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Chapter 1 - Gender Ideology and the Gendered Division of 

Housework, Childcare, and Contraceptive Labor in Germany 
 

1.1 Introduction 

Gender and labor are foundational pillars of social organization and occupy a central place in 

sociological analyses of social structure and inequality. As key axes of social stratification, they 

shape individuals’ access to resources, power, and social recognition, while simultaneously 

structuring their everyday practices and life courses. Classical social theory already emphasized 

that the organization of labor along gendered lines is not merely a private arrangement but a 

constitutive element of societal order. Marx (1867) located labor at the core of capitalist 

relations of production, thereby providing a foundational analysis of social inequality. At the 

same time, he largely treated social reproduction, family relations, and women’s unpaid labor 

as analytically implicit prerequisites for the reproduction of labor power - a limitation that has 

been criticized by feminist scholars (Federici 2004). Building on the structural understanding 

of labor’s societal significance, Parsons (1956) explicitly incorporated the family into 

sociological theory, conceptualizing a polarized gendered division of labor between paid 

employment and unpaid family work as a functional cornerstone of the modern social system. 

More recent sociological scholarship has moved away from such functionalist accounts and 

instead conceptualized gender as an ongoing social accomplishment that is enacted and 

reproduced through everyday practices and institutional arrangements, including the allocation 

of paid and unpaid labor (Acker 1990; West & Zimmermann 1987). From this perspective, the 

division of labor within intimate relationships constitutes a key site through which broader 

structures of gender inequality are produced and sustained. 

Against this background, the ‘gendered division of labor’ describes the phenomenon that 

women and men1 in heterosexual relationships2 often perform unequal amounts of paid and 

unpaid labor, with women shouldering a disproportionate share of unpaid labor (Sullivan 2021). 

Unpaid labor within a couple context traditionally refers to housework and childcare. Up until 

recently, research has neglected the fact that next to physical labor, cognitive labor needs to be 

performed in a relationship context, entailing anticipating and identifying needs, decisions-

 
1 In the following, the terms ‘women’ and ‘female’ relate to persons with uteruses , and ‘men’, ‘male’ to persons 

with penises. Unfortunately, most literature and data sources only include those binary categories. This limitation 

is further enhanced in the discussion.  
2 Couples’ division of labor has unfortunately widely been researched upon focusing on heterosexual couples. As 

I examine gender role attitudes as well as contraceptive behavior, I also focus on heterosexual couples. However, 

I strongly advise further research to include queer relationships, especially in the process of data-collection. 
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making, and monitoring results (Daminger 2019). Therefore, cognitive and emotional labor 

have also been framed as unpaid labor, typically referred to as ‘mental load’ (Dean et al. 2022; 

Reich-Stiebert et al. 2023). This labor too is gendered, with women shouldering the lion’s share 

(Daminger 2019). Building on the acknowledgment of broader dimensions of gendered unpaid 

labor that include a cognitive and emotional aspect next to physical tasks, reproductive labor 

especially with regard to pregnancy prevention can be put into the framework of the gendered 

division of labor; referred to as ‘fertility work’ (Bertotti 2013) or as ‘contraceptive labor’ 

(Kimport 2018). Beyond being an overlooked and invisible part of relationship labor, feminist 

authors have described labor related to reproduction as fundamental for the development of 

present gender roles and the gendered division of labor (Federici 2004). Therefore, in my 

dissertation, I analyze contraceptive labor, next to the division of housework and childcare. In 

focus of all three papers is the reciprocal relationship between the gendered division of unpaid 

labor and individual gender ideology, operationalized by gender role attitudes (‘GRA’s). 

In most countries of the global north3, gender inequality within relationships and families 

persists (Grunow 2019). Despite women having become more similar to men in their lifestyles 

since the 1960s with regard to their labor market and educational behavior, gendered patterns 

in the labor division remain. While women have increased their participation in the labor market 

and education (first part of the ‘gender revolution’), men have not synchronized their 

participation in unpaid labor to the same extent (second part of the ‘gender revolution’), leaving 

the ‘gender revolution’ (Goldscheider et al. 2015) “uneven and stalled” (England 2010, p. 149) 

in most countries of the global north, which also holds true for Germany (Minkus & Busch-

Heizmann 2020). In 2022, women performed an average of nine additional hours unpaid work 

per week compared to men in Germany (Federal Statistical Office of Germany 2025). This gap 

is even more pronounced after the transition to parenthood: The first childbirth is significantly 

associated with a more traditional division (i.e., greater female share) of unpaid labor as well 

as more traditional GRAs (Kühhirt 2012). Being a conservative welfare state with a mixture of 

family policies fostering (e.g., paternal leave scheme) or impeding gender equality (e.g., joint 

taxation system for married couples) and a persisting male breadwinner norm particularly in 

West Germany, Germany is an interesting country context to analyze gendered attitudes and 

behavior (Nitsche & Grunow 2016).  

 
3 The term ‘countries of the global north’ incorporates countries that occupy historically and structurally 

privileged positions within global hierarchies. While imperfect, the term is used as a relational category rather 

than a geographical or cultural descriptor (Hollington et al. 2015). 
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Women shouldering the lion’s share of unpaid labor leads to women and especially mothers 

interrupting their labor market activities or reducing their paid working time; known as the 

“part-time trap” (Jessen et al. 2024, p. 81). Furthermore, women experience a double burden of 

paid and unpaid labor (Hochschild & Machung 1989). Hence, the gendered division of labor 

has negative consequences for multiple aspects of women’s lives, including their careers, 

finances, pensions, human capital, time, leisure, work-life balance, (mental) health, life 

satisfaction, and more (e.g., Cunningham 2008; Hiekel & Kühn 2024; Reich-Stiebert et al. 

2023; Sullivan 2021). Beyond that, how labor is divided within a couple can have implications 

for both partners and their relationship satisfaction (Reich-Stiebert et al. 2023) as well as for 

children’s lives (Sullivan 2021) and their parental relationships (Hiekel & Kühn 2024). 

Furthermore, women’s labor market potentials and desires remain underutilized if they are 

disproportionately burdened with unpaid labor (Federal Statistical Office of Germany 2025).  

How labor is divided within couples has been subject to sociological research for decades (e.g., 

Blood & Wolfe 1960); however, many mechanisms behind why the division of labor remains 

gendered today stay unresolved. Next to other influences, individual gender ideology, 

operationalized by GRAs, is assumed to shape how labor is divided within couples (Davis & 

Greenstein 2009). At the same time, how labor is divided might itself shape gender ideology 

(Festinger 1957). Therefore, my dissertation’s main interest is the reciprocal relationship 

between individual gender ideology, operationalized by GRAs, and the gendered division of 

labor, both as a predictor and an outcome, as it may help to understand changes across time in 

both behavior and attitudes. Both gender ideology as well as how unpaid labor is distributed 

are fundamental for gender equality (Samtleben & Müller 2022). 

Analyzing the division of labor and its reciprocal relationship with gender ideology can provide 

important insights on gender relations and changing relationship dynamics across time (Davis 

& Greenstein 2004). According to Risman’s ‘gender as a social structure’ theory (2018), gender 

is a multi-level stratification system operating at the individual, interactional, and macro level. 

Therefore, the division of labor is influenced on multiple levels. On the micro-level (i.e., the 

individual and interactional level), economic bargaining theories and gender perspectives are 

the most prominent approaches to explain the division of labor. Economic bargaining theories 

imply that the partner with the greater resources (‘resource theory’) or the greater time 

availability (‘time availability theory’) performs more unpaid labor (Lundberg & Pollak 1996). 

Gender perspectives assume that women and men, especially in relationship settings, ‘do’ 

(West & Zimmermann 1987) or ‘undo’ (Deutsch 2007) gender in their behavior, which is also 
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influenced by their individual gender ideology, operationalized by GRAs (Davis & Greenstein 

2009). On the macro-level, policies, institutional welfare state settings, and gendered norms are 

found to influence the division of labor (Grunow 2019). While all approaches are backed up 

with empirical evidence, they all fail to holistically explain the gendered division of labor.  

Therefore, the overarching research goal of this dissertation is to examine the gendered division 

of labor and its’ reciprocal relationship with gender ideology, operationalized by GRAs. To do 

so, I explore two specific contexts of the gendered division of labor: In papers 1 and 2, I frame 

the COVID-19 pandemic as a ‘natural experiment’4, allowing to reduce endogeneity when 

exploring the relationship between gendered attitudes and behavior in the pandemic context. In 

paper 3, I extend the focus of unpaid labor on housework and childcare to the reproductive 

context of contraceptive labor. Figures 1 to 3 show the relationships that are examined within 

each paper and help to understand the theoretical and conceptual landscape all three papers are 

situated in and how they complement each other. Specifically, I examine:  

1) The relationship between emerging cognitive dissonance during the COVID-19 pandemic 

and GRA formation (paper 1; Firl 2024),  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 1.1: Graphical representation of paper 1. The arrows do not represent causal relationships. 

 

2) The influence of pre-pandemic gender ideology on the division of housework and childcare 

during the COVID-19 pandemic and whether pre-pandemic gender ideology moderates the 

influence of changes in paid employment time on the division of housework and childcare 

(paper 2; Firl & Hebel 2026),  

 

 
4 I use the term ‘natural experiment’ as shorthand for an exogenous shock that produced clearly timed changes in 

contextual conditions and thus plausibly attenuates some sources of endogeneity; however, it does not imply 

identification of a causal effect in the strict econometric sense. 
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Figure 1.2: Graphical representation of paper 2. The arrows do not represent causal relationships. 

and,  

3) The relationship between predictors of the gendered division of labor and women’s method-

level contraceptive labor (paper 3).  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 1.3: Graphical representation of paper 3. The arrows do not represent causal relationships. 

 

In papers 1 and 2, I analyze waves 11 (2019) and 13 (2020/2021) of the German Family Panel 

‘pairfam’ (Brüderl et al. 2022). In paper 3, I analyze wave 1 (2021/2022) of the German Family 

Demography Panel Survey ‘FReDA’ (Bujard et al. 2025). To quantify contraceptive labor 

(paper 3), I employ the ’ContraIndex’ that we developed in a separate paper (Müller et al. 2026).   

Chapter 1 provides detailed background information to all three papers. Firstly, I summarize 

the main areas of unpaid labor, namely housework, childcare, contraceptive labor, and the 

mental load. Then, I describe the most prominent theories and findings related to the gendered 

division of labor, namely time availability theory, resource theory, and gender perspectives. 

Building on that, I describe the German historical and institutional context, also during the 

COVID-19 pandemic. Afterwards, I provide a summary of my three dissertation papers. 

Concluding, I shortly discuss the papers’ outcomes and contributions, including the most 

important overarching limitations and provide an outlook for policies and further research. I 

present all three dissertation papers in full length in chapters 2 to 4.  
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1.2 Unpaid labor in heterosexual couples: A multi-dimensional construct  

The term ‘unpaid labor’ refers to a broad set of labor that can include tasks inside and outside 

the home (Reich-Stiebert et al. 2023). While there are many kinds of unpaid labor that are 

gendered, they do not necessarily concern the division of labor in heterosexual relationships. 

For example, daughters spend significantly more time caring for their elderly parents than sons 

(Schmid et al. 2012). In the following, I discuss dimensions of unpaid labor that concern couples 

in a heterosexual relationship and nuclear family household context, namely housework, 

childcare, and contraceptive labor. Additionally, I discuss the mental load, which describes the 

cognitive and emotional labor that is connected to housework, childcare, and contraceptive 

labor (Reich-Stiebert et al. 2023). While housework and childcare have often been added 

together as ‘unpaid domestic labor’, there are different mechanisms connected to both 

dimensions, suggesting a separate analysis (Sullivan 2013). Thus, while I refer to ‘unpaid labor’ 

throughout the text as an umbrella term, in all my analyses, I specifically differentiate between 

housework, childcare, and contraceptive labor. 

Housework 

Housework was the first and most influential dimension for researching the division of labor in 

heterosexual couples (Blood & Wolfe 1960). Its’ main distinguishing characteristic is the low 

level of enjoyment both women and men experience when performing housework tasks 

(Gershuny & Sullivan 2019). Indeed, housework has been described as boring, repetitive and 

isolated (Hochschild & Machung 1989). Because of the assumption that all individuals try to 

avoid performing housework, researching the distribution of housework within couples can be 

seen as a way to examine marital and relationship power and gender relations (Blood & Wolfe 

1960). In addition to being perceived as boring, housework is traditionally seen as a female 

responsibility and hence, devalued task because “cultural processes of valuation are gendered” 

(Kilbourne et al. 1994, p. 694) and women, including their social roles, occupations and skills, 

are historically devalued in comparison to men.  

Lachance-Grzela and Bouchard define housework as “the set of unpaid tasks performed to 

satisfy the needs of family members or to maintain the home and the family’s possessions.” 

(2010, p. 769). They differentiate the following tasks: “general housecleaning, meal planning, 

cooking, dishwashing (or loading the dishwasher), cleaning up after meals, grocery shopping, 

laundry (washing, ironing, and mending clothes), caring for sick family members, yard work, 

car maintenance and repairs, outdoor and household maintenance, taking out the garbage, 

paying bills, and transporting family members” (Lachance-Grzela & Bouchard 2010, p. 769). 
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These tasks can be divided into routine, regularly performed tasks and non-routine, sporadically 

performed tasks. Next to being time-consuming, routine tasks are ongoing and necessary, while 

non-routine tasks are less time-intensive and can be performed more flexibly (Lachance-Grzela 

& Bouchard 2010). Typically, routine or ‘core’ (Carriero & Todesco 2018) housework tasks 

(such as washing, cleaning, and cooking) are classified as ‘female’ tasks, while non-routine 

tasks (such as repairs or car maintenance) are ‘male’ tasks (Davis & Greenstein 2020).  

When researching the division of housework within couples, housework is usually 

operationalized as a composite index of a set of three to ten tasks (Lachance-Grzela & Bouchard 

2010). Typically, female-typed housework tasks are chosen because “research has traditionally 

tried to understand how women in heterosexual relationships (…) get men to do work that they 

would not willingly do” (Davis & Greenstein 2020, p. 16). Especially female-typed housework 

tasks can have negative influences on earnings and are thus important to look at, rather than the 

sheer amount of housework (Fauser 2019). Hence, in my analyses of housework in papers 1 

and 2, I analyze female-connotated housework tasks including doing laundry, cooking and 

cleaning.  

When assessing how housework is distributed between partners, different measures are used. 

The gold standard of capturing absolute or relative time spent on housework is time-use diary 

surveys (Cornwell et al. 2019). However, most typically, respondents self-report how much 

time they spend on housework in surveys, either in an absolute way (e.g., ‘How many hours do 

you typically spend on housework in a week?’) or in a relative way as compared to their partner 

(e.g., in pairfam and FReDA, respondents are asked on an ordinal 5-point scale to which relative 

extent they or their partner perform these tasks). Both in absolute and in relative self-reported 

measures, men and women report different amounts of housework which is referred to as the 

‘sex perception bias’ (e.g., Jessen et al. 2021). Usually, men overreport their own participation 

in housework and women underestimate men’s involvement (Kamo 2000).  

Empirically, women’s time spent on housework has decreased over time while for men the time 

spent on housework has increased slightly (e.g., Hook 2010). However, women continue to 

perform a larger share of housework than men (Lachance-Grzela & Bouchard 2010; Perry-

Jenkins & Gerstel 2020). Within the gendered division of unpaid labor, the housework 

distribution remains most resistant to change (Sullivan 2013). In Germany, women perform an 

average of 17:48 hours of washing, cleaning, grocery shopping, cooking, and household 

organization per week, while men perform on average a total of 10:21 hours per week (Federal 
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Statistical Office of Germany 2025). In relationships with at least one child, women perform 

an even greater share of housework in Germany (Samtleben 2019).  

Childcare 

While most research agrees on the fact that performing housework is an undesirable task, 

childcare is viewed as more enjoyable and rewarding (Sullivan 2013). In contrast to men’s 

involvement in housework, fathers increasingly invest more time in childcare, especially in 

active childcare activities that include spending time with children (Sullivan 2021). Therefore, 

it can be assumed that the motivation and negotiation processes behind performing housework 

and childcare differ (Sullivan 2021). Still, there is some evidence that the performance of 

housework and childcare is interdependent. For example, Ishii-Kuntz and Coltrane (1992) 

found that fathers who engage more in childcare also engage more in housework. According to 

their reasoning, fathers who spent more time at home are more aware of everything that needs 

to be done around the household (Ishii-Kuntz & Coltrane 1992).  

Like with housework, the amount of childcare individuals perform can be assessed with time-

use diaries or by self-reported measures, both in an absolute or relative way. Other than with 

housework, different childcare tasks are often not distinguished. However, research has shown 

that mothers often perform more tasks that are generally perceived as less enjoyable, such as 

changing diapers, planning playdates, or getting children ready for school, while fathers take 

over more enjoyable tasks that are more interactive, playful, and rewarding (Roeters et al. 

2009). Hence, Sullivan suggested that “as with the distinction between housework and 

childcare, we should consider routine a distinction of physical and leisure-related childcare 

tasks to identify and tease out the differently gendered performances of childcare” (2013, p. 

82). In my analyses for papers 1 and 2, I use the pairfam item asking for the division of 

childcare, which is not further specified.  

Empirically, over recent decades, fathers have increasingly become more involved in childcare 

(for Germany, e.g., Neilson & Stanfors 2014), especially highly educated fathers (Sullivan 

2021), reflecting among others changing gender roles in relation to childcare. Additionally, 

mechanisms of why fathers engage in childcare seem to be more diverse and dependent on 

external circumstances than those behind men engaging in housework (Sullivan 2013). Also, 

women have increased their time spent on childcare over time (Sullivan 2021), which may 

indicate its perception of being enjoyable and rewarding, as well as the rising ideological trend 

of ‘intensive parenting’ (i.e., time-intensive caring and prioritizing childcare) (Grunow et al. 

2018). However, it also may indicate insufficient childcare supply, especially for children under 



9 

 

the age of three (Geis-Thöne 2025), which mothers often compensate. In Germany, mothers 

spend an average of 14:33 hours per week caring for another member of the household while 

fathers spend an average of 8:19 hours caring5 (Federal Statistical Office of Germany 2025). 

Contraceptive labor 

Second-wave feminists describe the often-invisible work connected to reproduction as a major 

aspect of unpaid labor that disproportionately falls on women’s shoulders and builds a 

foundation for further gender inequalities within the family (Federici 2004). One aspect of 

reproductive labor is the labor connected to preventing pregnancies. Women in countries of the 

global north spend an average of thirty years preventing pregnancies (Frost et al. 2008). Almost 

all women use contraception at least at some points in their lives, often over extended periods 

(Daniels & Abma 2018). In Germany, 70% of sexually active respondents state that they use 

contraception during intercourse (Scharmanski & Hessling 2024). More recently, scholars have 

also discussed contraceptive responsibility as gendered and put it within the framework of the 

gendered division of labor by defining it as ‘fertility work’ (Bertotti 2013; Fennell 2011), 

‘contraceptive labor’ (Kimport 2018), or ‘contraceptive burden’ (Lévesque et al. 2024). 

Today, and since the introduction of the birth control pill in the 1960s, women are 

predominantly responsible for preventing unintended pregnancies in heterosexual relationships 

(Davis 2017). While the possibility to prevent unintended pregnancies has been widely 

recognized as a driver of women’s independence from male control (Hakim 2003), as well as 

female emancipation regarding labor market participation (Esping-Andersen & Billari 2015), 

only recently have the burdens of contraceptive responsibility been discussed in the scientific 

literature (e.g., Bertotti 2013; Dereuddre et al. 2017; Fennell 2011). Burdens connected to 

contraceptive responsibility are, among others, financial costs, time resources, and side effects, 

but also cognitive, emotional, and mental burdens. For example, the birth control pill has to 

(remembered to) be prescribed regularly, purchased monthly, needs to be taken daily, and can 

be associated with side effects such as a heightened risk of stroke, thrombosis, depression, mood 

swings, weight gain, and a loss of the libido (Johnson et al. 2013). Contraceptive responsibility 

is gendered as mostly women carry these burdens, also because they are socially expected to 

do so (Davis 2017). Like the other dimensions of gendered unpaid labor, performing 

contraceptive labor can have implications for how much time and resources can be invested in 

paid employment, leisure time, and self-care. Therefore, Müller, Nutz, and I analyze whether 

 
5 Unfortunately, the data do not specify for which member of the household is cared for (Federal Statistical 

Office of Germany 2025).  
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micro-level predictors of the gendered division of labor, namely relative resources and gender 

ideology, can influence contraceptive behavior in heterosexual relationships in paper 3. 

Measuring contraceptive labor is challenging: Previously, researchers have, for example, 

distinguished between methods that require work from women (e.g., hormonal methods) and 

those that require work from men (e.g., vasectomies) (Jacobs & Stanfors 2022). Arguably, these 

distinctions do not allow further differentiation between the available contraceptive methods. 

Therefore, in a parallel project, we have developed the ‘ContraIndex’ (Müller et al. 2026). The 

ContraIndex is a formative index that differentiates all method-level costs, risks, potentials, and 

benefits connected to different contraceptive methods. Costs include the time needed to use a 

specific method, the monthly financial costs connected to them, the pain associated with the 

usage or insertion, and the possibility of having spontaneous sex. Risks include the number and 

severity of side effects connected to the method and the time it takes to return to fertility. The 

benefits and potentials include the efficacy of the method to protect against pregnancy, the 

ability of the method to protect against sexually transmitted diseases (STDs), and other health 

benefits. Using this index, we are able to quantify the cumulative costs and risks profile 

connected to each contraceptive method and thus, the amount of method-level contraceptive 

labor connected to them. Importantly, the ContraIndex does not measure individual-level 

assessments of contraceptive labor but quantifies the method-level contraceptive labor 

connected to each contraceptive method. More on the ContraIndex can be found in Müller et 

al. (2026) and in paper 3 of my dissertation.   

Mental load  

While up until recently only the physical aspects of performing unpaid labor have been 

researched, a newer branch of literature also considers the mental and cognitive dimensions of 

unpaid labor (Daminger 2019). The ‘mental load’ describes the cognitive and emotional 

dimension of performing unpaid labor, for example, thinking about family responsibilities, 

planning, organizing, anticipating, remembering, knowing, instructing, controlling, or 

multitasking (Reich-Stiebert et al. 2023). Even more than physical unpaid labor, the mental 

load is “invisible, boundaryless and enduring” (Dean et al. 2022, p. 14). Public discussion on 

the mental load gained increased public attention during the COVID-19 pandemic because 

planning and organizing unpaid work, for example, childcare and homeschooling, became more 

pronounced (Dean et al. 2022).  

The mental load cannot be fully disentangled from the other dimensions of gendered labor and 

is connected to all kinds of unpaid labor described (Reich-Stiebert et al. 2023). Research 
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confirms that women bear the majority of the mental load, particularly connected to childcare 

and parenting (Reich-Stiebert et al. 2023). However, the mental load is often overlooked in 

studies as there is yet no validated measurement scale to capture the mental load (Dean et al. 

2022). Therefore, in my analyses of housework and childcare, I do not specifically measure the 

mental load but acknowledge that the burden of unpaid labor is underestimated when only 

examining physical housework and childcare tasks, specifically during the pandemic. By 

analyzing contraceptive labor as unpaid labor, I acknowledge the often-overlooked mental load 

connected to pregnancy prevention. The ContraIndex (Müller et al. 2026) captures certain 

cognitive and organizational aspects, such as planning and access requirements; however, it 

does not capture most aspects of mental labor connected to pregnancy prevention, specifically 

on the individual and couple level (e.g., discussing method choice). 

 

1.3 Micro-level theories of the gendered division of labor 

There are multiple theories on why the division of labor is and remains gendered; however, 

until today, no approach on its own is able to explain all gendered mechanisms (for an overview 

on housework, see e.g., Lachance-Grzela & Bouchard 2010). Generally, it is assumed that 

micro-level, individual, and interactional processes, as well as macro-level, institutional 

processes, influence the division of labor within couples (Sullivan 2021). For micro-level 

processes, two strands of theoretical approaches are most prominent: Economy-based 

approaches originally derived from rational choice theory (Becker 1981) including the time 

availability theory and the relative resource theory, and social-psychological approaches, 

including gender perspectives (Davis & Greenstein 2020). While the theoretical approaches 

have often been analyzed as independent of one another, more recent research assumes them to 

interact. Furthermore, Dominguez-Folgueras (2022) criticizes that time availability and 

resources are not gender-neutral, as the allocation of time and resources is itself influenced by 

gender and the effects of time and resources differ by gender. She therefore assumes that gender 

interacts with all theoretical approaches and hence argues that gender should be treated as a 

cross-cutting dimension across theoretical approaches. 

1.3.1 Economy-based approaches  

Time availability theory 

The time availability theory predicts that the partner with more time availability due to less 

engagement in the paid labor market performs a greater share of unpaid labor (e.g., Davis & 

Greenstein 2020). To measure time availability, some studies simply differentiate between 

different employment statuses (e.g., being employed or unemployed; or being part-time or full-
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time employed) (e.g., Cunningham 2007). Others consider the actual weekly working hours 

(e.g., Fauser 2019), as it allows for a more detailed analysis. Hebel and I followed the latter 

approach in paper 2. Empirically, there has been some support for the time availability theory: 

In the US, it has been shown that employed women on average perform less housework than 

unemployed women (e.g., Bianchi et al. 2000). Similarly, compared to unemployed married 

men, full- or part-time employed men spend less time on housework (Bianchi et al. 2000). Sayer 

(2005) also found that women’s time spent on housework decreased as their time spent on paid 

labor increased, which she interpreted as support for the time availability approach.  

Feminist scholars have criticized the gender-neutral assumption of the time availability 

approach, as men and women experience different realities in the labor market (Dominguez-

Folgueras 2022). Firstly, men’s comparative advantage in market labor, stemming from their 

higher average wages due to gendered wage structures and occupational segregation, implies 

higher opportunity costs for men to exit the labor market or reduce paid working hours 

compared to women. Secondly, gendered norms of who should perform unpaid labor might 

hinder men from performing it despite their time availability. Similarly, gendered norms might 

lead women to perform a high amount of housework, even if they also perform paid labor (the 

so-called ‘second shift’ (Hochschild & Machung 1989)). Indeed, there has been empirical 

support for a gendered effect: Gershuny et al. (2005) found that changes in employment status 

and thus, time availability, are especially influential for the housework participation of women, 

but much less so for men. Gough and Killewald (2011) found similar gender differences in the 

US: Both men and women increased their participation in housework following unemployment; 

however, women performed nearly double the weekly hours as men. For Germany, Fauser 

(2019) found support for the time availability hypothesis, with women and men increasing 

housework to a similar degree after experiencing unemployment. Thereby, men especially 

increase their performance of typically male housework tasks, while women increase time spent 

on female tasks (Fauser 2019). Women’s time is found to be more elastic than men’s: If women 

possess free time, they use it more often to perform domestic work (Pailhé et al. 2019), which 

has also been shown during COVID-19 lockdowns (Kabeer et al. 2021).  

Carriero and Todesco (2018) and Gough and Killewald (2011) also criticize that the time 

availability approach assumes exogeneity, while endogenous processes will most likely 

influence labor market trajectories. Not only does time spent in the labor market influence the 

amount of unpaid labor performed, but the amount of unpaid labor also determines labor market 

participation and hence, is also subject to negotiation processes. One possibility to reduce an 
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endogeneity bias is to exploit unforeseen changes in labor market conditions such as, for 

example, during the COVID-19 pandemic. In paper 2, Hebel and I test the time availability 

hypothesis within the pandemic context while accounting for gendered norms influencing the 

division of labor. While time availability theory and resource-based approaches are often 

treated as separate factors, Dominguez-Folgueras assumes them to be embedded within each 

other: “There is a negative relationship between time available and income, and this relationship 

becomes clearer when placed within the gender structure, where we can see that some factors 

that explain women’s time availability or men’s scarcity of time are also important factors to 

understand women’s lower salaries” (2022, p. 90).  

Resource theory 

Relative resource theory assumes that the division of labor is a product of within-couple 

negotiation processes. Based on economic bargaining approaches, relative resource theory 

assumes that external resources such as income, occupational status, earning capacity, level of 

education, and wealth can be translated into bargaining power (Blood & Wolfe 1960; Lundberg 

& Pollak 1996). According to the theory, bargaining power gained from resources can be used 

to negotiate oneself out of doing undesirable relationship tasks, such as housework (e.g., Hook 

2017; Lachance-Grzela & Bouchard 2010). Relative resources describe the share of resources 

an individual holds in reference to the whole amount of resources available to the couple, for 

example the woman’s share of the couple’s income.  

Empirically, most studies found that an increase in the woman’s bargaining power of any kind 

can be associated with a relative decrease in the female share of housework (e.g., Gupta 2006; 

Sullivan & Gershuny 2016). Income and education are especially influential: For multiple 

countries of the global north, studies found that women’s greater relative resources are related 

to a smaller female share of housework (e.g., Evertsson & Nermo 2007; Knudsen & Waerness 

2007; Sullivan & Gershuny 2016). For Germany, Nitsche and Grunow (2018) showed that 

women’s share of income has a significant positive effect on men’s share of childcare. In paper 

3, Müller, Nutz, and I examine the influence of women’s relative resources on their method-

level contraceptive labor. 

Other findings challenge the gender-neutral assumption of the approach. In contrast to the 

formerly described negative linear relationship between relative resources and the female share 

of housework, other studies found a curvilinear relationship: In couples in which women 

possess greater relative resources, often a traditional division of housework is performed (e.g., 

Greenstein 2000; Killewald & Gough 2010). This counter-intuitive finding is explained by the 
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assumed influence of gender on behavior (West & Zimmermann 1987) and the aim to 

‘neutralize’ gender non-normative behavior like female breadwinning (Greenstein 2000). In 

addition, gender inequalities in the labor market lead to a gender unequal distribution of 

resources (Dominguez-Folgueras 2022). Resources also seem to have different effects for 

women and men: While women on average act accordingly to predictions of economic 

dependence6, men often do not (Brines 1994). Therefore, individual income might be a better 

explanation for differences between women than for differences between women and men 

(Cooke & Hook 2018). A further critique of the theory is that there is a certain path dependency 

influencing the labor division. Performing the bulk of unpaid labor can negatively influence 

human capital and hence, employment trajectories and earnings. Therefore, “doing unpaid 

housework is as much a cause of economic inequality as it is an effect” (Sullivan 2021, p. 343).  

Next to the relative resource approach, some studies argue for the effect of absolute resources 

(i.e., the absolute amount of resources an individual holds): Multiple studies found diminishing 

effects of women’s absolute income on their share of housework (e.g., Hook 2017; Killewald 

& Gough 2010), which has been termed the ‘women’s autonomy model’ (Gupta 2007). The 

effect of female absolute resources is explained by the opportunity to outsource unpaid labor 

with increasing income (Gupta 2007) and the reduced feeling of obligation for women to 

perform housework (Killewald 2011). However, despite the evidence supporting the role of 

resources, even with the same level of income, women still outperform men in unpaid work.  

1.3.2 Gender perspectives 

The influence of gender is fundamental for the division of labor, as individuals do not act 

independently of gender, gendered norms, and gender ideologies. Rather, individuals orient 

their behavior toward normative expectations associated with their sex category, thereby 

reinforcing their gender identity and ‘doing gender’ (West & Zimmermann 1987). Conversely, 

behavior that deviates from gendered expectations may constitute attempts to ‘undo gender’ 

(Deutsch 2007). Such interactional processes are embedded in macro-level gendered norms and 

individual gender ideologies (Risman 2018). Accordingly, gender ideology theory - as a 

symbolic interactionist approach - posits that norms, attitudes, and values shape the division of 

labor. Individuals and couples with traditional ideologies tend toward a traditional division of 

labor (i.e., women perform more unpaid work), whereas more egalitarian ideologies are 

associated with a more equal sharing (Davis & Greenstein 2009). The relevance of gender and 

 
6 Similar to the relative resource approach, the ‘economic dependence approach’ assumes that unpaid labor is 

performed by the economically dependent partner, as an exchange for economic support (Brines 1994). 
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gender ideology for the division of labor is underscored as same-sex couples tend to share 

unpaid labor more equally than heterosexual couples (Evertsson et al. 2021; Goldberg 2013). 

Gender ideologies are beliefs held concerning the social and societal roles of women and men. 

Following Davis and Greenstein, gender ideology is the “underlying concept of an individual’s 

level of support for a division of paid work and family responsibilities that is based on the 

notion of separate spheres” (2009, p. 89). Within this framing, gender ideology ranges from 

traditional, supporting male breadwinner and female homemaker relationships to egalitarian, 

supporting an equal sharing (Lachance-Grzela & Bouchard 2010). Furthermore, attitudes 

towards parenting, motherhood, female employment, leadership and male supremacy are topics 

of gender ideology (Davis & Greenstein 2020). Individual’s gender ideologies are assumed to 

be both interest- and exposure-based (Bolzendahl & Myers 2004): Interest-based as individuals 

often hold attitudes that support their personal interests and exposure-based as external 

situations and other individuals can influence gender ideologies. Often, romantic relationships 

can serve as settings to manifest gender ideologies (Davis & Greenstein 2020).  

Most studies indicate that the assumed effect of gender ideology on the division of unpaid labor 

holds true (e.g., Aassve et al. 2014; Grunow & Baur 2014; Knudsen & Waernes 2007), also in 

the German context (Nitsche & Grunow 2016). However, gender ideology most likely does not 

operate on its own (Carriero & Todesco 2018). Criticisms of gender perspectives include that 

only using gender ideology as a predictor of the gendered division of labor ignores the influence 

of the macro-level and social interactions (Dominguez-Folgueras 2022). Regarding the latter, 

not only does an individual’s gender ideology seem to matter, but also the gender ideology of 

the partner. For example, Greenstein (1996) found that husbands only perform significantly 

more domestic labor if both husbands and wives hold egalitarian ideologies. Wang and Hu 

(2025) also find evidence for an interactional effect of both spouses’ gender ideologies in the 

UK, with husbands’ and wives’ ideologies being more influential for the woman’s housework 

time than the man’s. Furthermore, gender ideology might influence heterosexual couple 

formation patterns. For example, traditional men might not partner with women who are likely 

to outearn them (Dominguez-Folgueras 2022). Importantly, other factors can moderate the 

influence of gender ideology: For example, Carriero and Todesco (2018) found that women’s 

egalitarian preferences lead to a greater reduction in their share of housework when they earn 

at least as much as or more than their partner. Similarly, gender ideology is assumed to moderate 

economy-based influences via gender deviance neutralization. 
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Gender deviance neutralization 

The gender deviance neutralization effect (Bittman et al. 2003; Greenstein 2000), closely 

related to ‘gender display’ (Brines 1994), aims to explain the sometimes-found curvilinear 

relationship between female relative resources and the amount of unpaid labor women perform 

in a couple context. It is argued that women and men aim to display gender in situations of 

gender-non-normative behavior, for example female breadwinner families. Hence, women may 

perform more unpaid labor when they outearn their male partner to reinforce their feminine 

gender role. In a similar vein, men who become unemployed might perform even less unpaid 

labor to protect their masculine gender ideals. Gender deviance neutralization is especially 

expected if individuals hold traditional ideologies (Greenstein 2000). Contemporary research 

reframes the gender deviance neutralization effect as a norm conflict (Antman et al. 2021). 

Some evidence supports the gender deviance neutralization effect: Next to Bittman et al. (2003) 

and Greenstein (2000), Schneider (2011) and Kolpashnikova (2018) found evidence for a 

curvilinear relationship between women’s income and their share of housework in the US and 

that women might aim to display gender through housework participation. Following 

unemployment, women increase their housework time more than twice as much as men (Fauser 

2019; Gough & Killewald 2011), which indicates gender deviance neutralization for men. 

However, there is also doubt about gender deviance neutralization: Most prominently, Sullivan 

(2011) acknowledged that there is only inconsistent empirical evidence on gender display and 

gender deviance neutralization. Other than their possible moderation of economic influences, 

how gender and gender ideology may moderate the influence of time availability on the division 

of labor is much less researched. This notion is what Hebel and I test in paper 2 in the pandemic 

context.  

Measuring and operationalizing gender ideology  

In the literature, multiple terms are used in relation to or as a synonym for gender ideology, 

including gender roles, gender norms, gender schemas, gender egalitarianism, gender beliefs, 

gender stereotypes, and more. Often, there is no clear-cut differentiation between those terms. 

I follow Davis and Greenstein (2009) in their definition of gender ideology and their 

measurement approach to operationalize gender ideology with GRAs regarding women and 

men within and outside the family. Davis and Greenstein categorized GRA items to measure 

gender ideology into six categories: “primacy of the breadwinner role, belief in gendered 

separate spheres, working women and relationship quality, motherhood and the feminine self, 

household utility, and acceptance of male privilege” (2009, p. 89). 
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In multiple studies, individual gender ideology is operationalized by various GRA items that 

are composed into an additive index (e.g., Aassve et al. 2014; Evertsson 2014). However, more 

recently, it has been discussed that gender ideology most likely is not unidimensional but 

multidimensional (Grunow et al. 2018; Knight & Brinton 2017). This implies that attitudes 

towards, for example, women’s employment do not necessarily represent attitudes towards the 

division of labor. Therefore, beyond ‘egalitarianism’ and ‘traditionalism’, scholars 

differentiate, for example, ‘egalitarian essentialism’, ‘intensive parenting’, and ‘intensive 

mothering’ as distinct dimensions of gender ideologies (Grunow et al. 2018; Knight & Brinton 

2017). Thus, it is not necessarily meaningful to compose an additive index of multiple GRA 

items to operationalize a unidimensional measure of gender ideology. This is further supported 

by the often-found low Cronbach’s alpha between the items (also found in pairfam and 

FReDA). Hence, recent research has operationalized gender ideology with one suited GRA item 

(e.g., Nitsche & Grunow 2016, 2018) which is most closely linked with the behavior being 

examined (Carriero & Todesco 2018). I follow this approach in all three papers.  

The relationship between attitudes and behavior 

Gender ideology theory assumes that individual gender ideology (i.e., GRAs) influences the 

division of labor and hence, behavior. However, empirically, a reciprocal relationship between 

attitudes and behavior has been found (Hudde et al. 2021; Preston 2023). For example, while 

egalitarian GRAs may motivate women, particularly mothers, to engage in the labor market, 

labor market exposure might increase egalitarianism in individual GRAs (Bolzendahl & Myers 

2004). The interrelation of attitudes, behavior, and external circumstances is further supported 

by the finding that attitudes and behaviors can change across the life course (e.g., Davis 2007; 

Fan & Marini 2000). Originally, it was assumed that gender ideology is built during childhood 

socialization and then remains relatively stable. Consequently, changes in GRAs would only 

happen across time due to cohort replacement (Firebaugh 1992). More recent literature found 

that GRAs also change at the individual level across time, especially following major life events 

such as labor market changes or childbirth. Likewise, exposure-based changes in GRAs might 

occur due to societal crises such as the financial crisis or policy changes (Bolzendahl & Myers 

2004; Schober & Scott 2012; Zoch & Schober 2018). In paper 1, I examine the COVID-19 

pandemic as a crisis potentially influencing behavior and, therefore, GRAs (Firl 2024). 

One prominent theory of why attitudes might change following major life events is the cognitive 

dissonance theory (Festinger 1957). The socio-psychological theory assumes that a mismatch 

between attitudes and behavior can produce an uncomfortable feeling, referred to as 
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‘dissonance’, that individuals aim to reduce by resolving this mismatch. Often, attitudes are 

more easily adaptable than behavior, especially if the behavior is constrained by external 

influences (like, for example, during the COVID-19 pandemic). There has been some support 

for the cognitive dissonance theory regarding changes in attitudes following the transition to 

parenthood (Schober & Scott 2012), policy changes (Zoch & Schober 2018), or the COVID-19 

pandemic (Firl 2024). However, cognitive dissonance is not the only motivator for attitudinal 

change (Schober & Scott 2012). There are multiple other possible explanations for changes in 

attitudes across time: For example, Krüger and Levy (2001) assume that individuals have an 

inherent ‘core-ideology’. Some life events may activate the ‘core-ideology’ which is often more 

traditional than egalitarian (Krüger & Levy 2001). Furthermore, the cognitive dissonance 

theory is often criticized for its causal assumption of behavior influencing attitudes. Instead, 

behavior could also be influenced by an individual’s attitudes, which would be suggested by 

the theory of planned behavior and reasoned action (Ajzen 1991; Ajzen & Fishbein 1973). 

Hence, when analyzing the dynamics between them, the reciprocal relationship between 

attitudes and behavior should be kept in mind, which is part of my papers 1 and 2. 

1.3.3 Other micro-level influences on the division of labor 

Besides the influences of relative resources, time availability, gender, and gender ideology, 

other socio-demographic factors most likely also influence behavior as well as attitudes or 

moderate the formerly discussed influences. Next to the importance of gender for the division 

of labor (Dominguez-Folgueras 2022; Lachance-Grzela & Bouchard 2010), gender is also a 

main predictor for individual gender ideology: Women on average hold more egalitarian 

attitudes, also because egalitarian attitudes are of greater interest for them (Bolzendahl & Myers 

2004). A second important predictor is the level of education individuals and their partners 

possess. Especially men’s educational attainment is influential for their participation in unpaid 

labor (Sullivan 2013, 2021). For housework, high education is connected to less housework for 

women and more housework for men, while for childcare, high education is connected to more 

childcare for both women and men (Sullivan 2021). Higher education is also connected to more 

egalitarian GRAs (Carriero & Todesco 2018) as well as more efficient contraceptive use 

(Dereuddre et al. 2016).  

Next to gender and education, one of the most influential factors for the division of labor as 

well as GRAs is whether couples are parents or not: The transition to parenthood can be 

significantly associated with more traditional behavior and attitudes (Schober & Scott 2012). 

This finding holds true for Germany, indicating that social norms about gender are particularly 

important when it comes to family and children (Kühhirt 2012; Grunow & Evertsson 2019). 
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This idea is also supported by the fact that after becoming mothers, women often reduce their 

working hours by either completely dropping out of the labor market or working part-time 

(Jessen et al. 2024). Other factors that can be important are whether a couple is married or not 

(Blood & Wolfe 1960). The length of the relationship can also be influential, as there might be 

a certain degree of path dependencies in the division of labor (Killewald & Gough 2010). Also, 

factors such as men’s time of living alone before cohabitation or marriage (Killewald & Gough 

2010), whether fathers have spent time alone with their children (Bünning 2015), or couples’ 

communication style (Carlson et al. 2020) might be important for men’s engagement at home. 

It can be assumed that all micro-level influences are interdependent with macro-level and 

institutional settings (Grunow 2019). 

 

1.4 The macro-level and institutional context 

Next to the micro-level influences on the gendered division of labor, macro-level 

circumstances, such as contextual, cultural, and institutional settings influence individual 

gender ideology (e.g., Zoch & Schober 2018) as well as the division of unpaid labor (Grunow 

2019; Lachance-Grzela & Bouchard 2010). The macro-level influence becomes especially 

visible when looking at cross-national variation in the way couples divide labor and the national 

differences in the influence of individual-level predictors.  

Cross-national comparisons show that couples in more gender-egalitarian societies divide 

housework more equally than couples in less gender-egalitarian countries, even after 

controlling for micro-level influences (Knudsen & Waerness 2007). Next to the national level 

of gender equality, Grunow (2019) identifies two other main aspects of macro-level influence 

on the division of labor: Work-family policies and welfare state regimes.  

Work-family policies constitute the legal and institutional frameworks for citizens including 

individuals, couples, and parents, and have been shown to influence individual behavior. Such 

policies are, for example, the degree of childcare provision, parental leave regulations and job 

protection. Paternal leave schemes reserved solely for the father and shorter maternity leave 

schemes, as well as publicly available childcare, can be related to a more equal division of labor 

(Hook 2010). Concerning contraceptive labor, state policies regulating reproductive processes 

can influence contraceptive coverage and behavior (Zagel et al. 2025). 

Typologizing welfare state regimes goes back to Esping-Andersen’s categorization of welfare 

states into conservative-corporatist, liberal, or social-democratic welfare regimes (Esping-

Andersen 1990). The least egalitarian division of unpaid work is expected in conservative-
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corporatist welfare regimes, followed by liberal regimes, which are more heterogenous. The 

highest level of egalitarianism in the division of unpaid labor is expected in social-democratic 

welfare regimes like Scandinavian countries (Geist 2005; Hook 2006). These expectations also 

hold when controlling for micro-level influences such as individual gender ideology, time 

availability, and relative resources.  

Besides social policies and welfare state regimes, the share of women in full-time employment 

as well as the societal gender norms have been shown to influence the division of labor (e.g., 

Sullivan 2021; Treas & Tai 2016) and individual gender ideologies (Schneider et al. 2015). 

Micro-level and macro-level settings are assumed to interact (Grunow 2019; Risman 2018): 

For example, higher female relative resources have a stronger negative influence on the female 

share of housework in more gender-egalitarian countries (Knudsen & Waerness 2007).  

Concluding, the national context is highly influential for individual’s and couples’ behavior and 

attitudes. All three papers presented in this thesis use German data, which is why the German 

institutional and cultural context is described in the following part. 

1.4.1 Gender equality and the gendered division of labor in Germany 

Germany is classified as a conservative-corporatist welfare state regime (Esping-Andersen 

1990), making it the most gender-unequal of the three welfare state regimes when it comes to 

the division of labor. The share of mothers who are engaged in full-time paid work is 

comparatively low, leading to a significant gap between maternal and non-maternal 

employment (Nitsche & Grunow 2018). This imbalance is related to the German institutional 

system: Germany has a joint taxation model for married couples, which favors a one- or one-

and-a-half-earner model (Fauser 2019), often leading to women, especially mothers, only being 

part-time or marginally employed (Nitsche & Grunow 2018). Additionally, Germany’s parental 

leave provision is one of the longest in Europe, which can lead to mothers dropping out of the 

labor market for extended time periods and potentially harm their careers (Gangl & Ziefle 

2015).  

Substantial family policy changes since the early 2000s have specifically targeted maternal 

employment. The most impactful were an extensive childcare expansion and the 

implementation of a fathers’ quota in Germany’s parental leave scheme in 2007 (Gangl & Ziefle 

2015), which can be associated with an increase in paternal childcare time (Schober 2014). 

However, childcare provision, particularly for children younger than three years old, is 

insufficient with regional variations and long parental leaves are mainly taken by mothers 

(Fauser 2019). Furthermore, there is a historically strong male breadwinner norm, particularly 
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in West Germany (Sullivan 2013). According to Jessen et al. (2024), the gender care gap is 

generally smaller in many European countries than in Germany, where it widens particularly 

after the birth of the first child.  

There are significant differences between West and East Germany. In the former German 

Democratic Republic (GDR) female and maternal employment was much higher than in the 

Federal Republic of Germany (FRG), accompanied by more gender-egalitarian attitudes and 

behaviors. Even today, differences in line with the historical divide in behavior and GRAs can 

be found between East and West Germany. There has been a trend towards more egalitarian 

attitudes in West and East Germany, and studies find an egalitarian gender ideology to be the 

most common in both regions, accompanied by a strong decline in traditional gender ideology 

since the unification of Germany (Kleinschrot 2024). However, if traditional ideologies persist, 

they are especially found in West Germany (Ebner et al. 2020; Kleinschrot 2024). Additionally, 

the maternal labor force participation and the share of mothers working full-time are higher in 

East Germany (Keller & Kahle 2018). Also, institutionalized childcare is more available and 

accepted in East Germany compared to West Germany (Zoch & Hondralis 2017). Therefore, I 

control for residence in East or West Germany in all three papers. 

In conclusion, the phenomenon of a stalled gender revolution observed in many countries of 

the global north is also evident in Germany (Minkus & Busch-Heizmann 2020). This is 

reflected in the rise of egalitarian ideologies and the growing levels of women’s education and 

labor market participation, which coexist with a clearly gendered division of labor (Knight & 

Brinton 2017; Schulz 2021). The policy changes to establish a dual earner and dual carer model 

in Germany while maintaining a widely accepted male breadwinner norm make Germany a 

“particularly interesting” (Nitsche & Grunow 2018, p. 787) case for research on the gendered 

division of labor. My papers make use of this unique individual- and macro-level setting by 

each analyzing a distinct aspect of gendered attitudes and behaviors. 

1.4.2 The COVID-19 pandemic in Germany 

Sociological research on gendered attitudes and behaviors across the life course often suffers 

from endogeneity, as people might self-select into parenthood, employment transitions, and 

time availability patterns (Hudde et al. 2021). In papers 1 and 2, I analyze gender ideology 

development as well as changes in the division of labor while framing the COVID-19 pandemic 

as an exogenous natural quasi-experiment to reduce endogeneity. The COVID-19 pandemic 

represents an exceptional situation that “provides openings to reconsider, test, and expand our 



22 

 

foundational understanding of gendered labor and its associated inequities” (Leap et al. 2022, 

p. 193).  

The COVID-19 virus is a respiratory disease that was widely unknown until late 2019. The 

World Health Organization declared the COVID-19 outbreak a worldwide pandemic in March 

2020. The first cases of infections with the COVID-19 virus in Germany were confirmed in late 

January 2020 (Robert Koch Institute 2020). Starting on March 16th, the German government 

imposed a nationwide lockdown, including multiple measures to contain the spread of the virus. 

The most restrictive measures included social distancing and closures of facilities, shops, and 

businesses, as well as childcare facilities, daycare, and schools. The last containment measures 

were lifted in March 2023 (German Federal Ministry of Health 2023). Up until then, regionally 

varying containment measures were active in periods of high infection numbers. Between 

March 2020 and March 2023 there were eight so-called pandemic waves in Germany; the 

second one between October 2020 and January 2021, which is subject to my analyses in papers 

1 and 2. Even though schools and daycare facilities reopened by then after their closure in early 

2020, access restrictions resulted in less than 50% of children attending daycare (Huebener et 

al. 2024).  

Many labor market transitions affected people’s lives because of the pandemic containment 

measures. Due to the closures of businesses, shops, and facilities, many people either lost their 

jobs or transitioned into so-called ‘short-time’ work (i.e., temporarily reduced working hours). 

In contrast, so-called ‘essential’ or ‘system relevant’ workers (such as health workers, 

supermarket cashiers, care workers) often had to increase their working time due to the 

additional resources needed during the pandemic (Baas 2025). People who did not necessarily 

need to be on-site for their work started to work from home. During the first year of the 

pandemic, men were more likely to reduce their working hours, be in short-time work, or lose 

their employment than women (Möhring et al. 2021). At the same time, women were more 

often essential workers, who increased hours during the beginning of the pandemic (Baas 2025). 

Later in the pandemic, women were more likely to reduce hours than men (Zucco & Lott 2021). 

The threat of infection, the containment measures, and the labor market transitions most likely 

affected everyone. Parents of young children were especially affected and had to alter their 

routines to adapt to the new situation (Kohlrausch & Zucco 2020; Kreyenfeld & Zinn 2021). 

Couples had to redistribute unpaid labor due to the changes in their day-to-day lives and the 

additional domestic and care responsibilities such as homeschooling as well as the constraints 

on outsourcing domestic tasks to informal carers, cleaners, or restaurants. There is a multitude 
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of research on the distribution of labor of heterosexual couples during the pandemic: For 

Germany, all studies agree on the fact that women shouldered the greatest absolute amount of 

unpaid labor during the pandemic, as they did before the pandemic. Hence, many studies found 

no change in the relative distribution of unpaid labor (Boll et al. 2023; Hank & Steinbach 2020; 

Möhring et al. 2021). However, while the share may have remained at its pre-pandemic level, 

the absolute amount of domestic labor likely rose during the pandemic (because of 

homeschooling, increased housework demands, and the lack of outsourcing possibilities). Other 

studies found that not only did women’s absolute shares increase but also their relative shares, 

meaning that women took over a greater proportion of the absolute amount of unpaid labor than 

before the pandemic (Gencer et al. 2024; Illing et al. 2022; Kohlrausch & Zucco 2020; Naujoks 

et al. 2022; Zoch et al. 2021; Zucco & Lott 2021). Related to that, the mental health of female 

caregivers was most strongly affected during the pandemic, which is explained by the additional 

care work women shouldered (Gencer et al. 2024; Hiekel & Kühn 2024; Schmid et al. 2024). 

In contrast, other studies found that while women performed the greater absolute amount of 

unpaid labor, men and especially fathers did step up during the pandemic and increased their 

relative share of domestic responsibilities, making the division of unpaid labor more gender 

equal than before (Bujard et al. 2020; Globisch et al. 2022; Kreyenfeld & Zinn 2021; Zinn et 

al. 2020).  

As there is no clear trend of couples redistributing labor (Hank & Steinbach 2020), I examine 

whether pre-pandemic gender ideology influenced the division of labor during the pandemic 

and whether pre-pandemic gender ideology moderates the influence of pandemic-related 

changes in time availability on the division of unpaid labor during the pandemic (paper 2). 

Additionally, I use the pandemic as a natural experiment to further examine the relationship 

between changing behaviors and changing attitudes, as predicted by the cognitive dissonance 

theory (Festinger 1957) (paper 1).    

 

1.5 Summaries of the three dissertation papers 

I answer the raised research questions in three separate papers. I summarize the three papers 

shortly in the following. Table 1.1 provides brief insights into the papers.  
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Table 1.1: Overview of my three dissertation papers. 

 Paper 1 Paper 2 Paper 3 

Title Changing attitudes? 

Investigating the link 

between couples’ pandemic 

behavior, cognitive 

dissonance, and gender role 

attitudes in Germany 

Does gender ideology 

matter? Pre-pandemic 

gender role attitudes and 

the division of housework 

and childcare during 

COVID-19 in Germany 

The uneven burden of 

contraception: Couples’ 

resources, gender ideology, 

and women’s exposure to 

method-level contraceptive 

labor in Germany 

Authors Katrin Firl Katrin Firl & Anna Hebel Katrin Firl, Nora Müller & 

Theresa Nutz 

Status Published at Zeitschrift für 

Soziologie 

(https://doi.org/10.1515/zfs

oz-2024-2019) 

Published at Comparative 

Population Studies 

(https://doi.org/10.12765/C

PoS-2026-02) 

Under review at European 

Sociological Review 

(submitted January 2026) 

Research 

question 

Whether and how has the 

COVID-19 pandemic 

influenced GRAs by 

reorganizing paid and 

unpaid working 

arrangements? 

1) How does pre-

pandemic gender 

ideology influence the 

division of unpaid 

labor during the 

pandemic?  

2) How does pre-

pandemic gender 

ideology moderate the 

influence of pandemic-

related changes in time 

availability on the 

division of unpaid 

labor? 

1) How do women’s 

relative resources 

shape their exposure to 

method-level 

contraceptive labor? 

2) How does gender 

ideology influence 

women’s exposure to 

method-level 

contraceptive labor? 

Macro-level 

context 

Germany, COVID-19 

pandemic 

Germany, COVID-19 

pandemic 

Germany 

Relevant micro-

level theories 

➢ Cognitive dissonance 

theory 

➢ Gender perspectives 

➢ Time availability 

theory 

➢ Gender perspectives 

➢ Relative resource 

theory 

Data pairfam, waves 11 & 13 pairfam, waves 11 & 13 FReDA, wave 1 

Replication files https://doi.org/10.7802/272

2  

https://doi.org/10.7802/299

7 

Available after publication 

Methods Fixed effects analysis Regressor variable method Multivariate OLS 

regression 

Dependent 

variables 

Individual GRA Female share of housework 

Female share of childcare 

Women’s contraceptive 

labor 

Sample Cohabitating sample: 

Partnered, cohabitating, 

heterosexual individuals 

with no behavior-attitude 

discrepancy in wave 11. 

Parents sample:  

Sub-sample of cohabitating 

sample living with at least 

one child < 18 years. 

Housework sample: 

Partnered, cohabitating, 

employed (in wave 11), 

heterosexual individuals. 

Childcare sample:  

Sub-sample of housework 

sample living with at least 

one child < 18 years. 

Heterosexual, partnered 

women, >18 & <49 years, 

who are not pregnant or 

trying to become pregnant 

 

Paper 1 

In paper 1, I examine the relationship between changing behaviors and changing attitudes, 

drawing on hypotheses derived from Festinger’s (1957) cognitive dissonance theory. I 

hypothesize that emerging misalignments between behavior regarding the division of domestic 

labor and GRAs, caused by the external constraints of the COVID-19 pandemic, could prompt 

individuals to adapt their GRAs to their new division of labor to restore internal consistency 
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and reduce cognitive dissonance. I assume that both the division of labor and GRAs range from 

egalitarian to non-egalitarian. Framing the pandemic as a natural experiment allows to reduce 

endogeneity that usually affects research on gendered attitudes and behavior.  

I analyze wave 11 (pre-pandemic) and wave 13 (second pandemic wave) of the German Family 

Panel ‘pairfam’. The sample is restricted to adult individuals living in heterosexual 

relationships, including both parents and non-parents for the analysis of housework, and only 

parents living with at least one child for the analysis of childcare. Crucially, the study focuses 

on respondents reporting alignment between their pre-pandemic behaviors and GRAs (i.e., 

either both egalitarian or both non-egalitarian) and thus, no pre-pandemic cognitive dissonance. 

I employ asymmetric fixed-effects regression models to investigate how shifts in the division 

of housework and childcare relate to changes in GRAs. 

The key findings reveal that individuals who moved toward a more egalitarian division of 

housework or childcare during the pandemic also reported corresponding shifts toward more 

egalitarian GRAs in that domain. Conversely, those whose division of labor became less 

egalitarian tended to adopt less egalitarian attitudes. Both these findings support the hypotheses 

derived from cognitive dissonance theory. In line with my expectations, gender differences 

emerged: On average, women exhibited larger shifts toward egalitarian attitudes than men.  

The study offers important contributions by supporting cognitive dissonance theory as a 

mechanism for intrapersonal attitude change. It demonstrates how individuals may adjust their 

GRAs to maintain consistency when faced with unexpected and externally put behavioral shifts. 

This micro-level perspective complements existing macro-level research on how broader cohort 

or societal dynamics shape gender attitudes, showing that life events can also reshape individual 

beliefs. However, despite the pandemic’s exogenous character, the results are observational, 

warranting cautious interpretation of causality, also because of the likely reciprocity between 

attitudes and behavior. Therefore, complementing paper 1, in paper 2 Hebel and I examine the 

influence of individual gender ideology on behavior within the pandemic context.  

Paper 2 

In paper 2, Hebel and I analyze the association of pre-pandemic gender ideology and the 

division of unpaid labor during the pandemic. Derived from gender perspectives, we 

hypothesize that traditional women and men will increase the female share of unpaid labor as 

compared to before the pandemic. Additionally, we examine how pre-pandemic gender 
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ideology moderates the influence of changes in paid working hours and hence, time availability, 

on the division of unpaid labor during the pandemic. We expect two mechanisms of interaction 

between gender, gender ideology, and time availability: Firstly, we expect ‘doing gender’ (West 

& Zimmermann 1987) of individuals experiencing gender-norm-conforming time availability 

changes. For example, traditional women ‘do gender’ if they increase their share of unpaid labor 

while reducing paid working hours during the pandemic. Secondly, we expect ‘gender deviance 

neutralization’ (Bittman et al. 2003): In the case of non-gender-norm-conforming time 

availability changes (e.g., men reducing hours or women increasing hours), traditional women 

and men might aim to ‘display gender’ in their participation in unpaid labor. For example, we 

expect that traditional men will increase their participation in unpaid labor when they reduce 

paid working hours less strongly than egalitarian men who reduce hours.  

Employing the ‘regressor variable method’ (Allison 1990), we analyze waves 11 and 13 of 

pairfam. For the interaction hypothesis, we estimate a three-way-interaction between gender, 

pre-pandemic gender ideology, and changes in paid working hours. We observe that a 

traditional pre-pandemic gender ideology can be weakly associated with a more traditional 

division of unpaid labor during the pandemic, which is especially prevalent for men. However, 

deriving from the small association sizes, pre-pandemic gender ideology does not seem to be 

the main predictor for pandemic behavior. Concerning the three-way-interaction between 

gender, gender ideology, and changes in time availability, we find weak support for women 

‘doing gender’ regarding reducing hours and performing housework. For men, we find support 

for ‘gender deviance neutralization’: Traditional men who reduced working hours during the 

pandemic perform significantly less childcare than egalitarian men who reduced working hours. 

Concluding, paper 2 shows that gender and gender ideology should not be neglected when 

examining the division of unpaid domestic labor, especially in their interaction with changes in 

time availability. Theoretically, our findings extend our understanding of ‘doing gender’ theory 

by demonstrating that ideology operates differently by gender and by the type of unpaid labor. 

Additionally, our findings provide novel insights, as ‘gender deviance neutralization’ might 

also operate in response to non-normative changes in time availability, at least for men. 

Paper 3 

In paper 3, the context of gendered attitudes and behavior is broadened to include another field 

of the gendered division of labor, namely ‘contraceptive labor’. Müller, Nutz, and I test whether 

micro-level predictors connected to the gendered division of labor, namely relative resources 
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and gender ideology, can be associated with women’s exposure to method-level contraceptive 

labor in heterosexual relationships. Following findings for housework and childcare as well as 

sexual script theory, we hypothesize firstly that higher female relative resources can be 

associated with less exposure to method-level contraceptive labor for women and secondly that 

a traditional gender ideology can be associated with more method-level contraceptive labor for 

women. As we focus on the burdensome aspects of contraception, we also perform a 

complementary analysis using method-level efficacy as an alternative outcome representing the 

returns side of contraception. 

We analyze wave 1 (2021/2022) of FReDA using multivariate OLS regressions. Our sample 

consists of partnered women in heterosexual relationships, between 18- and 49-years old, who 

are using contraception and are not pregnant or trying to become pregnant. Our dependent 

variable is women’s method-level contraceptive labor, which we derive from the ContraIndex 

that we developed in a parallel project (Müller et al. 2026). We operationalize women’s relative 

resources as the relative level of education and employment and individual gender ideology 

with the GRA item “Who is better at caring for children”.  

We find no support for our hypothesis that relative resources are associated with less method-

level contraceptive labor. In contrast, we find that net of all socio-demographic controls women 

who are more highly educated than their partners use methods associated with more 

contraceptive labor than women who are equally or less educated than their partners. We 

explain this finding with higher opportunity costs of unintended pregnancies for women who 

are more highly educated than their partners. As expected, we find a positive association 

between a traditional gender ideology and method-level contraceptive labor. 

Contraceptive behavior is complex, and the framing as unpaid labor is new. Hence, analyses of 

contraceptive labor are exploratory and provide the base for further sociological research on 

contraception. Socio-demographic factors as well as structural, reproductive regimes are highly 

influential for contraceptive labor. Still, micro-level predictors of the gendered division of labor 

proved useful in analyzing contraceptive labor. Highlighting women’s often unseen burden of 

contraceptive responsibility is important for further research but also for reproductive policies. 

How the findings from the three separate dissertation papers can be taken together and what 

can be learned for the broader context of the gendered division of labor and gender ideology 

will be reflected upon in the following discussion.  



28 

 

1.6 Discussion and takeaways 

The gendered division of labor, its relationship to gender ideology, operationalized by gender 

role attitudes (GRAs), as well as the changes in the gendered behavior and attitudes across time 

are highly influential for gender equality on the individual and the societal level. Despite unpaid 

labor (i.e., housework, childcare, mental load, and contraceptive labor) being a social good 

benefiting the society as a whole, women still perform the majority of unpaid labor in 

heterosexual relationships, often next to their paid employment, leaving them disadvantaged 

with regard to finances, pensions, leisure time, and (mental) health. While a long history of 

family sociological research has examined the gendered division of labor, many mechanisms 

behind why the division remains gender unequal despite growing egalitarianism and women 

entering the labor market remain unresolved. Therefore, I exploit two specific contexts of the 

gendered division of labor, namely pandemic and reproductive contexts, to get further insights.  

Firstly, the pandemic context framed as a ‘natural experiment’ allows to reduce endogeneity 

often affecting sociological research while examining relationship dynamics. I exploit this 

setting to examine the reciprocal relationship between attitudes and behavior by 1), testing the 

relationship between changing behaviors and changing attitudes using Festinger’s (1957) 

cognitive dissonance theory in the pandemic setting (paper 1), and 2), testing known predictors 

of the gendered division of labor, namely gender, gender ideology, and time availability in a 

context, in which unpaid labor likely had to be re-distributed and individuals did not self-select 

into changing working hours but were placed by the pandemic’s external influence (paper 2).  

Secondly, researching reproductive contexts with regard to the gendered division of labor 

allows to broaden its understanding. Next to physical tasks like housework and childcare, other 

relationship tasks have recently been identified as invisible and gendered, such as cognitive and 

mental labor (Daminger 2019), which is also connected to pregnancy prevention (Kimport 

2018). Importantly, feminists have situated reproductive labor and the ability to bear children 

as one of the main factors influencing women’s and men’s roles in today’s capitalist societies 

(Federici 2004). Hence, contraceptive behavior is highly relevant for understanding gender 

inequality and fertility behavior: The introduction of modern contraceptive methods can be 

connected to women’s entry into the labor market and the beginning of the gender revolution 

(Esping-Andersen & Billari 2015; Goldscheider et al. 2015). Being a parent, and especially 

being a mother, is one of the main determinants of the female share of unpaid labor, female 

labor market participation, and GRAs in Germany (Kühhirt 2012). Understanding contraceptive 

responsibility as unpaid labor, primarily borne by women, is an important dimension of 
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contraceptive behavior as well as of gender inequality. Therefore, we examine the influence of 

predictors related to the division of unpaid labor on women’s exposure to method-level 

contraceptive labor (paper 3), using the novel ContraIndex (Müller et al. 2026).  

Looking at the findings from papers 1 and 2, the COVID-19 pandemic proved useful in 

examining the reciprocal relationship between gendered attitudes and behaviors while being 

able to reduce endogeneity. Thereby, both papers contribute to the existing literature also 

beyond the pandemic context. Findings from paper 1 imply that emerging cognitive dissonance 

indeed can be a mechanism behind the influence of changed behavior on individuals’ GRAs.  

Findings from paper 2 show that previously held ideologies indeed can be influential for the 

future division of unpaid labor, as traditional pre-pandemic gender ideology can be related to a 

greater female share of housework and childcare during the pandemic. Also, gender ideologies 

can moderate the influence of changes in time availability in men’s unpaid labor participation: 

Egalitarian men who reduced hours during the pandemic took over a significantly greater share 

of childcare than traditional men who reduced hours. Paper 3 shows that applying theories 

related to the gendered division of labor can be a useful framework when examining 

contraceptive behavior and women’s burdens connected to contraceptive responsibility. 

Thereby, especially gender ideology can be associated with contraceptive labor.  

Concluding, all three papers show the reciprocal relationship between gendered attitudes and 

behavior and their importance for gender equality within relationships and families. These 

findings can also inform policies, as gender attitudes and behavior should be thought of together 

if gender equality is a goal. This dissertation demonstrates how both the pandemic and 

reproductive contexts offer valuable lenses for analyzing the gendered division of labor and 

GRAs. While all three papers show significant and interesting relationships between gender 

attitudes and gender behavior, they also show that the examined relationships are only part of 

a bigger picture. Across all three papers, the findings reveal significant but often modest 

associations between ideologies and gendered behavior, underlining the complexity of these 

relationships and the need to view gender as a multifaceted social structure shaped by dynamic 

interactions across levels (Risman 2018). Building on the limitations identified throughout this 

thesis, future research should continue to explore these interdependencies, leveraging 

innovative methods and diverse contexts to further unravel the intricacies of gender, gender 

ideologies, and the division of labor. While all papers have an individual limitations section, in 

the following I specifically reflect on this thesis’ general limitations and how they can inform 

future research.  
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1.6.1 Limitations and future research 

To begin with, the measurement of gender ideology needs to be discussed: GRA items used to 

operationalize gender ideology often fail to capture gender ideology adequately. Firstly, as 

GRA items have often been surveyed since the 1970s, they do not reflect changes in gender 

role expectations over time and solely capture very traditional attitudes, for example on the 

male breadwinner family model (Walter 2018). A result of this is a lack of variance as well as 

a skewness towards egalitarianism and ceiling effects that can also be found in pairfam and 

FReDA. Coding typical GRA items to range from traditional to egalitarian can also produce 

problems: Disagreeing with traditional attitudes does not necessarily translate into having 

egalitarian attitudes and vice versa (Braun 2008). Gender ideologies are assumed to be multi-

dimensional (Grunow et al. 2018; Knight & Brinton 2017) which is why many studies, 

including mine, use single GRA items to operationalize gender ideology (e.g., Nitsche & 

Grunow 2016). Therefore, the focus lies on single spheres of gender ideology, resulting in an 

incomplete operationalization (Chatillon et al. 2018). Future data collection should aim to 

improve the gender ideology measurement, by capturing multiple, current dimensions of gender 

ideology, for example “male primacy, gender essentialism, norms of self-expressiveness” 

(Chatillon et al. 2018, p. 224).      

Secondly, the measurement of the gendered division of labor can be criticized. Similar to other 

surveys, pairfam and FReDA only contain relative measures on the division of housework and 

childcare. However, this does not give insights into the amount of labor performed (Bianchi et 

al. 2000; Hook 2006), which can be especially misleading when examining the burdens of 

unpaid labor and analyzing change in the division of labor, for example during the COVID-19 

pandemic. Also, not having a measure of the absolute number of weekly hours spent on unpaid 

labor means that the exact division of labor including paid and unpaid working hours cannot be 

assessed. Next to that, I do not consider whether individuals rate the division of labor as fair, 

even though an unequal division of labor could be considered as fair and might be a reason for 

women outperforming men (Koster et al. 2022). Lastly, framing contraceptive responsibility as 

unpaid contraceptive labor might be flawed – arguably, contraceptive responsibility differs 

from performing housework and childcare in multiple ways. Future research needs to broaden 

the ContraIndex, for example by surveying individual-level assessments of different methods. 

Importantly, while I acknowledge the importance of the mental load, I am not able to adequately 

measure it, which is why it is not included in my analyses of unpaid labor concerning 

housework and childcare. Contraceptive labor is informed by the conceptualization of the 

mental load; however, not all cognitive and emotional labor connected to it is captured by the 
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ContraIndex. For example, communicating with a sexual partner about contraception or 

worrying about an unintended pregnancy after intercourse could be considered a mental load 

but is not included within our conceptualization of contraceptive labor. Future research needs 

to develop a validated measure of the mental load, including testing which areas of relationship 

and unpaid labor fall within it to complement prior research on unpaid labor. 

One key limitation of using pairfam data for COVID-19 analyses lies in the timing and nature 

of data collection during the pandemic, specifically in waves 12 and 13. The pandemic served 

as a natural experiment but also introduced methodological complications such as changes in 

survey modes, making it difficult to disentangle true changes from measurement artifacts. Also, 

the question can be raised whether observed shifts, such as changes in parental childcare 

arrangements, reflect genuine transformations or are merely pragmatic responses to external 

constraints during lockdowns (Hiekel & Kühn 2024). Since the data only covers the period of 

the second pandemic wave, they do not capture long-term or post-pandemic developments, 

limiting the scope of conclusions about enduring societal change beyond the pandemic. 

Therefore, it should be kept in mind that none of the three papers makes causal claims 

(including for pandemic-related changes); instead, they offer associational and explorative 

evidence that can guide future causal work, utilizing, for example, post-pandemic data. 

A major limitation across all papers in this thesis is the lack of an intersectional perspective 

(Crenshaw 1991). The analyses do not adequately account for how overlapping systems of 

oppression - such as racism, classism, ableism, queerphobia, and ageism - affect individuals 

who are multiply marginalized. As Sullivan (2021) and others (Gencer et al. 2024; Leap et al. 

2022) argue, gender inequalities cannot be fully understood without considering how they 

intersect with other axes of social differentiation. Future research should go beyond the 

experiences of more privileged groups - such as white, educated women - and critically examine 

how structural inequalities shape who bears the burden of unpaid labor and who is excluded 

from policy solutions. A further limitation is the heteronormative and binary framing, which 

overlooks the diversity of contemporary family forms and gender identities. By focusing solely 

on heterosexual two-parent families, single-parent, same-sex, queer, and polyamorous 

households are excluded (Adams 2018). Queer theory criticizes that research on gender 

inequality is often based on two sexes, identified only by biology (Schilt & Westbrook 2009). 

As Chatillon (2018) argues, more inclusive measurement tools are needed to capture non-binary 

identities and to assess the societal influence of heteronormativity and binary gender 

assumptions. Concluding, to advance gender equality, future research should include 
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LGBTQIA+ families and immigrant and Indigenous households (Doucet & Klostermann 

2024).  

Lastly, the generalizability of my findings is limited due to its focus on Germany only. To 

actually assess relationships between gendered attitudes and the gendered division of labor 

comparative research should be conducted in various country contexts. Germany is a high-

income, conservative country and findings are likely not generalizable to other country 

contexts, especially with regard to differences in reproductive policies and contraceptive 

coverage. With Germany being a high-income global north country, findings are based on 

eurocentrism, instead of a “world-centered, solidarity-based approach to knowledge” (Banerjee 

& Connell 2018, p. 57). Still, the findings can inform future cross-cultural comparisons. 

1.6.2 Outlook 

Beyond these limitations, this dissertation contributes to the literature in multiple ways. Using 

representative, high-quality longitudinal data such as pairfam and FReDA offers rich insights 

into family dynamics. Exploiting the COVID-19 pandemic as a natural experiment allows 

further insights into the complex interplay between gendered attitudes and behaviors as well as 

between different micro-level approaches to the gendered division of labor while reducing 

endogeneity. Exploratorily including contraceptive labor as another dimension to the gendered 

division of labor broadens the view of unpaid labor in the context of heterosexual relationships 

and highlights the often-invisible burdens women bear when taking over contraceptive 

responsibility. Using the ContraIndex to firstly quantify women’s contraceptive labor sets a 

basis for future research on contraceptive behavior beyond method efficacy. 

While my thesis explicitly does not examine policies, some policy implications can be derived 

from my findings. Paper 1 shows that lived realities can influence GRAs. If gender equality is 

a policy goal, family policies that foster a better reconciliation of unpaid and paid labor tasks 

should be encouraged. For example, institutional settings that hinder gender equality, such as 

lengthy maternity leave policies and joint taxation for married couples, could be reformed. 

Paper 2 shows that external settings do not have the same effect on everyone. Egalitarian and 

traditional men and women differ in their unpaid labor participation, even with increased time 

availability. If a reduction of men’s paid working hours is a policy approach to involve men in 

unpaid labor, it needs to be considered that traditional men might not use that time to participate 

in unpaid labor. Lastly, the focus on women’s burdens in contraceptive responsibility in paper 

3 shows that more and better male contraceptive methods need to be made available, in order 

for men to engage more in contraceptive labor and to enhance men’s contraceptive autonomy.  
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Chapter 2 - Changing Attitudes? Investigating the Link between 

Couples’ Pandemic Behavior, Cognitive Dissonance, and Gender Role 

Attitudes in Germany 
 

Katrin Firl 

This paper is published in a slightly different version as: Firl, K. (2024). Changing attitudes? 

Investigating the link between couples’ pandemic behavior, cognitive dissonance, and gender 

role attitudes in Germany. Zeitschrift für Soziologie, 53(3), 298-313. 

https://doi.org/10.1515/zfsoz-2024-2019  

 

2.1 Abstract:  

Research found that not only macro-level processes like cohort replacements foster gender role 

attitude (GRA) change, but also life events and changes in lived realities. Framing the COVID-

19 pandemic as a ‘natural experiment’ allows to reduce endogeneity when examining the 

association between emerging cognitive dissonance and GRA change. Estimating asymmetrical 

fixed effects regressions, I investigate the influence of changes in the division of unpaid labor 

on GRAs for respondents with no pre-pandemic attitude-behavior discrepancy, using the 

German Family Panel ‘pairfam’ waves 11 and 13. Indeed, changes in behavior for respondents 

who had aligned behaviors and attitudes before the pandemic can be associated with GRA 

adaptation: A change toward an egalitarian division of unpaid labor during the pandemic can 

be associated with more egalitarian GRAs. Likewise, a change toward an inegalitarian division 

can be associated with less egalitarian GRAs. These findings support the usefulness of cognitive 

dissonance as one explanatory mechanism for intra-individual attitudinal change.  

 

Keywords: Gender role attitudes, cognitive dissonance theory, COVID-19 pandemic, division 

of housework, division of childcare, gender equality, pairfam  
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2.2 Introduction 

How gender role attitudes (in the following: ‘GRA’s) evolve in society and individually change 

over the life course has been subject to multiple studies (Baxter et al. 2015; Grinza et al. 2022; 

Knight & Brinton 2017; Preston 2023; Schober & Scott 2012; Zoch & Schober 2018). Research 

found that next to macro-level developments like cohort replacement, micro-level experiences 

such as life events and lived realities can influence the development of individuals’ GRAs. 

Hence, in contrast to the widespread assumption that GRAs are stable over the life course, 

empirical evidence shows that intra-individual attitude change does occur (e.g., Baxter et al. 

2015). An example of this is the transition into parenthood: Scholars found that parents often 

hold less egalitarian GRAs after their first childbirth while also practicing a less egalitarian 

division of unpaid domestic labor (i.e., housework and childcare) than before the first childbirth 

(Baxter et al. 2015; Grinza et al. 2022). Also, policies that influence lived realities and hence, 

behavior, are found to affect GRAs: For example, both the expansion of childcare provision 

(Zoch & Schober 2018) as well as paternal leave provisions (Tavits et al. 2023) can be 

connected to more egalitarian GRAs among parents.   

A prominent explanation for the change in GRAs regarding such life events and lived realities 

is that cognitive dissonance may arise due to a mismatch of behavior and attitudes. Following 

cognitive dissonance theory (Festinger 1957), such a mismatch might trigger attitudinal change 

to reduce cognitive dissonance. For example, Schober and Scott (2012) found that attitudinal 

change for first-time parents is significantly more likely for parents whose post-natal practices 

are in conflict with their pre-natal attitudes. However, research on life events such as the 

transition to parenthood is likely biased by endogeneity, as people usually self-select into 

parenthood. In contrast, the global COVID-19 pandemic can be understood as a ‘natural 

experiment’ that hit people unexpectedly and altered lived realities. Exploiting the pandemic as 

a ‘natural experiment’ allows to reduce endogeneity when examining the relationship between 

behavior and attitudes (Naujoks et al. 2022).  

In Germany, the COVID-19 pandemic starting in mid-March 2020 has led to periodically active 

national containment measures such as social distancing requirements, curfews, closures of 

businesses like restaurants and shops, and closures of formal childcare facilities like nurseries, 

kindergartens, and schools. The last pandemic-related measurements were resolved in March 

2023 (German Federal Ministry of Health 2023). Because of the constraints on outsourcing 

unpaid labor, especially parents had to take over persisting and additional domestic labor 

responsibilities besides their gainful employment, creating a double burden and the necessity 
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to re-negotiate and adapt the division of unpaid labor responsibilities (e.g. Kohlrausch & Zucco 

2020). The research examining how (heterosexual) couples distributed the load of unpaid 

domestic labor responsibilities during the pandemic, such as (additional) housework, childcare, 

and homeschooling is ambiguous. Many found that women, especially mothers, took over the 

lion’s share of the extra unpaid labor while reducing hours in paid employment (e.g., 

Kohlrausch & Zucco 2020). Other researchers found that men, especially fathers, stepped in 

more (in relative terms) as a reaction to the crisis (Kreyenfeld & Zinn 2021), possibly leading 

to a more gender egalitarian division of unpaid labor in the longer term. 

How far the pandemic has influenced GRAs has only been subject to few studies (Reichelt et 

al. 2021; Vandecasteele et al. 2022). Following the concept of cognitive dissonance and similar 

literature on attitudinal change, my research question is:  

Whether and how has the COVID-19 pandemic influenced GRAs by reorganizing paid 

and unpaid working arrangements and hence, influencing the discrepancy between 

attitudes and behavior?  

I focus on the emergence of cognitive dissonance during the pandemic as the cognitive 

dissonance theory assumes attitudinal change to be a response to cognitive dissonance. To 

examine the effect of emerging cognitive dissonance, I focus only on respondents who reported 

no discrepancy between gender attitudes and behavior prior to the pandemic. Using an 

asymmetrical fixed effects approach, I investigate whether and how changes in behavior can be 

associated with changes in attitudes for respondents who experienced no cognitive dissonance 

prior to the pandemic. Examining this research question within the pandemic context allows 

adding to the greater research context of how changing behavior and attitudes may be 

interrelated while reducing endogeneity.   

I analyze representative panel data from the German Family Panel ‘pairfam’ and investigate the 

change in GRAs from before to during the COVID-19 pandemic. Understanding how life events 

and lived realities can influence behavioral and attitudinal change is crucial to, for example, 

analyzing the effect of social policy interventions that aim to foster gender equality (Grinza et 

al. 2022). Until today, not only in Germany, women are disadvantaged amongst others when it 

comes to performing the lion’s share of unpaid labor, earning potentials, and being represented 

full-time in the labor market (Grinza et al. 2022). Due to the interrelation between attitudes and 

behavior, GRAs can play an important role in shaping patterns of gender inequality over the 

life course and within society (e.g., Nitsche & Grunow 2016). 
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2.3 Background 

2.3.1 Cognitive dissonance and gender role attitude change 

In Germany and most other European countries, gender roles have become more egalitarian in 

the late 20th and early 21st centuries (Boring & Moroni 2023). Two major drivers of change 

were expanding education and women’s entry into the labor market in the 1960s (Nitsche & 

Grunow 2016). The pandemic-related constraints on outsourcing housework and childcare, the 

additional unpaid labor responsibilities, and the disruption in the labor market could reorganize 

the division of unpaid labor, and “might cause gender relations to shift at a societal scale” 

(Reichelt et al. 2021, p. 229).  

Previous research has shown that life events or exogenous shocks can affect the division of 

unpaid labor and might consequently influence GRAs to match the behavior (Danzer et al. 

2021; Schober & Scott 2012). An example for this is the transition into parenthood: Previously 

more egalitarian couples distribute labor more traditionally after the first childbirth (Kühhirt 

2012) and also shift their attitudes toward a less egalitarian gender ideology (Baxter et al. 2015; 

Grinza et al. 2022). Also, lived realities that were affected by policy reforms can influence 

GRAs: For instance, in Estonia, mothers and fathers who were affected by a policy reform that 

extended fathers’ parental leave threefold stated more gender egalitarian views due to the more 

gender equal sharing of childcare resulting from the paternity leave (Tavits et al. 2023). 

Similarly, in West Germany, Zoch and Schober (2018) found changes towards more egalitarian 

GRAs among mothers related to the childcare expansion. The latter studies support the notion 

that lived realities can alter GRAs also in the short-term (Zoch & Schober 2018). 

While empirical evidence shows that individuals do alter their attitudes over the life course, the 

theoretical and psychological mechanisms remain unclear. One theory explaining a shift in 

attitudes following a change in behavior is the cognitive dissonance theory (Festinger 1957). 

Thereby, a discrepancy between behavior and attitudes can produce a state of discomfort which 

individuals are motivated to resolve. Often, attitudes are more easily adaptable than behavior 

(Schober & Scott 2012). This is especially pronounced if the behavior is more resistant to 

change due to external constraints and outer circumstances (Harmon-Jones & Harmon-Jones 

2007), as is produced by the COVID-19 pandemic and its containment measures. Concluding, 

cognitive dissonance theory states that personal experiences can promote attitudinal change, 

mainly when dissonant cognitions based on one’s attitudes and behavior arise.  

I follow Schober and Scott (2012), who connect cognitive dissonance to GRAs by referring to 

literature on gender identity (West & Zimmermann 1987) that suggests “that male and female 
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roles as partners or parents serve as core standards on which to evaluate gendered aspects of 

paid work and childcare arrangements” (Schober & Scott 2012, p. 516). Schober and Scott link 

GRAs to gender identity and assume that discrepancies between gendered standards and actual 

behavior likely lead to changes in GRAs to match behavior. However, like Schober and Scott I 

acknowledge that cognitive dissonance most likely is not the only motivator and theoretical 

mechanism behind intra-individual attitudinal change. 

While most studies on GRA change only examine differences between GRAs before and after 

a specific life event or policy reform, only few studies actually consider the effect of attitude 

and behavior discrepancy on GRA change. For instance, Schober and Scott (2012) and Grinza 

et al. (2022) find that attitudinal changes after the transition to parenthood are more likely 

among men and women for whom postnatal behavior clashes with prenatal attitudes, supporting 

the expectations of cognitive dissonance theory. However, research about life events, for 

example the transition to parenthood, is likely affected by endogeneity, because people usually 

self-select into becoming parents. The COVID-19 pandemic can be seen as an exogenous 

macro-level shock that hit people unexpectedly (Vandecasteele et al. 2022). Exploiting the 

COVID-19 pandemic as an exogeneous shock and framing it as a ‘natural experiment’ hence 

allows to reduce endogeneity issues that affect other research on GRA change (Hudde et al. 

2021). 

Despite this advantage, it should be kept in mind that the pandemic was an extraordinary 

situation, and pandemic behavior does not necessarily translate into post-pandemic patterns 

(Boll et al. 2023). It might be that individuals only reacted to this extreme situation in a 

pragmatic way, without consequently adjusting their attitudes (as assumed by: Hiekel & Kühn 

2024) because they do not expect the situation to last. However, some policy interventions like 

paternity leaves also just affect a smaller period of time and can be related to GRA change 

(Tavits et al. 2023). Furthermore, it can be argued that the pandemic most likely will have long-

term effects on gender relations (Danzer et al. 2021) not only because pandemic measures lasted 

for three years but also because pandemic practices such as working from home arrangements 

and flexible working hours are prolonged beyond the pandemic and because gender relations 

were prominently discussed throughout the pandemic. 

A few studies have examined changes in GRAs during the pandemic; however, none of them 

focuses specifically on changes in the division of unpaid labor as a predictor for GRA change. 

Both Reichelt et al. (2021) and Vandecasteele et al. (2022) use variations of the cognitive 

dissonance theory to explain the relationship between labor market transitions and GRAs.  
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Reichelt et al. (2021) showed that for the US, Germany, and Singapore, changes in the 

employment constellation of heterosexual couples affected the GRAs of men and women when 

changes in employment clashed with gendered norms. Thereby, “men express more egalitarian 

gender-role attitudes if they became unemployed but their partners remained employed, while 

women express more traditional attitudes if they became unemployed and their partners 

remained employed” (Reichelt et al. 2021, p. 228). These findings reinforce the theoretical 

assumption of pandemic-related behavior influencing attitudes to match lived realities. 

However, using a cross-sectional design, Reichelt et al. (2021) are not able to examine actual 

changes in GRAs. For the Netherlands, Vandecasteele et al. (2022) examined the effect of the 

COVID-19 pandemic on GRAs regarding maternal employment. Vandecasteele et al. found 

that individuals experiencing a change in paid workload that clashes with traditional gender 

norms expressed more gender egalitarian attitudes concerning maternal employment than 

before the pandemic. For women living with children in couple households, Vandecasteele et 

al. found a halt in their progression toward more egalitarian attitudes.  

Building on the literature on GRA change both during and before the pandemic by following 

the cognitive dissonance theory and only considering respondents who reported no attitude-

behavior discrepancy (i.e., no cognitive dissonance) before the pandemic, I test the following 

hypotheses:  

H1: If women take over more unpaid labor responsibilities during the pandemic, and 

thus, the division of labor becomes more inegalitarian than before the pandemic, 

cognitive dissonance emerges and GRAs become less egalitarian to match the changed 

behavior.  

Likewise,  

H2: If men spend more time on unpaid labor during the pandemic and hence, the 

division of labor becomes more egalitarian than before the pandemic, cognitive 

dissonance emerges and GRAs become more egalitarian to match the changed 

behavior.  

Because of gendered norms and their greater behavioral implications for women (Grinza et al. 

2022; Zoch & Schober 2018),  

H3: Women’s attitudes are more strongly expected to change. 
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2.3.2 The division of unpaid labor during the COVID-19 pandemic 

Because the hypotheses based on the cognitive dissonance theory build on a change in behavior 

(i.e., the division of unpaid labor) due to pandemic constraints, in the following I summarize 

the numerous research findings on heterosexual couples’ pandemic behavior. To gain as many 

insights as possible on gendered behavior and attitudes, when analyzing unpaid labor, 

housework and childcare responsibilities need to be distinguished. Compared to childcare, 

housework is often viewed as more feminine, less enjoyable, postponable, and more flexibly 

performable (Sullivan 2013).  

As a consequence of the pandemic, housework responsibilities increased because external 

services such as restaurants or cleaners were no longer available. Additionally, people spent 

more time at home due to social distancing and curfews, increasing household labor (Reichelt 

et al. 2021). Childcare responsibilities especially increased due to the closures of childcare 

facilities and schools and the obligation to quarantine in case of a COVID-19-contact or -

infection. Additionally, informal childcare arrangements became inaccessible in times of strict 

social distancing restrictions when social contacts were limited to members of the same 

household. Consequently, housework, childcare, and additional responsibilities such as 

homeschooling were primarily performed by parents (Kohlrausch & Zucco 2020). Due to the 

constraints on outsourcing unpaid labor and the additional tasks resulting from the pandemic 

situation, most likely an increase in the amount but also possibly a change in the division of 

unpaid labor took place.  

The findings regarding the division of unpaid labor during the pandemic are ambiguous: While 

some found support for a ‘re-traditionalization’ hypothesis (Allmendinger 2020) with women 

stepping in even more regarding both housework and childcare (e.g., Illing et al. 2022; 

Kohlrausch & Zucco 2020; Naujoks et al. 2022; Zoch et al. 2021; Zucco & Lott 2021), others 

found a relative increase in men’s contribution, especially with regard to childcare and hence, 

more gender equal unpaid labor arrangements (e.g., Bujard et al. 2020; Globisch et al. 2022; 

Jessen et al. 2021; Kreyenfeld & Zinn 2021; Zinn et al. 2020). Fathers may have had more time 

availability due to short-time work, reduced hours, working from home, or unemployment and 

were pushed to increase their time spend on childcare, particularly if a reduction of hours in 

paid employment for fathers was accompanied by mothers working more than 20 hours per 

week on-site (Globisch et al. 2022). The finding that men increased their relative share more 

than women could also be a ceiling effect: Women often already performed the greater or total 

share, which is why they could not increase it much further.  
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Using pairfam data, Hank and Steinbach (2020) found an almost equal split between those 

couples in which the woman’s share of housework and childcare increased and those in which 

it decreased. They concluded that there is not one observable trend of how couples reacted to 

the COVID-19 crisis regarding the division of labor but rather heterogeneous responses (Hank 

& Steinbach 2020). The heterogeneity in results is also shown by other researchers who found 

no change in the division of unpaid labor during the pandemic but stability of pre-pandemic 

arrangements (e.g., Boll et al. 2023; Möhring et al. 2020; Zucco & Lott 2021). All studies agree 

that both before and during the pandemic women perform the greater absolute share of unpaid 

labor.  

Who took over the (additional) tasks in heterosexual couples during the pandemic depended on 

multiple factors. An important aspect was the employment situation of couples before and 

during the pandemic, since the COVID-19 pandemic led to many employment transitions such 

as unemployment, reduced or increased hours, short-time work, and working from home 

arrangements (Möhring et al. 2020; Kohlrausch & Zucco 2021). 

For the UK, Hudde et al. (2021) found no evidence for pre-pandemic GRAs influencing the 

distribution of housework during the pandemic like it would be expected by gender ideology 

theory (Davis & Greenstein 2009). In the discussion about which causal order the relationship 

between attitudes and behavior has, the null findings from Hudde et al. supports the notion of 

examining the effect of behavior on attitudes. However, the feedback effects between attitudes 

and behavior should always be kept in mind when researching them (e.g., Preston 2023).  

 

2.4 Data and methods 

2.4.1 Data 

The following analyses are based on release 13.0 of the German Family Panel ‘pairfam’ 

(Brüderl et al. 2022a; Huinink et al. 2011). Pairfam is a representative panel study launched in 

2008. It has a multi-cohort design, which means that the initially more than 12,000 anchors 

(i.e., primary respondents) were randomly drawn from four nationally representative birth 

cohorts: 1971-1973, 1981-1983, 1991-1993, and 2001-2003. A more detailed description of the 

data can be found in Huinink et al. (2011). 

In the analysis, the last pre-pandemic wave (11) and the first full pandemic wave (13) were 

used. Wave 12 was not included in the analysis as GRA items were only reported every other 

year. Wave 11 was conducted from mid-October 2018 to the end of May 2019 and contains 

9,435 interviews. Wave 13 was conducted from October 2020 to April 2021 and contains 7,009 
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interviews. Wave 11, like all pre-pandemic waves, was conducted using only computer-assisted 

personal interview (CAPI) methods. Wave 13 was conducted using a mixed-mode strategy 

because of the pandemic. Respondents and interviewers could choose between computer-

assisted telephone interviews (CATI) and CAPI methods. Roughly two thirds of the 

respondents in wave 13 were interviewed using CATI methods. 

From November till December 16th, a so-called ‘lockdown light’ was active, followed by a 

more restrictive lockdown from mid-December till May 2021. The more restrictive lockdown 

was accompanied by higher infection-numbers and, starting in mid-April, included a curfew 

from 9:00 pm till 5:00 am. Although schools and childcare facilities were technically open, they 

were also affected by quarantine regulations and there were time periods in which only 

emergency caretaking was offered (between December 16th and January 10th) (German Federal 

Ministry of Health 2023). Hence, the pandemic situation was quite tense during the data 

collection period, with a less and a more restrictive lockdown influencing peoples’ lives.   

2.4.2 Variables 

The dependent variable in the following analyses is the anchor’s GRA. Pairfam contains four 

GRA items: 

1) “Women should be more concerned about their family than about their career.” 

2) “Men should participate in housework to the same extent as women.” 

3) “A child under 6 will suffer from having a working mother.” 

4) “Children often suffer because their fathers spend too much time at work.” 

For all items, respondents could indicate on a 5-point-scale whether they 1 “completely 

disagree” or 5 “completely agree”. For comparability, I poled all variables in the same direction 

so that higher values represent less egalitarian attitudes. 

I calculated Cronbach’s alpha to test whether creating an additive index is justifiable, however, 

it was too low to do so for all or various combinations of the items (alpha ~ 0.5). This is in line 

with previous findings regarding the multidimensionality of gender ideology: GRAs towards 

housework do not necessarily reflect attitudes about childcare (Grunow et al. 2018; Knight & 

Brinton 2017). Hence, additionally to analyzing the division of housework and childcare 

separately, I analyze GRA items separately. Following Nitsche and Grunow (2016) I use item 

2) to operationalize GRAs concerning the division of housework. To operationalize GRAs 

towards childcare, following Zoch and Schober (2018) I use item 1) and item 3), as they both 

concern attitudes about maternal employment. Because the alpha-value is too low to combine 

both items, I assume that they each cover a different area of maternal employment attitudes and 
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analyze both items separately. Following Nitsche and Grunow (2018), I neglected item 4) in all 

analyses, because egalitarian and inegalitarian persons could likewise agree with the statement.  

The main independent variable to test the hypotheses is the division of unpaid labor, specifically 

the division of housework (i.e., doing laundry, cooking, and cleaning) and childcare. For both 

kinds of unpaid labor, respondents were asked to which extent, on a 5-point scale, they or their 

partner perform these tasks. Possible answers were: “(almost) completely my partner”, “for the 

most part my partner”, “split about 50/50”, “for the most part me”, and “(almost) completely 

me”. Respondents who claimed another person was responsible for those tasks or for whom 

none of the answers were applicable were removed from the sample. The independent variables 

including information on how couples were sharing unpaid labor, are structured as follows: 

Anchors were assumed to have an ‘inegalitarian’ arrangement if a female respondent claimed 

to do most or all unpaid labor or if a male respondent claimed his partner was doing most or all 

work. Because the share of couples in which the man did most or all unpaid labor is very small, 

they were combined with respondents who claimed to share labor about 50/50 and labeled as 

having an ‘egalitarian’ arrangement.  

My assumptions about the relationship between changes in behavior and changes in attitudes 

are based on the cognitive dissonance theory (Festinger 1957). I assume that a pandemic-related 

emergence of cognitive dissonance can be associated with a change in GRAs. Hence, to test my 

hypotheses it is relevant to only examine respondents who had no attitude-behavior discrepancy 

before the pandemic and thus, are considered to not have experienced pre-pandemic cognitive 

dissonance. To ease the operationalization of pre-pandemic cognitive dissonance, I created 

three dummy variables based on the three GRA items, indicating ‘egalitarian’ or ‘inegalitarian’ 

GRAs. Given the skewness of the GRA items in pairfam towards egalitarianism and following 

Hiekel and Kühn (2024), I categorized respondents answering 1 or 2 as ‘egalitarian’ and those 

answering 3 or more as ‘inegalitarian’. Separated by all three GRA items and both, the division 

of housework and of childcare, respondents who were egalitarian in their GRAs and their 

unpaid labor division in wave 11 or were inegalitarian in their GRAs and their unpaid labor 

division in wave 11 were categorized as having no pre-pandemic attitude-behavior discrepancy 

and hence, ‘no cognitive dissonance’. Those who had an egalitarian GRA but distributed unpaid 

labor in an inegalitarian way in wave 11 or had an inegalitarian GRA but distributed unpaid 

labor egalitarian in wave 11 were categorized as having ‘cognitive dissonance’.  
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2.4.3 Sample selection 

In the analyses, I use balanced panel samples of respondents who participated in waves 11 and 

13. Because the gendered division of unpaid labor is the main independent variable, I only kept 

individuals living in a cohabitating, heterosexual relationship (married and unmarried) who 

were 18 years or older in wave 11. I analyze three sub-samples of individuals experiencing ‘no 

cognitive dissonance’ from two separate superordinated samples, one in which all individuals 

in cohabitating relationships are included (‘cohabitating sample’), and one in which only 

parents living with at least one child (‘parents sample’) are included. The influence of changes 

in the division of housework is analyzed for both, parents and non-parents, because of the 

assumed differences between them and the influence of changes in the division of childcare 

only for parents.  

Respondents who did not answer the items concerning their GRAs in wave 11 or wave 13 were 

removed. Those who did not report their division of unpaid labor in wave 11 or wave 13 were 

removed. Eventually, the superordinated ‘cohabitating sample’ consists of 3,169 respondents, 

and the superordinated ‘parents sample’ consists of 1,933 respondents. The number of cases 

dropped on the single items is shown in appendix table A2.8. Because I am interested in a 

pandemic induced emergence of cognitive dissonance, I only analyze those respondents from 

the superordinated samples who were categorized as having ‘no cognitive dissonance’ before 

the pandemic in three sub-samples: For GRA item 2) and the division of housework: N=1,566, 

for GRA item 1) and the division of childcare: N=1,096, and for GRA item 3) and the division 

of childcare: N=994.  

In appendix table A2.11, the distribution of cognitive dissonance for the superordinated samples 

by GRA item can be seen. Roughly 50% of the respondents in all three sub-samples report no 

attitude-behavior discrepancy before the pandemic. If attitude-behavior discrepancies are 

reported, for housework, most respondents report a more egalitarian attitude than behavior, 

while for childcare and the two maternal employment GRAs, the picture is more diverse even 

though more respondents report egalitarian GRAs and inegalitarian behavior. Especially 

women report more discrepancy between attitudes and behavior, and thereby more often report 

a more egalitarian attitude than behavior. Hence, appendix table A2.11 shows that attitude-

behavior discrepancies also exist within other framings than the pandemic and therefore, that 

cognitive dissonance is not the only cause of attitude formation (Schober & Scott 2012). It also 

emphasizes that I only analyze a selective group of those who had aligned attitudes and behavior 

prior to the pandemic, which should be kept in mind when interpreting the results. 
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In table 2.1, the summary statistics of the three sub-samples with ‘no cognitive dissonance’ are 

shown. For comparison, the summary statistics of the whole superordinated samples including 

weighted means and gender stratified analysis can be found in appendix tables A2.9 and A2.10.  

Table 2.1: Means of time-variant and time-invariant covariates in the three ‘no cognitive dissonance’ sub-samples. 

Superordinated sample: Cohabitating sample 

(IV: Division of 

housework) 

Parents sample (IV: Division of childcare) 

No attitude-behavior 

discrepancy between 

behavior and GRA item:  

GRA item 2)  

(Men should participate 

in housework to the same 

extent as women) 

GRA item 1) (Women 

should be more 

concerned about their 

family than their 

career) 

GRA item 3)  

(A child under 6 will 

suffer from having a 

working mother) 

Variable Obs. Mean Obs. Mean Obs. Mean 

Male 1,566 0.46 1,096 0.42 994 0.46 

West Germany 1,566 0.73 1,096 0.72 994 0.70 

1971-73 1,566 0.29 1,096 0.34 994 0.36 

1981-83 1,566 0.43 1,096 0.57 994 0.55 

1991-93 1,566 0.27 1,096 0.09 994 0.09 

Age w11 1,566 36.35 1,096 38.68 994 38.83 

Low education w13 1,566 0.04 1,096 0.04 994 0.05 

Middle education w13 1,566 0.47 1,096 0.49 994 0.51 

High education w13 1,566 0.49 1,096 0.47 994 0.44 

0 children w13 1,566 0.34 - - - - 

1 child w13 1,566 0.24 1,096 0.26 994 0.26 

2 children w13 1,566 0.30 1,096 0.52 994 0.53 

3+ children w13 1,566 0.12 1,096 0.22 994 0.21 

Children: 0-3 yrs w13 1,028 0.30 1,095 0.23 993 0.22 

3-6 yrs w13 1,028 0.20 1,095 0.24 993 0.21 

6-12 yrs w13 1,028 0.26 1,095 0.31 993 0.33 

12-18 yrs w13 1,028 0.18 1,095 0.20 993 0.21 

18 + yrs w13 1,028 0.06 1,095 0.02 993 0.03 

Income w11 1,463 3909.76 1,004 4161,82 910 4128.45 

Income w13 1,478 4357.22 1,021 4679.21 923 4565.38 

Home office w13 1,366 0.42 946 0.44 856 0.40 

Job Hours w11 1,344 37.26 890 35.11 831 36.04 

Job Hours w13 1,364 36.10 944 34.18 853 35.13 

GRA w11 1,566 1.83 1,096 2.78 994 2.48 

GRA w13 1,566 1.69 1,096 2.59 994 2.39 

GRA change w13-w11 1,566 -0.14 1,096 -0.19 994 -0.09 

Inegalitarian division w11 1,566 0.29 1,096 0.67 994 0.49 

Inegalitarian division w13 1,566 0.43 1,096 0.58 994 0.48 

IV = Independent variable; Source: pairfam, own calculations. 

The GRA item 2) sub-sample is on average younger than the other two sub-samples and has a 

slightly higher share of highly educated respondents. 34% of the GRA item 2) sub-sample have 

no children living in the household. The average household income is lower in the GRA item 

2) sub-sample while the average working hours per week are at least 1 hour higher than in both 

childcare sub-samples. In comparison to the superordinated samples, the sub-samples with 

GRA item 2) and item 3) include 5 percentage points more men. In the GRA item 2) sub-

sample, there are 7 percentage points more non-parents as compared to the whole cohabitating 

sample. In all three sub-samples the average GRAs are less egalitarian than the whole 
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superordinated samples. Also, the average change in GRAs is greater in the three sub-samples, 

especially for GRA item 2) and 3). 

Concerning item 2), respondents report on average the most egalitarian attitudes. An 

explanation for the almost universal approval to the item could be the high social desirability 

connected to item 2) (Hudde & Engelhardt 2021). Correspondingly, the lowest shares of 

inegalitarian unpaid labor divisions are reported in the GRA item 2) sub-sample. However, 

during the pandemic, the share of those reporting an inegalitarian division of unpaid labor 

increased in the GRA item 2) sub-sample by 14 percentage points, while the share decreased in 

both other sub-samples considering childcare. Looking at the share of respondents who reported 

an inegalitarian division of unpaid labor in wave 11 shows how the combination of aligned 

attitudes and behavior is distributed in the three sub-samples. While the GRA item 2) sub-

sample only includes 29% of respondents who report inegalitarian attitudes and behavior, for 

the other sub-samples and considering childcare, 67% (GRA item 1)) and 49% (GRA item 3)) 

report inegalitarian GRAs and behavior. Appendix table A2.9 shows that in the superordinated 

samples before the pandemic, the share of those reporting an inegalitarian division of unpaid 

labor is 62% in both samples. In all three sub-samples, the average GRA got more egalitarian 

during the pandemic. The largest change can be found in the sub-sample with GRA item 1) (19 

percentage points).   

Table 2.2 shows the summary statistics separated by gender for all three ‘no cognitive 

dissonance’ sub-samples. In all samples, women are younger than men and have a lower share 

of high education. Women report a smaller household income than men in both waves. The 

biggest gender difference can be found when looking at working hours: Women, and even more 

pronounced, mothers, work substantially fewer hours than men both before and during the 

pandemic. Looking at GRA item 2) and GRA item 3), men on average report less egalitarian 

attitudes than women. Women only have less egalitarian attitudes than men when looking at 

the GRA item 1). Both women and men report more egalitarian attitudes during the pandemic. 

For all three sub-samples, changes in GRAs are greater for women than for men. 
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Table 2.2: Summary statistics for women and men for waves 11 and 13 in the three ‘no cognitive dissonance’ sub-

samples. 

Superordinated 

sample: 

Cohabitating Sample 

(IV: Division of 

housework) 

Parents Sample (IV: Division of childcare) 

Sub-sample: GRA item 2) GRA item 1) GRA item 3) 

Variable Women Men Women Men Women Men 

West Germany 0.74 0.72 0.73 0.71 0.72 0.68 

1971-73 0.29 0.30 0.28 0.42 0.30 0.43 

1981-83 0.41 0.46 0.61 0.52 0.60 0.50 

1991-93 0.30 0.24 0.10 0.06 0.10 0.07 

Age w11 36.06 36.69 37.95 39.71 38.06 39.76 

Low education w13 0.05 0.03 0.05 0.04 0.06 0.04 

Middle education w13 0.48 0.45 0.50 0.46 0.56 0.45 

High education w13 0.47 0.52 0.45 0.50 0.38 0.51 

Income w11 3826.48 4005.65 4056.69 4305.05 4008.19 4268.13 

Income w13 4314.74 4405.60 4467.71 4964.14 4337.82 4830.87 

Home office w13 0.41 0.43 0.43 0.45 0.36 0.44 

Job Hours w11 32.83 41.74 27.27 43.17 28.78 42.69 

Job Hours w13 31.90 40.37 27.38 41.97 28.79 41.28 

GRA w11 1.86 1.80 2.87 2.65 2.38 2.60 

GRA w13 1.71 1.68 2.66 2.49 2.28 2.52 

GRA change w13-w11 -0.15 -0.12 -0.21 -0.16 -0.10 -0.08 

Inegalitarian FL w11 0.31 0.29 0.71 0.62 0.48 0.51 

Inegalitarian FL w13 0.46 0.39 0.63 0.52 0.50 0.45 

Source: pairfam, own calculations. 

2.4.4 Methods 

I estimate asymmetrical fixed effects models (Allison 2019) to explore changes in GRAs of 

men and women between the last pre-pandemic wave (i.e., wave 11) and during the pandemic 

(i.e., wave 13). To estimate asymmetric effects, I use first difference methods (Allison 2019). 

With two waves, first difference models yield the same estimates as fixed effects models, 

eliminating all time-invariant heterogeneity by exploiting only within-person variability (i.e., 

intra-individual changes over time) (Allison 2019). Hence, it can be avoided that potentially 

unobserved time-invariant confounders bias the estimates. Therefore, in the models, time-

invariant variables such as birth cohort or education cannot be controlled for. Because of the 

first difference approach, it is also not possible to control for age. In the models including 

control variables it is controlled for income, the number of children living in the household and 

weekly hours spent in paid employment.  

Estimating asymmetric effects means that I am able to distinguish between changes in the 

division of unpaid labor towards a less egalitarian versus toward a more egalitarian division. 

To do so, I created two dummy variables: One indicating a change towards a more inegalitarian 

division and the other one indicating a change towards a more egalitarian division. For both 

variables, the reference category indicates no change in the division of unpaid labor. For more 

on the asymmetrical fixed effects approach, see Allison (2019). The dependent variable is the 

change score of GRAs between wave 13 and wave 11. Hence, the variable ranges from -4 to 4, 
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whereby negative values indicate a change towards more egalitarian GRAs, and positive values 

indicate a change towards less egalitarian GRAs. 0 indicates no change. 

In addition to a model for the overall association between changes in the division of unpaid 

labor and GRAs, I examined whether the associations differ for men and women by estimating 

equivalent models separated by gender to test hypothesis H3. Due to the model specification, 

no sex interaction term can be included in the model. However, performing the analyses in 

samples separated by gender also allows to examine different tendencies between men and 

women (e.g., Baxter et al. 2015; Grinza et al. 2022).  

The coefficients in all estimated models can be interpreted as the average change in 

respondents’ GRAs between wave 11 and wave 13 for a one-unit intra-individual change across 

the two waves on the independent variables. In all models, I estimated panel robust standard 

errors on the individual level (Brüderl & Ludwig 2014). As the pairfam GRA-items are captured 

on a Likert-scale and skewed towards egalitarianism (Hiekel & Kühn 2024), floor effects could 

occur that might underestimate the effect of the independent variables. To control for floor and 

ceiling effects I re-estimated all models using Tobit regression (for more on floor and ceiling 

effects and Tobit regression, see McBee 2010). The Tobit regressions yield very similar results 

and are shown in the appendix (tables A2.12-A2.14).  

 

2.5 Results 

2.5.1 Descriptive results 

In this paper, the association between the emergence of cognitive dissonance due to a pandemic-

related change in behavior (i.e., division of unpaid labor) and changes in GRAs is of interest. 

Table 2.3 shows the changes in GRAs, the division of unpaid labor and the average GRA change 

score by changes in the division of unpaid labor.  

In the GRA item 2) sub-sample roughly 37% changed their GRA while in both other sub-

samples, roughly 50% changed their GRA from wave 11 to wave 13. In all three sub-samples 

a greater proportion of those who changed their attitudes report more egalitarian attitudes during 

the pandemic. Looking at the changes in the division of unpaid labor from before to during the 

pandemic in all three sub-samples shows that substantially more respondents report no change 

in the division of unpaid labor than those who report a change. However, in all three sub-

samples, at least 20 % of the respondents report change. Especially the division of housework 

became less egalitarian, while in both sub-samples considering the division of childcare, a 
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greater proportion of those who changed distributed childcare more egalitarian. This matches 

the previous finding that if men stepped in more during the pandemic, it were mostly fathers. 

The bottom paragraph of table 2.3 shows the average GRA change score by the change in the 

division of unpaid labor. Matching this paper’s expectations, respondents who experienced 

emerging cognitive dissonance between pre-pandemic GRAs and pandemic behavior also 

changed their attitude in the direction of the changed behavior. Interestingly, also respondents 

who experienced no change in their unpaid labor division changed their attitude on average in 

a more egalitarian direction. This supports the notion that cognitive dissonance is not the only 

theoretical mechanism explaining attitudinal change (Schober & Scott 2012). Unfortunately, 

using the asymmetrical fixed effects approach only allows to analyze the effects of intra-

individual changes in the independent variables. Hence, I am unable to examine possible GRA 

changes for those respondents who experience no change in their division of unpaid labor. This 

limitation should be kept in mind. 

Table 2.3: Proportional changes in GRAs, proportional changes in the division of unpaid labor and the average 

GRA change score by changes in the division of unpaid labor between wave 11 and wave 13 for 

respondents with no pre-pandemic cognitive dissonance. 

 Cohabitating sample (IV: 

Division of housework) 

Parents sample (IV: Division of childcare) 

GRA change GRA item 2) GRA item 1) GRA item 3) 

No change 63.9% 52.0% 49.3% 

More egalitarian  23.7% 31.0% 28.9% 

Less egalitarian 12.4% 17.0% 21.8% 

Unpaid labor change GRA item 2) GRA item 1) GRA item 3) 

No change 79.1% 76.1% 74.5% 

More egalitarian     3.7% 16.3% 13.5% 

Less egalitarian   17.2%    7.6% 12.0% 

Unpaid labor change Change in item 2) Change in item 1) Change in item 3) 

No change  -0.16 -0.19 -0.07 

More egalitarian   -0.93 -0.44 -0.63 

Less egalitarian   0.12   0.39   0.40 

Source: pairfam, own calculations. 

2.5.2 Asymmetrical fixed effects models 

Figures 2.1, 2.2, and 2.3 show the coefficients for a change in the division of housework (figure 

2.1) and childcare (figure 2.2 & 2.3), derived from the asymmetrical fixed effects regressions. 

Coefficients are shown for changes towards a more inegalitarian (H1) and towards a more 

egalitarian (H2) division of unpaid labor. If the intervals do not overlap with zero (dotted line), 

the coefficients are statistically significant at least on a 5%-level. Coefficients are shown for 

the whole sub-samples (with and without controls) and separated by gender (without controls). 

The detailed regression results can be found in tables 2.4-2.6. 
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Division of housework 

As can be seen in figure 2.1, changes in the division of housework towards an egalitarian 

distribution can be significantly associated with changes in GRA item 2) in a more egalitarian 

direction for all groups. The association is largest for women (ß=-1.03) and smallest for parents 

(ß=-0.72). It should be noted that the number of respondents who changed towards an 

egalitarian distribution is quite small (see table 2.3), which is why the results should be 

interpreted cautiously. While changes in the division of housework in an inegalitarian direction 

can be associated with a less egalitarian GRA, the coefficients are small for all groups and only 

significant for the whole sub-sample and for women. The greatest change can be found for 

women (ß=0.13). 

 

Figure 2.1: Coefficients with 95% confidence intervals for a change towards an inegalitarian or egalitarian 

division of housework. Dependent variable: Change in GRA item 2) (“Men should participate in 

housework to the same extent as women”). Negative values indicate a change in GRAs in a more 

egalitarian direction, positive values a change in a less egalitarian direction. Source: pairfam, own 

calculations. 
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Table 2.4: Asymmetrical fixed effects models from the GRA item 2) sub-sample. Dependent variable: Change in 

GRA item 2) (“Men should participate in housework to the same extent as women”). Negative 

coefficients indicate a more egalitarian GRA and positive coefficients a less egalitarian GRA. 

GRA item 2) Whole 

sample 

Whole sample 

w/ controls 

Only 

women 

Only men Only parents 

Housework: 

Change to 

egalitarian 

-0.948*** 

(0.12) 

-0.827*** 

(0.13) 

-1.030*** 

(0.16) 

-0.840*** 

(0.19) 

-0.722*** 

(0.14) 

Housework: 

Change to 

inegalitarian 

0.122* 

(0.04) 

0.106 

(0.05) 

0.128* 

(0.05) 

0.113 

(0.07) 

0.130 

(0.06) 

Number of children  -0.003 

(0.06) 

   

Hours in 

employment 

 -0.004 

(0.00) 

   

Income  -0.000 

(0.00) 

   

Observations 1566 1152 849 717 844 

Standard errors in parentheses * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001; Source: pairfam, own calculations. 

 

Division of childcare 

Figure 2.2 shows that changes in the division of childcare towards an egalitarian distribution 

can be significantly associated with changes in GRA item 1) in a more egalitarian direction for 

all groups. The association is largest for women (ß=-0.47) and smallest for men (ß=-0.39).  

Changes in the division of childcare in an inegalitarian direction can be significantly associated 

with a change towards less egalitarian GRAs for the whole sample (with and without controls) 

and for women. For men, the association is positive but not significant. The association found 

is largest for women (ß=0.52) and smallest for men (ß=0.22). 
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Figure 2.2: Coefficients with 95% confidence intervals for a change towards an egalitarian and inegalitarian 

division of childcare. Dependent variable: Change in GRA item 1) (“Women should be more 

concerned about their family than about their career”). Negative values indicate a change in GRAs 

in a more egalitarian direction, positive values a change in a less egalitarian direction. Source: 

pairfam, own calculations. 

 

Table 2.5: Asymmetrical fixed effects models from the GRA item 1) sample. Dependent variable: Change in GRA 

item 1) (“Women should be more concerned about their family than about their career”). Negative 

coefficients indicate a more egalitarian GRA and positive coefficients a less egalitarian GRA. 

GRA item 1) Whole sample Whole sample w/ 

controls 

Only women Only men 

Childcare: Change to 

egalitarian 

-0.436*** 

(0.06) 

-0.408*** 

(0.07) 

-0.474*** 

(0.09) 

-0.390*** 

(0.09) 

Childcare: Change to 

inegalitarian 

0.386*** 

(0.11) 

0.316** 

(0.10) 

0.522*** 

(0.15) 

0.216 

(0.14) 

Number of children  -0.069 

(0.09) 

  

Hours in employment  -0.000 

(0.00) 

  

Income  -0.000   

  (0.00)   

Observations 1096 756 640 456 

Standard errors in parentheses; * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001; Source: pairfam, own calculations. 
 

Figure 2.3 shows that changes in the division of childcare towards an egalitarian distribution 

can be significantly associated with changes in the GRA item 3) in a more egalitarian direction 

for all groups. The association is largest for the whole sample with control variables (ß=-0.68). 

Men change their attitude slightly more than women: ß=-0.65 vs. ß=-0.60 respectively.  
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Changes in the division of childcare in an inegalitarian direction can be significantly associated 

with a change towards less egalitarian GRAs for all groups. The association is largest for 

women (ß=0.43) and smallest for the whole sample with control variables (ß=0.32).  

 

Figure 2.3: Coefficients with 95% confidence intervals for a change towards an inegalitarian and egalitarian 

division of childcare. Dependent variable: Change in GRA item 3) (“A child under 6 will suffer 

from having a working mother”). Negative values indicate a change in GRAs in a more egalitarian 

direction, positive values a change in a less egalitarian direction. Source: pairfam, own calculations. 

 

Table 2.6: Asymmetrical fixed effects models from the GRA item 3) sample. Dependent variable: Change in GRA 

item 3) (“A child under 6 will suffer from having a working mother”). Negative coefficients indicate 

a more egalitarian GRA and positive coefficients a less egalitarian GRA. 

GRA item 3) Whole 

sample 

Whole sample 

w/ controls 

Only 

women 

Only men 

Childcare: Change 

to egalitarian 

-0.627*** 

(0.08) 

-0.675*** 

(0.09) 

-0.597*** 

(0.12) 

-0.653*** 

(0.11) 

Childcare: Change 

to inegalitarian 

0.403*** 

(0.09) 

0.322** 

(0.11) 

0.427*** 

(0.12) 

0.364* 

(0.16) 

Number of children  -0.042 

(0.12) 

  

Hours in 

employment 

 0.007* 

(0.00) 

  

Income  0.000   

  (0.00)   

Observations 994 703 541 453 

Standard errors in parentheses, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001; Source: pairfam, own calculations. 
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2.5.3 Sensitivity analyses 

Various sensitivity analyses were conducted to test the robustness of the models shown above 

(see tables A2.11-A2.18).  

To adjust for potential floor and ceiling effects that might affect the GRA items due to their 

measurement on a 5-point Likert-scale, I replicated all analyzes using Tobit regressions (McBee 

2010). All results from the main analysis are robust. Also, pandemic-related methodological 

issues need to be considered and analyzed. In wave 13, panel stability was lower than in 

previous pairfam waves (Brüderl et al. 2022b). This could be a result to the pandemic but also 

be caused by lower panel attachment in the refreshment sample that was introduced in wave 

11, especially affecting the younger cohorts (Brüderl et al. 2022b). To examine who dropped 

out of the panel from wave 11 to wave 13, I created summary statistics comparing all those who 

participated in wave 11 but not in wave 13 (26%) to all those who participated in both waves 

(table A2.15). 

Especially younger respondents dropped out of the panel, as well as respondents who were on 

average lowlier educated, had a lower income, spent more time on the job and had younger 

children. Hence, it could be that especially time constrained respondents dropped out of the 

panel. Looking at GRAs, respondents who dropped out had, on average, less egalitarian 

attitudes concerning items 1) and 3) than those who participated in waves 11 and 13. Attitudes 

about item 2) as well as the division of unpaid labor do not vary substantially across samples. 

This potential selection bias could lead to an underestimation of the real association and should 

be kept in mind when interpreting the results. 

The mode switch to a mixed-mode design during the pandemic might also bias the results 

(Groffen et al. 2021). In the case of pairfam, mode-specific selection effects (Fessler et al. 2018) 

can be neglected, because respondents could self-select into the interview mode. However, 

mode-specific measurement errors (i.e., respondents answering questions differently across 

modes) might bias the results. Measurement errors are likely to occur with sensitive questions 

(Stockdale et al. 2008). Hence, it could be that GRA changes towards less egalitarian attitudes 

are underestimated in the models because respondents tend to be more biased by social 

desirability in CATI interviews and report more moderate attitudes (Holbrook et al. 2003).  

To account for potential mode effects, in tables A2.16-A2.18, I replicated the main analysis 

while including a control variable for the change in mode. In almost all models, the change in 

mode has a significant effect and can be associated with a change in GRAs in a more egalitarian 

direction. Also, the association between a change to an inegalitarian division of unpaid labor 
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and a change toward less egalitarian attitudes become more pronounced. Hence, it could be that 

respondents who reported more egalitarian attitudes during the pandemic more often self-

selected into CATI mode or that attitudes are reported to be more egalitarian in CATI mode. 

However, because the associations for the main independent variables show the same 

tendencies, the interpretation of the main analysis is robust. Nevertheless, it should be noted 

that it is not possible to fully decompose mode from pandemic effects, and hence, all analyses 

should be interpreted cautiously (Bozoyan et al. 2021).  

 

2.6 Discussion 

Using data derived from the German Family Panel ‘pairfam’ and analyzing it by employing an 

asymmetrical fixed effect approach, I explored the influences of the COVID-19 pandemic-

related emergence of cognitive dissonance resulting from changes in the division of unpaid 

labor (i.e., housework and childcare) on GRAs of men and women with no pre-pandemic 

behavior-attitude discrepancy in cohabitating heterosexual relationships in Germany. The study 

adds to the body of literature on the development and change of GRAs due to life events or 

changes in lived realities. It also extends previous research on the relationship between changes 

in familial behavior and GRAs (Baxter et al. 2015; Grinza et al. 2022; Schober & Scott 2012; 

Tavits et al. 2023; Zoch & Schober 2018). Additionally, it adds to the literature of pandemic-

related changes in GRAs (Reichelt et al. 2021; Vandecasteele et al. 2022). 

The hypotheses tested in this study state that the pandemic-related emergence of cognitive 

dissonance due to changes in the division of unpaid labor (housework and childcare, 

respectively) toward a more gender inegalitarian (i.e., woman does all or most labor) or 

egalitarian distribution (i.e., equal distribution or man does all or most labor) can be associated 

with a change in GRAs toward a less (H1) or more egalitarian (H2) mindset, respectively, in 

order to reduce cognitive dissonance. Because of the greater implications of gendered norms 

for women (Grinza et al. 2022), I assume that women adapt their attitudes more strongly to 

match their behavior (H3). To ensure that changes in the division of unpaid labor actually 

produce cognitive dissonance, only respondents were considered in the analysis that reported 

no attitude-behavior discrepancy before the pandemic. I analyzed single GRA items because of 

the assumed multidimensionality of GRAs (Grunow et al. 2018).  

Overall, I found support for the first two hypotheses in all three sub-samples. However, the 

findings from the GRA item 2) sub-sample show the least support for an association between 

emerging cognitive dissonance and attitudinal change: Changes in the division of housework 
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in an egalitarian direction show expected associations, however, the size of the group changing 

their behavior in this direction is critically small, which is why results need to be interpreted 

cautiously. While changes in the division of housework in an inegalitarian direction can indeed 

be associated with less egalitarian GRAs, the association is smaller than in both childcare sub-

samples and only statistically significant for the whole sample without control variables and for 

women. One explanation could be that respondents do not report substantially less egalitarian 

views on GRA item 2) because it is very skewed towards egalitarianism and affected by social 

desirability (Hudde & Engelhardt 2021).  

As expected by H3, in all cases, women show greater changes in GRAs associated with 

emerging cognitive dissonance, besides when looking at the association between a change in 

the distribution of childcare in an egalitarian direction and GRA item 3). Thereby, the 

association is greater for men than for women. An explanation could be that men who took over 

more childcare during the pandemic do not agree that their children “suffer” if it’s not the 

mother taking primarily care of them as is suggested by item 3).  

Concluding, the findings within the pandemic setting support the assumption that cognitive 

dissonance is a useful theoretical and psychological mechanism to explain intra-individual 

GRA change while reducing endogeneity. However, it most likely is not the only motivator of 

attitudinal change (Schober & Scott 2012). This can also be seen when looking at the descriptive 

findings: Also respondents who experience no change in the division of unpaid labor on average 

changed their GRAs in a more egalitarian direction. One reason for this could be that while the 

proportional division of unpaid labor remained the same, the total amount of unpaid domestic 

labor responsibilities increased and hence, cognitive dissonance emerged but is not captured in 

the models. Another reason for attitudinal change could be the prominent discussion of gender 

roles and the concern about a ‘re-traditionalization’ of gender roles (Allmendinger 2020) during 

the pandemic. Being exposed to those discussions might also trigger attitudinal adjustments 

(Vandecasteele et al. 2022).  

The COVID-19 pandemic presents a unique setting in which persisting inequalities became 

more visible and widely discussed and in which sociological mechanisms and changes can be 

examined while reducing endogeneity. The gender relations in Germany are inequal and women 

took and take over the lion’s share of unpaid domestic labor (e.g., Hiekel & Kühn 2024). The 

findings of this paper highlight the influential relationship between behavior and attitudes and 

hence, the importance of political and institutional settings that encourage gender egalitarian 

behaviors to further promote gender egalitarian attitudes in the society and foster gender 
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equality, if gender equality is a policy goal. The findings show that settings that complicate 

gender egalitarian behaviors can indeed encourage less egalitarian attitudes, endangering 

progresses towards gender equality.  

Limitations  

The paper has limitations that need to be considered. A conceptual limitation is that reversed 

causality cannot be ruled out: The causal order of the association between behavior and attitudes 

is unclear, as they are found to engage in constant feedback (Hudde et al. 2021; Preston 2023). 

This issue is further enhanced through the fact that attitudes and behavior are measured at the 

same timepoint in the analyzed data. Hence, further research should analyze data that allows 

for temporal and causal ordering.  

Secondly, I only analyze respondents who reported no pre-pandemic attitude-behavior 

discrepancy, which I assume can be translated into experiencing no cognitive dissonance. A 

change in the division of unpaid labor due to (assumingly) external constraints during the 

pandemic is interpreted as producing cognitive dissonance. However, as the actual feeling of 

discomfort or dissonance is not asked for in pairfam and a change in unpaid labor does not 

necessarily results from the pandemic, these theoretical mechanisms are only assumptions 

(Schober & Scott 2012; Vandecasteele et al. 2022).  

Considering only respondents who reported no attitude-behavior discrepancy before the 

pandemic means only analyzing a very selective group. The mechanisms of changing attitudes 

for respondents who already experienced attitude-behavior discrepancy before the pandemic 

hence remain undiscovered. Next to that, due to the first difference method used, mechanisms 

of changing attitudes when no changes in behavior occur cannot be explained by the analysis. 

However, as the division of unpaid labor is only captured in a relative measure, cognitive 

dissonance could also emerge due to a change in the absolute amount of unpaid labor, even 

though the relative division remains the same. These associations are not captured in the model, 

given the relative measurement of the unpaid labor division. Furthermore, the mental load that 

got increasingly burdensome during the pandemic is not captured within the measurement of 

unpaid labor. The latter points show that attitudes and behaviors do not always align and support 

the notion that cognitive dissonance is not the only motivator of attitudinal changes and 

formation (Schober & Scott 2012). Amongst others, age- and cohort effects might also 

influence the development of GRAs as well as the division of unpaid labor. Future research 

should aim to address other mechanisms influencing attitude formation over the life course 

beyond cognitive dissonance.  
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Like in other comparable research on GRA change (e.g., Schober & Scott 2012; Zoch & 

Schober 2018), association sizes found in the models are moderate. However, it still can provide 

insights into psychological mechanisms likely influencing attitude formation over the life 

course. There are also some important data limitations. Firstly, when only considering 

respondents who reported no behavior-attitude discrepancy before the pandemic, the sample 

sizes especially of those who experienced a change in the division of unpaid labor is small, 

decreasing the statistical power. Other research on cognitive dissonance and GRA change suffer 

from the same issue (Zoch & Schober 2018). This should be considered when interpreting the 

results and future research should aim to analyze larger data sets. Secondly, the items measuring 

GRAs in pairfam (and many other surveys) are not up to the current stand of research because 

they are based on a traditional view of gender and do not cover variances and differences in 

egalitarianism (Pérez Sánchez et al. 2021). Future surveys should aim to more validly measure 

GRAs. 

An issue resulting from the data collection is a possible mode effect, as wave 13 was conducted 

with a mixture of CAPI and CATI methods (Brüderl et al. 2022b). Furthermore, pairfam is 

affected by attrition, a possible selection bias might be that the most time constrained 

respondents (e.g., parents with young children) dropped out during the pandemic (Bozoyan et 

al. 2021). Even in light of the sensitivity analyses I conducted, it is not possible to fully separate 

potential pandemic effects from mode and selection effects. Findings should thus be interpreted 

with caution. 

Keeping the limitations in mind, this paper contributed to both pandemic research as well as 

research considering the micro-level processes of the behavior-attitude relationship and gender 

equality in Germany. Using rich longitudinal data allowed for sensitive and detailed analyses 

of pandemic-related emergence of cognitive dissonance due to changes in the division of unpaid 

labor and changes in GRAs during the pandemic, which have not been conducted before. While 

it cannot be concluded that cognitive dissonance is the only motivator of attitudinal change, 

aligning with other research, cognitive dissonance shows to be one useful mechanism of 

explaining heterogenous attitudinal changes across the life course, in a setting in which 

endogeneity can be reduced. 
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Appendix 

Table A2.7: Operationalization of the variables included in the models.  

Variable Original pairfam 

variable 

Encoding Original scale in pairfam 

GRA 

Item 1) 

Item 2) 

Item 3) 

 

val1i3 

val1i4 

val1i5 

All variables were poled in the 

same direction. To operationalize 

cognitive dissonance: GRA items 

were dichotomized into 0 

egalitarian (1,2) and 1 inegalitarian 

(3-5). 

[1] “completely disagree”  

[2] … 

[3] … 

[4] … 

[5] “completely agree”  

Division of 

housework 

pa14i1 

 

Dummy-coded: 0 if work was 

distributed inegalitarian (woman 

greater part), 1 if work was 

distributed egalitarian (split 50/50 

or man greater part) 

[1] “(almost) completely my partner” 

[2] “for the most part my partner” 

[3] “split about 50/50” 

[4] “for the most part me” 

[5] “(almost) completely me” 

Division of 

childcare  

pa14i5 Dummy-coded: 0 if work was 

distributed inegalitarian (woman 

greater part), 1 if work was 

distributed egalitarian (split 50/50 

or man greater part) 

[1] “(almost) completely my partner” 

[2] “for the most part my partner” 

[3] “split about 50/50” 

[4] “for the most part me” 

[5] “(almost) completely me” 

Sex sex_gen Recoded: 0 = male, 1 = female [1] male 

[2] female 

Income inc13 

inc23 

Combination of both variables into 

one continuous scale: The middle 

value of the categories has been 

assumed for the individuals within 

each category. 

Inc13 = continuous scale; inc23 = 

categorical scale in 14 categories 

Number of 

children 

childmrd 0 = no children, 1 = 1 child, 2 = 2 

children, 3 = 3 or more children 

Continuous scale 

Hours on the job  job7 Original scale Continuous scale 

All details of the variable generation can be found in the publication files (https://doi.org/10.7802/2722). 

Source: pairfam, own representation. 
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Table A2.8: Sample selection. 

Condition Cases deleted 

Drop if not in a romantic, cohabitating relationship 3,677 observations deleted 

Drop if in a homosexual relationship      37 observations deleted  

Drop if under 18        1 observation deleted 

Drop if missing on region        1 observation deleted  

For cohabitating sample: 

Drop if missing on IV for both waves 

 

     14 observations deleted 

Drop if missing on DV for both waves 0 observations deleted 

For parents sample: 

Drop if missing on IV for both waves 

 

1,214 observations deleted  

Drop if missing on DVs (both) for both waves 36 observations deleted  

Source: pairfam, own representation. 
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Table A2.9: Summary statistics for the two superordinated cohabitating and parents samples. Mean (unweighted 

and weighted) of time-variant and time-invariant covariates for the whole cohabitating (housework) and 

parents (childcare) samples; waves 11 and 13. 

 Cohabitating Sample Parents Sample 

Variable  Obs. Mean 

sample 

Mean 

 weighted 

  Obs. Mean 

sample 

Mean 

weighted 

Male 3,169       0.41       0.41 1,933       0.41       0.41 

West Germany w11 3,169       0.73       0.83 1,933       0.71       0.83 

1971-1973 3,169       0.31       0.35 1,933       0.32       0.37 

1981-1983 3,169       0.46       0.40 1,933       0.59       0.53 

1991-1993 3,169       0.23       0.25 1,933       0.09       0.10 

Age w11 3,169     37.00      37.25 1,933     38.53     38.94 

Low education w13 3,169       0.04        0.04 1,933       0.04       0.05 

Middle education w13 3,169       0.48        0.46 1,933       0.48       0.46 

High education w13 3,169       0.48        0.49 1,933       0.48       0.49 

0 children w13 3,169       0.27        0.29     -            -         - 

1 child w13 3,169       0.24        0.23 1,933       0.25       0.24 

2 children w13 3,169       0.35        0.34 1,933       0.54       0.54 

3+ children w13 3,169       0.13        0.14 1,933       0.21       0.22 

Age children: 0-3 w13 

3-6 w13 

2,300 

2,300 

      0.28 

      0.20 

       0.27 

       0.19 

1,932 

1,932 

      0.23 

      0.24 

      0.24 

      0.23 

6-12 w13 2,300       0.26        0.25 1,932       0.31       0.30 

12-18 w13 2,300       0.19        0.20 1,932       0.19       0.20 

18+ w13 2,300       0.07        0.08 1,932       0.03       0.03 

Income w11 2,944 4027.00  4064.21 1,785  4122.52 4150.36 

Income w13 2,994 4432.70  4501.13 1,812  4644.85 4723.03 

Working from home w13 2,745       0.42       0.44 1,684        0.43       0.45 

Job Hours w11 2,685     36.51     36.17 1,588      34.92     34.28 

Job Hours w13 2,736     35.36     35.08 1,682      34.02     33.56 

GRA item w11 3,169  2): 1.67       1.66 1,933 1):   2.61 

3):   2.23 

      2.63 

      2.31 

GRA item w13 3,169  2): 1.65       1.66 1,933 1):   2.50 

3):   2.24 

      2.51 

      2.34 

Change in GRAs 3,169  2):-0.02       0.00 1,933 

 

1):  -0.11 

3):   0.01 

     -0.12 

      0.02 

Inegalitarian unpaid labor w11  3,169       0.62       0.62 1,933        0.62       0.64 

Inegalitarian unpaid labor w13 3,169       0.60       0.61 1,933        0.56       0.58 

Source: pairfam, own calculations. 
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Table A2.10: Summary statistics by sex for the two superordinated cohabitating and parents samples; waves 11 and 13. 

 Cohabitating Sample Parents Sample 

Variable Women Men Women Men 

West Germany w11 0.73 0.73 0.72 0.70 

1971-1973 0.29 0.34 0.28 0.39 

1981-1983 0.46 0.46 0.62 0.55 

1991-1993 0.25 0.20 0.10 0.06 

Age w11 36.65 37.50 37.90 39.42 

Low education w13 0.05 0.03 0.05 0.04 

Middle education w13 0.49 0.46 0.50 0.44 

High education w13 0.46 0.51 0.45 0.52 

Income w11 3955.60 4125.79 4034.60 4244.97 

Income w13 4369.22 4520.53 4532.69 4798.41 

Working from home w13 0.41 0.44 0.41 0.45 

Job Hours w11 31.50 42.35 27.48 42.86 

Job Hours w13 30.70 41.01 27.64 41.63 

GRA item w11 2)  1.64 1.73 1): 2.65/3): 2.09 1): 2.55/3): 2.43 

GRA item w13 2)  1.63 1.70 1): 2.53/3): 2.10 1): 2.44/3): 2.44 

Change in GRAs -0.01 -0.03 1):-0.12/3): 0.01 1):-0.11/3): 0.01 

Inegalitarian unpaid labor w11 0.66 0.57 0.65 0.58 

Inegalitarian unpaid labor w13 0.65 0.46 0.61 0.50 

Source: pairfam, own calculations. 

 

Table A2.11: Distribution of pre-pandemic (wave 11) cognitive dissonance (attitude-behavior discrepancy) in the 

two superordinated samples by GRA item. 

 Cohabitating Sample Parents sample 

 GRA item 2) GRA item 1) GRA item 3) 

 All   Women Men All Women Men All Women Men 

No CD 49.4% 45.7% 54.7% 56.7% 56.3% 57.2% 51.4% 47.6% 56.8% 

CD: Egal. GRA  

& Ineg. behavior  

47.6% 51.7% 42.7% 24.4% 25.2% 23.2% 37.1% 42.3% 29.5% 

CD: Ineg. GRA & egal. 

behavior 

3.0% 2.9% 3.6% 18.9% 18.5% 19.6% 11.5% 10.1% 13.7% 

CD = cognitive dissonance; ineg. = inegalitarian; egal. = egalitarian; Source: pairfam, own calculations. 
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Table A2.12: Tobit regression. Dependent variable: Change in GRA item 2) (“Men should participate in housework to the 

same extent as women”). Independent variable: Change in the division of housework. 

Level of significance: *** p<0,001; ** p<0,01; * p<0.05; + p<0.10; standard errors in parentheses 

Source: pairfam, own calculations.  

 

Table A2.13: Tobit regression. Dependent variable: Change in GRA item 1) (“Women should be more concerned 
about their family than about their career”). Independent variable: Change in the division of 

childcare. 

Model Whole sample 

Whole sample w/ 

controls Only women Only men 

 Coef. S.E. Coef. S.E. Coef. S.E. Coef. S.E. 

Div. of childcare  

Change to egalitarian -0.44*** (0.07) -0.41*** (0.08) -0.47*** (0.10) -0.39*** (0.10) 

Change to 

inegalitarian 0.39*** (0.10) 0.32** (0.12) 0.53*** (0.14) 0.22) (0.15) 

Control variables: 

Number of children   
 

-0.07 (0.09)     

Hours in employment   -0.00 (0.00)     

Income   -0.00 (0.00)     

var(GRA change) 0.90*** (0.04) 0.82*** (0.04) 0.92*** (0.05) 0.85*** (0.06) 

N 1096  756  640  456  

Level of significance: *** p<0,001; ** p<0,01; * p<0.05; + p<0.10; standard errors in parentheses 

Source: pairfam, own calculations.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Model Whole sample 

Whole sample w/ 

controls Only women Only men 

 

Only parents 

 Coef. S.E. Coef. S.E. Coef. S.E. Coef. S.E. Coef. S.E. 

Div. of housework  

Change to egalitarian -0.95*** (0.10) -0.83*** (0.12) -1.03*** (0.14) -0.84*** (0.15) -0.72*** (0.13) 

Change to 

inegalitarian 0.12* (0.05) 0.11+ (0.06) 0.13* (0.06) 0.11 (0.07) 0.13+ (0.07) 

Control variables: 

Number of children   0.05 (0.06)     

  

Hours in employment   0.00 (0.00)       

Income   -0.06 (0.00)       

var(GRA change) 0.62*** (0.02) 0.57*** (0.02) 0.63*** (0.03) 0.59*** (0.03) 0.64*** (0.03) 

N 1566  1152  849  717  844  
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Table A2.14: Tobit regression. Dependent variable: Change in GRA item 3) (“A child under six will suffer from 

having a working mother”). Independent variable: Change in the division of childcare. 

Model Whole sample 

Whole sample w/ 

controls Only women Only men 

 Coef. S.E. Coef. S.E. Coef. S.E. Coef. S.E. 

Div. of childcare  

Change to egalitarian -0.63*** (0.09) -0.68*** (0.10) -0.60*** (0.13) -0.65*** (0.12) 

Change to 

inegalitarian 0.41* (0.09) 0.32** (0.11) 0.43*** (0.12) 0.37* (0.16) 

Control variables: 

Number of children   -0.04 (0.09)     

Hours in employment   0.01 (0.00)     

Income   0.04 (0.00)     

var(GRA change) 1.03*** (0.05) 0.92*** (0.05) 0.99*** (0.06) 1.08*** (0.07) 

N 994  703  541  453  

Level of significance: *** p<0,001; ** p<0,01; * p<0.05; + p<0.10; standard errors in parentheses 

Source: pairfam, own calculations. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



75 

 

Table A2.15: Attrition analysis: Summary statistics for respondents who did not participate in wave 13. 

 Dropped out after wave 11 Participated in waves 11 and 13 

Variable Obs. Mean Obs. Mean 

Male w11 2,503 0.49 6,897 0.46 

West Germany w11 2,502 0.79 6,897 0.76 

1971-73 w11 2,503 0.09 6,898 0.20 

1981-83 w11 2,503 0.31 6,898 0.30 
1991-93 w11 2,503 0.29 6,898 0.26 

2001-03 w11 2,503 0.31 6,898 0.24 

Age w11 2,503 27.95 6,898 30.77 

Low education w11 

Middle education w11 

High education w11 

2,471 

2,471 

2,471 

0.20 

0.53 

0.27 

6,844 

6,844 

6,844 

0.11 

0.53 

0.36 

Income w11 1,911 3315.05 5,754 3486.73 

Job Hours w11 1,460 36.74 4,486 36.07 

Number of Children w11 

0 
1 

2 

3+ 

 

2,503 
2,503 

2,503 

2,503 

 

0.66 
0.12 

0.16 

0.06 

 

6,898 
6,898 

6,898 

6,898 

 

0.63 
0.14 

0.17 

0.06 

Age of co-resident children w11 

0-3 

3-6 

6-12 
12-18 

18+ 

 

856 

856 

856 
856 

856 

 

0.37 

0.22 

0.24 
0.14 

0.03 

 

2,579 

2,579 

2,579 
2,579 

2,579 

 

0.30 

0.19 

0.28 
0.17 

0.06 

Inegalitarian GRA w11: 
GRA item 2) 

GRA item 1) 

GRA item 3) 

 
2,499 

2,486 

2,463 

 
1.61 

2.62 

2.57 

 
6,894 

6,878 

6,815 

 
1.60 

2.45 

2.41 

Inegalitarian division of housework 

w11 

1,113 0.61 3,403 0.61 

Inegalitarian division of childcare 

w11 

745 0.60 2,147 0.61 

Source: pairfam, own calculations. 
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Table A2.16: Mode effect. Dependent variable: Change in GRA item 2) (“Men should participate in housework to the same 

extent as women”). Independent variable: Change in the division of housework. Additionally controlled for 

interview mode. 

Level of significance: *** p<0,001; ** p<0,01; * p<0.05; + p<0.10; standard errors in parentheses 

Source: pairfam, own calculations.  

 

Table A2.17: Mode effect. Dependent variable: Change in GRA item 1) (“Women should be more concerned 

about their family than about their career”). Independent variable: Change in the division of childcare. 

Additionally controlled for interview mode. 

Model Whole sample 

Whole sample w/ 

controls Only women Only men 

 Coef. S.E. Coef. S.E. Coef. S.E. Coef. S.E. 

Div. of childcare 

Change to egalitarian -0.32*** (0.07) -0.30*** (0.08) -0.35*** (0.10) -0.29*** (0.10) 

Change to 
inegalitarian 0.51*** (0.11) 0.43*** (0.11) 0.67*** (0.16) 0.32* (0.14) 

Control variables: 

Interview mode 

Number of children 
-0.19*** 

 
(0.04) 

 
-0.19*** 
-0.02 

(0.04) 
(0.09) 

-0.21*** 
 

(0.05) 
 

-0.17 
 

(0.06) 
 

Hours in employment   -0.00 (0.00)     

Income   -0.00 (0.00)     

N 1096  756  640  456  

Level of significance: *** p<0,001; ** p<0,01; * p<0.05; + p<0.10; standard errors in parentheses 
Source: pairfam, own calculations.  

 

  

Model Whole sample 
Whole sample w/ 

controls Only women Only men 

 

Only parents 

 Coef. S.E. Coef. S.E. Coef. S.E. Coef. S.E. Coef. S.E. 

Div. of housework 

Change to egalitarian -0.84*** (0.12) -0.73*** (0.13) -0.91*** (0.16) -0.75*** (0.19) -0.59*** (0.14) 

Change to 

inegalitarian 0.23*** (0.05) 0.21*** (0.05) 0.25** (0.06) 0.22** (0.07) 0.27*** (0.06) 

Control variables: 

Interview mode 

Number of children 

 

-0.17*** 

 

 

(0.03) 

 

-0.17*** 

0.04 

(0.03) 

(0.06) 

-0.19*** 

 

(0.04) 

 

-0.16*** 

 

 

(0.04) 

 

-0.22*** 

 

 

(0.04) 

 

Hours in employment   -0.04 (0.00)       

Income   -0.00 (0.00)       

N 1566  1152  849  717  844  
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Table A2.18: Mode effect. Dependent variable: Change in GRA item 3) (“A child under six will suffer from having a working 

mother”). Independent variable: Change in the division of childcare. Additionally controlled for interview 

mode. 

Model Whole sample 
Whole sample w/ 

controls Only women Only men 

 Coef. S.E. Coef. S.E. Coef. S.E. Coef. S.E. 

Div. of childcare  

Change to egalitarian -0.59*** (0.09) -0.67*** (0.10) -0.52*** (0.12) -0.65*** (0.12) 

Change to 

inegalitarian 0.44*** (0.10) 0.33*** (0.11) 0.50*** (0.12) 0.36* (0.16) 

Control variables: 

Interview mode 

Number of children 

-0.06*** 

 

(0.04) 

 

-0.02 

-0.04 

(0.05) 

(0.12) 

-0.11* 

 

(0.06) 

 

0.00 

 

(0.07) 

 

Hours in employment    0.01 (0.00)     

Income    0.00 (0.00)     

N 994  703  541  453  

Level of significance: *** p<0,001; ** p<0,01; * p<0.05; + p<0.10; standard errors in parentheses 
Source: pairfam, own calculations. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



78 

 

Chapter 3 - Does Gender Ideology Matter? Pre-Pandemic Gender Role 
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3.1 Abstract 

Women perform the lion’s share of unpaid labor (i.e., housework and childcare) in Germany, 

negatively affecting their finances, time resources, and mental health. The constraints brought 

by the COVID-19 pandemic, including changes in working hours, have reorganized the division 

of unpaid labor. However, changes in time availability alone cannot explain couples’ 

heterogeneous pandemic responses. We examine how individuals’ pre-pandemic gender 

ideologies shape the division of unpaid labor during the pandemic and how individuals’ pre-

pandemic gender ideology moderates the effect of changing working hours during the pandemic 

on the division of unpaid labor. We analyze waves 11 and 13 of the German Family Panel 

‘pairfam’. We find that individuals holding a traditional pre-pandemic gender ideology are, to 

some degree, more likely to have had a higher female share of unpaid labor during the 

pandemic: For both housework and childcare, this association can be found for the whole 

samples, as well as for only men, but not for women. We find a three-way-interaction between 

gender, gender ideology, and changes in time availability: Egalitarian men who reduced 

working hours took on a significantly greater share of childcare than traditional men did, 

consistent with the idea of ‘gender deviance neutralization’. While association sizes are small, 

our analysis provides insights into gendered interactional processes regarding time availability 

and its association with the gendered division of labor in a quasi-experimental setting.  

 

Keywords: COVID-19 pandemic, gendered division of labor, gender ideology, gender 

equality, pairfam. 
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3.2 Introduction 

The global COVID-19 pandemic, which arrived in Germany mid-March 2020, featured many 

episodes of country-wide containment measures such as social distancing requirements, 

curfews, closures of businesses, schools, and formal childcare facilities. The constraints on 

outsourcing housework and childcare, as well as pandemic-related employment transitions such 

as reduced or increased paid working hours and working from home arrangements, re-organized 

the division of unpaid domestic labor (i.e., housework and childcare) and particularly affected 

families with small children (Kohlrausch & Zucco 2020; Kreyenfeld & Zinn 2021). With these 

unforeseen changes and external constraints, the COVID-19 pandemic represents an 

unprecedented ‘natural experiment’ to investigate the behavior of families while reducing 

endogeneity usually complicating research on the gendered division of labor (Naujoks et al. 

2022; Danzer et al. 2021; Hudde et al. 2021). The ‘gendered division of labor’ refers to the 

often gender-stratified distribution of paid and unpaid labor within heterosexual couples, with 

women taking over the lion’s share of unpaid labor (Lachance-Grzela & Bouchard 2010). 

Unpaid labor is typically separated into housework and childcare responsibilities. Housework 

is considered as the more feminine and unfulfilling task, while childcare is rated as more 

desirable and meaningful (Sullivan 2013).  

There is much research examining how couples distributed unpaid labor during the pandemic, 

including (additional) housework, childcare, and homeschooling. Multiple studies have found 

that women in Germany, particularly mothers, took over the lion’s share of unpaid labor while 

reducing their hours in paid employment (e.g., Kohlrausch & Zucco 2020, Danzer et al. 2021). 

This trend increased the concern about a pandemic-related ‘re-traditionalization of gender roles’ 

in Germany (Allmendinger 2020). In contrast, other studies found that men, especially fathers, 

stepped in more than they had before the pandemic (Kreyenfeld & Zinn 2021), leading to a 

more gender-equal division of unpaid labor, especially with regard to childcare. Following time 

availability theory, which assumes that the partner with the greater time availability performs 

more unpaid labor (Bianchi et al. 2000; Kalleberg & Rosenfeld 1990), we argue that due to 

pandemic-related employment transitions that increased fathers’ time availability – such as 

short-time work (i.e., temporarily reduced working hours; furlough), unemployment, or 

working from home – fathers had the ability to take over more childcare responsibilities than 

before the pandemic (Jessen et al. 2021). 

How unpaid domestic labor is distributed, especially during times of crisis, can have major 

implications for women’s and men’s well-being, financial and time resources, and mental 
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health (Hiekel & Kühn 2024). Still, the exact mechanisms behind couples’ division of labor 

remain unclear: The ambiguity of findings regarding the gendered division of unpaid labor both 

before (Grunow 2019; Perry-Jenkins & Gerstel 2020) and during the pandemic (e.g., Hank & 

Steinbach 2020) has shown that time availability and changes therein alone cannot explain why 

the division of unpaid labor is gendered. One major shortcoming of the time availability 

approach is its assumption of gender-neutrality (Dominguez-Folgueras 2022). Following 

Risman (2018), we acknowledge how ‘gender as a social structure’ is a multi-level stratification 

system operating on the individual-, interactional-, and macro-level. The interactional 

perspective of ‘doing gender’ (West & Zimmermann 1987) assumes that individuals act 

according to gender expectations connected to their sex category. Going further, approaches of 

‘gender display’ (Brines 1994) assume that in cases of non-gender-normative behavior, such as 

female breadwinning, individuals aim to reinforce their gender identity by acting accordingly 

to gender norms in other domains. Building on this, theories around ‘undoing gender’ (Deutsch 

2007), ‘gender ideology theory’ (Davis & Greenstein 2009) and ‘(gender) deviance 

neutralization’ (Bittman et al. 2003; Greenstein 2000) assume that to what extent individuals 

‘do’ and ‘display’ gender is influenced by their gender ideology, operationalized by gender role 

attitudes (GRAs). 

To analyze the impact of gender ideology on the division of unpaid labor in the setting of a 

natural experiment, we examine the following research questions: 

1. How did pre-pandemic gender ideology influence the division of unpaid labor during 

the pandemic? 

2. How did pre-pandemic gender ideology moderate the influence of COVID-19 

pandemic-related changes in time availability on the division of unpaid labor during 

the pandemic? 

We analyze data from the German Family Panel ‘pairfam’ using the regressor variable method 

(Allison 1990). Our study contributes to the literature in multiple ways. First, we add another 

country to already existing studies on the influence of pre-pandemic gender ideology, 

operationalized by GRAs, on the division of unpaid labor during the pandemic (e.g., Hudde et 

al. 2021, for the UK). Second, this study provides insights into both housework and childcare 

and related micro-level mechanisms. Third, by studying the interaction between gender, gender 

ideology, and changes in time availability, we add insights on how gender and gender ideology 

influence the effect of time availability on the division of unpaid domestic labor, while the 

literature has largely focused on the interaction with relative income (Aassve et al. 2014; 
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Bittman et al. 2003; Brines 1994; Greenstein 2000). Fourth and finally, focusing on the 

pandemic context reduces endogeneity issues that usually affect research on families, especially 

regarding changing time availability. Hence, conclusions drawn from this study also contribute 

to research on the division of unpaid labor beyond the pandemic context, as it offers insights 

on the interplay between gender, gender ideology, and time availability. 

 

3.3 Background  

3.3.1 The macro-level: Institutional settings and gender norms in Germany 

We focus on the micro-level, however, as Risman (2018) and others (Grunow 2019; 

Dominguez-Folgueras 2022; Scarborough & Risman 2017) theorize, gender is a multi-level 

stratification system, and the macro-level context is likely influential for and interacts with 

micro-level attitudes and behavior. Therefore, in the following, we describe the macro-level 

context of Germany. Following Risman (2018), we describe both ‘material’ and ‘cultural’ 

macro-level settings, including institutional influences as well as hegemonic beliefs such as 

gender norms.  

In this respect, Germany is an interesting case study because of its different policies that either 

foster or complicate gender equality in marriages and in the family (Nitsche & Grunow 2018). 

While after reunification Germany aimed to reduce gender inequality in the family with policies 

such as childcare expansions and the introduction of a father quota in the early 2000s (Gangl & 

Ziefle 2015), other remaining institutional structures still promote ‘male breadwinner’ or ‘one 

and a half earner’ models, such as joint taxation for married couples and comparably long 

parental leaves mostly taken by mothers (Fauser 2019). Consequently, while women’s labor 

force participation is generally high, the entry into parenthood marks a major change for female 

labor market behavior: Mothers often either drop out of the labor force entirely or remain in 

part-time employment, leading to a large gap between maternal and non-maternal employment 

(Nitsche & Grunow 2018; Jessen et al. 2024). Following the historical divide into the German 

Democratic Republic and the Federal Republic of Germany, women in East Germany continue 

to have a higher full-time employment rate, also as mothers, and institutionalized childcare is 

more widely available than in West Germany (Zoch & Hondralis 2017).  

Regarding cultural macro-level influences, a widely accepted male breadwinner norm remains 

strong in Germany (Sullivan 2013), particularly in relation to attitudes about maternal 

employment (Nitsche & Grunow 2018). In line with the former East/West divide, differences 

in gendered norms and practices between East and West Germany persist. While both regions 
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have moved towards egalitarianism, traditional attitudes are more prevalent in West Germany 

(Kleinschrot 2024). In conclusion, both material and cultural macro-level influences are 

connected to the gendered division of labor in Germany. Despite the differences between East 

and West Germany, the division of labor within heterosexual couples remains gendered in both 

regions (Jessen et al. 2024).  

3.3.2 The COVID-19 pandemic in Germany 

The COVID-19 pandemic imposed many external macro-level constraints, leading to an 

increase of all unpaid domestic labor responsibilities on the micro-level. Housework 

responsibilities grew due to the unavailability of external support services and people having to 

spend more time at home. Childcare responsibilities increased due to the closures of childcare 

facilities and additional tasks such as home-schooling. Informal childcare became inaccessible 

when social contacts were limited. Additionally, pandemic-related employment transitions 

including unforeseen changes in paid working hours influenced individuals’, couples’, and 

families’ lives. The severity of these external constraints varied across time. During periods of 

high infection numbers, lockdowns were introduced, including stricter containment regulations 

such as school and business closures, social distancing rules, and curfews. In the timeframe 

covered in this study, a so-called ‘lock-down light’ (2 November–16 December 2020) as well 

as a more restrictive lockdown was active (16 December 2020–May 2021) (German Federal 

Ministry of Health 2023). 

The findings regarding unpaid labor arrangements in Germany during the pandemic are 

ambiguous. Some studies found a trend of ‘re-traditionalization,’ with women stepping in more 

regarding both housework and childcare (e.g., Illing et al. 2022; Kohlrausch & Zucco 2020; 

Naujoks et al. 2022; Zoch et al. 2021; Zucco & Lott 2021). Others found a relative increase in 

paternal involvement and thus greater gender equality (i.e., ‘equalization’) in unpaid labor 

arrangements, especially with regard to childcare (e.g., Bujard et al. 2020; Globisch et al. 2022; 

Jessen et al. 2021; Kreyenfeld & Zinn 2021; Zinn et al. 2020). Further studies found stability 

regarding pre-pandemic arrangements (e.g., Boll et al. 2023; Hank & Steinbach 2020; Möhring 

et al. 2020; Zucco & Lott 2021). In absolute terms, all studies agree that before and during the 

pandemic, women and especially mothers shouldered the lion’s share of housework and 

childcare (Bujard et al. 2020), which influenced their well-being during the pandemic as 

domestic responsibilities increased (Hiekel & Kühn 2024). 

In Germany, the household division of labor during the pandemic was determined by factors 

such as employment transitions, income, levels of education, the phase of the pandemic, and 



83 

 

the age of co-resident children. Most of these factors had different implications for men and 

women. Considering changes in paid working hours, Hank and Steinbach (2020) found that if 

only men decreased their working hours, women’s shares of housework and childcare 

decreased. Likewise, if only men increased their working hours, the female share of housework, 

but not of childcare, increased. In contrast, changes in women’s working hours were not 

associated with changes in their shares of housework and childcare. Zoch et al. (2021) found 

that a reduction in mothers’ working hours led to more exclusive maternal care, but an increase 

in mothers’ working hours did not lead to less exclusive maternal care. Hence, changes in time 

availability alone cannot explain couples’ heterogenous responses to the pandemic. 

3.3.3 The micro-level: Gender ideology, time availability, and the gendered division of 

labor 

On the individual and interactional level, two main theoretical branches are used to explain 

couples’ division of labor: (1) Economy-based approaches including resource-bargaining 

theory and the time availability approach and (2) social-psychological approaches, including 

gender perspectives (for an overview, see Perry-Jenkins & Gerstel 2020). These approaches are 

assumed to operate alongside one another (Dominguez-Folgueras 2022). In this study, we 

examine the sole influence of individual gender ideology as well as the interaction between 

individual gender ideology and pandemic-related changes in time availability. As we can 

assume that time availability and gender ideology are themselves gendered (Dominguez-

Folgueras 2022), we expect gender stratification. In the following, we briefly summarize all 

relevant micro-level theories. 

Resource-bargaining theory assumes that external resources such as income or education can 

be translated into bargaining power, which is in turn used to negotiate oneself out of performing 

unpaid labor (Blood & Wolfe 1960). This approach is supported by studies that find a negative 

linear effect of the woman’s (relative and absolute) income on her share of unpaid labor (e.g., 

Gupta 2006; Sullivan & Gershuny 2016). Nevertheless, some other studies find a curvilinear 

relationship, with women who earn more than their male partner performing more unpaid labor 

than expected by the theory (Greenstein 2000; Killewald & Gough 2010).  

According to the time availability approach, partners who spend more time in gainful 

employment perform less unpaid labor (Bianchi et al. 2000; Kalleberg & Rosenfeld 1990). 

Pandemic-related changes in paid working hours influenced the time availability of women and 

men. Common changes in working hours during the pandemic included being laid off, in short-

time work (furloughed), or working increased hours in critical sectors such as health care or 
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supermarkets (so-called ‘system-relevant’ jobs). As women more often work in system-relevant 

jobs, women were more likely to increase their working hours, especially early in the pandemic 

(Hipp & Bünning 2021). During this time, men were more likely to be furloughed or laid off 

(Möhring et al. 2021). Later in the pandemic, women were more likely to reduce their working 

hours than men were (Zucco & Lott 2021). 

Time availability was found to significantly influence the division of unpaid labor, with full-

time employed men and women performing less housework than part-time or unemployed men 

and women (Aassve et al. 2014). Fauser (2019) found support for the time availability approach 

in Germany using longitudinal data and examining unemployment shocks as a way to reduce 

endogeneity. This approach is comparable to ours. However, among couples in which both 

partners had similar time availability, women still performed a greater share of unpaid labor 

(Lachance-Grzela & Bouchard 2010). Therefore, and because of gendered time allocations, the 

time availability approach was criticized for its assumed gender neutrality (Dominguez-

Folgueras 2022). Another criticism of the theory is its unclear causal order: Instead of labor 

market hours influencing unpaid labor, hours spent on unpaid labor might also affect labor 

market hours (Samtleben & Müller 2022; Carriero & Todesco 2018), and women might self-

select into specific time availability patterns with the expectation of needing to reconcile work 

and family (Dominguez-Folgueras 2022). Being an exogenous shock, the pandemic context is 

able to reduce some of this endogeneity (Hudde et al. 2021).  

As highlighted by gender perspectives, the role of gender cannot be neglected when examining 

heterosexual couples’ behavior (Risman 2018). The interactional ‘doing gender’ approach by 

West and Zimmermann (1987) assumes that women and men act according to gendered norms, 

especially in romantic relationships. Hence, the ‘doing gender’ approach assumes that women 

and men engage in behavior that matches gendered expectations, which traditionally entails 

paid labor for men and unpaid labor such as housework and childcare for women (Brines 1994; 

West & Zimmermann 1987).  

However, West and Zimmermann’s ‘doing gender’ approach has been criticized for 

emphasizing the reproduction of gender at the expense of examining change in such roles 

(Deutsch 2007; West & Zimmerman 2009). Deutsch (2007) argues that the approach 

underestimates how gender is ‘undone’ in everyday interactions if individuals reflect upon 

internalized gender norms. Building on this critique, we assume that individuals’ attitudes affect 

to what extent they ‘do gender.’ Specifically, Davis and Greenstein (2009) assume that 

individual gender ideology influences the division of labor, with traditional attitudes supporting 
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the ‘male breadwinner’ model and egalitarian attitudes supporting a gender-equal division of 

labor. While gender ideology has long been treated as a unidimensional construct, more recent 

research acknowledges the multidimensionality of gender ideologies, which consist of different 

attitudes (Grunow et al. 2018; Knight and Brinton 2017; Begall et al. 2023). Thereby, GRAs 

concerning one dimension of gender equality (e.g., on male breadwinning) do not necessarily 

reflect other GRAs (e.g., on male supremacy).  

Prior to the COVID-19 pandemic, evidence for the influence of individual gender ideology on 

the division of housework has been found in multiple studies (e.g., Knudsen & Waerness 2007; 

Aassve et al. 2014). For Germany, Nitsche and Grunow (2016) found that a more gender-

egalitarian ideology held by either the man or the woman predicts a more gender-equal division 

of housework. During the pandemic, Hudde et al. (2021) found no evidence that individual pre-

pandemic GRAs affected couples’ divisions of housework in the UK. For Germany, we 

formulate the following hypothesis: 

H1: A traditional pre-pandemic gender ideology was associated with a change 

towards a greater female share of unpaid labor during the pandemic. 

More recently, scholarly attention has been paid to the fact that not only individuals’ gender 

ideology influences the division of labor, but also partners’ joint gender ideologies (e.g., 

Nitsche & Grunow 2018; Wang & Hu 2025). Both Nitsche and Grunow (2018) as well as Wang 

and Hu (2025) find that women perform the smallest share of unpaid labor in couples in which 

both partners hold egalitarian attitudes. Therefore, we test the interaction of both partners’ 

gender ideologies as a robustness check for H1.  

Building on ‘doing gender’, ‘gender display’ approaches (Brines 1994) have been used to 

explain why individuals do gender in unpaid labor in non-gender-norm-conforming labor 

market settings (e.g., female breadwinners). This approach hypothesizes that women and men 

aim to ‘display gender’ to reinforce their gender identity, e.g., through housework, especially 

in cases of deviance from gender norms regarding labor market behavior. ‘Gender display’ is 

used to explain the previously mentioned curvilinear relationship between a woman’s relative 

income and her engagement in unpaid labor: If the woman is the main earner, ‘gender display’ 

predicts that she does more unpaid labor to compensate for her otherwise non-gender-norm-

conforming behavior. Likewise, financially dependent men are assumed to perform less unpaid 

labor than economic theories would predict, in order to reinforce their masculine identity, which 

is challenged by their financial dependence.  
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To stress the importance of individual gender ideology, the process of ‘gender display’ has been 

specified as ‘deviance neutralization’ (Greenstein 2000) and ‘gender deviance neutralization’ 

(Bittman et al. 2003). Hence, ‘gender deviance neutralization’ approaches assume that 

especially traditional women and men aim to ‘display gender’ in settings of non-gender-norm-

conforming labor market behaviors, such as female breadwinning or male financial 

dependence. Evidence on ‘gender display’ in non-gender-normative income settings is mixed: 

Some studies have found a curvilinear relationship between the woman’s income and share of 

housework (Greenstein 2000; Aassve et al. 2014), others summarize that evidence on ‘gender 

display’ and ‘gender deviance neutralization’ regarding relative income is inconsistent 

(Sullivan 2011). In contrast to relative income, how time availability and gender ideology 

interact is far less researched and a main contribution of our study. 

Many people experienced a change in working hours during the COVID-19 pandemic. The time 

availability approach predicts that those who spent less time in the labor market will perform 

more unpaid labor. However, due to gendered differences in the influences of time availability 

and the heterogenous pandemic responses of couples, gender and gender ideology may 

moderate this association, with women and men either ‘doing’ or ‘undoing’ gender or 

‘neutralizing gender deviance.’ We thus formulate two ‘doing/undoing gender’ interaction 

hypotheses (H2a and H2b) and two ‘gender deviance neutralization’ interaction hypotheses 

(H3a and H3b):  

We expect traditionally-oriented individuals to ‘do gender’ when time availability changes in 

gender-normative patterns: 

H2a: If traditionally-oriented women reduced their paid working hours during the 

pandemic, they increased their share of unpaid labor more strongly than 

egalitarian women did. 

Similarly, 

H2b: If traditionally-oriented men increased their paid working hours during the 

pandemic, they decreased their share of unpaid labor more strongly than 

egalitarian men did. 

Assuming symmetrical effects, the same hypotheses could be reformulated focusing on 

egalitarian persons and how they ‘undo gender.’ 
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In non-gender-norm-conforming time availability patterns, individuals may aim to ‘neutralize 

gender deviance’, especially if they hold traditional attitudes (Greenstein 2000): 

H3a: If traditionally-oriented women increased their paid working hours during the 

pandemic, their share of unpaid labor decreased less strongly than when 

egalitarian women increased their hours. 

Likewise, 

          H3b: If traditionally-oriented men reduced their paid working hours during  

          the pandemic, they took on less unpaid labor than egalitarian men did. 

 

3.4 Data and methods 

3.4.1 Data and samples 

In our analyses, we use waves 11 and 13 from Release 13.0 of the German Family Panel 

‘pairfam’ (Brüderl et al. 2022a; Huinink et al. 2011). Pairfam is a representative multi-actor 

panel study launched in 2008. The initially 12,000+ anchors (i.e., primary respondents) were 

randomly drawn from four nationally-representative birth cohorts: 1971-1973, 1981-1983, 

1991-1993, and 2001-2003. Wave 11 was conducted from October 2018 to May 2019 and 

contains 9,435 computer-assisted personal interviews (CAPIs). Wave 13 was conducted from 

October 2020 to April 2021 and contains 7,009 interviews. During the pandemic, data was 

collected using a mixed-mode strategy including computer-assisted telephone interviews 

(CATIs).  

We analyze two balanced panel samples of anchor respondents who participated in waves 11 

and 13: A ‘housework sample’ (including coupled parents and non-parents) and a sub-sample 

of the housework sample, the ‘childcare sample’ (including only coupled parents living with at 

least one child). The samples include respondents older than 18 years in wave 11 and living in 

a cohabitating (married and unmarried) heterosexual relationship in both waves. We only keep 

respondents who were employed in wave 11. Respondents who did not answer the relevant 

items concerning their GRAs, their division of unpaid labor, or their employment hours were 

dropped. The final housework sample contains N=2,488 respondents, and the childcare sub-

sample contains N=1,512 respondents. 

Information on partners’ gender ideologies would be valuable for our research questions (Wang 

& Hu 2025; Nitsche & Grunow 2018). While pairfam does offer partner data, unfortunately, 

case numbers are nearly halved after merging partner data to our samples (housework sample: 
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N=1,278; childcare sample: N=807) which matches pairfam’s partner participation rate 

(Brüderl et al. 2022b). We thus do not include partner data to our main analysis. However, we 

analyze the influence of both partners’ ideologies as a robustness check for H1 (see appendix 

figures A3.5-A3.8 and tables A3.7-A3.10). In the main analysis testing hypotheses H2a-H3b, 

we control for partner working hours, as this information is included in the anchor data set. Due 

to missing information on this variable, sample sizes are slightly reduced for these models 

(housework sample: N=2,205; childcare sample: N=1,336). However, our results remain robust 

to when not including partner working hours. 

3.4.2 Variables  

The dependent variable in all analyses is the female share of couples’ unpaid labor, namely 

housework (e.g., laundry, cooking, and cleaning) and childcare. For both kinds of unpaid 

domestic labor, respondents in relationships were asked who performs these tasks: “(almost) 

completely my partner”, “for the most part my partner”, “split about 50/50”, “for the most part 

me”, and “(almost) completely me”. We recoded the items, so that a value of (1) indicates that 

(almost) no work is done by the woman, and a value of (5) indicates that (almost) all work is 

done by the woman. To account for a possible ‘sex perception bias’ (i.e., men reporting a more 

gender-equal division of unpaid labor than women; Jessen et al. 2021) as well as the likely 

interaction of gender with GRAs (Dominguez-Folgueras 2022), we controlled for gender in the 

analyses and additionally estimated separate models for women and men.  

The main independent variable is the respondents’ pre-pandemic gender ideology, 

operationalized by GRAs. Pairfam contains four GRA items: 

1) “Women should be more concerned about their family than about their career.” 

2) “Men should participate in housework to the same extent as women.” 

3) “A child younger than six will suffer from having a working mother.” 

4) “Children often suffer because their fathers spend too much time at work.” 

Respondents could answer each item on a range from 1 (“completely disagree”) to 5 

(“completely agree”). As gender ideologies are assumed to be multidimensional (Grunow et al. 

2018; Knight & Brinton 2017), we refrained from building an additive GRA index (Cronbach’s 

alpha = 0.5) and used individual GRA items, following other research on the influence of GRAs 

(e.g., Nitsche & Grunow 2016, 2018; Hiekel & Ivanova 2022). We follow the recommendation 

of choosing a GRA-item that is closely linked with the examined behavior (i.e., housework and 

childcare) (Carriero & Todesco 2018). Therefore, we relied on item (2) to operationalize 

attitudes around the division of housework. To operationalize attitudes concerning childcare, 
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we used item (1). As a robustness check, we also use item (3) to operationalize attitudes 

concerning childcare. The items were recoded where necessary so that they all range from 1 

(egalitarian) to 5 (traditional). 

To ease the interpretation, we created dummy variables: We categorized respondents with a 

value of 1 or 2 as ‘egalitarian,’ and all others as ‘traditional’ (following Nitsche & Grunow 

2016; Hiekel & Ivanova 2022). GRA item (2) is more strongly skewed towards egalitarianism 

than the other items are (see table 3.1). To account for this, as a robustness check, we use a 

dummy variable in which only respondents with a value of 1 are classified as ‘egalitarian’ and 

all others as ‘traditional’ (here, nearly half of the sample holds a traditional attitude, see table 

A3.11). 

The other main independent variable is the pandemic-related change in paid working hours. To 

assess the change in working hours, we subtracted the weekly hours worked in wave 13 from 

the weekly hours in wave 11 and created a categorical variable with three categories: ‘no 

change’ (no difference, +/– 1 hour), ‘reduced hours’ (>1 hour weekly reduction), and ‘increased 

hours’ (>1 hour weekly increase).  

In the models, we control for the birth cohort of the respondents, their educational level, whether 

they reside in East or West Germany, and the number of co-resident children. We also control 

for different levels of COVID-19 containment measures during wave 13 data collection. In the 

models concerning childcare division, we control for the age of the youngest child. In the 

models concerning hypotheses H2a, H2b, H3a, and H3b, we additionally control for the 

partner’s weekly working hours. 

Table 3.1 provides descriptive statistics for the dependent and independent variables; separately 

for both samples, for the entire sample, and separated by gender. In both samples, the female 

shares of unpaid labor (housework and childcare) significantly decreased over time (i.e., –0.06 

and –0.08 points, respectively, on the 1-5 scale); hence, on average, the division of unpaid labor 

became more gender equal. 
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Table 3.1: Descriptive statistics for both samples. The numbers shown are the means of the respective variables. 

For categorial variables, the numbers shown represent the proportions of the categories. 

Variable Housework sample  Childcare sample 

 All 

(N=2,488) 

Women 

(N=1,285) 

Men  

(N=1,203) 

All 

(N=1,512) 

Women 

(N=753) 

Men 

(N=759) 

Female share of unpaid 

labor, w11 

3.74 3.81 3.67 3.65 3.68 3.63 

Female share of unpaid 

labor, w13 

3.68 3.76 3.61 3.57 3.62 3.52 

Change in female share 

of unpaid labor 

Gender ideology, w11:  

Egalitarian 

Traditional 

-0.06*** 

 

 

0.83 

0.17 

-0.05* 

 

 

0.84 

0.16 

-0.06*** 

 

 

0.81 

0.19 

-0.08*** 

 

 

0.45 

0.55 

-0.06* 

 

 

0.46 

0.54 

-0.10*** 

 

 

0.45 

0.55 

Change in hours in 

employment, anchor: 

No change 

Reduced hours 

Increased hours 

 

 

0.37 

0.33 

0.30 

 

 

0.34 

0.31 

0.35 

 

 

0.39 

0.36 

0.25 

 

 

0.36 

0.32 

0.32 

 

 

0.32 

0.27 

0.41 

 

 

0.40 

0.37 

0.23 

Partner’s weekly working 

hours, W13 

36.91 41.88 30.76 35.65 42.28 27.95 

Region:  

West Germany 

East Germany 

 

0.73 

0.27 

 

0.73 

0.27 

 

0.73 

0.27 

 

0.29 

0.71 

 

0.28 

0.72 

 

0.30 

0.70 

Cohort: 

1991–93 

1981–83 

1971–73  

 

0.19 

0.45 

0.36 

 

0.20 

0.43 

0.37 

 

0.18 

0.47 

0.35 

 

0.05 

0.57 

0.38 

 

0.04 

0.60 

0.36 

 

0.06 

0.54 

0.40 

Education W11: 

Low & Medium 

High 

 

0.52 

0.48 

 

0.54 

0.46 

 

0.50 

0.50 

 

0.51 

0.49 

 

0.54 

0.46 

 

0.48 

0.52 

Number of Children 

W13: 

0 

1 

2 

3 or more 

 

0.29 

0.23 

0.36 

0.12 

 

0.30 

0.22 

0.35 

0.12 

 

0.28 

0.23 

0.36 

0.12 

 

- 

0.25 

0.56 

0.19 

 

- 

0.26 

0.55 

0.19 

 

- 

0.25 

0.56 

0.19 

Age of youngest child: 

W13 

- - - 8.22 9.18 7.28 

Pandemic conditions 

W13: 

Lockdown light 

Lockdown hard 

 

0.50 

0.50 

 

0.50 

0.50 

 

0.49 

0.51 

 

0.47 

0.53 

 

0.48 

0.52 

 

0.47 

0.53 

Level of t-tested mean difference (for change): + p < 0.10, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001; Source: pairfam, 

own calculations. 

3.4.3 Methods 
We apply the regressor variable method (Allison 1990; Taris 2000) to estimate the change in 

the division of unpaid labor, which is based on OLS regression. Conceptually related to the 

change score approach, the regressor variable method regresses the pre-treatment (i.e., pre-

pandemic) outcome variable on the post-treatment outcome variable in order to control for path 

dependency and floor and ceiling effects (Allison 1990). The dependent variable is the division 

of unpaid labor during the pandemic. By controlling for the division of unpaid labor prior to the 
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pandemic, the coefficients of the other variables can be interpreted as the change of the 

dependent variable net of the previous level of the dependent variable. 

The model can be written as (Allison 1990, p. 100): 

Yi2 = 𝛼  + 𝛽Yi1 + 𝛿Xi+ 𝜀i, i =1, …, n ; 

where Yi2 is the estimated division of unpaid labor (housework and childcare) during the 

pandemic (w13), Yi1 is the division of unpaid labor prior to the pandemic (w11), Xi is the 

individual gender ideology prior to the pandemic (w11), and 𝜀i are random disturbances. It 

should be noted that in our analysis, unlike in Allison (1990), X is not measured in between Y1 

and Y2, but at Y1 for pre-pandemic gender ideology and at Y1 and Y2 for estimating the change 

in working hours.  

We test each of the hypotheses in the housework and in the childcare sample separately. Hence, 

our dependent variable is the female share of housework or the female share of childcare. In all 

models, we estimate cluster robust standard errors to account for heteroscedasticity and serial 

correlation. To test hypotheses H2a, H2b, H3a and H3b (i.e., the moderating effect of gender 

ideology on the effect of changing working hours on the female share of unpaid labor for 

women and men), we estimate a three-way interaction between a change in working hours, pre-

pandemic gender ideology, and gender. For better interpretation, we estimate the conditional 

average marginal effects (AMEs) of pre-pandemic gender ideology for all categories of changes 

in paid working hours and separated by gender. Interpreting the conditional AMEs of pre-

pandemic gender ideology, operationalized by GRAs, allows us to assess whether there are 

significant differences in the influence of changing hours for traditional compared to egalitarian 

women and men. The detailed regression results and AMEs can be found in appendix tables 

A3.4-A3.6.  

As for robustness checks regarding gender ideology operationalization (appendix tables A3.11-

A3.13 and figures A3.9-A3.12), we account for the partner’s ideology by interacting them with 

the anchor’s ideology (following Wang & Hu 2025; Hudde et al. 2021) (appendix tables A3.7-

A3-10 and figures A3.5-A3.8).  

 

3.5 Results  

Hypothesis H1: Main Effects 

First, we test whether a traditional pre-pandemic gender ideology, operationalized by GRAs, is 

associated with a more traditional division of unpaid labor (i.e., a higher female share) during 
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the pandemic (H1). Table 3.2 examines the division of housework and table 3.3 the division of 

childcare. 

Table 3.2: OLS regressions with the female share of housework (w13) as the dependent variable; housework 

sample. 

DV: Female share of 

housework w13 

     All Men Women 

Female share of housework w11 0.52*** 0.53*** 0.51*** 

 (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) 

Gender ideology w11 (ref. egalitarian) 

Traditional 

 

0.07+ 

 

0.10+ 

 

0.03 

 (0.09) (0.06) (0.58) 

Education (ref. low & middle)    

High -0.05+ -0.03 -0.07+ 

 (0.07) (0.48) (0.07) 

Number of children (ref. 0) 

1 

 

0.12** 

 

0.13* 

 

0.11+ 

 (0.00) (0.02) (0.06) 

2 0.11** 0.08 0.13* 

 (0.01) (0.13) (0.02) 

3+ 0.18*** 0.14+ 0.22** 

 (0.00) (0.06) (0.00) 

    

Lockdown (ref. lockdown light) 

Hard lockdown 

 

0.00 

 

0.03 

 

-0.02 

 (0.86) (0.46) (0.67) 

 

Birth cohort (ref. 1991–93) 

   

1981–83 -0.09* -0.12* -0.07 

 (0.03) (0.04) (0.23) 

1971–73 -0.02 -0.04 -0.00 

 (0.64) (0.50) (0.98) 

Gender (ref. male)    

Female 0.078**   

 (0.00)   

Region (ref. West Germany)    

East Germany -0.092** -0.15*** -0.04 

 (0.00) (0.00) (0.38) 

Constant 1.69*** 1.66*** 1.79*** 

 (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) 

Observations 2488 1203 1285 

Note: DV = dependent variable; p-values in parentheses; + p < 0.10, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001; Source: 

pairfam, own calculations. 

 

Table 3.2 shows that a traditional pre-pandemic gender ideology is associated with a change in 

the division of housework towards a more traditional distribution during the pandemic, adjusted 

for the control variables. However, the positive association of a traditional pre-pandemic gender 

ideology with the female share of housework is small and only marginally statistically 

significant for the full sample (p=0.09) and for men (p=0.06), and insignificant for women 

(p=0.58). The largest association size can be found for men (ß=0.10). In conclusion, we find 

weak support for H1 regarding housework.  
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Table 3.3: OLS regression with the female share of childcare (w13) as the dependent variable; childcare sample. 

DV: Female share of  

childcare w13 

All Men Women 

Female share of childcare w11 0.39*** 0.36*** 0.42*** 

 (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) 

Gender ideology w11 (ref. egalitarian)    

Traditional  0.07* 0.09* 0.05 

 (0.03) (0.04) (0.25) 

Education (ref. low & middle)    

High -0.03 0.00 -0.06 

 (0.37) (0.94) (0.23) 

Number of children (ref. 1)    

2 0.06+ 0.07 0.05 

 (0.09) (0.19) (0.33) 

3+ 0.09+ 0.07 0.10 

 (0.08) (0.31) (0.16) 

Age of youngest child w13 -0.02*** 

(0.00) 

-0.02** 

(0.00) 

-0.01+ 

(0.08) 

Lockdown (ref. Lockdown light)    

Hard lockdown -0.01 -0.01 0.01 

 (0.86) (0.76) (0.88) 

Birth cohort (ref. 1991–93)    

1981–83 0.01 0.05 -0.07 

 (0.90) (0.65) (0.61) 

1971–73 0.12 0.17 0.02 

 (0.22) (0.19) (0.88) 

Gender (ref. male)    

Female 0.11**   

 (0.00)   

Region (ref. West Germany)    

East Germany -0.12** -0.10+ -0.13** 

 (0.00) (0.07) (0.01) 

Constant 2.13*** 2.19*** 2.21*** 

 (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) 

Observations 1512 759 753 

Note: DV = dependent variable; p-values in parentheses; + p < 0.10, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001; Source: 

pairfam, own calculations. 

 

Table 3.3 shows that a traditional pre-pandemic gender ideology is also associated with a 

change in the division of childcare towards a more traditional distribution during the pandemic. 

These associations of a traditional pre-pandemic gender ideology are statistically significant for 

the entire sample (p=0.03) and for men (p=0.04) and insignificant for women (p=0.25). Hence, 

concerning childcare, we find partial support for H1, specifically for men.  

The robustness checks for operationalizing gender ideology reveal that accounting for the 

skewness of the housework GRA item yields robust results (table A3.12), while using an 

alternative childcare GRA item yields insignificant results (table A3.13), supporting the 

assumption of multidimensional gender ideologies. Similarly to other research (Wang & Hu 

2025; Nitsche & Grunow 2018), the robustness checks in the appendix concerning the 

interaction of both partners’ ideologies highlight that individual attitudes do not operate in 

isolation but are also shaped by the relational context of the couple. 
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Hypotheses H2a and H3a: Gender ideology and changing working hours for women 

Hypotheses H2a, H2b, H3a, and H3b assume a three-way-interaction between pre-pandemic 

gender ideology, gender, and changes in working hours determined the division of unpaid labor 

during the pandemic. For easier interpretation, we show plots of the conditional AMEs of a 

traditional gender ideology on the division of unpaid labor by changes in working hours and 

gender. Throughout the text, we report the conditional AMEs of a traditional gender ideology 

as well as the corresponding p-value.  

 
 

Figure 3.1: Conditional AMEs with 95% confidence intervals of women’s traditional pre-pandemic gender 

ideology, operationalized by GRA (baseline = egalitarian gender ideology), on the female share of 

housework by change in working hours. Adjusted for all control variables. Source: pairfam, own 

calculations.  



95 

 

Hypothesis H2a suggests that traditional women who reduce their working hours will increase 

their share of unpaid labor more strongly than egalitarian women as a way to ‘do gender.’ 

Hypothesis H3a suggests that traditional women will reduce their share of unpaid labor less 

strongly when increasing working hours compared to egalitarian women as a way to ‘neutralize 

gender deviance’.  

Figure 3.1 shows the conditional AMEs of women’s traditional gender ideologies by changing 

working hours in the housework sample. Supporting hypothesis H2a, traditional women indeed 

perform marginally significantly more housework (ß=0.18; p=0.07) when working reduced 

hours than egalitarian women. Unlike our expectation in hypothesis H3a, there is no difference 

in the change of the female share of housework between traditional and egalitarian women who 

increased their paid working hours. In conclusion, the ‘doing gender’ hypothesis (H2a) for 

housework is weakly supported by our findings, while the ‘gender deviance neutralization’ 

hypothesis (H3a) is not.  

Analogously to figure 3.1, figure 3.2 shows the conditional AMEs of women’s traditional 

gender ideologies by changing working hours in the childcare sample. In contrast to hypothesis 

H2a, traditional women do not perform significantly more childcare (ß=0.11; p=0.22) when 

Figure 3.2: Conditional AMEs with 95% confidence intervals of women’s traditional pre-pandemic gender 

ideology, operationalized by GRA (baseline = egalitarian gender ideology), on the female share of 

childcare by change in working hours. Adjusted for all control variables. Source: pairfam, own 

calculations. 
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they work reduced hours than egalitarian women do. Likewise, and against our expectation in 

hypothesis 3a, there is no difference between traditional and egalitarian women who increased 

their paid working hours. In conclusion, both H2a and H3a need to be rejected when considering 

childcare. The robustness checks for the alternative gender ideology specification (figure A3.9 

for housework; figure A3.11 for childcare) both show insignificant results. 

Hypotheses H2b and H3b: Gender ideology and changing working hours for men  

Hypothesis H2b suggests that traditional men will decrease their share of unpaid labor (and 

thus, increase the female share) more strongly than egalitarian men when increasing paid 

working hours as a way to ‘do gender.’ Hypothesis H3b suggests that traditional men will 

increase their share (and thus, decrease the female share) less strongly than egalitarian men 

when reducing paid working hours as a way to ‘neutralize gender deviance.’ 

Figure 3.3 shows the conditional AMEs of men’s traditional gender ideologies by changing 

working hours in the housework sample. Contrary to H2b, there is no significant difference 

(0.02; p=0.92) between traditional and egalitarian men who increase their working hours. 

Likewise, there is no significant difference (ß=0.12; p=0.15) in the female share of housework 

between traditional and egalitarian men who reduced their working hours, contrary to H3b. 

Interestingly, only if men experienced no change in working hours the female share of 

housework is significantly higher (ß=0.23; p=0.01) for traditional than egalitarian men. In 

conclusion, both hypotheses H2b and H3b need to be rejected for housework.  

Analogously to figure 3.3, figure 3.4 shows the conditional AMEs of men’s traditional gender 

ideologies by changing working hours in the childcare sample. Concerning hypothesis H3b, we 

find no difference (ß=-0.01, p=0.89) between traditional and egalitarian men who increase their 

working hours. However, as hypothesized in H2b, there is a significant difference (ß=0.21; 

p<0.01) in the female share of childcare between traditional and egalitarian men who reduced 

their working hours. In conclusion, for childcare, the ‘doing gender’ hypothesis (H2b) needs to 

be rejected and the ‘gender deviance neutralization’ hypothesis (H3b) is supported. The 

robustness checks for alternative gender ideology specifications (figure A3.10 for housework; 

figure A3.12 for childcare) both show similar (but partially insignificant) results. 
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Figure 3.4: Conditional AMEs with 95% confidence intervals of men’s traditional pre-pandemic gender ideology, 

operationalized by GRA (baseline = egalitarian gender ideology) on the female share of childcare 

by change in working hours. Adjusted for all control variables. Source: pairfam, own calculations. 

Figure 3.3: Conditional AMEs with 95% confidence intervals of men’s traditional pre-pandemic gender ideology, 

operationalized by GRA (baseline = egalitarian gender ideology) on the female share of housework 

by change in working hours. Adjusted for all control variables. Source: pairfam, own calculations. 
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3.6 Discussion 

Using two waves of the German Family Panel ‘pairfam,’ we explored how pre-pandemic gender 

ideologies, operationalized by GRAs, influenced the division of unpaid domestic labor 

(housework and childcare) during the COVID-19 pandemic in Germany. Additionally, we 

investigated whether and how pre-pandemic gender ideologies moderated the influence of 

pandemic-related changes in paid working hours and thus in time availability on the division of 

unpaid labor. How the additional domestic workload was and is distributed during and beyond 

the pandemic has implications for finances, well-being, and mental health, especially for 

women and mothers who shoulder the majority of unpaid work (Hiekel & Kühn 2024).  

Following Risman (2018) and Dominguez-Folgueras (2022), we assume that gender affects all 

levels of analysis. Derived from gender perspectives, we expect that individuals’ gender and 

gender ideology influence the division of labor as a way of ‘doing’ (West & Zimmermann 1987) 

or ‘undoing’ (Deutsch 2007) gender and, in interaction with time availability, can also foster 

‘gender deviance neutralization’ (Bittman et al. 2003; Greenstein 2000).  

We approach our analysis of the division of unpaid labor by framing the pandemic as an 

exogenous shock and natural experiment which minimizes endogeneity (Naujoks et al. 2022; 

Hudde et al. 2021). As expected (hypothesis H1), we found that traditional pre-pandemic gender 

ideologies, operationalized by GRAs, are somewhat associated with a change towards a more 

traditional division of unpaid labor during the pandemic. For the division of housework, this 

association is marginally significant for the full sample and for men, and insignificant for 

women. Similarly, for the division of childcare, this association is significant for the full sample 

and for men, and insignificant for women. Acknowledging the small association sizes and the 

weak statistical significance, particularly for the division of housework, pre-pandemic gender 

ideologies are not the main influence of pandemic behavior, which matches the findings of 

Hudde et al. (2021). Still, we find gender differences suggesting that gender ideology seems to 

matter especially for men. The insignificance of women’s pre-pandemic gender ideologies 

could indicate a ceiling effect in their engagement in unpaid labor and hence their greater 

difficulty to synchronize lived and desired behaviors. Considering findings from Wang and Hu 

(2025) and our robustness checks in which we interact both partners’ ideologies, the impact of 

individual beliefs might be conditional on the partner’s orientation, reflecting the negotiated 

nature of unpaid labor. Hence, our results using only one partner’s gender ideology might be 

skewed. 
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Considering the interaction between gender ideology, time availability, and gender, we 

expected different mechanisms: In cases of gender-norm-conforming time availability changes 

(i.e., women reducing or men increasing paid working hours), we expected traditional men and 

women to ‘do gender’ in their unpaid labor division (H2a and H2b). In cases of non-gender-

norm-conforming time availability patterns (i.e., women increasing or men reducing paid 

working hours), we expected traditional women and men to ‘neutralize gender deviance’ in 

their unpaid labor division (H3a and H3b).   

We find weak support for women ‘doing gender’ when reducing hours concerning housework 

but not childcare and find no support for women neutralizing gender deviance when increasing 

hours. Reasons for the difference between housework and childcare for women could include 

that housework is considered the more feminine task, while childcare is increasingly seen as 

objectively fulfilling and less gendered (Sullivan 2013). Fauser (2019) also finds that women 

especially use their increased time availability in female-connotated housework tasks. For men, 

we find support for ‘gender deviance neutralization’ concerning childcare when reducing hours, 

but no support for ‘doing gender’ when increasing hours. For housework, we find no support 

for either hypothesis when paid working hours change. This supports the finding that paternal 

involvement in childcare is more diverse and dependent on circumstances than paternal 

involvement in housework (Sullivan 2013). It also supports other pandemic literature which 

found that if more gender-equal behaviors were found, they were especially prevalent regarding 

childcare (e.g., Kreyenfeld & Zinn 2021). We find no support for hypotheses H2b and H3a 

(considering increased working hours), neither for housework, nor for childcare, which we 

interpret as not ‘neutralizing gender deviance’ for women and not ‘doing gender’ for men. 

Another explanation for this could be pandemic-related pragmatism (Hiekel & Kühn 2024): 

During the pandemic, women and men might have seen the workload increase as temporarily 

necessary and continued to perform their pre-pandemic share of unpaid labor.  

In conclusion, gender and gender ideologies should not be neglected when examining the 

division of unpaid labor, especially in their interaction with time availability. Theoretically, our 

findings extend our understanding of ‘doing gender’ theory by demonstrating that different 

GRAs operate differently by gender and by the type of unpaid labor in question. Additionally, 

our findings provide novel insights that ‘gender deviance neutralization’ mechanisms might 

also operate in response to non-norm-conforming changes in time availability, at least for men. 

Our article has several limitations. A major data limitation is pairfam’s pandemic-related mixed 

mode strategy. Hence, a mode bias and pandemic-related selection biases cannot be ruled out. 
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For example, it is plausible that especially time-constrained individuals who increased their 

working hours during the pandemic did not participate in the survey. Sample selection effects 

also need to be noted: For example, very traditional women might not have participated in the 

labor market at all and were thus excluded from the samples. Hence, any associations found 

might be biased by mode or selection effects. Furthermore, most association sizes were small, 

and, even if statistically significant, the independent variables we examine are certainly not the 

sole drivers of the division of unpaid labor. 

Another limitation connected to our analysis strategy is the loss of cases when merging 

pairfam’s partner data, which leads us to only analyze the influence of individuals’ gender 

ideology in the main analysis, even though recent research highlights the importance of couples’ 

joint gender ideologies (Nitsche & Grunow 2018; Wang & Hu 2025). Considering Wang and 

Hu’s (2025) findings as well as our own robustness check in which we interact the anchors’ and 

partners’ ideologies, our main findings may be skewed, as individual-level data may 

underestimate the influence of gender ideology in case of mismatching ideologies. 

Another limitation to our results is that changes in working hours are likely connected to 

changes in income. Relative resource theory predicts that the division of unpaid labor is 

determined by individual income. Hence, the influence of time availability we found could be 

overestimated, as we do not control for individual or relative income. We also only consider a 

relative measure of the division of unpaid labor: We cannot know how many absolute hours 

women and men spend on unpaid labor. Thus, even if the female share did not increase, the 

absolute amount of unpaid labor likely grew during the pandemic. Furthermore, future research 

should also incorporate measures of mental load, which became increasingly burdensome 

during the pandemic (Dean et al. 2022).  

While we acknowledge the multidimensionality of gender ideology, relying on single GRA 

items to operationalize gender ideology has limitations: The robustness checks show that using 

different specifications or alternate GRA items can yield partly inconsistent results. Future 

research should explore this further by testing more diverse GRA items or using latent class 

analysis to detect latent classes of gender ideology. Surveys should also incorporate GRA items 

that capture broader nuances of egalitarianism. In our analysis, we assume that attitudes 

influence behavior. However, due to reverse causality (Hudde et al. 2021), associations found 

should not be interpreted in a causal manner. Finally, our findings are not generalizable: As 

macro-level contexts are highly influential for gender attitudes and behavior, cross-national 
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comparisons are needed to examine the moderating effect of gender ideology and gender on 

time availability patterns in different institutional settings (Grunow 2019). 

 

3.7 Conclusion 

Despite these limitations, our results drawn from rich, high-quality panel data show that gender 

ideologies, operationalized by GRAs, are partly influential for the division of unpaid labor and 

can moderate the influence of changes in time availability on the division of unpaid labor in a 

setting with relatively low endogeneity. This adds to broader research on the gendered division 

of labor and the influence and interaction of gender, gender ideology, and time availability. 

First, we show that pre-pandemic gender ideologies are somewhat associated with the division 

of housework and childcare during the pandemic, especially for men. Adding insights from 

Germany on the influence of pre-pandemic gender ideology on the division of unpaid domestic 

labor allows for cross-national comparisons (e.g., with findings by Hudde et al. 2021 for the 

UK). Additionally, we provide multiple robustness checks on the operationalization of 

individual gender ideology as well as on the interplay between partners’ gender ideologies, 

which can inform future research. Second, we show that gender ideology can moderate the 

influence of changes in time availability on the division of unpaid labor and that this process is 

gender-stratified and dependent on the type of unpaid labor. Thereby, we find support that 

‘gender deviance neutralization’ is also a relevant concept regarding time availability, at least 

for men. Therefore, our findings can also inform family policies aiming to increase gender 

equality within the family. For example, whether men take on more family responsibilities 

when reducing their paid working hours also depends on their gender ideology. 
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Appendix 

Table A3.4: Three-way interaction between change in working hours, gender, and gender ideology; housework sample. 

DV:  Female share of housework (w13) All 

Female share of housework w11 0.51*** 

 (0.00) 

Gender ideology w11 (ref. egalitarian)  
Traditional 0.23** 

 (0.01) 

Change in working hours (ref. no change)  
Reduced hours -0.03 

 (0.58) 

Increased hours 0.05 
 (0.32) 

Interaction: Gender ideology * Hours  

Traditional * Reduced hours -0.10 

 (0.38) 
Traditional * Increased hours -0.21 

 (0.23) 

Gender (ref. male)  
Female 0.14* 

 (0.01) 

Interaction: Gender ideology * Gender  
Traditional * Female -0.31* 

 (0.01) 

Interaction: Hours * Gender  

Reduced hours * Female 0.13* 

 (0.05) 

Increased hours # Female -0.09 

 (0.19) 
Interaction: Gender ideology * Hours * Gender  

Traditional * Reduced hours * Female 0.36* 

 (0.04) 
Traditional * Increased hours * Female -0.05+ 

 (0.09) 

Education (ref. low & middle)  

High -0.05 
 (0.13) 

Number of children (ref. 0)  

1 0.12** 
 (0.01) 

2 0.12** 

 (0.00) 
3+ 0.18** 

 (0.00) 

Lockdown (ref. lockdown light)  

Hard lockdown -0.00 
 (0.98) 

Birth cohort (ref. 1991–93)  

1981–83 -0.08+ 
 (0.07) 

1971–73 0.00 

 (0.92) 
Region (ref. West Germany)  

East Germany -0.95** 

 (0.02) 
Partner’s working hours W13 0.00 

(0.72) 

Constant 1.66*** 

 (0.00) 

Observations 2205 

Note: DV = dependent variable; p-values in parentheses + p < 0.10, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001 

Source: pairfam, own calculations. 
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Table A3.5: Three-way interaction between change in working hours, gender, and gender ideology; childcare sample. 

DV: Female share of childcare w13 All 

Female share of childcare w11 0.39*** 

 (0.00) 
Gender ideology w11 (ref. egalitarian)  

Traditional -0.03 

 (0.68) 
Change in working hours (ref. no change)  

Reduced hours -0.15* 

 (0.04) 
Increased hours 0.12 

 (0.15) 

Interaction: Gender ideology * Hours  

Traditional * Reduced hours 0.24* 
 (0.02) 

Traditional * Increased hours 0.04 

 (0.72) 
Gender (Ref. Male)  

Female 0.09 

 (0.22) 
Interaction: Gender ideology * Gender  

Traditional * Female 0.09 

 (0.41) 

Interaction: Hours * Gender  
Reduced hours * Female 0.21+ 

 (0.06) 

Increased hours * Female -0.18 
 (0.12) 

Interaction: Gender ideology * Hours * Gender  

Traditional * Reduced hours * Female -0.19 
 (0.23) 

Traditional * Increased hours * Female -0.05 

 (0.75) 

Education (ref. low & middle)  
High -0.04 

 (0.23) 

Number of children (ref. 1)  
2 0.09* 

 (0.01) 

3+ 0.06 
 (0.21) 

Age of youngest child w13           -0.01** 

          (0.00) 

Lockdown (ref. lockdown light)  
Hard lockdown -0.03 

 (0.40) 

Birth cohort (ref. 1991–93)  
1981–83 0.00 

 (0.99) 

1971–73 0.11 
 (0.32) 

Region (ref. West Germany)  

East Germany -0.11** 

 (0.00) 
Partner’s working hours w13 0.00* 

(0.02) 

Constant 2.00*** 
 (0.00) 

Observations 1336 

Note: DV = dependent variable; p-values in parentheses + p < 0.10, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001 
Source: pairfam, own calculations. 
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Table A3.6: AMEs of traditional pre-pandemic gender ideology (baseline = egalitarian gender ideology) by changes in 
working hours and separated by sex for both samples. 

 For men: 

Change in female 

share of 
housework 

For women: 

Change in female 

share of 
housework 

For men:  

Change in female 

share of childcare 

For women:  

Change in female 

share of childcare 

Baseline: Egalitarian gender 

ideology 

    

No change in hours 0.23** -0.08 -0.03 0.06 

 (0.01) (0.38) (0.68) (0.46) 

Reduced hours 0.12 0.18+ 0.21** 0.11 
 (0.15) (0.07) (0.00) (0.22) 

Increased hours 0.02 0.05 0.01 0.05 

 (0.92) (0.65) (0.89) (0.70) 

Observations 2205 2205 1336 1336 

p-values in parentheses + p < 0.10, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001; Source: pairfam, own calculations. 
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Robustness checks: Interaction of anchor and partner gender ideologies 
 

Division of housework 

 

 
Figure A3.5: Average marginal effect of male partner’s traditional gender ideology (baseline = partner’s egalitarian gender 

ideology) with 95% confidence intervals by the female anchor’s gender ideology. Merged anchor and partner 
housework sample, women (N=586). Source: pairfam, own calculations. 

 

 
Figure A3.6: Average marginal effect of female partner’s traditional ideology (baseline = partner’s egalitarian gender 

ideology) with 95% confidence intervals by the male anchor’s gender ideology. Merged anchor and partner 

housework sample, men (N=692). Source: pairfam, own calculations. 
 

Looking at the average marginal effects of partners’ traditional gender ideologies (figures A3.5 

and A3.6) in the housework sample, for women, a partner holding traditional attitudes is only 

significantly influential when the woman is egalitarian. In that case, women perform 

significantly more housework than if both partners are egalitarian. When a woman is traditional, 

the man’s attitudes have no significant influence on her share of housework.  

For men, women’s traditional attitudes have a significant influence for both egalitarian and 

traditional men. Here, the female share of housework is highest when both partners are 

traditional. 
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Table A3.7: Two-way interaction between anchor’s and partner’s gender ideologies; merged anchor and partner housework 

sample, men. 

DV: Female share of housework (w13) All 

Female share of housework w11 0.50*** 
 (0.00) 

Anchor gender ideology w11 (ref. egalitarian)  

Traditional 0.02 
 (0.81) 

Partner gender ideology w11 (ref. egalitarian)  

Traditional 0.16* 

 (0.04) 

Interaction: Anchor gender ideology * Partner 

gender ideology 

 

Traditional * Traditional 0.26+ 

 (0.06) 

Education (ref. low & middle)  

High -0.02 
 (0.72) 

Number of children (ref. 0)  

1 0.12 
 (0.12) 

2 0.05 

 (0.53) 

3+ 0.08 
 (0.41) 

Lockdown (ref. lockdown light)  

Hard lockdown -0.02 
 (0.68) 

Birth cohort (ref. 1991–93)  

1981–83 -0.15+ 
 (0.06) 

1971–73 -0.10 

 (0.23) 

Region (ref. West Germany)  
East Germany -0.16** 

 (0.00) 

Constant 1.85*** 
 (0.00) 

Observations 692 

Note: DV = dependent variable; p-values in parentheses + p < 0.10, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001; Source: pairfam, 

own calculations. 
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Table A3.8: Two-way interaction between anchors’ and partners’ gender ideologies; merged anchor and partner housework 

sample, women. 

DV: Female share of housework (w13) All 

Female share of housework w11 0.49*** 
 (0.00) 

Anchor gender ideology w11 (ref. egalitarian)  

Traditional 0.22** 

 (0.01) 

Partner gender ideology w11 (ref. egalitarian)  

Traditional 0.27*** 

 (0.00) 

Interaction: Anchor gender ideology * Partner 

gender ideology 

 

Traditional * Traditional 0.32+ 

 (0.09) 

Education (ref. low & middle)  

High -0.06 
 (0.25) 

Number of children (ref. 0)  

1 0.05 
 (0.58) 

2 0.18* 

 (0.02) 

3+ 0.23* 

 (0.05) 

Lockdown (ref. lockdown light)  

Hard lockdown -0.06 
 (0.29) 

Birth cohort (ref. 1991–93)  

1981–83 -0.08 
 (0.34) 

1971–73 -0.01 

 (0.89) 

Region (ref. West Germany)  
East Germany -0.11+ 

 (0.05) 

Constant 1.77*** 
 (0.00) 

Observations 586 

Note: DV = dependent variable; p-values in parentheses + p < 0.10, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001; Source: pairfam, 
own calculations. 
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Division of Childcare 
 

 
Figure A3.7: Average marginal effect of male partner’s traditional gender ideology (baseline = partner’s egalitarian gender 

ideology) with 95% confidence intervals by the female anchor’s gender ideology. Merged anchor and partner 
childcare sample, women (N=363). Source: pairfam, own calculations. 

 

 
Figure A3.8: Average marginal effect of female partner’s traditional gender ideology (baseline = partner’s egalitarian gender 

ideology) with 95% confidence intervals by the male anchor’s gender ideology. Merged anchor and partner 

childcare sample, men (N=444). Source: pairfam, own calculations. 

 

Considering the interaction between anchor and partner gender ideologies (figures A3.7 and 

A3.8), for women, we find that a male partners’ traditional ideologies are only influential if she 

is egalitarian, showing that in these cases of misalignment, male attitudes are indeed influential 

for women’s behavior. If she is traditional, whether her partner is egalitarian or traditional 

makes no significant difference for her share of childcare. For male anchors, female partners’ 

gender ideologies make no significant difference, neither for egalitarian, nor for traditional men. 
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Table A3.9: Two-way interaction between anchor’s and partner’s gender ideologies; merged anchor and partner childcare 

sample; men. 

DV: Female share of childcare (w13) All 

Female share of childcare w11 0.34*** 
 (0.00) 

Anchor gender ideology w11 (ref. egalitarian)  

Traditional 0.15+ 

 (0.06) 

Partner gender ideology w11 (ref. egalitarian)  

Traditional 0.10 

 (0.22) 

Interaction: Anchor gender ideology * Partner 

gender ideology 

 

Traditional * Traditional -0.06 

 (0.61) 

Education (ref. low & middle)  

High 0.07 
 (0.20) 

Number of children (ref. 0)  

2 0.08 
 (0.27) 

3+ 0.08 

 (0.37) 

Age of youngest child w11       -0.02* 

          (0.01) 

Lockdown (ref. lockdown light)  

Hard lockdown -0.07 
 (0.27) 

Birth cohort (ref. 1991–93)  

1981–83 0.19 
 (0.33) 

1971–73 0.34 

 (0.10) 

Region (ref. West Germany)  
East Germany -0.08 

 (0.26) 

Constant 2.02*** 
 (0.00) 

Observations 444 

Note: DV = dependent variable; p-values in parentheses + p < 0.10, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001; Source: pairfam, 
own calculations. 
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Table A3.10: Two-way interaction between anchor’s and partner’s gender ideologies; merged anchor and partner childcare 

sample; women. 

DV: Female share of childcare (w13) All 

Female share of childcare w11 0.44*** 
 (0.00) 

Anchor gender ideology w11 (ref. egalitarian)  

Traditional 0.17* 

 (0.04) 

Partner gender ideology w11 (ref. egalitarian)  

Traditional 0.23* 

 (0.02) 

Interaction: Anchor gender ideology * Partner 

gender ideology 

 

Traditional * Traditional -0.17 

 (0.19) 

Education (ref. low & middle)  

High -0.06 
 (0.36) 

Number of children (ref. 0)  

2 0.02 
 (0.78) 

3+ 0.07 

 (0.48) 

Age of youngest child w11       -0.02 

          (0.10) 

Lockdown (ref. lockdown light)  

Hard lockdown -0.08 
 (0.20) 

Birth cohort (Ref. 1991–93)  

1981–83 -0.03 
 (0.89) 

1971–73 0.07 

 (0.74) 

Region (ref. West Germany)  
East Germany -0.18* 

 (0.01) 

Constant 1.98*** 
 (0.00) 

Observations 363 

Note: DV = dependent variable; p-values in parentheses + p < 0.10, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001; Source: pairfam, 
own calculations. 
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Robustness checks: Gender ideology operationalization 

Division of housework (alternative GRA dichotomization) 

Table A3.11: Share of traditional respondents in the housework sample with an alternat ive dichotomization of the housework 

GRA item. 

Variable Housework sample N=2,488 

GRAs W11: Traditional 0.47 

Source: pairfam, own calculations. 

 
Table A3.12: OLS regression with the female share of housework (w13) as the dependent variable, alternative gender ideology 

specification; housework sample. 
DV: Female share of housework w13 All Men Women 

Female share of housework w11 0.52*** 0.53*** 0.51*** 

 (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) 
Gender ideology w11 (ref. egalitarian)    

Traditional 0.09** 0.11** 0.07+ 

 (0.00) (0.00) (0.10) 
Education (ref. low & middle)    

High -0.04 -0.02 -0.06 

 (0.11) (0.51) (0.11) 
Number of children (ref. 0)    

1 0.12** 0.13* 0.10+ 

 (0.01) (0.03) (0.08) 

2 0.10** 0.08 0.13* 
 (0.01) (0.14) (0.02) 

3+ 0.18*** 0.14+ 0.22** 

 (0.00) (0.06) (0.00) 
Lockdown (ref. lockdown light)    

Hard lockdown 0.01 0.03 -0.02 

 (0.85) (0.46) (0.68) 
Birth cohort (ref. 1991–93)    

1981–83 -0.09* -0.12* -0.07 

 (0.03) (0.05) (0.23) 

1971–73 -0.02 -0.04 -0.00 
 (0.64) (0.53) (0.96) 

Gender (ref. male)    

Female 0.08**   
 (0.00)   

Region (ref. West Germany)    

East Germany -0.09** -0.15*** -0.04 
 (0.00) (0.00) (0.37) 

Constant 1.68*** 1.65*** 1.78*** 

 (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) 

Observations 2488 1203 1285 

Note: DV = dependent variable; p-values in parentheses; + p < 0.10, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001; Source: pairfam, 

own calculations. 
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Figure A3.9: Conditional AMEs with 95% confidence intervals of women’s traditional pre-pandemic gender ideology 

(baseline = egalitarian gender ideology) on the female share of housework with the alternative gender 

ideology specification. Adjusted for all control variables. Source: pairfam, own calculations. 
 

 

 
Figure A3.10: Conditional AMEs with 95% confidence intervals of men’s traditional pre-pandemic gender ideology (baseline 

= egalitarian gender ideology) on the female share of housework with the alternative gender ideology 

specification. Adjusted for all control variables. Source: pairfam, own calculations. 
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Division of childcare (other GRA item) 

Table A3.13: OLS regression with the female share of childcare (w13) as the dependent variable, alternative GRA item; 

childcare sample. 

DV: Female share of childcare w13 All Men Women 

Female share of childcare w11 0.39*** 0.37*** 0.42*** 

 (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) 

Gender ideology w11 (ref. egalitarian)    
Traditional 0.03 0.02 0.05 

 (0.37) (0.68) (0.32) 

Education (ref. low & middle)    

High  -0.04 -0.01 -0.06 
 (0.24) (0.74) (0.22) 

Number of children (ref. 1)    

2 0.07+ 0.08 0.05 
 (0.07) (0.13) (0.35) 

3 or more 0.10+ 0.08 0.10 

 (0.05) (0.23) (0.15) 
Age of youngest child w13             -0.02*** 

             (0.00) 

          -0.02** 

          (0.00) 

       -0.01+ 

       (0.07) 

Lockdown (ref. lockdown light)    

Hard lockdown -0.00 -0.01 0.01 
 (0.93) (0.86) (0.83) 

Birth cohort (ref. 1991–93)    

1981–83 0.01 0.05 -0.07 
 (0.92) (0.65) (0.61) 

1971–73 0.11 0.17 0.01 

 (0.25) (0.19) (0.92) 
Gender (ref. male)    

Female 0.11***   

 (0.00)   

Region (ref. West Germany)    
East Germany -0.11** -0.10+ -0.12* 

 (0.00) (0.08) (0.02) 

Constant 2.14*** 2.20*** 2.22*** 
 (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) 

Observations 1509 757 752 

Note: DV = dependent variable; p-values in parentheses; + p < 0.10, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001; Source: pairfam, 
own calculations. 
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Figure A3.11: Conditional AMEs with 95% confidence intervals of women’s traditional pre-pandemic gender ideology 

(baseline = egalitarian gender ideology) on the female share of childcare with the alternative childcare GRA 

item. Adjusted for all control variables. Source: pairfam, own calculations. 

 

 
Figure A3.12: Conditional AMEs with 95% confidence intervals of men’s traditional pre-pandemic gender ideology 

(baseline = egalitarian gender ideology) on the female share of childcare with the alternative childcare GRA 
item. Adjusted for all control variables. Source: pairfam, own calculations. 
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Chapter 4 - The Uneven Burden of Contraception: Couples’ Resources, 

Gender Ideology, and Women’s Exposure to Method-Level 

Contraceptive Labor in Germany 
 

Katrin Firl, Nora Müller & Theresa Nutz 

This paper was submitted to European Sociological Review in a slightly different version on 

30th January 2026 and is currently under review. 

 

4.1 Abstract 

This study examines how micro-level predictors of the gendered division of labor, namely, 

couples’ relative resources and gender ideology, shape women’s exposure to method-level 

contraceptive labor in Germany. Contraceptive labor is conceptualized as the physical, 

financial, and psychosocial costs and risks structurally embedded in contraceptive methods and 

unequally distributed between women and men. Using nationally representative data from the 

German Family Demography Panel Study (FReDA), we assign partnered women aged 18-49 a 

method-specific Contraceptive Labor Score (CLS) capturing these structural burdens. 

Regression analyses show limited support for resource-based explanations: Relative 

employment is not associated with women’s exposure to method-level contraceptive burdens, 

while women who are more highly educated than their partners are more likely to be exposed 

to methods with higher CLS values. In contrast, the gender ideology hypothesis holds: Women 

with traditional gender beliefs face higher method-level burdens than egalitarian women. 

Supplementary analyses using contraceptive efficacy as an alternative outcome show that 

exposure to method-level burdens does not fully correspond to contraceptive effectiveness. By 

linking couple-level inequalities to structural characteristics of contraceptive methods, this 

study extends research on the gendered division of unpaid work to reproductive labor and 

highlights the role of institutionalized contraceptive arrangements in sustaining women’s 

disproportionate responsibility for fertility control. 

Keywords: Contraceptive Labor, FReDA; Gendered Division of Labor; Gender Ideology; 

Germany; Relative Resources  
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4.2 Introduction 

Being able to prevent unintended pregnancies is a key element of women’s reproductive 

autonomy (Hakim 2003), but also a site of gendered inequality in contemporary high-income 

societies. For most individuals and couples across the reproductive life course, contraception is 

a routine part of managing fertility. Yet even as many rely on contraceptive methods at some 

point, the work involved in managing contraception – the cognitive, physical, and emotional 

efforts required to prevent pregnancy – remains unequally distributed between women and men. 

In addition, contraceptive methods differ in the structural burdens they embed, so women’s 

exposure varies not only with within-couple allocation but also with method-level 

infrastructures. Feminist research has conceptualized this set of activities as contraceptive labor, 

highlighting its status as invisible, unpaid reproductive work, comparable to other gendered 

unpaid domestic work (Kimport 2018a; Littlejohn 2021). Recent mixed-methods and 

qualitative studies demonstrate that women disproportionately shoulder this burden and that 

limited male methods and persistent gendered norms sustain the imbalance (Lévesque et al. 

2024; Reynolds-Wright et al. 2021; Schummers et al. 2025). 

From a sociological perspective, contraceptive labor can be understood as part of the broader 

gendered division of unpaid labor. Similar to the mental load increasingly recognized as a 

distinct dimension of household labor (Daminger 2019; Reich-Stiebert et al. 2023), 

contraceptive labor extends debates on how gendered responsibilities are distributed within 

intimate relationships. Like housework and childcare, contraceptive labor is widely treated as 

a culturally feminine responsibility (Simon & Gagnon 1986; Davis 2017) and is associated with 

often invisible costs and risks that are physical, temporal, and cognitive in nature. Contraception 

involves more than selecting a method – it requires ongoing management, including researching 

options, obtaining prescriptions, dealing with side effects, and ensuring consistent use. Beyond 

the physical aspect, women also tend to carry the cognitive and emotional work of planning, 

discussing, and monitoring contraceptive practices (Bertotti 2013; Kimport 2018a). As with 

other forms of unpaid labor, this unequal allocation has implications for gendered inequalities 

in time use, health, and economic opportunities (Fennell 2011; Sullivan 2021). 

Research on unpaid labor generally highlights two main micro-level sources of inequality – 

relative resources and gender ideology. Resource-based perspectives argue that women’s 

stronger economic or educational resources increase their bargaining power and consequently 

reduce their share of unpaid labor, whereas gender ideology perspectives emphasize how beliefs 

about appropriate roles sustain unequal divisions (Davis & Greenstein 2009; Hook 2017). 
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Going further, theories of gender deviance neutralization assume that doing gender (West & 

Zimmermann 1987) and gender ideology shape the division of unpaid domestic labor even 

when women’s resources are higher than men’s (Greenstein 2000). To understand why 

responsibility for contraception is persistently feminized, we draw on sexual scripts theory, 

which highlights how culturally embedded scripts position women as default managers of 

reproductive responsibility (Simon & Gagnon 1986). 

While these perspectives offer powerful tools for explaining gendered divisions of unpaid labor, 

it remains unclear to what extent they apply to contraceptive labor and method use. Existing 

quantitative studies of contraceptive behavior have largely emphasized individual choice and 

method efficacy (e.g., Marshall et al. 2016). In contrast, emerging couple-level studies 

demonstrate that partner power, communication, and gendered expectations shape 

contraceptive decision-making (Dereuddre et al. 2017; Grady et al. 2010; Meyer et al. 2024; 

Burke & Lindberg 2024), but population-based evidence linking couple-level inequalities to 

the structural burdens embedded in contraceptive methods remains scarce.  

This study addresses this gap by conceptualizing contraceptive labor as a form of unpaid 

responsibility that is institutionally embedded in contraceptive methods. We focus on women’s 

exposure to method-level contraceptive burdens, defined by the costs (financial costs, time 

costs, physical discomfort, and loss of spontaneity) and risks (side effects and delayed return to 

fertility) associated with different contraceptive methods. We examine the following research 

question:  

How do women’s relative resources and gender ideology shape women’s exposure to 

method-level contraceptive labor via the contraceptive methods in place?  

In a supplementary analysis, we assess whether these associations extend to contraceptive 

efficacy, a well-studied and focused-on method-level return (Bertotti et al. 2021), to examine 

whether inequalities in exposure to burdens coincide with inequalities in exposure to returns. 

Throughout this paper, we use the term contraceptive labor to refer to the institutionalized 

burdens embedded in contraceptive methods, and women’s exposure to these burdens, rather 

than to individual actions or negotiated practices. 

We use data from the nationally representative German Family Demography Panel Study 

(FReDA) and analyze a sample of partnered women aged 18-49. We operationalize 

contraceptive labor via the method-level CLS (Müller et al. 2026), which captures the financial, 

physical, and psychosocial burdens structurally embedded in each contraceptive method. 
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Because the CLS varies across methods, we link each respondent to the CLS of her current 

method. We estimate linear regression models with relative education, relative employment, 

and gender ideology as key predictors, controlling for demographic and partnership 

characteristics. 

By distinguishing between the burden and return dimensions of contraception, this study 

provides the first population-based evidence from Germany on how resource and ideology 

asymmetries translate into method choices that differ in labor intensity. Beyond its empirical 

contribution, the study also speaks to wider sociological debates about how reproductive 

autonomy is shaped by institutional contexts. Limited male contraceptive options, unequal 

counseling practices, and the medicalization of female contraception continue to channel 

reproductive responsibility toward women (Littlejohn 2021; Kimport 2018b), illustrating that 

gender equality in reproduction depends not only on individual choices but also on health-

system design and policy frameworks. 

 

4.3 Theoretical background 

4.3.1 The institutionalized and medicalized feminization of contraceptive labor 

Contraception is central to reproductive autonomy, yet the responsibility for preventing 

pregnancy remains profoundly gendered. Contraceptive labor comprises the cognitive, 

emotional, and logistical work required to organize, maintain, and troubleshoot contraception 

within intimate relationships (Kimport 2018a). In this study, we operationalize contraceptive 

labor as method-level structural burdens embedded in contraceptive methods and women’s 

exposure to these burdens. At the individual level, this work includes anticipating needs, 

scheduling appointments, monitoring side effects, and managing the risk of unintended 

pregnancy. Similar to the mental load associated with household labor, it is largely invisible 

and disproportionately performed by women (Daminger 2019; Reich-Stiebert et al. 2023). 

A key mechanism sustaining this inequality is the cultural scripting of contraception as 

women’s responsibility. Sexual scripts theory (Simon & Gagnon 1986) explains how culturally 

available narratives define who is expected to manage reproductive risks. Across many high-

income societies, dominant scripts cast women as morally and practically responsible for 

fertility control, while men’s participation is framed as optional. These scripts align 

contraception with femininity, bodily self-regulation, and care work, thereby naturalizing 

women’s primary responsibility. 
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These expectations are reinforced through the material design and historical development of 

contraceptive methods. Since the 1960s, contraceptive development has overwhelmingly 

targeted women, producing a technological landscape dominated by hormonal and device-

based female methods (Criss 2023). Female and male sterilization are similarly effective 

regarding pregnancy prevention, yet, although vasectomy is medically safer, less invasive, and 

more cost-effective than female sterilization, women remain more likely to undergo 

sterilization (Johnsen & Sweeney 2022; Shih et al. 2014). Limited male options thus reflect and 

reinforce the assumption that women should carry the burden of contraception. 

Institutionalized medicalization deepens this feminization. Gynecology provides routine 

contraceptive counseling and monitoring for women, whereas comparable clinical 

infrastructures for men are largely absent (Almeling 2020). Side effects commonly experienced 

by women are treated as expected costs of reproductive responsibility, while similar side effects 

have been used to halt trials of male hormonal contraception (Murdoch & Goldberg 2014). This 

asymmetry reflects broader welfare-state gender regimes in which policies, reimbursement 

rules, and clinical practice primarily support female methods (Lewis 1992; Sainsbury 1999). 

Taken together, cultural scripts, technological design, and institutional arrangements create a 

durable system in which responsibility for contraception and exposure to its burdens is expected 

of – and disproportionately carried by – women. This macro-level context structures the range 

of contraceptive options available to couples and shapes how couple-level resources and gender 

ideology influence women’s exposure to more or less labor-intensive methods. 

4.3.2 Institutional context: Contraceptive behavior and method infrastructures in 

Germany 

Contraceptive behavior in Germany is shaped by institutional arrangements that reinforce the 

feminized structure described above. The healthcare system centers female methods through 

prescription rules, reimbursement policies, and routine gynecological care, while offering 

limited structural pathways for male contraception. As a result, women bear most direct and 

indirect costs – financial, temporal, and medical – of contraceptive management (Niemann et 

al. 2025). 

Recent trends reflect these structures: While the pill historically dominated, its use has declined 

markedly; condom use and non-hormonal methods have increased, partly due to concerns about 

side effects and an emphasis on bodily autonomy (Scharmanski & Hessling 2024). Yet these 

shifts do not necessarily reduce women’s contraceptive burden, as responsibility for method 

management often remains gendered. 
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Historical East-West differences persist: Women in Eastern Germany tend to hold more 

egalitarian attitudes and stronger labor-market attachment; nevertheless, women shoulder more 

unpaid labor in both East and West Germany (Nitsche & Grunow 2016). After three decades of 

reunification and convergence in method availability, regional differences function primarily 

as controls rather than theoretical mechanisms in our study. 

More broadly, Germany represents a conservative welfare-state context in which reproductive 

health care is highly medicalized and responsibility for fertility control is strongly 

individualized and feminized. This makes Germany a particularly instructive case for 

examining how institutionalized contraceptive regimes intersect with couple-level inequalities. 

4.3.3 Relative resources, gender ideology, and the structuring of contraceptive 

responsibility 

Contraceptive labor shares core characteristics with other domains of unpaid labor, yet it 

involves sexuality, embodiment, and moral responsibility to a greater degree than housework 

or childcare. These features are shaped by gendered sexual scripts that position women as the 

primary guardians of reproductive risk. As a result, established micro-level theories of 

household labor – most notably relative resources and gender ideology – require adaptation 

when applied to contraception. 

Relative resources and bargaining power 

Relative resource theory posits that partners’ economic and educational resources shape their 

bargaining power within relationships (Blood & Wolfe 1960; Hook 2017). In domestic labor 

research, women with stronger relative resources typically perform less housework as it is 

assumed that they hold more bargaining power to more effectively avoid undesirable tasks 

(Killewald & Gough 2010; Sullivan & Gershuny 2016).  

Applied to contraception – a domain in which method availability, medical regulation, and 

bodily consequences constrain individual choice - women with higher relative resources may 

be better positioned to influence method choice, negotiate shared responsibility, or select 

methods with lower structural burden profiles. We thus formulate the following hypothesis: 

H1 (Relative resource hypothesis): Women with stronger relative resources are less 

likely to be exposed to contraceptive methods that entail higher contraceptive labor. 

Gender ideology, sexual scripts and female responsibility  

Gender ideology theory emphasizes that beliefs about appropriate gender roles shape the 

division of paid and unpaid labor (Davis & Greenstein 2009). Women with egalitarian 
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ideologies tend to perform less household labor, whereas traditional beliefs reinforce women’s 

responsibility for unpaid labor (Davis et al. 2007). Studies on housework labor consistently find 

support for the influence of gender ideology (e.g., Aassve et al. 2014; Nitsche & Grunow 2016)  

Sexual scripts theory provides a mechanism linking ideology to contraceptive responsibility. 

Dominant scripts frame contraception as part of ‘responsible femininity’, reinforcing 

expectations that women anticipate and manage reproductive risk. These culturally embedded 

scripts help explain why traditional gender beliefs are associated with greater exposure to more 

burden-intensive contraceptive methods. Hence, we expect that: 

H2 (Gender ideology hypothesis): Women with traditional gender ideologies are more 

likely to use methods associated with high contraceptive labor than women with 

egalitarian ideologies. 

Norm conflict and the interaction of ideology and resources 

Contraceptive responsibility is embedded in moral expectations that hold women socially 

accountable for preventing pregnancy (Littlejohn 2021). Sexual scripts position vigilance, risk 

anticipation, and bodily regulation as central components of responsible femininity, creating 

strong normative expectations independent of women’s economic position. Empirical 

qualitative research shows that women are disproportionately blamed for contraceptive failure 

and unintended pregnancy, even when resources are equally distributed within couples (Fennell 

2011; Littlejohn 2021). Across European contexts, responsibility for monitoring and managing 

reproductive risk remains feminized, regardless of relative bargaining power (Dereuddre et al. 

2017; Eeckhaut & Sweeney 2016).  

In research on unpaid labor, tensions between women’s economic position and prevailing 

gender norms have been conceptualized as ‘gender deviance neutralization’ or, more recently, 

norm conflict (Bittman et al. 2003; Greenstein 2000; Antman et al. 2021; Klesment & Van 

Bavel 2022). Rather than assuming that greater resources uniformly translate into reduced 

unpaid responsibilities, this perspective highlights that normative expectations may constrain 

how resources are converted into more advantageous arrangements. Importantly, norm conflict 

does not necessarily imply compensatory behavior at the level of individual practices but may 

operate by shaping the institutional and relational contexts in which choices are made.  

Applied to contraception, this perspective suggests that women’s relative resources may 

translate differently into exposure to method-level contraceptive labor depending on gender 

ideology.  
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H3a (Norm conflict hypothesis): Among women with traditional gender ideologies, 

higher relative resources are associated with exposure to contraceptive methods with 

higher structural labor profiles, reflecting the persistence of normative responsibility 

despite resource advantages.  

By contrast,  

H3b (Bargaining hypothesis): Among women with egalitarian gender ideologies, higher 

relative resources are associated with exposure to contraceptive methods with lower 

structural labor profiles, reflecting greater scope for reallocating responsibility.  

Taken together, these hypotheses capture how bargaining power, gender ideology, and 

culturally scripted expectations intersect to shape women’s exposure to method-level 

contraceptive labor, without presuming individual-level compensatory behavior.  

 

4.4 The “ContraIndex”: A method-level measure of contraceptive labor and 

returns 

The ContraIndex is a formative, method-level index designed to capture the structural burdens 

and returns associated with different contraceptive methods (Müller et al. 2026). Rather than 

measuring individual perceptions or negotiation processes, it summarizes the extent to which 

methods impose labor and generate returns. In this article, we use the ContraIndex selectively: 

We focus on contraceptive labor and additionally on efficacy in pregnancy prevention as one 

core, measurable return. Throughout this article, we use the term contraceptive labor to refer to 

the structural burdens embedded in contraceptive methods and women’s exposure to these 

burdens, rather than to individual assessments of contraceptive labor. 

This selective use aligns with our analytical objective: To examine whether couples’ resources 

and gender ideology are associated with women’s use of contraceptive methods that differ in 

their structurally embedded burdens. Each respondent’s method is linked to a pre-computed 

Contraceptive Labor Score (CLS) and efficacy score. 

4.4.1 Conceptual scope and aggregation 

The full ContraIndex consists of two dimensions: Contraceptive labor – summarizing costs (C) 

and risks (R), and contraceptive returns – summarizing benefits (B) and potentials (P). For this 

study, we do not use the net index. Instead, we use the CLS to capture method-level labor and 

include pregnancy-prevention efficacy as a central return. This approach allows us to 

analytically separate the burdens and returns of contraception and to examine whether women’s 
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exposure to one dimension systematically coincides with exposure to the other. At the same 

time, it remains anchored in our broader conceptualization of contraception as gendered unpaid 

reproductive responsibility. 

4.4.2 Operationalizing contraceptive labor 

Contraceptive labor in the ContraIndex (Müller et al. 2026) captures the structural burdens 

inherent in each contraceptive method. The unit of analysis is the method, not the individual. 

The CLS is composed of four cost and two risk indicators, each defined on a common 0–30 

scale based on clinical, regulatory, and pricing information in Germany. To ensure 

comparability, all indicators are normalized to a common 0–1 metric using fixed, theory-driven 

maxima rather than empirical distributions. 

Costs (C) 

The cost indicators capture routine, recurrent burdens that structure everyday contraceptive 

practice, even when they are normalized or rendered invisible through medicalization. For 

descriptive purposes, a normalized cost component can be expressed by summing the values of 

the four cost indicators (C1m, C2m, C3m, C4m) and dividing this sum by the theoretical maximum 

of the joint costs scale (Mc): 

𝐶𝑂𝑆𝑇𝑆𝑚 =
𝐶1𝑚 +  𝐶2𝑚 +  𝐶3𝑚 +  𝐶4𝑚

𝑀𝐶
 

Each cost indicator ranges from 0 (no burden) to 30 (highest empirically plausible burden). 

Thus, the theoretical maximum is Mc = 120. COSTS is reported as a normalized descriptive 

subcomponent and is not separately aggregated in the construction of the index. 

Financial costs (C1). Average monthly out-of-pocket expenses for acquiring and maintaining 

the method (devices, prescriptions, procedures), based on price lists, reimbursement rules, and 

provider information in Germany. Higher scores indicate higher user-borne costs (e.g., 

sterilization, some hormonal methods), lower scores indicate minimal or no direct financial 

costs (e.g., withdrawal). 

Time costs (C2). Estimated monthly time required for acquisition (appointments, travel, 

waiting) and use (e.g., daily pill intake). These estimates draw on expert judgment and clinical 

guidance and are translated into ordinal categories (none, low, moderate, high) and averaged. 

Physical discomfort (C3). Typical level of bodily or procedural discomfort (e.g., IUD insertion), 

based on clinical literature and expert consensus. 
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Loss of spontaneity (C4). Degree to which the method typically disrupts sexual spontaneity – 

for instance through interruptions. Barrier methods and some behavioral methods receive 

higher scores than long-acting or ‘background’ methods, which are decoupled from sexual acts 

(e.g., IUDs, implants, pills). 

Risks (R) 

Risk indicators capture longer-term or probabilistic burdens that shape contraceptive decision-

making under uncertainty and contribute to women’s disproportionate exposure to bodily and 

reproductive risk. A normalized risk component is obtained by summing the values for side 

effects (R1ₘ) and delayed return to fertility (R2ₘ) and dividing this sum by the theoretical 

maximum of the joint risk scale (MR): 

𝑅𝐼𝑆𝐾𝑆𝑚 =
𝑅1𝑚 +  𝑅2𝑚

𝑀𝑅
 

Since both indicators range from 0 to 30, the theoretical maximum is MR=60. RISKS is 

likewise reported for descriptive purposes and does not constitute a separate aggregation step 

in the index construction. 

Side effects (R1). Number and severity of documented physical and psychological side effects, 

derived from product information and clinical sources. Frequency and severity are combined 

into a summary score and then categorizes methods into low, moderate, and high side-effect 

burden. 

Delayed fertility return (R2). Expected time until fertility is restored after discontinuation 

(immediate, short-term, long-term, permanent), based on time-to-conception estimates in the 

medical literature. 

Aggregation into CLS 

The total contraceptive labor for method m is computed as the direct additive aggregation of all 

cost and risk indicators, normalized by the joint theoretical maximum of the scale.  

Let 𝐶1𝑚  - 𝐶4𝑚  denote the four cost indicators and 𝑅1𝑚  - 𝑅2𝑚  the two risk indicators for 

method 𝑚. The CLS is then defined as: 

𝐶𝐿𝑆𝑚 =
𝐶1𝑚 + 𝐶2𝑚 + 𝐶3𝑚 + 𝐶4𝑚 + 𝑅1𝑚 + 𝑅2𝑚

𝑀𝐶 + 𝑀𝑅
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The joint theoretical maximum of the scale is 𝑀𝐶 + 𝑀𝑅 = 180, and by construction 𝐶𝐿𝑆𝑀 

ranges from 0 (lowest structural labor burden) to 1 (highest structural labor burden).  

Because all six formative indicators share the same theoretical range (0–30) and enter additively 

into the numerator, this aggregation implies an equal weighting of all six formative indicators 

of contraceptive labor. At the same time, normalization at the joint theoretical maximum 

implements a limited-compensatory structure in the sense that extreme values remain visible in 

the composite. Importantly, CLS reflects method-level structural labor burdens – that is, the 

physical, financial, temporal, and reproductive risks embedded in contraceptive methods and 

their regulation. It does not capture individual-level perceptions, fairness evaluations, 

negotiation processes, or emotions. Table 4.1 summarizes the key CLS components.  

Table 4.1: Dimensions and subdimensions of method-level contraceptive labor. 

Costs Risks 

Subdimension Description Subdimension Description 

Financial Costs – C1 Monthly expenses for 

purchasing, maintaining, or 

renewing contraception 

Side Effects – R1 Number and severity 

of potential adverse 

effects 

Time Costs – C2 Time invested in acquisition and 

usage, including regular refills, 

insertion procedures, or daily 

adherence 

Return to Fertility 

– 

R2 

The ease or difficulty 

of resuming fertility 

after discontinuing 

use 

Insertion Pain – C3 Discomfort experienced during 

placement or removal of 

methods such as IUDs, implants, 

or sterilization 

  

Pleasure Reduction –C4 Degree to which a method 

disrupts spontaneity 

  

Source: ContraIndex (Müller et al. 2026).  

4.4.3 Operationalizing efficacy 

Efficacy in pregnancy prevention is measured using a mean indicator combining typical-use 

effectiveness and perfect-use efficacy based on Pearl Index values from international guidelines 

(e.g., Schindler 2013; World Health Organization 2018). For comparability with the CLS, 

efficacy is rescaled to a 0-1 metric.  

Because efficacy follows a distinct theoretical logic from contraceptive labor, it is included 

solely as an exploratory alternative outcome. This allows us to assess whether inequalities in 

exposure to contraceptive burdens align with inequalities in exposure to one key structural 

return. 

4.4.4 Linking micro-level couples to macro-level contraceptive infrastructures 

Using contraceptive labor and efficacy scores allows us to link micro-level couple 

characteristics related to the gendered division of labor to macro-level contraceptive 
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infrastructures. These method attributes reflect broader institutional arrangements, including 

clinical availability, prescription rules, reimbursement policies, and the technological 

imbalance between male and female methods. 

By treating labor and returns as properties of contraceptive methods rather than only individual 

choices, we examine how inequalities in couples’ resources and ideology translate into 

differential exposure to structurally burdensome or effective contraceptive regimes. 

 

4.5 Data and methods 

4.5.1 Data 

We use data from FReDA – The German Family Demography Panel Study (v.5.0.0) (Bujard et 

al. 2025), a large-scale, nationally representative panel study of individuals aged 18 to 49 in 

Germany. FReDA provides extensive information on fertility, partnership dynamics, and socio-

demographic characteristics, making it well-suited for our analysis. The study is conducted 

biannually using a self-administered, mixed-mode design. A detailed study description is 

available in Schneider et al. (2021) and Hank et al. (2024).  

For this study, we use wave 1 (subwaves W1R and W1A) collected in 2021/2022, which allows 

us to examine less frequent contraceptive behaviors due to its large sample size. In addition to 

individual (“anchor”) responses, FReDA includes partner surveys, which we incorporate to 

complement or clarify contraceptive behavior reports (see Section 4.5.3). 

4.5.2 Analytical sample 

Our initial sample consisted of 22,018 respondents who participated in both subwaves W1R 

and W1A. Since our focus is on women’s exposure to method-level contraceptive labor, we 

restricted the sample to women (N=12,203). We applied the following exclusion criteria: 

• Not in a heterosexual partnership: We excluded 2,502 women who were not in a 

relationship and 191 women in same-sex partnerships. This restriction reflects the 

fact that the Contraceptive Labor Score (CLS) is constructed around pregnancy 

prevention in different-gender partnerships and the gendered allocation of 

responsibility for managing pregnancy risk. Our analyses do not aim to make claims 

about contraceptive labor outside this institutionalized context. 

• Not at risk of unintended pregnancy: We removed 377 pregnant women, 535 women 

actively trying to conceive, and 165 women who reported infertility (excluding 

infertility due to sterilization). 
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• Unclear or inconsistent contraceptive information: We excluded 48 women who 

reported using only ‘other’ contraceptive methods, and 1,738 women who either 

provided no contraceptive information or reported multiple method use for which 

no CLS can be meaningfully calculated (e.g., three hormonal methods). 

• Not using contraception despite not trying to conceive: We excluded 1,259 women 

in heterosexual partnerships who reported to not use contraception despite not trying 

to conceive. While this group is theoretically highly relevant, method-level 

contraceptive labor scores – CLS values – cannot be assigned in the absence of a 

concrete method. As our analytical strategy explicitly links women to structurally 

embedded burdens of specific contraceptive technologies, these cases fall outside 

the scope of a method-based approach. As a result, our analytical sample represents 

women who are linked to specific contraceptive technologies, rather than all women 

who may be at risk of unintended pregnancy. More on women who use no 

contraception despite not trying to conceive can be found in Passet-Wittig and Lück 

(2025).  

• Finally, our analytical sample consists of 5,388 women. 

4.5.3 Measurement 

Dependent Variable 

We operationalize method-level contraceptive labor using the CLS derived from the 

ContraIndex (Müller et al. 2026), as introduced in section 4.4. Information on current 

contraceptive methods in FReDA is assessed by asking anchors about their current 

contraceptive use. Respondents can select multiple methods from a predefined list, including 

options such as condom, birth control pill, intrauterine device (IUD), injectables, implants, 

withdrawal, and sterilization. Additionally, emergency contraception (morning-after pill) and 

fertility tracking methods are surveyed. Sterilization status is captured through separate 

questions for both the anchor and their partner. 

In our main analysis, we include respondents reporting a single contraceptive method to ensure 

a clear assignment of CLS values. If a respondent selected multiple methods, we apply the 

following decision rules:  

• Dual use (condom + hormonal method; condom + non-hormonal method): We retain 

these combinations (N=117) and calculate an additive CLS, interpreted as a 

conservative lower-bound estimate of exposure to method-level burdens, as using two 
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methods plausibly entails additional management and coordination, and we do not 

model interaction or substitution effects between methods. 

• Morning-after pill & another method: The CLS of the other method is retained since 

emergency contraception is typically used only once after contraceptive failure. 

• Sterilization & another method: The CLS of sterilization is retained in any case of 

multiple method use, assuming additional methods are used for purposes other than 

pregnancy prevention. 

• ‘Other’ method & a specified method: The CLS of the specified method is retained. 

• Multiple methods (excluding the cases above): 56 women indicated other combinations 

of multiple method use and are excluded from the analysis, as we cannot accurately 

estimate their exposure to contraceptive labor. 

• As a robustness check, we additionally estimate all models excluding multiple-method 

users altogether. Results remain substantively unchanged. 

Only when female contraceptive information is missing do we use partner reports where 

available (N=957). Partners reported contraceptive use from a more limited set of options, 

including condom, pill, withdrawal, rhythm method, and 'other'.  

Each contraceptive method is assigned to a corresponding CLS value. Table 4.2 presents costs, 

risks, total CLS, and contraceptive efficacy for each method. Because validated estimates of 

dual-method efficacy do not exist, we approximate dual-use efficacy by assigning the higher 

(i.e., better) efficacy of the two constituent methods. 
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Table 4.2: Normalized costs, risks, contraceptive labor score (CLS) and efficacy related to each contraceptive 

method surveyed in FReDA. 

Contraceptive method Costs  Risks  CLS Efficacy 

Condom 0.25 0.17 0.22 0.67 

Pill  0.33 0.50 0.39 0.67 

IUD 0.50 0.67 0.56 1.00 

Foam, suppository, jelly, cream 0.33 0.17 0.28 0.33 

Injectables 0.46 0.83 0.58 1.00 

Implants 0.33 0.75 0.47 1.00 

Digital fertility tracker 0.29 0.00 0.19 0.67 

Morning-after pill 0.42 0.50 0.44 0.33 

Withdrawal 0.17 0.00 0.11 0.33 

Safe period method 0.33 0.00 0.22 0.67 

Vaginal ring 0.42 0.50 0.44 1.00 

Female condom 0.50 0.17 0.39 0.33 

Female sterilization 0.38 0.67 0.47 1.00 

Male sterilization 0.00 0.50 0.11 1.00 

Dual use: Condom + hormonal method 

 

 

0.58 0.67 0.61 0.67 

Dual use: Condom + non-horm. method 0.58 0.17 0.44 0.67 

Note: Costs, risks and efficacy have been normalized to range between 0 and 1. Higher values indicate greater 

costs, greater risks, greater melabor, and greater efficacy, respectively.  

Source: ContraIndex (Müller et al. 2026).  

Independent Variables 

We operationalize resources through education and employment, given that FReDA’s wave 1 

does not include individual income data. 

Education. Absolute education is categorized using ISCED levels: 1) Low: ISCED levels 1–2; 

2) Medium: ISCED levels 3–4; 3) High: ISCED levels 5–8. Relative education captures whether 

partners are equally educated, or whether the woman is lower or higher educated than her 

partner: 1) Equally educated; 2) Woman lower educated; 3) Woman higher educated. 

Employment. We measure absolute employment through weekly working hours, categorizing 

both women’s and men’s employment into four groups: 1) No paid employment (0 hours); 2) 

Part-time employment (1–27 hours/week); 3) Almost full-time employment (28–35 

hours/week); 4) Full-time employment (35+ hours/week). For relative employment within 

couples (independent variable), we classify employment status into three categories: 1) Equal 

employment status (same category for both partners); 2) Woman works fewer hours than man; 

3) Woman works more hours than man.  

Gender Ideology. Recent research agrees that gender ideology is no unidimensional construct 

but rather multidimensional (Knight & Brinton 2017; Grunow et al. 2018). Hence, we follow 

Nitsche and Grunow’s (2016) strategy of using a single GRA item directly related to our sphere 

of interest instead of constructing an additive index to operationalize gender ideology. We chose 
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the item asking: “Who is better at caring for children?” as we expect it to concern reproductive 

responsibility - both are culturally framed as gendered obligations tied to vigilance, planning, 

and accountability. Rather than capturing general gender ideology, this measure reflects 

context-specific normative expectations regarding gendered responsibility for care and 

reproduction. Responses range on a 5-point Likert scale: 1) Men definitely; 2) Men slightly; 3) 

Both sexes equally; 4) Women slightly; 5) Women definitely. Given that fewer than 1% of 

respondents stated that men are (definitely or slightly) better suited for childcare, we 

dichotomize the GRA item ‘female caring’ into: 0 = egalitarian (i.e., men better & both equally); 

and 1 = traditional (women better). As a robustness check, we replicate analyses using another 

GRA item (‘division of labor’) on role prioritization (“For whom is housework and looking 

after children more important?”).   

Control Variables. Prior research indicates that socio-demographic characteristics shape 

contraceptive behavior and contraceptive choice (Eeckhaut & Sweeney 2016; Helfferich et al. 

2021). Accordingly, we include age (continuous); household income (log-transformed); parity 

(number of children); cohabitation/marital status (Grady et al. 2010); region (Eastern vs. 

Western Germany); and female absolute education and employment.  

Table 4.3 presents descriptive statistics (unweighted). 
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Table 4.3: Descriptive statistics of dependent, independent, and control variables. 

 
Mean SD Min Max 

Dependent variable:     

Contraceptive labor 0.30 0.12 0.11 0.61 

Independent variables:     

Relative education: 

Equally educated 0.65 0.48 
0 1 

Woman lower educated 0.18 0.39 

Woman higher educated 0.17 0.38 

Relative employment hours:  

Equal employment hours 0.40 0.49 
0 1 

Woman works less 0.50 0.50 

Woman works more 0.09 0.29 

Gender ideology: ‘Female caring’ 

Egalitarian 0.71 0.45 0 1 

Traditional 0.29 0.45 

Control variables:     

Female absolute education: 

Low 0.04 0.18 
0 1 

Medium 0.48 0.50 

High 0.48 0.50 

Female absolute employment:  

No employment 0.13 0.34 

0 1 Part-time employment 0.29 0.45 

Almost full-time employment 0.18 0.38 

Full-time employment 0.40 0.49 

Male absolute employment:  

No employment 0.07 0.25 

0 1 Part-time employment 0.06 0.23 

Almost full-time employment 0.08 0.26 

Full-time employment 0.80 0.4 

Age 34.91 8.51 18 51 

Number of children 1.30 1.31 0 9 

Cohabitation status:  

Not cohabiting 0.17 0.38 0 1 

Cohabiting 0.83 0.38 

Marital status:  

Unmarried 0.46 0.5 0 1 

Married 0.54 0.5 

Region:  

Western Germany 0.85 0.36 0 1 

Eastern Germany 0.15 0.36 

Household net income (EUR) 4195.48 4791.36 10.20 200,000 

N 5,388 

Source: FReDA (v5.0.0, subwaves W1R and W1A), unweighted, multiply imputed.  
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4.5.4 Methods 

We apply ordinary least squares (OLS) regression to analyze the relationship between method-

level contraceptive labor, as measured by the CLS, and key micro-level predictors associated 

with the gendered division of labor. Specifically, we examine how women’s relative education, 

relative employment, and gender ideology influence women’s contraceptive labor. We estimate 

parallel models using contraceptive efficacy as an alternative outcome. 

For hypotheses H1 and H2, we estimate baseline and fully adjusted models. For interaction 

hypotheses (H3A, H3B), we estimate fully adjusted models including interaction terms between 

gender ideology and relative education or employment. Diagnostic tests did not indicate 

heteroskedasticity; therefore, we report conventional OLS standard errors.  

Missing data are handled using multiple imputation by chained equations (MICE) via Stata’s 

mi procedure (version 18) (StataCorp 2023), assuming data are missing at random. Five 

imputed datasets are generated, incorporating all analytical and auxiliary variables (appendix 

table A4.5). As a robustness check, we re-estimate models using unimputed data; results are 

substantively similar (appendix figures A4.9 & A4.10). 

 

4.6 Results 

4.6.1 Descriptives 

Table 4.4 presents the distribution of contraceptive methods among women in the analytical 

sample. The most commonly used method is the condom (46.16%), followed by the pill 

(22.07%). Permanent methods account for a smaller proportion, with female sterilization 

(4.06%) and male sterilization (5.31%). Long-acting reversible contraceptives (LARCs), 

including intrauterine devices (IUDs), injectables, and implants, are used by 3.75%, 0.85%, and 

0.95% of the women in our sample, respectively. Traditional methods, such as withdrawal 

(3.45%) and the safe period method (3.01%), are also present in the sample. Other hormonal 

methods, such as the vaginal ring (0.52%), are less frequently reported. Emergency 

contraception (morning-after pill) as only contraceptive method is used by 1.73% of females, 

while digital fertility trackers (0.15%) represent a marginal share.  

Overall, the distribution illustrates the dominance of barrier and hormonal methods in Germany, 

while simultaneously indicating substantial variation in method-level contraceptive labor 

(CLS), which motivates the multivariate analyses that follow. 
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Table 4.4: Distribution of contraceptive methods in analytical sample. 

Method of contraception Frequency Percent 

Condom 2,487 46.16 

Pill  1,189 22.07 

Intrauterine device (IUD) 202 3.75 

Foam, suppository, jelly, cream 13 0.24 

Injectables 46 0.85 

Implants 51 0.95 

Digital fertility tracker 8 0.15 

Morning-after pill 93 1.73 

Withdrawal 186 3.45 

Safe period method 162 3.01 

Vaginal ring 28 0.52 

Female condom 301 5.59 

Female sterilization 219 4.06 

Male sterilization 286 5.31 

Dual use: Condom + hormonal method 72 1.34 

Dual use: Condom + nonhormonal method 45 0.84 

Total 5,388 100.00 

Source: FReDA (v5.0.0, subwaves W1R and W1A), unweighted. 

 

4.6.2 Regression analyses  

Guided by hypotheses H1–H3, we examine how women’s relative resources within couples and 

their gender ideology are associated with women’s exposure to method-level contraceptive 

labor, measured by the Contraceptive Labor Score (CLS). As a complementary analysis, we 

replicate all models using method-level contraceptive efficacy as an alternative outcome. 

Throughout, we focus on estimated association sizes and their substantive interpretation rather 

than statistical significance alone. Given the 0–1 scaling of the outcomes, coefficients can be 

interpreted as percentage-point differences in exposure to contraceptive labor or efficacy.  

Figure 4.1 presents coefficient plots for hypotheses H1 and H2, while figures 4.3 and 4.4 display 

predicted values for the interaction hypotheses (H3A, H3B). Figure 4.2 replicates figure 4.1 

using efficacy as the dependent variable. Full regression tables are reported in appendix tables 

A4.6–A4.8. 

Relative resources and contraceptive labor 

The relative resource hypothesis (H1) predicts that women with greater relative resources than 

their partners are exposed to lower method-level contraceptive labor (lower CLS). We find no 

statistically significant association between relative employment and exposure to method-level 

contraceptive labor (CLS) once socio-demographic controls are included. Estimated 

coefficients are close to zero, and confidence intervals include both small positive and negative 

values, indicating no substantively meaningful relationship. 

For relative education, we observe a counterintuitive but consistent pattern: Net of controls, 

women who are more highly educated than their partners are exposed to contraceptive methods 
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associated with slightly higher CLS values than women whose partners are more highly 

educated (β=0.02, p<0.00). Although statistically significant, this corresponds to a 2 

percentage-point increase on the 0–1 CLS scale and is therefore substantively modest. 

However, even modest average differences at the individual level can indicate systematic 

sorting into method regimes – clusters of contraceptive methods with distinct, institutionally 

embedded burden profiles – rather than merely marginal individual-level behavioral 

differences. No statistically significant differences emerge between equally educated couples 

and those in which the woman is less educated than her partner. 

Taken together, these findings provide no support for H1. Relative resources - particularly 

employment - do not reduce women’s exposure to method-level contraceptive labor, and higher 

relative education is, if anything, associated with marginally higher exposure to methods with 

higher CLS values. 

Gender ideology and contraceptive labor  

In contrast, the gender ideology hypothesis (H2) receives consistent support. Women who hold 

traditional gender beliefs - specifically, those who view childcare as primarily a female 

responsibility - are more likely to be exposed to methods with higher CLS values than women 

with egalitarian views (β=0.01, p<0.00). This association remains statistically significant after 

adjusting for socio-demographic characteristics (β=0.01, p<0.05). 

While the magnitude of the effect is modest, its robustness across model specifications 

underscores the role of gender ideology in shaping women’s exposure to contraceptive burdens. 

Robustness checks using an alternative GRA item and excluding dual-method users yield 

substantively similar results (appendix figures A4.5–A4.8). 

Figure 4.1 displays OLS coefficients for contraceptive labor, and figure 4.2 presents the 

corresponding models for contraceptive efficacy. 
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Figure 4.2: OLS-regression coefficients for all independent variables; dependent variable = efficacy. Source: 

FReDA (v.5.0.0, subwaves W1R and W1A), unweighted, multiply imputed. 

Figure 4.1: OLS-regression coefficients for all independent variables; dependent variable = exposure to method-

level contraceptive labor (CLS). Source: FReDA (v.5.0.0, subwaves W1R and W1A), unweighted, 

multiply imputed. 
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Relative resources, gender ideology, and contraceptive efficacy 

To assess whether inequalities in contraceptive labor align with inequalities in contraceptive 

returns, we replicate the analyses using method-level efficacy as the outcome. Here, a different 

pattern emerges. 

Relative education is positively associated with contraceptive efficacy: Women who are equally 

educated or more highly educated than their partners are exposed to more effective methods 

than women whose partners are more highly educated (β=0.02 and β=0.03, respectively; 

p<0.01). This finding is consistent with previous research linking women’s education to 

contraceptive effectiveness. In contrast, relative employment status is not associated with 

method-level efficacy, and gender ideology shows no relationship with efficacy in either 

baseline or fully adjusted models. 

These results reveal a clear asymmetry: Gender ideology shapes women’s exposure to 

contraceptive burdens (CLS) but not to contraceptive returns, whereas higher relative education 

is associated with greater effectiveness without a corresponding reduction in contraceptive 

burdens. Hence, gender ideology appears to influence who carries the physical, financial, and 

temporal burdens of contraception, but not which level of pregnancy prevention a couple 

ultimately achieves. This asymmetry aligns with feminist scholarship describing contraception 

as an area in which women disproportionately assume responsibility for managing the work 

required to avoid pregnancy. 

Interaction between gender ideology and relative resources 

Hypotheses H3A and H3B propose that gender ideology moderates the association between 

relative resources and women’s exposure to method-level contraceptive labor. We find no 

statistically significant interaction effects between gender ideology and either relative education 

or relative employment. 

Figures 4.3 and 4.4 present predicted values of CLS by relative education and employment, 

stratified by gender ideology. Although women who are more highly educated than their 

partners exhibit slightly higher CLS values across ideological groups, confidence intervals 

overlap substantially, and differences are not statistically meaningful. 

Overall, the absence of significant interactions suggests that gender ideology and relative 

resources operate largely independently in shaping women’s exposure to method-level 

contraceptive labor. 



141 

 

 

Figure 4.4: Predicted values of contraceptive labor by relative employment for egalitarian and traditional women. 

Source: FReDA (v5.0.0, subwaves W1R and W1A), unweighted, multiply imputed. 

Figure 4.3: Predicted values of contraceptive labor by relative education for egalitarian and traditional women. 

Source: FReDA (v5.0.0, subwaves W1R and W1A), unweighted, multiply imputed. 



142 

 

4.7 Discussion 

4.7.1 Summary and interpretation of findings 

This study examined how micro-level theories of the gendered division of unpaid labor can 

help explain women’s exposure to method-level contraceptive burdens in different-sex 

partnerships. By applying the ContraIndex (Müller et al. 2026), we quantified contraceptive 

labor as a combination of the costs and risks associated with different contraceptive methods, 

operationalized through the contraceptive labor score (CLS). Conceptualizing contraceptive 

responsibility as gendered labor extends the framework of unpaid work – including housework, 

childcare, and the mental load – to contraception, emphasizing its role in shaping gendered 

inequalities in time use and health. 

We applied two micro-level theoretical perspectives commonly used in research on unpaid 

labor: Relative resource theory and gender ideology theory, extending them to contraceptive 

labor using sexual script theory. Relative resource theory suggests that women with greater 

relative resources (e.g., higher education or more paid work hours compared to their male 

partners) are exposed to less method-level contraceptive labor due to increased bargaining 

power. Gender ideology theory posits that individuals’ beliefs about gender roles influence their 

behavior, implying that women with traditional gender ideologies assume greater contraceptive 

responsibility. Additionally, the gender deviance neutralization hypothesis (H3A) suggests that 

women in non-traditional roles compensate for perceived gender norm violations by taking on 

more unpaid work, while an alternative perspective (H3B) posits that women with higher 

resources and egalitarian beliefs might successfully negotiate a less burdensome contraceptive 

method. 

Taken together, our findings reject the relative resource hypothesis (H1), support the gender 

ideology hypothesis (H2), and provide no evidence for the proposed interaction effects (H3A 

and H3B). Overall, our findings indicate that micro-level resources play a limited role in 

reducing women’s contraceptive burdens, whereas gender ideology remains a consistent 

predictor of who is systematically exposed to the burdens embedded in contraceptive methods. 

Contrary to relative resource theory, women who are more highly educated than their partners 

are more likely to be exposed to contraceptive methods with higher CLS values (i.e., higher 

method-level burdens), rather than lower CLS methods. This pattern holds net of women’s 

absolute education and does not differ significantly by gender ideology. Although the effect 

size is small, the finding suggests that higher relative education does not translate into reduced 

exposure to contraceptive burdens. Rather than reflecting individual preferences alone, this 
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pattern is consistent with the structurally constrained nature of contraceptive choice: Women 

with higher relative education are more likely to be exposed to highly effective methods that 

are institutionally bundled with higher embodied and psychosocial costs. Even though the 

estimated differences are small at the individual level, they are consistent with systematic 

sorting into institutionally differentiated contraceptive methods rather than substantively large 

behavioral shifts. This interpretation aligns with prior research showing that highly educated 

women tend to prioritize contraceptive effectiveness even when this entails greater health-

related or cognitive burdens (Dereuddre et al. 2016; Littlejohn 2021), which could reflect higher 

opportunity costs of unintended pregnancies for women higher educated than their partners. 

The complementary analysis of contraceptive efficacy supports this interpretation, showing that 

higher relative education is associated with exposure to more effective methods - without a 

corresponding reduction in exposure to method-level contraceptive burdens. 

Relative employment, in contrast, is not associated with either exposure to method-level 

contraceptive burdens or contraceptive efficacy. This indicates that employment-based 

bargaining power - influential in research on housework and childcare - does not translate into 

reduced exposure to method-level contraceptive burdens, underscoring the distinctive moral 

and bodily dimensions of reproductive labor. 

Gender ideology emerges as the most consistent predictor of women’s exposure to method-

level contraceptive labor. Women with traditional gender beliefs are more likely to be exposed 

to contraceptive methods with higher structural labor burdens than egalitarian women, even 

after accounting for relative resources. Importantly, gender ideology does not shape exposure 

to contraceptive efficacy, indicating a clear asymmetry: Individual gender ideology influences 

who is exposed to the burdens of contraception, but not whether pregnancy prevention is 

effective. This pattern aligns with sexual scripts that frame vigilance, risk management, and 

bodily regulation as components of responsible femininity, while treating effectiveness as a 

shared or neutral goal.  

We find no evidence that gender ideology moderates the association between relative resources 

and women’s exposure to method-level contraceptive labor. The absence of interaction effects 

suggests that resources and ideology operate largely independently, rather than compensatory, 

in structuring contraceptive responsibility. 

4.7.2 Limitations and future research 

While our study offers new insights into contraceptive behavior, it also has several limitations 

that highlight avenues for future research.  
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First, our analysis was descriptive rather than causal, given the cross-sectional nature of the 

data. Additionally, our models could not account for reverse causality, as contraceptive use 

itself may shape women’s employment trajectories, partnership arrangements, and gender 

beliefs. Future research should exploit the longitudinal structure of FReDA to examine how 

women’s exposure to method-level contraceptive burdens evolves over time and how changes 

in couple resources and gender ideology relate to shifts in contraceptive practices. 

Second, our analytical sample is selective in that it includes only partnered women who report 

using contraception and for whom method-level contraceptive labor can be meaningfully 

assigned. Women who do not use contraception despite not trying to conceive, as well as those 

using complex or multiple method combinations, were excluded. While this restriction allows 

for a clear link between method choice and structurally embedded contraceptive labor, it may 

limit generalizability. If anything, this selectivity may lead us to underestimate inequalities in 

contraceptive responsibility, as non-use or irregular use may itself reflect contested, unequal, 

or deferred allocations of reproductive labor. Importantly, contraceptive non-use is plausibly 

socially selective: Prior research suggests that lower educational resources and more traditional 

gender norms are associated with both reduced contraceptive use and lower access to highly 

effective methods. Excluding this group is therefore more likely to attenuate rather than inflate 

the observed associations between resources, gender ideology, and exposure to method-level 

burdens. Future research should explicitly examine non-use and complex contraceptive 

strategies as potentially meaningful forms of resistance, negotiation, or redistribution of 

reproductive responsibility. 

Third, our operationalization of contraceptive labor focuses on method-level structural burdens 

rather than women’s experienced or negotiated labor. The Contraceptive Labor Score captures 

the physical, financial, temporal, and reproductive risks embedded in contraceptive 

technologies and their regulation, but it does not measure subjective perceptions, fairness 

evaluations, emotional responses, or within-couple negotiation processes. This is a deliberate 

analytical choice that enables us to link micro-level couple characteristics to institutionalized 

contraceptive regimes. Nonetheless, future studies should combine method-level indicators 

with individual-level measures of perceived burden and responsibility to better understand how 

structural constraints translate into lived experiences. 

Fourth, our measures of relative resources are constrained by data availability. Due to the 

absence of individual income information in FReDA wave 1, we rely on relative education and 

relative employment as proxies for bargaining power. While commonly used in research on 
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unpaid labor, these measures may not fully capture economic asymmetries within couples. 

Future research should incorporate relative income and wealth to more comprehensively assess 

resource-based mechanisms in contraceptive decision-making. 

Fifth, our measure of gender ideology relies on a single GRA item related to childcare 

responsibility. While this item captures a central dimension of gendered care norms closely 

linked to reproductive responsibility, it does not reflect the full multidimensionality of gender 

ideology. Future research should examine whether beliefs about sexuality, bodily autonomy, or 

partnership equality shape contraceptive labor in similar or distinct ways. 

Finally, our analysis focuses on gender as a primary axis of inequality. An intersectional 

perspective that considers how contraceptive labor varies by social class, migration 

background, or other axes of stratification would provide a more comprehensive understanding 

of inequalities in reproductive responsibility. 

4.7.3 Outlook and implications 

Contraceptive behavior and method-choice are critical aspects of reproductive autonomy and 

gender equality. While much focus has been laid on the benefits of (especially modern) 

contraception, gendered burdens have often remained invisible. Our analysis, alongside the 

ContraIndex, underscores that women continue to disproportionately bear the burden of 

preventing unintended pregnancies. This is not only a result of individual preferences and 

gender norms but also of structural constraints and embedded in institutionalized contraceptive 

regimes that continue to prioritize female-body-based methods. Expanding reversible male 

contraceptive options would alleviate women’s contraceptive labor while also enhancing men’s 

reproductive autonomy (Gómez-Torres et al. 2023). 

We showed that contraceptive labor can add to other gendered unpaid responsibilities such as 

housework and childcare, as our findings suggest that predictors related to the gendered division 

of labor, particularly gender ideology, can also be associated with contraceptive labor. 

However, inequalities in reproductive labor persist even under conditions of relatively 

egalitarian resources, suggesting that gender equality in intimate life cannot be achieved 

without institutional change. To better align contraceptive policies with the needs of individuals 

and couples, several structural changes could be considered: 

1) Limited male contraceptive options, gendered counseling practices, and medical 

infrastructures centered on women reinforce women’s structure exposure to 

contraceptive labor. Expanding reversible male contraceptive options and reconfiguring 

counseling practices toward shared responsibility would not only redistribute 
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contraceptive labor but also challenge the cultural association between femininity and 

reproductive vigilance. Also, it would enhance men’s reproductive autonomy (Fennell 

2011). 

2) Our findings indicate that higher educated women use methods with greater costs and 

risks, likely due to concerns about unintended pregnancies. There is a need for new 

contraceptive options that are highly effective but involve fewer health-related burdens 

for women. 

3) Women who endorse traditional gender roles perform more contraceptive labor, 

highlighting the need for gender-equitable contraceptive education. Making male 

contraceptive options more visible and accessible may challenge traditional norms and 

encourage shared responsibility. 

By recognizing contraceptive labor as a crucial yet overlooked form of unpaid work, this study 

contributes to ongoing discussions on gender inequality in reproductive health. Ensuring that 

contraception becomes a shared responsibility – rather than a women’s burden – represents a 

critical step toward achieving greater gender equality and reproductive justice (Luna & Luker 

2013). 
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Appendix 

 
Table A4.5: Overview of variables used for the imputation process including number and share of missing values. 

 Number Percentage 

Exposure to method-level contraceptive labor (CLS) 1738 20.73 
Relative educational differences 809 9.65 

Relative employment differences 779 9.29 

Gender ideology: ‘Female caring’ 27 0.32 

Woman's employment status 390 4.65 
Man's employment status 439 5.24 

Woman's absolute education 382 4.56 

Man's absolute education 474 5.65 
Age 7 0.08 

Number of children 0 0.00 

Cohabitation status 9 0.11 
Marital status 10 0.12 

Region 0 0.00 

Household net income (log) 1300 15.5 

Relative employment differences (categ.) 201 2.4 
Gender ideology: ‘Division of labor’ 24 0.29 

Female employment 31 0.37 

Relationship satisfaction 47 0.56 
Life satisfaction 38 0.45 

General health 6 0.07 

Partner born in Germany 13 0.16 
Can make ends meet 146 1.74 

Number of rooms in accommodation 144 1.72 

Number of partnerships 112 1.34 

Intention to have child at all 121 1.44 
Intention to have child in 3 yrs 86 1.03 

Source: FReDA (v5.0.0, subwaves W1R and W1A). Missingness in CLS reflects exclusion of respondents with missing or 

inconsistent contraceptive method information. 
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Table A4.6: OLS regression coefficients for all relevant predictors (relative education, relative employment and gender 

ideology) on CLS. 

DV: Exposure to method-level 

contraceptive labor (CLS) 

Only predictors (1) + all controls (2) 

Relative education (ref. woman lower 

educated) 

  

Equally educated -0.00615 0.00664 
 (0.172) (0.171) 

Woman higher educated 0.00334 0.0218*** 

 (0.562) (0.001) 
Relative employment (ref. woman works 

less) 

  

Equal employment hours -0.00600 0.00183 

 (0.089) (0.809) 
Woman works more -0.00791 -0.00274 

 (0.296) (0.797) 

Gender ideology: ’Female caring’ (ref. 
egalitarian) 

  

Traditional 0.0120*** 0.00817* 

 (0.001) (0.022) 
Controls   

Age  0.00170*** 

  (0.000) 

Number of children  0.00564*** 
  (0.001) 

Marital status (ref. not married)   

Married  -0.00216 
  (0.614) 

Cohabitation status (ref. not cohabiting)   

Cohabiting  -0.0134** 
  (0.008) 

Region (ref. Western Germany)   

Eastern Germany  0.000627 

  (0.892) 
Household net income (logarithmized)  -0.00559 

(0.144) 

Female absolute education (ref. low)   
Middle  -0.0176 

  (0.057) 

High  -0.0392*** 
  (0.000) 

Female absolute employment (ref. no 

employment) 

  

Part-time employed (<28 hours)  0.00812 
  (0.156) 

Almost full-time employed (28-35 hours)  0.0122 

(0.067) 
Full-time employed (>35 hours)  0.00986 

  (0.287) 

   
Constant 0.304*** 0.300*** 

 (0.000) (0.000) 

Observations 5388 5388 

p-values in parentheses * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001 
Source: FReDA (v5.0.0, subwaves W1R and W1A), unweighted, multiply imputed. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 



152 

 

Table A4.7: OLS regression coefficients for all relevant predictors (relative education, relative employment and gender 

ideology) on efficacy. 

DV: Efficacy Only predictors (3) + all controls (4) 

Relative education (ref. woman lower 
educated) 

  

Equally educated -0.000311 0.0207** 

 (0.962) (0.005) 
Woman higher educated 0.00171 0.0320** 

 (0.843) (0.002) 

Relative employment (ref. woman works 
less) 

  

Equal employment hours 0.005053 -0.000619 

 (0.317) (0.945) 

Woman works more 0.00845 -0.000261 
 (0.331) (0.981) 

Gender ideology: ‘Female caring’ (ref. 

egalitarian) 

  

Traditional 0.00386 -0.000179 

 (0.454) (0.972) 

Controls   
Age  0.00257*** 

  (0.000) 

Number of children  -0.00423 

  (0.857) 
Marital status (ref. not married)   

Married  -0.00555 

  (0.370) 
Cohabitation status (ref. not cohabiting)   

Cohabiting  -0.0179** 

  (0.015) 
Region (ref. Western Germany)   

Eastern Germany  -0.00495 

  (0.458) 

Household net income (logarithmized)  -0.0130* 

(0.011) 

Female absolute education (ref. low)   

Middle  -0.0176 
  (0.193) 

High  -0.0551*** 

  (0.000) 
Female absolute employment (ref. no 

employment) 

  

Part-time employed (<28 hours)  0.0142 

  (0.087) 
Almost full-time employed (28-35 hours)  0.0198*  

(0.029) 

Full-time employed (>35 hours)  0.0285** 
  (0.008) 

   

Constant 0.677*** 0.714*** 
 (0.000) (0.000) 

Observations 5388 5388 

p-values in parentheses * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001 

Source: FReDA (v5.0.0, subwaves W1R and W1A), unweighted, multiply imputed. 
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Table A4.8: OLS regression coefficients on CLS values including the interaction between relative resources (relative education 

in model 4, relative employment in model 5) and gender ideology. 

DV: CLS values Gender ideology * Relative 

education + all controls (4) 

Gender ideology * Relative 

employment + all controls (5) 

Main effects: 

Gender ideology: Female caring (ref. egalitarian) 

Traditional 0.00748 0.00143 

 (0.127) (0.86) 

Relative employment (ref. woman works less) 

Equal employment hours 0.00129  

 (0.87)  

Woman works more -0.00257  

 (0.827)  

Relative education (ref. woman lower 

educated) 

  

Equally educated  0.00402 

  (0.485) 

Woman higher educated  0.0187* 

(0.013) 

   
Interactions:   

Traditional # Equally educated  0.00824 

(0.379) 

Traditional # Woman higher educated 

 

 0.00932 

(0.433) 

 

Controls   

Age 0.00170*** 0.00170*** 

 (0.00) (0.00) 

Number of children 0.00579*** 0.00562*** 

 (0.000) (0.001) 

Marital status (ref. not married)  

Married -0.00278 -0.00231 

 (0.517) (0.590) 

Cohabitation status (ref. not cohabiting)  

Cohabiting -0.0134** -0.0132** 

 (0.008) (0.009) 

Region (ref. Western Germany)  

Eastern Germany 0.000840 0.000683 

 (0.856) (0.883) 

Household net income (logarithmized) -0.00735 

(0.057) 

-0.00541 

(0.131) 

Female absolute education (ref. low) 

Middle education -0.0148 -0.0181 

 (0.103) (0.051) 

High education -0.0300** -0.0396*** 

 (0.001) (0.000) 

Female absolute employment (ref. no employment)  

Part-time employed (<28 hours) 0.00832 

(0.146) 

0.00783 

(0.171) 

Almost full-time employed (28-35 hours) 0.0133* 

(0.044) 

0.0120 

(0.064) 

Full-time employed (>35 hours) 0.0107 

(0.245) 

0.0106 

(0.067) 

   

Constant 0.0766* 0.0663* 

 (2.29) (2.00) 

Observations 5388 5388 

p statistics in parentheses * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001 

Source: FReDA (v5.0.0, subwaves W1R and W1A), unweighted, multiply imputed. 
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Robustness checks (Alternative GRA item) 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure A4.5: Robustness check with alternative GRA item (‘division of labor’: For whom is housework and looking 

after children more important); replication of figure 4.1. Source: FReDA (v5.0.0, subwaves W1R and W1A), 

unweighted, multiply imputed. 
 

Figure A4.6: Robustness check with alternative GRA item (‘division of labor’: For whom is housework and looking 
after children more important); replication of figure 4.2. Source: FReDA (v5.0.0, subwaves W1R and W1A), 

unweighted, multiply imputed. 
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Robustness checks (Exclusion of dual users) 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure A4.7: Robustness check with exclusion of dual or multiple users (N=5,026); replication of figure 4.1. 
Source: FReDA (v5.0.0, subwaves W1R and W1A), unweighted, multiply imputed. 

 

Figure A4.8: Robustness check with exclusion of dual or multiple users (N=5,026); replication of figure 4.2. 

Source: FReDA (v5.0.0, subwaves W1R and W1A), unweighted, multiply imputed. 
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Robustness checks (Original, not imputed data) 
 

 

 

 

Figure A4.10: Robustness check with original, not imputed data (for the models only including the predictor, N=4,485; 

for the models with controls, N=3,995); replication of figure 4.2. Source: FReDA (v5.0.0, subwaves W1R and W1A), 

unweighted. 

 

Figure A4.9: Robustness check with original, not imputed data (for the models only including the predictor, N=4,485; 
for the models with controls, N=3,995); replication of figure 4.1. Source: FReDA (v5.0.0, subwaves W1R and W1A), 

unweighted. 

 


