on occupational segregation vary. In the Netherlands, Borghans and Groot (1999) found that 

increases in educational segregation decrease occupational segregation, while Sookram and Strobl 

(2009) found that decreasing educational segregation hardly has any impact on occupational 

segregation in Trinidad and Tobago. Smyth (2005), on the other hand, observed countries with 

higher educational segregation to also have higher occupational segregation. 

Unlike multiple-digit 9  partly internationally standardized occupational categories, no such 

standardization exists for educational categories, making international comparisons more 

challenging. A cross-country study in Latin America by Cruces, Domenech and Gasparini (2014), 

concerned solely with educational segregation, used years of schooling as a category to measure 

 
9 A 4-digit International Standard Classification for Occupations has been developed by the ILO to provide a 
framework for international comparison and for countries to develop their own national classification of occupations 
(ISCO code). 
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gender-based segregation within each year of schooling completed. Other authors, such as 

Borghans and Groot (1999) and Sookram and Strobl (2009), have used national training codes to 

form educational categories which resulted in 48 categories, while other authors, such as 

Hernandez (2005), Salardi (2016) and Smyth (2005) have used a greater number of aggregate 

categories to refer to major educational levels. This further highlights the need for studies that 

allow long-term comparability of occupational, as well as educational, categories within and across 

countries. 

Our analysis not only contributes to the literature by covering a geographic area for which some 

country’s segregation had previously not been measured, but also provides evidence of gender-

based segregation in developing countries in a comparative manner. Indeed, as far as we know, 

this study is the biggest in his kind in terms of number of countries included for Latin America. 

This can give policy insights offering information about general patterns in the region on relative 

segregation levels as well as for each of the countries, which could in the future be analyzed more 

in depth through case studies. In addition, by showing comparable gender segregation measures 

for developing countries with high heterogeneity of female labor force participation, this study 

adds to the external validity of the impact of female labor force participation on gender-based 

educational and occupational segregation levels. Lastly, this analysis offers insights for local 

policymakers by providing evidence on the effects of the implementation of gender-related 

education and labor market policies. 

Our main findings suggest that, first, when comparing education to occupations, segregation 

presents differences on levels. While the levels of aggregated segregation in terms of education 

(ES) are quite low in the region, with an unweighted average of the Karmel and MacLachlan index 

(KM index) for 14 countries of 6.5; the occupational segregation (OS) remains still high, and more 

than double the educational segregation with 15.8. Furthermore, the two measures of aggregated 

segregation (ES and OS) measured by the KM index are modest positively correlated, i.e. a higher 

level of educational segregation is associated with a higher level of segregation in occupations. 

Second, when considering the occupational segregation disaggregated by categories, they can be 

combined into three groups: the first one, formed by the top (Legislators, Senior Officials and 

Managers, Technicians and Associate Professionals) and bottom end (Elementary Occupations) 

occupations consistently shows low segregation levels (around 5 percent); a second group, of 

Professionals, Clerks, Service and Sales workers, Skilled Agriculture and Fishery workers, Crafts 

and Related workers which are characterized by segregation levels around 15 percent with more 

dispersion between countries; and in a third highly segregated group with levels above 30 percent, 
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we can find Plant and Machine Operators and Assemblers, traditional male-dominated 

occupations. 

Regarding disaggregated analysis of educational segregation, regional average segregation for all 

categories remains low compared to the occupational segregation. A soft U shape can be observed, 

with low segregation in medium educational categories (secondary education) and higher levels in 

the extremes (those who never attended, and tertiary education) with women concentrated at the 

higher end. 

Third, in terms of female intensity of occupations, Plant and Machine Operators and Assemblers, 

Skilled Agricultural and Fishery Workers, and Crafts and Related Workers, stand out as having on 

average very low percentages of women on the region, ranging from 6 percent to 18.8 percent. 

Regarding the top one occupational category, Legislators, Senior Officials and Managers, on 

average only 1 out of 3 workers are women. 

Lastly, the impact of educational on occupational segregation has been examined. The aggregate 

impact values range between the 60s and the high 90s, that is, educational segregation has a mild 

to strong impact on occupational segregation. On average, the impact for Latin America is 81.5 

percent. Considering the factors that determine the impact, Increase mechanism, i.e. when those 

men and women with the same educational background choose different jobs in different 

occupations, accounts for most of the effect, with a regional average of 12.4 percent. 

While this analysis provides first suggestive comparative evidence on the extent and driving forces 

of educational and occupational segregation in fourteen Latin American countries, further research 

that compares the evolution over time and differentiates by age group, using more detailed 

educational and occupational categories is needed for specific policy recommendations. This, 

however, requires that future rounds of household/labor surveys solicit this information in a 

comparable manner, based on a sufficiently large sample. The results also suggest that some 

countries would need a case study to understand better their particular patterns. This is the 

situation of Peru and Bolivia, and also Nicaragua, Costa Rica and Guatemala. 

The rest of the paper is structured as follows: in Section 2 a short theoretical framework is 

introduced to understand in which context is important to study segregation, Section 0 present the 

data available for the fourteen countries, its advantages and limitations, Section 0 outlines the 

methodology, Section 5 presents the results of the segregation analysis and illustrates the dominance 

of men and women on occupations, Section 0 further decomposes the segregation levels in terms 

of how the different types of segregation interact. Finally, Section 0 concludes. 
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2 Linking education and occupations 

Employment segregation often constraints women labor force participants into unpaid, informal, 

and low-return jobs. As women crowd into a limited number of occupations, employment 

segregation also reduces women’s returns from participation in the labor force.  

In the workplace, gender-based segregation can be horizontal, with women and men concentrated 

in different sectors, industries, occupations, types of products, and business sizes; or vertical, with 

gender disparities in positions of different statuses, managerial responsibilities, or potential for 

promotion. 

Gender variations in employment outcomes also stem from supply and demand side factors. On 

the supply side, women are often constrained by educational streams (i.e. the type of degree they 

pursue), access to assets and capital, networks, intra-household division of labor, safety and 

mobility, and a scarcity of role models. On the demand side, behaviors at recruitment, selection, 

hiring, evaluation and promotion, as well as features of the workplace culture contribute to 

women’s employment segregation. In addition to employment market supply and demand 

variables, female employment outcomes may be affected by the presence (or absence) of 

government legal and regulatory frameworks: female-specific policies, such as maternity leave; 

policies that discourage vertical segregation, like quotas for women in leadership; or even direct 

prohibition of occupations (Das & Kotikula, 2019). 

  

 

Sorted by female-to-male ratio. Source: World Development Indicators, World Bank (2020) 
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Above is a non-exhaustive list of the types and drivers of occupational segregation. This paper will 

focus on the link between gender segregation in education—a supply side input—and occupation—a 

horizontal outcome—in Latin America. 

As Chioda (2016) documented, countries in LAC have made important progress in women’s 

educational enrollment and achievement, to the point of closing and even overturning earlier 

gender gaps. The region has advanced more than other regions on this topic: in fact, is the one 

with the narrowest education gender gap. Yet levels remain unsatisfactory. Indeed, net secondary 

enrollment rates in LAC are still well below universality (77 percent on average), even though most 

LAC countries have compulsory secondary education laws. Nor has progress been even across 

LAC countries or even within countries (see Figure 2.0.1 as an example). Attendance and 

enrollment rates for girls and boys ages 6–18 in Bolivia, Guatemala, Mexico, and Peru—the only 

countries that have not closed the gap in adult schooling attainment—show several gender 

differences (Duryea et al., 2007). The biggest difference in attendance is among those in the lowest 

income quintile. 

 

 

Sorted by female-to-male ratio. Source: World Development Indicators, World Bank (2020) 

On the outcome side, the interplay of these factors has implications for labor force participation 
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argued that a deterrent to women’s engagement in the formal labor market is that low-paying jobs 

and the stigma associated with them may not make the jobs attractive enough to compensate for 

the fixed costs of working away from home, though single women may accept them more readily 

than married women (Goldin, 1995; Mammen & Paxson, 2000; Schultz, 1990).  

Over the past three decades female labor force participation (LFP) in LAC has risen faster than in 

any other region, jumping from roughly 36 percent in 1980 to more than 53 percent in 2019 (see 

Figure 2.0.2). This increase is equivalent to nearly 80 million additional women in the region’s labor 

force. Largely as a result of the fast-paced growth of female LFP, the gender gap in LFP has 

narrowed faster in LAC than in any other developing region. In the typical LAC country, the 

percentage of women in the labor force doubled between the early 1960s and the early 2000s. The 

increase has ranged from 15 percentage points in Costa Rica to a staggering 50 percentage points 

in Brazil, where the presence of women in the workforce more than tripled. And it occurred in 

both upper-middle-income and low-income countries (Chioda, 2016). 

But this is not the full story. It is critical to understand the quality of female labor force participation. 

Is the simple fact that more women are participating in the labor force enough to conclude that 

the gender gap is narrowing? 

This paper argues that analyzing outcomes beyond female labor force participation is key to 

improving job quality and gender equality. Greater female labor force participation alone may not 

increase gender equality if employment segregation implies that women enter low return 

occupations, or that they crowd into a limited number of occupations resulting in lower wages. 

Indeed, employment segregation may limit efforts to encourage women’s participation in the labor 

market. Of the several factors the literature identifies as key determinants of women’s decisions to 

enter (and stay in) the labor force, education and family formation decisions explain nearly two-

thirds of the region’s evolution since the 1960s (Das & Kotikula, 2019). 

 In sum, in this study we will analyze the link between educational dynamics and occupations for 

those who do enter the labor market.  
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3 Data 

This study is mainly based on data from Household Surveys compiled in the Socio-Economic 

Database for Latin America and the Caribbean (SEDLAC)10 for fourteen countries of the region: 

Argentina, Bolivia, Brazil, Chile, Costa Rica, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, Guatemala, 

Honduras, Nicaragua, Panama, Peru, El Salvador and Uruguay, for 2018 (or most recent year 

available). While the surveys were not conducted in a fully comparable manner across countries, 

all of them provide similar information on educational attainment of the household members, their 

current employment status, occupation, as well as their age and gender, and have passed through 

a detailed harmonization process11. 

Survey questions regarding educational attainment and highest certificate or training provided a 

variety of different response category options. These have, for comparability between the different 

countries, been grouped into the seven common categories (Figure 3.0.1). 

Figure 3.0.1 Educational Categories (comparable between all countries) 

Category 
Number Highest Education 

1 Never attended 

2 Incomplete Primary Education 

3 Complete Primary Education 

4 Incomplete Secondary Education 

5 Complete Secondary Education 

6 Incomplete Tertiary Education 

7 Complete Tertiary Education 
Source: harmonization from SEDLAC databases (World Bank/CEDLAS, 2020) 

 

Based on the internationally standardized 1st-digit of the 4-digit occupational codes, this paper 

distinguishes further among nine12 occupational categories (Figure 3.0.2 Occupational categories). 

This codification has been harmonized across countries: most of the household/labor surveys of 

the region have currently a variable that allows to identify the occupational category following the   

codification. However, the harmonization is only possible when keeping the analysis to a 1-digit 

codification. In the cases where the occupation was not classified using the ISCO 08 version (or a 

comparable national one), crosswalks tables have been used to transform the national classification 

 
10 SEDLAC is a joint effort of the Centro de Estudios Distributivos Laborales y Sociales (CEDLAS) of the Universidad 
Nacional de La Plata (Argentina) and the World Bank’s Latin American Poverty and Equity Global Practice. 
11 The harmonization of the education categories has been made by World Bank/CEDLAS. The process to harmonize 
the occupational categories have been conducted be the authors for the current study. 
12 The 10th category, the one of defense workers has been excluded. The 4-digit disaggregation was not used because 
it is not available for all countries and is besides not comparable across countries. 
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or a different version of the ISCO to the most similar to the ISCO 08. This is the case of Argentina 

(CNO 17), Nicaragua (ISCO 88), and Peru (CNO 2015). In other cases, where the harmonization 

was not possible, or when the household survey available data was too old, the temporarily closest 

labor survey has been used to perform the analysis (Chile and Guatemala cases). Even if this 

process has been made carefully, some small comparability issues might exist for these countries 

due to the nature of the changes of the codification itself13. The countries where the recodification 

was not possible have been dropped from the analysis to keep the comparability as precise as 

possible (Colombia, Mexico and Paraguay).   

Figure 3.0.2 Occupational categories 

1-Digit Occupational Code (harmonized to ISCO 08) 

1 Legislators, Senior Officials and Managers 

2 Professionals 

3 Technicians and Associate Professionals 

4 Clerks 

5 Service Workers and Shop and Market Sales Workers 

6 Skilled Agricultural and Fishery Workers 

7 Craft and Related Workers 

8 Plant and Machine Operators and Assemblers 

9 Elementary Occupations 
Source: 1st digit of the ISCO 08 occupational codes (includes authors country-specific 

harmonization process) 

Regarding the number of occupational categories used, according to Blackburn (2009) optimal 

number of 200 categories provides more detail on the segregation within occupations, while 

measures of occupational segregation based on less than 20 categories should, based on Blackburn 

(2009) and Anker (1998), be treated with caution as they may severely underestimate gender 

segregation by being too aggregated. The larger number of categories comes however with a trade 

off on sample size within each category and comparability over time and across countries. Most 

importantly for international comparison, only the 1st-digits seem largely internationally 

standardized over time/countries. More disaggregated occupational categories therefore neither 

allow cross-country occupational segregation analyses nor within country analyses over time spans 

marked by reclassifications of categories.  

 
13 Various authors have tried to account for the changes in occupational categories (over time) through reclassifications 
into consistent groups. In accounting for such changes in classifications, many authors have however frequently 
neglected the potential bias created through individual choices made in the reclassifications. As Blau, Brummund and 
Liu (2013) show, using US data, using different methods of reclassification of occupational categories over time can 
lead to very different conclusions about measured segregation. 
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All the surveys have been conducted in some form of a stratified rotating household panel with a 

weighting factor for stratum, age, and gender to control for representativeness of these aspects 

within the population. These weighting factors are also included in the estimations of this study 

unless otherwise stated. The surveys are nationally representative14 but are not representative for 

each educational level and occupational category. However, the educational and occupational 

composition of the data largely resemble countrywide labor market statistics. 

The average yearly sample size across all countries lies at around 41,790 individuals. Given that the 

population and characteristics of the countries have considerable differences, unweighted sample 

sizes are larger in countries like Brazil and Peru, and smaller in others as Guatemala, Nicaragua 

and Costa Rica (see Figure 3.0.3). In addition, the sample is restricted to individuals at least 15 

years old15, but no older than 7516, for whom the educational information is available. To calculate 

occupational segregation, it is necessary to further restrict the sample to only the employed 

respondents with occupational information available. 

Figure 3.0.3 Total Sample Observations per Country by Gender (unweighted) 

Country Year Male Female Total 

ARG 2018       26,218        20,298        46,516  

BOL 2018         9,524          7,097        16,621  

BRA 2018     108,540        79,365      187,905  

CHL 2019*       25,633        20,531        46,164  

CRI 2018         8,636          5,470        14,106  

DOM 2018       21,764        13,714        35,478  

ECU 2018       16,112        11,773        27,885  

GTM 2019**         5,874          3,120          8,994  

HND 2018       10,846          7,108        17,954  

NIC 2014***         7,191          5,326        12,517  

PAN 2018       10,846          7,108        17,954  

PER 2018       37,947        34,469        72,416  

SLV 2018       18,937        12,496        31,433  

URY 2018       26,073        23,044        49,117  

Total Circa 2018     334,141      250,919      585,060  

     
*Data for Chile is from the Labor Survey (ENE 2019-Q3) 

**Data for Guatemala is from the Labor Survey (ENEI 2019-Q2) 

***Last available data   
Source: author's compilation. 

As mentioned before, the comparability with other studies may be complex: the assumptions used 

for the recodifications and the number of ISCO digits can generate substantial differences on the 

 
14 Argentina is the only exception given that its Household Survey is only representative of the urban areas (see 
methodology from the Encuesta Permanente de Hogares for more details regarding the sampling).  
15 15 years is the approximate legal minimum working age in all countries. 
16 As this study purely focuses on the actual proportion of gender of workers that are working in a certain occupation 
this study also includes elderly workers despite potential selection bias of who works above retirement age. 
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results. One of the most similar studies, in terms of methodology, is the one of Schimanski et al. 

(2018), where they also examine the link between educational and occupational segregation for 

four Caribbean countries. However, their approach is more focus on changes over time, and what 

they find is that the segregation is quite stable over time (at least for these countries and a 15-years 

period), and that the results seem to be more sensible to data collection changes on the surveys. 

Another interesting analysis is the one performed by Espino and de los Santos (ILO-PNUD, 

2019), where they study tendencies of occupational and sectorial segregation of eight countries of 

Latin America. Unfortunately, as they used the 2-digits ISCO code, comparability is not strictly 

possible. 

It is important to highlight other caveats and limitations that are necessary to keep in mind. As 

explained above, our datasets only include occupied persons, so the results are limited to this 

group. This means that the men and women that are not working could be really different between 

groups, and these different characteristics could be central to understand better the drivers of the 

labor market segregation (for example, as other papers explore, the family composition could 

produce dynamics that affect the labor market). Thus, even if this paper is focus on the education 

as one of the drivers of segregation, it is important to remember that other drivers could be 

affecting the groups of those included and those not included on the data in a different way. Also, 

as the datasets are restricted to those with information on education and occupation, the fact of 

having missing information could be correlated with some socio-economic characteristics (as 

higher poverty, or lower education levels). 
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4 Methodology 

The segregation analysis follows the methodology developed by Borghans and Groot (1999). It 

uses the international comparable 1-digit occupational category level (harmonized using ISIC-0817). 

This ensures comparability of the results across countries and time and sufficiently large sample 

sizes of subgroups. A consistent classification of categories across countries is necessary as the 

measured level of aggregate segregation depends on the number of categories, as discussed in 

Smyth (2005). We use a variation of the Duncan-Duncan Index developed by Karmel and 

MacLachlan (1988) to estimate the segregation levels. 

4.1 Measuring segregation 

The traditional Duncan-Duncan Index (also known as index of dissimilarity, or ID Index) quantifies 

the proportion of the other sex that would need to move into another category to achieve a gender 

balance. When analyzing occupations, an ID Index value of 0 occurs when the share of women in 

every occupation is the same as women's share of employment as a whole. In other words, 0 

indicates perfect gender integration within the workforce, while a value of 1 indicates complete gender 

segregation within the workforce. This index has the disadvantage that it does not take the initial 

proportion of men and women in the labor force into consideration. Hence, it measures switches 

that would be required, disregarding the size of the different categories. 

In contrast, the Karmel and MacLachlan (1988), or the KM measure18, takes the initial distribution 

of men and women among all people employed, T, and the size of the respective categories, Ti , 

into account when estimating the proportion of men and women that would need to switch in 

order to achieve gender balance. The term 
𝐹∗𝑀

𝑇2
 in the following formula expressed by θ hence 

controls for this. Herein, F stands for the total number of women and M for the total number of 

men employed. The subscript i indicates the respective of the n categories. Hence, Fi and Mi 

represent the number of women and men in each category i, respectively19. 

 

 
17 For more details, see the Methodological Annex. 
18  To allow an international comparison with the results of studies presented in Annex 0 the ID measure is, 
nevertheless, calculated as well. 
19 The interpretation for the KM index is similar to the ID index, where 0 is perfect gender integration and 0.5 is 
complete gender segregation. In our results for comfortability reasons, the KM results are multiple by 100 (and called 
percentage, even if the highest level it could achieve is 50). 
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For both educational (ES) and occupational segregation (OS), the KM can be calculated over n 

educational categories and m occupational categories as follows20: 

 

A further disaggregated analysis by category was conducted solely using the KM segregation 

measure. For this the aggregate ES and OS formulas (2) and (3) were modified to reflect the relative 

segregation in each category weighted by the relative importance of each respective category 
𝑇

𝑇𝑖
 . 

This generates segregation measures which are comparable across categories despite their different 

number of total employees. They can be written as follows: 

 

 

We only report the KM measures; however, we also estimate the standard ID Index and the Gini 

Index 21  to determine the robustness of the results to different segregation measures and to 

illustrate the differences measured by the distinct indexes. 

4.2 Determining female intensity of occupations 

To complement segregation measures, various authors have developed approaches to determine 

the (fe)male dominance of particular occupations, as the level of segregation in specific 

occupational and educational categories does not provide any insights on whether the segregation 

is driven by higher shares of women or men. This study also calculates shares of women in each 

 
20 In this case, the categories are the levels of education, or the occupational categories (measured using the 1-digit 
ISIC-08 classification): from those who never attended to complete tertiary level, and from elementary occupations 
to legislators and managers, respectively. 
21 This is calculated by the below equation and can, as in the inequality literature, be used to calculate other types of 
segregation (Silber (1989); Deutsch and Silber (2005)). 
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educational and occupational category to offer a simple measure of female intensity. These results 

are subsequently compared with the results of other approach: the Flückiger and Silber (1999). 

The Flückiger and Silber (1999) approach considers all those occupations female-dominated, in 

which the percentage of female workers exceeds an imagined 10 percent higher than actual 

aggregate share of female workers in the overall working labor force. On the contrary, if the female 

share of workers in an occupation is less than 10 percent of total female share in the total working 

labor force, it is regarded as a male occupation. All other occupations are neutral, dominated by 

neither women nor men. 

4.3 Decomposing segregation 

This study applies the Borghans and Groot (1999) decomposition technique, which links 

educational segregation to occupational segregation. 

Borghans and Groot (1999) identify three potential mechanisms through which educational 

segregation can affect occupational segregation, which are Reintegration, Decrease and Increase, 

denoted by R, D, and I, respectively. Reintegration occurs when men and women both followed the 

typical education path of their gender and end up in the same occupation, even with different 

levels of education. This mechanism will reduce occupational segregation despite the existence of 

educational segregation. The Decrease mechanism similarly reduces occupational segregation 

through men and women who obtained the same educational degree and subsequently pursued 

careers in the same occupation. Educational segregation will enhance occupational segregation 

through the Increase mechanism even if those men and women with the same educational 

background choose different jobs in different occupations. The relationship between these three 

mechanisms in relation to educational and occupational segregation can be written as follows: 

 

From this the Impact can be calculated as: 

 

Both formulas (6) and (7) can be adapted to either express the aggregate impact of educational 

segregation on occupational segregation or the relative impact for each occupational category, 

whereby in the latter case relative measures of I, D and R need to be calculated as well. 
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5 Educational and occupational segregation in Latin America 

5.1 Aggregated segregation 

The aggregated KM Indices22 are displayed in Figure 5.1.1. In aggregated terms, there are five key 

findings. First, when comparing education to occupations, the levels of segregation present marked 

differences. While the levels of aggregated segregation in terms of education (ES) are quite low in 

the region, with an unweighted average of the KM index for 14 countries of 6.5; the occupational 

segregation (OS) remains still high, and more than double the educational segregation with 15.8.  

Second, there is certain variation in educational segregation across countries, however, the levels 

of occupational segregation are very similar in almost all countries. This contrasts with the pattern 

in the European Union, where countries such as Sweden and Finland, with comparatively higher 

levels of female labor force participation (LFP) than other European countries, faced much lower 

occupational segregation (Smyth (2005)). For example, El Salvador has one of the lowest female 

LFP rate (45.1%) of the region but in terms of OS is ranked next to Peru which has the highest 

female LFP rate (70%) (WDI World Bank, 2020). Moreover, Costa Rica, that has the lowest level 

of OS in the region has a scarce female LFP, and in the last years unemployment has been raising 

predominantly more for women. 

 

Source: authors’ calculation based on data from SEDLAC (World Bank/CEDLAS, 2020) and own harmonization. 

 
22 Karmel and MacLachlan (1988). 
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Regarding aggregated ES, levels in general are lower than OS for the 14 countries and represent 

half or even much less compared to the OS. In the two extremes, while is 60% and 54% of the 

OS of Costa Rica and Argentina, it represents only a 21% and 24% of the ones of El Salvador and 

Guatemala. However, it is important to remark that the pattern seems to be counterintuitive: while 

El Salvador and Guatemala present the lowest levels of ES, they are also between the ones with 

lowest female secondary school enrollment in the region (to take a level of education as a point of 

comparison) with  only 60% and 42% respectively, and the biggest gap between boys and girls 

enrollment. 

Third, the two measures of aggregated segregation (ES and OS) measured by the KM index are 

modest positively correlated. As showed in Figure 5.1.2, a higher level of ES is associated with a 

higher level of OS. However, the correlation is low: a 1-point increase in educational segregation 

is associated with a 0.23-point average increase in occupational segregation. It is important to stress 

that the 14 countries are situated in the upper-left quadrant of the graph, this is a clear way to see 

what have been mentioned before: in Latin America the improvements regarding access to 

education are not strongly associated with better labor conditions. A comparison among countries 

provides further external validity to the earlier findings discussed in the introduction that 

educational segregation does not come along with occupational segregation and vice versa. 

Figure 5.1.2 Correlation of Occupational and Educational Segregation - KM Index 

 

Source: authors’ calculation based on data from SEDLAC (World Bank/CEDLAS, 2020) and own harmonization. 
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understand some similarities and differences between countries. As mention before, the 

unweighted average for the region (considering these 14 countries) of the aggregated occupational 

segregation is 15.8 and the educational segregation is 6.5. Thus, between those countries who have 

higher levels of segregation in both dimensions (H-H), i.e. more than the average, we can find 

Dominican Republic (OS 18.4, ES 8.6), Uruguay (OS 17.5, ES 7.6), Nicaragua (OS 17.1, ES 7.5), 

Honduras (OS 16, ES 8.1) and Panama (OS 16, ES 8.1). In a second group of those who have 

relatively lower levels in both axes of segregation (L-L) are El Salvador (OS 14.5, ES 3.1), Ecuador 

(OS 15.5, ES 4.4), and Peru (OS 15.3, ES 5.7). The third group are those countries with relatively 

low OS and high ES (L-H):  Costa Rica (OS 11.5, ES 7), Argentina (OS 15.4, ES 8.5), Bolivia (OS 

15.5, ES 6.9), Brazil (OS 15.6, ES 7.2). In the last group are those countries with high OS and low 

ES (H-L): Guatemala (OS 16.7, ES 4) and Chile (OS 15.9, ES 5). 

Lastly, compared to occupational segregation in Europe, as estimated by Smyth (2005) for 2000, 

the Latin-Americans countries' labor markets seem to be similarly segregated as most European 

countries. When comparing their ID index values listed in Annex 0 most of these 14 Latin 

American countries appear less segregated than Austria but more than Sweden, which represent 

the extremes at the upper and lower ends (45.5 and 30.8). In particular, the highest segregation 

value for the region is 38.5 percent in Dominican Republic, and the lowest is in Costa Rica (24.1). 

It is worth noting two things: given that 2 decades passed since this analysis, the current situation 

in Europeans countries could have changed a lot, moreover, as explain on section 0, these indexes 

seem to be considerably sensitive to the occupational classification used and to changes in the data 

collection (types of survey data, sampling, etc.). Therefore, comparisons between regions and 

studies should be taken with caution. 

Despite the similar aggregate levels of educational and occupational gender segregation across 

countries, a more disaggregated analysis of segregation by educational and occupational categories 

in the subsequent sections provides evidence for strong heterogeneity. 

5.2 Occupational segregation by 1-digit occupational category 

Figure 5.2.1 below presents the levels of segregation within each 1-digit occupational category 

across countries in Latin America. One group of occupational categories consistently shows 

segregation levels around 5 percent and mainly concentrated below 10 percent, the second group 

faces segregation levels around 15 percent with more dispersion between countries, and a third 

highly segregated group with levels above 30 percent can be identified (except for two countries).  

The first group, formed by the top (Legislators, Senior Officials and Managers, Technicians and 

Associate Professionals) and bottom end (Elementary Occupations) occupations exhibit especially 
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low levels of segregation for almost all countries, with segregation levels consistently mainly below 

10 percent. For the top category, the regional average is 8.8 percent, with some countries showing 

notably low results like Dominican Rep. (1.2), Guatemala (3.6) and Ecuador (4.1), and with other 

3 countries above the 10 percent, Chile (13.9), Peru (17.6) and Nicaragua (19.7). This category is 

particularly important given that is associated with the highest salaries, decision-making positions, 

and other types of power. Segregation within the second category of this group, Technicians and 

Associate Professionals, is consistently below 13 percent, except from Nicaragua that almost 

double the percentage with 21.7 percent. The regional average is 7.7 percent, and for Ecuador, 

Brazil and Argentina, this category is even below 2 percent. Lastly, between the workers of 

Elementary Occupations the gender-based segregation is also low. With a regional average of 6.4 

percent, all the countries in this category have a KM index below 10 percent. This occupation 

category includes, among others, cleaners, agricultural peons, miner and construction workers, and 

waste collectors. Despite some country-specific differences, the segregation levels of these 

occupational categories remain visibly lower than those of the occupational categories in the 

second and third group. 

The occupational categories forming the second group, Professionals, Clerks, Service and Sales 

workers, Skilled Agriculture and Fishery workers, Crafts and Related workers are characterized by 

significantly higher levels of segregation. Moreover, while in the previous group countries where 

more concentrated around the regional mean, in this group there are more dispersion between 

country levels. The regional average for the segregation among Scientific and Intellectual 

Professionals is 14.7 percent, with manifest differences between countries that varies from 2.2 

percent in Peru, followed by an 8.2 percent in El Salvador, to 22.6 percent in Dominican Republic 

in the other extreme. In the case of Clerks, the two countries with the lowest segregation levels are 

Peru and El Salvador (1.9 and 4.2 percent, respectively), and the two highest are Panama and 

Honduras, both with 28.5 percent. The regional average for the Clerks is comparable to the 

Professionals: 16.3 percent. 

While the regional average of the Service and Sales workers is analogous to the others of the group 

(18.1), any country shows a segregation level lower than 10 percent. Gender-based segregation is 

particularly high in this category for those in Bolivia, Guatemala and Peru, where 1 out of 2 should 

change to a different category in order to achieve a perfect gender integration. The least affected 

countries are Argentina (10.2), Brazil (12.5) and Dominican Republic (12.8). Skilled Agriculture 

and Fishery workers is the category that presents the biggest variation between the countries of 

the region. Hence, segregation ranges as low as 0.4 percent in Bolivia (where 44% of the workers 

of the category are women), to 36 percent in El Salvador, and the regional average is 16.1 percent. 
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The last category of this group is Crafts and Related workers, with the second highest average of 

21.5 percent. Uruguay (33.2), Argentina (33.2) and Dominican Republic (30.5), are the ones with 

higher segregation; and El Salvador (10.8), Guatemala (11.3) and Nicaragua (11.8) are in the other 

extreme. 

The third and last group is only integrated by one occupational category, however the levels of 

segregation presented by this group are largely higher than the other 8 categories. Plant and 

Machine Operators and Assemblers are traditional male-dominated occupations, where the 

percentage of women is low in every country of the region. The average segregation index for 

Latin American countries in this group is 33.3 percent. Moreover, even the less segregated country 

among them shows a level of 17 percent (El Salvador) followed by 23.8 percent in Guatemala and 

29.5 percent in Dominican Republic. This group can reach a KM segregation index as high as 43.5 

percent in Peru, with an also worrisome 41.4 percent in Bolivia.  

Figure 5.2.1 Occupational Segregation by Category (KM index) 

 

Source: authors’ calculation based on data from SEDLAC (World Bank/CEDLAS, 2020) and own harmonization. 
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The comparison until here have been mainly based on differences between countries within a given 

category. However, variations between categories of the same country are also interesting to 

analyze. For example, Peru presents a big variation on the segregation levels of its jobs’ 

occupations. Whereas clerks and professional occupations show a low gender-based segregation 

(1.9 and 2.2 percent respectively), plant and machine operators and assemblers are highly 

segregated (43.5 percent), with most of these jobs being performed by men. A similar situation 

can be found in Bolivia’s labor market but in different occupational categories. Although 

professionals and clerks are more segregated in this country than in Peru (around 12 percent), 

skilled agricultural and fishery workers, as mentioned earlier, are occupations more balanced in 

terms of gender, something that contrast with the trend of the region. In Bolivia, plant and machine 

operators are also highly segregated. Hence, the difference in these two countries between the 

most and the least segregated occupation, measured by the KM index, remains of 41 percentage 

points. One characteristic in common between Peru and Bolivia, is that they have the highest 

female-to-male LFP ratio, which is mainly explain by the fact that they also have the highest female 

LFP of the region.  

Table 5.2.1 Occupational Segregation by Category (KM index) 

 

Source: authors’ calculation based on data from SEDLAC (World Bank/CEDLAS, 2020) and own harmonization. 

On the other hand, Guatemala seems to be more “equal” regarding segregation between men and 

women: with legislators, senior officials and managers as its least segregated group (3.6 percent23) 

and service workers as its most segregated one (24.9), and a gap between both of 21.4 percentage 

 
23 It is important to note that the standard error is 4.4, calculated using bootstrap with 1000 repetitions.  
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points. But this seems to be driven by the fact that this country has the lowest female-to-male LFP 

ratio (and also the lowest female LFP). If we consider though the three countries together, one 

potential explanation of these pattern could be that the occupational segregation is lower because 

the women that archive to enter the labor market are equalizing it, taking jobs that were mainly 

occupied by men. 

Even if the general pattern of occupational segregation does not seem to be clear (or at least not 

as evident as the educational one), in section 5.4 we will analyze the female intensity of the 

occupations, and this will help to understand better the regional situation. At a glance, excluding 

Professionals and Elementary Occupations, it seems that have a positive slope (respect to the 

graph), with higher average segregation in the lower positions. 

5.3 Educational segregation by educational level 

The disaggregated analysis of educational segregation shows low numbers (ranging between zero 

to 20 percent) and low heterogeneity by level as well (Figure 5.3.1), despite some outliers. In general 

terms, regional average segregation for all categories remains low compared to the occupational 

segregation analyzed in the previous section. A soft U shape can be observed, with low segregation 

in medium educational categories (secondary education) and higher levels in the extremes (those 

who never attended, and tertiary education). Moreover, dispersion between countries has also a U 

shape, whereas segregation levels ranges between 0.1 to 35.1 for those without formal education, 

and between 0.3 and 20.1 for complete tertiary education, it only varies between 0.9 and 7.6 for 

complete secondary education level. It is important to highlight that here we are analyzing the 

educational segregation of those who are currently working, to be consistent with the previous 

section. This means that the current situation of students could have a different pattern, that will 

be seen in the future labor market. A second important caveat is that we are not seeing the levels 

of segregation for the unemployed. However, as we know and shown earlier, in Latin America the 

female LFP is lower that the male LFP for all the countries. 
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Figure 5.3.1 Educational Segregation by Category (KM index) 

 

Source: authors’ calculation based on data from SEDLAC (World Bank/CEDLAS, 2020) and own harmonization. 

As mentioned above, there is a high dispersion of the segregation levels between countries among 

the persons who never attended to a formal educational institution. For some countries like El 

Salvador, Guatemala and Chile the KM index is very low (0.1, 2.7 and 3.6 percent, respectively); 

nevertheless, Costa Rica and Brazil present considerably higher levels (15.7 and 16.4 percent). 

Furthermore, Bolivia and Peru are clear outliers, with segregation levels exceeding 30 percent. 

There is less dispersion on primary education, Ecuador (0.8) and El Salvador (1.6) having the 

lowest levels of segregation for incomplete primary and Peru (0.8) and, again, Ecuador (2.7) for 

complete one. Between countries with the highest segregation, Uruguay (16.7) and Argentina (11.5) 

stands out for the incomplete level, and Chile (9.8) and Dominican Republic (9.3) for the complete 

level. The regional segregation levels for incomplete and complete primary are 7.3 and 6.5 percent. 

Secondary education is the least segregated category for Latin American countries, with a regional 

average of 5.2 percent for incomplete secondary education and only 4 percent for complete 

secondary. Even if the gender-based segregation is low, it is important to highlight that this can 

hide a lot of heterogeneity in terms of attainment and enrollment between countries. Thus, while 

Guatemala presents one of the lowest levels of segregation of incomplete secondary, it also has 
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the lowest female secondary school enrollment of the region: 42.6% (WDI World Bank, 2020). 

Other two countries with a KM index of less than 2 percent for the incomplete level are El 

Salvador and Nicaragua. Between those with the highest levels we can find Bolivia (9.3) and 

Argentina (11.4). Regarding complete high school, Dominican Republic (0.9) and Chile (1.2) are 

close to have perfect equality for women and men. In the other extreme, Bolivia (7.5) and Peru 

(7.6) have the highest segregation. 

Lastly, as mentioned before, tertiary education presents the highest levels of gender-based 

segregation, the regional average of the KM index is 7.4 percent for incomplete level and 12.7 

percent for complete tertiary. However, this segregation is, unlike in other cases, a result of 

increasing female dominance of this educational level. The university degree level has an around 

55 percent share of women in all countries. Between the countries with lower segregation, we 

found Brazil (2.6), Bolivia (2.9) and Peru (3) for the incomplete tertiary; and Peru (0.3) and Bolivia 

(6) also for complete tertiary. For those with the highest levels: Guatemala (12.2) and Nicaragua 

(16.2) for the former group, and Costa Rica (18.5) and Dominican Republic (20.1) for the latter. 

When we look to the differences inside countries between the gender-based segregation for each 

level, we can see that whereas some countries have a lot of disparities between levels, others display 

similar levels of segregation in all educational categories. In the former group, there are, for 

example, Peru and Bolivia. Thus, Peru’s segregation ranges between 35 points for those who never 

attended to only 0.3 for complete tertiary (a gap of 34.8 separate them). The case of Bolivia is 

similar, with a really high segregation for workers without formal education (32.7) and a pretty low 

one for incomplete tertiary (2.9), the least segregated one; with a gap of 29.9 points between them. 

Linked with what was explained on the previous section for these two countries, they not only 

have the highest levels of female LFP, but also their percentage of women by education level 

display a U shape (contrasting with the positive slope line for the other countries). Again, as we 

are only considering workers on the analysis, this could mean that the higher female LFP is driven 

by a big number of women who never attended to the formal education system (and who, in the 

case of Bolivia, seem to be concentrated between the Skilled Agricultural and Fishery workers, and 

the Sales ones). Other countries like Chile, are more uniform between categories, with 9.8 percent 

in it most segregated one (complete primary) and 1.2 in its least category (complete secondary). 

The pattern behind is not that clear in this case. Moreover, one shared characteristic between these 

three countries is that they are the ones of the region with the lowest youth NEETs24, either for 

men or women. 

 
24 Youth not in education, employment or training. 
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Table 5.3.1 Educational Segregation by Category (KM index)  

 

Source: authors’ calculation based on data from SEDLAC (World Bank/CEDLAS, 2020) and own harmonization. 

It is worthy remarking that these previous results are for the pull of workers under 75 years old, 

however they are not equally distributed across educational levels. This reflects the fact that older 

cohorts could be potentially correlated with lower access to education, and also a higher 

segregation in terms of gender (with a reversed gap in favor of men). To understand better the 

dynamics across generations, deeper examination of the trends by cohort should be done in future 

studies. 

5.4 Female intensity of educational levels and occupational categories 

In terms of female intensity of occupations, three categories, namely, Plant and Machine Operators 

and Assemblers, Skilled Agricultural and Fishery Workers, and Crafts and Related Workers, stand 

out as having on average very low percentages of women on the region, ranging from 8 percent to 

20 percent (Figure 5.4.1). For example, in Nicaragua only 0.7 percent of the Plant and Machine 

Operators are women; in El Salvador 5.4 percent of the Skilled Agricultural workers are women; 

and in Dominican Republic women represent less than 10 percent of the Craft workers. 

Moreover, Services and Sales Workers, Clerks and Professionals positions are more than half filled 

by women, with Peru and Bolivia outstanding on the former, with more than 70 percent of women 

on the category. Technicians and Associated Professionals, and Elementary Occupations have a 

slightly lower proportion of women, but on average is less than 10 percent from the egalitarian 50-

50 percent.  
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1 Never attended 14.6 32.7 16.4 3.6 15.7 13.1 11.7 2.7 6.7 10.0 6.7 35.1 0.1 7.1 12.6

2 Incomplete Primary Education 11.5 3.4 10.0 6.7 8.8 7.7 0.8 3.4 5.8 8.4 5.8 11.3 1.6 16.7 7.3

3 Complete Primary Education 7.3 4.5 8.6 9.8 7.1 9.3 2.7 4.9 8.3 2.8 8.3 0.8 6.9 9.0 6.5

4 Incomplete Secondary Education 11.4 9.3 6.0 6.7 3.4 6.2 2.9 1.8 8.2 1.2 8.2 2.9 0.8 4.1 5.2

5 Complete Secondary Education 3.2 7.5 6.7 1.2 2.8 0.9 4.2 4.2 2.3 6.3 2.3 7.6 1.7 5.8 4.0

6 Incomplete Tertiary Education 6.9 2.9 2.6 5.8 6.2 11.9 3.2 12.2 9.7 16.2 9.7 3.0 5.2 7.6 7.4

7 Complete Tertiary Education 13.7 6.0 13.0 6.5 18.5 20.1 10.4 10.6 17.4 17.2 17.4 0.3 11.0 15.9 12.7
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Figure 5.4.1 Female Intensity by Occupational Category 

 

Source: authors’ calculation based on data from SEDLAC (World Bank/CEDLAS, 2020) and own harmonization. 

Regarding the top one occupational category, Legislators, Senior Officials and Managers, on 

average only 1 out of 3 workers are women. Whereas there is some variation on the region in terms 

of female share, ranging from 28.2 percent in Chile to 57.4 percent in Nicaragua, the later country 

is the only one from the region where women represent more than 50 percent. As mentioned 

before, this category is particularly important given that it represents highest salaries, decision-

making positions, and other types of power. Despite the changes implemented in several countries 

of the region regarding gender equity in political and public administration positions, women of 

Latin America are still behind in terms of representation25. Thus, the average percentage of women 

in ministerial cabinet positions, for example, is only 28% (Figure 5.4.2), with just 3 countries 

reaching the 50 percent (Nicaragua, Costa Rica and Colombia), and with others as Brazil, Argentina 

and Belize where women don’t even have the 15% of the ministerial cabinet positions (ECLAC, 

 
25 The gender quota laws have been implemented in several countries of the region, starting with Argentina on 1991, 
and followed by others on the late 90’s like Brazil, Bolivia, Paraguay, Costa Rica, Dominican Republic, Ecuador, 
Panama, Peru and Venezuela, among others.  
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2019). Something similar happen in the legislative and the judicial powers, where the average 

percentage of women for the region are 31.6 percent in the former and 32.1 percent on the latter. 

In some public positions the situation is particularly shocking, for example, if we consider the 

elected mayors it is possible to see that only 1 out of 6 are women in the region, and excepting 3 

countries, all of them have a percentage lower than 25 percent (ECLAC, 2019). The private sector 

shows a similar pattern, with only few women being CEOs of the bigger enterprises. As discussed 

on several studies26, the glass ceiling in Latin America is still a challenge that needs to be tackle. 

It is important to highlight that while there are some occupations where the share of men is 

disproportionality high, we do not observe the same regarding women, i.e. there are not a single 

category that has a considerable high proportion of female workers. This is mainly driven by two 

factors: first, the labor market is gender segregated, as we have been discussing, but also, the labor 

force participation rate is lower for women in every country of Latin America. This second factor 

could potentially cause that female with lower education are out of the labor market. 

Figure 5.4.2 Executive power: percentage of women in ministerial cabinet positions 

 

Source: ECLAC – CEPALSTAT (2020). 

Furthermore, these graphs clearly depict that female intensity is higher for the higher educational 

levels, while women remain in the minority at the lower educational levels (see Figure 5.4.3). 

Whereas on the category of those who never attended, women represent the 42.5 percent (and the 

 
26 See Carrillo, Gandelman & Robano (2014) for sticky floors and glass ceilings in Latin America (or Grueso-
Hinestroza & Antón-Rubio (2020), Jalalzai (2015), Flabbi, Piras & Abrahams (2016), Freidenberg, Muñoz-Pogossian, 
Caminotti & Došek (2017), among others). 
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percentage is even lower when Peru and Bolivia, two outliers, are excluded reaching 35%); on the 

other extreme, 54.2 percent of workers with complete tertiary education are women. One 

interpretation of this trend could be that women are concentrated on the right side of the 

distribution of education because for this group higher qualification are required by employers in 

order to have access to the labor market, thus, the ones that are working end up having higher 

levels compared to the male workers. The link between occupation segregation and educational 

segregation will be discuss in more details in next section. 

It is interesting to highlight some patterns that differentiate the countries. For example, Costa Rica 

and Dominican Republic seem to have a more pronounced positive slope, displaying the lowest 

percentage of women between those who do not have any formal education (23.6 and 26.6 percent 

respectively), and some of the highest proportions in complete tertiary (57.8 and 59.8 percent). On 

the other side, Peru and Bolivia are the only countries with a negative slope, with a really high 

proportion of women between those who never attended to school (82.6 and 75.9 percent) and 

are also the two countries with lowest percentage of women with tertiary education with less than 

50 percent (only surpassed by Guatemala and Chile when taking into account the women with 

complete tertiary). These two countries seems to show a pretty different pattern compared to the 

rest of the region, as mentioned before, with marked high percentage of women working on 

services, skilled agricultural and fishery occupations, and elementary occupations; and low 

percentage of the top tree occupational levels (legislators, managers, professionals and technicians). 
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Figure 5.4.3 Female Intensity by Educational Category 

 

Source: authors’ calculation based on data from SEDLAC (World Bank/CEDLAS, 2020) and own harmonization. 

While Figure 5.4.1 and Figure 5.4.3 display the female intensity of an educational level and 

occupational category as a percentage of women out of total employees respectively, these 

numbers are not scaled to the female labor force participation relative to men. Therefore, further 

robustness checks have been conducted using a methodology identified in the literature to 

distinguish between female and male dominated occupations developed by Flückiger and Silber 

(1999). 

Estimates of female intensity based on the Flückiger and Silber (1999) approach presented in Table 

5.4.1 Female Intensity by Occupational Category - Fluckiger and Silber (1999)support the earlier 

observations and find the same three occupational categories to be continuously male-dominated 

(Skilled Agricultural and Fishery, Craft and Related Workers and Plant and Machine Operators). 

Using this approach, Professionals, Clerks and Service and Sales Workers are female-dominated. 

The other three categories are mixed, depending on the country of analysis. The top category, 

Legislators and Managers is interestingly female-dominated for four Centro American countries 
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female workers exceeds an imagined 10 percent the actual aggregate share of female workers in 

the overall working labor force. 

Table 5.4.1 Female Intensity by Occupational Category - Fluckiger and Silber (1999) approach 

 

Source: authors’ calculation based on data from SEDLAC (World Bank/CEDLAS, 2020) and own harmonization. 
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1 Legislators, Senior Officials and 

Managers
33.8° 33.7° 39.1° 28.2° 30.2° 40.9 37.6 36* 48.6* 57.4* 48.6* 30° 35.6° 35.9° 38.3

2 Professionals 61.3* 55.4* 61.4* 53.2* 53.8* 62.3* 55.7* 50.8* 57.4* 56.5* 57.4* 49.7 50* 61.1* 56.1

3 Technicians and Associate 

Professionals
41.8 31.6° 44.8 54.1* 36.1 49.3* 41.2 41.2* 53.2* 59.4* 53.2* 40.3° 44.2 40.9 45.1

4 Clerks 56.7* 55.8* 62.5* 51.1* 51.3* 62.2* 54.4* 51.6* 69.6* 65.8* 69.6* 49.5 45.6* 63* 57.8

5 Service Workers and Shop and 

Market Sales Workers
53.9* 71.9* 56.6* 57.9* 52.4* 52.5* 59.4* 57.4* 58.6* 58.2* 58.6* 71.1* 63.3* 62* 59.6

6 Skilled Agricultural and Fishery 

Workers
25.6° 43.6 19.8° 14° 11.2° 6.1° 27.1° 12.4° 30.8° 9° 30.8° 26.9° 5.4° 19.2° 20.1

7 Craft and Related Workers 10.5° 24.1° 17.9° 15.8° 21.1° 9.2° 19.3° 21.2° 19.9° 25.9° 19.9° 31.9° 30.7° 12.1° 20.0

8 Plant and Machine Operators and 

Assemblers
13.8° 1.7° 13.9° 5.7° 8.2° 10.2° 6.8° 8.6° 3.7° 0.7° 3.7° 4.1° 24.4° 9° 8.2

9 Elementary Occupations 53.1* 51.7* 52.2* 48* 40.2 47.5* 51.3* 28.5° 36.6° 30.2° 36.6° 53.7* 34.3° 50.7* 43.9
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6 Decomposing segregation across countries 

Variation in aggregate segregation between countries, and the observed differences in the 

segregation levels across different educational and occupational categories in each country across 

the region provide a case for further decomposition. Results of the approach by Borghans and 

Groot (1999) in linking educational segregation to occupational segregation are presented. 

6.1 Decomposition of segregation following Borghans and Groot (1999) 

The impact of educational on occupational segregation has been decomposed at the aggregate 

level (Table 6.1.1) and at the disaggregated level (Table 6.1.2, Table 6.1.3, and Table 6.1.4). In the 

aggregate case, the impact values range between the 60s and the high 90s, that is, they show that 

educational segregation has a mild to strong impact on occupational segregation. On average, the 

impact for Latin America is 82.5 percent. While some countries of the region display a high impact, 

above 90 percent, as is the case of Chile (95.2%), Nicaragua (94.7), Brazil (94.2), Uruguay (92.7) 

and Ecuador (92), in others, like Bolivia (60.7), Peru (61.2) and El Salvador (62) the impact of 

educational segregation seems to be more moderate (see Figure 6.1.1). Moreover, it is worthy to 

remember from the previous section that Peru and Bolivia show some particular patterns regarding 

education and occupation in general, so it is not surprising that the impact for them is smaller. 

Figure 6.1.1 Impact of ES on OS for the Aggregated Results in Latin America (percentage) 

 

Source: authors’ calculation based on data from SEDLAC (World Bank/CEDLAS, 2020) and own harmonization. 
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Considering the factors that determine the impact, Increase mechanism is the strongest by far, 

with a regional average of 12.4 percent, followed by Decrease with a 2.1 percent and Reintegration 

(0.8 percent). The Increase mechanism, i.e. when those men and women with the same educational 

background choose different jobs in different occupations, accounts for most of the effect and 

presents low variation between the countries of the region. Apart from Guatemala in one extreme 

(14.8) and Costa Rica on the other (9.1), all the countries of the region range between 11 and 13.6 

percent. It should be recall that, following the approach proposed by Borghans and Groot (1999), 

the occupational segregation could be explained as the educational segregation adding the effect 

of the Increase mechanism, and subtracting the Decrease and Reintegration mechanisms. That is, 

if the regional average of the educational segregation is 6.5 percent, and the occupational 

segregation 15.8, the Increased mechanism represents 12.4 percentage points of the gap between 

the two segregation levels (around of 80% of the linking effect).  

The Decrease mechanism, or the process by which there is a reduction of occupational segregation 

when men and women who obtained the same educational degree and subsequently pursued 

careers in the same occupation, presents a considerable low average for the region (2.1% as 

mentioned earlier), and ranges between 0.9 percent for El Salvador, to 3.4 percent for Argentina. 

Lastly, the level of the Reintegration mechanism seems to go on the opposite direction of the 

impact level. With an average of less than one percent, seems to be almost insignificant for the 

countries of Latin America. It only exceeds the mechanism of Decrease for Peru and Bolivia, and 

for several countries the estimation is not statistically significant27.  

 
27 Significance levels estimated using bootstrap with 1000 repetitions. 
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Table 6.1.1 Decomposition for the Aggregated Results in Latin America (KM Index) 

 

Source: authors’ calculation based on data from SEDLAC (World Bank/CEDLAS, 2020) and own harmonization. 

Bearing in mind the heterogeneity of segregation across occupational categories, the impact of ES 

on OS may well differ from the aggregate across occupational categories. Table 6.1.2, Table 6.1.3, 

and Table 6.1.4 show disaggregated decompositions for 14 countries of the region. 

At the disaggregated level, one can distinguish different patterns across occupations, and by 

country group. Given the number of countries, the latter type of pattern become harder to analyze 

(particularly when we keep in mind that not all the results are statistically significant), so we are 

going to focus on the analysis across occupations.  

The impact of ES on OS shows some differences across occupations. For example, on average 

and only considering the statistically significant values, it has a high impact on Service and on Plant 

and Machine Operators (almost 100 percent, and female-dominated and male-dominated, 

respectively) whereas the impact is more moderate when we consider Technicians and Elementary 

Occupations (80.6 and 82.6, respectively).  

When considering the countries where the ES have a strong impact on the OS, we can see that in 

Chile the impact is almost 100 percent for every occupational level, other than Clerks and 

Technicians where it is under the 85 percent. In Nicaragua, for instance, the only two occupations 

where the impact is below 90 percent are the top ones (Legislators and Managers), and the 

Elementary Occupations.  

Country ES (SE) OS (SE)

ARG 8.5 *** 0.4 15.4 *** 0.3 11.4 *** 3.4 *** 1.0 *** 88.5 ***

BOL 6.9 *** 0.4 15.5 *** 0.3 13.4 *** 2.1 *** 2.7 *** 60.7 ***

BRA 7.2 *** 0.2 15.6 *** 0.1 11.7 *** 2.9 *** 0.4 *** 94.2 ***

CHL 5.0 *** 0.4 15.9 *** 0.3 13.2 *** 2.0 *** 0.2 95.2 ***

CRI 7.0 *** 0.4 11.5 *** 0.4 9.1 *** 2.7 *** 1.9 *** 73.2 ***

DOM 8.6 *** 0.3 18.4 *** 0.2 13.6 *** 3.0 *** 0.9 *** 89.6 ***

ECU 4.4 *** 0.4 15.5 *** 0.3 13.3 *** 1.9 *** 0.4 92.0 ***

GTM 4.0 *** 0.5 16.7 *** 0.5 14.8 *** 1.3 *** 0.8 79.7 ***

HND 8.1 *** 0.5 16.0 *** 0.4 11.0 *** 2.0 *** 1.1 *** 85.9 ***

NIC 7.5 *** 0.5 17.1 *** 0.5 12.0 *** 2.0 *** 0.4 94.7 ***

PAN 8.1 *** 0.5 16.0 *** 0.4 11.0 *** 2.0 *** 1.1 *** 85.9 ***

PER 5.7 *** 0.2 15.3 *** 0.2 13.6 *** 1.9 *** 2.2 *** 61.2 ***

SLV 3.1 *** 0.4 14.5 *** 0.4 13.5 *** 0.9 *** 1.2 *** 62.0 ***

URY 7.6 *** 0.2 17.5 *** 0.2 13.5 *** 3.0 *** 0.6 *** 92.7 ***

Impact (%)ES OS I D R
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On the other hand, the countries where the ES have a moderate impact on the OS displays some 

heterogeneities. In Bolivia, the low aggregated impact seems to be driven by the coefficient of 

Skilled Agricultural and Fishery Workers (-1.2), however, this category is not statistically 

significant. Excluding the latter, all the other categories have a positive and high level of response 

to the ES, with percentages above 85 percent. In Peru the pattern is less clear, thus, some 

coefficients are negative, others are positive but low and there are some positive and high. Between 

the one statistically significant, ES has a low impact on Craft and Related Workers segregation 

(37.1 percent) and on Elementary Occupations (46.2 percent) but is above 90 percent on Service 

Workers (100), Plant and Machine Operators (97) and on Technicians (94.3). 

The reduced impact and even negative levels are a consequence of high Reintegration, meaning 

more women and men with typical female and male educational background, respectively, ending 

up in the same occupation. In the cases of a negative impact, the extent of Reintegration exceeded 

that of educational segregation. 



 

 

Table 6.1.2 Educational Segregation (KM index): Disaggregated Results 

 

Source: authors’ calculation based on data from SEDLAC (World Bank/CEDLAS, 2020) and own harmonization. 
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1 Legislators, Senior Officials and 

Managers
9.5*** 5.6*** 8.4*** 5.6*** 11.1*** 14.4*** 8.2*** 7.8*** 11.5*** 16.3*** 11.5*** 1** 7.3*** 10.5*** 9.2

2 Professionals 12.2*** 5.9*** 11.7*** 6.2*** 13.6*** 18.6*** 9.8*** 7.2*** 14.3*** 14.6*** 14.3*** 0.7 8.4*** 13.7*** 10.8

3 Technicians and Associate Professionals 9.2*** 5.1*** 6.2*** 4.8*** 7.2*** 10.8*** 6.6*** 6.2*** 9.7*** 7.9*** 9.7*** 2.2*** 4.9*** 7.6*** 7.0

4 Clerks 7.7*** 5.3*** 5.8*** 4.3*** 6.1*** 8.6*** 5.4*** 5.6*** 7.9*** 10.6*** 7.9*** 2.6*** 3.9*** 7.2*** 6.4

5 Service Workers and Shop and Market 

Sales Workers
7.3*** 6.4*** 5.8*** 4.4*** 5.4*** 7.3*** 4.2*** 3.8*** 6.6*** 6.7*** 6.6*** 5.8*** 2.5*** 6.2*** 5.6

6 Skilled Agricultural and Fishery 

Workers
7.6*** 9.1*** 8.8*** 6.3*** 7.1*** 8*** 3.6*** 3.4*** 7.2*** 7.4*** 7.2*** 8.6*** 1.9*** 8.1*** 6.7

7 Craft and Related Workers 7.9*** 6.4*** 6.7*** 4.9*** 5.8*** 6.8*** 3.6*** 3.7*** 6.5*** 5.6*** 6.5*** 5.8*** 2.7*** 6.3*** 5.7

8 Plant and Machine Operators and 

Assemblers
7.5*** 6.3*** 6*** 4*** 5.5*** 6.5*** 3.7*** 3.6*** 6.4*** 5.5*** 6.4*** 5.3*** 2.8*** 6*** 5.4

9 Elementary Occupations 7.8*** 6.1*** 7.3*** 5.2*** 6.4*** 7.3*** 3.4*** 3.6*** 6.8*** 6.4*** 6.8*** 7.4*** 2.1*** 6.8*** 5.9
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Table 6.1.3 Occupational Segregation (KM index): Disaggregated Results 

 

Source: authors’ calculation based on data from SEDLAC (World Bank/CEDLAS, 2020) and own harmonization. 
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1 Legislators, Senior Officials and 

Managers
9.8*** 9.4*** 5*** 13.9*** 9.2* 1.2 4.1 3.6 7.5*** 19.7*** 7.5*** 17.6*** 5.9 9.5*** 8.8

2 Professionals 17.7*** 12.3*** 17.3*** 11.1*** 14.5*** 22.6*** 14.1*** 18.3*** 16.3*** 18.8*** 16.3*** 2.2 8.6*** 15.8*** 14.7

3 Technicians and Associate Professionals 1.8 11.5*** 0.7 11.9*** 3.2* 9.7*** 0.4 8.7** 12.1*** 21.7*** 12.1*** 7.3*** 2.7 4.5*** 7.7

4 Clerks 13.1*** 12.6*** 18.4*** 8.9*** 11.9*** 22.6*** 12.8*** 19.2*** 28.5*** 28.1*** 28.5*** 1.9 4.2 17.6*** 16.3

5 Service Workers and Shop and Market 

Sales Workers
10.2*** 28.8*** 12.5*** 15.7*** 13.1*** 12.8*** 17.8*** 24.9*** 17.5*** 20.5*** 17.5*** 23.5*** 21.9*** 16.7*** 18.1

6 Skilled Agricultural and Fishery 

Workers
18** 0.4 24.3*** 28.2*** 28.1*** 33.5*** 14.5*** 20*** 10.3*** 28.7*** 10.3*** 20.6*** 36.1*** 26.2*** 21.4

7 Craft and Related Workers 33.2*** 19.1*** 26.2*** 26.4*** 18.3*** 30.5*** 22.3*** 11.3*** 21.1*** 11.8*** 21.1*** 15.6*** 10.8*** 33.2*** 21.5

8 Plant and Machine Operators and 

Assemblers
29.9*** 41.4*** 30.2*** 36.5*** 31.1*** 29.5*** 34.8*** 23.8*** 37.4*** 37*** 37.4*** 43.5*** 17.1*** 36.4*** 33.3

9 Elementary Occupations 9.5*** 8.6*** 8.1*** 5.8*** 0.9 7.8*** 9.7*** 4*** 4.5*** 7.5*** 4.5*** 6.2*** 7.1*** 5.4*** 6.4



 

42 
 

Table 6.1.4 Impact from Disaggregated Results (percentage) 

 
 

Source: authors’ calculation based on data from SEDLAC (World Bank/CEDLAS, 2020) and own harmonization. 
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1 Legislators, Senior Officials and 

Managers
99.6*** 100*** 98.4*** 100*** 100*** 22.9 65.9 82.8 78*** 84.1*** 78*** 100 94.8 98.3*** 85.9

2 Professionals 98*** 97.3*** 96*** 99.1*** 92.8*** 97.6*** 95.3*** 76.1*** 99.8*** 92*** 99.8*** -148.2 48.6** 95*** 74.2

3 Technicians and Associate Professionals 5.9 95.2*** 60.4*** 84.1*** 30.7 62.3*** 38.5 97.3*** 76.1*** 100*** 76.1*** 94.3*** -47.6 60.5*** 59.6

4 Clerks 82.9*** 92.9** 93.9*** 69*** 18.8 93.1*** 49.9 88.7*** 88.7*** 100*** 88.7*** -62 -62 98.9*** 60.1

5 Service Workers and Shop and Market 

Sales Workers
98.4*** 100*** 98.3*** 100*** 100*** 100*** 100*** 100*** 100*** 100*** 100*** 100*** 100*** 100*** 99.8

6 Skilled Agricultural and Fishery 

Workers
94.5 -1.2 100*** 100*** 100*** 100*** 100*** 100*** 81.8*** 100*** 81.8*** 60.3*** 100*** 100*** 86.9

7 Craft and Related Workers 100*** 85.6*** 100*** 97.9*** 100*** 100*** 100*** -11.6 63.8*** 94.4*** 63.8*** 37.1*** 29.4 100*** 75.7

8 Plant and Machine Operators and 

Assemblers
100*** 100*** 100*** 100*** 100*** 100*** 100*** 100*** 100*** 100*** 100*** 97*** 100*** 100*** 99.8

9 Elementary Occupations 100*** 100*** 91.3*** 94.6*** 46*** 76.2*** 99.1*** 77.8** 77.6*** 88.8*** 77.6*** 46.2*** 100*** 81.7*** 82.6



 

 

7 Conclusion 

The literature has largely neglected gender-based labor market segregation in Latin America. To 

fill this gap this study examines: (i) the labor market segregation in 14 countries of the region in 

2018; (ii) the driving forces behind aggregate segregation and heterogeneity of segregation levels 

by category; and (iii) the impact of educational segregation in explaining subsequent occupational 

segregation. 

This leads to four major findings: 

First, when comparing education to occupations, segregation present manifest differences on 

levels. While the levels of aggregated segregation in terms of education (ES) are quite low in the 

region, with an unweighted average of the KM index for 14 countries of 6.5; the occupational 

segregation (OS) remains still high, and more than double the educational segregation with 15.8. 

Also, there is certain variation in educational segregation across countries, however, the levels of 

occupational segregation are very similar in almost all countries. Furthermore, the two measures 

of aggregated segregation (ES and OS) measured by the KM index are modest positively 

correlated. 

Second, when considering the occupational segregation disaggregated by categories, they can be 

combined into three groups: the first one, formed by the top (Legislators, Senior Officials and 

Managers, Technicians and Associate Professionals) and bottom end (Elementary Occupations) 

occupations consistently shows low segregation levels (around 5 percent); a second group, of 

Professionals, Clerks, Service and Sales workers, Skilled Agriculture and Fishery workers, Crafts 

and Related workers which are characterized by segregation levels around 15 percent with more 

dispersion between countries; and in a third highly segregated group with levels above 30 percent, 

we can find Plant and Machine Operators and Assemblers, traditional male-dominated 

occupations. Additionally, Peru and Bolivia, with the highest female-to-male LFP ratio, present 

big variation on the segregation levels of its jobs’ occupations.  

Regarding disaggregated analysis of educational segregation, regional average segregation for all 

categories remains low compared to the occupational segregation. A soft U shape can be observed, 

with low segregation in medium educational categories (secondary education) and higher levels in 

the extremes (those who never attended, and tertiary education). To understand better the 

dynamics across generations, deeper examination of the trends by cohort should be done in future 

studies. 
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Third, in terms of female intensity of occupations, Plant and Machine Operators and Assemblers, 

Skilled Agricultural and Fishery Workers, and Crafts and Related Workers, stand out as having on 

average very low percentages of women on the region, ranging from 6 percent to 18.8 percent. 

Moreover, Services and Sales Workers, Clerks and Professionals positions are more than half filled 

by women, with Peru and Bolivia outstanding on the former, with more than 70 percent of women 

on the category. Technicians and Associated Professionals, and Elementary Occupations have a 

slightly lower proportion of women, but on average is less than 10 percent from the egalitarian 50-

50 percent. 

Regarding the top one occupational category, Legislators, Senior Officials and Managers, on 

average only 1 out of 3 workers are women. Whereas there is some variation on the region in terms 

of female share, ranging from 28.2 percent in Chile to 57.4 percent in Nicaragua, the later country 

is the only one from the region where women represent more than 50 percent. This category is 

particularly important given that it represents highest salaries, decision-making positions, and other 

types of power. Nevertheless, female intensity is higher for the higher educational levels, while 

women remain in the minority at the lower educational levels. As discussed on several studies, the 

glass ceiling in Latin America is still a challenge that needs to be tackle. 

Forth, the impact of educational on occupational segregation has been examined. In the aggregate 

case, the impact values range between the 60s and the high 90s, that is, they show that educational 

segregation has a mild to strong impact on occupational segregation. On average, the impact for 

Latin America is 81.5 percent. Considering the factors that determine the impact, Increase 

mechanism, i.e. when those men and women with the same educational background choose 

different jobs in different occupations, accounts for most of the effect, with a regional average of 

12.4 percent. Decrease effect with a 2.1 percent and Reintegration effect with a 0.8 percent seem 

to be less important to explain the link the educational and the occupational segregation. 

While this analysis provides first suggestive comparative evidence on the extent and driving forces 

of educational and occupational segregation in fourteen Latin American countries, further research 

that compares the evolution over time and differentiates by age group, using more detailed 

educational and occupational categories is needed for specific policy recommendations. This, 

however, requires that future rounds of labor force surveys solicit this information in a comparable 

manner, based on a sufficiently large sample. The results also suggest that some countries would 

need a case study to understand better their particular patterns. This is the situation of Peru and 

Bolivia, and also Nicaragua, Costa Rica and Guatemala. 
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Nonetheless, the findings suggest that increasing female labor force participation and educational 

attainment appear to be insufficient policy tools to affect the aggregate segregation of the labor 

market in Latin America. While labor market participation rates are converging and women have 

surpassed men in terms of education, the labor markets remain characterized by low but persistent 

segregation. There may therefore be a need for more proactive labor market policies, such as 

providing equal opportunities by increasing the availability of childcare facilities to raise younger 

to middle-aged women's labor market participation, or affirmative actions. Affirmative action 

programs, designed to increase the share of women in traditionally male-dominated occupations, 

can have a strong effect on decreasing occupational segregation, as shown in the case of ProJoven 

in Peru by Ñopo, Robles and Saavedra (2007). Alternatively, affirmative action could be done 

through quotas within organizations and hierarchy levels, such as was recently implemented in the 

public sector or for board members of private companies in some European countries. 

  



 

46 
 

8 References 

Anker, R. (1998). Gender and jobs: Sex segregation of occupations in the world. International Labour 

Organization. 

Blackburn, R. M. (2009). Measuring occupational segregation and its dimensions of inequality and 

difference. Cambridge Studies in Social Research, 12, 1-18. 

Blau, F. D., & Kahn, L. M. (2016). The gender wage gap: Extent, trends (Vol. 1, No. 3.2, p. 4). and 

explanations. Working Paper 21913, National Bureau of Economic Research. 

Blau, F. D., Brummund, P., & Liu, A. Y. H. (2013). Trends in occupational segregation by gender 

1970–2009: Adjusting for the impact of changes in the occupational coding 

system. Demography, 50(2), 471-492. 

Borghans, L., & Groot, L. (1999). Educational presorting and occupational segregation. Labour 

Economics, 6(3), 375-395. 

Borrowman, M., & Klasen, S. (2020). Drivers of gendered sectoral and occupational segregation 

in developing countries. Feminist Economics, 26(2), 62-94. 

Carrillo, P., Gandelman, N., & Robano, V. (2014). Sticky floors and glass ceilings in Latin 

America. The Journal of Economic Inequality, 12(3), 339-361. 

Chioda, L. (2016). Work and family: Latin American and Caribbean women in search of a new balance. The 

World Bank. 

Cruces, G., Domench, C. G., & Gasparini, L. (2014). Inequality in education: evidence for Latin 

America. Falling inequality in Latin America. Policy changes and lessons, 318-339. 

Das, S., & Kotikula, A. (2019). Gender-Based Employment Segregation: Understanding Causes and Policy 

Interventions. World Bank. 

de la O, M. E., & Pacheco, M. E. (2019). Globalization and gender segregation in Latin American 

labour markets. Third World Thematics: A TWQ Journal, 4(1), 9-26. 

Deutsch, J., & Silber, J. (2005). Comparing segregation by gender in the labor force across ten 

European countries in the 1990s: An analysis based on the use of normative segregation 

indices. International Journal of Manpower, 26(3), 237-264. 

Deutsch, R., Morrison, A., Ñopo, H., & Piras, C. (2005). Working Within Confines: Occupational 

Segregation by Sex for Three Latin American Countries. The IUP Journal of Applied 

Economics 0 (3), 50-59. 



 

47 
 

Duncan, O. D., & Duncan, B. (1955). A methodological analysis of segregation indexes. American 

sociological review, 20(2), 210-217. 

Duryea, S., Galiani, S., Nopo, H., & Piras, C. C. (2007). The educational gender gap in Latin 

America and the Caribbean. 

Economic Commission for Latin America and the Caribbean (ECLAC) (2020). CEPALSTAT. 

Available in https://estadisticas.cepal.org/cepalstat/tabulador/ConsultaIntegrada.asp 

Flabbi, L., Piras, C., & Abrahams, S. (2017). Female corporate leadership in Latin America and the 

Caribbean region. International Journal of Manpower. 

Flückiger, Y., & Silber, J. (1999). The Measurement of Segregation in the Labor Force (Physica-

Verlag, Heidelberg). 

Freidenberg, F., Muñoz-Pogossian, B., Caminotti, M., & Došek, T. (2017). Breaking Concrete, 

Glass and Cash Ceilings: Conclusions and Policy Recommendations from Scholars and 

Practitioners. In Women, Politics, and Democracy in Latin America (pp. 215-232). Palgrave 

Macmillan, New York. 

Goldin, C. (1995). Career and family: College women look to the past (No. w5188). National Bureau of 

Economic Research. 

Grueso-Hinestroza, M. P., & Antón-Rubio, C. (2020). Relating Gender Diversity in Top 

Management Positions and Innovation: Evidence from Seven Countries in Latin America. 

In Diversity and Inclusion in Latin American and Caribbean Workplaces (pp. 157-165). Palgrave 

Macmillan, Cham. 

Hernández, B. M. (2005). Female Labor Market Conditions in Urban Bolivia, Working Paper MpD 

003/2005, Universidad Católica Boliviana. 

ILO-PNUD (2019). La segregación horizontal de género en los mercados laborales de ocho países de América 

Latina: implicancias para las desigualdades de género. Oficina Regional para América Latina y el 

Caribe Organización Internacional del Trabajo, Perú y Programa de las Naciones Unidas 

para el Desarrollo. 

Isaza Castro, J. (2013). Occupational Segregation, Gender Wage Differences and Trade 

Reforms. Universidad de Sussex. 

Jacobs, J. A., & Lim, S. T. (1992). Trends in occupational and industrial sex segregation in 56 

countries, 1960-1980. Work and Occupations, 19(4), 450-486. 

Jalalzai, F. (2015). Women presidents of Latin America: Beyond family ties?. Routledge. 

https://estadisticas.cepal.org/cepalstat/tabulador/ConsultaIntegrada.asp


 

48 
 

Karmel, T., & MacLachlan, M. (1988). Occupational sex segregation—increasing or 

decreasing? Economic Record, 64(3), 187-195. 

Mammen, K., & Paxson, C. (2000). Women's work and economic development. Journal of economic 

perspectives, 14(4), 141-164. 

Salardi, P. (2016). The Evolution of Gender and Racial Occupational Segregation Across Formal 

and Non‐Formal Labor Markets in Brazil, 1987 to 2006. Review of Income and Wealth, 62, 

S68-S89. 

Schimanski, C., Chagalj, C., & Ruprah, I. S. (2018). Gender-based Educational and Occupational 

Segregation in the Caribbean (No. IDB-WP-931). IDB Working Paper Series. 

Schultz, T. P. (1990). Testing the neoclassical model of family labor supply and fertility. Journal of 

Human resources, 599-634. 

Silber, J. (1989). Factor components, population subgroups and the computation of the Gini index 

of inequality. The Review of Economics and Statistics, 107-115. 

Smyth, E. (2005). Gender differentiation and early labour market integration across 

Europe. European Societies, 7(3), 451-479. 

Socio-Economic Database for Latin America and the Caribbean (CEDLAS and The World Bank) 

(2020). Several countries, CIRCA 2018. 

Sookram, S., & Strobl, E. (2009). The role of educational choice in occupational gender 

segregation: Evidence from Trinidad and Tobago. Economics of Education Review, 28(1), 1-

10. 

Woetzel, J. (2015). The power of parity: How advancing women's equality can add $12 trillion to global 

growth (No. id: 7570). 

 

  



 

49 
 

9 Annexes 

9.1 Methodological note 

9.1.1 Conceptual framework ISCO 08 

The International Standard Classification of Occupations (ISCO) allows for the hierarchical 

ordering and grouping, according to similar characteristics, of various occupations according to 

the type of tasks performed in a job and the skills required for it, depending on the level and 

specialization of these skills. 

To date, four versions of this classification have been published (ISCO 58, ISCO 68, ISCO 88 and 

ISCO 08), this last version of the classification not only includes the experiences acquired after the 

use of its predecessor (ISCO 88), but also the changes and evolution of the world of work. The 

entity in charge of updating the classification is the International Labour Organization (ILO). 

The main objectives of the classification are: 

• To facilitate the comparison and exchange of occupational data at the international level, 

being an updated and relevant tool in the field of occupations. 

• Serve as a model for countries to develop their own national or regional adaptations or to 

be used directly by countries that do not have their own national adaptation. 

ISCO develops and is structured around three main concepts: employment (jobs), occupation and 

skills. 

Employment (jobs): “a set of tasks and duties performed, or intended to be performed, by a 

single person, including for an employer or self-employed person” (ILO, 2012, p.11) 

In short, they are the tasks and duties that a worker performs to accomplish what he or she has 

committed to do (usually stipulated in a contract) or, in the case of employers and self-employed 

workers, they are the tasks required to carry out his or her activity. 

Occupation: defined as a "set of jobs that are characterized by a high degree of similarity" (ILO, 

2012, p.11). 

• It is important to note that the relationship between people and their occupation can be in 

respect of “their present work, secondary employment, future employment or past 

employment” (ILO, 2012, p.11). 

• In turn, the grouping of similar occupations results in the more detailed level of ISCO 08, 

that is, the primary group. 
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Skills/Competencies: this is the “ability to perform the tasks and functions of a given job” (ILO, 

2012, p.11). 

Skills include two dimensions of analysis: the level of competencies and the specialization of the 

competencies. 

• Skill level: refers to “the complexity and diversity of the tasks and duties to be performed 

in an occupation” (ILO, 2012, p.11). 

The level of competences is an important variable, since it structures the classification, therefore 

it is mainly used at the most aggregated level of the classification (large group). 

The level of competencies is measured according to the following aspects: 

• The nature of the work performed, that is, the tasks and duties characteristic of a given 

occupation, which are defined in each of the ISCO 08 skill levels. 

• The level of formal education according to the International Standard Classification of 

Education, ISCED 97. 

• It also includes the knowledge that the person has acquired outside formal education, for 

example, through on-the-job training or through previous experience in an occupation, 

which contribute to the good performance of the tasks and duties of an occupation. 

In ISCO 08 there are four levels of competence, which are described below (ILO, 2012): 

Level 1: includes the performance of simple, routine physical or manual tasks, for example, 

cleaning tasks, moving materials manually, digging, storing or assembling products manually 

(sometimes in the context of mechanized operations), operating human or animal-powered 

vehicles, and harvesting fruits and vegetables. 

Level 2: includes the performance of tasks such as operating machinery and tools, operating motor 

vehicles, maintaining and repairing electrical and mechanical equipment, as well as handling, 

organizing and storing information. 

Level 3: includes the performance of complex tasks, which for their proper exercise require a wide 

range of knowledge (practical, technical and procedural) in a specialized field. For example, some 

of the tasks characteristic of this level are: ensuring that health and safety standards and regulations, 

as well as other related regulations, are met; making detailed estimates of the quantities and costs 

of materials and labor required to carry out specific projects; coordinating, supervising and 

scheduling the work of other workers; and performing technical tasks for the support of 

professionals. 
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Level 4: includes the performance of tasks that require complex problem solving, decision making 

and creativity, which must be based on an extensive body of knowledge (theoretical and practical) 

about a specialized field. For example, some of the task’s characteristic of this level are analysis 

and research in a particular field, diagnosis and treatment of diseases, teaching and design of 

structures, machinery or processes for construction and production. 
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9.2 Index of dissimilarity, KM, Theil and Gini estimates 

9.2.1 Aggregated educational segregation 

 

Source: authors’ calculation based on data from SEDLAC (World Bank/CEDLAS, 2020) and own harmonization. 

9.2.2 Aggregated occupational segregation 

 

Source: authors’ calculation based on data from SEDLAC (World Bank/CEDLAS, 2020) and own harmonization. 

 

 

 

Country ID KM Theil Gini

ARG 17.2 8.5 0.08 0.21

BOL 14.1 6.9 0.09 0.18

BRA 14.6 7.2 0.06 0.19

CHL 10.2 5.0 0.03 0.13

CRI 14.6 7.0 0.07 0.19

DOM 18.0 8.6 0.10 0.23

ECU 9.0 4.4 0.03 0.11

GTM 9.2 4.0 0.02 0.11

HND 16.7 8.1 0.08 0.20

NIC 16.0 7.5 0.08 0.21

PAN 16.7 8.1 0.08 0.20

PER 11.5 5.7 0.09 0.17

SLV 6.3 3.1 0.02 0.09

URY 15.4 7.6 0.07 0.19

LAC Average 13.5 6.5 0.06 0.17

Country ID KM Theil Gini

ARG 31.4 15.4 0.28 0.38

BOL 31.6 15.5 0.38 0.46

BRA 31.6 15.6 0.26 0.38

CHL 32.6 15.9 0.29 0.38

CRI 24.1 11.5 0.19 0.33

DOM 38.5 18.4 0.40 0.45

ECU 31.9 15.5 0.26 0.38

GTM 38.1 16.7 0.37 0.47

HND 33.1 16.0 0.31 0.42

NIC 36.4 17.1 0.36 0.44

PAN 33.1 16.0 0.31 0.42

PER 30.6 15.3 0.31 0.41

SLV 29.9 14.5 0.27 0.38

URY 35.3 17.5 0.34 0.43

LAC Average 32.7 15.8 0.31 0.41


