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1 Introduction

Since the educational expansion in the 1960s wamemmen have become more equal
in their human capital investments and in theiispexts on the labor market. Nowadays
it is even common for women to have higher levéleducation than men. However,
two things have not changed. Men on average hayeehincomes than women, and
women are still responsible for the housework. &uisohave exposed an association
between these two factors. The remaining incomeadises are correlated with greater
household responsibilities of (especially marriamen (Hersch and Stratton 2002;
Brines 1994). Even though it is not clear if theajer household responsibilities are the
reason for the income disparities or if they anesult of greater income disparities,
there obviously is a relationship between the tacidrs. This suggests that bearing the
responsibility for housework is related to inconsadvantages.

The common claim has been that with the increasurgber of women in the labor
market, there is a change in work and family strret, which also will be reflected in
the division of housework (see for example Pfaurigir 2010). The research has
shown that the increase of double-earner familees ihdeed had an influence on the
division of housework. Women proportionally panpiaie in housework less than they
did during the last century. The change, howevas hot meant that men have
increased their time spent on housework in the saayeas women have increased their
time spent in employment. The more equal divisibhausework has been achieved by
a substantial reduction in women’s time on hous&vward a slight increase in men’s
housework hours (Bianchi et al. 2000; Gershuny 2@ shuny et al. 2005; Niemi and
Paakkonen 2001a; South and Spitze 1994). The Hattmien have not increased their
time on housework in the same manner as women Havesased their time has
indirectly lead to a general reduction in the tispent on housework (Bianchi et al.
2000; Gershuny 2000; Gershuny et al. 2005; Niendi Ragdkkénen 2001a; South and
Spitze 1994).

Studies have shown that women who work long hopesd less time on housework
(Bianchi et al. 2000; Blair and Lichter 1991; Gensix 2000; Takala 2002). The

6
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findings on women’s employment hours in relatiortheir partner’'s housework hours
are somewhat equivocal. Some studies show thatlivieg with women who work

long hours spend more time on housework, which raloegly leads to a more equal
division of housework (Davis and Greenstein 2004ac¢hschild and Machung 1989)
while other studies come to the conclusion that @ employment hours are only
related to men’s proportional contribution to hdusd labor. In other words, men’s
proportion of housework has only increased becausmen, due to their longer
employment hours, do less housework (Bianchi e2@00; South and Spitze 1994).
Therefore, the question is (and has been for same how): why is unpaid labor
(housework) women’s responsibility, despite a megeial division of human capital

and more equal chances on the labor market forandrwomen?

1.1 Research gap and resear ch question

Since the 1990s, the academic community has repegnhousework as a serious
research topic. The research has documented #nakiision of housework is not only
a private concern, but also embedded in a broadetext, where the division of
housework reflects as well as retains cultural wtdedings of family, gender, and
class relations (Allen and Webster 2001; Blair 998oke 2004). Most of the research
has been conducted in the United States or anethgle country (Bianchi et al. 2000;
Bittman et al. 2003; Brines 1994; Davis and Gresns004a; Evertsson and Nermo
2004; Hallerod 2005; Parkman 2004; Presser 1994)y n recent years have
comparative studies on the division of housewornbavailable (Biihimann et al. 2010;
Cooke 2006b; Cooke 2007; DrobnR010; Fuwa 2004; Fuwa and Cohen 2007;
Knudsen and Waerness 2008; Voicu et al. 2609).

For a long time, the division of housework has beensidered a rational decision
that is decided in the family (Becker 1993). Theisige motivation for the decision
was expected to be relative income, suggestingttiegaspouse with the higher relative

income would focus on paid labor and therefore ddess time on unpaid work, while

! The increase in comparative research has parég beesult of new conclusions on the influencthef
societal context on the division of housework, bigo of available data for comparative research.
Especially in the field of analysis of gender rieology and its influence on the division of howsek,
there has been an improvement in the data avaiiabil

7
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the partner with the lower relative income woul@sg less time on paid work and more
time on housework (Blumberg and Coleman 1989; Lenglland Pollak 1993; Manser
and Brown 1980; McElroy 1990; Scanzoni 1982). Hasumption is gender neutral.

A number of studies on housework have explored dgieisder neutral assumption
(Bianchi et al. 2000; Bittman et al. 2003; Brine#94; Davis and Greenstein 2004a;
Evertsson and Nermo 2004; Fuwa 2004; Gupta 2006@taG2007; Hallerod 2005;
Parkman 2004; Presser 1994). The research onl#t®mnship between relative income
and housework came to the result that relativenmedoes not manage to explain the
mechanism behind the division of housework. Thenenuc argument was only
relevant for as long as the man was the one wihhigher income; as soon as the
woman is the partner with higher earnings the mpoies predicted by the theories are
violated (Brines 1994). If the woman has the higheome, men start reducing and/or
women start increasing their time spent on houskewWhen couples violate the
traditional division of labor in terms of earninggomen earn more or spend more time
on employment), the deviance is compensated bygctormatively correct at home
when dividing housework (Bittman et al. 2003; Ben&994; Greenstein 2000).
Speaking in terms of the doing gender approachplesuin this casedo gender
(Fenstermaker and West 2002). There clearly seerns & gendered discrepancy when

dividing housework.

Therefore, studies have increasingly included genale ideology in their analysis
of the division of housework (e.g. Buhlmann 2010pr@pton and Lyonette 2006;
Kunovich and Kunovich 2008; Nordenmark 2004). Galigrmore egalitarian attitudes
towards gender roles have been found to lead tooee negalitarian division of
housework (Artis and Pavalko 2003; Bond and Sal@¥lp although the effect has
proven to be stronger in countries with generalbreregalitarian attitudes than in other
countries (Buhlmann et al. 2010; Crompton and Kak€99; Fuwa 2004; Knudsen and
Weerness 2008; Nordenmark 2004). These studies foaused on broader patterns,
based on the concept of welfare state regimesptedict similar outcomes for countries
that follow a certain political ideology (Esping-é&ersen 1990). The results, however,
show that the concept of welfare state regimes aaarplain the differences in the
division of housework between countries completdliize unexplained differences
between countries is a result of country specifiiecences towards policies concerning

8
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women (Langan and Ostner 1991; Lewis 1992; Orlefi3l Sainsbury 1994; Sainsbury
1999a).

Hence, it should be taken into account that femateployment has evolved
differently in different countries and under diff@t circumstances. In some countries,
higher female employment rates are a result oesmed part-time employment and the
possibility to work shorter hours; while in othesuntries full-time employment has
been the common employment form for both men anchevo Another difference that
is important is the motivation behind women’s enyplent. In some countries, female
employment has been enforced to achieve gendetyegthile in other countries the
increase in women’s employment has been a resuticofomic factors such as the
demand for labor. The various paths of female ldbae participation can indirectly be

expected to influence the division of housework.

Furthermore, the concept of marriage/partnership dao evolved over time and
depends on social norms. The so-called tradititarally form (referring to the family
in 1950s Western societies) was based on clears idegn men’s and women’s
responsibilities. The husband was responsiblehf@retonomic security and the wife for
the emotional well-being of the family. The conceytthe traditional family was
associated with values such as fidelity and aldifeg relationship (Huinink 1991).
Divorce did not fit in with the ethics bound to ttraditional family form. This concept
is often regarded as universal. However, a clasak At families shows that normative
ideas of what marriage/relationships are suppasée tvaries a great deal depending on
time and place (Giddens 2001). Similarly to charigdemale labor force participation,
one can expect that different partnership normsrenty influence the division of

housework.

Therefore, | will take a closer look at the gender®rms, gender role ideologies,
and the division of housework in two countries witry different approaches towards
gender equity and policies towards the family. Aggested by Coltrane (2000b), | will
analyze both the relative measure and the abswiassure of housework. Before doing
that | will take a closer look at the measure afidgr role ideology and differences in
attitudes towards gender roles in Finland and Wa&stmany. Furthermore, | will

scrutinize the correlation between partnershipustand gender role ideology.
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My aims are:

1) to analyze the different perceptions of gender id®logy for men and women
in West Germany and Finland and to find a comparaieasure of gender role

ideology for Finland and West Germany,

2) to explore if there are variations in the partngrsdtatus according to gender

role ideology in Finland and West Germany, and

3) to measure if gender role ideology is correlateithwhe division of housework.

In other words, | am interested in the question:cdaples actually walk the walk or

only talk the talk when it comes to the divisionhaiusework?

1.2 Choiceof countries

The aim of my study is to find out if gender rotkeology has an effect on the division
of housework. The relationship between gender rdéology and the division of
housework has been shown to vary across counkiegg 2004; Geist 2005; Buhlmann
2010). According to Breen and Cooke (2005), thesdim of housework is not only
dependent on individual ideology but also on thapprtion of men and women’s non-
traditional attitudes. Thus, it can be assumeditidividuals with the same gender role

ideology, living in different societal contexts,l\differ in their division of housework.

Most research on the division of labor has coneg¢adr either on single countries
(Anxo and Carlin 2004; Brines 1994; Greenstein 20800n comparisons between
welfare state regimes (Fuwa 2004; Geist 2005). ys®a of one country exclude the
possibility to measure if certain findings are spedo the settings of this country or if
they have universal relevance. The welfare stateromgh makes it possible to
differentiate between institutionalized and ‘ov&ratdividual behavior, but country
specific specialties might be disregarded wheruutiolg several countries in one regime
(van der Lippe and van Dijk 2002). To be able tawon ideas based on the concept of
Esping-Andersen’s welfare state regimes and torebfdr country specific factors, |

will do a case study on two countries assignedfterdnt welfare state regimes, namely

10
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West Germany and Finland (Esping-Andersen 1990ingsindersen 2004).This
procedure follows the suggestions of van der Lippd van Dijk (2002) to include
individual data from different countries and to done these analyses with in-depth

information on the institutional background.

West Germany is mostly considered an ideal typgHerconservative welfare state
(Esping-Andersen 1990). Typical for the consenatielfare state is that social policy
measures are directed to the family. The familycassidered to be responsible for
caring for its members and the state is only botmdhterfere if the family is not
capable of solving the problem. The so-called tradal family form, where the
husband is considered the breadwinner and theth&fdomemaker, has served as the
ideal norm for marriage/partnerships (Huinink 199Mherefore, women’s employment
has mostly been part-time and has more or lessedeags an additional income
(Zuverdienst) rather than an equal contributioth®family income (e.g. Pfau-Effinger
1996; Blossfeld and DrobhiR001).

Finland on the contrary is assigned to the socemhatratic welfare state regime,
which denotes that social policy measures are téideto the individual (Esping-
Andersen 1990; Esping-Andersen 2004). The breadshomemaker model was
never established in Finland. Because of econoesitaints, women’s labor was badly
needed in post-war Finland when in most countheshireadwinner-homemaker model
was recognized as the most desirable family mogldkgnen 1999). This lead to the
fact that in Finland, women’s employment did notahepecial enforcement, as gender
equity later became a prominent political forceerdfore, part-time employment was
never a measure to advance women'’s labor forcecipation. Women already worked
(full-time) in paid employment at a time when themen’s movement was making this

attractive for women in other countries, such as®wm. Therefore, the double-earner

% The reason why | exclude the eastern German statesmy analysis is that up until the fall of the
(Berlin) wall, East Germany was a completely difarinstitution to West Germany. In East Germany,
women worked full-time and the number of childreswed for in kindergarten was relatively high.
Because there are still substantial discrepanceweden the former western and eastern states of
Germany with regard to the normative assumptiomsatds and the practice of women’s employment
(Anttonen and Sipila 1996; Bussemaker and Kershet§89), | prefer to keep these ‘sub-societies’
separate for the analysis.

11
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couple has a much longer tradition in Finland comegato other Nordic countries
(Julkunen 1999).

My aim is to compare two quite different countriasterms of female labor force
participation and policy measures, and to analybhg women remain responsible for
the housework and if this varies for West Germang Rinland. By comparing these
two countries, | avoid disregarding some gendercifipedifferences that have been
ignored in the analysis of Esping-Andersen, withdistegarding the societal context
(Langan and Ostner 1991; Lewis 1992; Orloff 199&inSbury 1994; Sainsbury
1999a)®

1.3 Outline of work

The outline of the work is as follows. In ChaptertBe most important theoretical
concepts are presented. | will begin by describiegmost frequently discussed theories
that concern the relationship between relativeusss and the division of housework.
Three main aspects of relative resources are aghties$ will start by introducing the
perhaps most prominent theory by Gary Becker (1988) the advantages of
specialization on paid and unpaid labor, whicholéofved by the so-called bargaining
approach (Blumberg and Coleman 1989; Lundberg atldiP1993; Manser and Brown
1980; McElroy 1990; Scanzoni 1982). Both the bariga approach and the economic
theory of the family arrive at the assumption ttie partner with the higher relative
income will do less housework than the partner \fite lower relative income. The
third aspect of relative resources concerns tinhe. Jo-called time availability approach
is based on the assumption that the time eachithdilyhas available determines how
much time will be devoted to housework (Bittmamaket1999; Gershuny 2000; South
and Spitze 1994). The main argument of the timelaiity approach is that the more
time an individual spends on employment, the leae tan be devoted to housework.
Generally, the theories that discuss the relatipnsbatween relative resources and the

® The provision of child care has found to differatéarge extent among the countries that accoring
Esping-Andersen belong to the conservative weltdade regime (Bussemaker and Kersherger 1999;
Gornick et al. 1998; Larsen 2004; Lewis 1992; Msyet al. 1999; O'Connor 1999; Orloff 1993;
Sainsbury 1994), as do policies towards female eympént (Gershuny 2000).

12
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division of housework rely on the concept that wdlials act according to rational

considerations about how to divide time betweed paid unpaid labor.

Because research has shown that gender has amialdinpact on the division of
housework after discussing theories on relativeuess, concepts of gender and the
division of housework are presented. Gender is seetonstruction of symbolic
interaction, and the division of housework is defiras acting according to normative
ideas on masculinity and femininity (Fenstermaked &Vest 2002). Principally this
means that women do housework because it is comdideminine and men refrain

from doing housework because that is masculine.

After discussing gender as a product of symboliteraction, the perceptions
indicated by the approaches of doing gender and bslo interaction are
conceptualized in the definition of gender roleoldgy. In a first step, theoretical
assumptions are addressed. This is followed byrd¢hieal ideas on the influence of
gender role ideology on the division of housewdike assumption is that women (and
men) do not hold homogenous attitudes towards gemdes, but have heterogeneous
perceptions on how to conduct their lives accordmgendered norms (Hakim 2000).
Here the focus lies on the implications of gendde ideology on individual decision

making such as forming a partnership and dividiogdework (Breen and Cooke 2005).

Since the division of housework is expected indiyeto depend on the labor market
opportunities of each partner (i.e. education, e@ymkent and income) and the cultural
context, in Chapter 3 | will describe the histotisatting of female employment. First,
the reasons for the selection of countries areagx@tl more fully, which is followed by
a detailed description of the countries in questiime main focus is on social policy
towards the family and the gendered division ofoveses in Finland and in West
Germany. Differences but also similarities of batbuntries are debated and the
expected influence of the societal context on tikeame of the division of housework
IS addressed.

Chapter 4 is concerned with the empirical sidetoflgng the influence of gender
role ideology on the division of housework. An ialtoverview of the data used for the
analysis is provided, before presenting the acnalysis. After the brief description of

the data, | will carefully look at the measure ehder role ideology to find differences

13
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but also similarities in Finland and West Germanhg.be able to see how normative
assumptions assigned to partnerships between niewa@mnen influence the division of
housework, and to be able to rapply Breen and Csok2005) theory of the
relationship between gender role ideology and thsidn of housework, | will analyze
the relationship of partnership status and gendée rdeology and how this is

moderated by the societal context.

The next step in the analysis is the impact of gemdle ideology on theelative
division of houseworkFirst of all, the analysis focuses on the rekatdivision of
housework. The question is: is a non-traditionaddge role ideology associated with a
non-traditional division of housework? The secotepf the analysis is scrutinizing
the time men and women spend on housework. By afimguseparate analyses for
men and women, it is possible to observed what maken increase and women

decrease their time on housework.

The last chapter summarizes the results of therezapanalysis and combines them
with the theoretical approaches. The impact of genwle ideology and relative
resources for the division of housework in différencietal settings is discussed and

suggestions for future studies are made.

2 Theoretical framework on housewor k

Marital laws, but also unwritten norms for the fmdefine the duties of husbands and
wives. In some cultures, marriage has long beemsidered an economic liaison. For
example, among the European aristocracy marriagdrhditionally been the basis of
transmission of property (Giddens 2001). In thealbed traditional family form, which
mostly refers to the family in the 1950s, marriaggs no longer seen as an economic
alliance but instead based on the idea of romdotie (Giddens 2001; Huinink et al.
2001). The contribution of men and women to theilfaraconomy, however, was
normatively clearly defined. The husband was to ébhe family income and the wife
was assigned to provide for a clean home and to #fter the children. The so-called
traditional family was at the same time a symboValfies, such as fidelity, trust, and a
life-long relationship (Huinink 1991). Children oout of wedlock and divorce were
out of the question.
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Since then, changes in attitudes and behavior eanbiserved. Divorce has become
more common, men and women both invest in laboketakills, and relationships are
expected to be rewarding not only economically &ab emotionally (Giddens 2001,
Huinink and Rohler 2005). The contraceptive revolutand the equal opportunities
revolution have offered new lifestyle choices, esgéy for women (Hakim 2000).
Nevertheless, marriage (or cohabitation) is stilp@ular form of living and even
today’s families underlie economic necessities tieatrict families’ lifestyle choices.
When analyzing the division of housework | focus the changes in attitudes and
preferences towards men and women’'s roles, yet owith disregarding

economic/rational motives.

Before going into the empirical analysis | will @me hand, discuss theoretical
approaches that assume that individuals considetiaga an economic liaison. On the
other hand, | will discuss approaches that beligad behavior in a marriage beyond
economic motives is motivated by normative ideag@fdered behavior. | will start
with theories that regard the division of laborthe household from an economic
perspective. Despite the somewhat different paositadl these theories come to the
conclusion that relative income defines the divndi@tween unpaid and paid labor in a
partnership, and will therefore be referred to ratative resourcestheories. The
economic perspective is broadened by ideas of éisna resource and its impact on the

division of housework. This perspective is oftetieththetime availabilityapproach.

As already mentioned, marriages (or relationshipgdpy are not only considered
economic entities in which children and cleanlinese produced (Becker 1993).
Marriage is also assumed to provide a normativendreon behavior and to be
responsive to different normative ideas on how naeml women should behave
(Fenstermaker and West 2002). Hence, in additiothéogender neutral theories on
relative resourcesand time availability ideas about theonstruction of gendered
behaviorare discussed. Relying on the idea that men andemorespond to norms
about feminine and masculine behavior, finally tle¢ical assumptions are presented
which implicitly suggest thaattitudes towards gender roldsave an influence on the
division of housework. At the end of this chapterwill summarize the different
theoretical concepts before going into detail abibwt societal context in which the

empirical analysis is conducted.
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2.1 Relativeresourcesand thedivision of housewor k

In this chapter, economic incentives or disinceggifor a certain division of housework
will be discussed. The main premise is that thesttets are made in the context of the
family/partnership. | will start by describing tleeonomic theory of the family, which
assumes that the economic utility of a family isajest when spouses specialize on
paid or unpaid work (Becker 1993; Ott 1997; Polmvi2008; Treas 2008). This aspect
will be broadened by introducing the economic biaigg approach (Blood and Wolfe
1960; Ott 1989; Ott 1997). The main assumption hef bargaining theory is that
housework is an economically unattractive optiod eemains the responsibility of the
spouse with the relatively lower income. Finalllsummarize the main aspects of the
theories on the relationship between relative ressuand the division of housework
and make conclusions on the influence of relatiesources on the division of

housework.

2.1.1 Housework and specialization

The human capital theory argues that prospecth@abor market are defined by the
human capital investments of an individual (Minesd Polachek 1974). This idea is
extended by the economic theory of the family, Wwhio additional to individual
characteristics also regards the context of thalyamhe family is no longer seen as
one unit, but family members are expected to deedeut the division of labor
depending on the human capital investments reldtvéhe partner (Blossfeld and
Drobni¢ 2001).

Based on ideas on rational behavior, Becker analyredivision of paid and unpaid
labor in the household (Becker 1993). The basicirapsion is that societal change
evolves as a consequence of rational individuaattions to changing circumstances.
In a partnership it is presumed that individualang in one household, try to maximize
the family’'s common utility. A marriage is considdra long-term contract and goods,
such as children, health, common wealth etc. asgplymed by the family. Since
individuals act rationally, it is presumed that thest effective way of producing goods

is aimed at. This is achieved by investing in tviodk of human capital, namely skills
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in household production and investments in therabarket. The greatest utility of the
family is gained through comparative advantagese phartners are argued to hold
opposed skills that arrive from different experiencThe partner with comparative
advantage on the labor market will be responsitiiéhfe paid labor and the partner with
comparative advantages in household labor will égponsible for the housework.
Human capital investments are accumulated by the tnvestment in either paid or
unpaid work. Therefore, it would not be efficient flifferent family members to invest
in the same type of human capital, which makemifdssible for several members of
the household to have the same comparative adweni{@gcker 1973; Becker 1974;
Becker 1993). Marriage, according to Becker (1983pnly attractive if the spouses
gain from their partner's comparative advantagem&me with higher skills in

housework is expected to be attracted to a persitncemparative skills in the market
place and vice versa. Thus, not only do individttedracteristics matter, but also the

characteristics of the spouse are relevant whegabang the division of labor.

Since married women’s employment has increased thiteso-called golden years of
marriage in the 1950s it could be assumed thatahgparative advantages for men and
women should have become more similar. Along whith rise of female employment,
the number ofemalebreadwinner families should also be increasingvéiger, income
differences between men and women remain largetl@ddivision of labor rigid.
Becker (1993) explains this by the fact that woraemnthe ones who bear children and
thus women are to some degree predestined to invéstmemaking. Therefore, boys
and girls are differently socialized and thus alseest in different kinds of human
capital. Men and women follow different vocationsdaoften specialize according to

gender in either male or female dominated occupatio

Because the jobs that are typically performed bynet are often remunerated at a
lower rate than jobs that are considered spedyicahle, women are predictably going
to have lower income prospects than their partnelsnce, even if women are
employed, due to their comparative advantage, St#lyremain responsible for the
housework, which again reinforces their skills inmtemaking. Because of their
household responsibilities, they furthermore hasss lenergy for the labor market and
they gain less labor market specific skills. Theref their income remains lower than
that of their husbands. According to Becker (1993js only rational for a couple to
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choose this kind of specialization because only thenaximal utility for the family can

be achieved.

Becker does not argue that the division of lab@eisdereger se but because of the
lower investments in labor market skills, womengsnparative advantage often lies in
homemaking. According to Becker, income measuresdinect advantage from the
labor market. Therefore, the partner with lowemome prospects from the labor market
iIs bound to be responsible for housework. The dimisof family earnings is still
determined by the division of labor between spoasekby the selection of spouses by
education (Becker 1993: 79). Since the divisiohabbr in the household is completely
based on economic resources, gender ideology iassaimed to have an effect on the
amount of completed housework. However, a posidissortative mating in terms of
class, attitudes etc. is predicted, because Bemsumes that ‘high-quality men’ are
matched with ‘high-quality’ women, and low-qualitpen with low-quality women
(Becker 1993:108). This would mean that even thotlnghpartners hold comparative
skills in paid and unpaid labor, the partners rddeneach other in terms like gender
role ideology. Becker (1993), however, does notsmer the possibility that the
husband and wife share paid and unpaid work equb#gause this would mean a

decreased utility maximization.

According to Becker, families operate accordin@ltouistic mechanisms — contrary
to the labor market, where each individual is coned about their individual
advantage. This means that each family membertaatzaximize the family’s utility
and refrains from actions that would decrease @nethough the personal advantage
might be reduced. For example, one spouse wouldimefrom moving to a community
where his/her income would be higher if it meardttthe household income would
decrease. As married couples gain the most by aeg in either market human
capital or in household human capital, an altraiatition leads to the division of labor
being clearly defined by the comparative advantagfeshe partner (Becker 1974;

Becker 1993). Based on these arguments seven asnsgan be concluded:

1. Because of assortative mating, the partners arectag to be similar in terms of

gender role ideology.
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2. Because the family’s utility is maximized by onetpar specializing in paid and
the other in unpaid labor, a negative assortatie¢ing is expected in terms of

human capital investments.

3. Higher investments in education should lead toebgirospects on the labor
market. Therefore, the partner with higher educatidevel should be less

involved in housework than the partner with lowardls of education.

4. Because of the gendered segregation in the labaoketpafemale specific
investments in human capital might not be rewandét the same amount of
income as male specific investments. Thus, incohweild be used as a more

accurate measure of utility maximizing.

5. Since all family members want to maximize their coom utility, the partner
with the higher relative income is expected to emiate on paid employment

and the partner with the lower relative income dibeshousework.

6. Gender role ideology is not supposed to have dnente on the division of

labor.

7. Pursuant to the economic theory of the family i && expected that an equal

sharing of housework is rare, since it is not coed effective.

Becker’'s influential theory has not only met pastiresonance, but also sparked
criticism. For example, the assumption that spe@tbn of each spouse is the most
advantageous strategy for the family has been igmest (Oppenheimer 1997; Ott
1993). When family members are totally specializétk needs of the family are
assumed to be constant and the family structube togid. A total specialization means
that the family is inflexible and when one of tlamily members, for example due to
illness or unemployment, is temporarily or permdlyedisabled to perform his/her
duties, the functioning of the family is endange(&ppenheimer 1997; Ott 1997;
Simpson and England 1981). This contradicts themapson that a specialization is the
most efficient strategy for the family, and emphasi rather the need for a flexible
division of labor that is more capable of reactingxternal influences. Also, the needs

of the family might change during the family lifewrse. For example, when children
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are small they need more care than when they gtder,ovhich also reduces the need
for housework (Julkunen 1999; Julkunen 2001; Kri&f¥1; Oppenheimer 1997).

Becker’'s theory manages to explain the mechanidrttsedoreadwinner-homemaker
model, yet the breadwinner-homemaker model carohsidered a historical exception.
In fact, women have mostly worked alongside menrk{ida2000). In the next section,
more dynamic economic models that can be appliethraly forms other than the
breadwinner-homemaker model will be discussed irendetail.

2.1.2 Economic bargaining

Not only does the economic theory of the familyrelimrd changes in the formation of
families, it also neglects possible power relationshe family. Proponents of the so-
called bargaining theory have criticized the assionpof altruism in the family. Based
on game theoretical concepts they argue that famégnbers act according to different
interests and try to maximize their own utilitylvat than the family’s utility (Blood and
Wolfe 1960; Brines 1993; Hiller 1984; Lundberg aRdllak 1993; McElroy 1990;
McElroy and Horney 1981; Ott 1989; Ott 1997).

According to the bargaining theory, marriage cancbesidered a contract where
each partner wants to reach the best possible ttmmglifor themselves (Blau 1964;
Blood and Wolfe 1960; Scanzoni 1982). The divisadriabor is considered to rely on
negotiations between the partners. Like in a bgsimelationship, one of the partners
can have a better position and thus stronger reggagi power, which also means a

higher probability to enforce their own interests.

Power is defined as the potential ability of onetmexr to influence the other
partner’s behavior. Investments in household la@emostly considered to be marriage
specific, whereas qualities on the labor market ¢@n considered relationship
independent (Blood and Wolfe 1960; Hiller 1984)nele, the partner who concentrates

on housework is claimed to be more dependent orretwards from the partnership,

* Furthermore, it can be questioned if the investsém market skills and in household labor really
should be considered as oppositional, or if not agement skills, capacity for teamwork and
multitasking can be considered to be improved wh&img care of family responsibilities?
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while the partner with the greater investment ia ldlbor market has the advantage of
his/her human capital even if the relationship er®lace the partner with the lower
relative resources feels indebted and also depématefuture rewards from the other
partner, the partner with the higher relative reses outside the marriage has the
greater power in decision making (Blood and Wol®&Q). Thus, this person is capable

of better enforcing his/her interests.

As already mentioned, in contrast to Beckers agdion that couples act
altruistically, the partners are expected to imprdkieir own utility rather than the
family’s utility. Because housework offers lowenwards, it is suggested that it is
something each partner wants to avoid. Accordintylg, partner with the lower labor
market rewards does the housework because heflseofdiged to do so. The outcome
for the division of housework is thus the same ssumed by the economic theory of
the family: namely, the spouse with lower relatregources will be responsible for the
housework, and the partner with better labor marestards will be assigned to
employment. The only difference between the econotheory and the bargaining
theory is the motive behind the division of labSmnilarly to the economic theory of
the family, income is considered to be the mosteraasure of labor market rewards
or relative resources. Hence, the partner withhilgeer relative income is assumed to
have a stronger negotiation power and also toléss responsible for housework. In
other words, the person with the higher incomenisi iposition to buy himself/herself
out of the housework. Like in the economic theofytlee family, the division of
housework is defined gender neutrally. What mattetbe relative income. The same
conclusion as for the economic theory of the fancéyr be made for the bargaining
theory: independently of the person’s gender, ffmise with the higher relative income
is expected to reduce the time they spent on haukewegardless of whether they are

husband or wife.

2.1.3 [Economic dependency

In contrast to the models of the economic theoryth&f family and the economic
bargaining theories, the so-called economic depsrydmodel considers the family not

solely as an economic unit, but rather as a long-telationship where intimacies are
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shared. Thus, qualities such as loyalty, reliahilitesirability, love, and status are more
important than economic resources when searching foartner (England and Farkas
1986). For mating, this means that individuals @b feel attracted to someone with
comparative advantages on the labor market, bberao individuals that possess the
same values and ideals, which might also meanthiggt have the same comparative

advantages on the labor market.

In a relationship where presumably children will lagsed, trust and reliability are
considered important factors for the couple. Theatgst utility derived from a
partnership is not seen in the economic rewardsdther in a trustworthy relationship.
When two people find themselves in a relationshiygng they can trust each other, they
are less likely to leave the relationship. Hencastt can also be argued to be an
important relationship-specific resource. This nsetrat not only economic exchange,
but also a social form of exchange occurs in angaship (England and Farkas 1986).
Due to the emotional aspects of the relationshipexchange in the family is not direct
but occurs rather implicitly and the rules of ecomo exchange are not valid in the
family. Because the advantage of marriage is avinrghy relationship, the partner
should not be easily exchangeable. The houseworkded by a partner is considered a
social form of exchange that is argued to be sedpin return for economic support
(Brines 1994). This makes the person who provideséwork economically dependent
on their spouse. Because the exchange in the psiitpeis not explicit, the
economically dependent spouse is to a large exteanting on the fairness of the
partner. This again reinforces the dependency. ddépendency is not bound to the
person’s gender, but is defined by the relativeueses of each partner. The partner
with the lower relative income will have the pafttioe dependent spouse, independent

of his or her gender.

Even though gender is not explicitly included ire thnalysis, it is assumed that
women are the ones who typically earn less andoparfmore housework, and
indirectly receive an economic reward from theislbands for their contribution (Fuchs
1988). However, it is argued that if women earnertban their husbands, the husbands
will be the ones who are dependent on their wiéss leads to the same assumptions
as the economic bargaining theory (Brines 1994):partner with the lower income is
responsible for the housework. The difference ®dgbonomic bargaining theory is that
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the marital contract is not considered to follow ttonditions of a free market, but due
to the distribution of resources one of the pagneiconsidered to be dependent and the
other to be the provider. Since the conclusionmftbe dependency model are similar
to those from the economic bargaining theory, tbenemic dependency model will

subsequently be treated as a form of economic lvainga

Similar to Becker’s theory (1993), the partners expected to resemble each other.
Hence, a man and a women living together are eggect hold a similar gender role
ideology. However, gender ideology is not considedecisive for the division of
housework, only the economic situation is of reteeafor the division of housework.
Gender role ideology is not expected to directfjuence the division of labor in the
household, but rather to be the reason why womeithar ones who decide to invest in

household labor.

214 Summary

The theories presented so far have the idea in @mthat individuals behave
rationally and therefore try to improve their owntloeir family’s utility. The economic
theory of the family (Becker 1993) basically claithat the greatest utility of the family
can be reached by specialization of one partndrausework and the other partner on
paid work. The specialization on either paid or aidplabor is determined by
investments in human capital/income prospects a@n lfbor market. Because the
greatest utility for the family is reached by oreetper specializing in housework and
the other in paid work, Becker (1993) assumes tlmatassortative mating in terms of
human capital will be negative. This means thatlevbne of the partners has a high
level of human capital, which can be invested ia fddoor market (e.g. high levels of
education or good income prospects), the othemeattas good homemaking skills.
However, in all other aspects except for humantahpivestments, Becker claims that
the assortative mating will be positive and that ffuman capital resources are decisive
for the division of labor. Thus, the assortativetingis expected to be positive in terms
of gender role ideology. Since the family membees motivated by altruism, there is
no question about who will perform housework anawhll be responsible for earning

the family income. The partner with the higher ime& prospects will concentrate on
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paid labor and the partner with the better homengakkills will do the housework. The
division of paid and unpaid labor is according tecBer completely based on human

capital investments and is therefore gender neutral

Theories based on the bargaining concept prediat thdividuals behave in
interaction with each other. The division of housekis a result of a negotiation
between the partners. The outcome of the negatiadEpends on individual utility
functions, and the utility of each partner outsithe relationship (Coltrane 1989;
McElroy and Horney 1981; Ott 1997). According t@ thconomic bargaining and the
economic dependency approaches, utility and ndgaigpower depend on economic
rewards in and outside the marriage. The partndr thie higher economic rewards is
argued to have a stronger negotiating power andtgreutility outside the marriage.
Thus, the partner with the higher income will aiepable to do less housework than the
other partner. According to the economic bargairamgl the economic dependency
models, the partner with the higher income willledss housework and the partner with
the lower income will do more. These argumentdratime with the economic theory of
the family, with the exception that power relatioins the marriage are taken into
account and that neither of the partners needstoompletely specialized in either
housework or paid work. The relationship betweeroine and housework is expected
to be linear. The amount of housework decreasqsoptionately to relative income.

According to all previously discussed theoriesjralividual are assumed to marry or
cohabit if it serves their individual utility. lthe economic reward is higher when the
individual stays single, or if the partner does nwet the individual’'s requirements
(e.g. gender ideology) the person is not expectednarry. For the division of
housework it can be concluded that there firstlloh@eds to be an economic incentive
for individuals to marry. Bargaining theories pidihat the partner with the lower
income will have a weaker negotiating power or Wwél dependent on the other partner,
and will thus also be bound to be responsibleHeritousework.

In other words, according to the theories presenieti now the division of
housework is a conscious choice between two partwdio negotiate either the best
possible individual deal or the most profitableaagement for the family. All of these
approaches come to the conclusion that relativenmecare decisive for the division of
housework. Since all the theories presented, desipdir differing premises, come to
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the same conclusion on the impact of relative ine@m housework, i.e. that the partner
with the lower relative income will be responsibide the housework, | will according to
existing literature use the termelative resourceswvhen talking about the impact of
income on the division of housework, and will notfuture distinguish between the
different theoretical models (see e.g. BianchileR@00; Bittman et al. 2003; Davis and
Greenstein 2004a; Diefenbach 2002; Gupta 2007 ;sTard Drobri 2010).

2.2 Timeavailability and the division of housework

So far, economic aspects of the division of houskvilave been discussed. However,
money is not the only resource that influences dhesion of housework. Besides
income, time is an important resource when reggrthe division of housework. There
are no more than 24 hours in a day, seven daysviee&, and 52 weeks in a year, which
can be divided in time spent on employment, housewaod so called ‘discretionary
time’ (Goodin et al. 2004). In this section, | wdiscuss the relevance of time as a
resource for the decision on the division of housdw

First, aspects are considered that regard theithdil/distribution of time. Here both
individual time consumption as well as the disttibn of time on the household level
are discussed. After that, ideas about the digtabuof time and the possibility to
outsource housework are presented. Here it becaheas that the division of time
between employment and housework is not only aenbttitween individuals living in
the same household, but it is also connected tsdheretal context in which individuals

negotiate the division of housework.

221 Timeasaresourcefor bargaining thedivision of housework

Becker (1965) has presented a theory of the allmtaif time in which he explains
what determines the time spent on employment aeé fime. Households and
individuals are considered consumers as well aslymers; and each household or
individual can only consume the amount they alsmlpce (Becker 1965). In his theory,
Becker (1965) more or less concentrates on thesidivi of leisure time and

employment, where monetary income equals produclibis means that in their leisure
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time, each individual can only spend the amountohey they earn during the time
spent on employment. Thus, the higher the expemrdduring the free time, the higher
the productivity of employment needs to be. If aspa needs to spend a lot of time on
employment to earn the income they desire to sperbeir free time, less free time

will be available. According to Becker, time spem employment is dictated by

consumption during free time. Each individual (orBecker’s theory each household)
spends as much time on employment as they neetthdoproduction of commodities

they need (desire).

If these assumptions are applied to houseworlantlbe assumed that each individual
(household) spends as much time on housework ag mleed to produce the
needed/desired commodities yielded by householdyatmn. The time needed for the
housework depends on one hand on the needs ahé other hand on the effectiveness

of the production.

The need/demand for a specific amount of housewaisk depends on the household
composition and the size of the house/flat thatdeedeaning. In a household with
several members, more engagement in cleaning askdngpis needed than in a single
person household. Not only the number of peopledivn a household needs to be
taken into account but also their age. For exangitéer children might contribute to
the household production and ease the individueddyu of other household members
instead of increasing the amount of housework aallemchildren do. In addition to
household composition and the size of the flat,dband for housework depends on
personal perceptions of cleanliness. This makedifftcult to define how much
housework is actually needed in an average farség €.9. Goodin et al. 2004).

The other aspect that defines the time spent osdwark is the effectiveness of
producing household commodities. The technical lbgwveent of household devices
over the past century has influenced the produafdmusehold commodities (Bittman
et al. 1999; de Ruijter 2004; de Ruijter et al. 20De Ruijter and Van der Lippe 2009;
de Ruijter et al. 2003; Treas and Hilgeman 2004; dex Lippe et al. 2004). Because of
technical developments, housework nowadays caretiermed more efficiently and it
can be expected that less time is needed for harkeWowever, at the same time as
the production of housework has become more efficie seems that the standards of
housework (e.g. cleanliness) have become more d#ntar(Gershuny 2000). For
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example, even though the time needed to e.g. wiashes has diminished after the
expanded use of washing machines, the time speioasework in general has not
dropped after the invention of the washing machine.

Because time is a limited resource, priorities htvée made for the use of time.
According to bargaining theory, the rewards fromdpamployment are higher than
those from household labor (Becker 1993; Blood aMdife 1960; Brines 1994).
Because individuals are expected to maximize thélity; and the rewards from
employment are considered higher than the rewardsy fhousework (mainly in
economic terms); it can be expected that indivislwather invest time in employment
than in housework. Since only limited time is aahble, the time spent in employment
will dictate the time left to spend on houseworkislis sometimes also referred to as
the time availability theory (see e.g. Bianchi et al. 2000; England Barckas 1986;
Hiller 1984; Sayer 2005; Shelton and John 1996a3end Drobwi 2010). Basically, it
means that the time spent on housework is strocgiselated with the hours spent on
employment. The more time spent on employmentlesgtime spent on housework.

2.2.2 Outsourcing housewor k

So far, | have only regarded theoretical assumptianthe individual or household

level, but the time spent on housework is not odgpendent on the time each
individual/household has at their disposal, bub @s the possibilities for outsourcing
housework (de Ruijter et al. 2005; De Ruijter arah\der Lippe 2009; Gershuny 2000).
The possibilities to ‘buy oneself off’ from houseskds dependent on the household
income and on the range and price of household ustaoh offered outside the

household.

Partly, incentives for outsourcing are set by welfatates (Goodin et al. 2004).
Research on women and the welfare state has shawvithere is a correlation between
women’s employment hours and the welfare statanmedsee e.g. Gornick et al. 1998;
Meyers et al. 1999). In countries where child caresupported by the government,

® Especially in the USA during the 1950's, technieglipment for the household made housework
more efficient, but also set higher standards éarsehold production (Kiinzler et al. 2001).
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women spend more time on employment than on houge{@iihimann et al. 2010;
Fuwa and Cohen 2007; Geist 2005; Knudsen and Weg@88). This suggests that
governments set incentives for certain time usteepa for men and women. Goodin et
al. (2004), for example, calculated in their stutgt Finnish parents who both are
employed gain ten hours/week of ‘discretionary’ dindue to governmental

interventions.

This means that governmental interventions canueémite the time spent on
housework in two different ways. On the one hahdw much time must be used for
employment to be able to maintain a certain stahdétiving is governed by working
hour regulations, minimum wage regulations etcsTdgain will have an influence on
the time that is left for housework. On the othandh the possibility to outsource
housework is influenced by the possibilities thed state offers for outsourcing certain
household tasks. For example, in a country wheild clre is supported by the state,
spending time on child care might be more costinttaking advantage of outsourced

child care.

2.2.3 Summary

Time, as a resource, influences the division ofseawork on three different levels. First
of all, the time spent on housework is decidedhatimdividual level. A person can only
spend the time they have available. If paid workngre important than unpaid work

and a certain time has to be spent in employmany, the time that is not spent on

employment is available for housework. Seconddraand for housework needs to be
taken into account. The demand for housework isi@niced by the number and age of
people living in the household. The more people livthe household, the greater the
demand for housework. Small children usually inseeéhe demand for housework,
while older children and an assiduous partner milgitcrease the individual demand for
housework (Paakkénen and Niemi 2002). Finally, sloeietal time allocation and

possibilities for outsourcing need to be taken iatcount. If household commodities
can be bought on the market at a low price, theritice to buy rather than to produce

may be higher.
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Taking time allocation into account when analyzihg division of housework it can be

concluded that:

1. The time spent on housework is determined by tHwitual’s needs and desire
for the commodities produced by household labog. (¢he perception of

cleanliness or the demand for housework).

2. The division of housework is influenced by the tiaech individual has at their
disposal. If employment is prioritized over housegyanly time that remains

beyond the time spent on employment is availabiéddasework.

3. The time each individual spends on housework iscsgid by the time allocation
of other individuals or by the possibilities forteaurcing. The possibility to
outsource depends on the level of household incomealso on the range of

household products offered on the market and govent interventions.

Like theories on relative resources and the dinigib housework the time availability
approach considers the division of housework setfidhetween paid and unpaid labor
based on consideration on what is necessary aiwhabin economic terms. Both the
time availability and the relative resources aspeonsider the division of housework a
result of negotiations between two individuals vityoto maximize their utility either in
the form or money or free time. Normative and satiaspects are totally disregarded
by theories on relative resources and time avditbi

2.3 Construction of gendered behavior and the division of housewor k

As previously mentioned, | so far have solely dssad theories that consider the
division of housework from the rational choice perstive and that disregard the
normative component when dividing the paid and uthpgabor in a household. In

consequence, these theories fail to explain whysame families the division of

housework still follows a traditional pattern evimough the wife earns more than the
husband (Bianchi et al. 2000; Bittman et al. 20B8nes 1994; Coltrane 2000b; Davis
and Greenstein 2004a; Haller6éd 2005; Shelton ahd 18696).
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Some studies namely show that when the woman’sniecexceeds the man’s, in
opposition to expectations from relative resourttesory or time availability theory,

women still do a larger part of housework than n{8manchi et al. 2000; Bittman et al.
2003; Brines 1994; Hochschild and Machung 1989hdimnor 2005). This means that
the normative idea of what is feminine and maseulinfluences the division of

housework in a way that cannot be explained orb#sés of rationality assumptions. To
be able to explain this phenomenon, in the follgvinwill present theories that deal

with the social construction of gender structure.

One reason for the different behavior of men anthem is argued to be based on the
different socialization of men and women. Hencesoties about socialization and
gender role ideologies shall be discussed firstb&ter understand the reasons for the
persisting gendered division of housework, concéps address the symbolic value of
gender shall be presented in the following chapterslly, the so-called doing gender
approach is addressed. On this basis, theoretleakion the influence of gender role
ideology on the division of housework will be deygdd.

2.3.1 Socialization and gender roleideology

The term socialization generally refers to the psscby which children get accustomed
to societal norms and values. Gendered socializatm be regarded as a special feature
of socialization. Children learn how to behave appiately according to normative
expectations on gender (Alwin 1990; Gupta 2006kbjaPet al. 2010). In contrast to
biological perspectives, socialization theoriesuarghat differences between boys and
girls are not solely biological but emerge becausgs and girls are treated in different
ways. | treat socialization simply as the socigtiience on gendered behavior. It starts
in the family, is influenced by different institatis — such as school — and continues
during the life course. When | talk about sociala, | refer only to the norms and

values that are ingrained in childhood.

The basic argument in theories on socializatiathas individuals seek orientation in
role models of the same gender (Alwin 1990; Gu@@6b; Pefia et al. 2010). Hence, if
for example the mother is responsible for childecand cleaning and the father is the

primary provider, a girl would identify herself \Wwithousework, whereas a boy would
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orientate himself towards paid work. Furthermotds iassumed that individuals learn
how to behave according to what is normatively etge In school, for example, not
only school subjects are taught, but girls and largsalso expected to behave as ‘young
ladies and young gentlemen’ (Martin 1998). This nsethat boys and girls learn a
behavior according to normative assumptions on nmmen and men should behave.
Since women are traditionally responsible for tloeidework and men for paid work,
girls are anticipated to identify themselves withmemaking and boys with providing.
However, if boys and girls are socialized in a atfedd non-traditional way, it could be

expected that they will also behave non-tradititynial their later lives.

The gender role ideology that is manifested indtiobd is expected to influence
behavior and thereby especially the division of dework in later life. Gendered
structures not only influence individual behaviart lare also ‘institutionalized’ and
provide different settings for men and women in ckhithey interact. To better
understand the reasons for the persisting genakvesion of housework, concepts that
address the symbolic value of gender shall be pteden the following.

2.3.2 Doing gender and housawork

The doing gender approach is not argued to be gimpdle that is played (or displayed,
see Goffman 1977), depending on normative expedsitilnstead of arguing that
societal frames dictate the way individuals perfoneir gender roles, the proponents of
the doing gender approach argue that gender istantihs done/performed in social
interaction (West and Zimmerman 2002). Each timeppeact they express gender. In
the doing gender approach there is not only arditin between gender and sex, but
also a differentiation between sex, sex categoy gender (West and Zimmerman
2002). Sex is considered the classification intdemand female at birth. The sex
category, on the other hand, is what is achieveddplication of the sex criteria. This
does not have to correspond with the ascribedsstdtaex but is defined as feminine or
masculine behavior. However, someone can act unfemibut is still considered
female. To ‘do’ gender is to act in a fashion tieagender-appropriatein a given
situation. This differs from the definition of theex category, which is not an

interactional accomplishment. Since gender is done in interactith others, gender
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does not simply imply that one lives up to normatoonceptions, but each individual
can be held accountable for their essential naisre&gomen or men even when they
wish otherwise (Fenstermaker and West 2002; Fenatear et al. 2002). In the doing
gender concept, the focus shifts from an individera¢l to the interactional and, finally,
to the institutional level (Fenstermaker et al 200Zhe difference to symbolic
interactionism is that the decision to perform g&ed tasks is not given by the setting

or frame in which individuals act. It is more auktof interaction between two people.

By defining gender as an interactional accomplisiiman attempt is made to
combine the rather normative (sociological) andioratl (economic) arguments
(Fenstermaker 2002). In doing so, individuals aeither seen as actors detached from
society, nor as puppets on a string who live uph&r gender roles. Gender is seen as
influenced by structure but also as operating tofoece structure. This means, that
household production — unlike in the economic tiexdrthe family — is not restricted to
producing children etc. but each time a househask is performed, gender is also
produced/done. A change in the gendered divisiotaladr is thus difficult. It would
premise a change in behavior on the individual llég also on the structural level.
Based on the arguments of the doing gender apprgectider determines the division
of housework. Women are supposed to do the hougdvemause they are women, and
men are argued to be the main providers becauseat®e men. The doing gender
approach in this sense explains rather the pemsistef gender than offers a possible

explanation for a change in the division of houséwo

2.3.3 Summary

Theories on socialization and doing gender, bdgisalggest that women do housework
because it is considered feminine and men refreom fdoing it because it is not
regarded as masculine. Arguments deriving from adiaation theory suggest that
different experiences of the division of housewerg. in the family or on the societal
level, influence the normative idea of how men amomen should behave; and
consequently also the idea about gender rolesdoséwork. In this sense, patterns that
are familiar from childhood often are reproducedaiter life. This means that someone

who experienced a traditional division of housewiorkheir childhood will very likely
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follow a traditional division of housework themse$v Like the socialization theory,
concepts of symbolic interaction and the doing g@erapproach concentrate on factors
that explain the prevailing gendered behavior. @&lifjh change in gender role
ideologies according to symbolic interactionism ahé doing gender approach is
feasible, it is described as a complicated procEss.focus of these theories definitely
lies in explaining the persistence of gendered Wehanstead of changes in gender

roles.

However, today, more women than at the beginninghef 1950s work in male
occupations i.e. in the field of construction, cemstay at home to take care of children
and women have more choices than at the begindittiedl9" century (Hakim 2000).
Neither socialization theory, symbolic interactsmi nor the doing gender approach
explain the reasons to the changes. The aim ah#wies presented in the Chapter 2.3
is rather to explain the prevalence of traditiogahder roles, instead of explaining how
a change in gender roles could occur. Furtherntbese theories assume that women
(and men) are a heterogeneous group, who are maiaeby similar norms. Therefore,

these theories fail to explain different life pati® of men and women.

Thus, in the next chapter, theories based on the al changed work-life choices,
especially for women, and the reasons for the afdr{gnd the unchanged) situation
shall be introduced. | will commence with Hakim2000) preference theory that in
contrast with the theories presented until now)sdedth gender and offers a frame in
which individuals according to their own percepsochoose the lifestyle that suits
them. She claims that individual work-life choicbasically depend on individual
preferences. In this sense, she also allows fderdift life patterns among women as
well as among men. Relying on the idea that wde-dhoices are made according to
individual preferences, Breen and Cooke (2005)ehigva theory on how individuals
based on their own and the expected gender rotgoghg choose a partner. At the end
of the Chapter 2.4, the interaction between genalerideology and work-life choices

are described.
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2.4 Attitudestowards gender roles and thedivision of housewor k

In the previous section different reasons for gesdidehavior were given. According
to the socialization theory, girls and boys areted differently and therefore also
behave differently. The theories of symbolic intéi@nism and the doing gender
approach claim that differences between men and emorare mostly socially

constructed. Behavior is argued to have a symhboé&aning, and each time individuals
act they also produce gender. For example, hougeisanot only about cleaning but
also about showing gender identity. Because cammsidered feminine, each time
women do housework they also confirm their femirgpinMen on the contrary confirm

their masculinity bynot doing housework.

The theories dealing with the construction of gentiewever, do not pick up the
changed situation of women in the labor market.yTéwe® more focused on the reasons
why gender relations persist and more or less ghscethe fact that today’'s men and
women have different options than men and womethénpast century. The level of
education has risen for both men and women, anduh&er of women relying solely
on their husband’s income has decreased (BlosafalidDrobnt 2001; Blossfeld and
Hakim 1997; Cunningham 2007; Hakim 1996). The samérue for the theories
discussing the relevance of relative resourcesat{vel income) on the division of
housework. They disregard the increasing educdtiteneel of women and fail to
explain why some couples where the woman has aehigitome than the man still

follow a traditional division of housework, whiléh®rs do not.

Thus, in this chapter, theories are introduced thleg gender and gendered behavior
into consideratiorand deal with the possibility of a change in the geededivision of
housework. The preference theory of Catherine Ha®@@00) is based on the premise
that men and women living in 2Zentury have new opportunities and options foirthe
work-lifestyle choices. She argues that the lifoices made today are no longer
predisposed by biological/natural restrains (i.aplanned births) or by laws that
prohibit equal opportunities for men and women.sTémables — especially women — to

act according to their personal preferences diffidyehan 50 years ago.

Hakim (2000) does not explicitly discuss the conseges of the changed situation

for men and women and its influence on the divissbhousework. Therefore, | will in
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the next section present a theory that discussemtluence of gender role ideology on
the division of housework. Leaning on Hakim’s id@2800) that attitudes (preferences)
on gender role ideology have gained importancevtwk-life choices, Breen and Cooke
(2005) develop a theory based on bargaining aacegrth gender role ideology. The
basic idea is that attitudes towards gender rodolayy play an important role for
mating behavior/the marriage market, and consetjudrgve an influence on the
division of housework. By allowing different workd choices to depend on individual
preferences, | hope to be able to explain why saogples follow the traditional

pattern, some ‘do gender’ and others choose anagiitional lifestyle.

24.1 Preferencetheory

In contrast to the theories on gendered behavesgmted previously, Hakim (2000) has
a less rigid and ‘structural’ idea of gender astedninant for women’s and men'’s life
choices. Unlike the previously presented theoktzskim claims that gendered behavior
is no longer solely a question of general societains and ideas of gendered behavior,
but rather reflects individual preferences andtuatés. According to the preference
theory, especially women today have new possigslismndperceptionsfor combining
work and family life. First of all, Hakim (2000) gues that five changes in society and
the labor market have lead to new options and dppities for women in the 21

century.

1. The contraceptive revolution, which has given womaiable and independent

control over their own fertility.

2. The equal opportunities revolution, which ensuredmen equal access to
education, occupations, positions and careersefabor market.

3. The expansion of white-collar occupations, whiclke &r more attractive to

women than most blue-collar occupations.
4. The creation of jobs for secondary earners.

5. The increasing importance of attitudes, values prdsonal preferences in

lifestyle choices (see Hakim 2000: 3).
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Because of these changes in society, women todag batter opportunities for
following their individual life choices than 50 ysaago. Hakim (2000) points out that
women have always been heterogeneous in theirrprefes and priorities regarding the
conflict between family life and employment, butathbefore the decisive societal
changes not all life choices were possible. Shiensldhat only because of the changed
opportunities can women’s ‘true perceptions’ nowcdime evident. Hakim (2000)
differentiates between thredeal typesof women: home-centered, work-centered, and

adaptive women.

Home-centered womeprefer not to work, agree to a traditional divisiof labor in
the home, and are non-responsive to employmentigsliThey are only responsive to
family and social policies that facilitate or rewarhild-bearing or child-rearing. Home-
centered women are not necessarily homemakersgdtirair whole life course. Some
home-centered women work prior to marriage and trigturn to work after marriage.
Their priority, however, lies in creating an atmlspe that all family members are
pleased to return to after work, maintenance ofilfarelationships, organizing leisure
activities, and taking care of general householdagament. A home-centered woman
is not necessarily someone who has few or no geetiibns as assumed by economists.
Quite a few women attend college or university, bat because they are qualifying
themselves for the labor market. These women usesdlucational system to meet a
man with at least equal qualifications. Similamygrkplaces serve as marriage markets.
Hakim (2000) points out that the marriage caredioopremains permanently open for
women. The classic example is the young succes&fian who realizes that her own
talents or determination will not get her very famnd thus drops out of the labor market
to become a model wife in a ‘two-person career’kiha2000: 161). Therefore, it is not
unusual that a home-oriented woman’s human capkeéeds her husband’s human
capital, although she never even planned an aetngloyment career. Hakim (2000:
158) predicts that approximately 20 percent ofwieenen belong to this group.

The opposite of the home-centered woman is woek-centeredwoman Even
though economic activity is the most common charioelkself-actualization, a work-
centered woman does not necessarily have to beogathl but might equally well be
active in politics, religion, sports, arts, or sonmdellectual activity. The main
characteristic is that these women have their mamority in some other activity than
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motherhood or family life. This is the stereotypiGmale career and work history’,
where childless women are concentrated but nousia to it (Hakim 2000: 161). The
difference between work-oriented women who havédodm to home-oriented women
is that their priorities do not change suddenlgrafiving birth. These women are most
affected by equal opportunities policies, but asslresponsive to incentives to have
more or fewer children, or to schemes enforcing déimaking or full-time child care.
According to Hakim, approximately 20 percent of waymbelong to this category
(Hakim 2000: 158).

The largest and most diverse ideal type is the gafiladaptivewomen Depending
on the societal context, Hakim predicts that appnaetxely 60 percent of women belong
to this category (Hakim 2000: 158). The adaptivaugrconsists of women who want to
combine employment and family without either takipgority (Hakim 2000: 165).
Adaptive women have no definite idea about whay thiant in life and respond quickly
to opportunities as they come or not. An adaptieenan might, for example, take up
employment if offered a job even if she were nqgiliextly seeking one. Some adaptive
women will acquire good educational qualificatiohat more as insurance in case their
marriage ends in divorce or widowhood. The dectiohthese women are strongly
affected by their husbands. If they marry a weatihyambitious man they will engage
in supporting the two-person career by activelypsupng their husband rather than
developing their own career. If they marry somewitd only moderate earnings, they
work to boost the family income to a higher lev@he adaptive group is very
responsive to all government policies, just as tlag responsive to all other
opportunities in their social and economic envirenin Hakim (2000: 167) argues that
because this group of women is the largest andoacgovernment policy, social
scientist have often concluded that women ‘gengradin readily be manipulated into
working or not working as the government wantsa®the economic cycle dictates, but
that this is dependent on the size of the adagfivap and will change as soon as the

group of work-oriented or home-oriented women gréMakim 2000: 167, 168).

Hakim (2000) argues that because women now have mgportunities than fifty
years ago, the different preferences and oriemstadso become more evident to the
researchers. She points out that women’s prefesemaee always been heterogeneous,

but only since the new opportunities for women arbave heterogeneous life choices
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become apparent. Therefore, conflicting interestbvben the three ideal-types of
women also become clear. For example, home-centesaten do not need child care
services because they prefer to look after theidi@n themselves, while work-oriented
women are more than willing to pay for the cosftcbild care services. The adaptive
women’s interests conflict with the other two grewgnd are torn between the desire to
work and to take care of the family (Hakim 200051ap.). This makes it difficult to
find a social policy that meets ‘the’ needs of wome

Hakim’s (2000) focus lies on women, their prefee@and life choices and only
partly picks up men’s preferences after the scedatiew scenario that has occurred as a
result of social change. Men’s preferences do naverge with those of women. Most
men belong to the group of the work-centered. Hakiadicts that the number work-
oriented meries around 60 percent. This group is the moserdiv group. It includes
all men whose priority lies in employment or equévd activities. It is not about being
successful in something, but about being commitbesbme activity. Both a successful
politician and an artist who cannot sell his paigs are included in this category.
Generally, men are more homogenous in their preée®than women. Most men who
are ‘egalitarian’ ar@adaptive menvho want to combine work and family. Hakim (2000:
255) predicts that ca. 30 percent of men belonipeéogroup of adaptive men, and only
approximately 10 percent of men are actutdiyily-oriented

There is only a small overlap between men’'s and eds work-lifestyle
preferences. Most men are work-oriented and mostemowant to combine work and
family roles. Considering the most common comboranf a couple, namely a work-
oriented man marrying an adaptive woman, the wibekdhoice for the man is clear,
and the behavior of the woman is not obvious. Tdiegptive woman does not want to
choose between family and work responsibilitiese hwilling to combine the two
spheres. Her behavior most likely depends on hsebdnd’s status (e.g. income) or
incentives set by governmental policies. The seenfor work-oriented or home-
oriented women is clearer. Work-oriented women woalways prefer a career to
family, and probably when married to a work-oriehtean remain childless. A home-
oriented woman would happily choose family resploitises to a career, and would
rather support their husband’s career. The santeiésfor home-oriented men. They
would also prefer family responsibilities to pubhesponsibilities, while an adaptive
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man, would try to combine both and is more sersitiv external influences such as

governmental policies or a woman’s resources (H&000).

By taking both men’s and women’s work-life prefeces into account, the
preference theory offers a ‘unisex’ theory withaligregarding gender (Hakim 2000).
The theory suggest that instead of simply regardengder and sex, the focus should lie
on the social roles men and womeant to adopt for their own lives. The Hakim’s
preference theory (2000) focuses on the conseqaesfcattitudes and preferences on
women’s employment and family, not directly on theision of housework. However,
following Hakim’s argument that, especially womémave the choice to live the life
they prefer, this should also apply to housewoik. &ample, work-centered women
who follow their ambitions in the labor market cdulequally reduce their
responsibilities in housework, whilst home-centera®dmen according to their
preferences would spend more time on homemakingraddce their time spent on
employment. As already mentioned, Hakim (2000) doe$ tackle the issue of
housework in her considerations and therefore eeithaddresses the
opportunities/restrictions for (especially) womenchoose a different lifestyle when it
comes to bearing the responsibility for housew8#cause housework is as crucial for
living as earning an income, it cannot be ignorad @& can only be outsourced to a
certain degree. Thus, men and women who do not teaparticipate in housework
have to find another way to avoid the work. Onausoh would be to marry or form
another sort of partnership and to transfer theseaork responsibilities to the partner.
If Hakim’s description of the proportions of workiented, adaptive and home-oriented
men and women holds, the opportunities for menamachen are unequally divided.
Women have fewer opportunities to marry a homente@ man than men have to
marry a home-oriented woman. What this means fdthision of housework has been
discussed by Breen and Cook’s article (2005), wkieeg propose a marriage game and
discuss the consequences of that game for theadived housework. This theory will

be discussed in the next section.
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2.4.2 Bargaining based on gender roleideology

Relying on concepts from preference theory, Braah @ooke (2005) argue that social
change has lead to new choices for decision maKihgy claim that due to changes in
family formation and uncertainties on the labor ke&rmore flexibility from the family

is needed. Women’s employment can be considerg@dotade a greater flexibility for
the family economy and therefore to be more delrdbr the family than a
specialization between the partners into housewarkemployment (Oppenheimer
1997). To explain the discrepancy between the ltsrfer the family outcome from a
non-traditional division of housework, and from eeymiling traditional division of
housework, Breen and Cooke (2005) developed anoapprthat takes individual
attitudes into account. Women’s employment has imecmore desirable and therefore
men can be expected to do more housework; or st ieean be assumed that women
prefer to marry men who participate in houseworkueDto the heterogeneous
preferences on the division of housework, infororatabout attitudes towards gender
roles becomes important. Unlike Becker (1993), ngais not considered to be based on

opposing skills but on a similar idea of the dieisiof labor.

In their approach, Breen and Cooke model the piisigib for two people to marry
and to stay married (see Graph 2.1). The moveadf sndividual are dependent on the
actions of the future partner and the individuditwdes towards gender roles. Each
partner knows their own ideological type, and ipented to be aware of the general
distribution of the existing types of ideologiestie opposite gender. The aim is to find

a partner whose preferences for the division oskawrk suit their own expectations.

Each individual has to rely on the information fheatner gives them to determine
the partner's gender role ideology. The true atégionly become visible after marriage
(Press and Townsley 1998). Since women are tradiyp expected to have the main
responsibility for housework, they are argued tosbecalled ‘trusters’ and to be the
ones who decide whether or not to trust the mantandarry him (Breen and Cooke
2005). The woman'’s decision to marry depends oraesumptions about the possible
partner's gender role ideology. When the couplmasried, the next move is made by
the husband. He either decides to participate @@@) or not to participate in

housework (defect). If the husband decides to c@tpe women are expected to
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continue the relationship. If not, she has to decihether or not to continue the
marriage, which depends on her gender role ideolaggordingly, the durability of the

relationship depends on the gender role ideologhi@ivoman.

Graph 2.1 The marriage game according to Breen @adke (2005).
(S.:B)

W= wife's move
H= husband's move

Maletypes:®

Hardliner:  M>B>P>C (always defects)
Adjuster: M>C>B>P

Cooperator: C>M>B>P (always cooperates)

Female types:

Traditional: C>R>S>D (always plays ‘Yes’; remaimarried)

Transitional: C>S>R>D (always remains married)

Autonomous: C>S>D>R (always plays ‘Yes’)
Relying on Hakim’s (2000) and Hochschild and Madalisn(1989) categories, Breen
and Cooke (2005) distinguish three different typesvomen and men based on their
attitudes towards gender roles. Women are defiredraditional, transitional, or
autonomous. A woman who falls into the categoaglitional is expected to accept the
role of the homemaker even if she might have tokvelre to economic circumstances.
She will have low investments in human capital grdfer marriage to divorce
regardless of her husband’s participation in dommeasks. Atransitional woman will
be full-time employed up to the point when she iearrShe will stay at home with pre-

school children and will return to employment witee children are grown up (often

S = woman remains single R = woman remainkémtarriage
M = man agrees to marry B = man remains bachelo
P = man divorces (payoff) D = woman divorces

C = man or woman cooperates
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she will work part-time). This irregular labor matkparticipation is considered to leave
the woman economically vulnerable at divorce. Tioee transitional women are

considered, once married, to prefer staying marteedivorcing, even if it means a

double shift of paid and unpaid work. Antonomousvoman is one with alternatives to
marriage and has good labor market opportunitie® a@fter she marries. She is
considered to have the least traditional attituttegards gender roles and also the
greatest bargaining power.

Men are also divided into three different categaribardliners, adjusters, and
cooperatorsHardliners are men who are never willing to participate inmaéstic work
and child care. They would rather stay single orodie than lose their role as
breadwinner. They would not participate in housdweren if it would be necessary for
his wife to work. In contrastdjustersprefer not to do housework but are willing to
participate in unpaid work if the marriage runssk rending in divorce. Therefore, he
would participate in housework if his wife has gitives outside the marriage that
might make leaving an unhappy marriage attractdvecooperatoris a man who

willingly participates in housework.

Taking these categories for granted and assumatgetth partner knows the other’s
‘true’ attitudes, it can be expected th@aditional womenwould always marry,
regardless of the man’s gender role attituddsansitional womenwould marry
cooperators but neither hardliners nor adjusters since thesgld defect when paired
with a transitional womanAutonomous womemwould be able to choose between
adjusters and cooperators because both of them would cooperate when married

Autonomous women would never marry a hardliner.

The next step in the marriage game is that merddea participate in housework
(cooperate) or not (defectlardliners will never do any housework. Sinteditional
women are always willing to do the housework, haetl men and traditional women
would be a perfect match. Transitional women wawtl be happy about a hardliner’s
reaction, but since transitional women are considldo follow a 1% breadwinner-
homemaker model, they have reduced their oppoitsndutside of marriage and will
stay married regardless of the spouse’s partigpath housework. If an autonomous
woman did marry a hardliner man, she would filediworce when she noticed that she
alone is solely responsible for the housework.afljusterwould prefer not to do any
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housework, but before risking that the marriagesendlivorce, he would participate in
housework. Consequently, an adjuster man would patfyicipate in housework when
married to an autonomous woman. In contrast toother types of men, eooperator

would always participate in housework.

Since the ‘true’ attitudes only become visible aftearriage, women are considered
to decide whether to stay married or quit the retethip, depending on their options
outside the marriage. As already mentiongdditional women will always stay
married regardless of their husband’s participatiohouseworkTransitional women
will also stay married regardless of the husbapdigicipation in housework, due to the
lack of other possibilities outside the marriagalyGautonomousvomen are considered
to have good opportunities outside the marriagethackefore to have the possibility of

leaving the marriage if not satisfied with the dieh of housework.

This would be the outcome if the attitudes of thwurfe partner were known.
However, it has been shown that due to social aei$itty, individuals often claim to
follow less traditional attitudes towards gendde rattitudes before marriage. Thus, the
assumptions before marriage often do not correspotidthe behavior after marriage
(Bianchi et al. 2000; Coltrane 1989; Crompton e2800; Crompton and Harris 1999;
Fenstermaker and West 2002). This leads to a nantasertainty about the attitudes of

the future partner and the possibility that autoaoswomen marry hardliner men.

In contrast to the individual attitudes, the diaition of types is assumed to be
known. To avoid marrying against their expectatjiom®men consider the general
distribution of different types of men before mamg: The decision to marry is thus
partly based on the estimated probability that worned a certain (right) type of man.
Each time a woman meets a man, she assigns angartdiability that he is a hardliner,
adjuster, or cooperator. The same is true for nem.each woman they meet, men

assert a certain probability that she is traditiotmansitional, or autonomous.

Depending on the distribution of male and femafgesy the outcome of the division
of housework will differ. Breen and Cooke (2005)imoout that the distribution of
autonomous women and adjuster men is the mostidedesctor when it comes to a
shift from a traditional to a non-traditional diaa of housework. Based on Hochschild

and Machung’s (1989) and Hakim’s (2000) studies,fgloportion of cooperating men
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is assumed to be relatively small. This would m#dsat autonomous and transitional
women would only consider marriage in case adjustm would cooperate. This leads
to a situation where a sufficient proportion of uder men are needed so that an
autonomous woman decides to marry. At the same, tansufficient proportion of
autonomous women are needed so that an adjustewithéie more likely to cooperate.
Thus, an increasing proportion of autonomous womdimmean a greater participation

of men in housework given a sufficient proportidradjuster men.

2.4.3 Thesocietal context and gender role ideology

According to Hakim (2000), the differences betwdha work-oriented and home-
oriented women living in one country are greatemtthe difference between a home-
oriented woman in one country and a home-orientechan in another country. Hakim
(2000) more or less denies that there is a societllence on individual decision
making. She postulates that each woman and mantedlyebehaves according to their
individual preferences and do not follow a gengealder norm. Nevertheless, Hakim’s
(2000) preference theory relies on the idea thaew societal scenario changed the
situation for men and women’s work-life choices.eTho-called new scenario is
according to Hakim (2000) bound to the changeshef ¢tontraceptive revolution,
voluntary childlessness, the equal opportunitiegltgion, the expansion of white-
collar and service work, and the creation of jobs $econdary earners. All these
changes are often connected with country spediall regulations. Thus, it can be
assumed that both the attitudes as well as behbag®d on attitudes are correlated with
the societal context in which the individuals iaiett The earlier men and women are
given equal opportunities, the more likely workemtied women in this country can act
according to their preferences. Especially bec@usgroup of adaptive women is large
and these women react to government policy, thexbehof women and men will be

influenced by the societal frame in which they line

Furthermore, the division of housework is expectedbe correlated with the
distribution of work-oriented and home-oriented veamand men and their mating
behavior. As claimed by Breen and Cooke (2005), ghabability for autonomous

(work-oriented) women to marry depends on the nunolbedjuster men in a society,
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and only when this constellation becomes more comwib the division of housework
become less traditional. As long as the individoi@ferences depend on the societal
influence, the societal context becomes very ingmirtwhen tying to understand
individual work-life choices. As already mentionethe construction of gendered
behavior and probably also of work-life choices elgpon socialization. The formation
of gender role attitudes is related to how boys girld experience the division of labor
between their parents and to education at schdakhaon the other hand is closely
related to the societal context. Thus, individuahder role ideology is interdependent
with the societal context. It means that in libecalintries (countries with relatively
moderate governmental interference) the probabifigt individuals live according to
their preferences will be highest, whereas in coemtwhere the traditional family
model is supported by the government, home-oriemtechen will find the best pre-
conditions to follow their preferences. Finally, ieapriented women will find the best
conditions to follow their preferences in a countth governmental support for

female employment.

In the following, | will thus summarize what persbrattitudes towards gender role
ideology mean for the division of housework; antemsumming up the theoretical
approaches presented until now, describe the sbcentexts for the ‘case studies’ in
Finland and West Germany that will be empiricalhakyzed.

244 Summary

In the previous sections, Hakim’s (2000) preferetiueory and Breen and Cooke’s
bargaining theory were presented. Hakim’s prefezgheory (Hakim 2000) and Breen
and Cooke’s (2005) bargaining theory based on gerade ideologies both assume a
heterogeneous picture of men and women’s gendelideblogies. Hakim (2000) agues
that it is only possible to understand why certeices are made when the different
preferences of men and women are taken into accBinet criticizes previous theories
for holding a too narrow view of especially womepi®ferences. The perception of a
‘one-way-solution’ automatically means that certaptions are left disregarded or are
considered irrational. She also points out thgelider norms are considered a constant

factor, social change can not be detected.
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Hakim claims that because of the contraceptive lutham, the equal opportunities
revolution, the expansion of white-collar and seewvork, and the creation of jobs for
secondary earners today especially women have disilplity to choose different
work-life patterns. The various choices might sagmational or absurd if one tries to
explain these choices for everyone similarly. Negrgone has the same motivation for
their actions. Only when taking the various prefiess into account do several choices

make sense and can be considered rational.

Hakim differentiates between three categories af aral women: the work-oriented,
the home-oriented, and the adaptive type. Deperatinidpe priorities that are set by the
different types, behavior also varies. For examalapme-oriented woman will always
prefer family responsibilities to other obligatiomsdependently of the economic
rewards from other tasks, while a work-oriented \@anwill concentrate on public
challenges. Hakim (2000) points out that women’'sfgrences have always been
heterogeneous, but especially in the new scenaoimem have the chance to realize
them. Thus, preferences become even more impddaiie work-life choices in the

21% century.

Hakim’s preference theory (2000) offers an explamatfor women’s work-life
choices. Picking up from there, Breen and Cook@%2develop a theory that describes
the consequences of heterogeneous preferencesffalitfor mating behavior and then
for the division of housework. Breen and Cooke @O0@rgue that especially women
find attitudes towards gender roles important whaoking for a partner. Because
women are the ones who mostly (have to) choose degtwwork and family
responsibilities and are traditionally assigned tésponsibility for housework, they
want a partner who has the same perception of geontes. A home-oriented woman
(traditional according to Breen and Cooke (2005)uld always marry a work-oriented
(hardliner) man so that she can concentrate orfaimdly responsibilities, while the
husband takes over the financial provision forfdraily. Because of the large amount
of work-oriented men (hardliners), home-orientedmeo (traditional) will have no
problem in finding an adequate partner. Work-oednfautonomous) women on the
other hand might have problems in finding a partméro is willing to take the
responsibility for the housework because of thellspraportion of home-oriented or
cooperative men. Breen and Cooke (2005) predict #isalong as the number of
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‘cooperative’ men remains small, work-oriented @aatmous) women will not even
consider marrying, which again means that the wirmisof housework will remain
traditional. Thus, the relatively small number obrk-oriented women (autonomous)
and home-oriented (or adaptive) men means no changee traditional division of

housework.

On the individual level, the consequence of a smalnber of non-traditional
couples is that independently of income distributia traditional woman will feel
responsible for housework and will also be willitgydo the lion’s share, while an
autonomous woman will always try to refrain fromirdp housework. A transitional
woman’s housework contribution will depend on thestband’s action. If her husband
(partner) is willing to participate in houseworkeshill be pleased to cut down her share
of housework. However, if an adaptive woman maraidésardliner man, she will choose
to do the larger share of housework over divort¢hig man. Conclusively, this means
that transitional women’s share of housework wepdnd on their husband’s gender

role ideology.

Furthermore, attitudes and norms are connecteket@dcietal context. Not only do
individuals form ideas in a certain contexts, haytalso perform in these contexts. The
different preferences can better be performed areses where the ‘new scenario’ has a
long tradition. In these societies, the diversitypoeferences is expected to be more
pronounced than in a country where the possilslgiee restricted. Hakim (2000) argues
that the ‘liberal’ countries such as Great Britand USA will have the most
heterogeneous groups of men and women than any ashatry where the government
often either supports the breadwinner-homemakerein@dthe dual-earner model. For
the countries in question, West Germany and Finland different scenarios are
expected. In West Germany, which traditionallyssigned to the group of conservative
welfare states, attitudes toward gender role idpolavill presumably be more
traditional than, for example, in Finland that iaditionally assigned to the so-called
social democratic welfare states and associatel hess traditional attitudes towards
gender roles (Esping-Andersen 1990; Esping-Ande2¥i; Korpi 2000; Sainsbury
1994; Sainsbury 1999a).
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Because women generally tend to hold less traditiattitudes (Andref3 and Heien
2001; Crompton and Lyonette 2006; Kroska 2004; Mondark 2004; Sundstrom 1999;
Thornton et al. 1983), it can be expected thatath klzountries it is more difficult for
work-oriented women to find partners who are wglito do an equal or even a larger
share of the housework than it is for men to fingaatner who would do the same.
Nevertheless, it can be expected that, if theualti$ towards gender role ideology are
generally (for both men and women) less traditiondtinland, then the probability for
non-traditional partnerships also will be highehefefore, it also can be assumed that
the division of housework will be less traditional Finland than in Germany. These

theoretical assumptions will later be addressdtderempirical analyses.

2.5 Conclusonson thetheoretical framework

In the previous section | discussed four diffelerdgs of arguments:
1. therelative resourcegheories
2. thetime availabilityapproach
3. theconstruction of gendered behavior

4. and finally concepts ogender role ideology

| started by outlining theories which claim thag tthivision of housework is dependent
on therelative resourcef a couple. All the theories that | summarizediemthe
category relative resources have in common thavichehls are expected to behave
rationally and are mainly motivated by economiceimives (Becker 1973; Becker
1974; Becker 1993; Lundberg and Pollak 1993; Marset Brown 1980; McElroy
1990; McElroy and Horney 1981; Ott 1997; Scanz&d2 Youm and Laumann 2003).
The main motivation for behavior is either the imy@ment of either individual or
family utility. Even though the motivation for thearticular division of housework
follows different patterns, the mechanisms aresdmme, independent of the theoretical

approach:
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The partner who has the highest relative resouriceshe labor market (higher
income or good income prospects) will be engagquhid work, while the partner with
lower labor market skills will be responsible fbeethousework

The arguments deriving from the relative resourttesories are gender neutral.
These theories do not take into account how mutie teach individual spends on
earning their income. For example, some individualght work part-time and have
higher income than someone working full-time. Iinstbase the part-time employed
person has more time available to do housework tharfull-time employed person,
even though they have a higher level of income.sTlituseems irrational for the part-
time employed person to leave all the housewotkéa partner, even though they earn
more than their partner.

In Chapter 2.2 the assumptions deriving from theated relative resources debate
were extended by th@ne availabilityapproach, which introduces time as an important
resource. The main argument of the time availgbdpproach is that there is only a
certain amount of time available and each indivicheeds to make priorities for their
time use. Relying on the assumption from the barggitheory that paid employment
is more rewarding (in economic terms) than unpalmbt, the time availability approach
suggests that the time spent on employment wiliathcthe time spent on housework.
Consequently, the time spent on housework depemdiseotime left after employment,
and the time considered necessary to produce #edédesired commodities that are
developed in household production. The time reguifer the desired household
production will depend on the effectiveness of th@bduction. Because of technical
equipment such as the dishwasher, the washing m&chine vacuum cleaner etc.
housework can be more effectively produced todagn tfifty years ago. Besides
technical equipment, which eases the houseworkelnuyrtiere are more possibilities to
outsource housework today than fifty years agor@iethe possibility to dine out in a
restaurant and practically every household hasvanwashing machine. Furthermore,
depending on the state’s capacity to offer posséslto save time on housework, or as
Goodin et al. put it, states offer individuals ‘geonal autonomy’ (Goodin et al. 2004).
For example, some states offer full-time child camangements with one daily meal to

all parents with small children. This reduces theetspent on housework and child care
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for these parents compared to parents who havertmge child care and meals

themselves.

Both the time availability approach and the theooe relative resources are gender
neutral. It is expected that independently of ahvidual’'s gender, the partner with the
lower income or more time available will be respblesfor the housework (Becker
1965; Becker 1993; Blau 1964; Blood and Wolfe 198fines 1994; Hiller 1984; Opp
2004). The reality, however, depicts a differenttysie. Women who have a higher
income than their partner in some cases do ever mousework than their partner
(Bianchi et al. 2000; Bittman et al. 2003; Brine394; Coltrane 2000a; Davis and
Greenstein 2004a; Fuwa 2004; Geist 2005; Haller@d52 Shelton and John 1996;
Takala 2004c). To understand the gender discregsntiheories that deal with the
construction of gendered behaviarere introduced in Chapter 2.3. All the theories
described in the chapter ‘construction of genddxeltavior’ have in common that they
differentiate between the biological sex and stciebnstructed gender. The socially
constructed gender is a result of adapted normghatt is feminine or masculine.

Socializationtheories claim that boys and girls are broughtifferently. Boys are
raised to become proper husbands and girls to be goves. This implies that boys are
prepared to take on the role of the main providdnle girls are equipped to provide
emotional care to the family and do the housewAiwif 1990; Gupta 2006b; Simpson
and England 1981). According to proponents ofdbieg gender approacbender is an
interactional accomplishment. Gendered behavianfigenced by the societal context,
but it also reforms the societal context. This exgg why some women who earn more
than their husbands sometimes do even more houkaWwan their husbands. These
couples ‘do gender’ (Fenstermaker 2002). Becausg dlready violate one norm: ‘the
husband should be the main provider’, the coudiaires from violating another norm:
‘the woman is responsible for the housework’. Tlseng gender approach is able to
explain the deviant behavior in couples where tlie Wwas a higher income but the

division of housework still is traditional, butfdils to explain any variation.

In contrast to theories that deal with the consiomcof gendered behavior, Hakim
(2000) in her preference theory develops a conttggitallows a ‘unisex’ explanation
for behavior without disregarding gender norms. Elagms that theories such as the
economic theory of the family or the doing gendgpraach fail to explain the work-life
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choices (especially of women) because they do iffetentiate between women or their
preferences. The theories on the relative resounclysregard one motivation for work-
life choices, namely maximizing the family’s or imadlual utility in economic terms;

and the proponents of doing gender see genderedsnas the main motivation for
decision making. All these theories fail to takdiwdual and diverse motivations into
consideration. The preference theory offers a qontdeat allows an explanation for
both and men and women, without, however, disreggrgender norms. Hakim claims
that men and women hold different preferences about to make work-life choices.
She basically distinguishes three different types both men and women: home-
centered, work-centered and adaptive. Dependingherpreferences each individual
holds, they will make different choices in life.

Relying on Hakim’s (2000) categories, Breen and Keo2005) develop an idea of
how mating, and accordingly also the division otis@work, could occur. They claim
that a certain type of woman will only marry a eerttype of man. For example, a
work-oriented or autonomous woman will only marrynan who of the adaptive or
adjuster type (see Chapter 2.4). Depending on te the woman married, the division
of housework will vary. For example, an adaptiveadransitional woman will continue
the relationship independently of the man she mdurin case she — against her
expectations — married a traditional man, who mguso do any housework, the
transitional woman will take over responsibilityr fine housework instead of filing for
divorce. The home-oriented or traditional woman aiays do the housework, while
the work-oriented or autonomous woman would raémet the relationship than be fully
responsible for the housework. Breen and Cooke5pP@8sert that depending on the
distribution of adaptive or adjuster men, work-oteedl or autonomous women will
choose to marry or not. Only when enough work-aeeror autonomous women are
married will there be a change in the division otibework towards a less traditional
division of housework on the aggregate level.

Before empirically examining these theories, | veilart by looking at the societal
context in which my case studies are conducted,ehaiVest Germany and Finland.
Relying on the idea that the societal context (d#ag.distribution of adaptive or adjuster
men) has an influence on the gender role ideologlyraating behavior, my intention is
to study if the differences in the division of heusrk can be explained by the
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correlation between gender role ideology and pestip forms. After that 1 will
scrutinize the direct impact of gender role ideglog the division of housework, while
controlling for relative resources, time availdlyiliand socialization (construction of

gendered behavior).

As previously suggested in the theories presemitedsocietal context is expected to
influence gender role ideology, relative resourdeme availability and socialization
and therefore indirectly to have an impact on tivestbn of housework. Additionally to
the indirect influence of the societal context ba tlivision of housework, the societal
context is expected to have a direct impact ondikission of housework. In the next
chapter the societal contexts in which decisionshsas marrying and the division of
labor are made, shall be discussed in more ddtawnill start by presenting the
development of social policy measures that infleetihe division of housework directly
or indirectly. I will mainly discuss measures comirg employment, parental leave and
child care. The second aspect that is relevantttferdivision of housework is the
gendered division of resources in a country. | vdiscuss in detail the relative
distribution of education, time spent on paid anmtpaid work, the labor market
structure and the gendered division of income. Iginawill contrast both countries and
draw conclusions about the possible influence$@fsbcietal context on the division of

housework.

3 Societal context

In the previous chapter, individual level theorms the division of housework were
presented. In this section | will discuss the satieontext in which the division of

housework is negotiated. Decisions in a family, hsus getting married, having
children, and deciding about the division of lalpend on the societal context.
Marriage, for example, is considered an individdetision, but there are certain legal
restrictions, social rights, and liabilities assded with the institution of marriage. The
decision for a particular type of care for childresnalso influenced by the society.
Family policies or employment regulations discoerag encourage individuals to make
certain decisions. In countries with widespreadlipally-funded child care facilities,

public child care is obviously more popular tharmiegare. Conversely, in countries
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where homecare is supported by the state, childrermore likely to be cared for at
home than in child care facilities (Anttonen 20@&itto 2007; Buhlmann et al. 2010;
Hook 2010; Larsen 2004; McElroy 1990; McElroy anorkky 1981). Even in countries
where the state is not likely to intervene with @fe family policies, the decision to
become a parent, and how a child is brought ulpdsfpends on societal factors such as
the labor market, the possibility of outsourcingnmtemaking tasks, and informal

relationships.

Decisions in the household are not only determimgdhe relative resources in the
household, but different political measures leaditferent economic incentives (Cooke
2010; Fuwa and Cohen 2007; see also Oppenheimétr T8as and Drob&i2010). In
economic/rational terms it could be expected thatauntries where homemaking is
indirectly supported by the tax system or othersglibs, e.g. long maternity leave,
investments in homemaking skills can be assumedbetomore attractive than in
countries that support the dual-earner model (Béhimet al. 2010; Geist 2005;
Knudsen and Waerness 2001). Policies are mostlyctdaedifferently to men and
women. Policies that support women’s/mother’'s emyplent mostly mean economic
incentives for women to be continuously employedd apolicies that support
men/father’'s family roles imply economic incentives fathers to leave the labor

market.

As discussed previouslyime availabilityis alsodependent on the societal context
(see Chapter 2.2). On the individual level, eaclimdual is expected to spend the time
they have available according to their needs/dedwe commodities. Time spent on
housework is regulated by the demand for housewtbekindividual time at disposal,
and the possibility of outsourcing housework. lagtef spending time on housework in
person, commodities can be bought on the market.ekample, food need not be
prepared by each individual themselves, but carcdesumed in a restaurant (see
Chapter 2.2). Of course the idea of outsourcingsbbald tasks pre-supposes a society
where there is a supply of household commoditidgsee @emand for outsourcing is
presumably highest in a double-earner family, wherth partners spend most of their
time on paid work. The demand for outsourcing ig dliferently depending on the
societal context and consequently the time speritausework varies according to the
societal context.
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In this chapter | will address the historical amktie-political context in West
Germany and Finland. Through the gender role idgoknd the division of economic
resources, the societal context is expected to inalinectly but also directly have an
impact on the division of housework (Breen and @2R05). Not only the individual
gender role ideology is decisive for the divisiohhmusework, but also the general
distribution of individuals with a certain genderle ideology is assumed to make a
difference (Ostner 1993b).

3.1 West Germany: strong roots of the breadwinner-homemaker
model

After the Second World War (May 1949) Germany wasded into West (Federal
Republic of West Germany) and East Germany (GerDemocratic Republic). The
central idea about the reconciliation of family amdployment were quite different in
these two countries. West German policy followed #pproach ‘neither Third Reich
nor GDR’ (Ostner 1993a). The importance of the fgras a protection against the
communism and other totalitarian state forms wasspd (Ostner 1993b). The state was
not supposed to intervene in the family as it hadnd) the Nazi era. The approach in
the GDR that supported female full-time labor fopaeticipation, for example by state
subsidized child care, was strongly criticized ired/Germany (Ostner 1993b). West
Germany dissociated from the policy in the GDR aadording to the Catholic doctrine
emphasized the importance of the family. In Westn@ay men legally had the power
to decide about the family’s concerns, which wassamanged until 1957 (Schafgen and
Spellerberg 1998).

To provide the family the support that it was cdesed to need, in addition to the
law of equalization of men and women, a law for pretection of the family was
passed (Scheiwe 2000Protection of the family, to a large extent, mesmpport for
the male breadwinner model. From the beginning h& 1950s, women’s role as
homemakers and mothers and men'’s role as maindaesvivas legally regulated. Until
1977, married women needed their husband’s apptova¢ employed and it was only

’ Article 6 of the constitution.
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permitted for wives to enter employment if it didtrconflict with their duties at home
(Born 1993; Lauterbach 1994). Women were legallgigged the role of the

homemaker.

Although the responsibility for housework was mgifibreseen for women, the
widespread reality of the homemaker wife who perendly left the labor market at the
time of marriage or child bearing has been disp(iBmtn 1993; Kriger and Born 1991;
Lauterbach 1994). The ideal of the breadwinner-hmoateer model relies on a husband
who is capable of supporting his family alone. Tidisal picture takes for granted that
the husband’s income is high enough to ensureaimdy’'s economic situation, so that
there is no need for the woman to enter employntemipirical evidence on women’s
employment patterns in post-war West Germany, heweind no clear evidence on
the fact that women exited the labor market to teke of their children, and rejoined
the labor force when the children were old enougbare for themselves (Born 1993;
Kriger and Born 1991; Lauterbach 1994). Women'dsseand entries into the labor
market rather followed an unsystematic pattern déget on the labor market structure,
their own and their husband’s labor market resaur@@stner 1993a; Pfau-Effinger
2005). Women patrticipated in the labor market dithncome increased the economic
well-being of the family sufficiently. This indicas that if the husband’s income did not
secure a certain economic standard for the fartig/wife’s income served more or less
as an additional income to the husband’s incomediiienst). Ostner has pointed out
that women who were employed in post-war West Gaymeere behaving against the
norm (Bleses and Seeleib-Kaiser 2004). The normatiea that women with small
children were responsible for the upbringing ofitlehildren was very prominent. This
was one of the reasons why during the 1960s, ag Wesmany’'s economy badly
needed workers, ‘foreign guest workers’ were reeclinstead of expanding women'’s

fulltime labor force participation (Berghahn 20@ingeldey 2001).

In the reform of family law in 1977, the expliclh@uragement of women’s role as
mothers was abolished (Ehe- und Scheidungsrechitsref Nevertheless, the male
breadwinner model was still supported implicitly ke ‘splitting advantage’
(Ehegattensplitting) (Gornick 1999; Gornick et &B98). The ‘splitting advantage’
means that married couples incomes are added tgetid then halved before tax is
calculated. Due to progressive taxation, in Westn@ay married couples with one
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high income and one low income profit from the tiplg. The ‘splitting advantage’ is
greatest if one of the spouses has no income. &ttarefore, it is implicitly regarded as
supporting the male breadwinner model (Dingelde§12@robnE et al. 1999). Women
married to men with better labor market prospeetgetshown to have greater exit rates
from employment into homemaking than women martiednen with worse labor
market prospects. After the educational expansioineé 1960s, norms towards female
labor force participation became less traditionadl @ven a cultural/normative shift
from the ‘housewife model’ to the ‘female part-tinsareer model’ could partly be
observed on the normative level (Blossfeld and Rahi®97). The shift to the ‘female
part-time career model’ became especially promiaeming the cohorts born after 1949
(Grunow et al. 2006). Women in West Germany todaynaore and more labor market
orientated but still exit the labor market at motiwed (Pfau-Effinger 2004b). Since the
end of the Second World War, the traditional famfilym — as in most European
countries — has found strong support in West Geynlamwever a ‘slow modernization’
(Bussemaker and Kersberger 1999) in norms towardee ngeneral acceptance of

married women’s employment can be observed.

3.1.1 Social policy: general family support

Generally, West Germany’'s policymaking can be abergid family-centered. The
family has been the unit for benefits; and bendfitsa long period were directed to the
primary provider in the family (Bleses and Seelgdiser 2004). Women’s
homemaking has been supported by the state orrdbeds that the family needs to be
protected. Women should not have to be ‘forcedpaaticipate in paid work out of
economic necessity. For married women, this mdaatt their main responsibility was
to be a good housewife and mother. There has, henwvbeen a shift in policymaking
from the breadwinner-nomemaker centered perspedbwards making it possible for
both parents to reconcile paid work and family géions (BMFSFJ 1995; BMFSFJ
2004c). This does not mean a shift towards indiadentered benefits schemes, like in
countries assigned to the social democratic webltate, but a change in the perception

of men’s and women’s roles. Social benefits aré ainferred on the family, but to a
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somewhat lesser degree on the homemaker-breadwirouel® Policies for reconciling
paid work and family work are mostly directed todaifamilies with small children.
Policies aimed at making the reconciliation of fgnaind work more effortless, usually
give families the chance to decide whether onenpastays home to take care of the
children, or if both parents equally engage in pkdor and child care (Esping-
Andersen 2004). The degree of de-familializatios lmcreased somewhat during the
past decades, but in international comparison V&=stnany still has relatively low
levels of de-familialization (see e.g. Holst 2001n. the following, policies that
influence the division of paid and unpaid labord éimerefore have an indirect influence

on the division of housework, shall be debated.
3.1.1.2Employment regulations

In West Germany, men and women were already gigeraleights before the law in

the Constitution of 1949 (Grundgesetz Artikel 3)(2)his however, did not imply

equality between sexes in the family or on the laiarket. Even in the 1950s, the
husband had the right to make all decisions inhbesehold, including the right to
terminate his wife’s employment contract withoutio® and the right to manage her
earnings (8 1363 BGB old). This was not changed 1868 in the Equal Rights Law

(Gleichberechtigungsgesetz). From then on, womehnaen had the right to manage
their own income. Women however, were still bouachbmemaking. Women were
only allowed to be employed if it did not interferdéth her responsibilities at home (8
1356 BGB changed 1977). Only in 1977 was the horkerareadwinner model totally

abolished in law. Women were no longer obligedeéadsponsible for homemaking, but
had the right to employment regardless of theirifiasituation (§ 1356 (2) BGB).

Three years after men and women were given eqghtsrin marriage, men and
women gained equal rights on the labor market.980]1 the EC (EU) directives about
gender equality were enacted in Sections 611a aftd 6f the Civil Code (8 611a, b,
612 (3) BGB). From then on, men and women were radsthe same rights to

employment as well as the right to equal pay faraégvork. In 1985, women'’s re-entry

® The family is still guaranteed freedom and pratecin the constitution (Grundgesetz Art. 6).
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into the labor market after child rearing was madsier by facilitating their access to
further education (Beschaftigungsforderungsgesétz)the same time, part-time and
full-time employees were given equal rights, whigiiven the high proportion of

women working part-time, improved women’s situatinrithe labor market.

Because there was no active support for women —stithavere responsible for the
family’s well being — to reconcile family and paidork, gender equity in the labor
market was questioned (BMFSFJ 2004c). In 1994, (dtideast partly) was changed
when Article 3 of the Constitution was modified (@dgesetz 1994 Artikel 3 (2)). A
sentence saying that the state actively encourggeder equality and works towards
abolishing disadvantages was included to the statethat men and women are equal
before the law.In the same year as the Constitution was charegseicond equality law
(das zweite Gleichberechtigungsgesetz) was amendlecbrdingly, women should
explicitly be supported and the reconciliation amily and paid work should be made
easier in the German administration (Bundesvenmgltuand other public agencies.
Furthermore, the law against discrimination acamydio gender was strengthened

(Frauenforderungsgesetz).

One incentive for women to enter employment and ls¢i able to reconcile family
and paid work is viewed in the option of part-timerk (BMFSFJ 2004c). In 2001, the
right to part-time employment for parents was idtrced in the Child-raising Benefit
Act. During parental leave (Elternzeit) parents &wpd in companies with more than
15 employees have the right to part-time work. Ikemnore, part-time work was
extended from 19 hours up to 30 hours a week. fif@ans that parents together can
work 60 hours. The law was introduced to enableemiar to better share family
responsibilities (Kunzler et al. 2001). Mostly panmhe employment is an option for
women, while men hardly take advantage of the vgrkime reduction. Therefore, the
introduction of parents’ right to part-time emplognt has a two-fold function. At the
same time as the option to work part-time makesagier for women to combine work
and family responsibilities, it sustains divergenbetween men’'s and women’s

employment patterns, and confirms the modified dnéaner model (Dingeldey 2001).

° Grundgesetz 1994 Artikel 3 (2): ‘Manner und Frawimd gleichberechtigt. Der Staat férdert die
tatsachliche Durchsetzung der Gleichberechtigung ¥wauen und Mannern und wirkt auf die
Beseitigung bestehender Nachteile hin.’
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As mentioned previously, the traditional divisiof labor is also bolstered by the
splitting advantage (Dingeldey 2001). The splittexdvantage favors married couples
with large income differenceb other words, it supports the male breadwinnedeho
The higher the income of one partner, usually thebhnd, the greater the tax benefit.
Economically, this means that if one partner hasuah higher income than the other, a
married couple profits more if the other partnerrist in paid employmerif.
Accordingly, the splitting advantage has been atgoedampen women’s participation
in the labor market (Ondrich et al. 1996).

3.1.1.2Parental leave

The discussion of how parental leave impacts ontrditional division of labor has

been controversial. The most common argument has theat the longer the leave for
mothers, the less likely mothers are to return twkw(Biihimann et al. 2010; Haataja
2004). However, it has also been shown that pdréedee schemes enable women to
return to their jobs. Mothers with a strong labaarket attachment still return to their
jobs after the leave protection ends (Crompton laywhette 2005). Yet, schemes with
low remuneration and long duration can be consilex® enforce the woman’s

economic dependency on their husband and to attashwoman more strongly to

homemaking. A long absence from the labor markesteweral cases means difficulties
in re-entering employment again. Furthermore, mesessary to differentiate between
leave schemes that stress the mother’s right/res@ipbty to care, and schemes that also
introduce explicit possibilities for fathers to éakeave in order to participate in child
care. The more fathers are included in the respomgifor caring, the less traditional

the division of labor will be (Ondrich et al. 1996@ince children often increase the
gendered division of housework, it can be expetitatiin countries where fathers take

a leave to care for children, the division of hausk will be more equal.

1% The splitting advantage has been criticized anmthgr because it benefits many childless couples,
which is considered contradicting the goals of Garnfiamily policy. The proponents of the splitting
system, however even argue that the joint taxaoprotected by the constitution, which guarantees
marriage and the family a special protection (Kahach 2004).

59



Katja Marjanen “Walking the Walk or Talking the Talk?”

Employed mothers in West Germany have been entitledaternity leave and benefits
since 1979. The regulation from 1979 (Mutterscheseqz) provided employed mothers
with protection against dismissal during pregnaaogl four months after childbirth.

Furthermore, women were prohibited from work foperiod of eight weeks after

delivery (Mutterschutz). The ‘Mutterschutz’ and tfoeir months long maternity leave
made mothers eligible to maternity benefits andrdeduring the six months after
childbirth (Bleses and Seeleib-Kaiser 2004).

Until 1985, parental leave policy was focused onthas. Only in 1986 was
maternal leave extended into parental leave (Eungburlaub) and fathers were also
entitled to leave to care for children. To give flgmmesponsibilities and employment
the same priority, the parental leave benefit watsomly restricted to working mothers
but covered all parents who did not exceed a ceitatome level. The leave was
extended from six months to ten months after defieamd ensured the right to return to
a job comparable to the one held before takinglehee. Eight weeks of the parental
leave fell under the maternity leave (Mutterschuéayd were only conferred to
employed mothers. All parents who were entitlecengsd the parental leave allowance
of up to 307 Euros (600 German marks), indepengenfl prior employment
relationships. The new regulation was designecemoove the financial discrimination
against parents who had chosen a traditional dvisif labor prior to the birth of the
child (BMFSFJ 2004b).

Since the introduction of the regulation in 198& turation of the parental leave has
been extended several times. After the third rewigif the Federal Child Care Payment
Leave Act (in force since 2001) (Bundeserziehunigiggesetz), parents (either the
mother or the father) were granted a parental |dmreefit (Erziehungsgeld). Parents
had the possibility to decide between a shorterdgzeriod with higher remuneration
(Budget) and a longer leave period with a lowerueeration (Regelbetrag). The first
option comprised twelve months leave and 450 Edresefit. The second option
offered a leave up to the child’s third birthdapdaan allowance of 300 Euros for 24
months (BMFSFJ 2002; Bruning and Plantenga 1998 fdarental leave option was
very popular in West Germany. Almost 96 percentanifilies took advantage of their
parental leave entitlement. While the provisiogesider neutral, only about two percent
of all parents who took the leave were fathers nfelaga and Remery 2005). The
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relatively low remuneration during the parentalvieavas probably a disincentive for
men (who traditionally have a higher income thaeirthwives) to interrupt their
employment and to lose their monthly income (BMF3606).

To reduce the economic disadvantage for parentsledwe the labor market to care
for children, a new parental leave allowance (Bijetd) was introduced in January
2007. In contrast to the child-raising benefit, tleav parental leave allowance is not a
social benefit, but an income substitute for paremto stay at home to care for their
children. During the first year of child care, tharent who stays at home receives a
benefit equal to 67 percent of their income duriing twelve months before delivery.
The parental leave can be extended by two montkiseifother parent participates in
child care (popularly called ‘father's months’). @ benefit may not exceed 1800 Euros,
nor will it be less than 300 Euros. For parentshaut income from employment this
meant a reduction in their income. Instead of reéngi 300 Euros for two years, the
benefit is only paid for one year. Principally,stmeans a loss of 3600 Euros compared
to the old regulation. Families with two incomexwever, profit from the new
regulation. It seems as if West Germany’s familyiqyois moving from providing
incentives for the traditional male breadwinner elptb, at least partly, supporting the
double-earner family model. The new regulation sufgp women’'s labor force
participation and men'’s carer role (father’s mohths

3.1.1.3Child care

Traditionally, mothers have been considered th¢ pessible care taker for children in
West Germany (Bleses and Seeleib-Kaiser 2004)e $tatd care facilities were even
considered harmful, especially for pre-school aleild and for a long time considered to
rob parents of their children (Kunzler et al. 2Q0) the 1950s and 1960s, daycare
facilities for pre-school children enjoyed a bagduttion. Even in the early 1970s, less
than 1 percent of children under three years, gmpioximately 30 percent of children
between three and six, had access to publicly-fiedrchild care (Anttonen and Sipila
1996; Esping-Andersen 2004). Even today, women @dhaot stay at home to care for

61



Katja Marjanen “Walking the Walk or Talking the Talk?”

their children themselves, are sometimes calledb&Renutter?! which means an

uncaring or even a bad mother. The label Rabenndites not exist in other languages,
and indicates that the mother’s role as carer hasyaprominent and long tradition in
West Germany. Thus, West Germany has mainly besigresl to the family-oriented

care regime (Kolvenbach 2004).

Table 3.1 Supply of child care facilities for prehisol children in West and East
Germany 1950-2006

West Germany East Germany
0 >3 years 3-6.5 years 0 >3 years 3-6.5 years
1950 0.4 29.1 1.3 -
1955 0.7 29.4 9.1 34.5
1960 0.7 28.1 14.3 46.1
1965 0.6 28.0 18.7 52.8
1970 0.7 32.9 29.1 64.5
1975 1.3 56.1 50.1 84.6
1980 1.5 67.5 61.2 92.2
1985 1.6 67.7 72.7 94.0
1989 - 95.1
1990 1.8 69.0 - -
1991 - - 54.2 -
1994 2.2 73.0 41.3 96.2
1998 2.8 86.8 36.3 111.8
2002 4.2t 89.93 37.0t 105.03
2005/2006 9.62 - 39.82 -

Sources: Kinzler (2001)

1 Amtliche Kinder- und Jugendhilfestatistik (ohnagéspflege)
2 Kolvenbach (2002)

3 DJI-TAG-Erhebung 2005 (mit Tagespflege)

During the 1990s, a change in public policy cambgerved. In 1996, a law was passed
that assured each child between three and sixce phaa daycare facility. Because of
difficulties in ensuring a sufficient supply of thidaycare, the legal claim was
modified, and came into force at the beginning @9 All children from the age of

three were guaranteed an absolute right to camnt@tiga and Remery 2005). This

! Raven mother.
12 Number of places as percentage of age group.
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should have led to a coverage level of 100 perdrrtas Table 3.1 shows, the coverage
level of 89.9 percentage in 2002 is below the gdalvever, the coverage rate in West
Germany was higher than in Finland (70 percent) approximately as high as in
Sweden, were the coverage rate was 90 percenttéRtn and Remery 2005). The
coverage rate for under-threes was lower in Wesin@ey (7 percent) than in Finland
(21 percent) or Sweden (41 percent) (PlantengaRamaery 2005).

Plantega and Remery (2005) point out that datahenprovision of child care
services are difficult to compare, since differstdndards and measures are used in
each country. The supply of child care neither givdormation on the coverage nor on
the demand for child care. The demand depends @rertiployment participation of
parents and other child care arrangements. Therloaeerage rate for Finland, for
example, does not necessarily mean that child &acities are in short supply
(BMFSFJ 2005a). In fact, since 1973, Finnish cleildrhave been guaranteed a
municipal child care place. The relatively low coage rate suggests alternative ways
of looking after young children (see Chapter 3.2).

In West Germany, all facilities, regardless of theation of care, are counted as
child care facilities®> Most daycare centers, however, are open onlydémtbrning, or
on a part-time basis, and hardly ever offer melh& Family Survey from 2000 (DJI
Familiensurvey) found that only 24 percent of dagozenters were full-time (BMFSFJ
2005b). The average time spent in care reachesetouthours a week (Kolvenbach
2004). It also needs to be mentioned that a maislelé look at the data reveals quite a
diverse picture of the situation. There are hugeadlities in the coverage rate across the
different rural districts. In 2002, a total of 29ral districts had O supply of child care
for under three-year-olds (Krippenplatze), whergabigger cities like Hamburg, the
coverage rate reached 13 percent. In some regibassupply for care for children
between three and six is even greater than the mbkn¥&et, in other regions children
might be put on a waiting list (BMFSFJ 2005b).

Along with the changes in the public policy, a apann attitudes towards state

provided care can be observed (Deutsches JugeitutinstV. 2008). Child care

13 Child minders (Tagesmiitter) are not included sgtatistics (Alemann 2006).
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facilities are no longer regarded as harmful fer ¢hild. After the so-called PISA shock
it is even considered necessary to start the utistital education of children as early as
possible and the need for child care facilities basn intensively discussed (Engstler
and Menning 2004). Furthermore, the remarkableimeadn the fertility rate after
unification (Hantrais 1997; McDonald 2000; Schei®@94) stimulated the discussion
of the relationship between child care facilitiesl dertility. It has been claimed that
measures to ease the reconciliation of family aaid gvork — such as availability of
child care — are needed to achieve optimal levethibdbearing and gender equality in
employment (BMFSFJ 2004a).

In 2005, under the Tagesbetreuungsausbaugesetz )(T&@nicipalities were
required to provide child care to all eligible patee with children under three years
(parents who are employed, seek employment oramteopan educational measure are
defined as eligible). Because the law could notirbplemented immediately, the
municipalities were given time until 2010 to mehe trequirements from the new
daycare provision law (TAG) (Anttonen and Soint@@) It is difficult to find reliable
data on the current rate of children in child céaeilities, so the success of the
implementation of these policies still remains ® $een. Because most child care
facilities are open only part-time and the Germamoslis still to largely work on a part-
time basis, the expansion of the child care systlees not necessarily lead to an
increase in the full-time double-earner family miodtet, a clear change from mother-
centered care policy towards a public care poliay be observetf. West Germany no
longer is assigned solely to the family care regiimet somewhere in-between the
family care and public care model (Anttonen anch&o2006)

4 Some scholars have criticized the fact that ecm@md demographic reasons rather than gender
equality arguments are behind the policy changeq&at 2003).
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3.1.2 Gendered division of resources

3.1.2.1Education

Since the 1960s, there has been an enormous iadredise educational level of men
and women all over Europe. Women have profited nfosin the educational
expansion. In West Germany in 1960, approximatélyp6rcent of the pupils at the
higher educating schools (Gymnasium) were malelstvtoday the proportion of boys
and girls is almost reversed (Datenreport 2005)yn@a schooling is based on nine
years of compulsory education for all children. ®wmbildren are aged six, they attend
primary school, as a rule for four years, beforengoon to a variety of secondary
schools: Hauptschule (lowest formal qualificatiorealschule (mid-level formal
gualification), and Gymnasium (higher secondarg)Hiauptschulen, grades 5 to 9 are
compulsory, and the 10th grade is voluntary. Réalsccovers grades 5 to 10 and is
halfway between Hauptschule and Gymnasium. Thedmdnl leave with a ‘Mittlere
Reife’ certificate. The Gymnasium provides in-deptiucation. Pupils graduate from
Gymnasium after the 12th or 13th grade with a raghool certificate (matriculation

examination). Attendance of all state schoolsas fof charge.

Table 3.2 Graduates according to degree of schgahnwest Germany 2003

Women Men
(%) (%)
Without degree 6.4 10.4
Lowest formal qualification 25.3 31.9
Mid-level formal qualification (11 years of schaudj) 40.9 36.7
Higher secondary 27.5 21.1
All 100.0 100.0

Source: Datenreport 2005: 43

In 2003, fewer women than men left school withoudegree and more women than
men had an educational level above lowest formaven higher secondary education
(see Table 3.2). The gendered distribution indgdt@at women have higher human
capital resources than men. However, formal edocais only the foundation for
vocational education, which is decisive for theokalnarket and income prospects.
Vocational training in West Germany can be obtaimethree different ways: either in
the dual system (apprenticeship), by vocationabslihg, or at university/college. The
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so-called dual system in the form of an apprentigebkas a specific tradition in West
Germany. It differs from on-the-job training sinde includes both a theoretical
education at a vocational school as well as pralcticfirm training. The dual system
has been classified as typically German (Kriigerl20Qccupations that are typically
considered to be male are more likely to be taughthe dual system, whereas
occupations considered typically female are mokelyi to be taught at vocational
schools. The gender division is especially prominervocational schools for nurses,
midwives etc. (see Table 3.3). In contrast to theational schools that sometimes have
a tuition fee, the dual system is remunerated adigles work experience already
during the qualification period. This gender specsflegregation of vocational training
has thus been argued to lead to vertical inequiaitween sexes (Kriiger 2001). Even if
women do have higher levels of education (sevevaational schools demand at least
higher secondary level education,) due to lack ofkwexperience and the financial
investments in education, young men will often hlbgtter chances on the labor market.
Thus, it can be argued that the educational lesehat the decisive labor market
resource, but the labor market specific educatioesburces are the ones that count
(Kruger 2001).

Table. 3.3 Vocational training in West Germany byder 2003/2004

Women (%) Men (%)
Dual System 40.6 59.4
Vocational schools 59.4 40.6
Trade and technical schools 51.0 49.0
Schools for nurses. midwives etc. 80.4 19.6

Source: Datenreport 2005: 49

The proportion of students at universities or @atein West Germany has tripled since
the 1970s. Since the 1980s the proportion of wowrtenniversities has doubled. In
2002/2003, more women than men started their uati@iniversity. Since then, men
and women have a more equal share of universityedsg(Datenreport 2005). This
suggests that men and women in West Germany haxs exsources when entering the
labor market. However, it should be noted thathe@ $ame way as vocational training
varies to a large extent across gender, so doesdinse of study. Men more often
study computer sciences, engineering, and electiggineering, whereas women more

frequently study languages, educational science,odimer social sciences (Datenreport
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2005). In the same way as differences vocatiomaitrg, the differences between the
fields of study between men and women can alsorbdigied to lead to different
starting chances for the labor market.

Table. 3.4 Women at various stages of academiecaméNest Germany, 2003/04
Women (%)

First year students 48.2
Students * 47.4
Graduates 48.4
Doctoral degrees 37.9
Postdoctoral lecturing qualifications 2 (Habilitat) 22.0
Professors? 12.8
C4 Professors? 8.6

1 Winter term.

2 Calendar year.

3 01 December.

* C4-Professors in Germany are highest tenured paofdsp

Source: Statistisches Bundesamt 2005

University education can be regarded as continuitg the appointment as a professor.
Looking at the gendered segregation at variousestafjthe academic career, it can be
observed that the proportion of women diminishegath level (Table 3.4). Even if
women enter university in the same numbers as theg,seem to exit university much
earlier. Only approximately thirteen percent at thefessorial level are women. In
addition to the horizontal differences, verticafjsgation between the sexes becomes

more evident, the further the academic career dpsgel

Differences between men and women’s educational leave diminished over time.
Women have even higher levels of formal educatiod anter university/college to
same extent as men. Nevertheless, women partidipatéower degree in post-graduate
studies, and there is a strong gendered segregatidhe field of study (both in
vocational training and at university or colleg#f).seems that the questiohit is
appropriate for women to study is out of date, tvad the questiowhatis appropriate
for women to study is more relevant. Since the gesul segregation of education leads
to unequal labor market opportunities, it is notyorelevant to compare the vertical
differences, but also to regard the horizontaledéhces between men and women in

education (OECD 2002). Horizontal differences bemveanen and women can be
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observed at all levels; vertical differences becanwoge evident the higher the level of

education.

3.1.2.2Paid and unpaid work

Attitudes towards the division of paid and unpaidrkvbetween men and women are
expected to depend on the general distribution mpleyed men and women in a
country. If women are generally committed to thibolamarket, a higher bargaining
power for women, but also a common acceptance ohems employment can be
assumed. A greater acceptance of female labor feackcipation should lead to less
traditional gender role ideology, and accordingty & less traditional division of
housework between couples (Bihlmann et al. 201@d&en and Weerness 2008). It is
expected that in a country where men and womericgete equally in the labor
market, they also share domestic tasks more equebuming that the general division
of employment between men and women in a counaysléo a greater acceptance of to
non-traditional roles, and accordingly also a n@ahtional division of housework, in

the following | will discuss labor force participan in West Germany.
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Table 3.5 Female employment rates (b), 1960-20@8s@hs aged 15 to 64 years)

1960 1980 2000 Men Lisbon
Distance
(@)
Social democratic
Denmark 42.7 66.2 71.2 80.4 11.2
Finland 54.9 65.0 64.3 69.7 4.3
Norway 26.1 58.4 73.4 88.1 13.4
Sweden 38.1 67.6 72.1 76.2 12.1
Conservative
Austria 52.4 59.3 78.1 - 07
Belgium 29.6 35.0 51.1 69.8 - 8.9
France 42.9 50.0 53.1 68.1 - 6.9
West Germany 35.0 34.8 58.1 73.5 - 1.9
Netherlands 35.7 62.1 81.1 2.1
Liberal
United States 39.5 53.9 68.0 80.4 8.0
Canada 52.3 65.1 75.2 5.1
United Kingdom 43.1 54.5 65.2 79.3 5.2
Ireland 32.2 52.2 74.0 - 78
Mediterranean
Greece 30.7 40.4 70.2 - 196
Italy 28.1 33.2 39.7 68.5 - 20.3
Spain 21.0 284 40.3 70.3 - 19.7
Portugal 47.1 60.1 75.9 0.1
Average 58.6 75.2

g())tfiss:bon distance is the percentage differenteden the female employment rate in 2000 and thee@ent
l((te)\)/eslburce: OECD 2000

As previously noted, the breadwinner-homemaker rinbde a long tradition in West
Germany. However, the proportion of employed worhas increased from 35 percent
in 1960 up to 53 percent in 2000 (Blossfeld andnihk 1991a; Diefenbach 2002). In
international comparison, the employment rate ofn@& women does not reach the
level of women living in the so-called social demadc countries or in the liberal
countries. Nor is the employment rate of German eras high as that of German

men. Yet, it is higher than that found in most Medanean countries (Table 3.5).
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Marital status no longer seems to be decisivedoraie labor force participation. There
is hardly a difference between married and non-edmomen’s employment rates in
West Germany. In 2004, the rate was 59 percenhdormarried and 58 percent for
married women (Datenreport 2005: 12D)However, comparing the labor force
participation rate of women in West Germany to tifahenin West Germany or to that
of womenin EastGermany the picture changes. In contrast to West Germamemn,
both West Germamen’s and East Germanwomen’'semployment rates are higher if
they are married (Datenreport 2005: 120). Sinceriage often occurs at same time as
completing education (Gornick 1999), the entramte the labor market and marriage
often coincide for West German men and East Gemmmanen. The different pattern for
West German women suggests that women in westatessstill to some extent exit
employment in favor of family responsibilities (selso Grunow 2006). West German
women’s engagement in paid work has been espe@alhgitive to the presence of
small children (Blossfeld and Hakim 1997; Kreim@02; Rosenfeld et al. 2004).

3.1.2.2.1 Part-time employment

In West Germany, women today to greater extentigyaate in gainful employment
than at the beginning of 1950s or 1960s. Howeven and women have been shown to
be unequally committed to the labor market in tewhdime spent in employment
(Blossfeld and Drobgi 2001; Esping-Andersen 1990). Women are more often
employed part-time or have so-called mini-jobs (BBF8 2005aj° Comparing the
part-time employment rate of women internationallyest Germany is no particular
exception. In all countries, women more often waet-time than men. No clear
patterns across the welfare state regimes can benad (see Table 3.6). Only in
Greece, Portugal, Finland and Spain is women’stpad employment rate lower than
20 percent. In all other countries, the rate idhaig In these countries, part-time work
has served as an incentive for women to join therlanarket. In Spain and Greece, the
overall employment rate of women is not that hig@ percent), and therefore the low

!> The labor force participation rate is calculatedemployed persons aged between 15 and 64 years
as a percentage of the respective populatidividuals taking parental leave are counted agleyed.

5 A ‘mini-job’ is an employer-employee relationshighere the earning do not exceed 400 € per
month and/or 4,800 € per year.
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part-time employment rate is not very surprisingartégal and Finland form an
exception by having relatively high employment sater women, yet still a low part-
time employment rate (Table 3.6). The reasons énRimnish case shall be eluded in

Chapter 3.2.
Table 3.6 Women and part-time work, 2000 (Persgesid.5 to 64 years)
Incidence of part-time Female sharb
work a
Women Men Full-time  Part-time Total
Social democratic
Denmark 23.9 8.6 42.4 71.2 46.9
Finland 135 6.6 45.7 64.9 47.6
Norway 425 9.7 35.7 79.1 46.7
Sweden 22.6 7.6 43.8 73.3 48.2
Conservative
Austria 24.3 2.3 37.9 89.2 44.1
Belgium 344 6.9 35.1 79.4 42.3
France 24.8 5.3 39.2 79.2 44.9
West Germany 33.7 4.4 35.2 85.8 43.9
Netherlands 57.1 13.0 271 76.8 42.9
Liberal
United States 19.4 7.3 43.1 69.7 46.6
Canada 27.0 9.8 41.0 70.3 46.2
United Kingdom 40.2 7.6 34.6 81.3 44.9
Ireland 32.9 7.5 33.6 75.6 41.2
Australia 44.6 12.6 331 73.6 43.9
Mediterranean
Greece 9.2 2.9 36.4 66.5 38.0
Italy 234 5.5 32.3 71.3 37.0
Spain 16.4 25 33.8 79.5 37.3
Portugal 12.6 3.0 42.7 77.9 45.3

a) Percentage of women (men) working part-time inlt@aale (male) employment.
b) Percentage of women in total employment by category

c¢) For above countries only.

Source OECD 2000

The reasons for part-time employment can vary, ewmdies, retirement, or

homemaking. In West Germany, women often work paré due to personal or family
reasons (Pfau-Effinger 1996). As many as 63 perokpart-time employed women in
West Germany assigned the reason for their pag-#mployment to be personal or
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family reasons, whilst only 13 percent of part-tieraployed men stated this reason for
their part-time employment (Blossfeld and Drab®001). Women’s main role is still to
take care of the family and employment is, to adaextent, secondary to family
responsibilities’ Part-time employment in West Germany has had tifterent
consequences for women’s engagement in paid wdrkhas lead to a stronger
participation by women in the labor market, bualgo to some degree strengthens the
traditional division of labor between the sexes.méa are indeed gainfully employed,

nevertheless, they still are responsible for farabjigations.
3.1.2.2.2 Homemaking

Traditionally, women stay at home to care for tamity, and men go out to work and
provide the family income. In West Germany, thecalled male breadwinner model
(‘housewife model’) became widespread during th&0s9(Kaufmann 1995). During
the 1950s, women often left the labor market at tihee of marriage. As in most
western countries, it was considered a privilegewfomen to stay at home to care for
their children. Women’s employment was a sign ofgrty or economic difficulties,
which led to the fact that women often (if they kbafford it) left the labor market at
the time of marriage. Blossfeld et al. (2001) shawilat the likelihood of a West
German woman exiting the labor market depends enator market resources of her
husband. They showed that the higher the educdtieval of the husband, the higher
the likelihood for the woman to exit the labor mettkand came even to the result that
the husband’s educational level weighed more than of the wife. The traditional
family model has been more prominent in West Gegnthan in countries assigned to
the liberal or social democratic welfare state (@w et al. 2006). Today women do not
interrupt their employment at marriage, but whendcén are born (Rosenfeld et al.
2004).

' This is different to East German women who mosttyrk part-time due to lack of full-time
employment opportunities. 57 percent of part-timegplyed women in East Germany stated that they
work part-time only because no full-time employmeass available (see also Rosenfeld et al. 2004).
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Graph 3.1 Homemakers! in West Germany, 1984-2001 (%
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Despite the increasing labor force participatioomoimen, only a slight increase in the
proportion of men interrupting their employment feomemaking can be observed.
Women'’s rate of homemaking has somewhat decreasad 22.9 percent in 1983 to
19.3 percent in 2001 (Graph 3.2). Men’s proportbimomemakers hardly has changed
during these 20 years. The proportion of homemaiketkis graph is probably higher
than in cross sectional measurements, since evenyio spent at least one month as
housewife/househusband was defined as a homenwakitrat survey year. However, it
shows that almost 20 percent of West German wom&901 were homemakers for at
least one month, compared to 1.8 percent of hosbalmads in the same year. Women
are still the ones who leave the labor market dusimemaking.
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3.1.2.2.3 Summary

Women in West Germany increasingly participate he tabor market, but family
responsibilities still have priority. There is amcieased tendency for West German
women to reject the role of a full-time homemakeut o prioritize family
responsibilities by e.g. working part-time. WomeanWest Germany often reduce their
employment hours due to personal or family respmiitges (63 percent of part-time
employed women). Only 13 percent of part-time erpptbmen reduce their time spent
on employment due to personal or family responsidsl The proportion of women
committed to homemaking is also much higher that tfi men and it seems that the

traditional breadwinner-hnomemaker model (at leastly) exists in West Germany.

West Germany can be considered to belong to thefiedthomemaker-breadwinner
model and therefore the proportion of men and womvéh traditional attitudes can
also be considered larger than the proportion af mmed women with non-traditional

attitudes.

3.1.2.3Labor market structure

In the 1980s, the West German service sector wihsrsialler than in other western
countries. One partial explanation for this wasehduring tradition of women’s unpaid
service provision within the family (BMFSFJ 2005&long with the increasing
educational level of West German women, they hagesased their representation in
the expanding service sector. In 2004, 82 percéeimployed women worked in the
service sector and only 17 percent in the industrycomparison, 42 percent of men
worked in industry and 55 percent in the serviagmgStatistisches Bundesamt 2007).
Women are obviously considered to have bettertedsilin certain labor market fields,
and men in others. As observed within the educatisystem, women and men follow
different vocational training patterns. Graph 3i®ws the first twenty occupational
fields according to female domination. Women arestiyofound in the fields of
services, health care and social work. Women’s datmon is also concentrated on
fewer occupational fields. Once technical fields srvolved, men take over the field.
Men are concentrated on more occupations and figlds are better remunerated
(Datenreport 2005: 138; see also Kriiger 2001).
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Graph 3.2 Occupational fields by female/male dommmain West Germany, 2005 (%)
(20 first fields according to female domination)
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Despite the increases in women’s educational levalgreat vertical segregation
between men and women remains. In 2004 in West @gnB82 percent of managers
were women, but only 20 percent of top managemeat female. One explanation
might be the reduced employment hours of West Germ@men and career
interruptions due to family responsibilities. Howey this cannot explain the entire
gender gap. Even though in East Germany women’srstonent to the labor market is
much stronger, this phenomenon can also be obséneed (Datenreport 2005: 140).

Another explanation might be that certain gendée rdeologies are associated with
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men and others with women. Men are considered maliable ‘leaders’, whereas
women are expected to be more empathic and therafso more willing subordinates.
This idea also seems to be reflected in the easnstgicture of German men and

women.

3.1.2.4Division of income

In 2002, West German women’s earnings were 58.8epérof men’s. Men on average
have 70 percent higher incomes than women. Thispeatly be explained by the
different labor market commitments. West German wonoften interrupt their

employment (Blossfeld and Rohwer 1997) or reduedr ttmployment hours (Hakim

1992; Hinz and Gartner 2005) due to family respatises. However, homemaking

and part-time employment do not provide the whalganation. Even when comparing
full-time employed women with men a certain diffece still remains. In 2002, the
proportion of full-time employed women’s income tmen’'s was 75 percent
(Datenreport 2005).

The different educational commitments of men andmew are certainly one
explanation for the prevailing gender gap in eaggsieven when controlling for full-
time employment. Over many decades, men had highels of education; and today
men and women are focusing on different fieldschfaation. The gendered segregation
in the educational system is perpetuated on ther labarket. Men and women are
accordingly employed in different fields of the dsbmarket, which often means that
sectors where women more often are employed héswwex remuneration. In addition,
men have supervisor responsibilities more oftem thwmen. Both the vertical and
horizontal segregation of men and women in the rlalarket leads to income
differences between men and women in West Gerntdayever, despite taking into
account working hours, educational level, and labarket segment, a residual income
difference between men and women still remains ({iHak992). It seems that men are
more successful in transforming their labor mamesburces into higher income. It is
difficult to say what the reasons for this are. EEvéhen comparing full-time employed
men and women’s incomes, there is mostly no infétionaon overtime and the measure

of labor market segment also provides some ditiiesil(Lewis 1992).
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3.1.3 Summary

West Germany is traditionally assigned to the cormteve welfare state regime
(Esping-Andersen 1990; Esping-Andersen 2004). Hcstby, the prominent family
ideology has been the breadwinner-homemaker maodiattghen and Sointu 2006;
Pfau-Effinger 2010). Even though women no longaxéethe labor market at marriage
but wait until children are born, approximately gércent of women are homemakers
compared to ca. 2 percent of men. Women also ofténce their employment hours in
favor of family responsibilities (Datenreport 200%)ccordingly, West Germany has
been suggested to represent a modified homemakadWwimner model (e.g. Pfau-
Effinger 2004).

In the past few years, changes in the traditiodeblogy can be observed. Policies
are increasingly designed to make it possible fomen to be employed in spite of
family responsibilities. There are ambitious pragsato increase the amount of child
care provision, and the parental leave system bag ¢hrough tremendous changes.
The parental leave benefit has changed, from alsbenefit for caring mothers, to an
income substitute for employed women, who leaveldber market to care for their
children. In addition, the introduction of two saled father's months is hoped to
increase fathers’ participation in childrearing.| Ahese changes indicate that West
Germany is moving from a family-centered care mddelards a “publicly arranged
care model” (Julkunen 1999; Lehto 1999; Pfau-E#in@004b). Although several
changes in German family policy have occurred, sineuld keep in mind that for a
long time family policy in West Germany supportdue tbreadwinner-homemaker
model. The consensus was that women should nobrced into employment due to
economic reasons. The tax system still is a lefirdvom the traditional policy and
favors married couples with a traditional divisiaf labor and the fact that the
constitution provides special protection for thenilg is often considered an obstacle
for encouraging women’s employment. Increasing feni@bor force participation is

obviously considered a threat to the family.

Therefore, it is no surprise that the genderediligion of resources is still to a
great extent traditional. Men and women focus difeint fields of education and

employment. Women work shorter hours than men, Ijmast combine their family
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responsibilities with employment. Women also easslthan men, despite full-time

employment.

3.2 Finland: long tradition of female employment

Comparing female employment rates between 196800 (see Table 3.5), it can be
observed that already in 1960 over 50 percent phiEh women participated in the
labor market. Finland is furthermore an exceptiotoag the Nordic countries, because
employed women mostly work full-time. Only 13 partef women in Finland were
employed part-time in 2000 (see Table 3.6). Indtieer Nordic countries, the situation
was quite different. Even in Norway, 42.5 percehthe women work part time and
more than 20 percent of Swedish and Danish womerewraployed part-time (OECD
2000). The great increase in the other Nordic aeesican partly be explained by the
introduction of part-time employment along with tp@wth of feminist movements at
the end of 1960s. Because Finnish women alreadg avéirm part of the labor force in
the 1960s when support for female employment begaaneof the political agenda,
there was no need to introduce part-time employngntan incentive for Finnish

women.

One of the main arguments for the early establistined female labor force
participation in Finland is the late industrialimat (Karisto et al. 1999). As late as 1940,
more than 50 percent of the population was emplogeagriculture (Julkunen 1995;
Pfau-Effinger 2004c). Women'’s participation in @gitture was of great importance.
Men and women worked together on the farm to reir fbint businessDue to the late
and rapid industrialization, female employment wesded in both agriculture and
industry. The economic situation but also the slwbanization hardly left any room for
a broad middle class to become established, andhttoduce the breadwinner-
homemaker model as the standard family form. Tati@ydouble-earner family with
two full-time employed people is the norm. Both tpars are supposed to support
themselves economically and independently of thnpdas income (Oinonen 2004).
Men and women both work full-time. Finland is orfeéle few countries where mothers
prefer working full-time to part-time. Besides thermative nature of full-time work
there are hardly any attractive options for paretiemployment (Sutela 2005; Véaisanen
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and Natti 2002). Part-time work is more common agoung students and older
cohorts; and is hardly used as a measure to rdeamork and family (Julkunen 1999;
Lehto 1999; Pfau-Effinger 2004b). In Finland, worsefull-time employment has
always been high and the breadwinner-nomemaker Inmadker played a great role in

the Finnish family model (Esping-Andersen 2004).

3.2.1 Social policy: dual-earner support

In contrast to West Germany, social benefits ateassigned to the family, but based on
individual needs. Finnish men and women gained legpiitical rights early off and
both are considered responsible for earning theilfamcome. Political and legal
measures are based on the idea that each indivgdcapable of providing for themself.
If an individual is not capable of providing foretimself, regardless of their family
background, they are entitled to state support. grogision of welfare follows the so-

called principle of universalism (Esping-Anders&9Q; Oinonen 2000).

In West Germany, the family stands under speciatiggtion, which often means that
married couples are conceded privileges (see beay.splitting advantage or higher
remuneration for married civil servants). In coastrain Finland, the idea of
individualism applies to both marital and consehawa@ons. There are no special
advantages (e.g. splitting advantage) for marriegples. According to the Marriage
Act from 1987 both spouses are ordered to workthegefor the good of the family
(411/1987). Unlike West Germany, in case of divapeuses are rarely obliged to pay
maintenancé® Marriage is more or less an economic contractianchse of divorce,
both spouses are expected to be financially indgr@nafter dividing the mutual
property (Anttonen 1998). Because of the increasivgrce rate, specialization into
homemaking in this situation does not seem veryaetive. In the following,
employment policies, parental leave schemes, aild chre arrangements that might

influence the division of housework shall be eluded

18 Along with suffrage, women gained full civil righais early as 1906.

19 pursuant to 48§ in the Marriage Act the court roager the other spouse to pay maintenance
deemed reasonable with a view to his or her abilihe court, however, hardly orders one spouseayo p
alimony for the other spouse.
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3.2.1.1Employment regulations

The Lutheran idea that work holds society togetat that through hard (paid) work
one can earn the status of a good member of spdiat/been prominent in Finnish
social policy (Anttonen 1998). The right to emplaymb has applied to both men and
women. Already in 1922, in the Contracts of EmpleyiAct, married women were
given the right to make their own employment coeitr§l41/1922), and male
guardianship was abolished by the Marriage Act3#91(234/19295° Women'’s equal
rights became one of the main principles of farfaly reforms, even if equality at first
was defined through gender difference (Anttoner@).9® addition encouraging men as
well as women to participate in paid employment,taghe 1960s the few maternal
policies that existed were mainly designed to emablomen to combine their
employment responsibilities with their responsiléé as a so-called good mother.
Women’s main role was to be mother for their cld@fdrand social mothers for the
nation. Especially during the 1930s, Finnish fanmbticy was driven by pro-natalistic
motivations to increase the fertility rate (Antton®998; Julkunen 1995).

The doctrine and ideology of maternal social polegs only changed during the
1960s, when gender policy started stressing thiasity between men and women, and
gender difference became negatively loaded (Samgsb@99b). From that point on,
Finland followed the Scandinavian model of equahtyd universal social benefits.
From the point of view of the feminist movement,thress’ right to paid employment
partly outranked the discussion of the importan€emothers’ care work. Even if
mothering and caring have at least to a degree beknowledged as social rights,

caring and mothering have never gained equal stathgaid work.

Since 1963, equal pay between men and women hasplageof Finnish legislation.
The law is based on the International Labour Omtion’'s (ILO) ‘Work of Equal
Value Agreement’ from 1951 (Agreement Nr. 100). Hasic idea is that equal wages
must be paid not only for equal work but also farkvof equal value, regardless of the
employee’s gender. The implementation of the equa} law has not been very

successful. Even in 2004, women’s earnings wereoxppately 80 percent of men’s

% In West Germany the respective law was only ahetisn 1977.
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(Statistics Finland 2007). Thus, the demand foraégayment and equal treatment of
men and women has been strengthened by the Actjoaligy.

The Act on Equality was initially passed in 198&eTlaw was reformed in 1995 to
correspond with the equality directives from thedpean Union. Pursuant to the Act
on Equality, authorities and employers are obligeedake active measures in order to
implement equality between women and men in workifeg With reference to equal
pay between women and men, the Act contains a bhadliscrimination that prohibits
the disadvantageous implementation of pay, or o#maployment conditions, on
grounds of gender, in comparison with other empmsyeorking for the same employer.
Since the latest reform of the law in 2006, all éyers with more than 30 employees
are impelled to make a gender equality plan, wiscprimarily concerned with equal
pay, but also other terms of employment. The geederlity plan includes a gender
assessment, which amongst other aspects contaiegaamnation of the pay systems
and the way they are applied (Gender Equality La&/2005)**

The so-called housewife bonus was abolished agrldeof the 1980s, when Finland
followed Sweden’s example and changed the famikattan system to individual
taxation. Also the exemptions for children wher@laeed by more generous and
universal child allowances (Rubery et al. 1998)tHa 1980s, reconciliation of work
and family was made more convenient by introdut¢emgporary leave (without income
compensation) in the Employment Contracts Act (2888). Employees with children
under ten years old were given the right to a telamyoor partial child care leave. The
temporary child care leave applies in the eventhefr children’s sudden illness and
give parents the possibility to stay home to caréoocarrange care for the child. The
leave can at the most be four days long. The pantidd care leave can be taken by
parents whose children are younger than four orsetahildren have started the first
year in elementary school. The partial child caave gives the employee the right to
reduce their working hours to 30 hours a week (P838). Today, the partial child care
leave can be taken until the child’s second schealr ends. Both parents are not

entitled to partial child care leave at the sameet{533/2006). Especially fathers have

%L The Equality Act does not apply to churches agtior in families (Finnlex 2005) (Tasa-arvo laki
2005 www.finnlex.fi).
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been encouraged to take part in child care by rfleséble working conditions and

more generous parental leave.

3.2.1.2Parental leave

Parental leave arrangements have a complex infuemc the division of labor in

couples. Women’s labor force attachment is, on dhe hand, strengthened when
women take leave from the labor market as an atee to an exit. However, leave
may also weaken women'’s labor market attachmerit,isf used instead of child care
provision or support (Anttonen 1999; Cooke 2007x 2€10). Parental leave that is
open to fathers, on the other hand, encourageratbeparticipate in child care and
family responsibilities, and relieves the strainwomen. In this chapter, the degree to
which parental leave policies in Finland promoténéas participation in child care and

the expectations that are assigned to the motladirtshdiscussed.

Additionally to parental leaves (maternity, patgrnior parental leave), Finnish
parents are entitled to different types of paid angaid leave i.e. the partial child care
leave, temporary child care leave, and the chilohd@are allowance. The partial child
care leave and the temporary child care leave weeeribed briefly in the chapter

above about working regulations and shall not bdesd further here.

The child home care allowance was mainly introduesda compensation for
families that do not take advantage of the municghéld care arrangements, and is
defined as a child care subsidy. Thus, the chiltidncare allowance shall be discussed
in the chapter about child care arrangements. ik ¢hapter, | distinguish between
parental leaves that are included in the Sicknesgrance Act according to the title of

the allowance, and also the indirectly assignedta&er.

1.) Maternity leaveis directed to the mother and commences shortfgréeand
after confinement. Originally, maternity leave wiasroduced to protect the
health of the mother and the newborn child. Théuerfce of maternity leave
has been argued to be twofold. On the one handermit leave makes it
possible for women to return to employment aft&mig a break for the birth of
a child. On the other hand, it enforces the mothesle as a homemaker. Long

and inflexible maternity leave might make the fathearticipation in child care
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more difficult and thus enforces the mother’'s senghrer role. Ultimately,

however, the combination of different types of le@a decisive.

2.) Paternity leavecan be held during maternity or parental leavac&iboth the
father and the mother during this period are orvded gives mothers and
fathers the possibility to spend time together withir child. Hence, paternal

leave support the double-carer family model.

3.) Parental leaveis leave that can be shared between the fathethendhother.
One of the parents stays home to care for the dcmidl the other parent is
employed or has another occupational status (studeremployed, military
service etc.). The possibility to share parental/éesupports the double-carer
and double-earner family model. Because parera@klés directed to both men

and women, this arrangement can be considereddkeegalitarian policy.

4.) There is also the possibility to assign parts @& parental leave only to the
father, so to speak father's month The father’'s quota differs from that of
paternity leave by assigning the father the sadpaasibility for care, and is for
the moment the measure that most strongly enfotikesdouble-carer and

double-earner family model.

To give a picture of the development of social rmegarding care responsibilities, |
will in the following describe the historical deeeiment of the different leave schemes.

As early as 1908, social democratic women in padiat made a proposal to
introduce a so-called mother’'s insurance (Sulkut®89). The mother’s insurance
would have given underprivileged women (women ied)ethe right for paid leave
during the birth (Anttonen 1999). The idea of a Ineols insurance, however, only
became reality in the Sickness Insurance Act 18@3nothers — including those who
were not in paid employment before the birth — wenitled to the minimum allowance
for 18 days before birth and 36 days after (3643).96ince 1963, the law on maternity
leave has been extended on several occasions7In afaternity leave was extended up
to 72 weekdays, and in 1974 up to 174 weekdaystéi#a2004). Considering legal

restrictions as normative instructions for behavibcan be noticed that women’s labor
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force attachment was strengthened early by shodtion and income-related maternity

leave. Women also were encouraged to be econognindiépendent of their husbands.

Even if Finnish women have indirectly been encoadatp be economically active
and independent, fathers have only been entitlegpai@ntal leave since the 1978
Sickness Insurance Act. In the same year as fathers given 12 workdays paternity
leave, maternity leave was further extend to 186kdays. Paternity leave was
supposed to be taken around the birth and sulgebetmother’s approval (1086/1977).
The main aim of paternity leave was to give thehmapt chance to rest after the birth,
and to ensure that the household work was stibmptished (Lammi-Taskula 2004b).

Since introducing the chance for fathers to spéneé twith their newborn child and
to ‘help’ the mother with her household respongibs in 1978, maternity leave has
been shortened and the period of parental leavebbéasme longer. In the Sickness
Insurance Act passed in 1982 (471/1981), pareatald totaled 258 workdays, out of
which 158 days were reserved for the mother (mayeleave), and 100 days could be
assigned to the father, subject to mother’'s appraracould be taken by the mother
(parental leave). Paternity leave was still 6-12kdays, however, maternity leave was
shortened accordingly. In the legislation from 19farental leave was remunerated
with 80 percent of the last income. The remunenatd@as reduced to 70 percent in
1983.

The lawmakers differentiated between maternityeiatly, and parental allowances
for the first time in 19852 Maternity leave was cut down to 100 workdays aac:ptal
leave was extended to 158 workdays. Paternity leawend confinement remained 6-
12 workdays and now respectively shortened thenparkeave (32/1985). Paternity and
parental leave still needed the approval of thehertFathers’ rights to care were
slightly improved by giving them the right to theatarnity and parental allowances in
case the mother died and the father was responfsiblihe care (32/1985). In 1988,
parental leave was extended by 60 workdays if ntben one child was born
(1109/1987).

22 Until 1985 the leave was called ‘birth leave’ (stysloma), or if assigned to the father, ‘leave
equivalent to the birth leave (synnytyslomaa vaskaalomiksi), and the allowance was called maitgrn
allowance (aitiysraha).
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Paternal leave was bound to maternity or pareatald up to the reform in 1991. Only
then was it individualized, yet only partly. Additially to the paternity leave of 6-12
workdays in connection with the birth, fathers wgreen an independent care week,
which did not influence the length of the othendearrangements and could be taken
anytime during maternity or parental leave. Als@tennity leave was extended to 105
workdays and parental leave to 170 workdays. Ifaniian one child was born, 60
additional days were granted (1324/1990). In th&31®%gislation, paternity leave
became completely individualized, so that it wasammer attached to the other types of
leave (1653/1992). The three week long paternigvdewas, in 1993, the longest

paternity leave among the Nordic countries

‘Fathers’ caring rights were further improved in9%59by giving fathers who lived
separated from the mother of the child the righpaternity and parental leave in case
the mother did not care for the child and the fativas responsible for child care
(1501/1994). In 2001, more fathers were to be eragmd to take advantage of
paternity leave by making it even more flexible eTdighteen workdays paternity leave
could be taken anytime during the maternity or paieleave, however, not in more

than four separate periods (892/2000).

Maternity leave was introduced to protect the Heaftthe mother shortly before and
after birth. Until recently, maternity leave couldt be transferred to the father even in
the case that the mother, due to illness, was aidapof taking care of the child or
herself. In this case, a father only had the optibriaking unpaid care leave after
paternity leave if he wanted to stay home and @arehis wife and child. This was
corrected in the legislation from 2003, which géathers the right to maternity leave if,
due to iliness, the mother is incapable of takiagef the child (1075/2002).

To enforce the participation of fathers in childieg, at the start of 2003 Finland
followed the example of the other Scandinavian toes and introduced the so-called
father's months. If the father took the two lastntins of the parental leave, he gained
two more weeks (1075/2002). The measure, howewas,not gained much support
(Kela 2005); in 2005 only five percent of parentdve days were taken by fathers
(Repo 2005).
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Thus, in January 2007 maternity and parental allmea were increased and the
paternity month was made more flexible. The maintiivation for these changes was
the hope of stronger involvement of fathers to céoe their infants. Father’s
involvement in caring was considered positive fug tather-child relationship in later
life, but also from the perspective of working liféharing parental leave between men
and women is hoped to lead to more evenly spreats dzetween employers whose
workforce is predominately female or male, whichaiagshould lead to better
opportunities for women on the labor market (Minisbf Social Affairs 2007)
(www.stm.fi 12.01 2007). In the Sickness InsuraAce Section 11, that took effect at
the beginning of 2007, the maternity allowance waseased from 70 percent to 90
percent of the monthly wage for its 56 days. Thepial allowance was increased from
70 to 75 percent of the monthly wage for the f88tdays. In the Sickness Insurance
Act Section 10a, an increase of 30 workdays leavensured if both parents take
advantage of the parental allowance (father’'s morhaternity leave was made more
flexible in this Act and can be taken any time kbefdhe child turns 14 months
(1342/2006).

Looking at the Finnish parental leave scheme, ali@npicture can be observed.
Finnish women early were actively supported to comltheir employment with their
family responsibilities. Mothers are expected tetanly short leave from employment
and the degree of parental allowance is also degermh previous earnings. Fathers’
right to care has developed much more slowly thathers’. For a long time, paternity
leave was dependent on the mother's approval. Onich later were fathers
encouraged to stay at home to care for their admldrith the father's month and the
more flexible paternity leave. The history of pde¢ikeave clearly shows that the dual-
earner principle was supported early by the steltereas the dual-carer model has only

slowly is becoming part of the political agenda.

3.2.1.3Child care

Lack of child care facilities enforces the one-cdaenily model, whereas universalized
child care facilities encourage the double-earaeniliy model. In this section, | will

describe the development of child care arrangemarfmland to give a picture of the
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possible care arrangements. In contrast to Wesh@&wy, child care facilities are widely
accepted and used in Finland (Haavio-Mannila 19@8)e first kindergarten was
established in 1888 (Anttonen 1999). However, aktaintil 1973 until each child in
Finland was legally guaranteed the right to muritcigare. By then working mothers’
children were mostly cared for by relatives, neish and housemaids. In 1968, when
67 percent of mothers with children under 16 wemleyed, only nine percent of
working mothers’ children were cared for in orgatzlaycare (Anttonen 1999). Up to
the 1960s, mothers’ employment was considered afaland an indication of poverty.
Mothers’ employment was regarded an economic nigeswd child care was not seen
as a state matter. In 1960, mothers’ employmentrbecmore common and the
maternal ideology was overhauled by ideas on geageality, which also prompted a
debate on public child daycare (Anttonen 1999)th&t beginning of 1970s, child care

became a political issue and a political debatbamecare vs. daycare facilities started.

In 1973, when the Act on Children’s Day Care waspaeld, the proponents of
daycare facilities were in the majority and werédb implement their program. Child
care became a matter for the municipalities. Eaahiaipality was ordered to provide
for child care pursuant to the needs in the mualiip (36/1973). The Act on
Children’'s Day Care followed the principle of unisalism and was supposed to
provide care according to need. Indeed, the nurobguublic child daycare centers
increased from 40,000 in 1972 up to 100,000 in 1@8&tonen 1999). However, public
daycare still remained strongly selective becaustw® few child daycare facilities.
Children were granted municipal care on the baktha@r parents’ income, which for
high-income parents meant they had to arrangeprarately. This raised the subject of

the child home care allowance on the political agesagain (Julkunen 2001).

In 1985, a law on child home care allowance wasg#h$24/1985). The law on child
home care allowance has been considered an idealogpmpromise, but also an
economic necessity. It has been argued that becduse few child care facilities, the
child home care allowance was introduced as a cosgte parents who did not take
advantage of their right to municipal day care (dnén 1999). The legislation on the
child home care allowance, however, has also beasidered a compromise between
the ideology of care at home and public daycarettphen 1999). In the 1980s, the
political discourse on parents’ right to choose thien of care became topical, and
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society was expected to provide options to choose.f Parents should be given the

choice of whether to take care of the child at hami& municipal care (24/1985).

Together with the introduction of the child homeecallowance, other legal changes
were made. The Act on Children’s Day Care was amend give parents with children
under three the right to care. The Employment GatdérAct was changed to guarantee
parents the right to unpaid leave and to returthéwr job until their child turned three.
Child home care allowance was adopted graduallylbsudme fully effective in 1990
(Anttonen 1999; Anttonen 2003; Leira 1998). Chillrte care allowance was paid to
all parents whose children were not minded in mipaiccare. The children could be
taken care of by the parents themselves, grandigsacenby a private child minder.
Every parent was entitled to a basic allowance.iohrgs allowance was granted if
further children under the age of ten were livimgthe household and were not in
municipal care. In addition, an income-related $exment was available to families
with low income (1386/1990).

In 1989, a partial child home care allowance wasoduced (4/1989). Parents who
reduced their employment to 30 hours a week wheir thild is no older than three
years, were entitled to 25 percent of the basmnahce, which has varied across time
(see Table 3.7). The duration of the child home edlowance has not changed since it
was implemented. In 1993, there was a proposalxtend the child home care
allowance to children under four, which, howevever came about. Between 1991 and
1993, Finland suffered from an economic depresaiwh high unemployment. During
the period of high unemployment the child home callfewance was boosted, and
started very much to resemble German parental léawme scholars in Finland began
to pose the question of whether Finland was stattnresemble the middle European
homemaker-breadwinner model (Anttonen 1999). Tlgé lehild home care allowance
during 1991-1995, however, rather seems to be aepton in the child home care
allowance’s history (llmakunnas 1993) and was gfiprrelated to unemployment
(Anttonen 1999). In 1993, when the labor marketagion improved, the use of child
home care allowance first decreased a little andr ahe reduction in the basic
allowance in 1996 decreased even more (Statisintarie 2005).
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Table 3.7 Child care subsidies in Finland (All infation is in Euros/month)

Home Care Allowance Private day care allowankrinicipal day care (Day
care fee)
Basic Additional Supplement Basic Supplement Max. fee Additional
Allowance child (income allowance  (income for first child
related) related) child*

1985 159.44 31.79 127.65 - -
1986  183.49 36.66 146.83 - -
1987  192.91 38.52 154.40 - -
1988  203.51 40.70 162.81 - -
1989  218.64 43.73 174.92 - -
1990 233.44 46.76 186.69 - -
1991 311.15 62.23 248.92 - -
1992 328.13 62.23 248.92 - -
1993 329.31 65.93 263.38 - -
1994 329.31 65.93 263.38 - -
1995 320.90 64.25 256.82 - -
1996  252.28 50.46 168.19 - - 168.19
1997  252.28  50.46/84.092 168.19 117.73 134.55 168.19
1998  252.28  50.46/84.092 168.19 117.73 134.55 168.19
1999  252.28  50.46/84.092 168.19 117.73 134.55 168.19
2000 252.28  50.46/84.092 168.19 117.73 134.55 185.01
2001 252.28 50.46/ 84.092 168.19 117.73 134.55 185.01 37.00
2002 252.28 50.46/ 84.092 168.19 117.73 134.55 200.00 180.00
2003 252.28 50.46/ 84.092 168.19 117.73 134.55 200.00 180.00
2004 252.28 50.46/ 84.092 168.19 117.73 134.55 200.00 180.00
2005 294.28 50.46/ 84.092 168.19 137.33 134.55 200.00 180.00
2006 294.28 50.46/ 84.092 168.19 137.33 134.55 200.00 180.00
2007 294.28  60.46/94.092 168.19 137.33 134.55 200.00 180.00

* Up to 2002 for two first children

2 |f the additional child is under three years old

Source: Anttonen 1999; Kansanelékelaitoksen tillsém vuosikirja 2001-2005; Law on child home caflowance
and private child daycare allowance (1256/2006).

In 1997, child home care allowance was changedhotoe care allowance for small
children. Since then, parents of children underage of three can opt for the child
home care allowance, or for the children’s privataycare allowance scheme.
Children’s private daycare is granted if daycar@risvided to child under seven by a

private daycare supplier approved by the munidip&1i128/1996). Like the child home
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care allowance, the children’s private daycare wadlice is divided into a basic

allowance and an income-related supplement. Theatgridaycare allowance is paid
directly to the carer. In 2005, the basic supplemes increased from 117,73 Euros to
137,33 Euros a month (985/2004). The private dayedlowance was introduced to

expand parents’ choice of care form, and was antemd2007 so that families can be
entitled to child home care allowance and privagcdre allowance at the same time
(1256/2006).

Since the introduction of child home care allowarngarents can choose between
municipal daycare, private daycare, and care bgmaror arranged by parents (child
home care allowance). Both care at home and cadaycare facilities seem to be
accepted care forms. Slightly more than half thédam under seven are cared for in
child daycare facilities, and the other half alkeetacare of in private homes (Table 3.8).
Most of the children in daycare facilities are chfer full-time (Ministry of Education
2006). School also provides full-time care andahidren are served lunch during their
school day. Most families in Finland thus eat asteone meal out of the house, which

reduces the time spent on cooking and caring.

Table 3.8 Children in daycare in Finland, 1997-20@6 of under 7 year olds)

Municipal daycare Private daycare Daycare altagreth
1997 49.3 2.2 51.4
1998 50.0 2.9 52.9
1999 50.3 3.2 53.5
2000 47.8 3.3 51.1
2001 48.0 35 51.5
2002 47.8 3.6 51.4
2003 47.7 35 51.2
2004 46.6 3.7 50.3
2005 46.5 3.8 50.3

Source: Stakes http://varttua.stakes.fi 30.01.2007

In Finland, child daycare facilities have a longtbry and receive broad acceptance.

Child daycare is even considered important fordhiéd’s development. The quality of

child daycare is also regulated by law. Nevertleleare at home has been especially

popular among parents (mostly women) with childwemder three. Two different

outcomes of the Finnish child care arrangementsbeaexpected. The child home care
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allowance scheme supports the one-carer model lfmceste by the mother) and the
broad supply of municipal daycare expectedly ermges the double-earner model.
Finnish parents principally have the choice betwg®ndouble-earner model and the

one-carer model until their youngest child hasedrthree years.

3.2.2 Gendered division of resour ces
3.2.2.1Education

Since 1991, the number of female students is gréht: that of male students in
Finland®® As in West Germany, women’s educational level inldhd has expanded
since the 1960s. The Finnish education systemndisishes three levels: basic, upper
secondary, and higher education. Basic educatiorsists of a uniform nine year
general education, given in comprehensive sctf§didi children residing in Finland
have a statutory obligation to complete the baslacation syllabus. Virtually all
children (99.7%) complete basic education (Stasskinland 2005). The compulsory
schooling does not lead to any specific qualifmatibut determines the eligibility for
all types of upper secondary education and trainifige upper secondary level
comprises vocational and general education. Theergereducation provides a non-
vocational all-round education and mostly ends wih national matriculation
examination after three years of schooling (egemntlto the German Abitur). The
matriculation examination is required for higherueation studies, but gives also
eligibility to certain vocational training prograrfisMore women than men pass the
matriculation exam. In 2003, 58.7 percent of thedgates from general schooling were
women (StatFin 2007). The vocational education &athing is mostly provided in
educational institutions and sometimes in the fafrapprenticeship training (not as

broadly as in West Germany). Vocational trainingsthotakes three years.

23 In 1990/91, there were 109 female students pemigié students, whereas the respective rate was
for West Germany was 74. In 2000/01, the rate ateolto 95 German female students per 100 male
students, and 117 female students per 100 malergtuth Finland (de Ruijter 2004).

4 |n West Germany, children attend the comprehergiiveary school for four years.

% Their training is shorter because some generdlestiincluded in the matriculation examination are
counted towards their qualification.
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Table 3.9 Educational level according to gendefFinland, 2003 (Population over 15
years)

Women (%) Men (%)
Basic education (9 years of schooling) 38.3 38.0
Upper secondary education (11-13 years of schopling 35.3 39.4
Tertiary education (2-6 years schooling after umsmondary) 26.5 22.7
All 100.0 100.0

Source: StatFin 2007 (http:/statfin.stat.fi/Stabfstart.asp?LA=fi&lp=home)

Like in West Germany, vocational training in Findais highly segregated according to
gender (Table 3.9). The most popular field of stigdtechnology, but only 15 percent
of graduates in this field are women. Women arkerainvolved in the fields of health

and welfare, services, social sciences and busiaagshumanities and arts. Vocational
training is provided by local authorities, munidipas, registered associations,
foundations, the government or state enterprisesy @o not differ in the human capital

investments as in West Germany, where several ioo@tschools have a tuition fee

and participants of the dual system are remunerabegleé being educated. Nevertheless,
especially the income prospects are quite diffenenhe fields of study. Employees in

the field of technology are better remunerated #hgnemployees in health and welfare
(StatFin 2007).

Table 3.10 Vocational institutions according to denin Finland, 2003

Students (%) Graduations (%)

Total Women  Men Total Women  Men
Teacher education and educational science 166 25 75174 29 71
Humanities and arts 12 193 61 39 2 689 65 35
Social sciences and business 28573 65 35 10 262 70 30
Natural sciences 9 332 30 70 2351 45 55
Technology 55 503 15 85 17 025 15 85
Agriculture and forestry 9980 50 50 2241 52 48
Health and welfare 23781 91 9 8 167 91 9
Services 35285 68 32 11170 70 30
Total 174813 50 50 54 079 54 46

Source: (Ministry of Education 2006)

In 2003, approximately 35.3 percent of women and! 3%rcent of men had upper

secondary level education (Table 3.10). More wortiean men reached the tertiary

level of education. Higher education (tertiary emtian) is provided at polytechnics and
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universities. Today, more women than men have gtadufrom universities and
polytechnics. In 2005, even 60 percent of the mastéegrees at universities were

conferred to women.

Table 3.11 Degrees conferred by universities bg ¢ study in Finland, 2005

Master’s % Doctoral %
degree women degrees women

Theology 208 61 25 32
Humanities 1704 80 113 55
Art and design 219 63 12 75
Music 133 61 11 45
Theatre and dance 82 57 2 100
Education 1583 83 83 69
Sport sciences 91 49 5 40
Social sciences 253 74 119 50
Psychology 228 87 19 89
Health sciences 336 96 40 85
Law 414 54 15 40
Economics and business administration 1734 55 89 46
Natural sciences 1558 53 272 44
Agriculture and forestry 247 61 39 44
Engineering and architecture 2 450 25 277 25
Medicine 460 70 248 59
Dentistry 54 67 20 75
Veterinary medicine 48 92 11 73
Pharmacy 94 80 20 60
Fine arts 24 75 2 0

Total 12 920 60 1422 49

Source: (Ministry of Education 2005)

The percentage of women with doctoral degrees ks iacreased in the past few
decades. In 1989, 33 percent of the doctorates @sreed by women (Statistics Finland
2005) and in 2005 already 49 percent of the dotdsrevere conferred to women (see
Table 3.11). The doctoral degrees are also gendsreodrding to the field of study.

Women are especially under-represented in engimgesind architecture. Only 25

percent of the graduates are women. There aregaésai discrepancies between the
number of female students of a subject and the eurmbdoctoral degrees completed

by women. The most remarkable case is the fieldheblogy. Among theology
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students, 61 percent of the master's degrees arterced to women, but only 33

percent of the doctoral degrees are mastered byewom

Table 3.12 Teachers at universities, 2003

Women (%)

Assistants and full-time visiting teachers 48
Lecturers and senior assistants 48
Professors 20
Total 39

Source: (Statistics Finland 2005)

The structure of Finnish higher education is cle@géndered, not only at the vertical
level, but a hierarchical segregation is especialyident among the Finnish
professorate. In 2003, only 20 percent of the @msdes were female (Table 3.19). As in
West Germany, the proportion of women diminishesthet highest levels in the
educational system. Finnish women are conferredrtaster's degree more often than
men and finish their doctoral degree almost to saxient as men. Nevertheless, the
gendered structure of the educational systemligpstivalent at the level of university

teachers, but it can be assumed to diminish onet.ti

3.2.2.2Paid and unpaid work

Finnish women have high levels of education andsarengly involved in the labor
market. In 2004, the employment rate of women wasb 6percent and men’s
employment rate 68.9 percent (OECD 2005). Finnismen'’s labor force participation
hardly varies according to marital status, but woroéen exit the labor market when
their youngest child is under three (see Table)313e great drop in female labor force
participation is related to the economic rewarasnfithe child home care allowance. In
2002, 21.8 percent of mothers with 0-3 year olddcan were eligible for child home
care allowance (OECD 2005). If mothers receivingdchome care allowance were
defined as employed — as are the mothers on pateatee — the employment rate for
Finnish mothers would be considerably higher. lkbwhver, mothers who are on
maternal/parental leave and mothers eligible foildcinome care allowance are
excluded from the category ‘employed’, only 33.8ceat of mothers whose youngest

child is between 0 to 3 years would be consideregl@yed (Melasniemi-Uutela 2005).
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The interpretation of mothers’ employment ratesas quite so straightforward because
of the different parental leave schemes. The dasmni of mothers’ employment
strongly depends on the parental leave schemefamdmen taking a certain type of
leave are considered employed or not. In the Amoase, it can be noted that mothers
more often exit the labor market to care for thefants when they are younger than
three years, but most of them return to employniibre the youngest child turns
three. In 2004, 63 percent of the mothers who stagdome to care for their child had
a job to return to after parental leave (Statiskitgand 2005). The employment rate of
mothers with children between three and six is el#B respectively 18.1 percentage
points higher than the employment rates of all wor(ieable 3.13). This is related to
the age of the woman and the fact that most worhéreaime of starting a family have

finished their schooling.

Table 3.13 Maternal employment rateby age of youngest chifd(%)

All 0-16 0-3 3-6 6-16
1995 58.9 65.8 40.8 68.4 78.4
2000 64.5 73.1 47.0 77.2 83.2
2002 66.1 76.0 52.1 80.7 84.2

Source: (Kela 2005)

Fathers’ labor force participation is hardly infleed by the birth of a child. In 2005,
47,554 fathers were on parental leave, of whom dnB853 were paid parental
allowance (the corresponding number of women waB63). The average duration of
leave for the fathers was approximately 18 daysredis women on average stayed on
parental leave for 150 days (maternity leave dags included) (Sutela 2005).
Traditionally, men have even increased their emplenyt hours when becoming fathers,
but the trend is changing. Especially fathers urgteryears old have changed their
employment behavior. As recently as the 1990sefatlf young children worked the
longest hours and did the most overtime. In 208ers of children under three did the
least overtime (Takala 2004b). Men increasingly site home to care for their sick
children (Sutela 2005). In the Working Conditiong\&y 2003, in families where both

% The employment rate is calculated as: employedpleeaged between 15 and 64 years as a
percentage of the respective populatindividuals taking parental leave are counted agleyed.

27 All mothers on maternity/parental leave are asslitnéde employed full-time.
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partners were employed full-time and with childterder ten, 72 percent of the mothers
and 65 percent of the fathers had stayed at hortakéocare of a sick child. The gender
gap is relatively small compared to the resultshef Working Conditions Survey from
1984, according to which mothers’ probability t@aystat home to take care of sick
children was twice as high as that of fathers.glutar working shifts have also lead to
the fact that in double-earner families, fathergenaften took responsibility for child
care (Haataja 2005).

3.2.2.2.1 Part-time and working hours reductions

In 2002, the average workday for men was 8.5 anevéonen 7.7 hours (Haataja 2005;
Natti 1995). The share of employment hours is sona¢vwgreater for fathers and
somewhat lower for mothers with under school-adattien (fathers 8.7 and mothers
7.5). These discrepancies cannot be explained bk part-time employment by
mothers. Women are, in fact, more often part-timgleyed than men (Table 3.14), but

mostly not because of family responsibilities (Stats Finland 2005).

Since 1989, Finnish parents have the right to redheir employment to 30 hours a
week if they have a child under three or a chilttstg school. Nevertheless, only 10
percent of part-time employed women and 1 percdnpast-time employed men
explained their reduced working hours with childrecaThe reasons for part-time
employment were mostly lack of opportunities fotl-fime work or studies (Kela
2005).

Table 3.14 Share of part-time employment, 1994-206)5
1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 202304 2005

Men 8.3 8.3 8.2 7.0 7.3 7.7 8.0 8.0 8.3 8.6 9.0 9.3
Women 150 154 152 153 159 169 170 168 17%/.7 184 18.6

In 2005, only 10,824 families were paid partialldhfiome care allowance, which is
approximately 2.3 percent of all families with chigén between 0 and 8 (Haataja 2005).
71.8 percent of the families who received partiildchome care allowané&had a

child in the first or second grade at school. Asglas the child is under three, parents

% That is, 1.6 percent of all families with childreatween 0 and 8.
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(the mother) seem to either stay at home to car¢ho child or to use child daycare
arrangements. Reduced working hours do not seeatteaactive option. Fathers only
use their right to reduced hours to a low exterdafdja 2005). Mothers mostly either

choose to stay at home to care for their childreto eise full-time daycare.

3.2.2.2.2 Homemaking

The double-earner family is strongly rooted in Bimd and homemaking is a seldom
status. Men hardly exit the labor market to takee az the home. Approximately 97

percent of homemakers in 2002 were women. Womasniseimaking is strongly linked

to child care. This tendency has even increasenhgltine past few decades. In 1989,
approximately 69.8 percent of the homemakers wethens (with children under 18),

whereas in 2002 the rate of mothers among homemmakas 83.5 percent. Most of
these mothers have children under seven years5@8® (percent in 1989 and 75.3
percent in 2002) (Haataja 2005).

Table 3.15 shows the changes in homemaking fror® 188l 2002. Homemaking is
more and more attached to child care, and readsegeiak in 1995. In 1995, the
unemployment rate was as high as 15.4 percent (bb.fhen and 15.1 for women)
(StatFin 2007) and the use of child home care alme was highest. During the
depression, homemaking seemed to serve as anadiverto unemployment for women
(Statistics Finland 2005). Quite a few of the maghen some sort of parental leave (or
receiving the child home care allowance) were withan employment contract
(Lammi-Taskula 2005: 112). Nevertheless, only &2he homemakers had children
between 7 and 17, which indicates that even thas@em who do not have a job to

return to after the leave find a job before thddchtarts school.

Homemaking is obviously not considered a vocatioa b, like in West Germany.
If someone is a homemaker, it is the woman. HoweW®memaking is mostly
combined with leaving the labor market to careifdants. Homemaking has also been
shown to increase with high unemployment, and @atiypbe considered an alternative
to unemployment, rather than a permanent status.ld¢k of homemakers indicates
that housework in Finland is done rather more dhswend in addition to paid

employment.
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Table 3.15 Homemakers in Finland (share of the whmlpulation according to age
and family status (%))

1989 1995 2000 2002
Men 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.1
All fathers 0.2 0.5 0.2 0.2
Fathers with at least one child under 7 0.5 0.8 3 0. 0.3
Fathers with at least one child over 7 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.1
Fathers aged 25-44 0.3 0.3 0.1 0.3
Men aged 25-44, no children 0.0 0.2 0.2 0.1
All men, no children 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.1
Women 6.4 6.8 5.5 4.5
All mothers 11.3 15.0 12.6 10.8
Mothers with at least one child under 7 19.6 28.1 24.4 21.1
Mothers with at least one child over 7 3.3 2.1 1.9 2.0
Mothers aged 25-44 10.5 15.3 13.9 12.0
Women aged 25-44, no children 15 1.4 1.0 0.6
All women, no children 3.1 2.0 1.4 0.1

Source: (Haataja 2005)

Nevertheless, the division between paid and unfadudr is highly gendered. Men are
hardly homemakers. This is also reflected in atégitowards gender roles. Most Finns
consider that women have the right to employmeganaiess of their family situation,
but still think that the man has the main respdhibto earn the family’s living’
(Anttonen and Sointu 2006). The increasing pronmotbcare at home since the early
1990s, denotes that Finland to some degree caoda¢etl closer to the family care
model than other Nordic countries. Nevertheless, ghblic support for care is still
relevant (Statistics Finland 2005). Finland cardbéned as a double-earner but single-

carer society.

3.2.2.3Labor market structure

Finnish men and women both participate in the labarket, yet according to different
premises. This leads to gendered labor market tabesec Most of the employees
working in the public sector are women and mostthafse are employed by the
municipality. At the beginning of the 1990s, approately 34 percent of female
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employees were employed by the municipality (Gra#). Out of all employees in the
municipal sector, approximately 73 percent were eor{StatFin 2007). After the high
unemployment of 1991-1993, the share of women wagrkor municipalities even

increased and reached 40 percent in 1996. Theasiag share of women employed in
the municipal sector depended on the fact thatpireate sector was affected by
unemployment to a larger extent than the publidase®@s the economic situation
improved, women again gained their previous pas#tio the private sector. Before and

after the depression circa 53 percent of employechen worked in the private sector.

Graph 3.3 Women’s employment according to sectéintand, 1990-2004
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It appears that after the economic depressionstéte tried to minimize its costs by not
filling vacant positions or by privatizing some @ companies. In contrast to the
municipal sector and private companies, which i@4l8tarted increasingly to employ
people; in the state sector both men and women wdesser extent employed after the
economic depression than during it (StatFin 20B#)ployed men’s share in the private
sector has increased over time, with the exceptibrthe years of the economic
depression, when unemployment reached its peakpfGal). In 2004, approximately
75 percent of employed men worked in the privatéasewhich is an increase of eight
percentage points from 1990. Finnish men are handigloyed in the municipal sector.
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The share of employed men working for municipaditteas ranged between 11 to 15
percent. The low share of men employed in the mpalisector can be explained by the
gendered specialization into different fields ofpgoyment.

Graph 3.4 Men’s employment according to sectorimiand, 1990-2004
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Even though some fields increasingly employ men wodien to the same extent,
women and men are often still specialized in déiferfields. Women'’s fields are social
work, health, and services, whereas men are be#feresented among technical
services, agriculture, manufacturing, and constactn fact, 90 percent of employees
in the field of social work in 2004 were women. é&lsheath activities were to 85
percent taken care of by women (Graph 3.5). Evéfinihish women do not privately
take care of the home and family as homemakersth- the exception of mothers of
small children — Finnish women do the caring predidy the state. The relationship
between women and the state is somewhat peculi@intand. The state provides care
so that women can participate in the labor market at the same time the state
provides jobs for women in the social and healdidd8. Women can be regarded as
public carers The special relationship between the state andemchas lead to a higher

labor force participation of women, but also toighty segregated labor market. The
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labor market is highly segregated according to gebdth in certain employment fields

as well as in employment sectors.

Graph 3.5 Industries by female domination in Firdar2004 (%) proportion of
employed persons in the industry
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In the same sense that women and men are assigfe@rd tasks according to the
field of employment, it seems that men and women camsidered to have different
skills concerning tasks along the vertical hiergrchhe share of women in leading
positions has increased, although the share of womemanagerial positions is not
nearly as high as that of men. Even if almost bhthe employees in the public sector
in 2000 were womeft, only 35 percent of leading positions in the ss&etor were held

by women (Ministry of Social Affair and Health 2003n the private sector, only 26
percent of the leading positions were held by worfidmistry of Social Affair and

Health 2005), whereas more than 40 percent of eapkin the private sector were

2947.3 percent of employees in the public sectoewesmen (StatFin 2007 http://statfin.stat.fi)
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women (StatFin 2007). Taking into account that #cent of employees in the
municipal sector were women (StatFin 2007), therested 52 percent of women in
leading positions in this sector (European Commis&002) rather indicates that men —
independently of employment sector — are moreyikelhold managerial positions than
women. The strong labor market commitment of Fimnigomen has not erased
differences in the gender specific tasks and pwssti The labor market is highly
segregated both horizontally and vertically. Everedaring has become a municipal

concern, it is still done by women and men stilldnbhe managerial positions.

3.2.2.4Division of income

Traditionally and historically men and women hawthbbeen considered to contribute
to the family income in Finland. Nevertheless, naea women have not (and do not)
contribute to the family income to the same deg&ece 1963, it is legally prohibited

to pay a woman less than a man for the same warkl then, women’s wages were

legally lower than those of men. There were evéferdint registers of wages for men
and women performing the same job. Since thenetislation has changed, but even if
the share of women’s earnings relative to men’sbigve the European average (EU-
15) (Statistics Finland 2005), it seems that wormevork is not as highly recognized as
men’s. In 1985, women earned 79 percent of mentsirggs, and this figure has hardly
changed since then (Table 3.16). The greatest ehhag been in the private sector,
where a five percentage point increase in womahares of men’s income can be
observed. The gender gap has been at its lowakeimunicipal sector where mostly
women are employed. Nevertheless, the gap is rs@pgdearing. In 2004, women’s
average monthly wage was only 80 percent of méifiss is relatively surprising taking

Finnish women'’s high levels of education into agdou
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Table 3.16 Women'’s share of men’s average montniyiregs by sector (%), 1985-
2004

Central government

Total Private sector (State) Municipalities
1985 79 76 80 83
1990 80 77 83 83
1991 81 78 83 85
1992 81 78 83 86
1993 81 79 84 85
1994 81 79 82 85
1995 82 81 81 85
1996 82 82 80 85
1997 82 82 81 85
1998 82 82 81 85
1999 82 82 81 85
2000 82 83 81 85
2001 82 83 81 84
2002 80 81 80 84
2003 80 81 81 84
2004 80 81 81 85

Source: (Plantenga and Remery 2005)

Looking at the gendered income gap according teathnal level in the private sector
and the municipalities, different patterns accagdio the educational level can be
observed. In the private sector, the gender ggyger among men and women without
any special qualification, or with two to four ysaof schooling after the upper
secondary (Table 3.17). Women with a master’s {&d#s of schooling after the upper
secondary) or doctors degree seem to have bettgaibag positions and earn 80
percent or 86 percent respectively of their malenterparts’ income. In the municipal
sector, the picture is almost the opposite. Thadrighe educational level needed for the
job, the greater the gender gap. It appears wominhigh levels of education cannot

enforce such high wages as their male counterparts.

103



Katja Marjanen “Walking the Walk or Talking the Talk?”

Table 3.17 Women’s share of men’s earnings, 2095sdttor and education (only
employees, monthly income, overtime supplemeniacioted) (%)

Private sector Municipalities

Compulsory school* 79.9 88.8
Upper secondary? 80.3 91.1
Tertiary (2-3 years)? 76.2 89.0
Tertiary (3-4 years)3 73.4 81.8
Tertiary (5-6 years)3 80.1 84.5
Doctoral degree 85.9 83.0
19 years schooling Source: StatFin 2007 Wstpifin.stat.fi

211-13 years schooling

3 Schooling after upper secondary

The difference in men’s and women’s incomes cathaeibe explained by horizontal
segregation. Even though 91 percent of the vocaitimainees in the field of health and
welfare, and 96 percent of the master's graduatekeilth sciences were women,
women working in the field of health and welfardyo@arn 77 percent of men’s earning
in the private sector and 66 percent in the mualcgector respectively (Table 3.18).
Men seem to achieve better incomes in female ddednfelds, whereas women in

male dominated fields like technology are not axessful.

Table 3.18 Women'’s share of men’s earnings, 200Sesyor and field of education
(monthly income, only for employees, overtime srpphts not included) (%)

Private sector Municipalities
ecucational soience. 86.7 873
Humanities and arts 86.2 93.8
Social sciences and business 715 72.5
Natural sciences 85.7 91.0
Technology 78.5 77.5
Agriculture and forestry 85.8 91.5
Health and welfare 77.2 65.6
Services 79.6 78.6

Source: StatFin 2007 http://statfin.stat.fi

Especially when looking at the income distributidhe peculiarity of the gendered

division of resources in Finland becomes evidenniEh women have reached very

high levels of education, and even more women than graduate from universities.

Both women and men work full-time and the homemdkeadwinner model has

hardly rooted in Finland. Finnish women only ledkie labor market when they have
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small children, and the care work women provide pigid for by the state

(municipalities). Even if women are paid for doi(ag least the public) care work, a
significant difference between men and women resjaand does not diminish, even
when the educational level and the employment sactotaken into account. Men have

higher incomes than women.

3.23 Summary

Finland is an interesting case in terms of gendewelicies and the division of
resources. The right to employment for both men aodien has a long tradition.
Finland is different from other countries assighedhe social democratic welfare state
regime because of the high full-time labor forceipgpation of women. In other Nordic
countries, the part-time employment rate of wongmuch higher. In Finland, women
were given the right to make their own employmeahtract in 1922, which in
international comparison is relatively early. In6B9 men and women were given the
right to equal payment for equal work. In the samar, short, income-related maternity
leave was introduced to ease women’s reconciliabbnemployment and family
responsibilities. Ten years later, municipalitieerev assigned the responsibility for
providing child care, and women’s employment becdheenorm. The double-earner
model and gender equity has since served as aigenfor employment policies.
Today, more women than men graduate from univessiand women’s full-time

employment is very common even among mothers ofl tmédren in Finland.

Although the double-earner couple is the norm focia policy and is the most
common family form, the double-carer couple id stitarity in Finland. Men’s right to
care was introduced much later than women'’s riglgniployment. Only in 1978 were
men given a twelve day long paternity leave, anlg eimce 1995 have fathers who do
not live together with the mother been entitlecp&oental leave if the mother did not
care for the child. For a long time, maternity leavas a sole right for mothers. Even if
the mother was not capable of taking care of thiel,ch.g. due to iliness, the father had

no right to ‘maternity’ leave until 2003.

The idea that women are considered better caradsaoseflected in the labor market
structure. Women are mostly employed in the fietdssocial work, health, and
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education. The high employment rates of mothergghly correlated with a high rate
of women employed by the state to do public carkigghe same time as public caring
leads to greater gender equality in the labor ntarkelso leads to a strongly gendered
segregation. To some degree this phenomenon isoneigte for the income
discrepancies between men and women. Nevertheélessjoes not explain all of the
income differences. Women namely do earn less thaim male counterparts, even
when they work in the same field (and sector). Woek men do is still more highly
remunerated and men are still considered to cheyrtain responsibility for providing
for the family. In the same sense, women are r&@dponsible for homemaking. If one
spouse (partner) stays at home to take care ofifaesponsibilities, it is mostly the
woman. Finland is definitely a double-earner sggibut also a one-carer one.

3.3 Conclusionson the societal context

West Germany and Finland have different historfew@men’s employment, which go
hand in hand with incentives and disincentives female employment and the
regulations in family policy. In West Germany, tloeus has for a long time been on
supporting the family, implying that family equdlse breadwinner-nomemaker model,
and needs specific support. Most policies focusoffering women the possibility to
leave the labor market so that they can better take of family responsibilities. The
splitting advantage offers families who choose aartraditional’ division of labor
(either with one partner staying at home or ondngarreducing their employment
hours) income compensation for the lost incometHéumore, the three-year long leave
enforced women’s homemaker and men’s breadwinner imothe same way as the

splitting advantage did.

This changed in 2007 when the parental allowance eli@nged into a benefit that
compensates the income loss for employed pareftes. the reform, parental leave can
be extended if the other partner (usually the fattekes two months leave. The new
arrangement can be assumed to be an economiciireeespecially for women to be in
employment before and after birth, while the fathenonths serve as an economic
incentive for men to invest in child care. In Wé&séermany, the stigmatization of
working mothers has eased during the last decadelsitd daycare centers have been
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increasingly introduced. Since 1996, all childretmeen three and six have the right to
child care. The coverage rate has not reached &@tem yet, but is higher than in
Finland. The long history of the homemaker-breadinmodel and the changes in
parental leave and child care regulations indibatéer preconditions for home-oriented
women and work-oriented men. However, the change®cial policy in the past few
years, might be reflected in a less traditionaldgenrole ideology for both men and

women and thus also a less traditional divisiohafsework.

In Finland, women have established their positiothe labor market historically at
an early stage, and women’s employment has activegn supported by the state.
Parental leave has always been income relatededatilely short, which has provided
economic incentives for women’s employment. Thenlsih state has actively endorsed
the double-earner model by providing child dayctreeveryone in need. All these
efforts have bolstered female employment, but relge lead to a highly segregated
labor market. Finland has, amongst the other Nocdigntries, the most segregated
labor market according to gender (Albrecht et 80@ Alwin et al. 1992; Scott et al.
1996). Even though most women work full-time andnvem have higher levels of
education, women, independently of their positiarn less than their male
counterparts. One explanation seems to be the dieldork, but also in the same field

with the same human capital investments, womenotloeach men’s income levels.

Even though women are more work oriented in Finlgmgh in West Germany,
Finnish men have not in the same manner startexptore their carer role. The state
started supporting men’s carer role much later thamen’s work role, and men have
shown less interest in homemaking (child caringntvomen have in employment.
Hardly any men have taken advantage of the paréed@e arrangements and even
fewer men choose to be homemakers. The fact thatdbnomic incentives to leave the
labor market seem more attractive to women thamea, suggests that men who are
work-oriented will have very good preconditions forplementing their preferences,
while the Finnish state offers best preconditiomstfansitional or adaptive women to

realize their preferences.

In the following chapter, | will empirically scruiize attitudes towards gender roles
in Finland and Germany. After that | will analyzestrelationship between gender role

ideology and partnership status, and how this islereted by the country context.
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Finally, I will empirically address the questionwhat makes men and women increase
or decrease the amount of time they spend on hawkewhe main focus is on the
relationship between gender role ideology and tkesidn of housework. One of the
main research questions here is how does the abcaitext influence the relationship

between gender role ideology and the division afdesvork.

4 Empirical approach

So far, | have presented a theoretical framewodoming to which the correlation
between gender role ideology and mating behavidirhaive a decisive effect on the
division of housework when controlling for relativesources, time availability and
socialization; at the same time pointing out thatse factors will strongly be influenced
by the societal context. In this chapter, | shaiically examine the theories dealing
with the relationship between relative resourcesndgr role ideology and the division
of housework. Previously, | have discussed studieeh show that the theories on
relative resources fail to explain gendered behawchile theories on gendered
behavior like thedoing genderapproach, do not differentiate between men’s and
women’s individual norms and perspectives towareisdgr roles. Thus, | will mainly
focus on the theories by Hakim (2000) as well aseBrand Cooke (2005), which allow
for diverse attitudes on gendered behavior and makemptions on how this will affect
individual work-life choices, without, however, tegarding the economic theory of the

family, relative resources and time availabilitgdiy.

Hakim (2000) claims that individuals have alwaysl lthfferent preferences as to
how to combine their work and family roles, althbugis only since the beginning of
the 2f' century that they have had the possibility to irealtheir preferences.
Considering the fact that according to Hakim (20@@men’s possibilities to realize
their own lifestyle preferences are correlateddoietal changes such as the gendered
revolution (for more details see Chapter 2.4.1)kik&s theory also implies that,
depending on their societal context, individualghwtertain preferences in certain
countries have better preconditions for realizihgirt preferences than individuals in

other countries.
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Leaning on the ideas of Hakim (2000), Breen andkéd@005) claim that, depending
on the proportion of non-traditional individualsancountry, the division of housework
will differ. They basically argue that mating bel@avaccording to gender role ideology
gives an explanation for the prevalence of theitiathl division of housework. Breen
and Cooke (2005) claim that women will only marrirem they see a possibility of
finding a man with a corresponding gender role iogg. Women with traditional

attitudes towards gender roles will always be meli to marry. However, the
disposition of a woman with a work orientation (non-traditional gender role
ideology) to invest in a relationship depends om élstimated proportion of men who
are inclined to share the housework equally. Bez#us proportion of work-oriented or
autonomous women is larger than the share of hameated or cooperative men, it
leads Breen and Cooke (2005) to argue that theidiviof housework will only become
less traditional when the proportion of men withnsicaditional attitudes towards

gender roles becomes larger (for a more detailptheation see Chapter 2.4.2).

In the following, | will use data from the ISSP t@mational Social Survey Program)
2002 topic ‘Family and Changing Gender Roles Iy eémpirically scrutinize the
relationship between gender role ideology and tivesidn of housework. ISSP is a
continuing annual cross-national project in whidifedent topics in various areas of the
social sciences are collected each year. In 200208ntries participated in the project
about ‘Family and Changing Gender Roles’. The comgeestionnaire was developed
in British English and was translated by the pgéiting countries into their languages.

In my analysis, | only concentrate on data fronrfer) West Germany and Finlafit.

The German data was gathered together with the AL$B(Die allgemeine
Bevolkerungsumfrage der Sozialwissenschaften) Z200&8y. The ALLBUS sample in
2002 was designed to yield a representative saofplee adult population (18 years
and older) living in private accommodation in Genyaincluding foreigners able to
complete the questionnaire in Gernfarthe total response rate of the ALLBUS was

% The reason for using the ISSP data and not tineedasa — which has proven to give the most
accurate estimates of individual’s time use — &t thhe ISSP has comparable information on attitudes
towards gender roles across countries.

3L For full details on the sample see: Blohm, Michetedl. (2003). ZUMA-Methodenbericht 2003/12.
Konzeption und Durchfihrung der ‘Allgemeinen Bewilkingsumfrage der Sozialwissenschaften
(ALLBUS) 2002.” Mannheim, ZUMA
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45.6 percent. 96.7 percent of the ALLBUS resporglegjreed to complete the ISSP
module. A total of 1,367 questionnaires were comepldor the module. 963 interviews

were conducted in western and 431 in the eastetasstBecause female labor force
participation and the attitudes on gender normferdib a large extent in eastern and
western states (Blood and Wolfe 1960; Gershuny 2@#shuny et al. 2005), | only

include individuals from West Germany in my data(see Chapter 3).

The collection of Finnish data was carried out gtiStics Finland in cooperation
with the University of Tampere and the Finnish @bc&cience Data Archive. The
sampling procedure was a systematic random samphsgd on Finland’s population
register. Everyone living in Finland aged betwe@&hahd 74 belonged to the target
population. The sample size was 2,498 people, obmvhl,353 answered the

questionnaire, which makes a total response rafd @f percent?

The data for both countries has been collectechenrdividual level but since there
is also information on partner’'s time spent on leousk, educational level, working
hours, employment status, and income, the datat@asome extent be considered

couple datd®

All cases without clear information on marital s&tor partnership are excluded
from the analysis. In the ISSP two variables inelutformation about the partner. One
variable provides information about marital status] the other on a steady life partner.
Thus, it is possible to differentiate between calivadp and married couples. In West
Germany, individuals who have the marital statussoigle’ but have a steady life
partner are defined as cohabiting. People who haeestatus ‘married’ are defined as
married. In Finland, married and cohabiting cou@les summarized in one category. In
Finland, married couples with no information onteasly life partner were defined as

married and people with a steady life partner veexded as cohabiting.

%2 For more information on the Finnish data set see
http://www.fsd.uta.fi/english/data/catalogue/FSD9/MeF0119e.html (15.08 2005).

% Unfortunately, there is no information on the parts gender role ideology, which means that tigre
no possibility to analyze couple constellation adawg to gender role ideology.
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Table 4.1 Marital status (%)

West Germany Finland
Men Women All Men Women All
(N=450) (N=483) (N=933) (N=583) (N=728) (N=1311)

Married 59.3 59.8 59.6 52.1 49.0 50.4
Cohabiting 14.0 11.6 12.8 17.3 18.7 18.1
Widowed 3.1 10.6 7.0 1.2 4.1 2.8
Divorced 7.1 8.1 7.6 7.4 11.3 9.5
Single 16.4 9.9 131 22.0 16.9 19.1
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

This means that 933 cases can be identified fort\@esmany and 1,311 for Finland
(see Table 4.1). In Finland, the sample includgsiicantly more women than men
(728 women and 583 men). Generally, there are mainabiting, divorced, and single
people in the Finnish sample than in the Germanpkanin West Germany, marriage
seems to be more attractive than in Finland, whmyeples more often choose
cohabiting as a long term form of partnership ($able 4.1). This is an interesting
composition for the relationship between partngrsformation and gender role
ideology.

The main aim of this work is to find out if indiwidls’ gender role ideology is indeed
reflected in their division of housework. To emgally answer the question, do couples
in Finland and West Germany actually walk the walkust talk the talk, four steps are
taken. First of all, to find out if there are anff@rences in the gender role ideologies in
West Germany and Finland, a comparable and relrabksure for gender role ideology
is needed. In Chapter 4.1, | describe in detailptublems and solutions for finding a
measure that is comparable for West Germany andrfinin this Chapter, | also take
up the issue of the differences and similaritiestha attitudes towards gender role
ideology in Finland and Germany, and how this latesl to the societal context. After
finding a comparable measure of gender role idgoldgexplore the relationship
between mating behavior and gender role ideolodye fhain interest for me lies in
finding out if the relationship between gender raleology and partnership status is
moderated by the societal context. The assumpsothat some cultural and socio-
political settings offer a more attractive enviramhfor non-traditional couples to seek

a partnership than other settings (Batalova ance@@002; Baxter 2005; Finnas 1995;
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Roéhler and Huinink 2010; Yodanis 2010). In the secpart of the empirical approach,
I will therefore analyze if the societal context aeoates the relationship between
gender role ideology and partnership status. In tthed section of the empirical
approach, | will conduct an analysis of the impattgender role ideology on the
relative division of housework. | will scrutinizé€a non-traditional gender role ideology
correspondingly leads to a non-traditional divismihhousework. Last but not least, |
will take a closer look at the effect of gendereradleology on the hours men and
women spend on housework. The aim is to find ouéerwhmen increase and women
decrease their time spent on housework. This ie@erd to reveal the mechanisms that

lead to a non-traditional division of housework.

4.1 Gender role ideology: differences between West Germany and

Finland

Along with the increase in female labor force paptition, attitudes towards gender
roles have also become more egalitarian (see eamn@on et al. 2000; Davis et al.
2009; Scott et al. 1996; Scott and Duncombe 19fhe®g 2010; Stickney and Konrad
2007)** The way attitudes towards gender role ideologyehatanged varies in
different countries (Albrecht et al. 2000; Alwinat 1992; Apparala et al. 2003; Braun
et al. 1994; Crompton 1999; Crompton et al. 2000b&g 2010; Sundstrom 1999;
Treas and Widmer 2000). Several reasons for theelation between the country
context and attitudes towards gender roles have beggested. Differences in female
labor force participation is one explanation foe tbountry differences (Adler and
Brayfield 1996; Fuwa 2004; Geist 2005), yet higméte employment rates have not
always been shown to lead to less traditionalual#is towards gender roles (Albrecht et
al. 2000; Braun et al. 1994; Crompton et al. 208@pides the female employment rate,
it has been suggested that family policy institugidi.e. child care facilities) (Sjoberg
2004; Sjbberg 2010), ratings on women’s empowerjard the gross national product

(Apparala et al. 2003), serve as the main explaypatriable for differences in attitudes

3 Egalitarian attitudes refer to individuals who dot prefer a division of labor between men and
women in which men earn the money and women dbahsehold labor.
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towards gender roles between countries. Some gshiadave even shown that attitudes
towards gender roles are more similar than diffeianvarious countries (see also
Georgas et al. 2004; Inglehart and Baker 2600).

Keeping this in mind, | will start by scrutinizingimilarities and differences in
attitudes towards gender roles with the goal of iognup with a reliable measure for
gender role ideology for Finland and West Germafisiger that | will analyze the

relationship between partnership formation and genale ideology.

4.1.1 Thesocietal context and attitudestowards gender role ideology

The comparison of attitudes towards gender rolesdififerent countries is not
straightforward (for an overview see Davis and @Gst¢ein 2009). The ISSP 2002
fulfills the criteria of standardized measures aedtensive back translation.
Nevertheless, the problem of commensurability caven totally be overcome
(Crompton 2007). For a cross-national examinatibndifferences across different
attitudinal dimensions, a careful operationalizatand knowledge of the countries
under study is needed (Andrel3 and Heien 2001; Ciamgnd Lyonette 2006; Sjoberg
2010). In the ISSP 2002, ten questions were predetat study the opinions of the
respondents on different statements towards gerales. The response alternatives
were: strongly agree, agree, neither agree nogsadisagree, and strongly disagree.
The items are coded in such a way that numberrd dta strongly agreeing with the
statement and number 5 for strongly disagreeiny wie statement. The items in the

survey were®

a) A working mother can establish just as warm andiigea relationship with her

children as a mother who does not work (v4).

b) A pre-school child is likely to suffer if his or henother works (v5).

% Treas and Widmer (2000) found that women’s empleyngained widespread support, but mothers
with small children are still expected to reduceithemployment in all 23 industrialized countries
examined in their study.

% For the translation of the statements see APPENDIX

YRecoded so that 1 stands for traditional and Hidotraditional.
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c) Allin all, family life suffers when the woman hadull-time job (v6).

d) A job is alright, but what most women really wasittihome and children (v7).
e) Being a housewife is just as fulfilling as workifay pay (v8).

f) Having a job is the best way for a woman to benalependent person (v9).

g) Both the man and the woman should contribute tdthesehold income (v10).

h) A man’s job is to earn money; a woman'’s job isdok after the home and the
family (v11).

i) Men ought to do a larger share of household waak they do now (v12).

j) Men ought to do a larger share of child care thay tlo now (v13).

Although Hakim (2000) claims that one’s own preferes cannot be measured by
asking questions on general attitudes towards germle ideology, | regard it as
acceptable to assume that someone who consideedefa@mployment harmful for a
child will generally prefer to follow a traditionalivision of labor and vice versa (see
also Crompton and Lyonette 2005). Thus, in theofaihg | will use the measures
provided in the ISSP 2002 on gender role ideologyp@xy variables for individual
preferences for work-life orientations.
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Graph 4.1 Depiction of the means for statementatbtudes towards gender roles (More detailed infation in APPENDIX A.2)
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However, acknowledging the fact that these attsudely to some degree reflect the
work-life preferences of men and women, | argud thamen who hold traditional

attitudes can be considered home-oriented, women mon-traditional attitudes are
more likely work-oriented, while women with moreless moderate values will belong
to the group of adaptive women. For men, the oppasiexpected to be true. Men with
traditional attitudes are assumed to be work-ogeénmen with non-traditional attitudes
to be home-oriented, whereas men with moderateudets towards gender roles are

considered adaptive.

A general look at the mean scores for the individteans on attitudes towards
gender roles shows that women tend to hold leslititraal attitudes than men (Graph
4.1). However, different patterns between the ceemexist. For example, the items ‘a
working mother can establish just as warm and geaurelationship with her children
as a mother who does not work’ (v4: mean 4.05)‘hading a job is the best way for a
woman to be an independent person’ (v9: mean 3ébh very high scores in West
Germany; whereas the items ‘a pre-school childkidyt to suffer if his or her mother
works’ (v5: mean 2.69) and the statement ‘all infamily life suffers when the woman
has a full-time job’ (v6: mean 2.88) attain low szDfor West Germany (for the mean,
standard deviation and number of valid answersAS#ENDIX A.2).

For Finland, the highest scores are achieved fer itams concerning men’s
homemaking (v12: mean value 3.83; v13: mean vald®)3The statements are difficult
to interpret because disagreeing to the statemagfitralso mean that men already do
enough in the household. However, the strong aggaetowards the statement suggest
that most individuals agree (also the men) that mshould participate more in
housework and child care. Yet, it is not clear iEmminclude themselves in the
statement, and think that they also should pa#teipnore in housework and child care
but cannot e.g. because of employment respongbilibr if they only refer to other
men and consider their effort to be too modest.

The second highest scores in Finland are reachethdosupport of the two income

family (v10: mean value 3.78)and for the rejection of the traditional divisiofilabor

%" The mean is not significantly different from W&srmany.
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(v11l: mean value 3.77). The lowest mean scoregdddlhe items ‘a job is alright but
what most women really want is a home and child(ei mean value 2.74) and ‘being

a housewife is just as fulfilling as working foryp&v8: mean value 2.90).

For Finland, the relatively high approval of theutite-earner family suggests that
the long tradition of female full-time employmestneflected in the attitudes. The low
means scores on the attitudes towards women’s hakieghfurthermore indicate that
Finland indeed is a double-earner, yet a one-ceoerety (see Chapter 3.3). This
interpretation should however be viewed with cautiespecially since the statements
on homemaking include a lot of missing values. ®hall be addressed more in detail

in the next section.

For West Germany, the first impression is that woeism@mployment is considered
positive for the women themselves while the coneages for the family are regarded
negatively. Consequently, one can argue that wosnemployment is highly valued in
West Germany (at least for the women themselvek)ragsas it does not interfere with
her duties towards her family and children. Howewaes already mentioned, these

interpretations only give a first impression anédh& be explored in more detail.

4.1.2 Missing valueanalysis

Even though the data from ISSP 2002 offer good qméitions for comparative

research, two major difficulties still remain: mis$ values and the question of
comparability (see also Blasius and Thiessen 200i6¢. number of missing cases is
quite large in the variables on attitudes towarésdgr role ideology. A listwise

deletion of all cases that checked ‘can’t choose€ho answer’ would mean that only
693 out of 933 cases can be included for West Geyraad 944 out of 1,311 cases for
Finland. Most missing cases are a result of respatsdicking ‘can’t choose’. As many
as 22.7 percent of German men, 24.6 percent of @ermmmomen, 26.4 percent of
Finnish men, and 19.1 of Finnish women picked ‘tahoose’ for at least one of the

ten statements on gender role ideology (see TabB)e 4
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Table 4.2 Distribution of missing values (%)

West Germany Finland

Men (N=450) Women (N=483) Men (N=583) Women (N=728)
Can't No Can't No Can't No Can't No
choose answer choose answer choose answer choose answer

A working mother can establish just as warm andigea relationship with her childre

as a mother who does not work (v4). 2.9 0.4 2.9 0.8 55 1.9 1.9 2.3
A pre-school child is likely to suffer if his or henother works (v5). 4.2 0.4 5.0 1.0 5.1 1.9 3.0 2.6
All in all, family life suffers when the woman hadull-time job (v6). 2.4 0.4 4.6 1.0 3.9 2.9 2.3 2.3
A job is alright, but what most women really wasi home and children (v7). 7.1 0.9 6.0 1.0 9.8 3.8 7.0 2.6
Being a housewife is just as fulfilling as workifay pay (v8). 8.4 0.7 5.4 1.2 15.8 3.1 7.0 2.2
Having a job is the best way for a woman to benaiependent person (v9). 4.4 0.7 2.7 1.0 11.0 3.3 4.9 2.2
Both the man and the woman should contribute tdthesehold income (v10). 3.1 0.4 4.6 1.0 2.9 1.2 1.4 1.6
A man’s job is to earn money; a woman'’s job isaok after the home and family (v11 2.9 1.1 1.7 1.2 2.1 2.2 1.0 1.6
Men ought to do a larger share of household waak they do now (v12). 6.0 0.7 6.2 0.8 4.5 2.4 2.3 1.6
Men ought to do a larger share of child care thay do now (v13). 53 0.4 8.3 0.8 51 2.4 3.4 1.6

Listwise 22.7 18 24.6 2.3 26.4 6.5 191 4.9
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Both German and Finnish men and women had moreftharpercent ‘can’t choose’
answers on the statements ‘a job is alright, buatwaost women really want is a home
and children’ and ‘being a housewife is just aslfiulg as working for pay’. Almost 16
percent of Finnish men could not choose if ‘beindghausewife is as fulfilling as
working for pay’. A listwise deletion would meanass of more than a quarter of the
cases. To get a general picture of what it wouldmfer the analysis if all the missing
cases are deleted or imputed, a missing value sinaljith SPSS was conducted. The
analysis was conducted separately for Germans amds.H-or all indicator variables
that had more than five percent missing valuesarsé@ independent sample t-test were
calculated®® These are marked bold in Table 4.2 if there isgaificant difference
between the mean value for those who gave a vabder and those who ticked ‘can’t

choose’.

Because the independent t-tests show significdfgreinces in gender role ideology
between those who ticked ‘can’'t choose’ and thod® wave a valid response,
excluding all the cases with ‘can’t choose’, wolddd to skewed results. Most of the
people who ticked ‘can’t choose’ were less traddilo towards other statements
compared to those who gave a valid answer. Additipiio a listwise deletion, missing
cases can be imputed according to different methble imputed data hardly shows
any variation to the listwise deleted data (see ARPIX B.2). Because ‘can’t choose’
can be considered a neutral opinion towards theratnt, it is acceptable to recode all
‘can’t choose’ cases into ‘neither nor’. The recwpof ‘can’t choose’ into ‘neither nor’

has no influence on the mean values

After recoding ‘can’t choose’ into ‘neither nor’ further 222 cases for West
Germany and 306 cases for Finland can be includéde factor analysis. This leaves
us with 914 West Germans, of whom 442 are men @Adade women. All in all, 1,237

Finns, 545 male and 692 female, are included irigb®r analysis.

% The missing value analysis was conducted sepwriielthose who ticked ‘can’t choose’ and those
who gave no answer. Since the number of those ufitho answer never exceeded the five percent limit,
no t-test was calculated for these cases.
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4.1.3 Operationalization

Excluding all missing cases from the analysis is eough to develop a comparable
measure. An overview of previous literature on genebles shows that even when
using the same data set there are different sakibm how to operationalize gender role
ideology. The measure of gender role ideology rarigen using only one statement up
to including seven items into one measure, depgndimthe countries included in the
analysis (see APPENDIX B.3). To find the right measfor West Germany and
Finland an explanatory factor analysis and a réiiglanalysis for the items included in
the ISSP 2002 were calculated.

| calculated several explanatory factor analysesnggal component analysis,
principal axis factoring, maximum likelihood, andplaa factoring). Because the
different methods show similar results, | will agaiepetition by only presenting the
results from the principal component analySiswhen calculating the principal
component analysis and the rotations method varimigix Kaiser-Normalization for
West Germany and Finland the following results eyjaeAccording to the ‘Eigenvalue-
test’ (Elbow-test) four different components (fasjowere found for West Germany
and Finland (see Table 4.3). For the principal congmt analysis, the Kaiser-Meyer-
Olkin measure of sampling adequacy was as high.@8 &nd the Barlett's test of
sphericity showed a highly significant Chi-squaedue (Chi-square 4887.647 with 45

degrees of freedom).

%9 also calculated analyses with imputed data aatd tefore recoding or imputation. The results were
quite similar. Only the analysis with imputed d&tam the regression analysis came to a three factor
solution with somewhat different component solusion
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Table 4.3 Rotated Component Matrix (N=2151)

Components

1 2 3 4
A pre-school child is likely to suffer if his or he
mother works (v5). 0.845 -0.020 0.097 0.068
All in all, family life suffers when the woman has
full-time job (v6). 0.824 0.058 0.186 0.034
A man’s job is to earn money; a woman'’s job is to
look after the home and family (v11). 0.580 0.172 0.499 -0.036
A working mother can establish just as warm and
secure a relationship with her children as a motier
does not work (v4). 0.529 -0.018 0.027 0.525
Men ought to do a larger share of child care tihary t
do now (v13). 0.016 0.906 0.006 0.052
Men ought to do a larger share of household woak 1
they do now (v12). 0.058 0.904 0.019 0.104
Being a housewife is just as fulfilling as workifoy
pay (v8). 0.047 0.040 0.772 0.179
A job is alright, but what most women really wasti
home and children (v7). 0.279 -0.067 0.731 -0.011
Having a job is the best way for a woman to be an
independent person (v9). -0.212 0.072 0.320 0.735
Both the man and the woman should contribute to 1
household income (v10). 0.185 0.108 -0.054 0.723
Total variance explained 28.48 16.95 12.25 10.19
Rotation Sums of Squared Loadings (Total varianc:
explained) 21.71 16.93 15.31 13.92
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling adequac' 0.693
Barlett's Test of Sphericity 4887.647
df 45

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.

The results obtained by calculating the principaimponent analysis jointly for
Germany and Finland differ somewhat from the rasobtained by calculating the
principal component analysis separately for Germamy Finland (see APPENDIX C.1
and APPENDIX C.2). Furthermore, factor analyses thelude all the countries from
the ISSP show a somewhat different outcome thaodhgonent analysis for Germany
and Finland alone (Knudsen and Weerness 2008; Kanaid Kunovich 2008; Sj6berg
2004; Sjoberg 2010). This is a further indicatidratt the measure of gender role
ideology should be carefully considered and thatsibcietal context plays an important

role in the interpretation of statements towardsdge roles. It is important to conduct
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studies in separate countries to reveal the aanethanisms behind the attitudes
towards gender roles (Sjoberg 2010).

In regards of content, the first component meastlresconsequences of mothers’
employment on the family and children, the relasinip between working mothers and
their children, as well as attitudes towards aiti@ahl division of labor. Someone who
scores high on this factor can thus be considerddvior women’s employment and to
be against a traditional division of labor betweaen and women. Therefore, this
component can be regarded as measuring attitudesrds the division of labor
between men and women and | define this comporem@naindicator of attitudes on

‘gender role ideology'’.

The second component reflects the respondent’'s voawmen’s proportion of
housework and child care. Therefore, | label tlisponent an indicator for ‘attitudes
on men’s household labor’. Unfortunately, the attdés on men and their share of
household labor or child care solely address thestipn of if men should help out more
in the household, not if homemaking is okay for flenalone if it would be rewarding
for men to be a homemaker (see statements on ‘weni@memaking’: ‘a job is
alright, but what most women really want is a hoara children’ (v7); ‘being a
housewife is just as fulfilling as working for pa{8)). Furthermore, it is not clear if
disagreeing with this statement means that menadreparticipate enough in
housework and child care and therefore should wotdarger share, or if men are
considered to participate too little in housewanki &hild care and therefore should take
on a larger share.

The third component consists of the statementsihaihousewife is just as fulfilling
as working for pay’ (v8) and ‘a job is alright, bwhat most women really want is a
home and children’ (v7). Both of these items adslrasmemaking and its value
compared to employment. The first item (v8) dealk whe discussion on what is more
fulfilling: working for pay or being a housewife hereas the second item (v7) indicates
that women might enjoy employment but their trudirggis to stay home and take care
of children. Thus, | will address this componenthwihe label attitudes on ‘women’s

role as homemakers'.
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The fourth and final component consists of thregesbhents: ‘a working mother can

establish just as warm and secure a relationship lvar children as a mother who does
not work’ (v4), ‘having a job is the best way fom@man to be an independent person’
(v9), and ‘both the man and the woman should domtei to the household income’

(v10). All these items reflect women’s employmentdats meaning for the woman

herself or for the family. The first item (v4) dealith the working woman and her

relationship with her children. The second item)(p6stulates the importance of a job
for the woman’s own independence, and the thinah if@10) states the importance of
women’s employment for the family income. One cag that the fourth component

generally deals with attitudes on ‘women’s paicbia3°

Table 4.4 Mean values for the components accortbrgender and country (Standard
deviation) [Cronbach’s alpha]

West Germany Finland

Men Women Men Women

(N=442) (N=472) (N=545) (N=692)
Gender role ideology 3.15 3.41 3.35 3.60
(0.81) (0.94) (0.87) (0.87)

[0.674] [0.763] [0.760] [0.797]
Men’s household labor 3.47 3.65 3.68 3.94
(0.80) (0.83) (0.77) (0.73)

[0.683] [0.770] [0.810] [0.864]
Women'’s role as homemakers 3.16 3.45 2.80 2.89
(2.03) (1.08) (0.75) (0.86)

[0.625] [0.619] [0.264] [0.300]
Women'’s paid labor 3.75 3.97 3.35 3.58
(0.72) (0.75) (0.75) (0.74)

[0.440] [0.525] [0.423] [0.418]

Looking at the descriptive statistics and the Cemfis alphas, significant differences
across gender and country become evident (Tablg ZHe Levene's Test for
significance shows significant results for the eliénce in the mean values between both
men and women as well as between Germans and §omsore detailed results see
APPENDIX C.3 and APPENDIX C.4). As shown in sevegredvious studies, men are

% The empirical results found here differ somewhatr the theoretically assumed measures (Davis
and Greenstein 2009). This is another argumena fdoser empirical analysis of the measure of gende
role ideology and its relevance.
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more traditional in their attitudes than women (sap Albrecht et al. 2000; Alwin et al.
1992; Andrel3 and Heien 2001; Crompton et al. 200@as and Widmer 2000). As
expected, based on the societal context the astumh ‘gender role ideology’ are
somewhat less traditional in Finland than in Westr@any. However, a gendered effect
becomes evident. German women are less tradittbaal Finnish men. The difference
is only 0.06, however, statistically significants Ahown previously, a closer look at the
item means shows that German women score equalhydrilower on all items except
for the item ‘a working mother can establish justaarm and secure a relationship with
her child as a mother who does not work’ (see APPBNA.2).** Similarly to the
general discourse in West Germany and the sociitypagenda, German women
consider mother's employment harmful for the chij@t the consequences of the
mother’s employment are not considered negativéhimwoman. More surprising is the
very high level of agreement on the statement ‘akimg mother can establish just as

warm and secure a relationship with her childrea ather who does not work'.

The component on the attitudes towards ‘men’s Hmldelabor’ shows relatively
high Cronbach’s alphas and generally non-traditiatiitudes towards the statements.
However, as already indicated, this measure islenaditic. First of all, more than five
percent of German men and women chose not to artbigeguestion. Secondly, these
statements are not easily interpretable. One itidicdor this is that German women
who ticked ‘can’t choose’ on the statement ‘mentdug do a larger share of child care
than they do now’ (v13) generally have a less trawial view towards the statement ‘a
man’s job is to earn money; a woman’s job is tokl@fter the home and family’.
Taking this into account, it seems that individualso generally tend to hold less
traditional attitudes towards gender roles tentbeéandecisive when it comes to these

two items.

Interestingly enough, German men and women hokl tieslitional attitudes on the
components ‘women’s role as homemakers’ than Annen and women do. The

results should, however, be interpreted carefulllye missing value analyses already

“! However, it should be noted that German women elfecked ‘can’t choose’ on the statement ‘a pre-
school child is likely to suffer if his or her mahworked’ generally holdess traditional attitudes
towards the statement ‘a working mother can estljlist as warm and secure a relationship with her
children as a mother who does not work’.
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showed that these items are problematic. Up tor@epé of the women and more than
10 percent of the men ticked ‘can’t choose’ on ¢héems. In Finland, especially
women who ticked ‘can’t choose’ on these items ¢ehith hold less traditional attitudes
towards other statements. The recoding of ‘cantoske’ into ‘neither nor’ might

therefore have led to an overrepresentation oftioaal attitudes.

The reason behind the large number of missing daséamland might be that the
statements are interpreted in different societaltexts. As shown in Chapter 3.2,
women’s homemaking never really became a commomgrhenon in Finland.
Therefore, Finns (especially men) to a large exteave not experienced very many
homemakers, yet also have not been a homemakesdhara. As shown in the missing
value analysis, the low score on ‘attitudes towavdsnen’s role as homemakers’ does
not mean that the Finns who do not answer the gquesiecessary hold traditional
attitudes towards women’s role as homemakers. @rctimtrary, they were found to
hold less traditional attitudes towards ‘gendeermleology’ compared to those who
answered the question. Thus, it is very likely ttie# low score on this component
means that individuals who have never experien@dgba homemaker prefer not to
evaluate something they are not familiar with. Timierpretation is supported by the
fact that more than 8 percent of German men (whee h@ experience of being a

homemaker) also ticked ‘can’t choose’ on this steiet (mean 2.87).

Another explanation might be that agreeing with stegement ‘a job is alright, but
what most women really want is a home and childdes not necessary mean that
women could not both be employed and have a familyich principally is not
associated with traditional attitudes. However, ltdve Cronbach’s alpha (0.264 for men
and 0.300 for women) suggests that the measureoBlgmatic for Finland and

therefore this measure shall not be included irattadysis.

It is surprising to see that Finns hold more tiadal attitudes towards ‘women’s
paid labor’ than Germans do. Unexpectedly, in Fidlavhere the double-earner couple
is the most common partnership form and where woatesady participated full-time
in paid work in the 1950s (Chapter 3.2), the atiésitowards women’s employment are
more traditional than in West Germany. A look a¢ tthescriptive statistics on the
separate items reveals that the reason for thedugte for Germans for this item is the

result of a high level of agreement with the stagetmhaving a job is the best way for a
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woman to be an independent person’ (v9: mean val@) and ‘a working mother can
establish just as warm and secure a relationship lvar children as a mother who does
not work’ (v4: mean value 4.20). Surprisingly, eoyhent is considered to affect
women more positively in West Germany than in Fdlawhere women’s (full-time)
employment is more common. Apparently, Finns wheoehaxperienced women’s
employment do not consider this the ultimate sohutfor women to gain their
independence. On the other hand, one could thiak @rman women, who at least
know of cases where the wife depends on her husbamtbme, see this as a huge
disadvantage to women’s independence. Becausefatier shows the lowest total
variance explained (10.19) and very low Cronbaelpfas, | choose not to use this as a
measure of gender role ideology but rather juse ribat this measure is interpreted

differently depending on the country context.

4.1.4 Gender roleideology

The results of the missing value analyses, thefastalyses, and the Cronbach’s alphas
show that the components ‘women’s role as homersakad ‘women’s paid labor’ are
not reliable for a comparative measure. Firsthesth components include too many
missing values, which leads to skewed measurestlam to very low Cronbach’s
alphas and total variance explained. These comp®siséould therefore not be included

in the analysis of the influence of gender roleoldgy on the division of housework.

The component ‘men’s household labor’ shows quitgh ICronbach’s alphas and
total variance explained (16.95), however, the meag quite problematic as regards
content. Rather than discussing men’s gender rtilesstatements address the question
of whether men should support women more so tlegt tlo not have to carry the sole
responsibility for the housework. Furthermore,sitnot clear if disagreeing with the

statement means that men already do enough ayifdfill should do more housework.

The first component shows the highest total vaeaf28.48) and the fewest missing
values. Thus, the most appropriate measure in congpgender roles in West Germany

and Finland is the component ‘gender role ideolaggfuding the statements:
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‘a working mother can establish just as warm arwliiea relationship with

her children as a mother who does not work’ (v4),
» ‘apre-school child is likely to suffer if his oehmother works’ (v5),
o ‘allin all, family life suffers when the woman hadull-time job’ (v6), and

« ‘aman’s job is to earn money; a woman’s job idok after the home and
family (v11).

From now on the mean of these statements is usdtieasneasure of gender role

ideology.

415 Conclusions

The descriptive findings show that interpretingtadtes towards gender roles should be
done carefully and by taking the societal contakh maccount. Without the information
on the different political approaches and actuableor in reconciling work and family,
the interpretations of the results for Finland &vest Germany would be misleading.

First of all, the explicit analyses of the statetsemn attitudes towards gender roles
show that some statements might be interprete@rdiftly depending on the country
context. For example, in West Germany female emp&yt was considered very
important for women’s independence, while in Finlahwas not. Knowing that the
double-earner family has a long tradition in Fimlanvhereas in West Germany the
breadwinner-homemaker family model has traditignbéen favored, it is clear that this
finding cannot be interpreted as a more traditionialv on female employment in
Finland than in West Germany, but that this findnather suggests that in countries
where female employment is common, women’'s employmis probably not

considered to be sufficient for women’s indepenéenc

Furthermore, the differentiated analysis showedntguspecific patterns in the
attitudes towards gender roles. Even though simdarfor the countries were found,
generally women in both countries were found tadHeks traditional attitudes towards
gender roles than men. Country-specific pattermsiuine evident across gender lines. In

Finland, neither men nor women considered womenipleyment to have especially
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negative consequences for the family or the childidnese findings support the general
discourse that mother’s care is not irreplaceahte that child minders in a child care
facility are considered experts in child care whe perfectly capable of taking care of
the children (for a more detailed description sagt@ 2007). However, women’s
employment is not considered to have as such pesitbnsequences for the woman
herself as it did in West Germany. This is somevg#uaprising taking into account the
conscious policies in Finland to promote female leympent in order to enhance gender
equity, while in West Germany the policies for agaime supported women’s role as
homemakers. It can be assumed that this refleatistafor changes in policies in West
Germany (see also Hofacker 2007), while female eympént perhaps has become self-
evident in Finland and thus is not considered t@heugh for gender equity. It is also
interesting to note that in West Germany the adhgeg of employment were
considered high for the women themselves, howegaddantageous for the family and
children of the woman. Therefore, it remains indéreg to see how this is reflected in
behavior when it comes to the new parental leagelagions. Or perhaps the new
policies in future will impact the attitudes towardemale employment and its

consequences for the family and children. This$ rtthains to be seen.

The conclusion for future research from the findirftere is that the measure of
gender role ideology has to be carefully picked amdrpreted in the light of the
societal context. As shown, there seems to beoagtrelationship between the country
context and how attitudes towards gender rolesnéeepreted, as well as how opinions
on gender roles are formed. Gender roles are ctamaeed differently in different
countries and therefore also interpreted diffeyeriib be able to fully comprehend the
relationship between individual attitudes and dati€ontext, societal context also
needs to be taken into account. To be able to meafiange in attitudes longitudinal
data is necessary. In future research, this shmeildiken into account when conducting
comparative studies. Taking this into account Il,vil the next section, take a closer
look at the relationship between attitudes towagdmder roles and partnership

formation.
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4.2 Gender roleideology: differencesin partnership formation?

In this section the relationship between gender idéology and partnership formation
will be explored. | will address the theoreticainie discussed in Chapter 2 and based
on them make assumptions explicitly on the relatom between gender role ideology
and partnership formation. Hoping to finally getreoanswers to the question of why
the gendered division of housework keeps on pergistiespite increased female
employment, | will conduct analyses which concdetran the issues raised by the
theories on doing gender, preference theory, argabang theory based on gender role
ideology when scrutinizing the relationship betwegander role ideology and

partnership formation.

4.2.1 Theoretical assumptions

As discussed in Chapter 2, partnership formatiandgectly expected to influence the
division of housework. This idea basically stemsnirthe economic theory of the
family and some bargaining theories. Principallgsin approaches predict that relative
human capital investments by the spouses (ultimatéed means the relative income of
the spouse) are decisive for behavior and consdéguaiso determine the division of
housework (Blau 1964; Lundberg and Pollak 1993; s¢arand Brown 1980; McElroy
1990; McElroy and Horney 1981; Ott 1997). Accordioghe perhaps most prominent
approach by Becker (economic theory of the fam#yerything starts with the choice
of partner (Becker 1973; Becker 1974; Becker 198®@riage is considered a question
of finding a partner with comparative advantagekisTmeans that men with high
human capital investments (labor market skills) wiarry women with good qualities
in homemaking (or vice versa: the approach is gendatral). The division of human
capital investments — ultimately income — will théetermine the division of labor in
the household. The spouse with the higher incomiparticipate less in housework
and do more paid work, while the partner with tbedr income (presumably also has
better homemaking skills) will be responsible floe homemaking. Accordingly, gender
is not decisive, but the relative resources eaclusp has at their disposal (for a more
detailed discussion, see Chapter 2.1).
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Several studies have questioned the empirical aale of these theories (Oppenheimer
1997; Press 2004). Contrary to the expectations rttem and women seek a partner
with comparative advantages, studies show that atdu@al homogamy is common
(Blossfeld and Timm 2003) and that both employed @wed women are more likely to
marry and stay married than non-employed men antemo(Ciabattari 2004; Finnas
1995; Jalovaara 2003; Schoen and Cheng 2006; SweeweCancian 2004). Some of
the studies have even shown that women’s inconp@sgively associated with being
married (Sweeney and Cancian 2004). These findilmgsot support Becker’s idea of
comparative advantages (Becker 1973; Becker 19&tk& 1993). In fact, these
findings suggest that like attracts like.

Taking up on the idea that like attracts like, Breend Cooke (2005) develop a
marriage game based on different attitudes to gemdies. They construct a theoretical
model leaning on ideas from preference theory (MaRd00) and on applications from
formal game theory (Lundberg and Pollak 1993). pPhemise is that the increasing
female labor force participation should increase likelihood of men participating
more in the domestic field and that today more worpeefer men who do more
housework. Because women are the ones expecteehatothie main responsibility for
housework, Breen and Cooke (2005) assume that woharse to ‘trust’ a man and to
form a relationship depending on his gender rokology and the woman’s own
lifestyle preferences. Based on Hakim (Hakim 208@) Hochschild (Hochschild and
Machung 1989) they differentiate between three dypd women: traditional,
transitional, and autonomous. The traditional worpesfer a traditional division of
labor and are willing to take on the responsibilioy housework. The transitional
women prefer a man with whom they can share thedwaork. However, once married
they are willing to take over the larger part ofukework if their husband does not
cooperate by doing his fair share. Only autonomwaoisien will insist that their spouse
does his share of the housework, otherwise thelystap cooperating and will quit the
marriage. Basically, men and women who hold moesalitional attitudes towards
gender roles are expected to search for a partitieravgsimilar ideology and will follow
a traditional division of housework. In contrasbprtraditional individuals are expected
to search for a partner who is willing to break ttaalitional expectations and to share

domestic tasks more equally (for a more detailescuiigtion see Chapter 2.4.2). The
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guintessence of Breen and Cooke’s (2005) theotlyasthe non-traditional division of

housework can only be increased by a boost in timeber of non-traditional men. In

other words, as long as the number of men withtraxditional attitudes towards gender
roles does not equal the proportion of women hagldion-traditional attitudes towards
gender roles, the number of non-traditional coupldlsnot increase enough to make a
change in the division of housework on the aggestgatel.

As mentioned in Chapter 2.4.3, attitudes and noamesexpected to be associated
with the societal context (Crompton et al. 2000pr@pton and Harris 1999; Crompton
and Lyonette 2005; Lee et al. 2007; Treas and D#ob010). Individuals both form
their ideas within a certain context and act inséhsocietal surroundings (Adler and
Brayfield 1996; Blumberg and Coleman 1989; Chaded Cech 2010; Cooke 20064a;
Davis et al. 2009; Drob&i1997; Drobni 1999; Drobni and Blossfeld 2004; Lewin-
Epstein et al. 2000; Pfau-Effinger 2004a; PfausiEfir 2004c; Pfau-Effinger 2010;
Treas and Drobni2010; van der Lippe and van Dijk 2002; Yodanis@0Therefore, it
can be assumed that the societal context modedsesion making even when
choosing a partner. | expect this to be true esfigdor men and women with non-
traditional attitudes towards gender roles. Becaueenen with traditional attitudes
towards gender roles prefer to take care of famaBponsibilities over employment, |
assume that a woman with traditional attitudes tdwagender roles will most likely
prefer family and marriage independently of theietat context (Hakim 2003). The
same can be assumed for a man with a traditionadegerole ideology. A man with
traditional attitudes towards gender roles can tesiclered as family-oriented as a
woman with traditional attitudes towards genderesolAccordingly, they will be as
keen on getting married as traditionally orientednven are, independently of the

societal context.

A woman with non-traditional attitudes towards gendoles is, however, not
necessarily willing to compromise her prefereneeg.(employment and independence)
for having a family. She will probably choose staysingle over getting married if her
lifestyle preference (to be employed and indepet)desnnot be upheld during the
marriage or after dissolving the marriage (see Bisen and Cooke 2005). Thus, the
likelihood for her to get married will probably beyher if, in case of divorce — or if her

partner against expectations prefers a traditidivagion of labor after getting married —
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she can rely on outside support for her lifestglech as public child care and secure

employment after parental leave.

Similarly, | expect the societal context to infleenmen’s decision making. It might
be somewhat discouraging for men with non-tradélcattitudes towards gender roles
to get married if they have to fear taking on timamcial responsibility for their wife in
case — against expectations — she turn out toabigitmal in her gender role ideology.
This might especially be true for countries wherenmare legally assigned the
breadwinner role and after a divorce have to pawaly for their wife. Men who are
somewhat ambiguous in their gender roles (modesaatedlso expected to be influenced
by the societal context. They might choose to mareyoman with traditional attitudes
in a country context where the breadwinner-homemaidaalel is supported by the state,
but to marry a woman with non-traditional gendde raleology in a societal context
where double-earner families are encouraged byakqdilicies. In this way he can

benefit from the policies in his country.

In the next section | will look at research on parship formation (marriage and
cohabitation) and formulate the relevant researgkstions that can be answered with

the data available.

4.2.2 Research questionsand strategy

In general, individuals with traditional attitudémwvards gender roles are expected to
have a greater likelihood of being married, thadivilduals with non-traditional or
moderate attitudes towards gender roles (CunningB@6b; Davis and Greenstein
2004b). | argue that the relationship between gemdie ideology and partnership
formation is moderated by the societal contexttieo different reasons. First of all,
Breen and Cooke (2005) propose that the proporionon-traditional men will be
decisive for the willingness of non-traditional wemto get married. Accordingly, more
non-traditional couples should be found in coustidere the gender role ideology on
the aggregate level is less traditional. Furtheenbsuggest that individuals with non-
traditional attitudes towards gender roles are &eém marry in a country where non-
traditional lifestyle preferences are encouraged By public child care and actively
supporting female employment.
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Because female employment and the double-earnelyfaas been directly supported
by the state in Finland for a long period (see @af.2) and the attitudes towards
gender role ideology on the aggregate level are teslitional than in West Germany
(see Chapter 4.1), | predict that more individwalte® hold non-traditional or moderate

gender role ideology are married in Finland thaiMiest Germany.

Following Baron and Kenny (1986), | include an matgion effect between gender
role ideology and the societal context to testhd effect of gender role ideology is
moderated by the societal context (see Graph #@jortunately, the data set only
contains information on the respondent’'s gendee rnoleology and their current
partnership or marital status. Therefore, | am oabje to look at the correlation
between partnership formation and gender role agobn the aggregate level. This
means that | can calculate the probability for taalitional women and men to be

married or cohabiting as opposed to being single.

To analyze the actual partnership formation acogrdo gender role ideology, data
on the gender role ideology for both spod$esuld be necessary. Only then would it
be possible to test the hypothesis proposed bynBard Cooke (2005) that women with
non-traditional attitudes only marry men with noaditional attitudes (see also
Cunningham 2005). The most accurate analyses wmailgossible if longitudinal data
on both spouses’ gender role ideology were availaliis would enable analyses of the
gender role ideology at the beginning of the retahip and if or how the gender role

ideology changes after committing to a relationship

2 Here the term spouse also refers to couples whbvamg together but are not married.
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Graph 4.2 Analytical approach to the relationshiptiween gender role ideology and
partnership formation moderated by gender (Base@8armn and Kenny 1986)

Gender role
ideology
Societal context Partnership
> formation
Gender role

ideology * Societal
context

Because of the restrictions set by the data streicte analyses are concentrated on the
relationship between gender role ideology and pastrip status on the aggregate level.
I will address both the question of whether indiats with traditional attitudes towards
gender roles are more likely to be married thanviddals with moderate or non-
traditional attitudes, as well as the question bether the relationship between gender

role ideology and partnership formation is modetdig the societal context.

To be able to test the assumptions on the reldtiprizetween gender role ideology
and partnership formation, the index of gender ndieology is recoded into three
categories: traditional, moderate and non-trad#iomhe respondents fall into the
category traditional if their index value rangeenfr 1 to 2.5. If the index value for
gender role ideology lies between 2.6 and 3.5 ¢éspandents are considered moderate.
Finally, the category non-traditional consists mdividuals whose gender role ideology
index is between 3.6 and 5. The focus here is @mfga relationship (being married or
cohabiting) and not yet have started a relationdfliping single), however not

dissolving one. Therefore, | will exclude all dieed and widowed from the analysis.
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This leaves 399 German men, 387 German women, TidfisB women, and 598
Finnish men for the analysis (see Table 4°4).

Table 4.4 Distribution of gender role ideology agides according to gender and
country** (%)

West Germany (N= 786) Finland (N=1112)
Men Women All Men Women All

(N=399) (N=387) (N=786) (N=514) (N=598) (N=1112)
Traditional 27.1 19.1 23.2 20.2 15.1 17.4
Moderate 43.9 35.7 39.8 37.4 29.6 33.2
Non- 29.1 45.2 37.0 42.4 55.4 49.4
Traditional
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Country difference ) 2: 29,089***
Gender difference in West Germarky 2 22,510***
Gender difference in Finlangy 2: 18,640***

As for the gender role ideology index, the corielatoetween the categorical gender

role ideology and country context is significapt¥ 29,089). The gender role ideology

Is somewhat more traditional in West Germany tharFinland. German men hold

significantly more traditional attitudes than Fisimimen; and German women hold
significantly more traditional attitudes than Fisimiwomen. As already shown in the
previous section on the measure of gender roldadgpthere is a significant difference

between men and women in both countries. German anermore traditional than

German women; and Finnish men are more tradititmah Finnish women. These

results are in line with previous findings with tender role index and studies where
women have proven to hold less traditional attitudean men (Crompton and Lyonette
2006; Fuwa 2004; Nordenmark 2004; Schwarzwald .e2@0D8; Solomon et al. 2004;

Sundstréom 1999).

Because partnership formation is not a metric giand is not ordered, the most
appropriate method to analyze the relationship eetwgender role ideology and
partnership formation is the multinomial regressianalysis. The multinomial

regression analysis can be considered an extertdiathe binary logit model for

3 The results for the distribution of gender roledtbgy are not particularly different when incluglin
divorced and widowed in the sample.

4 Significance level: *** <0.001; ** =<0.010; * =<050
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situations with several categories without a natoraering. The estimation of the
coefficients is carried out iteratively based or thaximum likelihood method, using
SPSS NOMREG.

In my analysis, the dependent variable is partmgrdbrmation. Partnership
formation is operationalized by referring to theri@h status of the respondent. The
variable has three categories: single, cohabiting @arried. For the equation, two

categories are included in the analysis and onesexs the reference categody<1).

This means that the probability of the responsegmatyj at sub-populationis

ar by, X+ %o+ by X

e

J-1
1+ Z ea+k:,1><l+bj2xz+...+bji X;
i=1

PY = j| Xy, X000 X;) =

Because the theory implies different motivations feen and women to engage in a
partnership, analyses are calculated separatelyjnéor and women. Two different sets
of analyses are conducted. First, ‘single’ is dedims the reference category. This way
it is possible to analyze the difference betweemden a partnership (married or
cohabiting) compared to being single. In the secsatdof models, ‘cohabiting’ serves
as the reference category. This makes it possiblsee if cohabiting and married

individuals differ in terms of gender role ideology

Let’s say that singles are the reference cateddmg. means that all parameters in the
model are interpreted in reference to individuah®ware single. For the interpretation of
the multinomial logistic regression, odds ratios aalculated. If single individuals are
the reference category, odds ratios above 1.0sréfepositive odds that the individual
is either cohabiting or married in reference togkn Odds ratios below 1.0 means
decreased odds of cohabiting or being married fereace to single. For example, an
odds ratio of 4.3 for married individuals with ntraditional attitudes means that the
odds are 4.3 times higher for a person with nodHicmnal attitudes to be married in
comparison to being single. The odds ratio coukb dbe interpreted as a percent
increase in odds. Then an odds ratio of 1.3 woutdmthat the odds of being married

increase by 30 percent for individuals with norditianal attitudes.

The predictor variable is gender role ideology gdimo dummy variables: moderate,
and non-traditional (traditional being the referergategory) and the country context
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using one dummy variable: Finland (West Germanyindef as the reference
category)’”® To analyze the interaction between these variakilés necessary to create
product terms in which all the dummy variables doe of the variables are multiplied
by all the dummy variables for the other variabldis yields two product terms:

moderate*finland, and non-traditional*finland. Tlegsroduct terms are entered into the
logistic equation in conjunction with the othernet non-traditional, moderate, and
finland. For this equation, the reference categoaee traditional German women or

men, depending on for whom the model is calculated.

Additionally to the main predictor variables measgrgender role ideology and the
moderator effect of the country context (societaltext), control variables are included
into the model. Cohabitation can partly be seea pge-marital condition (Batalova and
Cohen 2002; Baxter 2005; Ciabattari 2004; CunningtZ005; Seltzer et al. 2005).
Therefore, it is important to include age in thei@epn to control for different stages in
life. Younger people are more likely to still beoking for the ‘right’ partner and
therefore still be single. Consequently, singles mostly expected to be younger than
married or cohabiting individuals (Wiik 2009). Cdiiiation is often considered a step
before getting married and therefore married irdligis tend to be older than
cohabiting individuals. However, it can be assuntledt the likelihood of getting
married will diminish over time. Someone who has married up to a certain point
will probably not marry anymore but rather stayginor cohabiting (Batalova and
Cohen 2002; Baxter 2005; Ciabattari). Thus, thenaaiog of age is included together
with age in the equation to control for life cousféects?®

The descriptive statistics on age according to talastatus indeed show some life
course effects (see Table 4.5). At least in Finlamagle respondents generally tend to
be younger than cohabiting individuals. In West r@amy, there is no significant
difference in the mean age of cohabitors and ssndgle West Germany, cohabiting
individuals even tend to be somewhat younger thagles. This suggests that for

> For reason of completeness, models where moderaten-traditional serve as reference categories
were also calculated (see APPENDIX D).

¢ Because previous studies have shown that thegimfimarriage is postponed by attending school
(Blossfeld and Huinink 1991b), ‘still at school’ salso included in the analysis to control for Gfeurse
effects. However, the variable was never significanthe variable was excluded from the equation.
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Germans cohabitation during the life course is i@l stage to being single. In both
countries the average age for cohabitors is lovsan tfor married couples. This
indicates that cohabitation can be regarded asia’ ‘before marriage and in West
Germany more popular among young couples. The mnegn for cohabitors is

somewhat higher in Finland than in West Germanyjclwhsuggests that more
individuals in Finland than in West Germany seeatitation as a replacement for
marriage. This seems plausible — because marmageiand is not connected with as
many advantages as in West Germany (see Chapt#).3ibwever, one has to keep in
mind that this also might be a generational effganight be that in Germany couples
who belong to a younger generation with less tiauai attitudes are more likely to be

cohabiting that couples in later generations.

Another event that is often associated with maerigg) having children. Having
children is often considered to be associated wigtronger commitment towards the
partner. Furthermore, married parents (especiatlyefs) are treated differently in law.
Unmarried fathers frequently do not have the sagieas as fathers who are married. To
control for this life course event, the variabldild’ is also included as a control
variable. The variable ‘children’ is coded 1 if iclien between 0-17 are living in the
household and 0 if no children are living in thaubehold®’ The descriptive statistics
for the variable ‘child’ also show a life coursdeet (see Table 4.5). Hardly any of the
singles have children, while approximately 40 petad the married respondents have
children. In both countries couples with childrene anore likely to be married than
cohabiting. This seems to hold especially for Gernmaen. Only 14 percent of
cohabiting German men have children while 40 paroémarried German men have

children.

4755 of the singles who reported that they werentiviogether with children in their household were
under the age of 20 and their household composgian least two adults and children, which me&ias t
they are not single fathers or mothers. The commiuis that the children are not their own but tthegty
live together with at least one of their parentsug, the variable ‘child’ was coded 0 for them.
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Table 4.5 Descriptive statistics for control varie®

West Germany Finland
Men Women Men Women
Age Children Age Children Age Children Age Chhén
Single Mean 30.3 0.00 30.6 0.06 29.7 0.02 28.7 0.06
N 73 74 47 47 122 122 120 120
Std. 12.08 0.00 16.74 0.25 13.09 0.16 14.17 0.24
Deviation
Cohabiting Mean 29.9 0.13 27.9 0.21 38.7 0.28 34.8 0.28
N 62 62 56 56 100 100 132 132
Std. 8.87 0.34 7.98 0.41 12.97 0.45 13.67 0.45
Deviation
Married Mean 52.5 0.40 48.8 0.39 51.0 0.43 48.6 40.4
N 263 263 284 284 292 292 346 346
Std. 13.45 0.49 14.16 0.49 12.58 0.50 11.76 0.50
Deviation
Total Mean 44.88 0.29 43.56 0.33 43.54 0.30 41.53 330
N 398 399 387 387 514 514 598 598
Std. 16.43 0.45 16.29 0.47 15.62 0.46 15.26 0.47

Deviation
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423 Reaults

The general assumption was that married individasgsmore likely to hold traditional
attitudes towards gender roles than singles orhithg individuals. In Graph 4.3 the
relationship between gender role ideology and pastrip formation for German men
and women, as well as for Finnish men and womedepcted. The percentage of
married individuals with non-traditional attitudesvards gender roles is indeed lower
than for cohabitors in all groups (German men, iBimmmen, German women, and
Finnish women). This might also be a result of aegational effect. As previously
shown, married couples generally tend to be olddrerhaps therefore also hold more
traditional attitudes.

This correlation between marriage and traditionahder role ideology is most
obvious for German men. Only 22.4 percent of mdrrieen in West Germany belong
to the category non-traditional. Most married manWest Germany hold moderate
attitudes towards gender roles (43.3 percent) areh 4.2 percent of them hold
traditional attitudes towards gender roles. Colvadpinen in West Germany are mostly
non-traditional (46.8 percent) and only 14.5 petrcehthem belong to the group
traditional. Married men are clearly more tradiabthan cohabiting couples in West
Germany. For Finnish men the picture is somewhi&rént. The difference between

cohabitors, singles, and married men in Finlandas significant (y 2. 6.160). More

than 40 percent (41.4 percent) of married men imtaRd can be assigned to the group
non-traditional, whereas only 22.9 percent of theofd traditional attitudes towards
gender roles. This is not very different from cabiag men. 50 percent of the
cohabiting men belong to the category non-trad#ioand only 15.0 percent are
assigned to traditional. Finnish men with non-tliadial attitudes towards gender roles

tend to be as likely to cohabite as to be marse@ Graph 4.3).

This also is a reflection of the higher proportimhnon-traditional men in Finland
than in West Germany. As previously shown, 42.4&¢@er of Finnish men are assigned
to the category non-traditional, while only 29.Tqant of German men were classified
non-traditional (see Table 4.4). This result to eahegree supports Breen and Cooke’s

(2005) assumption that the likelihood for non-ttadial marriages to become evident
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on the aggregate level is only likely if the numlzérmen holding non-traditional
attitudes towards gender roles reaches a certedh. [t also suggests that the country
context (societal context) moderates the relatignbbtween gender role ideology and

partnership formation.

This assumption that the number of non-traditioneh is decisive for an increase in
the number of non-traditional couples on the agapedevel is furthermore supported
by the finding that only 38.7 percent of marriedmemn in West Germany belong to the
category non-traditional, even though as many a® gércent of German women were
assigned to the category non-traditional and o8I\t percent were classified traditional
(see Table 4.4). As many as 71.4 percent of cahgbfBerman women hold non-
traditional attitudes. Considering the number ofr@n men assigned to the group of
non-traditional (see Table 4.4), one could accgrdanBreen and Cooke (2005) assume
that as long as the proportion of non-traditionanmis not large enough, German
women with non-traditional attitudes are not wiljirto risk marriage but prefer

cohabitation.

The difference between married and cohabiting womelinland is not as evident

as for German women. The?2 is only 11.336 compared to @2 of 24.437 for German

women. As many as 50.6 percent of the married wohwéd non-traditional attitudes
towards gender roles compared to 62.2 percenteotdmabiting couples belonging to
the group of non-traditional. It seems as if Fihnigomen with non-traditional attitudes
are more likely to get married than German wometh wion-traditional attitudes,
because of the larger number of Finnish men with-tnaditional attitudes towards

gender roles.
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Graph 4.3 Correlation between gender role ideolagyg partnership formation
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(N=74) | (N=62) |(N=263)|(N=122)|(N=100)|(N=292)| (N=47) | (N=56) |(N=284)|(N=120)|(N=132)|(N=346)
Single | Cohabit | Married| Single | Cohabit | Married| Single | Cohabit | Married| Single | Cohabit | Married

German men Finnish men German women Finnish women

M Traditional 12,20% | 14,50% | 34,20% | 18,00% | 15,00% | 22,90% | 8,50% | 8,90% |22,90% | 8,30% |11,40% |18,80%

W Moderate 50,00% | 38,70% | 43,30% | 43,40% | 35,00% | 35,60% | 38,30% | 19,60% | 38,40% | 30,00% | 26,50% | 30,60%

m Non-traditional | 37,80% | 46,80% | 22,40% | 38,50% | 50,00% | 41,40% | 53,20% | 71,40% | 38,70% | 61,70% | 62,10% | 50,60%

German merX 2: 28.306***
Finnish men X' 2: 6.160 n.s.

German womeny 2: 24.437***
Finnish womenX 2: 11.336*
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The differences found in the descriptive statistgese Graph 4.3) are explicitly tested by
calculating the multinomial logistic regression @egtely for men and women
(NOMREG). The aim is to test if non-traditional and moderatatnerships are more
likely in Finland than in West Germafiy.Gender role ideology is included in the
equation with two dummy variables: moderate and-tnaditional (traditional serves as
the reference category). To calculate the modeyatifect of the societal context, an
interaction term for Finland with moderate and mi@uitional attitudes is included in
the equation (German men or women with traditicatsitudes towards gender roles
serve as the reference category). To understangdithee of partnership formation, |
calculated several different multinomial logistiegression models. To see what the
likelihood is of being in a partnership compareditng alone, cohabiting and married
individuals are contrasted to singles. Becauseiethoouples are sometimes considered
to be more committed to their relationship, oth&goathms are estimated where
cohabiting individuals serve as the reference catedn this way, it can be tested if
there is a difference between cohabiting and ndhindividuals and their gender role

ideology.

Interaction analysis in logistic regression shotygdically use hierarchically well
formulated models (Jaccard 2001). This means th&tveer order components of the
highest order interaction term are included in rin@del. In this case it means that the
interaction model should include the dummies fandge role ideology (moderate and
non-traditional), the dummy for country contextin(éind), plus the interaction effect
between these two (moderate*finland, non-tradititimdand). To test if the interaction
terms improve the model fit, thg 2 between models without interaction and models
including the interaction terms are compared tcheaiber (see Table 4.6 and Table
4.7).

The y 2 for the model without the interaction terms is1&B for men and 57.150 for
women with 10 degrees of freedom (see Table 4.6ngaring thesey 2 to the x 2 for

the models including the interaction termpg2(for men 43.365 and for women 63.076

8| am aware of the fact that | cannot explicitlyéstigate partnerships and their formation because
have only cross-sectional information on either than’s or the woman’'s gender role ideology.
Nevertheless, | will speak about partnership foromain future.
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with 6 degrees of freedom (see Table 4.7), leavagference of 10.197 for men and
5.926 for women with 4 degrees of freedom. The festthe so-called omnibus
interaction effect (see Jaccard 2001: 19) sugdest the interaction effect only
significantly improves the models calculated fornteit not for women. It appears as if
the relationship between gender role ideology aadnprship formation is similar
between Finnish and Germawmen but differs between Finnish and Gernmaen

The results from the model without interaction effe(see Table 4.6) suggest that
there are no differences between single and cdhgbindividuals?® As predicted,
individuals with traditional attitudes towards gendoles have higher odds of being
married than individuals with moderate or non-triadial attitudes towards gender
roles. This is true when singles are compared toiethindividuals, or when cohabiting
and married individual are compared. The resultsparing married men to single men
(see Model 2 in Table 4.6) suggest that men witldenate attitudes towards gender
roles have 0.482 times lower odds of being martieah single, compared to men with
traditional attitudes towards gender roles. Or differently, men with traditional
attitudes towards gender roles have more than tascdiigh odds of being married
compared to being single (see Model 2, coefficie@#82™"). Similarly, men with
traditional attitudes towards gender roles havedvés high odds of being married than
single, compared to men with non-traditional attés towards gender roles (see Model
2, coefficient: 0500™"). German men have 1.43 times higher odds of baiagied than
single compared to Finnish men (see Model 2, adefit: 0697 ). When comparing
married men to cohabiting men, the effect of coumér no longer relevant and the
difference between men with non-traditional attgschnd traditional attitudes becomes
larger. Traditional men have even 2.75 times higbdds of being married than
cohabiting compared to non-traditional men (see &lled coefficient: 0363™). The
difference between moderate and traditional mesmialler when comparing cohabiting

to married men than when comparing single to calmgbimen. Traditional men only

9 Only in the model where non-traditional servedaaseference category do men with moderate
attitudes towards gender roles have 1.622 timelsehigdds of cohabiting to being single compared to
men with traditional attitudes towards gender rqkese APPENDIX D.2). When the control variables
age, (In)age, and child were included into the ratie odds for non-traditional men increased evgn
1.784 (results not displayed but can be requested the author).
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have 1.76 times higher odds of being married tharabiting, compared to men with
moderate attitudes. These findings indicate thatenneen are single in Finland than in
West Germany and that men with traditional attisudee more likely to be married than

single, while they are even more likely to be metrihan cohabiting.

Similar results can be found for women as for nwarty with some differences (see
Table 4.6). Women with traditional attitudes towsaggnder role ideology, compared to
women with moderate attitudes towards gender rdiase 2.34 times higher odds of
being married than single (see Table 4.6 Model &fiment 0427"); while women
with traditional attitudes towards gender roles eh@ven three times higher odds of
being married than single compared to non-tradiiamomen (see Table 4.6 Model 6
coefficient 0325™). German women are almost two times more likelyo¢éomarried
than single compared to Finnish women. In Model &l& 4.6, when comparing
married to cohabiting women, there are no significtifferences between women with
moderate attitudes and women with traditional wd#ts; and the odds ratio between
non-traditional and traditional women is somewhaialler. Women with traditional
attitudes towards gender roles have only 2.8875") times higher odds of being
married than cohabiting, compared to women with -tnaditional attitudes. The
difference between Finnish and German women alsorbes smaller when comparing
married women to cohabiting women. However, Germamen still have 1.82
( 0548™") times higher odds of being married than cohafpittompared to Finnish

women.
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Table 4.6 Model without interaction effects: oddsas on the relationship between gender role idggland partnership formation (Wald

statistics)
Men Men Women Women
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 Model 7 Model 8
Cohabiting Married Single Married Cohabiting Married Single Married
Moderate 0.848 0.482 ** 1.179 0.568 * 0.596 0.427 ** 1.678 0.717
(0.266) (9.771) (0.266) (4.585) (1.656) (6.991) (1.656) (1.303)
Non-traditional 1.376 0.500 ** 0.727 0.363 *** 0.868 0.325 *** 1.152 0.375 ***
(1.009) (8.263) (1.009) (15.310) (0.143) (13.443) (0.143) (13.714)
Finland 0.925 0.697 * 1.082 0.754 0.906 0.496 *** 1.104 0.548 ***
(0.126) (4.372) (0.126) (2.307) (0.178) (13.387) (0.178) (11.099)
-2LL (final) 68.391 68.391 61.882 61.882
X2 33.168*** 33.168*** 57.150*** 57.150***
df 6 6 6 6
N 913 913 985 985
Nagelkerke 0.042 0.042 0.067 0.067

Significance level:

*** <0.001; ** =<0.010; * =<050; + =<0.100;
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The explicit research question was: are men and emomvith moderate or non-

traditional attitudes towards gender roles morelyiko be married in Finland than in

West Germany? Thus, despite the results from tteotethe omnibus interaction effect
— which indicated that the interaction effects ointprove the model fit for men but not
for women — | will take a closer look at the costeathat are reflected in the coefficients
obtained from the interaction models. Similarly ttte models without interaction

effects, singles and cohabiting individuals do sbbw significant differences in the

coefficients on gender role ideology. This is tfae both men and women (see Table
4.7).

As already indicated by the comparison p# for the models with and without

interaction effects, there is no significant diffiece between cohabiting and single
women (see Table 4.7). However, when comparing iethiwvomen to single women

there is a significant difference between non-tradal and traditional women. West

German women with non-traditional gender role idgglhave 0.271 times lower odds
to be married compared to the reference group: @envomen with traditional gender

role ideology (Table 4.7, Model 6).

Comparing married women to cohabiting women, itdmees evident that West
German women with non-traditional attitudes hav2lP.times lower odds of being
married than cohabiting, compared to West Germamevowith traditional attitudes
towards gender roles. Or to put it differently, an women with traditional attitudes
towards gender roles have 3.00 times higher oddseofg married than cohabiting,
compared to Finnish women. It also becomes evitlaatt Finnish women have 0.333
times lower odds of being married than cohabitognpared to German women with
traditional attitudes towards gender roles. Likéh@ model comparing single women to

married women, the interaction effect is not siigaift.

The results from the models with the interactioomi& do not support the idea that
the relationship between partnership formation gedder role ideology is moderated
by the societal context. Only when comparing naalittonal Finnish women to
moderate West German women does a country differdmecomes evident (see
APPENDIX D.7). West German women with non-tradiabattitudes towards gender
roles have 0.278 times lower odds of being martteah cohabiting, compared to West
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German women with moderate attitudes towards gerufles. This effect is somewhat
enforced for Finnish women. Finnish women with ni@aditional attitudes towards
gender roles have even 0.215 lower odds of beingrieda than cohabiting

(0.278*0.306*2.539), compared to German women witbderate attitudes towards
gender roles. It seems that women with non-tragii@ttitudes are even less willing to
‘risk’ marriage compared to cohabiting in Finlankdan in West Germany when

differentiating between non-traditional and moderabmen.

For men, the relationship between gender role agolnd partnership formation is
clearly moderated by the country context (see Tdblg. Similarly to the women, no
difference between single and cohabiting men cafolsed. There is only a significant
difference between single and married men. The oddming married and not single
are 0.308 times lower for West German men with matéeattitudes towards gender
roles, compared to West German men with traditiet@udes. The difference is even
higher when comparing West German men with nonticechl attitudes to German
men with traditional attitudes towards gender roMen with non-traditional attitudes
have 0.211 times lower odds of being married thiawgles, compared to men with
traditional attitudes. This difference is moderatdthe country context. Calculating
the interaction effect for Finnish men with nonefiteonal attitudes, it becomes evident
that Finnish men with non-traditional attitudes &a@%258 times (0.211*0.305*4.012)
lower odds of being married compared to singlesienence to West German men with

traditional attitudes towards gender roles (sedeTaly, Model 2).
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Table 4.7 Model with interaction effects: odds oaton the relationship between gender role ideolkmgy partnership formation (Wald

statistics)
Men Men Women Women
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 Model 7 Model 8
Cohabiting Married Single Married Cohabiting Married Single Married
Moderate 0.649 0.308 *** 1.542 0.475 + 0.489 0.373 + 2.045 0.762
(0.644) (8.771) (0.644) (3.210) (0.859) (2.952) (0.859) (0.234)
Non-traditional 1.036 0.211 *** 0.966 0.203 *** 1.280 0.271 = 0.781 0.212 =
(0.004) (13.866) (0.004) (14.601) (0.118) (5.428) (0.118) (9.672)
Finland 0.682 0.305 ** 1.467 0.447 + 1.200 0.400 0.833 0.333 *
(0.439) (7.741) (0.439) (3.187) (0.054) (2.205) (0.054) (4.058)
Finland*moderate 1.493 2.091 0.670 1.401 1.326 1.216 0.754 0.917
(0.357) (2.205) (0.357) (0.388) (0.097) (0.079) (0.097) (0.017)
Finland*Non- 1.506 4.012 ** 0.664 2.663 + 0.577 1.344 1.733 2.328
traditional (0.377) (7.288) (0.377) (3.384) (0.427) (0.194) (0.427) (2.044)
-2LL (final) 58.194 58.194 55.956 55.956
X2 43.365%** 43.365*** 63.076%** 63.076***
df 10 10 10 10
N 913 913 985 985
Nagelkerke 0.055 0.055 0.074 0.074

Significance level: *** <0.001; ** =<0.010; * =<050; + =<0.100
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Comparing married men to cohabiting men, the inteya effect is not significant at
the five percent level. For Model 4 Table 4.7, othlg coefficient for ‘non-traditional’ is
significant at the five percent level. This indestthat West German men with non-
traditional attitudes towards gender roles hav@®#mes lower odds of being married
than cohabiting, compared to West German men wadlitional attitudes towards
gender roles; while the interaction effect is rnighgicant. When, however, controlling
for age, the natural log of age, and children titeraction effect is significant. When
holding the life course stage variables constaatdtids for Finnish men with non-
traditional attitudes are somewhat lower. While YW@&srman men with non-traditional
attitudes towards gender roles have 0.371 lowes ¢aldbe married compared to single,
the odds of being married and not cohabiting sigaiiftly decrease by 0.292 for Finnish
men with non-traditional attitudes (0.371*0.211*317, compared to German men with

traditional attitudes towards gender roles (sedelTal8 Model 4).

When calculating the same models with an interacatfect between gender role
ideology and West Germany (see APPENDIX D.9 Modeltze coefficients for non-
traditional and moderate men are not significartisTneans that non-traditional and
moderate men do not differ in their partnershipnfation compared to Finnish men
with traditional attitudes towards gender rolesly(he coefficient for West Germany
and the interaction effect between West Germany ama-traditional gender role
ideology are significant. West German men have 8.@8es higher odds of being
married than single compared to Finnish men witlditronal attitudes towards gender
roles. This effect is moderated by gender rolelmgpand depends on age and children
in the household. In the model without control ahtes (Model 2), German men with
non-traditional attitudes towards gender roles haee 0.817 times lower odds
(3.284*0.249) of being married than single compa@drinnish men with traditional

attitudes towards gender roles.
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Table 4.8 Model including control variables:
(Wald statistics)

oddstios on the relationship between gender role idgpland partnership formation

Men Men Women Women
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 Model 7 Model 8
Cohabiting Married Single Married Cohabiting Married Single Married
Moderate 0.643 0.290 * 1.554 0.451 0.388 0.332 2.580 0.856
(0.612) (4.729) (0.612) (2.565) (1.421) (2.270) (0.058) (0.058)
Non-traditional 1.211 0.449 0.826 0.371 * 1.116 0.313 0.896 0.281 *
(0.115) (1.824) (0.115) (3.847) (0.022) (2.634) (4.630) (4.630)
Finland 0.459 0.097 *** 2.181 0.211 ** 0.797 0.141 ** 1.255 0.177 **
(1.591) (14.836) (1.591) (8.547) (0.077) (6.385) (7.516) (7.516)
Finland*moderate 2.025 5.213 * 0.494 2.574 2.217 2.341 0.451 1.056
(0.979) (5.371) (0.979) (2.199) (0.717) (0.937) (0.005) (0.005)
Finland*Non- 1.871 6.981 ** 0.534 3.731 * 0.783 2.605 1.277 3.327
traditional (0.778) (7.026) (0.778) (4.298) (0.079) (1.289) (3.055) (3.055)
Age 1.136 ** 1.262 *** 0.880 ** 1.110 + 1.207 *** 1.566 *** 0.829  *** 1.297 ***
(6.615) (14.929) (6.615) (3.098) (16.876) (92.601) (28.256) (28.256)
In Age 0.999 0.999 1.001 + 1.000 0.998 *** 0.996  *** 1.002 *** 0.998 **
(3.379) (1.848) (3.379) (0.128) (14.360) (59.077) (9.476) (9.476)
Children 16.042 ** 134580 *** 0.062 *** 8.389 *** 3.462 *** 12.731  *** 0.289  *** 3.677 ***
(19.948) (62.312) (19.948) (65.722) (10.325) (46.138) (30.984) (30.984)
-2LL (final) 780.302 780.302 834.262 834.262
X2 650.615*** 650.615*** 576.081*** 576.081***
df 16 16 16 16
N 912 912 985 985
Nagelkerke 0.602 0.602 0.530 0.530

Significance level: *** <0.001; ** =<0.010; * =<050; + =<0.100
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However, when including control variables into thedel the relationship is different
between partnership formation, gender role ideolagyd societal context. The
difference between non-traditional men and Finnmsén with traditional attitudes

towards gender role ideology is now significane(®&PENDIX D.9 Model 4). Finnish

men with non-traditional gender role ideology sigipgly have 3.135 times higher
odds of being married compared to Finnish men wétitional attitudes. German men
have even 10.325 times higher odds of being macadpared to Finnish men with
traditional attitudes towards gender roles. Alsis tlelationship is moderated by the
societal context. German men with non-traditionahdgr role ideology have even
4.629 times higher odds (3.135*10.325*0.143) ofhemarried than single compared
to Finnish men with traditional attitudes towar@sder roles.

Otherwise, including the control variables into thguation hardly influences the
relationship of gender role ideology and the inteom effect of gender role ideology
and societal context found in Table 4.8 or APPENDDX9. The model fit is
considerably better when including age, the natloglof age, and children into the
equation. The Nagelkerke for men is as high as2a@ for women as high as 0.530.
This shows that life course stages play a much nmoportant role for partnership

formation than gender role ideology (see Table.2°8)

As expected, age has a positive effect on beingiedaor cohabiting (this is true in
each model calculated). For men, the odds to stdrabiting increase by 13.6 percent
for each additional year; while the odds of gettimgrried increase even by 26.2 percent
for each year they get older. Having children isiobsly correlated with forming a
partnership. This is especially true for gettingrmeal. The odds of being married are
actually 134.6 times higher for men with childreempared to single men. The results
in the difference between married and cohabiting steow no significant influence of

age on the odds of being married compared to cthgbi

% Additionally to the models with interaction effedior the gender role ideology variables, models
with interaction effects for the control variablegre also calculated. The interaction effects did n
improve the model fit significantly. The only ingstion term that turned out to be significant was
finland*child in the model comparing married merctthabiting men (see APPENDIX D.4).
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The significant difference between married and bdhrey men is having children (8.4
times higher odds) and gender role ideology, as agethe interaction effect of gender
role ideology and country context. Generally, methwon-traditional attitudes are
more likely to be cohabiting than married. HowevE&mnish men holding non-

traditional attitudes have greater odds of beingieéthan traditional Finnish men.

For women, the variables age, natural log of agkchildren show similar results to
those for men. The odds of forming a partnershigrease with age. The odds of
cohabiting increase by 20.7 percent for each yeamtomen get older; and the odds of

being married increase even 56.6 percent for eaah (gee Table 4.8).

The significant and negative coefficient for theiable natural log of age suggests
that for women the hypothesis is true that if songebas not found a partner up to a
specific point in time, the likelihood to form arpzership is lower than for younger
individuals. Having children increases the odd$ath cohabiting and marrying. The
odds for cohabiting compared to being single a#é3.times higher for women with
children. The odds of being married are even higiwewomen with children. The odds
of being married for women with children are 12.7iBdes higher than being single.

The analyses on partnership formation and genderideology indicate that — as
expected — men and women with traditional attitutbegards gender roles are more
likely to be married than men and women with motée@ non-traditional attitudes.
However, this effect is moderated by the societaitext. West German men are more
likely to be married than Finnish men. Even whenstW&erman men hold non-
traditional attitudes towards gender roles do VW&stman men have higher odds to be
married than Finnish men with traditional attitudés Finland marriage is not as
strongly correlated to traditional attitudes ais itn Germany. This is especially true for
men. Finnish men with traditional attitudes haverevower chances to be married

compared to Finnish men with non-traditional gendés ideology.

424 Conclusions

The aim of Chapter 4.2 was to find out how the tr@hship between gender role

ideology and partnership formation is depicted; dritle relationship is moderated by
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the country context. The assumption was that iddiais with traditional attitudes
towards gender roles tend to seek marriage regadiiethe societal context. However,
men and women with moderate and especially norntivadl attitudes towards gender
roles were expected to be influenced by the settingvhich they make their decisions.
Based on the theories developed by Hakim (HakinDp@@d Breen and Cooke (Breen
and Cooke 2005), | expected the relationship betwgender role ideology and
partnership formation to be influenced by the datieontext in two different ways.

First of all, the number of non-traditional womemd even more importantly, the
number of non-traditional men should influence tiielihood for non-traditional

couples to emerge. The hypothesis was that the moretraditional individuals

(especially men) are available on the so-calledriage market, the more likely non-
traditional (especially) women are to seek a pastrip and eventually to marry (for a
more detailed description see Chapter 2.4.4). Tdeorgl reason why the country
context was believed to matter for partnership fatiom, was that both non-traditional
men and women are expected to be more likely taymara societal context where
their lifestyle is supported by the state, e.g.piowplic child care or active support for

female employment.

Because social policy in Finland has for decadgpated the double-earner family
model, and the number of men with non-traditiorttitiales towards gender roles was
found to be higher in Finland than in West Germainwas anticipated that Finnish men
and women with non-traditional and moderate atétutbwards gender roles will have
higher odds, firstly, of being in a partnershipda®condly, of choosing marriage over

cohabitation compared to non-traditional or modefaérman men.

Although an analysis of direct partnership formatiaccording to gender role
ideology (who is married to whom) was not possibith the data availabl®, some
support for the ideas on partnership formation ediog to gender role ideology was
found. First of all, differences in partnership fation between Germans and Finns
became evident. This supports the idea that eveatprdecisions such as partnership

formation are influenced by the societal contexén&ally, Germans were more likely

*1 For these kinds of analyses, one would need lodigial data on the gender role ideology of both
partners.
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to be married than cohabiting (or single) comparedFinns. This can easily be
explained by the positive incentives (e.g. theitspy advantage’) that are associated
with marriage in West Germany (for more informatsee Chapter 3.1). The popularity
of marriage in West Germany is reflected in thet flaat cohabiting individuals on
average are younger than in Finland. Cohabitatatrie@st for the older generations)
does not seem to serve as an equivalent for mariraghe same sense as it does in
Finland. This is probably because in Finland cotiadpiand married couples basically
have the same legal rights (see Chapter 3.2). Analifference that was found between
the countries was that Finnish men and women whe werried more often hold non-

traditional attitudes than married German men omemw (see Graph 4.3).

Despite the differences between the countries, aba@ similarity was found. As
expected, individuals with traditional attitudesveyds gender roles are more likely to
be married than cohabiting or single. This was faremen as well as for women both
in West Germany and Finland. The multinomial regjie@s analysis showed that this —
as anticipated — was partly moderated by the cgutntext (see Table 4.7 and Table
4.8).

The moderating effect was not as strong for womenitawas for men. The
interaction term did not improve the overall fit thfe analysis of women. However,
looking at the individual coefficients showed thdien comparing Finnish women with
non-traditional attitudes towards gender roles &n@n women with moderate gender
role attitudes, the relationship between gendes i¢ology and partnership formation
turned out to be moderated by the country conternish women with non-traditional
attitudes towards gender roles were less likelyganarried than cohabiting, compared

to women with moderate attitudes towards gendesrol

For men, the results regarding the moderating effethe country context were even
more evident. Finnish men with traditional attitadewards gender roles have a lower
likelihood of being married than single, compared3erman men with non-traditional
attitudes. When controlling for age and childreme same is true when comparing
cohabiting men to married men. Finnish men with-traditional attitudes have lower
odds of being married than cohabiting, compareGéoman men with non-traditional

attitudes.
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Interestingly, there are differences in the wayt tth@ societal context moderates the
relationship between gender role ideology and pastip formation for men and for
women. For men, the difference is between men téithitional attitudes and men with
non-traditional attitudes towards gender roles.Finland, non-traditional men are
somewhat more likely to be married than single q@habiting) compared to German
men with non-traditional attitudes towards genddes. For women, the difference is
between non-traditional and moderate women and tlegision to marry or cohabitate.
Women with traditional and moderate attitudes behsimilarly, independently of the

country context.

This suggests that women with moderate attitudesrds gender roles are more
willing to risk a traditional division of labor whegetting married than women with
non-traditional attitudes towards gender roles. Worwith non-traditional gender role
ideology are only willing to get married if they Veaa greater certainty that their
lifestyle will not be jeopardized if the marriager fsome reason does not turn out to
fulfill their expectations. This is even truer fBmland, where marriage does not offer
same advantages as in Germany. The findings sugussin Finland non-traditional
women are even less likely to jeopardize theistijee and get married. This is against
the expectations that when the amount of men vatirtnaditional gender role ideology
increases, non-traditional women are more likelgeb married. However, this finding
might also simply indicate that being married does offer as many advantages in

Finland as in Germany.

For men the moderating effect is much more prontiaed on a somewhat different
level. Because there are more Finnish women with-trexditional attitudes towards
gender roles it seems as if the likelihood for anmath non-traditional attitudes to be
‘chosen’ by a moderate or non-traditional womangreater than for men with
traditional attitudes. Or looking at the picturerfr another angle, it can be assumed that
a traditionally oriented man will have greater gesbs in finding a woman with similar

values in Finland than a traditionally oriented nraiVest Germany?

2 An analysis of the relationship between gendes idéology and partnership formation calculated
separately for German men, Finnish men, German woanel for Finnish women showed that Finnish
men with non-traditional attitudes towards gendaes were more likely to be married than single,
compared to Finnish men with traditional attituttesards gender roles (see APPENDIX D.9).
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Concluding, the findings on the relationship betwegender role ideology and

partnership formation support the fact that thatrehship is moderated by the societal
context. In a country where the double-earner fiansl supported by the state and
gender equity is an important part of the politiageénda, like in Finland, the likelihood

for a non-traditional man to form a partnershigieater than in a country where the
political focus has traditionally been to suppdre tbreadwinner-nomemaker model.
Nevertheless, in both countries marriage stillssogiated with traditional gender role
ideology.

4.3 Division of housework: does gender roleideology matter?

In the previous section (Chapter 4.2), | discusbedmeasure of gender role ideology
and the relationship between gender role ideologly@artnership formation or marital
status. Especially, differences between Finnish @adnan men became evident. The
aim of this chapter is to scrutinize if less tramhtl attitudes towards gender roles
indeed lead to a less traditional division of houseé. First, a short description of the
latest research on the division of housework walldiscussed, which is followed by the
description of the research question and the glyatefore discussing the results from
the analysis, the measure of housework and theatpealization of the independent
variables are elaborated. The analysis of theioalstiip between gender role ideology
and the division of housework is basically conddatetwo steps. In the first step, the
relationship between gender role ideology and ét&tive division of housework tasks
is closely observed. The question is, what makagples follow a non-traditional
division of housework and do the mechanisms vargwéen West Germany and
Finland? After the analysis of the relative divisiof housework tasks, the time men
and women spend on housework is scrutinized. Wesm@&n and Finnish men are
compared to each other and then women in West Ggrraad Finland are closely
observed. These steps are taken to see if genderideology can explain the
persistence of a traditional division of housewddspite the changes in the division of

paid labor.
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4.3.1 Previousresearch and thedivision of housework

The following empirical study on the division of dsework leans on the four
theoretical concepts discussed in Chapter 2, namediative resources time
availability, construction of gendered behavidqdoing gendey, and gender role
ideology In the following, | will shortly discuss studi#isat have empirically dealt with

the theoretical approaches discussed in Chapter 2.

4.3.1.1Relative Resources

As previously mentioned, one of the most cited tiesothat discusses the relationship
between relative resources and the division of &wosk is the so-callegéconomic
theory of the familyBecker 1993). According to theconomic theory of the family
families choose the most — in economic terms —igatde configuration when dividing
paid and unpaid work in the family (Becker 1993jad®ically, this means that the
partner with the higher relative rewards (mainlyaswed in income) will spend more
time in paid labor, while the partner with bettentemaking skills will spend relatively
more time on housework (for a more detailed disonssf the theory see Chapter
2.1.1).

Other approaches that make hypotheses about ttstodiwf labor between partners
according to the income distribution in the fanahg the so-calledargaining approach
and theeconomic dependenegodel (for more detailed discussions of the theosee
Chapters 2.1.2 and 2.1.3). Although the mechantsshind the decision how to divide
paid and unpaid labor are assumed to be somewlffgredit according to the
bargaining approachand theeconomic dependencgodel, the pected outcome for the
division of housework is very similar to the econortheory of the family. The basic
argument is that the partner with the higher incawilehave greater bargaining power
(or will be less dependent on the other partned)\witl therefore be able to negotiate a
smaller share of the housework, while the partn#ér thie lower relative income will be
left to do a larger share of housework (Blood andifé/1960; Brines 1994; Hiller
1984; Lundberg and Pollak 1993; Manser and Brows0181cElroy and Horney 1981;
Ott 1993). Like many scholars previously, | wilfeeto all of these concepts as the
relative resourcespproach (see e.g. Bianchi et al. 2000; Bittmaal.eR003; Brines
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and Joyner 1999; Davis and Greenstein 2004a; [hefdn2002; Grunow et al. 2007;
Gupta 2006a; Gupta 2007; Halleréd 2005; Kroska 28@tkman 2004; Presser 1994).

| consider the partner with the higher relativeoime to have higher relative resources.

One of the more prominent studies testing the apsans about relative resources
empirically was conducted by Brines (Brines 1998n8s 1994). Brines (1994) showed
in her study that women indeed decrease their sipeet on housework with increasing
relative income. However, she also showed that mmerease their time spent on
housework only up to the point when their partnas kequal income. As soon as the
woman’s income exceeds the man’s, men reducetth@@rspent on housework. Brines
(1994) famously referred to this as tipender displayShe suggests that when couples
violate the traditional division of labor in terna$ income, meaning that women earn
more than their husbands, men want to restore theinlihood’ by refraining from

doing more housework than their spote.

After Brines (1994) published her article, sevestaldies on the relationship between
relative resources and the division of houseworehzeen replicated (e.g. Bianchi et al.
2000; Bittman et al. 2003; Brines 1994; Evertssod &lermo 2004; Fuwa 2004;
Greenstein 2000; Grunow et al. 2007; Gupta 200@digkd 2005) These studies have
shown that the degree of gender display variessacoountries. Greenstein (2000)
showed that not only men display gender but thed alomen participate in what he
calls the ‘gender neutralization’ (Greenstein 20@nilar findings have been found in
other countries (Bittman et al. 2003; Evertsson Hedno 2004; Grunow et al. 2007;
Hallerdd 2005). These studies however, suggesthkanfluence of relative income on
the division of housework — sometimes also refeteds gender deviation — varies
depending on the country context. Bittman et aD@Gound that Australian women are
‘neutralizing gender deviation’ more than men dteTstudy showed a curvilinear
effect for women, but not for men. They argued tthéé depends on the secondary
status of women’s employment and the high part-temgloyment rate of mothers in
Australia. Bittman et al (2003) suspect that itnere deviant for Australian women to

be employed full-time, and to earn more than thasbands than it is in the U.S., where

>3 Brines (1994) argues that women do not displaylgebecause womanhood is considered a natural
condition, however, manliness is regarded an aekistatus (Brines 1994).
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women’s full-time employment is more common thanAastralia. In line with the
assumptions made by Bittman et al. (2003), studreSwedish couples show that in
Sweden men more strongly neutralize the genderatieniin a country with relatively
high gender empowerment. Swedish men seem to rategeefforts in the domestic
field if their spouses have a higher income (Ewemsand Nermo 2004; Hallerod 2005).
These findings imply that in countries where wonsegender equity is more advanced
(especially when it comes to women’s employmentimen are not the ones who
compensate for the gender deviance in the divisidrousework, but men do so.

4.3.1.2Time availability

As the studies on relative resources suggest, xplaretion for the differences between
the countries are different arrangements concertireg employment of men and
women. The theories that deal with these conceptsmstly referred to as thame
availability approach(de Ruijter et al. 2005; Gershuny 2000; Sayer 2@elton and
John 1996). The basic argument according to thiprogeh relies on the
demand/response argument that the time spent omowmgnt (or other activities)
restricts how much time can be spent on houseworlka(more detailed description see
Chapter 2.2). These ideas suggest that women de hoasework than men because of
different time commitments (England and Farkas 1@telton and John 1996). Men
and women participate in domestic labor to theredieat there are demands on them to
do so and to the extent they have available tinlee demands and available time is
mostly measured by the time spent on employmepgeprice of children and the time

the partner spends on employment or housework.

Studies have shown that women who work long hopesd less time on housework
(Bianchi et al. 2000; Blair and Lichter 1991; Gensi 2000; Takala 2002; van der
Lippe 2010). The findings on women’s employmentrisan relation to their partner’s
housework hours are somewhat equivocal. Some stigfiew that men living with
women who work long hours spend more time on hoagewvhich accordingly leads
to a more equal division of housework (Davis an@édbstein 2004a; Hochschild and
Machung 1989), while other studies come to the lesian that women’s employment

hours are only related to men’s proportional cdwiion to household labor. In other
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words, men’s proportion of housework has only iasexl because women, due to their
longer employment hours, do less housework (Biaethal. 2000; South and Spitze
1994; van der Lippe 2010).

Studies on the relationship between men’s employnteurs and their own
housework hours have shown varying results. Sonseareh has come to the
conclusion that husband’s employment hours increhge wife’s and reduce the
husband’s time spent on housework (Davis and Gteen®004a); while others come to
the result that husband’'s employment reduces thative time they spend on
housework (Cunningham 2007). Additionally to resbaon the relationship between
the current employment status of women and thesigiviof housework, scholars have
found out that husbands whose wives have a long@toyment history do relatively
more housework than husbands whose wives have eshemployment histories
(Gershuny et al. 2005). However, the influence lgirtown housework hours is not

clear.

As mentioned previously, time availability is aukf demand and response. Often
the demand for housework is operationalized witldotn. The presence of children is
considered to increase the demand. Previous sthds shown that the presence of
children has an influence on both men’s and woméine spent on housework.
However, the effect is much larger for women thanrhen (Artis and Pavalko 2003;
Grunow et al. 2007; van der Lippe 2010). Thesesthkifices cannot be explained by the
time constraints model, but gender seems to hawederating effect on the relationship

between gender role ideology and the division afdesvork.

4.3.1.30utsourcing

As previous studies have shown, the division ofsegeork is indirectly influenced by
the increase in the number of double-earner fami{lossfeld and Drob#i2001;
Treas and Drobni2010), which is reflected in a substantial reducin women’s time
spent on housework and a slight increase in meaisdwork hours (Bianchi et al.
2000; Sayer 2010). The fact that men have not ase@ their time spent on housework

in the same manner as women have decreased thsirsdirectly lead to a general
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reduction in the time spent on housework (Bianchiak 2000; Gershuny 2000;
Gershuny et al. 2005; Niemi and Paakkonen 2001e1S2910; South and Spitze 1994).

Because of a decreased propensity to do housewarkmber of articles have dealt
with the question of what happens with the undooesbwork (Bittman et al. 1999;
Cohen 1998; de Ruijter 2004; de Ruijter et al. 2@@5Ruijter et al. 2003; Spitze 1999;
van der Lippe et al. 2004). In line with the timea#ability theory, it can be assumed
that when individuals do not have enough time abée to do the housework, they will
replace the household production by market sulbssitio save time (known as
outsourcing. Indeed, research has found that couples whelte fertners work full-
time are more likely to use the option of orderitake-away food and going to
restaurants than couples where one spouse stdysret (Bittman et al. 1999; Cohen
1998; van der Lippe et al. 200%).

De Ruijter (2004), however, suggests that outsograomestic tasks varies by
societal context, changes over time, and doeslwalya imply a reduction of time spent
on housework. Sometimes the focus only shifts foma field to another. For example,
de Ruijter (2004) found that even though the usehdfl daycare has increased in the
past years, it does not mean that parents spesadites with their children. De Ruijter
found that the time Dutch parents spend with tlekitdren has even increased over
years (de Ruijter 2004). Taking the shifts duedoia change and variations in cultural
norms and social policies in different countrieoiaccount, it can be assumed that
outsourcing will vary across countries and that ¢besequences of outsourcing will

also depend on the societal context.

Studies have also shown that the type of outsogiraimd how it influences the time
spent on housework is gender related (de Ruijtat. @005; van der Lippe et al. 2004).
Domestic help, for example, turned out to save tapent on cleaning only for women,
whereas using the microwave reduced husbands’ gpeat on housework. Owning a
dishwasher was found to save only women’s time, laanvng a dryer had no time-
saving effect at all.

** This is not true for families with small childr¢de Ruijter 2004). Eating in a restaurant probably
does not save time for families with children ahdnight also be quite expensive for large families.
Families with children save time by opting for chitare. This at least has been found to be true for
Netherlands.
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The reasons behind the gendered effects of ouisgudiearly lie in the gendered
division of housework. Because women are more ofesponsible for cooking and
cleaning than men (see e.g. Bird and Ratcliff 139@pn and Haldeman 1991; Kunzler
1994), it explains why the dishwasher only save tfor women. This implies that the
effect of outsourcing will only become less gendeifethe division of housework in
general loses its gendered characteristics andandrwomen are assigned the same

responsibilities.

4.3.1.4Gender role ideology

As shown above, research testing the relative resswapproach or the time availability
theory is not capable of explaining the mechanibetsind the division of housework.
On the contrary, despite a more egalitarian divigibrelative resources and an increase
in female employment, women still do the largert mdrhousework (see e.g. Batalova
and Cohen 2002; Baxter 2005; Bianchi et al. 20d@pBn et al. 2003; Crompton and
Lyonette 2005; Geist 2005; Hallerod 2005; Kluwerakt2002; Kinzler et al. 2001;
Sullivan 2000; Thiessen and Rohlinger 1988; Tread Brobné 2010). Trying to
explain this so-called ‘stalled revolution’ (Hochdd and Machung 1989), scholars
have suggested that the division of housework isalely a rational choice — based on
economic calculations or on their time availableldohousework — but rather that while
dividing domestic tasks, men and women follow ndmeaassumptions on how men
and women are supposed to act. Women do housevewr&ube it is considered a
woman’s task, while men refrain from housework ppear masculine (Erickson 2005;
Fenstermaker and West 2002; Ridgeway and Corréd20

The idea that the division of domestic tasks iesult of normative assumptions on
what is feminine and what is considered mascubngicked up by theorists ayender
role ideology(for a more detailed discussion see Chapter. ZH¢ difference to the
doing gender approach is that men and women arexpacted to act homogenously,
but that individuals hold different ideas about hm&n and women are supposed to act
and then behave accordingly (Hakim 2000; Hakim 2008lowing individuals
different preferences or ideas about how men anthemoshould behave, makes it

possible to understand why some women increasetiima on housework, even though
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they earn more than their husbands, and otherotBneen and Cooke 2005; Hakim
2003; Hochschild and Machung 1989; Jallinoja 2004).

Generally, a shift towards less traditional attégsidbn gender roles has been observed
(see e.g. Bolzendahl and Myers 2004; Charles anch @9®10; Crompton 2007,
Crompton et al. 2000; Crompton and Lyonette 2006nd<¢ich and Kunovich 2008;
Sjoberg 2010; Treas and Widmer 2000). Howeverirttieence of gender role ideology
on behavior (in this case the division of houseWw@kot obvious. There seems to be a
discrepancy between egalitarian gender role idgosgl egalitarian behavior. Couples
who hold non-traditional attitudes towards gend®es are not necessarily following
this through when it comes to the division of house (Bihlmann et al. 2010;
Hochschild and Machung 1989). Buihlmann et al. (2@fphasize the changes when
the first child is born. They show that there isiassive turning point in the division of
labor when the first child is born even for couplesh egalitarian attitudes towards
gender roles. They also show that the probabilitseturn to egalitarian practices varies
depending on the societal context. The probabudlitg change towards inequality with
the birth of the first child is smallest in couesiwith the most developed child care
services, while the probability to return to egaldn practices is more likely in
countries with the longest parental leaves (Buhimetral. 2010). This means that when
the state provides basic parameters for women doncdle work and family, this is

reflected in a stable equal division of housework.

Another explanation is that there is a lag in ttituales of men and women. Shelton
and John (1996), for example, came to the concalusi@at egalitarian gender role
ideology had a negative influence on the averaggshof women’s housework, but no
influence on men’s time spent on housework. Gream$1996a) explicitly investigated
gender differences in the influence of attitudegh@ndivision of housework, and came
to the result that only when men and women bothe hegalitarian attitudes is this
reflected in the division of family work (Breen ar@boke 2005; Greenstein 1996a;
Kunovich and Kunovich 2008). It seems that mentguates on gender role ideology

weigh more than women'’s.

Gender role ideology also seems to be related toitahastatus and gender
(Cunningham 2005). Among married couples, the dimisof housework was less
traditional only if men had non-traditional attieg] while within cohabiting couples
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women’s attitudes weighed more (Cunningham 200b%ulpport of Greenstein (1996)
research, Cunningham’s (2005) analyses suggesinthia¢ context of marriage, men’s
attitudes about gender are more strongly associatidtheir relative participation in

routine housework than are women'’s. It seems thet’sntraditional attitudes indeed

provide a powerful impediment to social change (#ioh and Kunovich 2008).

Even though previous findings offer some light be tnatter, there still are several
unanswered questions about the relationship betwgeswler role ideology and the
division of housework: Is gender role ideology mmaded by gender; and what is the

influence of the societal context in which the digh of housework is negotiated?

4.3.1.5Societal context

In Chapter 3, | discussed the welfare state pdalitieat are generally considered to
influence the gendered division of labor. | diffietiated between employment
regulations, parental leave, and child care arnaeges. Among other factors, these
regulations influence the gendered division of ueses and indirectly also the division
of housework (Bihlmann et al. 2010; Fuwa and Ca&@0v; Hook 2010; Knudsen and
Weerness 2008; Treas and Drab2010). The societal context is significant for the
division of housework in several ways. On the oaead; attitudes are formed by the
societal context in which individuals live (PfaufiBfer 2004c; Pfau-Effinger 2010;
Ridgeway and Correll 2004). On the other hand viddial’s behavior and decisions are
influenced by the structural constrains in whictiwduals act (Blossfeld and Droléni
2001; Geist 2005; Knudsen and Weerness 2008; TreaBm@bni 2010).

The most clear indicator that the societal conteakes a difference to the division
of housework is the fact that men’s proportion olusework varies across countries
(Davis and Greenstein 2004a; Fuwa and Cohen 200ud$en and Weerness 2008; see
e.g. Treas and Drobni2010). Men’s relative contribution to domesticdalis clearly
associated with women’s time spent on employmentcaduntries were women are a
legitimate part of the labor force, men’s propartimf housework is much greater than
in countries where men have long working hours wochen work part-time or stay at
home (Hook 2006; Hook 2010). Nevertheless, womémtseased time in the field

traditionally considered as men’s — the labor miarkeloes not necessarily mean that
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men increase their time in the field traditionalggarded as women’s — housework.

Changes in men’s roles seem modest and hardledelathousework.

Why women'’s roles change and men’s seem resistachhange has proved to be a
challenge for comparative research. Comparativéyses have shown that not only
does the division of housework vary across cousitrimit also the mechanisms that
influence the division of housework depend on thentry context (Treas and Drokni
2010). Studies analyzing the division of housewarth multi-level analysis suggest
that individual level factors are very much relatedmacro-level gender inequality
(Buhlmann et al. 2010; Fuwa 2004; Fuwa and Coh&72Buppanner 2009). It seems
that women with higher bargaining power (higheratige income) will have better
chances to enforce their power in countries witlliggian values and egalitarian
policies (Diefenbach 2002; Evertsson and Nermo 26@dva and Cohen 2007; Hook
2006; Hook 2010; Knudsen and Weerness 2008). Thansthat women with higher
relative income have a better chance to negotiiever proportion of housework when
they live in a country with egalitarian values, qmared to women who live in a less

egalitarian environment.

Similarly, gender role ideology has been found aweha more equalizing effect on
the division of housework in countries that are egally more gender egalitarian
(Bernhardt et al. 2008; Buhlmann et al. 2010; Crampet al. 2000; Crompton and
Harris 1999; Crompton and Lyonette 2006; Fuwa 200rdenmark 2004).
Nordenmark (2004), for example, found that whentradimg for gender role ideology
the differences between countries decreased. Heeshthat gender role ideology is
more strongly correlated to the share of housev@rknen than for women. It was also
among men that he found the largest changes inrekstionships between the
conservative welfare regimes and the division aidework when holding gender role

ideology constant.

Fuwa (2004) came to the conclusion that individgahder role ideology is not
enough for women to enforce a less traditionalsttivi of housework, but that the
country context has a strong regulating effectr@ngossibility for women to implement
their gender role ideology. Similarly, Knudsen aliderness (2008) showed that female
empowerment at the societal level influences thesidin of housework and that the
influence of gender role ideology on the divisidrhousework should always be seen in
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the light of the societal context. In other wortlse effect of gender role ideology is
related to the level of gender equity. It seems$wWamen are able to insist on their own
preferences in countries where women'’s issues ayenaral focus in policy making
(Coltrane 2000b; Lee and Waite 2005). While theatrehship between women’s
resources and the level of gender equity at theeddevel has been proven, it still is
unclear why women still cannot impose their resesrand gender role ideology in

countries with high gender equity when it comethdivision of housework.

Also, the relationship between men’s time spenthonsework and policies that
support gender equity have been ambiguous. HooR6§2@bund that employment
policies directed to enforce women’s employmentrhtlincrease, but even depressed,
men’s participation in housework. Apparently, sbpialicies aimed at equalizing men’s
and women’s roles by making it easier for womemetoncile their work and family
roles have the side effect that men feel less resple to take on housework duties (or

women are less keen to give up their householdresipilities).

Even though previous research has shed light onmyrstery of the division of
domestic labor, the contradicting findings on tleationship between the societal
context and the division of housework still needsbe explored, so that we can
understand the mechanisms behind men and womendee division of housework
better. It seems as if Coltrane’s statement, ‘nreseas are just beginning to understand
why men do so little’ (Coltrane 2000a) still apglieven after ten further years of

research in the field of division of labor.

4.3.2 Research question and strategy

Macro-level explanations postulate that structaadl cultural forces shape the way
couples divide their domestic responsibilities (K@O06; Knudsen and Waerness 2008;
Treas and Drobni2010). | have already discussed the benefits mpaitant results of
multilevel analysis including several countriesoime analysis. The downside of these
large scale analyses is, however, that more indgight on the mechanisms behind
the division of housework is not possible. Becafesaale employment and policies
directed towards families and employment have shawvrimpact the division of
housework, | choose to focus my in-depth analysisveo countries with a western
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cultural background, but with a very different apgeh when it comes to the
reconciliation of work and family, namely West Gamy and Finland. In West
Germany, the breadwinner-homemaker model and itafdnthe double-earner family
model have served as the ideals, and have detatmihe policies towards

reconciliation of work and family (for a more dd¢al discussion see Chapter 3).

As shown in Chapter 4.2, different work and fanpblicies are also associated with
differences in partnership formation. | showed than who hold non-traditional
attitudes are more likely to marry in Finland (actry with a long tradition of female
employment) than in Germany (a country with morasesvative values and a history
of the breadwinner-homemaker model). According tedd and Cooke (2005), this
should also be reflected in the division of housdwdf the assumption is correct, that
only when non-traditional men marry non-traditionmbmen will the division of
housework become less traditional, the divisiorhofisework should be significantly
less traditional in Finland than in Germany (fomare detailed explanation of the
theory from Breen and Cooke (2005) and its consacpseon the division of housework
in Finland and Germany see Chapter 2.4.3). Follgwirevious comparative research
on the division of housework, it can be assumed Germany and Finland also are
likely to be different when it comes to the meclsam influencing the division of

housework.

Previous studies on the division of housework irstM&ermany suggest that it is not
related to the proportional division of resourcbst reflects normative ideas about
gendered behavior (Cooke 2006b; Huinink and RGM&5; Rohler and Huinink 2010;
Schulz and Blossfeld 2006). Schulz and Blossfel@dD@} found that higher levels of
education lead to a less traditional division ofis@wvork, instead of — as anticipated by
the human capital theory — a specialized divisibhausework, where the partner with
the higher relative human capital will spend lesseton housework and vice versa.
Because (men’s) higher level of education corredpomith a more equal division of
housework, Schulz and Blossfeld (2006) made thenagson that a higher educational
level is associated with less traditional attitutsards gender, rather than serving as a
proxy for relative resources. Therefore, they ssggbat gender norms are more
decisive when it comes to determining who is respme for housework than relative

resources.
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The effect of gendered norms is expected to vamysaccountries, but also to depend on
the norms for relationships. Réhler and Huinink1@pfind differences in the influence
of gender role ideology on the division of housdwimr West and East Germany. They
find that affectual egalitarian partnerships arerenoommon in West than in East
Germany. Therefore, they argue that because otlralltdifferences, gender role
ideology is more important in West than in East r@amy, where the relationship
between gender role ideology and the division afdesvork is more pragmatic (see also
Cooke 2006b).

Besides the normative ideas on men and women'’s,rplrental status seems to be
relevant when it comes to changes in the divisibhausework. After the birth of the
first child, the division of housework becomes ttiadal even if it was non-traditional
beforehand (Cooke 2004; Cooke 2006a; Schulz andsBitd 2006). Similarly to
Bidhlmann et al (2010), Schulz and Blossfeld (20&ne to the conclusion that after
the birth of the first child, changing back to ayaktarian division of housework is not
very likely. Grunow et al. (Grunow et al. 2006; Z0@how that the probability to hold
on to the traditional division of housework aftéetbirth of a child is connected to a
traditional division of relative resources (men é&adugher income than women), yet a
non-traditional division of housework is not assbed with women’s higher earnings.
Therefore, they suggest that a traditional divisadnrelative resources enforces the
traditional division of housework, but a non-traalial division of resources (woman
has the higher relative income) does not necegsasult in a non-traditional division
of housework. Grunow et al. (2007) suggest thattiret income is more likely to
explain the persistence of a traditional divisidrhousework than a change towards a

non-traditional division of housework.

Similarly to research on Germany, studies on tiwésidin of housework in Finland
have shown that women are still responsible fothingsework, and that having children
enforces the traditional division of housework. &esh that has been conducted for
Finland shows no obvious relationship between ixgatesources and the division of
housework. Only a weak influence of women’s reltimcome on the division of
housework was found for Finland, but this effectaghpeared as soon as women’s
employment characteristics were included in thdyama (Raijas and Varjonen 2007;
Takala 2004a). Apparently, women'’s time spent oplegment is more important than
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their income. This is also supported by the findihgt most women (73%) and men
(58%) in Finland disagreed with the statement tihad fair that the spouse with lower
earnings does a larger share of housework’ (Rajab Varjonen 2007: 275). Time
availability seems to offer a much more powerfuplaration than relative resources
(Raijas and Varjonen 2007: 275). Raijas and Varadioeind that if one spouse reduces
their time at work they automatically spend moreetion housework. Despite the high
full-time employment rate of Finnish women, the ision of housework remains
gendered. Nevertheless, hardly any research fdarkinhas been conducted on the

relationship between gender role ideology and thisidn of housework.

The findings on the division of housework in Wedr@any and Finland imply that
the division of housework is a matter of normati@esumptions about men and
women’s gender role ideology. A consistent findofgcomparative research is that the
relationship between gender role ideology and thasidn of housework shows
different forms depending on the country contextemehthe study is conducted.
Previous studies show that women who live in coestwith more widespread public
child care and where men are eligible to take galdeave, can better enforce their
lifestyle preferences and take advantage of tredative resources (Buhlmann et al.
2010; Fuwa and Cohen 2007; Knudsen and Weaerness. 2008wise, studies in West
Germany and Finland indicate that normative atétutbwards gender roles are a better
predictor for the division of housework than retatiresources, but without exploring

this explicitly.

My research will pick up this issue and addressrifiaence of gender role ideology
on the division of housework, without disregardingome relations and employment
patterns of couples. The societal context is take#a account in the analysis by
studying Finland and West Germany, countries thiférdin their history of female
employment. The focus shall be on country diffeesnand the impact of the societal
context on the mechanisms influencing the divisdhousework. The question is: can
gender role ideology explain why, despite womentgeased participation in the labor
market, men’s share of housework has hardly chahg§edhermore, | analyze how the
societal context moderates the relationship betwgender role ideology and the

division of housework. In other words: does theatiehship between gender role
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ideology and the division of housework vary betwadest Germany and Finland,

while controlling for relative resources, time dahility and biographical stage?

4.3.3 Measuringthedivision of housework

Housework is mainly defined to consist of physiaefivities and routine tasks such as
cleaning, laundry, and cooking. Other aspectsdikél care, mental labor and planning
household management are not included in the dataesen though they also are
important for the family’s well-being (Coltrane AW§). The ISSP 2002 includes two
different measures on the division of houseworle theasure of relative housework

tasks and the time men and women spend on housework

To measure the relative division of housework lizgitwo questions from the ISSP
module 2002 ‘Family and Changing Gender Roles The exact wording of the first
guestion was: ‘In your household who does the Valhg things...? Does the laundry,
makes small repairs around the house, cares fér faimily members, shops for
groceries, does the household cleaning, and prepheemeals.” The possible answer
categories where: always me, usually me, aboutleqsaally my spouse/partner,
always my spouse/partner, and done by a third peedlowing also for ‘can’t choose’.
The responses were recoded into a scale ‘alwaysawgrfusually woman’, ‘about
equal’, ‘usually man’, and ‘always man’. ‘Always yan’ was coded 1, ‘about equal’
was coded 0, and ‘always man’ coded -1. This méaatsa positive value indicates that
the woman is mainly responsible for the task anégative value means that the man is

mainly responsible for the task.

If the task was done by a third person, this wadedoas an equal division of
housework. To control for a possible effect frorna@ing ‘done by a third person’ into
‘equal division of housework’ | include a variaBleutsourcing’ in the analysis. The
variable ‘outsourcing’ is coded 1 if the task isndoby a third person and O if not.
Generally, outsourcing is more common in West Gegmhan in Finland (see Table
4.9). This is an interesting finding consideringe tfact that in West Germany the
breadwinner-hnomemaker model is traditionally mooenmon, while in Finland the
dual-earner concept is the most common family fo@ne would assume that the
breadwinner-homemaker model corresponds with lessoarcing than the dual-career
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concept; surprisingly this does not seem to bects®. One explanation for this might
be different perceptions of cleanliness ageneral devaluation of housewofBecause
the housewife-breadwinner model has stronger noo@&ermany than in Finland, there
is a stronger emphasis on a clean house and arheghkiation of housework in West
Germany, while in Finland the emphasis on employngerelated to a ‘devaluation of
housework’ (see also Bianchi et al. 2000). Anotigrlanation is offered by Goodin et
al. (2004). They argue that in Finland less timaeégded for housework because in
Finland the welfare state compensates most famili@shich both partners work full-

time and hire someone else to take care of thdremlduring that time.

The degree of outsourcing seems to depend on theetwrk task. Cleaning seems
to be a task that is often delegated to a thirtlyp&reparing the meal is least likely to
be outsourced. Interestingly, this is true for botlintries. Here no cultural differences

are evident.

Table 4.9 Outsourcing household tasks

West Germany Finland
Someone else does the laundry 10 4
Someone else does the small repairs 14 7
Someone else cares for sick family members 5 7
Someone else shops for groceries 4 2
Someone else does the cleaning 21 13
Someone else prepares the meal 1 4
Total 45 25

The responsibility for housework tasks is clearnhdered. ‘Small repairs’ is the only
task that is mostly done by men. The mean valualeg0.507 in Germany and -0.514
in Finland. In both countries ‘doing the laundrg clearly a task for women, while
‘shopping for groceries’ is almost equally takemecaf by men and women (see Graph
4.4). The mean value for ‘doing the laundry’ ishagh as 0.700 in Germany and 0.563
in Finland, while the mean for ‘shopping for grdest is 0.291 in Germany and 0.160

in Finland.
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Graph 4.4 Division of household tasks
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For the overall picture of the division of houselwan the household, a mean sum of
scores was computed. The variable measuring thei@hivof small repairs turned out to
have a remarkably low correlation on the sum ofeg,cand loaded on a different factor
than the other variables. Hence, it was removen filee item battery. In this way, the
measure of relative housework only includes routasks and leaves out occasionally
performed tasks (see also Cunningham 2005; Knudsah Weerness 2008). As
anticipated, the mean value of the combined taséasores is 0.482 for Germany and
0.335 for Finland. The division of housework isrsfggantly less traditional in Finland
than in Germany® The Cronbach’s alpha for the combined measuréethbusehold
tasks is as high as 0.788 for Germany and 0.7 2Eifdand.

Immediately after the question on the relative sl of housework, a question on
the hours of housework followed. The exact wordimgs: ‘On average, how many
hours a week do you personally spend on householt,wot including child care
activities?’ This was followed by the question: @nvhat about your spouse? These

variables give an impression of how much time imdlials spend on average on

% There are also significant differences in the oeses made by men and women. Therefore, gender
is included as a control variable in the analysis.
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housework. Because there is information on the si@pent on housework by both
partners, it is also possible to use this varidble measuring the relative share of
housework for men and women. Similarly to Knudsed Waerness (2008), | calculated
a measurerelative housework hour3he variable is created by subtracting men’s hours
from women’s hours and dividing it by the sum ofmen’s and men’s housework
hours>® In this way, this variable is also coded -1 tdlthe mean for the relative share

of housework hours is 0.462 for Germany and 0.844inland.

The correlation between the measures relative idivi®f household tasks and
relative division of housework hours is significamtd as high as 0.615 in Germany and
0.640 in Finland. Because of the high correlatiaefficient and relying on the
discussion on the best measure of housework, Imesshat the measumivision of
housework taskss a reliable indicator for the relative divisiai housework (for a
discussion on the measure of housework see alswhiiat al. 2000; Geist 2010; Hook
2006; Kamo 2000; Knudsen and Weaerness 2008; LeeWaite 2005; Marini and
Shelton 1993).

4.3.4 Operationalization and variables

For the purpose of analyzing whether a non-tradfiagender role ideology leads to a
non-traditional division of housework, a logistiegression was calculated with SPSS.
Because | am interested in finding out if non-tiadial gender role ideology is
associated with a non-traditional division of hausek, | only differentiate between
couples with a non-traditional division of houselv@nd couples with a traditional
division of housework. Thdivision of houseworls coded non-traditional (1), when the
division of housework is equally divided or whem tilman is mainly responsible for the
housework, and the division of housework is codaditional (0), if the woman has the
main responsibility for housework. According to shilefinition, 7.3 percent of the
couples in West Germany and 14.0 percent of th@lesun Finland are considered

non-traditional in their division of housework.

ss (Wwomens[hours—menslhours
(womerns[hours+ merisChours)
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To analyze whether or not gender role ideology @gplain some of the differences in
the division of housework, | calculate models whieblude indicators or measures for
the previously discussed concepts: gender role ladgp socialization, relative
resources, time availability and indicators forfelént life course stages.

Gender role ideologyis measured as an index. In the ISSP a set ofhlas
(including ten questions) asked for agreement @aglteement towards different
statements on gender roles. Based on the resulte dactor analysis above, an index
with a five-point scale was created from the reféwariables (for detailed description
see Chapter 4.1.4).

‘a working mother can establish just as warm araliigea relationship with

her children as a mother who does not work’ (v4),
» ‘apre-school child is likely to suffer if his oehmother works’ (v5),
o ‘allin all, family life suffers when the woman hadull-time job’ (v6), and

« ‘aman’s job is to earn money; a woman'’s job idok after the home and
family (v11).

In the index, the value of 5 stands for non-tradisil attitudes and 1 for traditional
attitudes. Unfortunately, there is no informatiam the partner’s gender role ideology.
Therefore, only the respondent’s gender role idppis included in the analysis. The
assumption is that the less traditional (the higtier mean value for gender role
ideology), the higher the odds that the couplel@sthn of housework will be non-
traditional. This means that men who hold non-tradal attitudes towards gender roles
are expected to increase their time spent on haugewhile women are expected to
spend less time on housework the less traditidreat gender role ideology is.

Because men’s attitudes towards gender roles asemesl to have a greater
influence on the division of housework than the vaors (Greenstein 1996b; Kroska
2004; Kunovich and Kunovich 2008), an interactiffie& with gender and gender role
ideology was created. Gender role ideology wastsetero if the respondent was a
woman. If men’s gender role ideology has a higheydct, then the interaction effect of
man and gender role ideology should have a highpact on the increase in the odds of

following a non-traditional division of housework.
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Another aspect that takes gendered norms into atcesocializationtheory. The basic

argument of gendered socialization is that indigldu(in this case, children) seek
orientation in role models of the same gender gomore detailed discussion see
Chapter 2.3.1). For example, if children grow ummenvironment where the division
of housework is traditional, they will most likepdopt this in their own partnership
(Gupta 2006b; Pefia et al. 2010). In the ISSP dstéhere is a question on whether or
not the respondent’s mother worked for at leasofoe year after the respondent’s birth
and before the respondent turned 14. This varisétees as an indicator of childhood
socialization in gendered norms. | assume thatefrespondent experienced a working
mother in their childhood, the learned genderednsoare less traditional than for
someone whose mother stayed at home during theegrpart of their childhood.

Therefore, | also expect that these individualsnaoee likely to follow a non-traditional

division of housework than individuals who were umght up in a more traditional

environment. The variable was coded 1 if this wae &ind O if the respondent’s mother

never worked during this period.

The measure of income distribution in the houselselitves as an indicator for the
relative resourcesand is based on the question ‘Who has the higloeme?’ Seven
possible answers were given: a) my partner hasnoome, b) | have much higher
income, c) | have a higher income, d) equal incoe)eyartner has higher income, f)
partner has much higher income, and g) | have monme. These answers were
incorporated into three different dummies that wiecuded in the analysis: ‘man has
higher income’, ‘equal income’, and ‘woman has leiglncome’. Woman’s higher
income would be expected to lead to higher odds ofon-traditional division of
housework and men’s higher income should loweottds of a non-traditional division
of housework. According to the relative resourd¢ety, the person who has the lower
relative income is expected to spend more time auséwork, while the partner with
the higher relative income is expected to spend l@se on housework. This
assumption is gender neutral. If however, the apsioms based on the doing gender
approach are true and men and women instead ofvinghaationally according to
economic principlesjo genderthe effect of relative income is not expectedaitow

the economic logic if women have a higher inconanttheir partner. This means that if
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couples ‘do gender’, women who earn more than thaitners will increase their time

spent on housework or men will reduce their timénoansework (Brines 1994).

The main assumption according to time availability approach is that the time
spent on housework depends on the demand for hodsemd the time available for
the housework. As an indicator for the time avadddor housework, the respondent’s
and partner's employment hours are recoded into’snand women’s employment
hours>” The assumption is simply that the more time soraespends on employment,
the less time they will spend on housework. Forréhative division of housework, long
employment hours for men mean a greater likelihibad the division of housework is
traditional, while the assumption for women is thgposite; the more time women
spend on employment, the less likely the divisibhausework is traditional. Partner’'s
housework hours are also included in the analysicdntrol for the demand for
housework. The assumption is that the more timg#rmer spends on housework, the
lower the demand is for the respondent to spené tm housework. Similarly, the
variable ‘children’ is expected to measure the damir housework. When children
live in the household, the demand for housewogkabably higher than when no small
children live in the household. This assumptiorgénder neutral. However, research
has shown that children symbolize a turning pomtthe division of housework
(Buhlmann et al. 2010; Cooke 2006b; Grunow et @072. After the birth of the first
child, couples often become traditional in theivision of housework despite a non-
traditional division of housework before the bidhthe child. Therefore, the time spent

on housework might only increase for women, butfaptmen.

To control for other life stages that might infleenthe division of housework, |
include marital status and age in the analysisrigldicouples have been shown to have
a more traditional division of housework than cahaf) couples (Baxter 2005; Gupta
1999; South and Spitze 1994). Marriage can thezdberregarded to enforce gendered
norms. Alternatively, traditionally oriented couplenay more likely get married than
non-traditional couples. Age cohorts are includedthe analysis because gendered

norms are associated with the dominant social ndinatschange over time.

" In Germany, the employment hours refer to the jlaist not to the current employment status. To
have comparable measures for Finland and Germamlpgment hours are recoded 0 if the employment
status is unemployed, housewife, retired, or sttiden
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435 Sampleand Methods

For the final analysis, only couples with complétéormation on the division of
household tasks, housework hours and the relemdependent variables are included.
After excluding outliers, 512 couples for Germamg &81 couples for Finland were
included in the analysis of the relative divisidrhousework task® For the analysis of
housework hours in Germany, 255 female respondems260 male respondents were
included in the analysis. For Finland, 364 womed 882 men were included in the
analysis of housework hours. Because a listwiséusian of cases meant that more
than 20 percent of West German cases and more3thgercent of cases for Finland
would be excluded from the analysis, it is importdaa control for significant
differences between individuals who are excludemnfithe analysis and individuals
who answered all the relevant questions. The IStMCAR test is significant for both

Germany (y>=471.987**, df=2) and Finland x*=505.012*** df=394). This means

that the non-responses are not missing at randbomrdspondents who did not answer
the question of their own housework hours signifiba differ from those who did.
Comparing those who answered the question on ¢wair housework hours and those

who did not, a pattern become evident.

German respondents who did not answer the questigheir own housework hours
report aless traditionaldivision of housework tasks. However, they hagmidicantly
more traditional attitudes towards gender roles and less oftenrexped a working
mother. The missing value analysis also showswlzaihen, who have missing values
on the partner’s time spent on housework, genesalgnd less time on housework and
on employment; while respondents who did not ansier question on their own
housework hours, tended to report more housewornkrshdor their partner than
respondents who did answer the question on their lomusework hours. Furthermore,
individuals who did not report their own housewdrkurs are less likely to have

children and are significantly more often marriedg Table 4.10).

*8 Some respondents reported that they spend monedthdours on housework per week. To avoid
biased results, these cases were excluded froamtilgsis.
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Table 4.10 Missing value analysis (mean for thesimgscases)

Germany Finland
Own hours of Partner’s Own hours of  Partner’s
housework housework housework  housework
hours hours
Division of housework tasks 0.47 0.46 *** 0.33 * 0.32 **
(0.59) (0.65) (0.42) (0.47)
Gender role ideology 3.28** 3.26 * 3.50 3.50
(2.78) (3.03) (3.36) (3.47)
Socialization 0.49* 0.50 *** 0.55 0.55 *
(0.33) (0.30) (0.43) (0.42)
Man has higher income 0.34 0.35 0.43 0.43 +
(0.38) (0.32) (0.33) (0.34)
Equal income 0.10+ 0.09 * 0.19 *** 0.19 **
(0.20) (0.22) (0.40) (0.33)
Woman has higher income 0.1 0.1 0.15 * 0.15 *
(0.05) (0.11) (0.07) (0.08)
Woman'’s employment hours 14.36 14.11 23.07 ** 23.25 **
(8.44) (11.88) (16.25) (16.93)
Man’s employment hours 31.96 31.39 28.85 * 28.97 *
(25.64) (31.58) (21.59) (22.79)
Outsourcing 0.08 0.07 0.03 0.03
(0.04) (0.05) (0.01) (0.03)
Youngest child under 6 0.18 * 0.18 * 0.19 = 0.18
(0.09) (0.09) (0.09) (0.17)
Youngest child over 6 0.21 0.21 0.21 0.21
(0.20) (0.18) (0.24) (0.22)
Married 0.86 *** 0.86 *** 0.74 0.74
(1.00) (0.96) (0.69) (0.68)
Age 47.41 ** 47.34 ** 45.96 46.03
(54.15) (52.92) (48.34) (47.01)
Own housework hours 14.77 14.07 *** 10.5 10.1 ***
() (22.74) ) (17.112)
Partner’'s housework hours 14.66* 15.23 . 9.09 9.15
(26.19) () (12.57) ()
Man 0.47 *** 0.52 *** 0.45 0.46 *
(0.71) (0.24) (0.49) (0.34)

a. For Germany, Little’s MCAR test: Chi-Square = 4B, df = 231, sig. = 0.000
b. For Finland, Little’s MCAR test: Chi-Square = 50B20df = 394, sig. = 0.000
Significance level: *** <0.001; ** =<0.010; * =<050; + =<0.100

Compared to those who did answer the question eir thwn housework hours,

respondents who did not were more often men. Giyesaeaking, one can say that
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respondents who did not answer the question om tven housework hours tend to
report a less traditional division of houseworkki&gswhile they are more traditional in

other aspects compared to respondent with infoonath housework hours.

A similar pattern is evident for those who did mmiswer the question on partner’s
housework hours. West Germans who did not ansvigigtrestion also reported a less
traditional division of housework tasks. Howevehey have significantly more
traditional attitudes towards gender roles. Theg leften experienced a working mother
and have more often an equal income to their parfiteey are also more often married
and report longer housework hours than those whsweared the question on the
partner's housework hours. In contrast to those wltb not report on their own
housework hours, respondents who did not answegubstion on partner's housework
hours are more often women. These findings sugpastWest German respondents
who had some missing values for partner's housewmlrs tend to report a less
traditional division of housework tasks, but seerorentraditional in other aspects

compared to respondents who answered the questipartner’'s housework hours.

The picture for Finnish respondents who did notwaansthe question on their own
housework hours differs somewhat to that of Westn@ae respondents. In Finland,
respondents who gave no information on their ownskwork hours, similarly to
respondents in West Germany, by trend report attagtional division of housework
tasks. However, unlike in West Germany, they do nepbort less traditional attitudes
towards gender roles. They are most likely to havequal income and are more likely
to report shorter employment hours for both womed men. Furthermore, those who
did not report on housework hours are less likelyhaive children than those who
answered the question.

Finns who did not report their partner's housewbdkirs, significantly more often
also report a less traditional division of housewaisks. They more often have an equal
income and women less often have a higher incomehé&rmore, individuals with
missing values more often report that men and wospemd less time on employment,
while a respondent, who answered all questionsigisificantly more likely to report
more time spent on housework. Generally, Finns wiibnot report their partner’s
housework hours are significantly more often womafhile Finns who did not report
their own or their partner's housework hours (IMéest German respondents) also
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report a less traditional division of housework.likin West German respondents, they
do not significantly differ in gender role ideologyom those who did not report

housework hours.

To be sure that the results of the analysis arébiasied, | calculated all the models
with imputed data. Because the pattern of missalges is not monotonic, the option
‘fully conditional specification’ is applied. Theilfy conditional specification (FCS) is
an iterative Maskov Chain Monte Carlo method. Ti@SFmethod firths a univariate
model using all other variables in the model agligters, then imputes missing values
for the variable being fitte®. The analyses with the imputed values are inclidetie
APPENDIX. No remarkable differences could be fogsee APPENDIX E.3)

4.3.6 Resaults

The main aim of this chapter is to find out if tmechanisms that influence the division
of housework differ in West Germany and Finland.o twountries with different
approaches towards the reconciliation of family amitk. West Germany serves as an
archetype for a political system that (used to)psupthe breadwinner-homemaker
model; and Finland as an exemplar of a country witlong tradition of the double-

earner family model.

The dependent variable — division of housework —dishotomous. Therefore,
logistic regression analysis is the most appropmaethod to analyze the influence of
gender role ideology, socialization, relative reses, time availability and different
family stages on the division of housework taskse Estimation of the coefficients is
carried out iteratively based on the maximum likebd method, using SPSS logistic
regression. In the logistic regression model, te&tionship between Z and the
probability of the event is described by this fumet

_e 1
1+e* 1+e

9 In APPENDIX E.1, the mean values for the differenputation techniques are displayed. There are
hardly any differences in the mean values calcdlfdelistwise deleted, all values, and imputed.
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The dependent variable, division of housework taiskgperationalized by referring to a
‘non-traditional’ division of housework if the meanalue of division of housework task
equals zero or is higher; while the division of sework is considered ‘traditional’ if

the mean value of the division of housework taskselow zero.

Different mechanisms behind the division of househasks for West Germany and
Finland can be expected. Thus, | analyze the mabglarately for West Germany and
for Finland. Because the non-traditional divisionhousework is coded one and the
traditional division of housework is coded zerd, tae parameters are interpreted in
reference to people with a traditional divisiorhousework. Odds ratios above 1.0 refer
to positive odds that the couple has a non-trathfidivision of housework. Odds ratios
below 1.0 mean decreased odds for couples to hamenaraditional division of
housework. For example, an odds ratio of 2.5 fohabiting couples should be
interpreted so that the division of housework iS5 B#mes more likely to be non-

traditional for cohabiting couples compared to nearicouples.

Before conducting the multivariate analysis for thechanisms that influence the
division of housework tasks and the time men andheo spend on housework, it is
necessary to look at the relevant descriptive stiegi (see Table 4.11). As already
discussed, the division of housework tasks is sdmaewnore traditional in West
Germany than in Finland. The differentiation betweeen’s and women’s reporting
shows that men consider the division of housewask to be more equal than women
do. In West Germany, 10 percent of the men congltedivision of housework to be
equally shared or to a greater part to be carnddy them (non-traditional division of
housework), while only 4 percent of West German woneonsider the division of
housework to be non-traditional. In Finland, 16ceet of the men and 13 percent of the
women report a non-traditional division of housekvoFor West Germany, the
difference is significant and therefore a dummydender is included in the analysis to

control for the discrepancies in reporting.

Over all, Finnish women spend approximately eightire less on housework than
German women do (see Table 4.11). However, Finmish do not participate more in
housework than German men do. Finnish men devae kss time to housework than
German men do. The less traditional division ofdswork in Finland is obviously a
result of Finnish women’s reduced time on housewarkther than a greater
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participation of Finnish men in housework. As athg@aoted, the differences in the time
spent on housework cannot be explained by moreoordisg in Finland than in West
Germany. In West Germany, 7 percent of the men8pdrcent of the women report
that they take advantage of outsourcing; compawe8 percent of Finnish men and 2
percent of Finnish women who report some degremutdourcing. There is simply less

housework done in Finland than in West Germany

Summing employment and housework, it becomes evithert West German men
spend approximately 37.44 hours, Finnish men 34ddrs, West German women
36.26 hours, and Finnish women 36.69 hours on paighpaid labor (excluding time
spent on child care). Women in Finland compengudiine they spend on employment
by spending less time on housework. As already shaw Chapter 4.1, attitudes
towards gender role ideology are less traditionaFinland than in West Germany. It
will be interesting to see how this is reflectedtie division of housework. Studies
using multilevel analysis have shown that espgciatbmen are more likely to enforce
their gender role ideology and relative resourecesauntries where gender equity is
more common. Therefore, one could expect that germle ideology has a greater

influence on the division of housework in Finlahdn in West Germany.

In both countries men generally earn more than wgrbat there are more couples
with an equal income or couples where the womanah&sgher income than their
partner in Finland. This is probably related to thet that employment hours are more
equally divided between men and women in Finlaraah tim West Germany (see Table
4.11). The fact that despite the high employmetd# cd women, men still have higher
earnings than women is a result of the gender gatgd education system and
consequently also the segregated labor markeQsapter 3).
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West German Finland West German  Finland
Men Men Women Women
(N=260) (N=322) (N=255) (N=364)
Division of housework tasks (dummy) 0.10 0.16 0.04 0.13
(0.30) (0.37) (0.20) (0.34)
Hours of housework 6.98 6.43 20.96 12.82
(5.85) (5.58) (13.30) (8.64)
Gender role ideology 3.17 3.41 3.45 3.62
(0.80) (0.90) (0.96) (0.91)
Mother worked when respondent <14 0.53 0.57 0.50 0.56
(0.50) (0.50) (0.50) (0.50)
Woman earns higher incomes 0.09 0.17 0.11 0.13
(0.28) (0.37) (0.31) (0.34)
Equal incomes 0.08 0.19 0.12 0.20
(0.28) (0.39) (0.32) (0.40)
Woman'’s employment hrs 13.85 22.74 15.30 23.87
(18.64) (19.38) (18.59) (18.31)
Man’s employment hrs 31.46 27.71 31.64 30.13
(22.48) (20.54) (31.64) (20.17)
Outsourcing 0.07 0.03 0.08 0.02
(0.25) (0.17) (0.28) (0.16)
Youngest child under 6 0.15 0.20 0.21 0.17
(0.36) (0.40) (0.41) (0.38)
Youngest child between 7 and 17 0.23 0.20 0.19 0.21
(0.42) (0.40) (0.39) (0.41)
Married 0.84 0.74 0.87 0.73
(0.37) (0.44) (0.33) (0.44)
Birth cohort 1969-1960 0.26 0.18 0.28 0.22
(0.44) (0.38) (0.45) (0.41)
Birth cohort 1959-1950 0.20 0.27 0.16 0.23
(0.40) (0.44) (0.37) (0.42)
Birth cohort 1949-1940 0.19 0.21 0.17 0.20
(0.39) (0.41) (0.38) (0.40)
Birth cohort 1939 or earlier 0.20 0.15 0.17 0.13
(0.40) (0.36) (0.38) (0.34)
Partner’'s housework hours 21.67 12.46 7.43 5.84
(15.10) (9.29) (7.42) (5.50)

As previously noted, German couples are more oft@nried than Finnish couples.

Nevertheless, German couples do not have morerehilthan Finnish couples. This

reflects the more prominent status of marriage iesi\Germany than in Finland. In
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West Germany, marriage is ‘under the special ptiotecof the law’. This means
privileges for married couples, such as the spiitiadvantage and more parental rights

for men (for a more detailed discussion see Chapgr
4.3.6.1Relative division of housework tasks

Before | go into the separate analysis for Germang Finland, | will explore the
interaction effect of gender role ideology and twoeintry context on the division of
housework. To do that, | include an interactioreeffoetween gender role ideology and

Finland in the model. The 2for the model without the interaction effect is Z& and
with the interaction effect 28.234. The differerimtween they 2 for the models with

and without the interaction term is 6.048 with alegree of freedom (see Table 4.12).

The difference between the models is significanthat 5% level. The so-called
omnibus interaction effect shows that the intecacterm between gender role ideology
and country does improve the model (see Jaccard)2®fowever, the interaction
coefficient itself is not significant. Because theefficient of the interaction effect
might be 1 in the population (meaning no differebeéween the interaction effect and
the reference group), it can only be noted thathksis that the influence of gender role
ideology on the division of housework is moderatgdthe societal context is not
supported by the analyi$.Couples with non-traditional attitudes seem tonbere
likely to have a non-traditional division of housaw independently of the societal

context they live in.

% Because the missing value analysis shows diffeeic men’s and women’s reporting on the
division of housework, | also calculated the anialgeparately for women and men. The analysis stiowe
no particular difference between men and womenAf#ENDIX E.3).
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Table 4.12 Logistic regression on the moderatingotfof societal context on the
relationship between gender role ideology and #lative division of housework task

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
Constant 0.010 *** 0.009 *** 0.016 **
Finland 1472 * 3.629 2.040
Gender role ideology (GRI) 3.121 ** 1.517 1.183
GRI*Finland 0.960 1.099
Socialization 0.881
Woman has higher income 1.865
Equal income 1.522
Women'’s employment hours 1.023 *
Men’s employment hours 0.990
Outsourcing 3.059 *
-2LL (final) 393.492 881.428 839.931
X2 22.186** 28.234*** 69.731***
df 2 3 9
N
Nagelkerke 0.069 0.042 0.103

Significance level: *** <0.001; ** =<0.010; * =<050; + =<0.100

After calculating models that examine the inteacteffect of societal context and
gender role ideology, | calculate separate mod®isGermans and Finns to see if the
mechanisms behind the division of housework difietween the countries. On average,
there are only a few couples with a non-traditiodadision of housework (in West
Germany 38 couples and in Finland 100 couples)s;Tthere are not enough degrees of
freedom so that | could include all theoreticalyevant variables into one model. The
investigation of the impact of gender role ideolawy the division of housework is
therefore proceeds as following: First, the intBosceffect between gender and gender
role ideology is tested, and then the main themregender role ideology, socialization,
relative resources, and time availability (emploptnéiours and outsourcing) are
included in the analysis. In the last model, tHeience of gender role ideology is tested
under the control of family variables and cohorteetis. To distinguish differences

influenced by the societal context, German andiBmoouples are explored separately.
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Table 4.13 Logistic regression on the relationdb@ween gender role ideology and the
relative division of housework tasks (Wald statsti

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
West Germany Finland West Germany Finland West Finland
Germany
Constant 0.014 *** 0.044  xx* 0.007  *** 0.039 x* 0.075 * 0.107 ***
(10.57) (18.70) (28.50) (37.44) (6.600) (13.258)
Man 1.137 1.226 3.508 ** 1.327 3.042 ** 1411
(0.01) (0.04) (9.43) (1.61) (7.764) (2.367)
Gender role 1.385 1.402 + 1.227 1.350 * 1.299 1.317 *
ideology (0.91) (3.32) (0.75) (4.65) (1.276) (4.011)
Gender role 1.309 1.030
ideology*man (0.39) (0.01)
Socialization 1.165 1.113
(0.16) (0.22)
Woman has 6.543 *** 1.353
higher income (11.95) (0.91)
Equal income 3.877** 1.256
(7.43) (0.66)
Woman'’s 1.003 1.017 *
empl. hrs (0.07) (5.09)
Man’s empl. 1.003 0.988 +
hrs (0.09) (2.96)
Outsourcing 4.203 ** 2.047
(8.81) (1.70)
Youngest child 0.774 0.471 *
under 6 (0.199) (4.095)
Youngest child 0.170 * 0.925
7-17 (4.939) (0.059)
Married 0.347 0.550 *
(3.570) (4.914)
Birth cohort 0.411 0.932
1969-1960 (2.568) (0.038)
Birth cohort 1.153 0.922
1959-1950 (0.052) (0.054)
Birth cohort 0.470 0.746
1949-1940 (1.058) (0.569)
Birth cohort 0.282 0.605
1939 or earlier (2.339) (1.141)
-2LL (final) 257.611 559.162 227.659 546.625 228.26 543.566
X2 13.153** 9.055* 43.104*** 21.593** 42.501** 24.65%
df 3 3 8 8 9 9
N (non-trad.) 512 (38) 681 (100) 512 (38) 681 (100) 512 (38) 681 (100)
Nagelkerke 0.062 0.023 0.197 0.055 0.194 0.063

Significance level: *** <0.001; ** =<0.010; * =<050; + =<0.100
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In Model 1, the interaction effect between gendsit gender role ideology is tested.
The assumption is that men’s attitudes are moreitapt when trying to estimate the
division of housework than women'’s attitudes anethis case, this does not seem to be

true. They 2 for the model without the interaction terms is7/2 for West Germany
and 9.042 for Finland with 2 degrees of freedone GEPENDIX E.4). They 2 for the

model including the interaction effect is 13.153 #est Germany and 9.055 for

Finland with 3 degrees of freedom (see Model 1).

The yx 2-difference for West Germany is 0.381 and for &mal 0.013 with one degree
of freedom. There is no significant difference betw the y 2 for the model with and

the model without the interaction term. The soemhlbmnibus interaction effect shows
that the interaction between gender and genderidalelogy does not improve the
model (see Jaccard 2001). This is an indicationftrahe division of housework tasks,
it does not matter who (women or men) has noniicadil attitudes towards gender
roles®® Because the influence of gender and gender raelady are no longer

significant when including the interaction effentthe model, the interaction effect is

not included in the further analysis.

In Model 2, all the theoretically important factprsamely gender role ideology,
socialization, relative income, employment hourmét availability), and outsourcing
(time availability) are included in the analysiser@ler is also included as a control for
the different responses made by men and women.thi®rmodel, the Nagelkerke
coefficient is 0.197 in West Germany and 0.055imidhd, which means an explanatory
power of 19.7 percent for West Germany and 5.5 gueréor Finland. This is an
improvement to Model 1 with a Nagelkerke of 0.062 West Germany and 0.023 for

Finland.

According to the theoretical approach, the oddbasing a non-traditional division
of housework is expected to be greater, the |eshtiwnal the attitudes towards gender
roles are. In the basic model without the intemacteffect of gender and gender role
ideology, this appears to be true in both count(ee APPENDIX E.4). However,
when including the measures for socialization,tnegaresources and time availability in
the model, the effect of gender role ideology idar@er significant in West Germany.

®1 To be able to test this hypothesis thoroughly woeld need information on both partners’ (men’s
and women’s) gender role ideology.
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For West Germany, only respondent’s gender, raatesources and outsourcing are
significantly correlated with a non-traditional dion of housework (see Model 2).

German men have 3.5 times higher odds to repororatnaditional division of
housework than women do. This is in line with poes findings for other countries.
The less equal the division of housework is, thearikely that men’s and women’s
assertions on the division of housework will diver@eist 2010; Press and Townsley
1998). Furthermore, it shows that the discrepartmédween men’s and women’s reports
cannot be explained by differences in the gendier iceology, socialization, relative
resources or time availability. Besides the theca#ly important variables, there is a
gendered difference in the reporting between melhvamen in West Germany.

In West Germany, couples where the woman has ahigicome than her spouse
have 6.5 times higher odds of a non-traditionalisimm of housework compared to
couples where the man has a higher income. Coupllesqual income have 3.9 higher
odds of having a non-traditional division of housekvcompared to couples where the
husband has a higher income than the woman. Howewsmparing couples where the
woman has a higher income than her partner to esuplith equal income, no
significant differences are evident (see APPENDIX)EThis means that there is no
difference between couples with equal income angples where the women have
higher incomes than their spouse. This supportéindengs of Grunow et al (2007) that
(a traditional) relative income is an important icedor for predicting a traditional
division of housework; whereas a (non-traditioned)ative income cannot explain

changes towards a less traditional division of pawsk.

For West Germany, outsourcing is an important faetieen predicting the odds of
having a non-traditional division of housework. Tbhdds ratio of a non-traditional
division of housework is 4.2 times higher for cagplvho outsource some of the tasks

in the household, compared to couples who do nisboce any of the household tasks.

Looking at Model 2 for Finland, a different pattehan for West Germany emerges.
Gender role ideology is significant. An increaseloh the mean value on the gender
role ideology index increases the odds of havingmtraditional division of housework
by 35 percent. It seems as if it does not matteo Whlds non-traditional attitudes
towards gender roles (men or women), the attituatesreflected in the division of

housework.
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The one other factor that separates non-traditionaples from traditional couples in
Finland is woman’s employment hours. The odds efrttaa non-traditional division of
housework increases by 1.7 percent for each hauwttman spends on employment.
The division of housework tasks in Finland doessesm to be related to the partner’s
characteristics. The findings suggest that in Fidl#éhe relative resources measure is
less significant than woman’s absolute resourcasiaty individual employment hours
(for a discussion of the importance of absoluteswerelative income for women's time

spent on housework see Gupta 2007).

To control forfamily and life stage characteristicsarital status and the presence of
children are included in Model 3. In line with prews findings (see e.g. Blossfeld and
Timm 2003), married couples are expected to hawedoodds of a non-traditional
division of housework. To control for differentdistages, variables on children, marital
status and birth cohort are included in the ansly€hildren in the household are
measured by including the variables youngest chiider school age, and youngest
child between 7 and 17. Couples who have no ortathildren serve as reference
group. The division of housework is assumed to bstrtraditional when small children

live in the household.

Age has been shown to influence the gender rolelodg, but is also expected to
stand for a certain life stage. For example, oktmuiples are more likely to be well
established in the labor market, and to greatezngxdfford outsourcing of housework.
Thus, they expectedly have a more equal divisiohaafsework than younger couples.
In the data set there is only information on thepamdent’s age (the age of the partner
was not asked for). To avoid a gender enhanced ureead age, age shall not be
included in the analysis as such, but age cohoetsr@ated. This measure is considered
to be valid for both partners and to measure a comage cohort, since most partners
are two or three years apart. The family age cehame included as dummies, where the
youngest birth cohort (born 1970 or later) serveshe reference category. In West
Germany, gender is also significant in Model 3. iewehen controlling for family and
life stage characteristics, men have 3.04 timekdrigdds of reporting a non-traditional
division of housework than women do. In additionthe significant effect of gender,
families with children between 7 and 17 have a QutiYes lower odds ratio than

families with adult or no children. Or to put itffdirently, couples with no or adult
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children have 5.88 @17™") times higher odds of having a non-traditionaligln of

housework compared to couples with children betvwsssen and seventeen years.

In Finland, similarly to Model 2, gender role idegy increases the odds by 31.7
percent for each additional increase in the genalerideology index when controlling
for family and life course characteristics. Beingrmed means 0.550 times lower odds
of having a non-traditional division of houseworngpared to cohabiting couples. In
other words, cohabiting couples have 1.82 timebédrigdds of having a non-traditional
division of housework compared to married coupisnilarly, Finnish couples with
children under six have 0.471 times lower odds afitg a non-taditional division of
housework compared to families with no or adultdren. In other words, couples with
no or adult children have 2.12 times higher oddkasfing a non-traditional division of

housework compared to couples with children unoeyears.

Summing up the results from the analysis of genadlerideology and the division of
housework, it should be noted that West Germmamsignificantly more often report a
more egalitarian division of housework tasks thaastWGerman women do. It seems
that either men in West Germany overestimate thbare of housework, or West
German women underestimate men’s share of houseWbese findings show that it is
important to have both men’s as well as women’snegées of their share of housework

to be able to control for gendered reporting effect

Besides gender, relative resources and havingrehildnforce a traditional division
of housework in West Germany. The man having nedati higher income is indeed
related to a more traditional division of housewdtlowever, when comparing couples
with equal incomes to couples where the woman hagleer income, no significant
differences can be found. These findings supparn@®w et al. (2007), who suggest that
a traditional division of income (man has a higlcome) preserves a traditional
division of housework, while a non-traditional didn of income (woman has a higher
income than the husband) is not enough to enforagoratraditional division of
housework. In this sense, West German couples &aey’. The only factor that is
positively correlated with a non-traditional divsi of housework in West Germany is

outsourcing.

In Finland, non-traditional gender role ideologydamomen’s time spent on
employment is positively correlated with a non-ttiathal division of housework, while

having small children and being married is negifieerrelated with a non-traditional
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division of housework. In contrast to Germany, Fhnmen’s and women’s reports on
the division of housework tasks do not significandiffer. This suggests that in a
country where the division of housework is more agthe perception of the other
spouse’s share of housework is more accurate, ahdfr¢he specialization of men and
women into paid and unpaid labor is more commaos pegrception of the other spouse’s
share differs between men and women to much hidggree. Furthermore, it is evident
that in Finland individual measures, such as genté ideology and women’s

employment hours define the division of housewonskiile in West Germany the

relative resources (of the partner) are more ingmbrivhen determining the division of

housework.

Interestingly, marriage is only significant for Righ couples, not for West Germans.
In Finland, where marriage is not connected withdh¢s, as in Germany, it seems that
marriage is more attractive to traditional couplekile in West Germany marriage
attracts both traditional and non-traditional cagplin West Germany, marriage seems
more connected to having children (see Chapter 8if)ilarly, the effect of children is
surprising. In Finland, having children under sdhage is associated with a traditional
division of housework, while in West Germany a titiadal division of housework is
associated with school-aged children.

Concluding, it can be confirmed that in West Gerynarale respondents more often
report a non-traditional division of housework, ighWest German women more often
report a traditional division of housework. In Wé&xrmany outsourcing is linked to a
non-traditional division of housework, while tradnal division of income and having
children are related to traditional division of kework. In Finland, non-traditional
gender role ideology and women’s employment hotesannected to a non-traditional
division of housework, while being married and mgvsmall children are associated

with a traditional division of housework.

4.3.6.2Hours of housework

It is not possible to determine what makes womeluee and men increase their time
spent on housework just by looking at the relatiasion of housework. Thus, in

addition to the analysis of the relative divisidnhousework tasks, | will have a closer
look at the individual amount of hours that men araimen spend on housework. We

know that Finnish women spend approximately eighirk less a week on housework
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than German women do. This —rather than an incréaseen’s participation in
housework — explains the more equally divided diwmsof housework in Finland
compared to West Germany (for similar findings dtiner countries see e.g. Bianchi et
al. 2000; Gershuny et al. 2005; Sayer 2010).

To get a picture of why Finnish women do less hausk than German women and
what makes German and Finnish men increase thegr $pent on housework, a closer
look at the mechanisms influencing men’s and wos@ousework hours is conducted.
Hours of houseworlwas measured by asking, ‘On average, how manysheureek do
you personally spend on household work, not incgdthild care and leisure time
activities?’ The same question was also asked abwutpartner. To estimate the
mechanisms that make men increase and women dectbag time spent on
housework, a linear regression analysis is estunséparately for German and Finnish
men, as well as for German and Finnish women.

Table 4.14 Regression analysis with interactione@ff for men (standardized
coefficients)

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
(Constant) 6.791 ¥ 5.654 *x* 4528 *
Gender role ideology (GRI) 0.060 0.419 0.672
Finland -0.564 1.370 1.171
GRI*Finland -0.592 -0.641
Socialization 0.644
Woman higher income 1.450
Man higher income -0.136
Woman'’s employment hrs 0.007
Man’s employment hrs -0.032 *
Outsourcing -0.943
Youngest child under 6 0.410
Youngest child 7-17 1.204 +
Married -0.584
Birth cohort 1969-1960 0.636
Birth cohort 1959-1950 0.518
Birth cohort 1949-1940 1.228
Birth cohort 1939 or earlier 2.954 **
Adjusted R2 -0.001 -0.001 0.041
F-Test 0.689 n.s. 0.823 n.s. 2.535%**
df 2 3 16
N 582 582 582

Significance level: *** <0.001; ** =<0.010; * =<050; + =<0.100
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One hypothesis is that the effect of gender radeliogy is moderated by the societal or
country context. Previous studies have shown thl@nen living in more egalitarian
countries have a better possibility to enforcertlgginder role ideology than women
living in less egalitarian countries (Buhimann et2®10; Fuwa 2004; Fuwa and Cohen
2007; Knudsen and Weerness 2008). The analysis sttmtshere is no difference
between West German and Finnish men (see Table)4\XMhen comparing the
standardized regression coefficient for German Rindish women, a slight difference
is evident (see Table 4.15). The coefficient is eatmat greater for Finnish women than
for German women. To see if the effect of gendésr rdeology de facto is moderated
by the country context, | calculated a regressinalysis with the interaction effect

between gender role ideology and the country.

Table 4.15 Regression analysis with interactioaa$f for women

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
(Constant) 32.290 *** 35.6553 w** 25.439 ¥
Gender role ideology (GRI) -3.287  *** -4.234  *** 848  *r*
Finland -7.566 *** -13.500 *** -12.675 ***
GRI*Finland 1.684 + 1.669 +
Socialization 0.188
Woman higher income 1.598
Man higher income 1.025
Woman'’s employment hrs -0.111  ***
Man'’s employment hrs 0.015
Outsourcing -4.739 *
Youngest child under 6 2565 *
Youngest child 7-17 2872 *
Married 2.061 +
Birth cohort 1969-1960 1.178
Birth cohort 1959-1950 3.908 **
Birth cohort 1949-1940 5.606 ***
Birth cohort 1939 or earlier 6.388 ***
Adjusted R2 0.189 0.193 0.285
F-Test 73.170%** 50.138*** 16.375%*
df 2 3 16
N 619 619 619

Significance level: *** <0.001; ** =<0.010; * =<050; + =<0.100
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There is no change in the R2 between the model avithwithout an interaction effect.
The interaction effect between gender role ideolaggl Finland is not significant for

men or for womefi?

In Table 4.16 the results of the linear regressinalyses for men are displayed. It
can be noted that Model 3 offers the greatest espdasy power for both countries
(R?=0.174 for West Germany and R2?=0.206 for Finjand Model 3, partner’s
housework hours are included into the model. Tihgelaexplanatory power indicates
that the time men spend on housework is mainly nidg@e on the time their partner
spends on housework. In West Germany, men sperdapately eight minutes more
on housework for each hour their partner spendsomsework. In Finland, men devote
ca. 14 minutes more to housework for each additiboar their partner spends on
housework. This finding does not support the as$iomg of specialization, or the idea
that the more time one of the spouses spends agetvauk, the less time the other will
devote to this task. Rather than that one spousddwancentrate on housework and
the other on employment, it seems that men’s andewmds time spent on housework is
correlated. This poses the question of homogantgrims of cleanliness. Similarly to
educational or religious homogamy, where spousssnible each other in terms of
educational level or religious beliefs, individualsem to seek a partner with a similar
perception of cleanliness (Kalmijn and Flap 2006esB 2004). In other words, men
who on average spend more time on housework thear oten are more likely to seek a
partner who spends more time (or is willing to sperore time) on housework than the

average woman and vice verda.

Including partner’s time on housework into the mdues further implications for the
analysis. For German men, gender role ideologigisfgcant only when controlling for
partner’'s time spent on housework (compare Model [odel 3). Apparently, there is
an effect of gender role ideology on the time Germmeen devote to housework, but it is
overshadowed by the strong association betweerpdh®er's time and respondent’s

time spent on housework. In other words, the effeictpartner’'s time spent on

62 Calculated according tp_ (R3-R?) /(df,~dfy) |
11-R8)[(N~-dfp-1)

% Another explanation for the strong correlationwmEsn partner's and respondent’s time spent on
housework might be related to reporting. Because 8pent on housework is a subjective estimatias, i
possible that some respondents overestimate trettiey and their partner spend on housework, while
other respondents underestimate this time.
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housework is stronger than the effect of gendee moleology. However when
controlling for the effect of partner’'s time spam housework, it becomes evident that
the less traditional a man’s gender role ideology the more time he spends on

housework.

Additionally to gender role ideology and partnetitee spent on housework, men’s
own employment hours are a relevant factor wheoores to determining West
German men’s time spent on housework. With each tiewoted to employment, West
German men spend ca. 4 minutes less on housewbr&.stpports the assumptions
from the time availability theory, according to whithe time spent on housework
depends on the time at disposal to do housewor&.ldinger the hours West German
men devote to employment, the less time is avalédyl housework. The reason why
this is only true for West Germany and not for &imd might be the longer average

employment hours in Germany compared to Finland.

For Finnish men, the only factor that shows rolvastilts is partner’'s time spent on
housework. When including partner’'s housework hanis the model all other effects
are no longer significant and the R2 gains in exaiary power. Before including
partner’s time spent on housework into the analybis effect of being partnered to a
woman with a higher income and belonging to an mlktghort made Finnish men
increase their time spent on housework. This indg¢hat older men on average spend
more time on housework than younger (probably duestirement); and men who are
living together with a woman with higher earningesd more time on housework than

men living together with a woman with an equal imeo
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Table 4.16 The linear regression analysis of méonissework hours (equal income serves as refereategary)

West Germany Finland West Finland West Finland West Finland
Germany Germany Germany

(Constant) 7.258 x** 7.418 *x* 5.698 ** 4.234 ** BO1 ** 3.720 + 4726 + 0.570
GRI 0.698 -0.246 0.653 0.172 0.736 0.005 ©.92 0.587
Socialization 0.010 0.633 -0.048 1.221 + 0@.2 0.879
Woman earns more than -0.450 2078 + -0.303 2295 * -0.137 1.904 +
partner
Man earns more than -0.415 -0.369 -0.368 -0.201 .0148 -0.638
partner
Woman’s employment hrs -0.001 0.007 -0.015 0.001 0.016 0.020
Man’s employment hrs -0.066 *** -0.026 -0.048 -0.006 -0.062 ** -0.014
Outsourcing -0.436 -1.992 -0.538 -1.190 266. -1.064
Youngest child under 6 -1.684 1.102 -1.746 .021 -2.134 0.063
Youngest child between 7 -0.880 2.090 * -0.615 1.799 + -0.803 1.031
and 17
Married -0.437 -0.773 -0.580 -0.391 -1.089 -0.727
Birth cohort 1969-1960 0.107 0.851 0.639 1.9 -0.011 0.345
Birth cohort 1959-1950 -0.827 0.768 -0.206 176 -0.661 0.504
Birth cohort 1949-1940 -1.347 2637 * -1.175 2.880 * -1.693 1.178
Birth cohort 1939 or earlier 2.146 4.167 *** 786 4,071 **  -0.370 2.149
Partner’s housework hrs 0.130 *** 0.236*
R2 0.067 0.041 0.063 0.049 0.086 0.088 0.174 0.206
F-Test 2.577* 2.314* 2.094* 2.010* 1.633+ 2.105* 438+ 5.292%**
df 7 7 8 8 14 14 15 15
N 260 322 260 322 260 322 260 322

Significance level: *** <0.001; ** =<0.010; * =<050; + =<0.100
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Against expectations from the analyses of maritgdartnership status and gender role
ideology, Finnish men are not keener on spendingemione on housework than
German men are. Neither is the influence of gendlerideology on the time spent on
housework significant for Finnish men. In Tabled3and 4.14 the results for the
interaction effect between the country context gadder role ideology are displayed.
The analysis of the relationship between the icteva effect of gender role ideology
and the country context did not confirm that genade ideology has a stronger effect
on Finnish men’s housework hours than on German’snieousework hours. As a
matter a fact, gender role ideology is not reflddte the housework hours of neither
German nor Finnish men. The assumption that whem'sredtitudes towards gender
role ideology are less traditional and more noditi@nal men form a relationship, this
would lead to a stronger participation in housewiatkmen, cannot be confirmed by
the analysis. Apparently, this is only reflectedwomen’s time spent on housework.
Hardly any of the individual level factors are redat for men’s time spent on
housework. Men’s time spent on housework barelyesaat all. Men spend almost the
same amount of time on housework independentiyheif igender role ideology, labor
market position, and family status. For women tietupe is different to that of men.
The R2 for the regression analysis of women’s hwosle hours are much higher than
for men (see Table 4.17). This is an indicatiort tha individual level factors explain
much more of the variation in the time women devotdomestic tasks than it does for
men. Also country specific patterns are more premirfor women than for men. The
comparison of West German and Finnish women shavtis bimilarities as well as

differences.

Women in West Germany and Finland are similar & gbnse that they spend less
time on housework, the less traditional their atléts towards gender roles are, and the
more time they devote to paid employment. Thesdirigs support the hypotheses
deriving from the gender role ideology concept #reltime availability approach. The
proponents of the gender role ideology approachnasshat less traditional attitudes
towards gender role ideology are correlated wists lraditional behavior by women
(Breen and Cooke 2005; Hakim 2000). Traditionallgmen are considered responsible
for housework, while men are supposed to earn dhely’s living. Therefore, a non-
traditional behavior in this case means that womhevote less time to housework. As

predicted by the gender role ideology proponerdss Itraditional attitudes towards
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gender roles are associated with less traditioredlabior, meaning that the less
traditional women'’s attitudes are, the less timeythpend on housework.

Besides the similarities between West Germany aimtarkd, differences in the
mechanisms influencing the division of houseworkcusc For German women,
additionally to gender role ideology, their own dayment hours, partner’s time spend
on housework, men’s employment hours and outsogrsignificantly influence the
time they devote to housework. The more time Wesrn@n men spend on
employment, the more time West German women spantdbasework. This indicates
that there is some kind of trade-off between therfianen spend on employment and
women spend on housework. As shown in the anatysigen’s housework hours, West
German men tend to reduce their time on housewbik,more time they spend on
employment. Apparently, West German women comperfsatthis by increasing their
time on housework. Apart from their own employmeatirs and gender role ideology,
German women also reduce their time on housewortubsourcing housework tasks.
German women who outsource some of the housewskis tan average spend 6 hours
and 27 minutes less time on housework than womea Wi not outsource any

housework.

This is not the case in Finland. For Finnish womeesides gender role ideology,
employment hours, and partner’'s housework hourgngahildren and belonging to an
older birth cohort are the factors that have aif@mt impact on their time spent on
housework. It seems that additionally to the tirperd on employment, Finnish women
with children (under school aged and school-ageddrem) spend more time on
housework than women without or with adult childréviomen belonging to the older
cohorts also spend more time on housework than wameheir twenties (reference
category). Apparently, women in Finland spend mioree on housework when they
have children. This shows that the effect of havimgdren clearly has a gendered
effect on the time spent on housework. Having clildin Finland only impacts

women’s time spent on housework.
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West Finland West Finland West Finland West Finland

Germany Germany Germany Germany
(Constant) 31.217 ¥ 22.862 ** 22274 ***  13150**  23.644 *** 13778 *** 18,990 *** 11.335 **
GRI -2.597 ** -1.834 -3.310 *** -1.583 *** -2.88  ** -1.375 ** -2.197 ** -1.625 **
Socialization -1.136 -0.588 -0.211 0.686 489 1.184
Woman earns more than 6.664 * -2.189 6.473 * -1.181 3.925 -1.356
partner
Man earns more than 2.622 0.014 1.931 0.381 1.963 0.055
partner
Woman's empl. hrs -0.219 ¥ -0.057 * -0.202 ** -0.039 -0.191 *** -0.060 *
Man'’s empl. hrs 0.013 -0.046 + 0.076 -0.027 0.103 * 0.020
Outsourcing -6.456 * -1.490 -5.846 * -1.768 7.101 * -0.627
Youngest child under 6 1.459 6.136 *** -1.671 5.422 *x* -0.586 4,363 ***
Youngest child 7- 17 2.803 3.770 ** 1.128 ®6 ** 2.343 3.358 **
Married 6.320 * 1.048 2.488 1.225 2.267 91.1
Birth cohort 1969-1960 3.188 -0.871 2.327 466 0.819 -1.209
Birth cohort 1959-1950 3.270 2938 * 3.947 448 * 2.257 2483 +
Birth cohort 1949-1940 5.609 + 6.078 *** 4.562 5.098 *** 2.759 4.801 ***
Birth cohort 1939 or 7.934 * 8.519 *** 6.169 6.842 *x* 6.273 + 448 *
earlier
Partner’'s housework hrs 0.495  *** 0.607**
R2 0.217 0.117 0.179 0.201 0.250 0.214 0.313 0.340
F-Test 9.763*+* 6.720*** 6.697*+* 11.143*** 5.705** 6.779*+* 7.265%+* 11.949%***
df 7 7 8 8 14 14 15 15
N 255 364 255 364 255 364 255 364

Significance level: *** <0.001; ** =<0.010; * =<050; + =<0.100
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Summing up the results for the regression analyseswomen’s time spent on
housework, it can be noted that the longer the hhamamen spend on employment and
the less traditional their attitudes towards gemdhss are, the less time they will devote
to domestic responsibilities — both in Finland &ddst Germany. The differences in the
behavior between West German and Finnish women ghatvthe societal context
moderates the individual level factors. Becaustheflong tradition of the homemaker-
breadwinner model, women’s housework hours in Wastmany are still related to
partner's employment hours. Unlike in Finland, tee@ate is not responsible for
providing the possibility for German women to takp employment, but rather
subsidizes the homemaker model by tax benefitcdoples who follow a traditional

division of labor. This is reflected in the time men spend on housework.

In West Germany the influence of outsourcing is enmrominent than in Finland. In
West Germany, outsourcing is a measure for womegetothe housework that is
‘undone’ due to e.g. longer employment hours, dofe.it still remains a mystery why
in Finland outsourcing does not seem to be an ppBecause Finnish men do not do
more housework than German men, men’s higher gaation in housework cannot be
the explanation. One explanation is that the dtate also steps in to ‘help’ the woman.
Due to longer schooldays and subsidized child camme of the housework is
outsourced. Another explanation for the lack ofsoutcing in Finland might be
different value for housework. Because of the lsetf-conception of the housewife in
West Germany, it is possible that this is refleatedtandards of cleanliness. Therefore,
instead of leaving the housework ‘undone’ Germamewo who e.g. due to employment
do not have that much time to invest in housewwiik, opt for outsourcing; while in
Finland the standards for cleanliness has mosthnbset by women in full-time

employment and has lead to a devaluation of hoodew

As already mentioned, in Finland neither outsowcior partner’'s employment
hours have a significant impact on the time spenhausework. The fact that Finnish
women only respond to their own employment houesdgr role ideology, children and
age cohorts, reflects the fact that the doubleezammodel is established. The analysis
shows that while state support of female employmsenélso reflected in attitudes
towards gender roles and in female employmentjlitd®es not influence the private
sphere and has not lead to greater participatidfirofish men in housework. It can be

noted that while Finland is a double-earner socigéiyg also still a ‘one-cleaner’ society.
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4.3.7 Conclusions

The aim of Chapter 4.3 was to analyze the impacgesfder role ideology on the
division of housework. The focus of the analysiswa the differences between West
Germany and Finland, two countries with differerstdries of female employment (for
more details see Chapter 3). Relying on Hakim’'sgoemce theory (2000) and Breen
and Cooke’s (2005) approach on gender role ideodogl the division of housework,
the focus of the analysis lay on the relationstepMeen normative attitudes towards
gender roles and the division of housework. Wheutstzing the relationship between
gender role ideology and the division of housewarkjmportant aspect for the analysis
was the influence of the societal context and gestipolicies. The task was to analyze
how societal context moderates the relationshipvéen gender role ideology and the
division of housework, while controlling for relaé resources, time availability and
family characteristics. To be able to detect ddferes and/or similarities between the
countries, |1 conducted separate analyses for Weshéhy and Finland on the relative
division of housework as well as on the actual Booren and women spend on

housework.

The division of housework is indeed less traditloima Finland than in West
Germany. However, this was only because womensioHeusework in Finland than in
West Germany, not because Finnish men spend nmmee dn housework than West
German men. The findings indicate that even thqu@lty making in Finland supports
women’s employment and advocates gender equity,ishnot reflected in the private
sphere. Despite women’s engagement on the labdeetpanen have not picked up on
housework. Finnish men spend even less time onelmourk than German men do. It
almost seems as if the reconciliation between domessponsibilities and employment
for Finnish women is a matter between women andstate. It seems that because of
the strong involvement of the state, reconcilingd@nd unpaid labor is considered a
women’s task and that ‘helping’ women to reconbilgnemaking and employment is a
state matter. The analysis also indicates that wsr@mployment is associate with a
devaluation of housework rather than a strongetiggaation of men in housework
(Bianchi et al. 2000).

As expected, the analysis of the relationship betwmgender role ideology and the
division of housework showed somewhat differenttggas in West Germany and

Finland. The in-depth analysis of German couplégsibn of housework showed that
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the factors that are associated with a non-tradhtidivision of housework, are to some
extent different than for Finnish couples. In W&strmany, gender role ideology is not
relevant when dividing the tasks in the househétdcontrast to Finland, in West
Germany holding non-traditional attitudes towardsadgr roles does not correlate with

a non-traditional division of housework.

In West Germany, men are more likely to report a-traditional division of
housework than women are. This finding supportersgtudies that have shown that the
less equal the division of housework is, the gretite difference in the estimations of
men and women are (Geist 2010; Kamo 2000; PressTamchsley 1998). Another
factor that is related to a non-traditional divisiof housework is outsourcing. While the
reporting of non-traditional division of housewarkWest Germany is linked with male
respondents and outsourcing, a traditional divisainhousework in Germany is
associated with couples where the husband hashariigcome than the wife. However,
a non-traditional division of housework is not asated with a non-traditional division
of income (woman has higher income than the man)il&ly to Grunow et al (2007),
these findings suggest that while the economicclapplies to the families with a
traditional division of income, a non-traditionalvidion of income is not associated
with a non-traditional division of housework. Thigartly supports the doing gender
approach. When women earn more than their husband®es not have the same
consequences for the division of housework as ésdwhen the man has a higher
income than the woman. Additional, to the relatimeome, having children has a
traditionalizing influence on the division of houwsek. Couples with children are more
likely to follow a traditional division of housewloithan couples without children. This

finding is supported by other studies (Buhimanale2010; Schulz and Blossfeld 2006)

The same is true for Finnish couples. Finnish cesiplith children are also more
likely to follow a traditional division of houseworthan couples without children. In
addition to having children, being married is rethtto a traditional division of
housework in Finland. It seems that in Finland mage is associated with more
traditional behavior than in West Germany — alstemrms of the division of housework.
A non-traditional division of housework is assoetvith women’s longer employment
hours and less traditional gender role ideologyardfirom gender role ideology, time
availability is a decisive factor for Finnish coapl The less time women have (after

employment hours) at their disposal to do housewttidk more egalitarian the division
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of housework is. Similarly, a higher demand (havaigldren) enforces a traditional
division of housework. This finding shows that timnailability is by no means gender
neutral in Finland. Time constraints have a mudongfer influence on women’s
behavior than men’s. If the woman spends many hiouesnployment the division of
housework is less traditional (the woman does hessework), yet, when the demand
for housework e.g. due to children, is higher, theision of housework is more

traditional (the woman spends more time on houslewor

In contrast to Germany, in Finland the less traddi the gender role ideology of the
couple, the more likely a non-traditional divisiohhousework is. Similar to previous
research, this study also suggests that non-waditiattitudes are more likely to be
associated with a non-traditional division of housek in a more gender egalitarian
environment than in a more traditional setting @#8; Fuwa 2004; Fuwa and Cohen
2007; Voicu et al. 2009).

The country specific differences are a result dfedences in women’s behavior.
Against expectations from the analysis of gendér ieology and partnership status,
Finnish men do not spend more time on housewornk ¥ast German men do. Neither
Finnish nor West German men’s time on housewoikflaenced by their gender role
ideology. The assumption that when more men with-tnaditional attitudes form a
partnership, men spend more time on housework ¢adconfirmed by the analysis.
Men spend approximately the same amount of timéaumsework independently of

their gender role ideology, labor market positiod éamily status.

As already mentioned, the variations between thmtr®s are a result of differences
in women’s behavior. On average, Finnish women @gpess time on housework than
West German women (West German women spend ongeaverght hours more a week
on housework than Finnish women do). This cannogX@ained by a larger share of
outsourcing in Finland than in West Germany. Theoste is true. The time West
German women spend on housework is influenced ligoatcing, while there is no
significant relationship between outsourcing and time Finnish women spend on
housework. One explanation could be that becaudeedbng tradition of double-earner
couples and the focus on paid employment in Finlandevaluation of housework has
taken in place. Another explanation is offered mo@in et al. (2004). They argue that
the time Finnish couples need to spend on housewsorielatively low in Finland

because of the female friendly policies in Finland.
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Another difference between West German and Finmismen is that West German
women'’s time on housework is related to their hnsfmtime spent on employment.
The more time West German men spend on employrtilentnore time West German
women spend on housework. This is logical congigetihat couples with a traditional
division of labor (one spouse focuses on paid wamk the other on unpaid work),
receive tax benefits due to the splitting advantagale in Finland there is no such

benefit when one partner concentrates on employarahthe other on homemaking.

A further difference between Finnish and West Gerraeomen is that Finnish
women spend more time on housework when smallremltive in the household, while
West German women do not spend more time on houkemeen small children live in
the household. The findings for Finland confirm reweore that the assumptions from
the time availability theory are relevant for tharkish context. The higher the demand
on housework, the more time Finnish women spenti@rsework. Interestingly, this
only applies for Finnish women not for Finnish mAs.already noted, there clearly is a
gendered dimension to the relationship between @wadability and the time spent on

housework.

Despite the differences in women’s behavior in Westmany and Finland, quite a
few similarities become evident when comparing rtiechanisms that influence West
German and Finnish women’s time spent on housewrkboth countries, women
spend less time on housework the less traditidmgil igender role ideology is (even
when controlling for the other relevant factorshelpreference theory seems to be true
for women. Women indeed walk the walk, but men a#dgm to talk the talk. Men do
not increase their time on housework, even thobgly hold non-traditional attitudes
towards gender roles. It is almost as if men carsildat women should have the same
rights as men do, however, this should not haveat@® any consequences for their own

behavior.

It is also interesting to notice that non-tradiabgender role ideology is only related
to a non-traditional division of housework in Finth but not in West Germany, even
though both West German and Finnish women spemdtiiee on housework, the less
traditional their gender role ideology is. As p@mwsly stated, this is not a result of
different behavior between West German and Finmsh. Men in both countries spend
approximately the same amount of time on housewwtkpendently of their gender

role ideology. It rather seems that women with trawltional gender role ideology in
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West Germany do not reduce their time on housewpro the point where the division
of housework becomes non-traditional, while Finnigimen do so.

Another similarity between the countries is thag timore time women spend on
employment, the less time they spend on housewigéin, this effect is only reflected
in the relative division of housework for Finnisbuples, but not for German couples.
Yet again, the individual decrease in hours spanbha@usework is only reflected in the
division of housework in Finland, the country whegender equity is part of the
political agenda. Similar to previous studies, eéhéiadings indicate that women can
enforce their own resources better in a countryecdrwith higher gender equity (Fuwa
2004).

In both countries there seems to be a generatishd in the time spent on
housework. Both West German and Finnish women leignto older cohorts spend
more time on housework than women in their twentidgs supports the notion that
there is generally an increasing tendency for wotnespend less time on housework.

Against expectations, a strong correlation betweemen’s and men’s time spent on
housework was evident in the analysis. | suggeat #mmilarly to educational or
religious homogamy (Blossfeld and Timm 2003; Kahmgind Flap 2001; Press 2004;
Sweeney and Cancian 2004), individuals seem to a@aktner with similar perceptions
of cleanliness. This means that women or men whawarage spend more time on
housework are more likely to seek a partner who gsfgends more time on housework

than the average individual and vice versa.

Taking into account that a non-traditional divisioh housework in both West
Germany and Finland is dependent on women’s behgwomen’s time spent on
housework) and that the similarities are more prami than the differences in
women’s behavior in West Germany and Finland, cme @onclude that despite the
efforts to enforce gender equity (especially inl&mal), there are gendered mechanisms
that cannot be influenced with policies. It alseeras that holding non-traditional
attitudes towards gender roles only has conseqedncevomen’s behavior and not for
men’s. It is as if gender equity is still (everAmland, where gender equity has a longer
tradition and the division of paid labor is moraially divided than in most countries) a
matter that is considered women’s responsibilityorién either outsource (like in

Germany) or together with the support of the sthke in Finland) find solutions to
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combine family and work responsibilities, yet messpite non-traditional attitudes are
not concerned with this subject.

4.4 Conclusionson the empirical approach

The aim of the empirical approach was to evaluatieei societal context influences the
relationship between gender role ideology and mgatand if this can explain the
persisting gendered division of housew8tk.took on the theories by Hakim (2000)
and Breen and Cooke (2005), who allow diverseualtis on gendered behavior and
make assumptions on how this influences the dinisotd housework. Following
Hakim’s (Hakim 2000) idea that since the beginnifgthe 2£' century especially
women have increased possibilities to realize tbein preferences, Breen and Cooke
(2005) assume that the division of housework waltywdepending on the proportion of

non-traditional individuals (mainly men) in a copnand on their mating behavior.

To test the theories proposed by Hakim (2000) anditeen and Cooke (2005) |
started my analyses by looking at the gender d@elogy of men and women in West
Germany and Finland, two countries with differerstdries of female employment and
political approaches towards the reconciliationfarhily and work responsibilities. |
found that the different societal contexts are @wleeflected in the interpretation of
statements on attitudes towards gender role idgolDgspite the fact that men in both
countries on average had more traditional attittdesards gender role ideology than
women, men and women in both countries followedralar pattern when questioned
on agreement or disagreement towards some statement/est Germany, both men
and women agreed that children and the family suilifer if the woman works full-
time, but they also agreed to a large degree wétieismients that having a job is the most
important thing for a woman to be independent, disdgreed with the statement that
having a job is rewarding but what a woman realgnts is a family and children. The
picture was quite the opposite for Finnish men atnen. Finnish men and women
disagreed with the statement that the family antthien will suffer if the woman is
employed. Nevertheless, Finnish men and women didrate the benefits of being

employed for the woman as highly as German memamden did.

% While also controlling for factors from the thetical concepts deriving from the relative resources
theory, time availability approach and theoriesileg on the socialization concept.
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This reflects the societal context. In Finland, veors full-time employment has a long
tradition and child care is often arranged with sadg help. Obviously, these
experiences have not lead to the interpretationdiédren suffer from this arrangement
while women profit from it. Women’s independencecinsidered to include much
more than just employmefit.In Germany, there is obviously a tendency to atersi
female employment to be rewarding for the womart,tbere are still some concerns,
especially about the consequences of women’s emm@ony on under school-aged
children, who traditionally have been taken caréythe mother. This reflects the long
tradition of the breadwinner-nomemaker model, whiheewoman was responsible for
taking care of the family, while the man was resplole for providing for the family
income and the material well-being. The closer l@abkthe measure of gender role
ideology showed that when choosing a measure alegemle ideology it is important
to consider the societal context. Gender role mgplis very much a reflection of the
practices and policies in a country.

| also showed that when choosing a comparable medsu West Germany and
Finland, gender role ideology was somewhat lesditioaal in Finland than in West
Germany. This is also reflected in partnershipustain Finland, more men with non-
traditional attitudes towards gender role ideologpe married compared to West
German men. According to Breen and Cooke (2005 ,stmould also be reflected in the
division of housework. Breen and Cooke (2005) asstimat because there are more
couples with less traditional attitudes towardsdggrroles, the division of housework
should be less traditional in Finland than in Gemgna

This is true. The division of housework is lessditianal in Finland than in
Germany. However, the division of housework is ofdgs traditional in Finland
because Finnish women spend less time on housethark German women, not
because Finnish men spend more time on housewark &erman men. Both West
German as well as Finnish men spend approximatelysame amount of time on
housework independently of their gender role idgglor other characteristics. The

differences in the division of housework derivenfrdifferences in women’s behavior.

Generally, Finnish women spend less time on houdetihan West German women
do, which is also reflected in the analysis of tektive division of housework. Even

% In Finland female employment might even be tafloergranted.
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though both Finnish and West German women spemsdtiiee on housework, the less
traditional their gender role ideology and the miomee they spend on employment, this
is only reflected in the relative division of housek for Finnish couples but not for
West German couples. Only in Finland is a non-trawial division of housework
associated with non-traditional attitudes toward=ndgr roles. Even though the
mechanisms that influence the time women spendoosdwork are the same, whether
or not gender role ideology is reflected in thatigk division of housework depends on
the societal context. The relationship between genale ideology and the division of

housework is partly influenced by the country cahte

Another difference that became evident in the aislis that women in different
contexts have different approaches to reducingithe they spend on housework. In
Germany, the answer is outsourcing. Women who spesgltime on housework than
other women outsource some of the housework. IdaRdh outsourcing is not a
common option. It seems as if Finnish women eitledy on support from the state
(daycare for children and full-time schools with atseefor the children etc.) or they
leave the housework undone. It also becomes evitlahin a country where women’s
employment is actively supported by the state, hi®flected in a lower participation
of women in housework; while men, due to state supplo not see a reason why they

should increase their effort on housework.

Despite the differences in the approach how tohremamon-traditional division of
housework, the similarities between West Germany Bimland prevail. The study
shows that despite egalitarian policies and lesg#ittonal attitudes towards gender roles,
there is little movement in the gendered roles ehmrhis is true for both countries.
Reconciling family and work responsibilities seembe the woman’s concern. There
are only few couples where the roles are diversa@omen have the responsibility for
homemaking and women provide the family incomegpwhdently of the gender role
ideology. For both countries it is true that theiglon of housework is less traditional
when women spend less time on housework, while sneontribution hardly changes.
Furthermore, it is true for both countries that veonspend less time on housework, the
less traditional attitudes towards gender roles aare the more time they spend on

employment.
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5 Conclusions

The objective of the final chapter is to summatize main empirical results and put
them in relation to each other. To recapitulate, aim of the study was to find out if
gender role ideology helps understand why, despiteeased female labor force
participation, the division of housework still reims the responsibility of women and

why men do so little housework.

In Chapter 2, four of the most prominent strandshebries that make assumptions
about the mechanisms influencing the division ofidework were compared. First,
theories that deal with relative resources wereatkb After that the importance of time
availability and the division of housework was peretl. Before discussing the
importance of gender roles, approaches on gendmeidlization and doing gender
were reviewed. Finally, the importance of gendde rnoleology on the division of
housework was specified. Relying on Hakim’s the@§00), the assumption was made
that men and women will behave differently depegdin their preferences (gender role
ideology). Following the ideas of Breen and Codk@06), the hypothesis was that: the
more non-traditional couples form a partnershig thore likely a change towards a
non-traditional division of housework will becomeasible on the aggregate level.
Furthermore, building on previous studies that stmbhat the mechanisms vary across
country contexts, the analysis concentrated onntbeerating effect of the societal
context on the relationship between gender roleladg and the division of housework.
The question was: do attitudes towards gender rotesespond to the division of
housework; or in other words, do individuals walle twalk or just talk the talk? And,
how is the ‘walk’ (relationship between gender ratkeology and the division of

housework) moderated by the societal context?

As shown in Chapter 3, there are several differemeehe societal context in West
Germany and Finland when it comes to approacheartsathe reconciliation of work
and family. After the Second World War, the foc@ipalicies in West Germany was on
supporting the family, which meant the supporth@ breadwinner-homemaker model.
Most policies therefore offered women the possibiio leave the labor market so that
they could better take care of their family resploitises. The most prominent policies
to enable women to take care of their family resjalhties were: the splitting

advantage that remunerates families in which om@astays at home or has reduced
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employment hours; and the long parental leave &syevith low remuneration. Today,
only the splitting advantage is still in place.2007, the parental leave allowance was
changed into a benefit that compensates for inctosge for employed parents and
assigns the other partner (mostly fatherstwo moptrental leave. Furthermore, the
stigmatization of working mothers has been easedlare has been a huge increase in
public child care in the whole country. Today’'saargement in Germany is dissociated
from the tradition of supporting the breadwinnertemaker model and has quite a few
similarities with the Finnish model. However, thistbry has been quite different in
Finland than in West Germany. In Finland, womeraldgthed their position in the
labor market at an early stage and the state haselgcendorsed the double-earner
model with two full-time employees. Income-relatearental leave was introduced in
the early 1960s and ten years later municipalitvese made responsible to provide
child daycare. Since then, women’s full-time empheyt has been the norm and the
double-earner couple has served as a principlgpdticies. Unlike in Germany, the

homemaker model has never been widely practic&thiand.

The empirical analysis in Chapter 4 showed that thi#erences in female
employment patterns are reflected in the interpietaof statements towards gender
role ideology. The analysis showed that the stat¢sneowards gender role ideology
were largely interpreted in line with the respeettvadition of female employment and
the prevailing gender norms in each country. Inntary, there seems to be an
increasing acceptance of female employment, yetctimeern about its consequences
for the family is still prevalent. Especially smalhildren were considered to suffer
when the mother is employed. These concerns wdrerasent in Finland. There was
surprisingly little agreement on the positive aspefor women from their own
employment. For example, in Finland several respotsddisagreed with the statement
that being employed is the best thing for womenislependence. Taking into
consideration that when asked about preferred gmmat hours, Finnish women
mostly prefer working full-time, this does not indte that there is a general disapproval
for women’s employment, but that because of theeggpces of female employment,

having a job is not considered enough for womeamependence.

These findings show the importance of knowing theipular context that is being
analyzed. An analysis encompassing several coangnievides an important insight

into the influences of certain policies, howeveriafdepth analysis of the countries
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yields more detailed information on the effect aftgcular policies and gives a more
accurate picture of the situation. The differenicethe interpretations show that when
analyzing gender role ideologies, it is essent@ltdke the societal context into
consideration and to be careful when interpretitigudes towards gender roles (Braun
et al. 1994; Crompton and Lyonette 2006). It i®alery important to take the societal
context into consideration when asking about genadlerideologies to avoid enforcing

own norms, while analyzing gender role ideologies.

The research also showed that the societal comiekies a difference in private
matters, such as partnership formation. The arglgisowed Finnish men with non-
traditional attitudes towards gender roles morerofive in a partnership than men with
traditional attitudes. This is an indication thae fess traditional the societal context, the
more non-traditional couples are indeed formed. fiiding partly supports Breen and
Cooke’s thesis (2005). According to Breen and Cd@k®5), this should be a decisive
factor for a transformation at the aggregate lefrem a traditional division of
housework towards a non-traditional division of sework. However, the difference
between non-traditional Finnish men’s likelihood lbe married compared to non-

traditional West German men was not that prominent.

Therefore, it is not that surprising that agaim&t éxpectations deriving from Breen
and Cooke (2005), the higher number of non-tradéticcouples is hardly reflected in
the division of housework. Indeed, only in Finlarsda non-traditional gender role
ideology related to a non-traditional division adusework. Because a non-traditional
division of housework is a result of women’s desszhand not men’s increased time
spent on housework, this implies that Finnish woraes more able to enforce their
gender role ideology in the division of housewdrkrt West German women are. This
means that women with non-traditional attitudesais gender roles in Finland are
more likely to reduce their time spent on houseworkhe level of men (or spend even
less time on housework) than women with non-tradél attitudes in West Germany.

However, the moderating effect of the country cehten the relationship between
gender role ideology and the division of housewwds not significant, which does not
support the fact that non-traditional couples inl&nd will be less traditional in their
division of housework the less traditional theinder role ideology is, compared to

West German couples.
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It should be noted that despite the great diffezsnn the history of female employment
in West Germany and Finland, there are almost nsorelarities than differences
between West Germany and Finland when it comesdadivision of housework. In
neither country is the less traditional divisionhafusework a result of men’s increased
time spent on housework. In both countries men dpg@proximately the same amount
of their time on housework independently of thender role ideology. Only women
reduce their hours of housework, the less tradalidineir gender role ideology. This is

true for women in both countries.

Another similarity between the countries is thahdgr role ideology has different
consequences for men and women. It seems as if wamieed walk the walk, and
reduce their time spent on housework when holdiog-tnaditional attitudes towards
gender roles; while men only talk the talk. Appaignthere is a gendered lag in the
relationship between gender role ideology and tkisidn of housework. Disagreeing
with a statement such as ‘it is woman'’s job to te&ee of the family and the man’s job
to earn the money’ does not necessarily have angetjuences for men’s behavior, but
it does for women'’s. It is as if reconciling workdafamily responsibilities is considered
women'’s responsibility even by men and women with-traditional attitudes towards
gender roles. This holds true even in Finland, wligmder equity is part of the political

agenda.

While the study conducted here gives a furthemgimsinto the relationship between
gender role ideology and the division of housewadtke mystery why although
women’s roles have changed in the past few dedhe@es has hardly been any change
in men’s roles (the so-called stalled revolutiotil) semains unsettled. The conclusion
of the analysis is that there will only be a shifivards a more egalitarian division of
housework, if there is a change in attitudes towargtn’s gendered roles. An equal
division of housework cannot be achieved by simgtyorcing a change in women'’s
gender roles.

This study once more shows the importance of thalityuof data. To better
understand the mechanisms behind the genderedodiva$ housework it is important
to have concise information on the division of lewesrk and on individual gender role
ideology. Because the reports on the division afisework vary depending on the

respondent’s gender it is important to ask both et women how they estimate the
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division of housework. Only then is it possiblesee how men’s and women'’s reporting
differs.

Similarly, it is important to have information ooth partner's gender role ideology.
Only then is it possible to see who marries whoreims of gender role ideology and if
there is a change in gender role ideologies duhegelationship. Furthermore, to get a
better picture on why men only talk the talk andndd walk the walk, it is important to
concentrate on attitudes towards men’s gender andsnot solely analyze changes in
attitudes towards women’s gender roles. Only theem we better understand why the

lion’s share of housework still rests with women.

It becomes, however evident that equal divisiotabbr is not possible unless both
men and women change in their gendered attitudésbahavior. It is not enough to
support women'’s reconciliation of work and famiyendered division of housework is
a result of couples interacting with each otherer€fore both men and women need to
be addressed when trying to reach equal divisitwd®en unpaid and paid labor among

men and women.
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APPENDI X: Gender roleideology items

APPENDIX A.1 Translations of the statements omualis towards gender roles

Original

German

Finnish

A working mother can establish just as war
and secure a relationship with her children
mother who does not work (v4).

Eine berufstatige Mutter kann ein genauso
herzliches und vertrauensvolles Verhaltnis zu
ihren Kindern haben wie eine Mutter, die nich
berufstatig ist.

Tyossa kayva aiti pystyy luomaan lapsiinsa aivatdy
hyvéan suhteen kuin &iti, joka kay toissa.

A pre-school child is likely to suffer if his or
her mother works (v5).

Ein Kind, das noch nicht zur Schule geht, wirg
wahrscheinlich darunter leider, wenn seine
Mutter berufstatig ist.

Alle kouluikdinen lapsi todennékdisesti karsii, jos
hanen aitinsa kay toissa.

All'in all, family life suffers when the womar
has a full-time job (v6).

Alles in allem: Das Familienleben leider
darunter, wenn die Frau voll berufstatig ist.

Kaiken kaikkiaan perhe-elama karsii, kun naiselia 0
kokopaivatyo.

A job is alright, but what most women really
want is a home and children (v7).

Einen Beruf zu haben is ja ganz schén, aber
was die meisten Frauen wirklich wollen, sind
Heim und Kinder.

Naisten tydssakaynti on kylla hyvaksyttavaa, mutta
tosiasiassa useimmat heista haluavat kodin jadapsi

Being a housewife is just as fulfilling as
working for pay (v8).

Hausfrau zu sein ist genauso erfilllend wie gg
Bezahlung zu arbeiten.

Kotirouvana oleminen on aivan yhté antoisaa kuin
ansiotyon tekeminen.

Having a job is the best way for a woman tg
be an independent person (v9).

Einen Beruf zu haben ist das beste Mittel fur
eine Frau, um unabhangig zu sein.

Ty6ssakaynti on naisen itsendisyyden paras tae.

Both the man and the woman should
contribute to the household income (v10).

Der Mann und die Frau sollten beide zum
Haushaltseinkommen beitragen.

Seka miehen etta naisen tulee osallistua perheen
toimeentulon hankkimiseen.

A man’s job is to earn money; a woman'’s jg
is to look after the home and family (v11).

Die Aufgabe des Mannes ist es, Geld zu
verdienen, die der Frau, sich um Haushalt un
Familie zu kiimmern.

Miehen tehtavav on ansaita rahaa; naisen tehtava (
huolehtia kodista ja perheesta.

N

Men ought to do a larger share of househol
work than they do now (v12).

Méanner sollten einen gréReren Anteil an
Hausarbeiten Glbernehmen, als sie es jetzt tur

Miesten tulisi osallistua kotitdiden tekemiseen yigkd
enemman.

Men ought to do a larger share of child care
than they do now (v13).

Ménner sollten einen groReren Anteil an der
Kinderbetreuung tbernehmen, als sie es jetzt
tun.

Miesten tulisi osallistua lastenhoitoon nykyista
enemman.
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APPENDIX A.2 Means for attitudes on gender idedlaigs according to gender (Std.
dev.) (Including single, separated and widowed)

Question wording West Germany Finland
Men Women All Men Women All
N=450 N=483 N=933 N=583 N=728 N=1311
A working mother can establish just 3.8912 4.21 4.05 3.322 3.65 3.50
as warm and secure a relationship
with her children as a mother who  (1-132)  (1.086) (1.120) (1.268) (1.156) (1.217)
does not work (v4). * N=435 N=465 N=900 N=540 N=697 N=1237

A pre-school child is likely to suffer 2.5212 2.84 2.69 3.012 3.24 3.14

if his or her mother works (v5). (1.097) (1.297) (1.214) (1.218) (1.205) (1.216)
N=429 N=454 N=883 N=542 N=687 N=1229

All'in all, family life suffers when 2.812 2.95 2.88 3.51 3.62 3.57

the woman has a full-time job (v6). 1 177y (1 359) (1.275) (1.138) (1.181) (1.163)
N=437 N=456 N=893 N=543 N=694 N=1237

A job is alright, but what most 3.4312 3.67 3.55 2.67 2.80 2.74

‘(’:Vr‘]’"rgree”nr(eva;")ywa”t'sahome and g o09)  (1.246) (1.233) (1.040) (1.172) (1.118)
' N=414 N=449 N=863 N=504 N=658 N=1162

Being a housewife is just as fulfilling 2.911 3.28 3.10 2.85 2.94 2.90

as working for pay (v8). (1.285) (1.359) (1.336) (1.104) (1.169) (1.143)
N=409 N=451 N=860 N=473 N=661 N=1134
Having a job is the best way fora  3.811 4.06 3.94 3.152 3.34 3.26

‘(’i’/‘;r)“in to be an independent person, go4y (9 960)  (0.984) (1.104) (1.180) (1.152)

N=427 N=465 N=892 500 N=676 N=1176
Both the man and the woman should 3.62 3.73 3.68 3.70 3.79 3.75

f\?fé;'b*”te to the household income 4 40y (1 106) (1.079) (1.018) (0.965) (0.989)
' N=434 N=456 N=890 N=559 N=706 N=1265
A man’s job is to earn money; a 3.3912 3.69 3.55 3.652 3.86 3.77

woman'’s job is to look after the
home and family (v11). (1.219) (1.228) (1.233) (1.104) (0.948) (0.983)
N=432 469 N=901 N=558 N=709 N=1267

Men ought to do a larger share of  3.3612 3.65 3.51 3.672 3.96 3.83

?\fluzsfﬂo'd workthan they donow ., 59y (1.002) (1.016) (0.887) (0.786) (0.843)
N=420 N=449 N=869 N=543 N=699 N=1242

Men ought to do a larger share of  3.6412 3.78 3.71 3.772 3.99 3.89

child care than they do now (V13)-* s geay  (0.879) (0.873) (0.803) (0.763) (0.788)
N=424 N=439 N=863 N=539 N=691 N=1230

N (listwise) 340 353 693 391 553 944

*Recoded so that 1 stands for traditional and Sefmlitarian.
1 Significantly different from German women (p<0)05

2 Significantly different from Finnish women (p<8)0

3 Significantly different from Finland (p<0.05)

a Significantly different from Finnish men (p<0.05)
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APPENDIX A.3 Means for attitudes on gender idedladgs according to gender (Std.
dev.) (Only married or cohabiting couples included)

Question wording West Germany Finland
Men Women All Men Women All
N=312 N=323 N=635 N=405 N=493 N=898
A working mother can establish just 3.8212 4.202 4.013 3.372 3.63 3.51
as warm and secure a relationship
with her children as a mother who  (1-169)  (1.102)  (1.150) (1.285) (1.205) (1.247)
does not work (v4). * N=303 N=311 N=614 N=379 N=479 N=858

A pre-school child is likely to suffer 2.4712 2.842 2.663 3.032 3.26 3.15
if his or her mother works (v5). (1.092) (1.333) (1.234) (1.245) (1.223) (1.238)
N=296 N=310 N=606 N=382 N=467 N=849
All'in all, family life suffers when 2.702 2.872 2.793 3.51 3.59 3.55
the woman has a full-time job (v6). 1 197y (1 370) (1.288) (1.186) (1.228) (1.210)
N=305 N=305 N=610 N=385 N=473 N=858
A job is alright, but what most 3.482 3.642 3.563 2.70 2.80 2.76
‘(’:"r‘]’"rgree”nr(eva;"f wantisahomeand ;54 (1 260) (1.211) (1.083) (1.207) (1.154)
N=288 N=302 N=590 N=352 N=449 N=801
Being a housewife is just as fulfilling 2.871 3.212 3.043 2.84 2.85 2.85
as working for pay (v8). (1.300) (1.365) (1.343) (1.118) (1.158) (1.141)
N=294 N=304 N=598 N=339 N=457 N=796
Having a job is the best way fora  3.8412 4.032 3.943 3.26 3.29 3.28

‘(’i’/%r)“into be an independent person, 10y (9.990) (1.005) (1.119) (1.192) (1.159)

N=298 N=306 N=604 N=354 N=463 N=886
Both the man and the woman should 3.56 3.67 3.623 3.70 3.72 3.71
f\?fé;i.b*”te tothe household income ;) 65y (1 143) (1.106) (1.044) (0.964) (1.000)

N=299 N=307 N=606 N=394 N=481 N=875
A man’s job is to earn money; a 3.3212 3.692 3.513 3.692 3.86 3.78

woman'’s job is to look after the
home and family (v11). (1.242) (1.219) (1.242) (1.010) (0.947) (0.979)
N=299 N=313 N=612 N=394 N=485 N=879

Men ought to do a larger share of  3.3712 3.582 3.483 3.702 3.90 3.81

?\?1”25)?20"’ workthan they donow ., n50y  (1.037) (1.033) (0.873) (0.815) (0.847)
N=294 N=304 N=598 N=385 N=480 N=865

Men ought to do a larger share of 3.71 3.722 3.723 3.812 3.94 3.88

child care than they do now (V13)- * 4 811y (0.895) (0.848) (0.812) (0.779) (0.796)
N=298 N=296 N=594 N=380 N=474 N=854

N (listwise) 245 241 486 283 394 677

*Recoded so that 1 stands for traditional and Sefmlitarian.
1 Significantly different from German women (p<0)05

2 Significantly different from Finnish women (p<8)0

3 Significantly different from Finland (p<0.05)

a Significantly different from Finnish men (p<0.05)
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B. APPENDIX: MVA for gender roleideology

APPENDIX B.1 Mean values faten’sgender role ideology according to different inpugthods (Std. dev.)

West Germany Finland
Recoded Listwise All Values EM Regression Recoded Listwise AllValues EM  Regression

A working mother can establish just as wa  3.86 3.88 3.89 3.89 3.89 3.28 3.24 3.29 3.29 3.28
and secure a relationship with her children

a mother who does not work (v4). * (1.12) (1.13) (1.12) (1.12) (1.12) (1.23) (1.25) (1.26) (1.26) (1.25)
A pre-school child is likely to suffer if hisor  2.54 2.50 2.52 2.53 2.53 3.01 2.95 3.01 3.02 3.02
her mother works (v5). (1.08) (1.09) (1.10) (1.10) (1.10) (1.18) (1.18) (121) (121  (1.22)
All'in all, family life suffers when the 2.82 2.76 2.81 2.82 2.82 3.49 3.43 3.51 3.50 3.49
woman has a full-time job (v6). (1.16) (1.18) (1.18) (1.18) (1.17) (1.11) (1.10) (113)  (113)  (1.13)
A job is alright, but what most women reall  3.39 3.40 3.42 3.41 3.43 2.70 2.69 2.67 2.68 2.67
want is a home and children (v7). (1.17) (1.18) (1.21) (1.21) (1.21) (0.98) (1.05) (1.03)  (L04)  (1L.03)
Being a housewife is just as fulfilling as 2.92 2.92 291 2.92 2.93 2.89 2.87 2.86 2.89 2.89
working for pay (v8). (1.23) (1.30) (1.29) (1.29) (1.31) (1.01) (1.08) (110)  (L10)  (1.10)
Having a job is the best way for awomant  3.77 3.81 3.81 3.81 3.82 3.13 3.13 3.14 3.14 3.13
be an independent person (v9). * (0.98) (0.96) (0.99) (0.99) (0.99) (1.04) (1.08) (110)  (L10)  (1.10)
Both the man and the woman should 3.60 3.62 3.62 3.62 3.63 3.66 3.63 3.68 3.68 3.69
contribute to the household income (v10). ; 44 (1.06) (1.05) (1.05) (1.05) (1.02) (1.03) (1.03)  (1.03) (102
A man’s job is to earn money; a woman'’s 3.38 3.35 3.39 3.38 3.38 3.64 3.59 3.65 3.65 3.65
job is to look after the home and family

(v11). (1.20) (1.22) (1.22) (1.22) (1.22) (1.00) (1.00) (1.01) (1.01) (1.01)
Men ought to do a larger share of househc  3.34 3.36 3.36 3.35 3.34 3.63 3.66 3.66 3.66 3.66
work than they do now (v12). * (0.98) (1.01) (1.01) (1.01) (0.99) (0.88) (0.84) (0.89)  (0.89)  (0.89)
Men ought to do a larger share of child car  3.61 3.67 3.65 3.64 3.66 3.72 3.75 3.76 3.75 3.75
than they do now (v13). * (0.85) (0.84) (0.86) (0.86) (0.85) (0.80) (0.81) ©081)  (081)  (0.81)
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APPENDIX B.2 Mean values faromen’sgender role ideology according to different inpugthods (Std: dev.)
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West Germany Finland
Recoded Listwise All Values EM Regression Recoded Listwise All Values EM  Regression

A working mother can establish just as wa  4.17 4.21 4.21 4.21 4.19 3.64 3.66 3.65 3.65 3.66
and secure a relationship with her children

a mother who does not work (v4). * (1.10) (1.09) (1.09) (1.09) (1.09) (1.15) (1.13) (1.15) (1.15) (1.15)
A pre-school child is likely to suffer if hisor  2.86 2.88 2.85 2.86 2.85 3.25 3.25 3.25 3.25 3.26
her mother works (v5). (127)  (1.28) (1.30)  (1.30)  (1.29) 117 (1.17) (1.19)  (1.19)  (1.19)
All in all, family life suffers when the 2.95 2.95 2.95 2.93 2.95 3.62 3.61 3.63 3.62 3.62
woman has a full-time job (v6). (1.33)  (1.35) (136)  (1.35)  (1.35) (1.16)  (1.16) (117)  (118)  (1.19)
A job is alright, but what most women reall  3.63 3.65 3.67 3.66 3.66 2.82 2.80 2.81 2.81 2.81
wantis a home and children (v7). (121)  (1.25) (124) (125  (1.25) (113)  (1.15) (117)  (1L17)  (1.17)
Being a housewife is just as fulfilling as 3.26 3.29 3.27 3.27 3.27 2.96 2.97 2.96 2.97 2.99
working for pay (v8). (133)  (1.32) (136)  (1.36)  (1.36) (113)  (1.16) (117)  (1L17)  (1.19)
Having a job is the best way for awomant  4.03 4.05 4.06 4.05 4.06 3.33 3.33 3.35 3.35 3.35
be an independent person (v9). * (0.96)  (0.98) (0.96)  (0.96)  (0.98) (114)  (1.17) (117)  (1L17)  (1.18)
Both the man and the woman should 3.69 3.76 3.73 3.72 3.73 3.77 3.73 3.78 3.77 3.78
contribute to the household income (v10)- 3 ogy (106  (1L11)  (1.10)  (L11)  (0.96) (0.98)  (0.96) (0.96)  (0.96)
A man’s job is to earn money; a woman'’s 3.68 3.64 3.69 3.69 3.68 3.87 3.90 3.88 3.88 3.87
job is to look after the home and family

(v11). (1.22) (1.23) (1.23) (1.23) (1.23) (0.92) (0.90) (0.92) (0.92) (0.92)
Men ought to do a larger share of househc  3.60 3.70 3.64 3.65 3.63 3.93 3.94 3.95 3.95 3.95
work than they do now (v12). * 098)  (0.96)  (1.00)  (L00)  (1.01)  (0.79)  (0.79)  (0.78) (0.78)  (0.78)
Men ought to do a larger share of child car  3.71 3.80 3.77 3.76 3.73 3.95 3.98 3.99 3.98 3.98
than they do now (v13). * 086) (0.85)  (0.87) (0.87) (0.86)  (0.77)  (0.77)  (0.76)  (0.76)  (0.77)
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APPENDIX B.3 Overview of previous studies of gemdierideology using the ISSP 2002

Authors Countries (Extraction) Variables Coding
M ethod

Crompton Finland, France| (not specified) - A man’s job is to earn moneyy@man’s job is to look after the homePercentage of those who agreed
(2006) Norway, and family (v11). with the statement (traditional).

Portugal, and

the UK
Hakovirta & | Finland, West| (not specified) - A working mother can establightjas warm and secure a relationshipased on the four variables a megn
Salin Germany, with her children as a mother who does not work.(v4 sum was calculated. The original
(Crompton | Sweden, Spain| - A pre-school child is likely to suffer if his ter mother works (v5). five categories were recoded into
and the UK, and the - All'in all, family life suffers when the woman $&a full-time job (v6). | agree, can't say, and disagree.
Lyonette United States - Both the man and the woman should contributeh® householg
2006) income (v10).

Crompton et| Norway, the| (not specified) - A job is alright, but what mosbmen really want is a home andased on the three variables a mean
al. (2005) UK, and Czech children (v7). sum was calculated. Range from 2
Republic - A man’s job is to earn money; a woman’s job idawk after the home to 2. Maximum gender

and family (v11). conservatism 2 and maximum

- It is not good if the man stays at home and céoreshe children and gender liberalism -2.

the woman goes out to work.
Crompton & | Britain, Finland,| (Crompton &| - A working mother can establish just as warm agclise a relationship Mean sum ranges from 5 to 25
Lynette France, Norway, Lynette (2005) lean with her children as a mother who does not worR.(v4
(2001) USA and| on Knudsen and - A pre-school child is likely to suffer if his tier mother works (v5).

Portugal Wearness’ study) | - All in all, family life suffers when the woman $a full-time job (v6).

- A job is alright, but what most women really waata home ang

children (v7).

- A man’s job is to earn money; a woman’s job idowk after the home

and family (v11).
Knudsen &| Great Britain, (ISSP 1994) factor - A working mother can establish just as warm agclise a relationship Index, based on weights given from
Weerness Sweden and analysis with her children as a mother who does not work.(v4 factor for the combined sample
(Breen and Norway A pre-school child is likely to suffer if his or henother works (v5). (Cronbach’s alpha: 0.82). The index
Cooke - All in all, family life suffers when the woman $a full-time job (v6). | is coded on a 10-point scale ranging
2005) A job is alright, but what most women really wast a home and from traditional/ conservative (0) tp

children (v7).
- A man’s job is to earn money; a woman’s job idaok after the home

modern/ liberal (9).

h

and family (v11).
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C. APPENDIX: Factor analysisfor gender roleideology

APPENDIX C.1 Principal Component analysis for W@&stmany

Component

1 2 3
A job is alright, but most women really want is@nfe and children 0.814 -0.027 0.068
Man'’s job is to earn money; woman'’s job to looleathe home and 0.789 0.136  0.083
children
Being a housewife is just as fulfilling as workifug pay 0.692 -0.041 0.153
All in all, family life suffers when the woman hadull-time job 0.655 0.414 -0.162
A pre-school child is likely to suffer if his or henother works 0.568 0.464 -0.240
Both should contribute household income* -0.047  0.709 0.103
Working mom warm relationship to her child* 0.229  0.708 0.062
Work best for women’s independence* 0.040 0521 0.240
Men larger share child care* 0.039 0.087 0.844
Men should do a larger share of housework* 0.074 0.209 0824
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.
Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization
APPENDIX C.2 Principal Component analysis for Fimdia

Component

1 2 3
All in all, family life suffers when the woman hadull-time job 0.835 -0.010 0.090
A pre-school child is likely to suffer if his or henother works 0.829 -0.034 0.070
Man'’s job is to earn money; woman'’s job to looleattome and children  0.728 0.098 0.077
Working mom warm relationship to child* 0.629 0.026 0.251
A job is alright, but most women really want hormel ahildren 0.606  -0.049 -0.129
Men larger share child care* -0.014 0.929 0.002
Men should do a larger share of household* 0.039 0.924 0.072
Work best for woman’s independence* -0.055 0.191 0.736
Both should contribute household income* 0.066 -0.008 0.672
Being a housewife is just as fulfilling as workifug pay 0.148 -0.070 0.610

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.
Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization
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Levene’s Test

t-test for Equality of Means

F Sig. t df Sig. Mean Difference

Germany Gender role ideology Equal variances assumed 14.022 0.000 -4.516 912 0.000 -0.26318
Equal variances not assumed -4.538 905.826 0.000 -0.26318

Men'’s household labor Equal variances assumed 0.848 0.357 -3.301 912 0.001 -0.17856

Equal variances not assumed -3.306 911.376 0.001 -0.17856

Women'’s role as homemake Equal variances assumed 1.504 0.220 -4.135 912 0.000 -0.28881

Equal variances not assumed -4.142 911.824 0.000 -0.28881

Women'’s paid labor Equal variances assumed 0.429 0.513 -4.536 912 0.000 -0.22171

Equal variances not assumed -4.542 911.252 0.000 -0.22171

Finland Gender role ideology Equal variances assumed 0.000 0.983 -4.856 1235 0.000 -0.24115
Equal variances not assumed -4.855 1167.342 0.000 -0.24115

Men'’s household labor Equal variances assumed 11.109 0.001 -6.161 1235 0.000 -0.26513

Equal variances not assumed -6.123 1138.647 0.000 -0.26513

Women'’s role as homemake Equal variances assumed 10.219 0.001 -2.092 1235 0.037 -0.09765

Equal variances not assumed -2.127 1223.388 0.034 -0.09765

Women'’s paid labor Equal variances assumed 0.313 0.576 -5.304 1235 0.000 -0.22618

Equal variances not assumed -5.297 1162.343 0.000 -0.22618
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APPENDIX C.4 Independent Samples Test for the coem® of gender role ideology according to gender
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Levene’s Test

t-test for Equality of Means

F Sig. t df Sig. Mean Difference
Male Gender role ideology Equal variances assumed 4.678 0.031 -3.774 985 0.000 -0.20357
Equal variances not assumed -3.801 965.419 0.000 -0.20357
Men’s household labor Equal variances assumed 1.025 0.311 -4.039 985 0.000 -0.20308
Equal variances not assumed -4.025 929.527 0.000 -0.20308
Women'’s role as homemakersEqual variances assumed 67.605 0.000 6.373 985 0.000 0.36070
Equal variances not assumed 6.173 785.555 0.000 0.36070
Women'’s paid labor Equal variances assumed 0.145 0.703 8.263 985 0.000 0.39036
Equal variances not assumed 8.293 955.259 0.000 0.39036
Female Gender role ideology Equal variances assumed 3.755 0.053 -3.388 1162 0.001 -0.18154
Equal variances not assumed -3.336 955.635 0.001 -0.18154
Men'’s household labor Equal variances assumed 26.220 0.000 -6.257 1162 0.000 -0.28965
Equal variances not assumed -6.110 925.351 0.000 -0.28965
Women'’s role as homemakers Equal variances assumed 45.362 0.000 9.653 1162 0.000 0.55185
Equal variances not assumed 9.257 859.059 0.000 0.55185
Women'’s paid labor Equal variances assumed 0.050 0.822 8.672 1162 0.000 0.38588
Equal variances not assumed 8.649 1002.457 0.000 0.38588
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D. APPENDIX: Gender roleideology and partnership status

APPENDIX D.1 Odds ratios for the relationship betweender role ideology and partnership formatidva(d statistics)

Men 1 Men 2 Women 3 Women 4
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 Model 7 Model 8
Single Married Cohabiting Married Single Married Cohabiting Married
Traditional 1.361 2.871 ** 0.735 2.110 ** 0.863 2,782 ** 1.159 3.226 ***
(0.949) (16.790) (0.949) (9.969) (0.156) (15.090) (0.374) (14.790)
Moderate 1.607 * 1.622 * 0.622 * 1.009 1.447 2.001 *** 0.691 1.383 +
(4.161) (5.880) (4.161) (0.002) (2.328) (12.626) (0.242) (2.859)
-2LL (final) 33.487 33.487 32.721 32.721
Chi 27.663*** 27.663*** 36.088*** 36.088***
df 4 4 4 4
N 913 913 985 985
Nagelkerke 0.035 0.035 0.043 0.043

Significance level: *** <0.001; ** =<0.010; * =<050; + =<0.100;
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APPENDIX D.2 Non-traditional as reference categoogtds ratios for the relationship between gendde lideology and partnership
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formation (Wald statistics)

Men Men Women Women
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 Model 7 Model 8
Single Married Cohabiting Married Single Married Cohabiting Married
Traditional 1.376 2,754 x*x 0.727 2.002 ** 0.868 2.667 *** 1.152 3.072 ***
(1.009) (15.310) (1.009) (8.263) (0.143) (13.714) (0.143) (13.443)
Moderate 1.622 * 1.565 * 0.616 * 0.964 1.456 1.912 0.687 1.313
(4.271) (4.965) (4.271) (0.037) (2.403) (10.875) (2.403) (1.978)
West Germany 0.925 1.326 1.082 1.435 ** 0.906 1.825 *** 1.104 2.016 ***
(0.126) (2.307) (0.126) (4.372) (0.178) (11.099) (0.178) (13.387)
-2LL (final) 68.391 68.391 61.882 61.882
Chi 33.168*** 33.168*** 57.150*** 57.150***
df 6 6 6 6
N 913 913 985 985
Nagelkerke 0.042 0.042 0.067 0.067

Significance level: *** <0.001; ** =<0.010; * =<050; + =<0.100;
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APPENDIX D.3 Odds ratios for the relationship betwdife course variables and partnership format{éveald statistics)

Men 1 Men 2 Women 3 Women 4
Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 Model 7 Model 8
Married Cohabiting Married Single Married Cohabiting Married
Age 1.100 1.139 * 1.253 *** 0.836  *** 1.252 1.197  *x* 1.498  *x*
(2.773) (7.316) (15.598) (16.538) (23.868) (16.538) (87.548)
(In)Age 1.000 0.999 * 0.999 1.002 = 0.999 ** 0.998  *** 0.997 x*
(0.229) (4.337) (2.260) (14.101) (6.576) (14.101) (52.768)
Children 8.096  *** 14,986 ***  121.318 *** 0.283  ** 3.719 3.530  *** 13.130 ***
(66.244) (19.201) (61.217) (10.839) (33.410) (10.839) (48.479)
-2LL (final) 441.725 441.725 478.415 478.415
Chi 620.370*** 620.370*** 620.370*** 620.370***
df 6 6 6 6
N 912 912 985 985
Nagelkerke 0.583 0.583 0.498 0.498

Significance level:

*** <0.001; ** =<0.010; * =<050; + =<0.100;
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APPENDIX D.4 Odds ratios for the interaction effemtthe control variables and partnership formatif/Vald statistic)

Men 1 Men 2 Women 1 Women 2
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 Model 7 Model 8
Single Married Cohabiting Married Single Married Cohabiting Married
Age 0.839 + 1.175 1192 + 1.401 ** 0.713 ** 1.103 1.403 ** 1.548  **
(2.942) (1.218) (2.942) (9.231) (7.267) (0.527) (7.267) (37.074)
(In)Age 1.003 + 1.001 0.997 + 0.998 + 1.005 ** 1.001 0.995 ** 0.996  ***
(3.058) (0.115) (3.058) (2.717) (6.976) (0.289) (6.976) (25.495)
Child 2.025E-9 *** 21.999 **  6.683E7 *** 1.470E9 *** 0.451 6.102 *** 2216 13.524 ***
(986.428) (34.967) (481.373) (1110.7) (1.251) (17.829) (1.251) (15.351)
Finland 2.475 113.831 0.404 45.991 0.142 0.086 7.028 0.606
(0.204) (2.103) (0.204) (1.724) (0.802) (0.893) (0.802) (0.066)
Finland*Age 1.025 0.878 0.975 0.856 1.197 1.169 0.836 0.977
(0.044) (0.657) (0.044) (1.398) (1.725) (1.122) (1.725) (0.061)
Finland*(In)Age 0.999 1.000 1.001 1.001 0.997 0.997 1.003 1.000
(0.577) (0.003) (0.577) (0.905) (2.641) (2.008) (2.641) (0.077)
Finland*Child 3.736E7 0.234 * 1.978E-7 **  4.625E-8 0.537 0.506 1.861 0.941
() (5.772) (651.387) () (0.538) (1.782) (0.538) (0.006)
-2LL (final) 548.783 548.783 603.585 603.585
Chi 661.461*** 661.461%** 573.861*** 573.861***
df 14 14 14 14
N 912 912 985 985
Nagelkerke 0.609 0.609 0.528 0.528
Significance level: *** <0.001; ** =<0.010; * =<050; + =<0.100;
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APPENDIX D.5 Odds ratios for the likelihood to lmhabiting or married vs. single (Wald statistic)

Men 1 Men 2 Women 1 Women 2
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 Model 7 Model 8
Cohabiting Married Cohabiting Married Cohabiting Married Cohabiting Married
Traditional 0.641 1.183 0.441 + 0.319 ** 1.354 2.749 ** 1.145 1.226
(1.290) (0.314) (3.511) (6.781) (0.477) (7.594) (0.082) (0.199)
Moderate 0.621 0.762 0.575 + 0.483 * 0.877 1.245 0.984 0.951
(2.563) (1.271) (2.927) (4.003) (0.209) (0.851) (0.003) (0.023)
West Germany 0.974 0.818 1.165 1.479 1.444 1861 * 1.603 2727 **
(0.006) (0.488) (0.184) (0.845) (1.488) (5.643) (2.258) (8.201)
West 1.506 4,012 ** 1.871 6.981 ** 0.577 1.344 0.783 2.605
Germany*Traditional (g 377) (7.288) (0.778) (7.026) (0.427) (0.194) (0.079) (1.289)
West 1.009 1918 + 0.924 1.339 0.435 1.105 0.353 + 1.113
Germany*Moderate (0.000) (2.897) (0.024) (0.259) (2.356) (0.059) (3.422) (0.038)
Age 1.136 ** 1.262 = 1.207 ¥+ 1566  ***
(6.615) (14.929) (16.876) (92.601)
(In) Age 0.999 + 0.999 0.998 *** 0.996 ***
(3.379) (1.848) (14.360) (59.077)
Child 16.042 **= 134.580 *** 3.462 = 12,731  *x*
(19.948) (62.312) (10.325) (46.138)
-2LL (final) 58.194 780.302 55.956 834.262
X2 43.365%** 650.615*** 63.076** 576.081***
df 10 16 10 16
N 913 912 985 985
Nagelkerke 0.055 0.602 0.074 0.530

Significance level: *** <0.001; ** =<0.010; * =<050

;+=<0.100;
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APPENDIX D.6 Odds ratios for the likelihood to liegde or married vs. cohabiting (Wald statistic)

“Walking the Walk or Talking the Talk?”

Men 1 Men 2 Women 1 Women 2
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 Model 7 Model 8
Single Married Single Married Single Married Single Married
Traditional 1.560 1.846 + 2.267 + 0.723 0.739 2.030 * 0.874 1.071
(2.290) (3.419) (3.511) (0.388) (0.477) (5.018) (3.511) (0.037)
Moderate 1.611 1.228 1.739 + 0.840 1.140 1.419 1.017 0.967
(2.563) (0.634) (2.927) (0.315) (0.209) (2.191) (2.927) (0.014)
West Germany 1.027 0.841 0.858 1.269 0.693 1.289 0.624 1.702 +
(0.006) (0.378) (0.184) (0.357) (1.488) (1.236) (0.184) (3.536)
West 0.664 2.663 + 0.534 3.731 * 1.733 2.328 1.277 3.327 +
Germany*Traditional (0.377) (3.384) (0.788) (0.635) (0.427) (2.044) (0.778) (3.055)
West 0.991 1.901 1.082 1.450 2.297 2539 * 2831 + 3.151 *
Germany*Moderate (0.000) (2.453) (0.024) (0.504) (2.356) (4.568) (0.024) (5.163)
Age 0.880 ** 1.110 + 0.829 *** 1.297  ***
(6.615) (0.059) (6.615) (28.256)
(In) Age 1.001 + 1.000 1.002 *** 0.998  **
(3.379) (0.001) (3.379) (9.476)
Child 0.062 *** 8.389  *** 0.289  *** 3.677 ¥+
(19.948) (0.262) (19.948) (30.984)
-2LL (final) 58.194 780.302 55.956 834.262
X2 43.365** 650.615%** 63.076*** 576.081***
df 10 16 10 16
N 913 912 985 985
Nagelkerke 0.055 0.602 0.074 0.530

Significance level: *** <0.001; ** =<0.010; * =<050; + =<0.100;
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APPENDIX D.7 Non-traditional Finns vs.

“Walking the Walk or Talking the Talk?”

partnership formation (Wald statistics)

moderate @ans: odds ratios on the relationship between gemdi ideology and

Men Men Women Women
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 Model 7 Model 8
Cohabiting Married Single Married Cohabiting Married Single Married
Traditional 1.542 3.246 ** 0.649 2105 + 2.045 + 2.683 + 0.489 1.312
(0.644) (8.771) (0.644) (3.210) (0.859) (2.952) (0.859) (0.234)
Non-Traditional 1.597 0.684 0.626 0.428 ** 2.618 0.727 0.382 * 0.278 ***
(1.577) (1.632) (1.577) (7.057) (4.381) (0.896) (4.381) (12.246)
Finland 1.018 0.637 + 0.982 0.626 1591 * 0.486 * 0.629 0.306 ***
(0.003) (3.167) (0.003) (2.483) (1.063) (5.100) (1.063) (10.175)
Finland*Traditional 0.670 0.478 1.493 0.714 0.754 0.823 1.326 1.091
(0.357) (2.205) (0.357) (0.388) (0.097) (0.079) (0.097) (0.017)
Finland*Non- 1.009 1918 + 0.991 1.901 0.435 1.105 2.297 2.539 *
traditional (0.000) (2.897) (0.000) (2.453) (2.356) (0.059) (2.356) (4.568)
-2LL (final) 58.194 58.194 55.956 55.956
X2 43.365*** 43.365%** 63.076*** 63.076***
df 10 10 10 10
N 913 913 985 985
Nagelkerke 0.055 0.055 0.074 0.074

Significance level: *** <0.001; ** =<0.010; * =<050; + =<0.100
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APPENDIX D.8 Odds ratios for the relationship betwegender role ideology and partnership formatidoraditional as reference
category (Wald statistics))

Men 1 Men 2 Women 3 Women 4
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 Model 7 Model 8
Single Married Cohabiting Married Single Married Cohabiting Married
Moderate 0.847 0.478 *** 1.181 0.565 * 0.596 0.429 ** 1.677 0.719
(0.271) (10.014) (0.271) (4.690) (1.653) (7.011) (1.653) (1.294)
Non-traditional 1.361 0.474 *** 0.735 0.348 *** 0.863 0.310 *** 1.159 0.359 ***
(0.949) (9.696) (0.949) (16.790) (0.156) (14.790) (0.156) (15.090)
-2LL (final) 33.487 33.487 32.721 32.721
Chi 27.663*** 27.663*** 36.088*** 36.088***
df 4 4 4 4
N 913 913 985 985
Nagelkerke 0.035 0.035 0.043 0.043

Significance level: *** <0.001; ** =<0.010; * =<050; + =<0.100;

249



Katja Marjanen

“Walking the Walk or Talking the Talk?”

APPENDIX D.9 Gender role ideology and partnershipifation interaction for West Germany (Wald statjst

Men 1 Men 2 Women 1 Women 2
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 Model 7 Model 8
Cohabiting Married Cohabiting Married Cohabiting Married Cohabiting Married
Moderate 0.969 0.644 1.303 1.514 0.648 0.453 * 0.859 0.776
(0.006) (2.174) (0.3712) (0.960) (0.843) (4.109) (0.092) (0.275)
Non-traditional 1.560 0.845 2.267 + 3.135 0.739 0.364 ** 0.874 0.816
(1.290) (0.314) (3.511) (6.781) (0.477) (7.594) (0.082) (0.199)
West Germany 1.467 3.284 ** 2.181 10.325 *=*= 0.833 2.500 1.255 7.105 *
(0.439) (7.741) (1.591) (14.836) (0.054) (2.205) (0.077) (6.385)
West 0.670 0.478 0.494 0.192 ~* 0.754 0.823 0.451 0.427
Germany*moderate (.357) (2.205) (0.979) (5.371) (0.097) (0.079) (0.717) (0.937)
West 0.664 0.249 ** 0.534 0.143 = 1.733 0.744 1.277 0.384
t?aeémggglNon (0.377) (7.288) (0.778) (7.026) (0.427) (0.194) (0.079) (1.289)
Age 1.136 ** 1.262 *** 1.207 ¥ 1.566 ***
(6.615) (14.929) (16.876) (92.601)
In Age 0.999 + 0.999 0.998 *** 0.996  *x*
(3.379) (1.848) (14.360) (59.077)
Children 16.042 *** 134.580 *** 3.462 = 12.731  **
(19.948) (62.312) (10.325) (46.138)
-2 LL (last model) 58.194 780.302 55.956 834.262
X2 43.365*** 650.615*** 63.076*** 576.081***
df 10 16 10 16
N 913 912 985 985
Nagelkerke 0.055 0.602 0.074 0.530

Significance level: *** <0.001; ** =<0.010; * =<050; + =<0.100;
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APPENDIX D.10 Separate analysis of the relationdhepween gender role ideology and partnership fdiomafor Germans and Finns
according to gender (Wald statistics)

German men Finnish men German women Finnish women
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 Model 7 Model 8
Cohabiting Married Cohabiting Married Cohabiting Married Cohabiting Married
Moderate 0.669 0.237 * 1.525 1.572 0.340 0.349 0.904 0.791
(0.539) (5.531) (0.862) (1.098) (1.828) (2.101) (0.040) (0.229)
Non-traditional 1.067 0.372 2.884 * 3.375 ** 0.924 0.286 + 0.982 0.850
(0.014) (2.374) (5.216) (7.185) (0.012) (3.096) (0.001) (0.122)
Age 1.189 + 1.428 ** 1.161 * 1.197 * 1.424 ** 1.570 *** 1.170 ** 1.509 ***
(2.815) (9.541) (5.451) (6.234) (7.174) (37.898) (8.306) (44.888)
(In)Age 0.998 + 0.998 + 0.999 1.000 0.995 ** 0.996 *** 0.998 * 0.997 ***
(2.872) (3.003) (2.119) (0.272) (6.797) (27.035) (5.803) (25.274)
Child 2.011E8 **  4.470E9 13.898 *** 71.180 *** 2.203 13.084 *** 4109 ** 12.568 ***
(1290.369) () (16.745) (44.371) (1.200) (14.892) (9.394) (31.252)
-2 LL (last 266.517 485.996 251.820 572.135
model)
X2 342.516%** 327.723*** 234.157*** 327.038***
df 10 10 10 10
N 398 514 387 598
Nagelkerke 0.699 0.549 0.580 0.492

Significance level: *** <0.001; ** =<0.010; * =<050; + =<0.100;
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E. APPENDIX: Gender roleideology and the division of housewor k

APPENDIX E.1 Descriptive statistics according tffetient imputation models

Germany Finland

Listwise  All Values EM MVA Listwise  All Values EM NMA

Division of 0.456 0.482 0.483 0.482 0.322 0.336 0.337 0.336
housework tasks (0.301) (0.315) (0.314) (0.273) (0.289)  (0.289)
Share of housework  0.460 0.461 0.472 0.464 0.344 0.344 0.350 0.350
hours (0.330) (0.329) (0.327) (0.329) (0.333)  (0.333)
Gender role ideology 3.311 3.237 3.237  3.237 3.527 3.493 3.493 3.493
(0.892) (0.911) (0.911) (0.909) (0.912) (0.912)
Socialization 0.512 0.477 0.477  0.477 0.562 0.539 0.539 0.539
(0.500) (0.500) (0.500) (0.496) (0.499)  (0.499)
Man has higher 0.795 0.781 0.781 0.781 0.654 0.645 0.645 0.645
Income (0.404) (0.414) (0.414) (0.476) (0.479)  (0.479)
Equal income 0.100 0.109 0.109 0.109 0.192 0.207 0.207 0.207
(0.300) (0.312) (0.312) (0.394) (0.405)  (0.405)
Woman has higher 0.100 0.098 0.098 0.098 0.151 0.143 0.143 0.143
Income (0.297) (0.297) (0.297) (0.359) (0.350)  (0.350)
Women'’s 14.51 13.73 13.75 13.78 23.35 22.60 22.42 22.87
employmenthours (18 60)  (18.41)  (18.39) (18.72)  (18.86)  (18.88)
Men’s employment 31.51 31.10 31.13 31.14 29.04 28.38 28.23 28.47
hours (22.22) (22.90) (22.92) (20.28) (20.68)  (20.60)
Outsourcing 0.076 0.072 0.072 0.072 0.026 0.029 0.029 0.029
(0.266) (0.259) (0.259) (0.161) (0.167)  (0.167)
Child under 6 years 0.182 0.170 0.170 0.170 0.188 0.183 0.183 0.183
(0.386) (0.376) (0.376) (0.391) (0.387)  (0.387)
Child 7-17 0.207 0.205 0.205 0.205 0.207 0.210 0.210 0.210
(0.406) (0.404) (0.331) (0.405) (0.408)  (0.408)
Married 0.856 0.875 0.875 0.875 0.736 0.733 0.733 0.733
(0.352) (0.331) (0.331) (0.441) (0.442)  (0.442)
Age 47.08 48.00 48.00 48.00 45.75 46.14 46.14 46.14
(14.96) (14.93) (14.93) (13.83) (13.84) (13.84)
Women'’s housework 21.29 21.62 21.90 21.87 12.59 13.18 13.28 13.40
hours (14.25) (14.33) (14.44) (8.93) (9.54) (9.66)
Men’s housework 7.21 7.35 7.35 7.52 6.12 6.37 6.37 6.45
hours (6.69) (7.05) (7.14) (5.55) (5.93) (6.01)
Man (dummy) 0.508 0.491 0.491 0.491 0.470 0.451 0.451 0.451
(0.500) (0.500) (0.500) (0.499) (0.498)  (0.498)
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APPENDIX E.2 Logistic regression on the relatiopshetween gender role ideology and the relativesitia of housework task (Wald

statistics)

Men Women All Men Women All
Constant 0.015 *** 0.009 **= 0.009 *** 0.017 **= mi6 ** 0.016 **
Finland 3.586 3.629 3.629 2.264 2.040 2.040
Gender role ideology 1.880 * 1.517 1.517 1.494 1.183 1.183
(GRI)
Gri*Finland 0.759 0.960 0.960 0.845 1.099 9.09
Socialization 1.454 0.881 0.881
Woman has higher income 2.280 * 1.865 1.865
Equal income 1.865 + 1.522 1.522
Women'’s employment 1.010 1.023 * 1.023 *
hours
Men’s employment hours 0.997 0.990 0.990
Outsourcing 3.897 ** 3.059 * 3.059 *
-2LL (final) 472.412 393.480 881.428 448.610 373.49 839.931
X2 14.815** 22.198*** 28.234*** 36.618*** 42.187** 69731+
df 3 3 3 9 9 9
N
Nagelkerke 0.043 0.031 0.042 0.110 0.130 0.103

Significance level: *** <0.001; ** =<0.010; * =<050; + =<0.100
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APPENDIX E.3 Logistic regression on the relatiopsbetween gender role ideology
and the relative division of housework task for inegl data (standard error around the
coefficient for the constant.)

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
Germany Finland Germany Finland Germany Finland
Constant 0.011 0.086 0.015 0.064 0.077 0.219
(0.633) (0.387) (0.676) (0.435) (0.974) (0.593)
Missings 1.524 1.253 1.257 1.401 1.098 1.222
(0.284) (0.203) (0.318) (0.220) (0.308) (0.209)
Man 1.930 1.735 2.015 1.758 0.994 0.478
(0.258) (0.173) (0.283) (0.189) (1.204) (0.730)
Gender role 2.000 1.326 1.731 1.347 1.588 1.085
ideology (0.154) (0.098) (0.177) (0.115) (0.232) (0.141)
GRI*man 1.178 1.444
(0.327) (0.198)
Socialization 1.152 0.946 1.178 1.444
(0.286) (0.196) (0.327) (0.198)
Woman has higher 1.786 2.066
income (0.407) (0.267)
Equal income 2.264 1.630
(0.386) (0.234)
Woman'’s 1.037 1.012
employment hrs (0.008) (0.006)
Man’s employment 0.968 0.988
hrs (0.008) (0.006)
Outsourcing 3.382 1.475 2.447 1.916
(0.418) (0.527) (0.412) (0.470)
Child under 6 years 0.243 0.497
(0.466) (0.295)
Child 7-17 222 1.089
(0.458) (0.249)
Married 0.483 0.848
(0.425) (0.226)
Birth cohort 1969- 1.445 1.169
1960 (0.431) (0.303)
Birth cohort 1959- 1.038 0.974
1950 (0.491) (0.296)
Birth cohort 1949- 0.635 0.815
1940 (0.527) (0.321)
Birth cohort 1939 0.500 1.052
or earlier (0.561) (0.352)

254



Katja Marjanen

“Walking the Walk or Talking the Talk?”

APPENDIX E.4 Logistic regression on the relatiopsbetween gender role ideology
and the relative division of housework task (Waddistics)

Germany Finland Germany Finland
Constant 0.007 *** 0.041 *** 0.014 ** 0.043 ***
(31.92) (37.73) (9.50) (18.43)
Man 3.038 ** 1.366 1.326 1.101
(8.47) (2.01) (0.03) (0.009)
Gender role ideology 1.644* 1.423 ** 1.031 1.315
(5.54) (7.42) (0.01) (1.998)
GRI*man 1.309 1.051
(0.35) (0.037)
Socialization 1.157 1.113
(0.14) (0.209)
Woman has higher 6.561 *** 1.353
Income (11.93) (0.912)
Equal income 3.785** 1.256
(7.12) (0.653)
Women’s employment 1.003 1.017 *
hrs (0.08) (5.111)
Men'’s employment hrs 1.003 0.988 +
(0.08) (2.952)
Outsourcing 4.268 ** 2.055
(8.89) (1.717)
-2LL (final) 257.991 559.175 227.313 546.588
X2 12.772* 9.042* 43.450*** 21.630**
df 2 2 9 9
Nagelkerke 0.060 0.023 0.198 0.055

Significance level: *** <0.001; ** =<0.010; * =<050; + =<0.100
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Women Men

Germany Finland Germany Finland
Gender role ideology -0.159 ** -0.171 ¥ 0.127 * .ap4
Socialization -0.018 0.068 0.018 0.078
Woman higher income 0.092 -0.054 -0.007 0.128 +
Man higher income 0.063 0.003 0.010 -0.055
Woman'’s employment -0.266 *** -0.127 * 0.050 0.071
hrs
Man’s employment hrs 0.169 * 0.046 -0.240 ** -Q105
Outsourcing -0.147 ~* -0.011 -0.012 -0.031
Youngest child under 6 -0.018 0.191 *** -0.132 0@
Youngest child 7- 17 0.069 0.159 ** -0.058 0.074
Married 0.057 0.061 -0.069 -0.057
Birth cohort 1969-1960 0.028 -0.058 -0.001 0.024
Birth cohort 1959-1950 0.063 0.121 + -0.045 0.040
Birth cohort 1949-1940 0.079 0.221 *** -0.113 8a
Birth cohort 1939 or 0.177 + 0.174 * -0.025 0.139
earlier
Partner's housework hrs 0.276 *** 0.386 *** 0.335** 0.393  ***
R2 0.313 0.340 0.174 0.206
F-Test 7.265** 11.949%** 3.438*+* 5.292%**
df 15 15 15 15
N 255 364 260 322

Significance level: *** <0.001; ** =<0.010; * =<050; + =<0.100
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Disputation am 14.7.2011 an der Universitat Hamburg
Erstgutachterin: Prof. Sonja Drobni
Zweitgutachter: Prof. Dr. Johannes Huinink
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