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Introduction and Background

On the Unequal Division of Care and Gainful Work and the Importance of Being Able to
Reconcile Them

Globally, women carry out the majority of unpaid care and domestic work. Remarkably, they

perform over 75% of domestic chores and care for people in the household; in other words, they

spend 3.2 times more time on this than men do. In no country is this ratio balanced or is unpaid

care work done mostly by men (Charmes 2019). To illustrate the relevance of care work,

estimations give it a fictive monetary value. This is done, for example, by calculating the costs of

the total care work hours performed in the country on the basis of the average national hourly

wage (Bulender 2008). Considering that, according to these calculations, care work would account

for between 10 and 39 percent of GDP depending on the country (United Nations 2017), it is

difficult to understand why it has long received so little adequate attention and appreciation - both

in day-to-day treatment and in public policies. Women’s engagement in care activities is seen as

“biological altruism located in the family” (Folbre 2014, p. 3); simultaneously, the functioning of

society is based on it. The situation is quite different when it comes to gainful employment: Women

are less likely than men to be in paid work; they usually work fewer hours, are less likely to have

social security, have a higher share of informal work, and have lower wages (ILO 2018). However,

these two sets of conditions are not just inherent, distinct manifestations of gender inequality,

rather, they are intrinsically intertwined, mutually dependent, and fuel gender inequality in diverse

areas of the labor market and in the private sphere (EIGE 2021; Ferrant et al. 2014; Scheele 2019).

The separation of these two spheres and the gender-specific allocation of responsibilities

substantially accounts for men’s and women’s economic and social positions. Thus, it is necessary

to “recognize, reduce and redistribute care and domestic work, so that women may enjoy economic

opportunities and outcomes on an equal footing with men” (United Nations 2017, p. 18).

These three principles of recognizing, reducing, and redistributing care work can be interpreted as

aspects of strategies for reconciling work and family. Flawed or insufficiently far-reaching

approaches to work-family reconciliation are not just an obstacle to adjusting asymmetries in care

and paid work distribution, but also impede women’s career success. However, to frame efforts of

work-family reconciliation as beneficial only to women would be shortsighted. Work-family

reconciliation policies also correspond to the desires of men: they could reduce their working hours

(Allmendinger et al. 2013; Harnisch et al. 2018), thus being able to take on more responsibility in
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raising children (Joshi 2021) and caring for the elderly. A more equal distribution of care work and

a better reconciliation of work and family life require efforts at different levels: Redistributions of

care and paid work between men and women take place at the couple level, but are also related to

public policies and the accompanying corporate regulations and culture. One objective of this

dissertation is to identify facilitating (and hindering) factors for a successful reconciliation of work

and family life at these different levels.

The enormously unequal distribution of care work and gainful employment, as well as inadequate

opportunities to reconcile work and family life, still stand in the way of better gender equality on

the labor market and in the private sphere. These inequalities are longstanding; moreover, they are

structurally embedded and, thusly, difficult to overcome, but they are by no means unalterable.

Care work division and related issues are often considered as private, driven primarily by individual

preferences (Hakim 2002). As a result, few young women and men are aware that they may follow

rather traditional lifestyle patterns (Allmendinger et al. 2013) strongly determined by patriarchal

structures. Hakim (2002) postulates that men’s and women’s preferences for housework are

fundamentally different, but she remains imprecise in explaining how exactly these preferences

arise (Leahy and Doughney 2006). She neglects, for example, the role of internalized gender norms

(Brines 1994) and the attempt to avoid cognitive dissonance, which leads to accepting and

approving unequal distributions of care work (Auspurg et al. 2017). Moreover, Auspurg et al. (2017)

find, in an experimental study, that both men and women prefer an equal division of care work.

Thus, gender preferences as an explanation of the unequal division of housework and care are not

fully convincing.

Socialist-feminist approaches claim that industrialisation was a main driving force behind the

distinction between women’s and men’s work and the devaluation of domestic work (Delphy and

Leonard 1992). With industrialisation, a pronounced separation between gainful work and family

work began, solidifying over the course of the 20th century. At the same time, the meaning of

reproductive work was redefined and devalued, even when carried out by paid workers (Duffy

2007). Women were seen as having the main responsibility for the domestic sphere and men

responsible for breadwinning. Only interrupted by the Second World War, when many women had

to work in both spheres, did the understanding of separate spheres and, in parallel, of private and

public activities become established (Boyd 2016; Sweet 2014).

However, the separation of family and gainful work is subject to change: The blending of the two

spheres has steadily increased over the past decades, challenging long-established gender roles

(Whitehead 2008) and producing new challenges. These changes originate from demographic,

normative, and technological processes in society.
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Key macro-trends contributing to the increasing importance of the intersection of work and family

in Germany include workforce transformations and demographic changes. As more women enter

the formal labor force, the clear gender-specific specialization in the division of labor in the form

of the male-breadwinner-female-homemaker model is losing importance (Trappe et al. 2015). One

reason for the increasing labor market participation of women is the rising level of women’s

education (Brenke 2015). Given the demographic situation in Germany with its ageing population

and relatively low birth rates, a high labor market participation of women is an important building

block to secure the (future) labor force potential (Klinger and Fuchs 2020) and, therefore,

encouraged. Rising divorce rates are another factor relevant for increasing female labor market

participation (Özcan and Breen 2012). The resulting increase in the number of single-parent

households makes the necessity to reconcile work and family life pressing, contributing to an

increased intersection. Among fathers, there is a desire for a more equal distribution of gainful

employment and care work with their partners: Nowadays, fathers tend to prefer to reduce their

working hours after childbirth and support the gainful employment of their partners, although this

change is only moderate (Pollmann-Schult and Reynolds 2017). Nevertheless, the desire of German

fathers to partake of an active fatherhood role seems to be growing stronger and is also increasingly

being taken up in public policy discourse (Joshi 2021), which makes problems around the topic of

reconciling family and work more visible.

Another macro-trend in today’s working world impacting the relationship between the private and

professional sphere are employees’ constantly changing working conditions. The acceleration of

technological progress is one of many new requirements placed upon them, blurring the boundaries

between family and private life (Nam 2014; Thomas 2014), thus making a thoughtful handling of

these transformations necessary. One widely used technology-based work transformation is

working from home. Although said to facilitate the reconciliation of work and family, it also

increases the permeability between the domestic and private spheres (Kim et al. 2020). Despite

these effects, or perhaps unaware of them, such flexible forms of work are increasingly requested

by employees. Individuals, especially those in Generation Y, desire not just a good work-life balance

but also flexibility in terms of work location and schedule (Brinkmann 2020; Kultalahti and Liisa

Viitala 2014; Stankiewicz and Łychmus 2017). Employers’ associations recognize their

responsibility and the need to promote a better reconciliation, not least in order to secure their own

workforce needs (Schroeder and Schulze 2017). Family-friendly measures and a supportive

corporate culture are an important building block, but are not yet sufficiently implemented on the

corporate side (Hammermann et al. 2019; Schneider 2007).
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In wake of the Covid-19 pandemic, the importance and challenges of work-family reconciliation

became explicitly clear. Due to the closures of public childcare facilities and schools, mothers and

fathers faced enormous difficulties reconciling work and family obligations. Both men and women

increased their time spent on childcare; however, in most families, women took on more of the

additional work (Hank and Steinbach 2021; Zoch et al. 2020). Other studies show that the division

of housework between women and men converged somewhat, although this development

regressed after the lockdowns (Rodríguez Sánchez et al. 2021). Additionally, women had less

opportunity to work from home (Moehring et al. 2021). These findings imply that, in particular,

women found the reconciliation of work and family very difficult during the pandemic. Thus, it is

not surprising that women were more likely to scale back their working hours than men (Alon et

al. 2021). Some feared a setback in the already marginal progress toward equal sharing of gainful

work and care work between men and women (Allmendinger 2020; Kohlrausch and Zucco 2020).

This hypothesis provoked extraordinarily heated debates, with some authors working to refute this

argument as quickly as possible (Krohn 2020). An overview of studies published until September

2020 shows a tendency that speaks against the thesis, but leaves the final assessment open until

sufficiently representative data are available (Schmieder and Wrohlich 2020). Critically, it neither is

the intention nor is it necessary to answer this question here, not least because the dissertation

addresses pre-pandemic times. More importantly, such heated reactions reveal the discomfort of

the slowly dawning realization in society of the enormous importance of care work as a benchmark

of gender equality. Sadly, it also shows its persistent under-appreciation and invisibility.

The massive gender inequalities in the division of care and gainful work, on the one hand, and the

aforementioned transforming attitudes, working conditions, and life choices, on the other,

underline that the importance of being able to reconcile work and private life is growing. There is

a pressing demand for new, innovative ways to handle these various life- and work-time conflicts,

especially in order to not exacerbate existing gender inequalities and possibly to reduce them. At

the same time, the work-family reconciliation issue is marked by relatively strong preconceptions.

In the population and in public discourse, reservations, assumptions, and normalized approaches

to certain family policies and working time instruments are widespread. One objective of this

dissertation is to identify and correct several of these misconceptions, especially because they often

tend to aggravate gender inequalities or gender-specific behavior.

Within the rather broad but intersecting fields of organizational sociology, sociology of work,

family, and gender, as well as social inequality research, in this cumulative dissertation I study how

work and family intersect in Germany, how women and men reconcile these, and I detect gender-

specific challenges in this undertaking. In three empirical chapters, several gaps in work-family
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research are addressed. In the second chapter, following this introduction, I put widespread

assumptions on the impact of care work on labor market participation to a test, thereby

emphasizing the crucial role of gender equality in care work for gender equality in gainful work.

More concretely, I evaluate the role of time spent on housework and childcare along with the

within-couple distribution of these chores for the labor market activity of men and women. The

main contribution is to show in a methodologically valid and reliable way, that care work and

domestic work constrain labor market participation and not (only) the other way around.

Thereafter, in the third chapter, I take a critical look at fathers’ reasons for taking little or no

parental leave. For this purpose, I examine the company context to discuss which company culture

supports the use of the parental leave entitlement by both fathers and mothers and in which

working climate employees do not feel that they suffer career losses due to parental leave. I evaluate

the differences between men and women in taking up family policy measures, such as parental

leave, and investigate whether widespread reservations, such as negative consequences for the

career, are justified. The chapter is, to my knowledge, the first mixed-methods study on the use of

parental leave by mothers and fathers, thereby contributing a nuanced and critical look at the role

of the corporate context and individual motives for taking parental leave, as well as its career

consequences to the work-family research field.

In addition to such state-guaranteed reconciliation tools, workplace-specific flexible working time

models are playing an increasingly important role for employees in successfully reconciling family

and work. With a reputation for being a compatibility wonder tool, working from home is

becoming increasingly common. In the fourth chapter, I address how the use of working from

home and the feeling of work-family conflict are related. I ask whether work-family conflict is

reinforced or mitigated when working from home and how this effect is moderated by a supportive

corporate culture. The chapter is dedicated to reviewing the role and effect of working from home,

taking into account specific company characteristics and human resource strategies. Thereby, on

the one hand, it fills a gap in the research on working from home by actually examining corporate

culture at the company level. On the other hand, the chapter offers important insights for corporate

policy makers.

Because the challenges of reconciling work and family are very different for women than for men,

the analyses in this dissertation are conducted separately based on gender. This is the only way to

draw meaningful conclusions from the results and ensure that women’s (and men’s) realities do

not become invisible (Criado-Perez 2020). The book “Invisible Women” (Criado-Perez 2020) is a

comprehensive treatise on gender inequalities in various areas of life and how they are so often the

result of a lack of gender-specific analysis or a gender-data-gap. The popularity of this book shows
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a trend in popular (feminist) discourse in which statistical analysis, empirical studies, and related

concrete proposals for improvement are receiving unusual attention. With this dissertation, I hope

to join this movement and to provide practice-relevant research findings that contribute to the

pursuit of gender equality. For this reason, I follow the approach of translational research (Perry-

Jenkins and Wadsworth 2017) in my work, where the transfer and application of research results

to practice is one of the central objectives. Accordingly, in the conclusion, this dissertation uses the

findings of the three empirical chapters to draw practical lessons for corporate and public policy-

making.

The remainder of the dissertation is structured as follows. The remainder of this introductory

chapter presents, first, a conceptual framework of the work-family interface based on Voydanoff

(2007), which shows how the three empirical chapters are related on a higher theoretical level.

Thereafter, in an additional section, the theoretical literature relevant to the individual empirical

chapters is presented. I critically discuss theories on care work distribution to elaborate on the

approach of the second chapter and its contribution to the research. This is followed by an

overview of the literature on corporate culture and its role for work-family reconciliation, which is

jointly relevant for chapters three and four, highlighting the novelties and contributions of both of

these chapters. In the last part of the introduction, the institutional background of the country

under study, Germany, is presented. This serves to provide the reader a comprehensive context for

the three empirical studies of the dissertation, which is sometimes lacking in the articles due to

length restrictions. The second chapter of this dissertation consists of the paper “Care and Careers:

Gender (In)equality in Unpaid Care, Housework and Employment.” This is followed by chapter

three, the paper entitled “What helps and what hinders? Exploring the role of workplace

characteristics for parental leave use and its career consequences.” The fourth chapter represents

the third empirical part of the dissertation, “Harmful Blurring of Boundaries or Successful Work-

Life Balancing? Men’s and Women’s relationship between Working from Home and Work-Family

Conflicts in different Corporate Contexts.” The dissertation concludes with the fifth chapter,

which provides a roundup of the findings of the dissertation, discusses its limitations, avenues for

further research, and implications for policy making.

A Conceptual Work-Family Framework

Work-family researcher’s work is undeniably of great importance. However, their work would

benefit greatly from opening up to, and taking into account, subjects and findings from other

disciplines working on related topics (Kossek et al. 2011; Perry-Jenkins and Wadsworth 2017).

Work-family research has grown massively over the past decades (Kossek et al. 2021; Kramer and

Kramer 2021; Whitehead et al. 2008). Given the relevance and breadth of the topics addressed, a
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large number of disciplines are involved in this field. These range from sociology, psychology,

organizational behavior, family research, gerontology, law, and economics, among others (Perry-

Jenkins and Wadsworth 2017; Voydanoff 2008). However, each of the individual fields focuses on

its own topics.

For example, in the field of human resource and organizational research, work-family research is

often focused on workplace-relevant outcomes, which are primarily intended to measure

productivity and performance. If the outcomes are employee-centered, they focus on career

development and motivation (Kramer and Kramer 2021). In contrast, (developmental) psychology

studying work-family issues oftentimes remain at the microlevel, focusing on individual well-being

and personal development, while sociology is more interested in broader social institutions (Perry-

Jenkins and Wadsworth 2017). Overall, work-family research is characterized by multidisciplinarity

rather than interdisciplinarity. All in all, there is relatively little exchange between the individual

disciplines (Kossek et al. 2011). Even more strongly related areas of research, like vocational

psychology and industrial-organizational psychology/organizational behavior (IO/OB) do not

really succeed in synthesizing their research on work-family matters (Kossek et al. 2021).

Among other things, this may be due to the different terminology used, but also the methods and

the theoretical concepts applied differ (Perry-Jenkins and Gerstel 2020). There is frequent criticism

that the concepts remain underdeveloped (Grzywacz and Demerouti 2013), with limited

applicability across different disciplines (Casper et al. 2007; Kossek et al. 2011). Contributing to

this lack of applicability, an almost unmanageable number of theories and concepts have emerged

in the field. A good overview of which theories are typically applied and suggestions on how these

theories could be consolidated is provided by Perry-Jenkins and Wadsworth (2017).

The Work-Family-Interface
As outlined above, work-family research lacks encompassing and cross-disciplinary theoretical

approaches to understand the manifold relationships of the work-family interface. Originating in

applied psychology, Voydanoff’s (2007) conceptual model of the work-family-community interface

is an attempt at this, providing an overarching framework that helps to understand and organize

various phenomena from the interrelated domains of work and family for scholars from sociology,

psychology, organizational studies, family studies, and other fields. It is widely referred to in

sociology (Ruppanner 2013; Schieman et al. 2009) and social science research (Blair-Loy 2009; Hill

et al. 2008; Minnotte et al. 2013; Pocock et al. 2012). As the three empirical chapters of this

dissertation do not rest on the same theoretical concepts, this section serves to present a conceptual

framework that places all three empirical chapters and their respective questions within a larger
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context, discusses them in a coherent way, and relates them to the current state of research.

Furthermore, extensions and criticism to the model are discussed.

Voydanoff’s (2007) model rests on ecological systems theory (Bronfenbrenner 1992), individual

and occupational stress theory (Karasek 1979; Siegrist 1996), resilience theory (Patterson 2002),

and work-family border theory (Clark 2000). It tries to describe in an encompassing way the

linkages between within-domain and boundary-spanning demands and resources located in the

domain of work and family, on the one hand, and work, family (and community) role performance,

-quality and well-being of the individual, on the other hand (Voydanoff 2008). The model also

describes the role of work-family linking mechanisms, work-family balance, and boundary-

spanning strategies in this interplay (Figure 1). The individual components of the model are

described in more detail below.

Figure 1. Conceptual Model of the Work-Family Interface

Notes: Voydanoff’s (2007, p. 11) Conceptual Model of Work, Family, and Community.

As for the structure of the model, Voydanoff builds on the ecological systems approach by

Bronfenbrenner (1979, 1992). It differentiates between several levels on which the intermingling

of work and family life takes place and which are nested into each other: the microsystem,

mesosystems, exosystems, and the macrosystem (Voydanoff 2008, 2007). Microsystems consist,

among other things, of behaviors and relationships of the individual within a domain, for example

the family, a community, or their job. A mesosystem consists of two or more interconnected

microsystems, i.e. mostly cross-domain interactions and relationships. Exosystems are all those

contexts in which the individual does not operate immediately, but which exert an influence on

them, e.g., the spouses’ workplace culture. All these systems are embedded in the macrosystem,

which can include, among others, the socio-cultural, historical, or political context of a country or
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region and corresponding life-course options and opportunity structures (Voydanoff 2007). Rather

than modeling human development, particularly child development, as in the original model,

Voydanoff adapts Bronfenbrenner’s (1992) ecological systems approach to the work-family

interface, focusing primarily on adults.

In the model, the various aspects and characteristics of family life and of the individual’s world of

work are grouped under the categories of demands and resources. This focus is another distinction

from the model of Bronfenbrenner. Demands are requirements and expectations placed on the

individual that must be met and are either time-based or strain-based. These can be both physically

and mentally challenging and tiring. Resources, in turn, are facilities and structures that enable or

facilitate the successful completion of tasks. They can also serve to reduce existing demands and

provide additional sources of energy. Demands and resources, in turn, are further subdivided into

demands and resources that are to be located within only one sphere, so-called within-domain

resources and demands, as well as so-called boundary-spanning demands and resources that arise

or are to be located within one sphere but also function as a demand or resource in another sphere

(Voydanoff 2007). Examples for characteristics that represent a within-domain resource are a

supportive supervisor or a helpful colleague at work, a supervised playgroup in the neighborhood,

or a housekeeper. Typical within-domain demands are a relative in need of care or continuous high

pressure at work. While these demands and resources occur or exist within a sphere and mostly

exert their effects inside it, boundary-spanning resources and demands also have an effect outside

their sphere of origin. Family-friendly company policies and supervisors who explicitly consider

the family-related needs of their employees can be seen as boundary-spanning resources. The need

to read emails or even to take work-related phone calls while on holiday is a boundary-spanning

demand that originates in the work sphere but spreads its negative effects into the private sphere.

According to Voydanoff’s model, these different types of demands and resources can directly exert

an impact on the individuals’ role performance and its quality in the family or at work. Moreover,

they directly influence the individuals’ well-being (Figure 1).

Additionally, there is an indirect channel of influence of boundary-spanning as well as within-

domain resources and demands on the individual’s role performance and well-being through work-

family linking mechanisms and work-family balance. One example of a linking mechanism is work-

family conflicts (Greenhaus and Beutell 1985), negatively perceived as a spillover of strain from the

professional sphere into the private sphere. Work-family linking mechanisms may affect work,

family, and community performance directly or may induce boundary-spanning strategies, which

then affect the relationship between work-family linking mechanisms and work-family balance or

work-family balance directly. These boundary-spanning strategies are additionally influenced by the
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macrosystem, more precisely the economic, workplace, and family context of the respective

individual. Moreover, Voydanoff conceptualizes the model such as that resources or demands from

one domain may mediate or amplify effects of resources or demands from another domain.

Similarly, resources or demands from one domain may mitigate demands or resources from another

domain. However, according to her, empirical research on these interplays within the work-family

interface is sparse but promising (Voydanoff 2007).

A main criticism of Voydanoff’s (2007) model is that it is conceptualized as gender-neutral. On the

one hand, Voydanoff stresses that in future work-family research, the intersection of diverse social

categories, including gender, must receive special attention. On the other hand, the different

interrelations of the model are not described in a gender-specific way. In my view, the gender

dimension is a cross-cutting theme in the reconciliation of work and family. Voydanoff’s gender-

neutral framework falls short in encompassingly modeling the intersection between work and

family with regards to the gender dimension. For this reason, all empirical chapters of this thesis

investigate effects separately for men and women.

The focus of Voydanoff’s model is predominantly on the interrelationships between different types

of resources and demands and the different role performances in the family and work domain as

well as the well-being of an individual as an outcome. However, the definition of resources and

demands remains relatively vague. This focus, in particular with regards to the outcomes, reveals

that Voydanoff herself works primarily in the field of psychological research and has an eye on the

behavior of the individual and on his or her immediate everyday living environment, such as his or

her family or social network. Less attention is paid to the question of how exactly these demands

and resources come about and to whom the latter are available. In this context, the role of the

macrosystem is mentioned, but again, this relation remains vague. What stays unclear in the model,

for example, is where exactly public policies can be located. These could well be understood either

as a resource or as a demand. At the same time, the use of a certain policy could also be understood

as part of role performance - e.g. the use of a certain family policy measure as part of role

performance within the family domain.

Voydanoff's work-family interface model is, to the best of my knowledge, the only attempt to

harmonize the very different theories and approaches of work-family research. As it tries to include

a variety of relationships in the model, it remains somewhat abstract. However, this also allows for

the results of different disciplines on closely related topics to communicate with each other and to

be discussed and compared within one model. This is useful for this dispersed area of research.

Nevertheless, as she herself acknowledges, the model is by far not complete and contains some

shortcomings. In the next section, the three empirical chapters of the dissertation are presented in
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relation to the model in order to place them within the broader field of work-family research. At

the same time, further shortcomings and possible additions to the model are addressed.

Placing the Three Chapters in the Conceptual Model
In the second chapter, based on data from the Socio-Economic Panel (Goebel et al. 2019), the

effects of the distribution within the couple and the overall amount of housework and childcare in

the household on various parameters of labor market participation of both partners are examined.

These include the probability of being employed at all, what type of employment is pursued, and

the number of hours spent in employment. Although the reciprocity of the relationship is

acknowledged, this chapter investigates only this direction of the relationship using first-difference

instrumental variable regressions (FD-IV). Detailed reasons for this choice are found in chapter

two. The chapter shows that an equal division of care and housework has a positive effect on

women’s labor market participation and working hours. At the same time, a more equal division

of care and housework decreases men’s labor market participation probability and working hours.

However, redistributing the care and housework burden between men and women would bring

both closer to their desired working hours.

Referring to the conceptual framework, care and housework time can be understood as within-

domain time-based (family) demands at the micro-level. These demands constrain work role

performance in terms of the probability to be employed at all and the number of hours worked

(Figure 2). Thus, a more equal redistribution of care and housework within the couple and a relief

of the overall burden through, e.g., expansion of institutional care options serves as a resource for

women that helps them to increase their activities in the work-domain. Similarly, as a result of a

more equal distribution of care work, men would decrease their overall time spent in gainful work.

At first glance it may seem that the redistribution of the care burden is only a resource for the

woman, while for the man it is a demand that restricts his work performance. Nevertheless, it is

probable that his work-family balance will improve, since men on average prefer to work fewer

hours (Wunder and Heineck 2013).

Since the analysis is entirely based on a couple dataset, it fulfils the request of Voydanoff’s model

to include one of the most relevant and most often overlooked exosystems, the partner’s work and

family behavior. One example for the impact of an exosystem are crossover effects (Bakker and

Demerouti 2013) of a partner’s workplace culture on the other partner’s work-family balance

(Bernhardt and Bünning 2021). This shows that characteristics from the exosystem can have similar

effects on the individual, as demands and resources originating from the individual’s own work

environment. Thus, it is particularly important to account for the partner’s characteristics, which is

done (to varying extents) in all three empirical chapters. An equally important area in work-family
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research are different aspects of the macrosystem. In the second chapter, aspects of the

macrosystem are taken into account by including regional indicators in the analyses, such as GDP,

unemployment rates, as well as the availability of childcare places and places in old people’s homes.

The outcomes examined in the third chapter can be understood as an extension of Voydanoff’s

conceptual framework, as the determinants for the take-up of a public policy are examined. This

dimension of the work-family interface remains underdeveloped in Voydanoff’s model. Based on

qualitative and quantitative data from a supplementary survey of the AID:A II using a mixed-

methods design, the study examines, among other things, the determinants (of the length) of

parental leave take-up of fathers and mothers. Another issue investigated are the reasons why

fathers take so little or no parental leave. Building on this, the chapter examines whether mothers

and fathers perceive career disadvantages as a result of taking parental leave.

Considering parental leave a state-provided resource in the work-family interface, in my view, it is

necessary to extend Voydanoff’s model by including factors that determine the availability and

usage of such resources. Particular attention is paid to the macrosystem ‘workplace’ and its different

relevance for women and men. However, the conceptual model is somewhat imprecise, as it is not

clearly defined whether a workplace characteristic is a within-domain resource or demand, or part

of the macrosystem. Furthermore, the description of the model does not make it sufficiently clear

that the categorization into resource or demand is not uncontroversial and can also vary between

individuals. In fact, it seems that it is not always immediately clear to an individual whether an

element of their everyday life or environment is actually a resource or a demand.

Tying the investigated issues back to the conceptual model, the third chapter investigates whether

a family policy, claimed to be a resource, may also have adverse effects on role performance in the

work domain, e.g. in the form of perceived negative career outcomes, as men often claim (Figure

2). These partly counter-intuitive effects show the ambiguous character of demands and resources.

The availability of parental leave can generally be understood as a resource, as it enables parents to

take a temporary break from gainful employment after the birth of a child. However, the study

shows that this is not necessarily perceived as such by parents, particularly fathers, and they even

tend to express fears that it could be a boundary-spanning demand that affects their career

development. Interestingly, it turns out that this fear is mainly unfounded for fathers, but true for

mothers. This demonstrates the complexity of demands and resources, some of which have both

negative and positive effects on different work-family outcomes. Thus, it is, as Voydanoff says,

particularly important to determine which effects arise for whom and under which conditions.

However, Voydanoff’s model does not specify in what form there are moderating or interacting

effects that decide whether something serves rather as resource or a demand.
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Figure 2. The Three Empirical Chapters and the Conceptual Model of the Work-Family Interface

Notes: Subjects of the three empirical chapters placed within Voydanoff’s (2007) Conceptual Model of Work, Family,
and Community.

Here, Voydanoff’s model illustrates the interconnection of the research questions addressed in the

different chapters, as in chapter four, one such moderating mechanism is investigated. I examine

how, depending on the corporate culture, a workplace policy that supposedly serves as a boundary-

spanning resource actually has the effect of a boundary-spanning demand and increases the

domain-linking mechanism work-family conflicts. Based on LPP-ADIAB employer-employee data,

multilevel models are applied to investigate the relationship between working from home and the

occurrence of work-family conflicts. Additionally, the macrosystem, represented by corporate

culture, is examined to see if it has a moderating role. It turns out that working from home is

generally associated with higher levels of work-family conflicts, but that a supportive workplace

culture can mitigate this effect, at least for men. It becomes clear that while working from home

on the one hand helps to reconcile work and family, it is also associated with perceived spillover

of strain from the work domain to the family sphere. The chapter is a good example of the

ambiguity of resources and demands, underlining the need to look at work-family instruments in a

differentiated way. In the conceptual model, Voydanoff discusses the possible addition of several

resources or the compensation of demands from another domain at the microsystem-level. What

is not included in the model, however, are the additive or moderating effects of the macrosystem

on demands and resources at the microsystem-level. This gap is addressed in chapter four.
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Theoretical Background and Contributions to the Literature

After having placed the three empirical chapters into one common model depicting the linkages

and intersections of work and family in the previous section, this section elaborates on the

individual state of research and theoretical backgrounds of the respective empirical chapters,

highlighting their contribution to the literature in their specific fields. In the first part, different

theoretical approaches relevant to the second chapter on household constellations and, especially,

the distribution of care tasks is presented. Thereafter, shortcomings and criticisms of these

approaches are discussed in order to set out the theoretical discourse relevant for the second

chapter. Finally, the application and adaptation of these theories in the second chapter is explained

and its contribution to the state of the research is discussed. Since chapters three and four are each

concerned with the use of instruments intended to facilitate the reconciliation of family and work,

with the corporate context playing a major role in each, the second part presents an overview of

relevant research on corporate cultures’ role in the usage of work-family reconciliation instruments

for both chapters. Following that, I elaborate on the contributions of chapters three and four to

the extant literature.

Theorizing the Division of Gainful Work and Care Work in the Couple Context
Theories dealing with the division of unpaid care work and housework between (different-sex)

couples encompass a broad spectrum of explanatory approaches ranging from rational choice

models to social-constructivist gender perspectives. The different theories and concepts are neither

mutually exclusive nor exhaustive (Coltrane 2000) and, in some cases, they even build on each

other. Therefore, this overview of the existing theories cannot and does not strive to be all-

encompassing, rather it provides an overview of the relevant concepts.

The New Home Economics (NHE) perspective interprets the family system in terms of the household

production function, maximizing utility based on rational choices of the family members (Becker

1985). The approach has its foundations in neoclassical theory and assumes the household to act

as a rational entity that makes its choices based on the incomes of the different household members

(Becker 1985). Another assumption of the model is that all members of the household are eager to

maximize their household utility (income) and, therefore, step back from their individual utility

maximization. This in turn leads to a specialization of the different household members. Given

that one partner earns more than the other does, he/she will specialize in the market work and, in

turn, the other partner will specialize in household work. Feminist economists, however, criticize

several of Becker’s basic premises. For example, the modeling of a common interest and common

preferences of the household members and an altruistic head of household are considered highly

unrealistic (Folbre 1986). Related to this, the homemaker’s dependence on the breadwinner
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resulting from this relationship is completely overlooked (Ferber and Birnbaum 1977). In addition,

the presentation of this constellation as optimal is incorrect, as in the long run the homemaker, i.e.

usually the woman, loses power and exit options, thereby cementing her dependency (Ott 1992).

According to Becker (1981), it is just as conceivable that the female partner specializes in gainful

employment as the male partner, given that the woman has a higher hourly wage. However, he also

claims that, most of the time, lower wages paid to women are the reason why they are more likely

to specialize in the household. Sawhill (1977) observes a circular argument: on the one hand,

women’s specialization in the household is explained by lower wages and, at the same time,

women’s greater involvement in the household is given as a reason for their lower wages. Moreover,

Becker also claims that women “have a heavy biological commitment to the production and feeding

of children” (Becker 1981, pp. 37–38) and, as Becker puts it, women also are more willing to spend

more time and energy for caring for children then men are. Becker notes that it is thus a “not-very-

startling conclusion” (Becker 1981, p. 38) that the sex of the household members is the central

distinguishing characteristic for the division of gainful and care work in the couple context. These

biological differences between men and women function as comparative advantages that lead to a

specialization of men as breadwinners and women as homemakers, thus explaining the

predominance of the traditional family model (Becker 1981, p. 38). The NHE theory primarily

provides explanations on how household constellations come about and what constellation is best

in terms of efficiency, partly resting on purely biological determinism. Few other assumptions are

being made about other consequences except its putative efficiency. According to Ferber (1995),

it mainly serves to justify the highly unequal status quo.

The Relative Resources model rests on Blood and Wolfes’ (1960) seminal analysis of power relations

in husband’s and wife’s relationships and their participation in domestic work. The distribution of

care and gainful work reflects power relations within the relationship that can, i.e., be a result of

differences in educational attainment, income, or occupational prestige. Thus, it is inconsistent with

the NHE’s assumption of a common household interest without competing preferences of its

members. According to the relative resources approach, domestic work is considered less desirable

than paid work, which is why the partner with greater resources gets to do paid work and avoid

domestic tasks. In contrast to the NHE approach, the model does not necessarily predict a

traditional division of labor and household tasks. Similar (economic) resources of both partners

will – in theory – lead to an egalitarian distribution of household labor. Most important for this

model is its dynamic character, allowing the distribution of domestic tasks and resources to vary.

The arrangements between partners are open to further negotiation and adjustments can be made

in response to changing circumstances, e.g. changes in income (Brines 1993). A feminist criticism
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of this model, however, is that the bargaining process is modelled in an overly simplistic way: Other

intervening dimensions of household dynamics, such as social norms, are neglected (Agarwal 1997).

In contrast to the two above-mentioned approaches, which have a decidedly economic view on

the division of household labor and are said to be ‘gender-blind’, the Doing Gender perspective (West

and Zimmerman 1987; Brines 1994) focuses on the construction and the influence of gender

relations and stereotypes. According to the doing gender perspective, the division of care tasks

among different-sex couples is highly dependent on their desire to live in line with socially accepted

gender roles. As domestic work is traditionally associated with women and gainful work is the main

occupation of men in the traditional male-breadwinner-female-homemaker model, many men and

women aspire to correspond to these roles. Women and men use conventionalized gestures that

one associates as typical feminine or masculine behavior, thereby displaying their gender role (West

and Zimmerman 1987, p. 130). Resulting from this, still today, even though many couples live in a

double-income household, the division of domestic tasks remains highly gendered and skewed

toward women. In the very particular case of a women earning more than her male partner, both

pursue a specific ‘gender deviance neutralization’ strategy, where both overemphasize their ascribed

gender roles (Bittman et al. 2003; Greenstein 2000). The woman, even though she probably works

more and gains more than her husband, will spend even more time on domestic tasks and men will

work even less in the household, even though he might have more time resources. They do so in

order to compensate their gender-atypical behavior on the labor market. All issues of allocation –

who is to do what – seem to have a decidedly gender-sensible focus (West and Zimmerman 1987,

p. 143). The crucial characteristic to determine the division of housework is, in their view, gender.

West and Fenstermaker go even further: to them, gender “is a means of justifying one of the most

fundamental divisions of society” (West and Fenstermaker 1995, p. 9).

Same as the Doing Gender approach and different to the Relative Resources and NHE theories,

in socialist-feminist approaches, gender is the relevant dimension for explaining the distribution of

domestic tasks. Even though the theories’ assumptions are not the subject of empirical testing very

often, they are an interesting contribution to the debate of the gender care gap. The imperatives of

patriarchy produce the asymmetrical division of paid and unpaid work between men and women,

from which men benefit and women are controlled (Calasanti and Bailey 1991; Hartmann 1981).

Same as the Doing Gender approach, socialist feminist researchers contest the idea that the

allocation of unpaid work can be explained with resources or other rational choices. Rejecting the

very traditional, yet dominant, notion of the family to be ‘private’ and, thus, free from public

interventions (Boyd 2016), socialist feminists argue that it is the perfect hotbed for the creation and

consolidation of gender inequalities (Barrett and MacIntosh 1991). Distancing themselves from the



NHE, Delphy and Leonard (1992) refuse the idea of the household as an economic entity as it is

comprised of fundamentally unequal members. Because of their differences in age, gender, and

other socio-demographic characteristics, household members profit and contribute differently to

the production and consumption of (the results of) household labor and gainful work, which then

leads to asymmetrical power relations between the household members (Delphy and Leonard

1992). Socialist feminist’s thoughts represent important and legitimate arguments in the debate of

gender equality in the household; however, it does not provide many empirically testable concepts,

which is why it is rarely applied in empirical research.

According to the Time Availability Approach, the relevant element that determines the distribution

of housework within a couple is the time available to a person outside of their working hours

(Coverman 1985; England and Farkas 1986; Hiller 1984). Like the relative resources perspective, it

is gender-blind, as it states that the person that spends more time with gainful work gets to spend

less time with domestic tasks. Importantly, most of the time, the Time Availability approach is

interpreted in a way that time constraints in the occupational sphere have an impact on housework

allocation, not the other way around. Only Gough and Killewald’s (2010) reflections on the

application of the time availability theory hint at a criticism of the research focus. They suggest that

the direction of causality might very well be in the reverse direction (Gough and Killewald 2010,

pp. 4–5). This notion is taken up in chapter two and serves as the main theoretical argument.

The approaches presented above are among the most relevant and most referred-to approaches

when it comes to the distribution of care tasks and gainful work in different-sex couples. Most

principally focus on explaining the occurrence of specific household constellations. The

theorization of potential effects – be them negative or positive – of this housework division on

labor market performance is a little less worked out and reciprocity is similarly little assumed

(Carlson and Lynch 2017).

An exception is Becker (1985), who mentions the role of unpaid domestic work in his human

capital theory. Earnings are claimed to be a product of time spend in gainful work and experiences,

education, and skills. As a result, the accumulation of human capital is thwarted by engagement in

unpaid care work. According to him, childcare and housework are highly energy-consuming tasks

compared to other activities outside the labor market. Even if men and women worked the same

number of hours in paid labor, because of their responsibilities in unpaid work women could invest

less energy and be less committed to time-flexibility requirements. They are less able to work odd

hours, travel for work, and will most likely be staying at home with sick children or other relatives.

Success on the labor market is highly dependent on both the input of time and energy. Since women

spend much time on effort-intensive activities, like household duties and childcare, they will most

17



18

likely either choose less energy-consuming jobs or simply be less able to show commitment (Becker

1985, p. 49).

According to Becker, household responsibilities produce occupational segregation because women

tend to actively seek for jobs that are more compatible with their care and housework duties. This

claim follows the ‘labor supply’ logic explaining occupational segregation by supply-sided factors

such as preferences of the employees, in this case women. Becker leaves out the ‘labor demand’

side, including employer’s preferences and discrimination (Anker 1997). Hence, it is not only

women self-selecting into less effort-intensive jobs that cause occupational segregation, but also

their constrained possibilities to commit to a job and employer-sided discrimination that cause

fewer promotions.

It is rather ironic that even by the time of publication in 1985, Becker predicted these inequalities

in the execution of household chores “may only be a legacy of powerful forces from the past and

may disappear or be greatly attenuated in the near future” (Becker 1985, p. 56). He even assumed

that due to increasing involvement of fathers in childcare, in the remainder of the century (worth

noting, we are talking about the 20th century) the earnings of women may rise and the occupational

segregation would decrease considerably (Becker 1985, p. 56). As we know, unfortunately, his

prediction did not come true.

The focus found in the theories, in terms of the direction of the relationship postulated, partly

carries over to empirical studies. Most empirical studies apply or test one of the theories presented

above, thus investigating labor market indicators’ impact such as number of working hours,

individual income, or share in household income on the distribution of care and housework

(Aassve et al. 2014; Domínguez-Folgueras 2013; Greenstein 2000; Gupta 2007; Lothaller et al.

2009; Pittman and Blanchard 1996). Far fewer analyses conceptualize this issue as a simultaneously

occurring effect (Carlson and Lynch 2017; Hersch 1991). Some studies aim at identifying the effect

of care work responsibilities on those labor market indicators themselves (Bryan and Sevilla-Sanz

2011; Hersch and Stratton 2002; Maani and Cruickshank 2009; Noonan 2001). The initial

motivation to write the second chapter and, at the same time, its contribution to the existent

literature is, among other things, to analyze this latter, less established and less studied direction of

the reciprocal causal relationship between care work (distribution) and labor market participation.

Evidence that the care work division itself has an impact on labor market participation and its

magnitude is essential for future policy making, which is discussed in more detail in the conclusion.

The Role of Corporate Culture for Work-Family Policy Use
Creating an environment in which both men and women can develop their full potential and in

which reconciling work and family life is successfully achieved depends to a large extent on the
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characteristics of the workplace and the employer (Zahidi and Ibarra 2010). Partly because of the

increased competition for talented employees, the ability to facilitate employees’ successful work-

life balance has become important for many employers in order to secure their next generation of

employees (Bourhis et al. 2010; Moen et al. 2017; Schroeder and Schulze 2017). Yet, many

companies continue to have a workplace culture that makes it difficult to balance work and family.

Moreover, for women and men, this organizational context often presents itself differently (Wilz

2008). According to Voydanoff’s (2007) work-family interface model, the workplace and its culture

are a particularly important part of the macro level, interacting with resources and demands on the

micro level. However, as criticized above, the exact mechanisms of the macro-level’s impact on

individuals’ resources and demands remain unspecified. Thus, the following concepts and theories

on the role of the organizational context can be understood as a missing piece in the mosaic of

Voydanoff’s model. This allows to better understand the relationship of the macrosystem

workplace with resources and demands (in the form of state and company provided policies).

Because the work context is so important for the uptake as well as the impact of reconciliation

tools and policies, and because so many misconceptions about it are widespread in the public

discourse, both chapter three and four pay particular attention to the workplace’s role. In these two

empirical chapters, I examine to what extent the corporate context is relevant for the uptake of

these instruments at all, and whether their usage is associated with different consequences in

different corporate cultures. For this reason, the following section provides an overview of various

relevant concepts and findings on the role of the corporate context and its gender-specific effects.

Finally, the contributions of the two chapters to previous research is briefly discussed.

Both the family and the workplace are institutions that demand high levels of dedication and effort

from individuals. In the sense of Coser (1974), these are so-called greedy institutions that require

undivided attention and total loyalty. However, for a large number of people today, it is necessary

to reconcile these very different institutions, which are in competition with each other, thus

demanding even greater sacrifice from individuals (Sullivan 2014; Vuga and Juvan 2013). Border

theory describes individuals as border crossers who have to move back and forth between family

and work on a daily basis (Clark 2000). Meeting the demands of both spheres depends, among

other things, on individual preferences and approaches. However, similarities and differences of

both spheres’ cultures as well as the strength of the boundaries between them also play a role.

Strikingly, Clark (2000) describes these settings in a more or less gender-blind way and does not

sufficiently address the fact that the prevailing cultures, associated expectations of men and women,

alongside their learned behaviors, differ fundamentally in both spheres.
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This is surprising, as women and men certainly experience this challenge very differently. The fact

that employed women are typically the ones who take on the majority of unpaid care work, thus

facing a heavy double burden (Hochschild 1989) is one thing. On top of that, the workplace itself

is structured along gendered principles, which goes hand in hand with inequalities regarding the

reconciliation of work and family life, as well as general success in the professional sphere.

According to Calás et al. (2014), theoretical concepts dealing with gender and organizations can be

divided into two strands. The first group of theories sees gender as an attribute of employees that

is often associated with certain roles and characteristics on the basis of which individuals are treated

differently or even discriminated against, e.g. in the corporate context. In this view, the individual,

or his or her gender, is at the center of the analysis. In short, gender in organizations is examined.

Opposed to this are approaches that can be described as gendering organizations. These theories

attempt to understand the gendering process of organizations. They adhere to the view that the

category gender is constructed as socially relevant. They emphasize the construction of the

everyday work of employees and critically reflect the role of the organization in it. Thus, in contrast

to the first group of theories, the focus of the analysis is not on the individual themselves and their

gender, but rather on the organization with its gender-constructing role and the resulting

inequalities (Calás et al. 2014). That organizational structures do indeed influence gender

inequalities is has been extensively shown (Anderson and Tomaskovic-Devey 1995; Baron and

Bielby 1980; Bielby and Baron 1986; Kalev 2009; Kalev and Deutsch 2018; Stamarski and Son Hing

2015). According to the theory of gendered organizations (Acker 1990), gender-specific

expectations regarding the division of tasks between men and women, namely that women are

primarily responsible for care work and men for breadwinning, are firmly cemented into the

structures of organizations. This is reflected in formal policies, but also in informal practices and

norms (Acker 1990, 1992, 2006; Gorman and Mosseri 2019). The immediate relevance of the

corporate context for the division of care work in couples is shown by Pedulla and Thébaud (2015):

According to them, individuals’ preferences regarding care work division are highly dependent on

their work environment. Both men and women would prefer an egalitarian division of paid and

unpaid work if they did not have to fear any consequences from the employer’s side.

Within these gendering organizations, there are dominant and powerful norms structuring the

everyday working lives of men and women. One is the “ideal worker norm” (Williams 2001).

Behind this norm is the image of a hard-working, self-sacrificing, and dedicated worker. This ideal

worker works full time, even overtime, and has no problem to do so. In addition, he is always

reachable and available for work. Another attribute is his physical presence at work, which

symbolizes his dedication to work. In addition, he has no care work obligations. In short, he always
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prioritizes paid work over his personal life. The fact that the pronoun “he” is used in this stylized

description is no coincidence, as the ideal worker is typically conceived to be a man, but of course

women can also correspond to this image (Blair-Loy 2003). Technological advances allowing to

work from home were intended to give flexibility to employees, softening the attribute of

permanent physical presence of the ideal employee. However, the paradoxical situation arises that

technologically enabled flexibility also makes workers even more available around the clock, which

in turn limits their flexibility (Worley and Gutierrez 2020).

As human resources managers continue to assume a traditional division of labor, such flexible

working time models are often framed in such a way that women, in particular, feel called upon to

use them and men are either not addressed or even explicitly excluded (Burnett et al. 2012). The

default expectation is that women have care work responsibilities, so they are assumed to use these

flexibility tools to reconcile work with family. Men, on the other hand, are assumed not to have

this conflict of objectives. In both cases, the use of flexibility tools is associated with a so-called

flexibility stigma. Ironically, when men use these tools, they are penalized for their gender non-

conforming behavior, and when women use them, they are penalized for their gender-conforming

behavior (Fernández-Cornejo et al. 2019; Williams et al. 2013). However, research finds differing

perceptions of men using flexibility tools because of care obligations. In experimental studies from

the U.S., men who disclosed their care work obligations in the work context were discriminated

against and viewed as unmanly (Rudman and Mescher 2013; Vandello et al. 2013). Whereas Munsch

(2016) finds that men who worked from home to care for their children were perceived as more

likeable, committed, and respectable than women who reported the same motives. These

differences in the perception of individuals making use of work-family reconciliation tools are likely

related to differences in the organizational culture.

Evidence shows, for example, that the availability of a flexibility policy does not correspond to its

actual use (Blair-Loy and Wharton 2002), which can be explained in part by differences in corporate

culture (Eaton 2003). If the corporate culture is supportive, flexibility and work-family

reconciliation tools, like parental leave, will be used more frequently (Belope-Nguema et al. 2018;

Dikkers et al. 2004; Kirby and Krone 2002; Moran and Koslowski 2019). In contrast, an

unsupportive corporate context is associated with low uptake of such policies (Kaufman 2018). In

line with this, Kossek et al. (2010) underline the importance of the framing of work-family balance

initiatives implemented by companies. If these are not accompanied by a supportive corporate

attitude, undesirable consequences can occur, such as the consolidation of traditional workplace

standards. One aspect of a corporate culture that is family-friendly, supportive, and encouraging is

supervisors who are sensitive to family responsibilities and who see themselves as mentors to their
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subordinates (Janasz et al. 2013). In this vein, a supportive supervisor also contributes to increased

job satisfaction (Han and McLean 2020).

Appropriately capturing organizational culture is a major challenge in empirical research and there

are several approaches to doing so. Corporate culture is often very broadly described as shared

values and beliefs within the organization (Ehrhart et al. 2014; Thompson et al. 1999). A family-

friendly corporate culture is characterized by the extent to which the company’s structure and

philosophy considers the needs of employees who have family obligations and need to reconcile

these with their professional responsibilities (Warren and Johnson 1995). Often, a family-friendly

or supportive corporate culture is captured at the individual, perceived level. Allen’s (2001) family-

supportive organization perception (FSOP) scale is used frequently for this purpose (Hill et al.

2016; Jennings et al. 2016; Wayne et al. 2013). However, one of the core characteristics of corporate

culture is said to be shared values, i.e., that they exist at the macro level (Major et al. 2008; Ostroff

et al. 2003). It is clear it is not only the shared values, which are on the macro level, that are relevant,

but also how the individual employees are affected and how they perceive the atmosphere in the

company. The latter is more within the focus of existing research, possibly because of data

availability. Indicators of corporate culture at the company level are less often analyzed.

The third chapter of this dissertation focuses on the reasons of fathers’ generally low and short

take-up of parental leave in Germany and the determining workplace characteristics for the length

of leave of both mothers and fathers. Building on this, the consequences of parental leave usage

are investigated with regards to differences in the corporate culture of the leave-takers. The chapter

is a contribution to the literature on parental leave use insofar as there has generally been relatively

little (quantitative) research on the link between the corporate context and the length of fathers’

use in Germany. There are now a number of qualitative studies that analyze motives for fathers’

(short) length of use and their experiences with their employers (Aunkofer et al. 2018; Possinger

2017; Reimer 2020), but these are only selectively contrasted with mothers’ experiences (Alemann

et al. 2017; Neumann and Meuser 2017). Research to date provides little information on whether

the decision about the length of parental leave taken and the resulting consequences for men and

women are associated with the same workplace characteristics. This is assessed more systematically

in the third chapter of this dissertation for both the quantitative and qualitative findings. Few

quantitative articles examine the relationship of organizational culture with parental leave use

patterns and consequences. Rather, existing articles focus on the role of fathers’ managerial

responsibilities (Horvath et al. 2018), on fears of ramifications for the use of parental leave (Vogt

and Pull 2010), on patterns of use by corporate sector type, or on patterns of use by employee

contract type (Geisler and Kreyenfeld 2019). Previous research suggests that the work context plays
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an important role in the use and consequences of parental leave. However, little is known about

what those crucial characteristics are and how exactly these differences between men and women

come about. Aside from the fact that this chapter, compared to existing articles, paints a more

complete picture of the relationship of organizational culture with parental leave use and its

consequences, comprehensively contrasting the experiences of fathers with those of mothers, the

chapter is, to my knowledge, the only mixed-methods study to address this subject.

The mixed-methods approach allows to go beyond the “Gender in Organization” approach described

by Calás et al. (2014), which is often prevalent in quantitative research. It also captures dimensions

of “Gendering Organizations,” which is possible primarily by analyzing qualitative interviews. The

chapter deals with Gendering Organizations in order to better understand the role of corporate

practices in the construction and eventual rewriting of gender stereotypes in the usage of parental

leave. This provides HR managers with starting points to organize the compatibility of family and

career differently in their company in the future. Nonetheless, quantitative analyses examining the

use of parental leave by men and women with respect to the role of corporate culture, such as the

prevalence of an ideal worker norm, are likewise insightful. These models are more in line with the

“Gender in Organization” approach, as differences in effects are investigated separating the analyses

by the “attribute” gender, without being able to say exactly how they come about. Nevertheless,

the findings are also important, since it is part of workplace reality that employees are superficially

categorized as women and men, consequently having different experiences and making different

decisions. Being able to show these sometimes-immense discrepancies is important for illustrating

the importance and extent of the phenomenon in the first place. Apart from the gaps filled in

parental leave research, the chapter makes a contribution to the popular discourse: Against the

background of the chapter’s finding that fathers who take parental leave very rarely experience

negative career consequences, the fact that a large number of fathers do not take parental leave

because they fear career consequences seems absurd. Dismantling this misconception, the chapter

makes an important policy-relevant contribution.

The starting point for the fourth chapter was the suspicion of a further misconception of a

prominent work-family reconciliation tool. That working from home is a miracle tool for work-

family reconciliation, and mainly has positive effects on employees, is a belief that is widely held

not just in popular discourse (Felstead and Henseke 2017), but also in academic research to some

extent (Ammons and Markham 2004; Kelly et al. 2011; Madsen 2003). However, employees’

experiences with working from home during the Covid-19 pandemic were not exclusively positive

(Bellmann and Hübler 2020; Frodermann et al. 2021). This chapter is concerned with examining
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the effects of this tool under pre-pandemic conditions and whether its use differs with regards to

its effect on work-family conflict (WFC) in different corporate contexts.

For some time researchers have called for multilevel and longitudinal approaches to analyze effects

of the organizational context on the use of flexibility tools (Kelly et al. 2008; Kossek and Lee 2017).

Regarding multilevel design, Abendroth and Reimann (2018) and van der Lippe and Lippényi

(2020) responded to this call already. However, one shortcoming is that they could not investigate

the corporate context in cross-level interactions, as it was only captured at the individual, perceived,

level. The fourth chapter fills this gap. Second-level company characteristics are included in the

interaction effects drawing on linked employer-employee data. Although the investigation of

corporate culture at the individual level is equally important, it is particularly interesting for HR

representatives to determine whether and, if so, what kind of their corporate initiatives and culture

have an effect. The call for longitudinal analyses could not be fully answered, as the panel was too

short to apply multilevel analyses and occupation- combined with individual-fixed-effects.

However, a first step is made by providing preliminary individual-fixed effects analyses in the

robustness section of the chapter. With upcoming additional waves of the dataset, more elaborate

longitudinal analyses will be possible.

Another blind spot in the research on this topic is the gender-specific significance of the corporate

context for working from home. Existing research looks at either the gender-specific patterns of

use of working from home (Kurowska 2020; Munsch 2016) or the influence of the corporate

context on the use of home office and its significance for the dissolution of boundaries between

work and family. While van der Lippe and Lippényi (2020) examine home office use for men and

women separately in some of their models, they do not do so systematically in all of their analyses.

In this regard, this chapter is an extension of the previous research and adds an important

dimension to the empirical analysis of corporate characteristics. To the best of my knowledge, this

chapter is the first to examine the impact of working from home on WFC in different corporate

contexts for men and women separately. This detailed analysis acknowledges that the usage and

effects of flexibility tools, as well as the corporate culture this work is taking place in, is substantially

different for men and women. Furthermore, the chapter provides new insights into differential

effects of work from home for men and women, namely whether they work from home for whole

days or only by the hour, how long and frequently they do so, and whether outside or within their

agreed working hours. In these details, the different (partly gender-specific) patterns of use and the

associated effects become clear, which have received too little attention in previous research.
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Empirical Background

Germany’s Institutional Setting for the Reconciliation of Work and Private Life

All three empirical chapters in this dissertation deal with phenomena of work-family reconciliation

in Germany. Within the limited scope of the individual chapters, it is not always possible to

adequately present the country context and, above all, to describe the overarching policy changes

that may not be directly related to the topic under investigation but are of interest for the general

understanding of the results. Therefore, this section deals with how the German welfare state and,

in particular, social, labor market, and family policies have developed over the past two decades,

including a brief introduction to the income tax system.

In prominent welfare state classifications, Germany has long been categorized as a conservative

welfare state (Esping-Andersen 1990; Seeleib-Kaiser 2016). Feminist scholars claim that the widely

referenced welfare state model lacks important information on women’s position in the state and

the role of families as welfare providers (Nagar 2016), despite gender’s crucial role for the

transformation of welfare states (Orloff 2009). Moreover, starting in the 1990s, German family

policy has undergone substantial reforms (Pfau-Effinger and Schwindt 2013), which are claimed to

be a “paradigm shift” (Henninger et al. 2008, p. 289). Thus, the widespread assumption that

Germany is a thoroughly conservative welfare state is incomplete and misleading. Abstaining from

the idea of a state to be “either friend or foe” (Nagar 2016, p. 8), a more comprehensive and up-

to-date look at selected parts of the German welfare system, family policy, and the situation of

women and men in the family and on the labor market is important in order to be able to

contextualize the results of the three empirical chapters.

Until the 1990s, childcare was seen primarily as the responsibility of mothers (Klinkhammer and

Riedel 2018). Kindergarten care took place on a half-day basis at most and was run more with a

focus on education and overcoming social disadvantages than on the aspect of reconciling family

and work (Kreyenfeld et al. 2002). The transformation and expansion of the early childhood

education and care (ECEC) system beginning at the turn of the millennium was characterized by a

high degree of de-familialization (Ostner 2010). It is only since 1999 that children aged three or

older have had a legal right to attend care in a day care center (Oliver and Matzke 2014). The 2005

Day Care Expansion Act (Tagesbetreuungsausbaugesetz, TAG) addressed the shortage of childcare

services for children under the age of three and focused on a demand-oriented expansion of public

childcare for children younger than three years with parents in employment, in a qualification

program, or in education. However, the regulation did not attain the desired expansion of ECEC

services for younger children and, hence, was quickly followed by the Child Care Funding Act

(Kinderförderungsgesetz, KIFÖG) in 2008 (Klinkhammer and Riedel 2018). The Child Care Funding
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Act included a legal entitlement, effective from 2013, to a day care place for children from the age

of one onwards (Boll and Lagemann 2019). However, the development of ECEC in recent years

has not been without contradictions. The conservative party considered this de-familialization to

have gone too far and introduced the child-care supplement (Betreuungsgeld), partly to counteract

this development. The child-care supplement was a cash-for-care incentive of 150 euros for parents

who did not use public childcare for their children aged two to three, but instead cared for them at

home (Alt et al. 2015). Shortly after its introduction, however, the child-care supplement was

declared to be unconstitutional by the Bundesverfassungsgericht, the Federal Constitutional Court.

Another area of German family policy relevant for the reconciliation of work and private life that

has undergone significant changes in recent decades is the parental leave system. Children born

before 2007 were subject to the Federal Child-Rearing Allowance Act. The child-rearing allowance

(Erziehungsgeld) could be taken for one year at the amount of 450 euros or for two years at the

amount of 300 euros per month and was reduced if the household income was too high

(Bundesministerium für Familie, Senioren, Frauen und Jugend 2006). The allowance was not a

wage replacement, but a means-tested family benefit. In addition, the recipient, usually the mother

(Klinkhammer and Riedel 2018), was not allowed to work more than 30 hours a week. Additionally,

recipients were entitled to parental leave (Elternzeit) for a maximum of three years, during which

they were protected against dismissal. This long but relatively low parental leave allowance kept the

primary caregiver economically dependent on the main earner (Gülzau 2020). The Federal Child-

Rearing Allowance Act was succeeded by the Parental Allowances and Parental Leave Act (BEEG),

introducing the Elterngeld, a benefit that replaces up to 67% of the previous net earnings of the

recipient, from a minimum of 300 up to a maximum of 1800 euros during the first 14 months after

childbirth (Spiess and Wrohlich 2008). However, although the duration during which the benefit

can be claimed was reduced to 14 months, the overall parental leave duration of three years

remained unchanged. Another significant change was the introduction of the partner months. If at

least two of the months are taken by the second partner, the couple obtains the maximum of 14

months, otherwise the maximum duration is 12 months and the partner months are lost (Geisler

and Kreyenfeld 2019). Parental leave regulations were reformed again in 2015, when the Elterngeld

was supplemented by the ElterngeldPlus and the partner bonus months (Partnerschaftsbonusmonate).

The aim was to further improve the reconciliation of family and work, to encourage sharing gainful

employment and care work between partners and to support and financially secure part-time work

after childbirth (Deutscher Bundestag 2018). In ElterngeldPlus, the months of entitlement can be

doubled by claiming only half of the benefit per month. This makes it possible to work part-time

without having to use up a full month’s benefit, as was previously the case with the Elterngeld.

Furthermore, an additional four months of benefit can be received through the partner bonus
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months if both partners work between 25 and 30 hours per week at the same time. This is an

incentive for an egalitarian distribution of care and gainful employment between the parents.

However, while ElterngeldPlus is well accepted, this option is rarely taken up; why is not entirely

clear (Samtleben et al. 2019). Overall, the development of parental leave policy over the past two

decades can be seen as a clear move away from the male breadwinner model (Seeleib-Kaiser 2016).

Caring for elderly relatives is another task that is difficult to reconcile with a full-time job and

mostly constrains women’s continuous employment. The fact that these private care activities and

employment are increasingly getting in the way of each other is a phenomenon that policymakers

addressed. The law on home care leave (Pflegezeitgesetz) and the family care leave act

(Familienpflegezeit), last reformed in 2015, allow short or medium-term leaves from gainful

employment to meet private elder care obligations (Schwanenflügel and Stüben 2015).  The need

to care for (elderly) relatives will increase significantly as the population ages, thus this issue will

gain in importance for society as a whole (Löhe 2017). Even though this issue is so important for

the reconciliation of domestic tasks and professional obligations, it is not an explicit focus of this

dissertation. The care of elderly relatives is part of the operationalization of care work in the second

chapter, but it accounts for only a comparatively small share of the care burden. However, several

studies are devoted to this topic, among others by my colleagues Fischer and Müller (2020).

Another policy instrument that facilitates the reconciliation of work and family life is the Part-Time

and Fixed-Term Employment Act (Teilzeit- und Befristungsgesetz). Even though it was not specifically

designed as a legislation to promote the reconciliation of work and family life, its aim of enabling

part-time work and preventing its discrimination is de facto indispensable for reconciliation issues

(Juncke 2012). Since 2001, employees in companies with 15 employees or more can apply for a

reduction of their working hours without giving specific reasons, which may only be refused by the

employer if valid operational reasons are given (Waffenschmidt 2014). However, since the initial

law did not provide for the right to return to the previous number of working hours, people who

have reduced their working hours after certain life events, e.g. after the birth of a child, often remain

in part-time employment for a long time, even if they have the capacity to work extra hours again

(Weber 2018). Numerous human resources representatives reported the need of employees to

circumvent this part-time trap (ifo Institut 2019). A solution to this, bridge part-time

(Brückenteilzeit), which has been in place since January 1, 2019, allows employees to reduce their

working hours and increase them again at a predetermined time.

Unchanged since 1958 is the German income taxation system for married couples, the

Ehegattensplitting, which is also of great importance for women’s employment and, thus, also for the

reconciliation of work and private life. At the time, the law was introduced to prevent the
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discrimination of married couples compared to individual taxpayers (Gottfried and Witczak 2006).

The joint taxation of married couples creates an incentive for a very traditional division of tasks

and makes full-time employment less attractive for women, especially since those couples benefit

from splitting who have large income differences (Fasang et al. 2013). On average, a family

breadwinner has a 47% lower tax burden due to spousal splitting than an individually taxed single

person (Aisenbrey et al. 2009). Against this background, it is questionable whether marital splitting

only avoids discrimination against marriage or massively advantages it over single employees or

unmarried couples. The law has repeatedly been declared to be in accordance with the constitution,

since joint assessment of spouses is not mandatory, and the partners could also opt for individual

taxation. However, considering the substantial financial advantages and the fact that a person who

is not gainfully employed cannot legally refuse joint assessment if this is desired by the gainfully

employed partner, this freedom of choice is considered limited (Spangenberg 2017).

Both the expansion of public childcare facilities and the redesign of parental leave regulations can

be seen as an expression of a sustainable family policy (Bujard 2013) that aims to promote both

the birth rate and female employment (Gruescu and Rürup 2005). However, this expansion of

welfare state services, in particular the parental leave reforms, mostly benefited medium and high

earners (Welteke and Wrohlich 2019). This expansion stands in contrast to welfare state

retrenchments that also occurred at about this time, e.g. reductions of unemployment benefits that

took place in the course of the Agenda 2010 and mostly came at a cost for lower-class individuals

(Butterwegge 2012). The introduction of the Part-Time and Fixed-Term Employment Act can be

viewed as an attempt to accommodate individuals with care work responsibilities. In contradiction

to these developments, a traditional image of the family is still very firmly rooted in some areas, as

reflected, in marital splitting. Thus, while the family, labor market, and social policies of the past

decades have certainly taken a new direction, they are not free of contradictions. Building on this,

the following section looks at how the performance of men and women on the labor market and

in care work has developed.

Men’s and Women’s Participation in the Labor Market
Labor force participation in Germany has risen by 12% between 2003 and 2016, which is a steep

rise compared to the 5% growth in the European Union (Burda and Seele 2020). Male labor force

participation, apart from temporary fluctuations due to economic crises and other factors, has

remained at a relatively high level over the past decades, at 78.4% in 1991 and 80.5% in 2019.

Female labor force participation, however, has changed significantly: while it was only 57% in 1991,

it reached 72.8% in 2019 (Statistisches Bundesamt 2021b). Germany’s female participation in the

labor market is 10 percentage points above the OECD average (OECD 2017) and moved into
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third place among EU countries (Eurostat 2021), reaching its national EU 2020 employment target

(European Institute for Gender Equality 2021). However, this positive development is worth a

closer look. The strong increase in female employment can be explained mainly by an expansion

of part-time and marginal employment. At the same time, the total volume of hours worked hardly

changed between 1994 and 2012, it was merely distributed among more employees (Weinkopf

2014). Simultaneously, part-time employment has become an increasingly common form of

employment for women: While in 1993 around a third of female employees worked part-time, in

2014 for nearly half of all socially insured employed women this was the case (Burda and Seele

2020). Most men work full-time, although part-time employment is on the rise, albeit at a very low

level: in 1991, less than 1% worked “full-time-near part-time” (32-35 hours); in 2018, this figure

has risen to 6%. The share of men working part-time (up to 31 hours) has increased from 2% to

11% (Hobler et al. 2021).

However, these differences in the volume of working time between men and women do not directly

correspond to the wishes of German employees. On average, there is a discrepancy between actual

and desired working hours for both women and men: both want to reduce their working hours.

However, a significant proportion of employees are underemployed and want to extend their

working hours; this is more common among women (17%) than among men (9%), which shows

the opportunity for a more equal division of gainful employment between men and women

(Blömer et al. 2021). Part-time employment could, at least temporarily, have a positive effect on

men’s involvement in the household (Bünning 2020), thus promoting convergence in the unequal

distribution of care work, which will be outlined in the following.

Men’s and Women’s Engagement in Domestic Chores
The division of housework and childcare in Germany between men and women is largely gender-

specific and unequal: women do most of care work. This general observation is made equally in

time-use surveys (Klünder 2016) as well as in surveys covering self-assessed carework-hours of an

“ordinary” (week)day (Samtleben 2019) and in broader surveys that examine the participation of

both partners in relation to each other (Dechant et al. 2014).

However, differences in the measurement and calculation of this unequal distribution are important

in order to obtain a meaningful measure of the development of the distribution of care work

between men and women. For example, as explained in more detail by Samtleben et al. (2020), it

makes a significant difference whether the unequal distribution of care work is measured on the

couple-level and subsequently aggregated or if the participation in care work of all men and women

(in couple relationships) is aggregated first and then put in relation to each other. In particular,
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when calculating the gender care gap following the example of the gender pension gap (Klünder

2016), these differences can cause significant bias.

The development of the unequal distribution of care work in couple households shows an increase

in the gender care share. In other words, the share of care work performed by men in the household

grew. While the contribution of men was on average only 31.4% in 1992, it increased to 37.2% in

2016 (Samtleben 2019). However, this measure dismantles underlying mechanisms behind this

change. The average absolute hours of men and women in various domestic chores show that the

increase of the gender care share is not due to a particularly profound change in men’s behavior. It

is mainly women who have considerably reduced their time for childcare and housework in the

past decades (Figure 3; see also Altintas and Sullivan (2016)).

Figure 3. Women’ and men’s time spent on unpaid work on weekdays, in hours per day

Notes: Confidence intervals are not reported for reasons of visibility, mean differences are statistically
significant.

Source: SOEP v33, (Samtleben 2019)

Life-altering events, like the birth of a child, reinforce this unequal distribution (Dechant et al.

2014). In general, the number of hours spent on domestic chores and childcare varies greatly

between men and women over the life course. While women are confronted with a very high

burden of care work, especially in early adulthood, which decreases slightly over the course of life,

men do comparatively little housework and childcare in almost all phases of life. During retirement,

they contribute comparatively much to housework, which is why the gender differences are smallest
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in young age and old age (Leopold et al. 2018). Moreover, these gender differences are smaller in

younger cohorts than in older cohorts (Skopek and Leopold 2019).

Men’s and Women’s usage of Parental Leave
The introduction of parental leave (Elterngeld) in 2007 fulfilled some of its intended goals: Regarding

the activation of fathers for childcare, immediately after the regulation came into force, 15% of

fathers claimed parental leave (Samtleben et al. 2019),  rising steadily to 42.1% in 2018. Women’s

take-up has been continuously very high (96% in 2018) (Statistisches Bundesamt 2021a). From the

beginning, however, it was clear that the “use-or-lose” component of the instrument had a strong

signaling effect, with few fathers taking more than two months of parental leave. This pattern has

barely changed over the years (Figure 4). Even in 2018, the average use of parental leave by fathers

is 3.3 months (Statistisches Bundesamt 2021a).

Figure 4. Women’ and men’s usage of parental leave months, cumulated percentages

Notes: Samtleben et al. (2021), updated with data from Statistisches Bundesamt (2021c) for the year 2014.
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reduction of the working hours of both partners to exactly 25 to 30 hours in four consecutive

months is too difficult to realise (Samtleben et al. 2019).

Mandel and Semyonovs (2005, 2006) seminal research reveals a paradoxical finding about the

impact of family and gender equality policies: Even if policies are designed to increase women’s

employment, they may nevertheless entail opposite trends in other areas and aggravate gender

inequality. They show that while social-democratic welfare states increase the overall employment

rate of women through family policies (e.g. such as maternal leave), at the same time women are

more likely to work part-time and/or in so-called lower-paid female occupations and less likely to

reach management positions. Regimes that are more liberal discourage female employment, but if

women participate in the labor market, they are more likely to attain higher status positions than

in a social-democratic regime. Mandel and Semyonov also show that conservative welfare states

discourage both women’s overall labor market participation and their upward mobility as well as

their selection into well-paid industries (Mandel and Semyonov 2006).

We have seen a change over the past decades that suggests that Germany has shifted from a

conservative welfare state to a more social democratic model in terms of its family and social

policies. However, this does not apply to all areas of the welfare state. The reforms in the course

of Agenda 2010 showed a strong reduction of social benefits. It is worth noting that the changes

in family policy included incentives for middle- and upper-class families, while the reduction of

unemployment benefits in the context of the Hartz IV reforms was more at the expense of socially

disadvantaged individuals. Furthermore, the previous section shows that the sometimes-ambivalent

effects of family policies, as theorized by Mandel and Semyonoff, applies in part to the changes in

German family policy. One example for this is the increased employment of women, which,

however, was accompanied by a disproportionate increase in part-time employment.
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2

Care and Careers: Gender (In)Equality in Unpaid Care,

Housework and Employment*

Abstract: This article examines whether reducing care and housework duties and redistributing

them within different-sex couples could further enhance gender equality on the labor market in

terms of labor market participation for different employment types and actual working hours.

Women around the world perform the majority of unpaid care and housework, with a large and

persistent gap to men. Most research explains the unequal gender division of domestic chores, but

less frequently their consequences for employment outcomes and career outlooks. Based on the

German Socio-Economic Panel (2001–2017 N = 40,419 for employment probabilities / N =

30,795 for working hours) matched with regional data on external child- and elderly care, the

authors use an instrumental variables approach and eliminate time-constant individual effects in

first-differenced regressions to address endogeneity issues and to disentangle the reciprocal

relationship. Results show that both the overall amount as well as the unequal division of

housework and care in couple households have detrimental effects on women’s labor market

participation and actual working hours. Reducing the overall burden from housework and care

duties and achieving a more symmetric within-couple distribution improves female integration into

the labor market.

* Co-authored with Kai-Uwe Müller, published in Research in Social Stratification and Mobility, DOI:

10.1016/j.rssm.2021.100659
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Introduction

A distinctly uneven gender distribution of unpaid care and housework, often referred to as ‘gender

care gap’ (Kitterød 2016), is prevailing and persisting in most countries (Ferrant and Thim 2019;

ILO 2018). Even today, childcare (Bianchi 2000; Craig and Mullan 2011; OECD 2017b), elderly

care (Grigoryeva 2017), alongside chores like cooking and cleaning (Craig and Powell 2018; Hook

2010) are far from being shared equally in different-sex couple households. In some countries, the

gender care gap has somewhat narrowed over the last decades mainly because women’s time

devoted to unpaid care and housework has decreased while men’s contributions have remained

constantly low (Cardia and Gomme 2018; Leopold et al. 2018; Samtleben 2019). In the U.S., until

the turn of the century men have increased housework and childcare time (Bianchi et al. 2012;

Sayer 2016). In Europe, particularly young and highly educated fathers augmented their

engagement in domestic chores (Sullivan et al. 2014). Concurrently, female employment steadily

increased, but successively stagnated in many postindustrial economies (Grigoli et al. 2018; Huang

2018; Percheski 2008) with the exception of Germany, where female labor market participation is

still rising (Burda and Seele 2020). Yet, women in most countries still lag behind in labor market

participation and working hours, particularly in Germany (Müller and Wrohlich 2020). In Germany,

part-time employment has become prevalent but it is mostly and persistently a women’s domain

(Simonson et al. 2011). Lately, the one-and-a-half-earner model has replaced the male breadwinner

norm. However, women encounter structural and institutional barriers when trying to increase their

working hours, which, in turn, explains a substantial part of female old-age poverty in Germany

(Fasang et al. 2013). Thus, exploring the roots of gender asymmetries in labor market participation

is crucial for targeted policy measures.

As one of the first, Arlie Hochschild challenged the notion of unequal household responsibilities.

She observed a persistent gender care gap alongside rising female labor market participation,

resulting in a “stalled revolution.” Hochschild argued that gender segregation on the labor market

can at least partially be ascribed to asymmetries in domestic work (Hochschild 1989). Indeed, a

positive correlation between the men’s share in domestic work and women’s employment and

working hours has been shown for different countries with aggregate (Ferrant et al. 2014) and time-

use data (Hook 2006, 2010). Subsequently, asymmetry of unpaid care and housework has received

more attention, but it is still not sufficiently considered in family or social policies that are designed

to integrate women into the labor market (Boeckmann et al. 2015; Budig et al. 2015; Cooke 2010;

Gangl and Ziefle 2015; Hegewisch and Gornick 2011; Jaumotte 2004). In the German context, the
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impact of domestic chores is important in the light of mismatches between preferred and realized

working hours among full- and part-time employees (Harnisch et al. 2018; Pollmann-Schult and

Reynolds 2017). A redistribution of working hours through more equally shared domestic chores

would not just bring women and men closer to their desired working time (Wunder and Heineck

2013), but also tackle the long-term consequences of unequal labor market participation, such as

women’s old age poverty.

In this paper, we investigate Hochschild’s claim that gender inequality in labor market participation

is – among other things – attributable to this asymmetric housework and care distribution. We

provide evidence for the relevance of this direction of the two-sided relationship. We estimate the

impact of the overall amount and the within-household distribution of unpaid care and housework

in different-sex couples on their labor market participation, their probability to work in different

employment types (full-time, part-time, marginal employment), and – conditional on being

employed – their actual hours of work.

Methodological challenges result from the simultaneity of domestic work and paid work as well as

from selection, because unpaid care and housework as well as working hours are influenced by

individuals’ and households’ observed and unobserved characteristics. We tackle both

identification issues with First Difference-Instrumental Variables (FDIV) regressions estimated by

the General Method of Moments (GMM; Krug and Eberl 2018). To our knowledge, simultaneity

and unobserved heterogeneity have not been jointly addressed when the impact of unpaid care

work’s is estimated on labor market outcomes. Studies either control for omitted variables with FE

regressions (Bryan and Sevilla-Sanz 2011; Hersch and Stratton 1997; Noonan 2001) or apply IV

estimation on cross-sectional data (Hersch 1991; Hersch and Stratton 1997, 2002). Often, OLS

regressions are estimated in a cross-sectional setting (Bonke et al. 2005; Coverman 1983; Hersch

and Stratton 2002; South and Spitze 1994; Stratton 2001) or on pooled cross-sectional data (Cooke

and Hook 2018; Hersch 2009). One exception is a study by Carlson and Lynch (2017), who model

the two-way causal relationship with a structural equation model (SEM), albeit only based on a

two-wave panel and without controlling for individual FE.

We match the German Socio-Economic Panel  (SOEP, see Goebel et al. 2018) with administrative

data at the regional level between 2001 and 2017. Based on this rich dataset, we make several

contributions to the literature: We exploit reform-induced policy variation in child- and elderly care

provision, information on demand for elderly care in the household, and use the longitudinal

dimension in our dataset to construct reliable instrumental variables. Our empirical model explicitly
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captures the partner dimension and controls for partners’ unpaid care and housework participation

as well as their employment status. We also advance research on time restrictions of specific chores

(Sullivan 2013) by estimating heterogenous effects for housework tasks (like cooking and cleaning)

and care work.

We find that the overall amount of housework and care has statistically significant and substantial

detrimental effects on both partners’ overall labor market participation and their working hours.

Keeping the overall workload in the household constant, an increased commitment in domestic

chores by the male partner has a positive effect on women’s employment outcomes. At the same

time, a higher share of care and housework lower men’s labor market outcomes. Thus, a more

equal gender distribution of housework and care would enhance gender equality in terms of labor

market participation and hours of gainful work.

Background

Time-Use Decisions within the Household
Manifold theoretical and empirical studies alike focus primarily on the influence of labor market

participation, (potential) gains, and gender norms on the intra-couple housework distribution.

These explanations include the relative resources approach related to a bargaining logic (Blood and

Wolfe 1960; Brayfield 1992; Brines 1994; Evertsson and Nermo 2004; Greenstein 2000; Lyonette

and Crompton 2015), the autonomy theory building on women’s economic (in)dependency (Gupta

2006, 2007), social constructivist perspectives such as doing gender (West and Zimmerman 1987),

as well as gender norm and gender ideology theories (Bittman et al. 2003; Carlson and Lynch 2013;

Greenstein 1996; Hook 2017; Poortman and van der Lippe 2009; Schneider 2011; Thébaud 2010).

The time availability approach (Bianchi et al. 2000; Coverman 1985; England and Farkas 1986)

claims that asymmetries in time constraints from gainful work due to differences in working hours

determine the distribution of unpaid care and housework. All of these theoretical approaches

mainly focus on the description of family mechanisms and social structures that underlie the

formation and consolidation of typical housework and care distributions. They little dwell on the

consequences – be them negative or positive – of these constellations themselves, even though

findings in this domain are highly relevant for family policy design, e.g., parental leave regulations

and public childcare.

Fewer studies, some inspired by human capital theory (Becker 1985), explicitly analyze the impact

of the house- and care work distribution on employment outcomes (Bryan and Sevilla-Sanz 2011;

Hersch 1985, 1991, 2009; Hersch and Stratton 1997, 2002; Maani and Cruickshank 2009; Powers
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2003). In Becker’s (1981) approach, earnings are claimed to be a product of time spent on gainful

work, education, and skills. According to him, the accumulation of human capital and, thus,

successful participation on the labor market is thwarted by engagement in unpaid care work.

Numerous related studies support this assumption of a direct influence of an individuals’ own and

their partners’ domestic work engagement on labor market outcomes. Han and Moen (1999) back

this assumption with their coupled-careers model. Bröckel (2017) shows how male partners’

instrumental support encourages their female partners’ return to the labor market. Other studies

show effects of childbirth, childrearing, and other care obligations on women’s labor market

participation (Dotti Sani and Scherer 2017; Drobnic 2000; Ehrlich et al. 2020) as well as the

interplay of family events and labor market careers (Aisenbrey and Fasang 2017; Budig and England

2001; Grunow et al. 2011; Killewald 2012), including, for example, the motherhood-penalty (Budig

and England 2001) or the fatherhood premium (Killewald 2012). This evidence indicates that there

is also a reverse direction in the relationship of care and housework obligations impacting labor

market participation parallel to the often-studied relationship of labor market outcomes

determining the distribution of domestic chores.

Carlson and Lynch (2017) are among the few who explicitly conceptualize the distribution of

unpaid care and earnings as being reciprocally related within couples. We agree to the notion that

individuals in couple households simultaneously and interdependently divide their time for market

work, unpaid care, and housework.

Expectations regarding and the actual allocation of time to gainful employment and care work are

fundamentally different for men and women. Although in slight decline, the male breadwinner

model is still powerful in Germany (Möhring 2016) and reinforced by work-family policies

(Aisenbrey and Fasang 2017; Bünning 2015; Fuwa 2004; Hook 2006, 2010; Leitner 2013;

Ruppanner and Maume 2016). As a result, men mostly work full-time (Simonson et al. 2015) and

participate less in care responsibilities (Procher et al. 2018). Women, in turn, are expected to be,

and mostly are, main caregivers and less career-oriented (Baron and Bielby 1980; Bielby and Baron

1986; Kelle et al. 2017; Trappe et al. 2015). Given this societal context and taking the two-sided

relationship of unpaid care work and gainful employment into account, we are particularly

interested whether the overall workload of unpaid care and housework alongside their within-

couple distribution have identifiable effects on both partners’ labor market outcomes. Assuming

this effect exists, a reduction and redistribution of care obligations has the potential to achieve

more gender equality on the labor market and is important for future policy considerations:
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Extending partner months in parental leave or expanding public childcare and subsidizing

household-related services can reduce the unequal distribution as well as the overall amount of

childcare and housework, thereby, for example, incentivize higher female employment. Therefore,

we aim at statistically isolating the effects of care and housework on women’s and men’s labor

market participation and hours of work while controlling the reverse channel of this association.

Time Constraints on Labor Market Participation and Working Hours

Time constraints from gainful work are usually conceptualized to determine the time available for

housework and childcare, as claimed in the time availability approach (Bianchi et al. 2000;

Coverman 1985; Stafford et al. 1977). However, we assume an inverse mechanism is at play: time

spent in unpaid care and housework, ceteris paribus, constrains the time available for labor market

activities. Moreover, carrying out domestic chores is a highly energy-consuming activity. As a result,

the person doing the housework not only has that very same amount of time less available to use

on the labor market, but also the tedious housework limits her or his competitiveness at work

(Becker 1981). Consequently, constraints from childcare and housework may inhibit labor market

participation altogether or restrict the working hours of employed individuals. Importantly, we

follow Han and Moen’s (1999) claim that the interface of family and work can only be properly

examined if the intertwined trajectories of both partners are considered: The extent of the domestic

workload is not only determined by the individuals’ own hours spent in the household but can also

be influenced by reallocating this work to the partner. As a result, both lowering the overall level

of housework and care responsibilities in the household and redistributing housework hours to the

partner might ease an individuals’ time constraints from the domestic sphere, thus potentially

encouraging an individual’s own gainful work.

Hypothesis 1: a) Reducing a household’s overall hours in unpaid care and housework, increases both partners’

probability to be employed.

b) Redistributing unpaid care and housework to the partner, thereby lowering the individual’s

workload in the household, increases his/her own and decreases the partner’s probability to be

employed.

We investigate both hypotheses with two main explanatory variables. First, we determine the

overall workload of the household by calculating the total housework hours of the couple. Second,

by additionally using the percentage share of housework done by the man, we can measure changes

in the gender distribution of housework and care. Holding the overall level of housework at the

couple level constant, an increase in the male share always captures an increase of the man’s and a
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decrease of the woman’s housework hours and cannot only be the result of a decrease of the

woman’s housework hours. With this specification, we ensure that the changes in an individual’s

workload is captured both by increases or decreases of overall care and housework demands in the

household and also by changes of intra-couple redistributions of this overall workload.

In Germany, institutional barriers in the tax system (marital tax splitting) and in the social insurance

system (co-insurance of nonemployed spouses) encourage non-, marginal, or part-time

employment of secondary earners. Many women are stuck in a “part-time trap” (OECD 2017a).

Marginal employment is also less costly for employees, as they are exempted from social security

contributions. As a result, employees working in marginal employment accrue substantially lower

pension rights (Walwei 2019) contributing to old-age poverty. Thus, a nuanced look at how

constraints imposed by housework and childcare favor different forms of employment is crucial.

Both part-time and marginal employment take up considerably less of one’s daily time budget than

full-time employment and, thus, are easier to reconcile with domestic responsibilities. From this it

follows that:

Hypothesis 2: Marginal Employment is least constrained by housework and care obligations, followed by

part-time employment. Full-time employment is most constrained by housework and care work.

Changing between being full-time employed, part-time employed, marginally employed, or not

employed at all encompasses relatively large time adjustments. Employees working 15 hours a week

would need to more than double their hours to reach full-time status. Smaller adaptations in actual

working hours within an employment type may be easier to realize. Thus, a time shift from the

domestic sphere to gainful work may be identified more directly in actual hours worked.

Hypothesis 3: a) Reducing a household’s overall hours in unpaid care and housework increases both partners’

actual working hours.

b) Redistributing unpaid care and housework to the partner, thereby lowering the individual’s

workload in the household, increases his/her own and decreases the partner’s actual working

hours.

Care versus Housework
Effects of domestic chores also depend on their nature, i.e. how often and regularly tasks need to

be carried out (Noonan 2001). Housework duties that cannot be postponed and must be completed

on a regular, often daily, basis such as cooking and cleaning are often ascribed as typically female

duties (Maani and Cruickshank 2009) and exert particularly restrictive time constraints. Moreover,

housework tasks are often considered less enjoyable than childcare, by both men and women
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(Sullivan 2013; Deutsch et al. 1993). Despite a marked decline over time in women’s housework

hours (Table A1, Fig. A.1 Online Appendix), the gender gap in this area of unpaid work still remains

high. Fathers tend to engage in more fun but less essential activities such as going to the playground

or merely assisting the mother in care activities (Bianchi et al. 2006; Roeters et al. 2009). Moreover,

individuals are more likely to compensate for increased time spent on gainful employment with

less sleep or leisure time than with less childcare (Craig and Mullan 2011). All this indicates that

childcare has a lower time constraint potential on labor market participation than other types of

activities. Regarding the degree of constraints caused by the activity, it also matters whether the

activity requires the full attention of the person performing it, or can be done on the side, as a

secondary activity. In time-use surveys, childcare has been identified to be often carried out as a

secondary activity (Stewart and Allard 2016; Zick and Bryant 1996). Unfortunately, our data does

not allow us to differentiate between primary and secondary activities, which can be done alongside

other tasks. Thus, our measure includes presumably both primary and secondary childcare. Given

that child- and elderly care are known to be often carried out as secondary activities and childcare

is considered less unpleasant and, thus, shared more equally between partners, we assume that these

tasks exert overall less binding time constraints. Thus, we expect heterogeneous effects for care

and housework hours:

Hypothesis 4: Additional hours of care work have smaller effects on women’s and men’s labor market

outcomes than additional hours spent on housework chores.

Data and Methods

Data
The German Socio-Economic Panel (SOEP) is a large representative, longitudinal household

survey conducted annually in Germany (Goebel et al. 2018). Each adult in the sampled households

is surveyed individually. There is also a household questionnaire, e.g., on children and the

household’s living conditions. Individual information includes labor market status and details on

the employment relationship, including contractual and actual weekly working hours. Adults are

also asked about time investments in various chores like childcare, elderly care, cleaning, cooking,

errands, repairs, and other tasks on a usual workday.

In order to use external information on the provision of institutionalized care for certain

instrumental variables, we match the SOEP with county-level data collected by the German

Statistical Office (Destatis 2019), the Federal Institute for Research on Building, Urban Affairs and

Spatial Development within the Federal Office for Building and Regional Planning (BBSR 2016;
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Helmcke 2008) and the German Youth Institute (Hüsken 2011). Availability of regional public

child- and elderly care may affect the amount of unpaid care and housework in a household. We

also generate additional regional control variables based on these data.

Sample
Our analysis focuses on different-sex couples who live in the same household with both partners

aged between 18− 60. Couples with at least one individual not being available for the labor market

are excluded, because decision-making is different when individuals are in the education system,

on maternity leave, or already retired and do not face the same binding time constraints. Therefore,

we eliminate time points from couples where one partner or both are in one of these life stages.

Patterns of care and housework distributions differ in same-sex relationships (Goldberg et al. 2012)

compared to different-sex couples. Thus, we focus on different-sex couples by limiting our sample

to cases where the head of household states to have a steady partner living in the same household

who is of the opposite sex and where both individuals have completed their individual

questionnaires.

Our estimation samples cover 2001–2017 and contain one observation per couple for each

observed time period. Descriptive analyses are based on the most recent wave 2017 to reflect the

situation at the end of the observation period. The comparably long panel is a major advantage.

Previous longitudinal studies rely on older data and significantly shorter panels(Bryan and Sevilla-

Sanz 2011; Carlson and Lynch 2017; Hersch and Stratton 1997; Noonan 2001). Time spent caring

for elderly persons in the household was not recorded in the SOEP prior to 2001, which is why

our panel does not reach further into the past. As we follow individual couples over extended time

periods, our results represent average effects for different cohorts and various stages of the life

cycle.

For our analyses, we use two unbalanced regression samples. The first sample, which includes

employed and non-employed couples, investigates effects on labor market participation and

employment types, using a total of 40,449 couple-years across 8,800 couples who are observed for

an average of 4.6 years. The second sample, used for estimating effects on working hours, includes

only couples where both partners are employed. This sub-sample contains 30,914 couple-years

across 7,253 couples, observed for 4.3 years on average. All sample restrictions are documented in

Table A2, descriptive statistics for both estimation samples are reported in Tables A3 and A4 in

the Online Appendix.
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Challenges for Identification

According to our theoretical considerations, couples decide simultaneously on the distribution of

domestic chores and gainful work creating a two-sided, reciprocal relationship. The identification

of the direction we are interested in, i.e., constraints of unpaid care and housework on women’s

and men’s employment outcomes, entails two main challenges.

First, selection may result from observed and unobserved variables: Couples who share care and

housework equally may be fundamentally different from couples with an uneven distribution in

terms of their socio-economic characteristics, the social context they live in, but also regarding their

norms and preferences (Geist and Cohen 2011; Turk 2012). Thus, regressions on the impact of

unpaid on paid work are potentially incomplete when information, e.g., on their partners or

unobserved factors, is neglected. We include partner’s time in unpaid care and housework as well

as their employment status in our empirical models. Importantly, we also control for time-constant

unobserved variables by estimating panel regressions where individual fixed effects are controlled

through first-differencing. In addition, effects are estimated conditionally on an extensive set of

time-varying covariates for both partners and the household (sub-section 3.7) controlling for

different mechanisms, events, status changes, etc., that could affect not just unpaid care and

housework but also employment. Our approach cannot account for time-variant factors that are

not included in the model or that are inherently unobserved.

Second, simultaneity arises as individuals choose their time budget for gainful employment,

housework, and care at the same time. The resulting two-way relationship between paid and unpaid

work can only be disentangled empirically with the help of valid instrumental variables (IV). We

instrument unpaid care and housework combining external instruments based on exogenous policy

variation with internal instruments exploiting longitudinal information in our panel data (sub-

section 3.6) to isolate their impact on employment outcomes. We address both identification issues

in a GMM FD-IV framework (Krug and Eberl 2018) (sub-section 3.8).

Dependent Variables
To analyze whether time constraints created by unpaid work in the household exist, first, we

investigate the impact of the household’s overall level and the man’s share of unpaid care and

housework hours on women’s and men’s labor market participation probabilities using binary

indicators for being (non-)employed. We apply Linear Probability Models estimating the overall

employment probability that allow controlling for time-constant unobserved characteristics and

instrumenting our two endogenous explanatory variables (FD-IV regressions, sub-section 3.8).
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Second, applying Fixed Effects Multinomial Logit Models (FE-MNL), we analyze the effect of

unpaid care and housework on different employment types using a categorical dependent variable

with four states: non-employment, marginal, part-time, and full-time employment. This variable is

based on information from individuals’ self-assessed employment state (not on reported hours of

work).

Given the substantial gender gap in working hours (Landivar 2015; OECD 2019), we analyze actual

hours of work as third outcome. We restrict this analysis to couples where both partners are

employed concentrating on incremental adjustments of working hours among individuals who are

already employed. The limitation on employed households avoids dealing with selection processes

into employment by both partners. We assume that a reallocation of time spent in care and

housework to gainful employment will show up more directly in actual working hours as

contractual hours are assumed to be more rigid.

Explanatory Variables
In this article, care and housework comprise all unpaid activities that are relevant to satisfy the basic

needs of the individuals in the household and to ensure their well-being, health, and safety. We

refer to them as unpaid care and housework because they could, in principle, be performed by

external persons for pay (European Commission 2003; Reid 1934). Unpaid care and housework

serves as an umbrella term that includes household chores (cooking, cleaning, doing the laundry),

errands (grocery and other household-related shopping, visits to government offices), house- or

car-related repair works and gardening, childcare, and elderly care. Structural differences between

the distribution and impact of unpaid care and housework on weekdays and weekends have been

investigated before (Bredtmann 2014; Hook 2017). As we are particularly interested in time

constraints from unpaid care and housework on paid work, we do not include weekend time.

Variables for unpaid housework and care are based on survey questions, not on time diaries. This

diminishes data quality and potentially increases measurement error, which can vary for men and

women (Coltrane 2000; Press and Townsley 1998; Shelton and John 1996; Yavorsky et al. 2015).

However, we validate our measures by comparing descriptive findings with results from the

German time use survey, which unfortunately is only available for few, unrelated cross-sections

(Statistisches Bundesamt 2015).

Household members are asked individually how many hours they spend on each of the above

activities on an average workday. Based on this individual information, we generate our two

explanatory variables: the overall hours of unpaid care and housework in the household ( ) and
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the man’s time share in overall household hours ( ). We sum each partners’ individual time

spent on all activities on weekdays to arrive at an overall measure of care and housework performed

in the household during a workweek ( = + ). The man’s time share in overall

household hours is defined as = /( + ). Most studies estimate effects of

time spent on care and housework in individual regressions separately for women and men. Partner

variables including their unpaid working time are rarely controlled for (see Carlson and Lynch 2017

for this approach). Accounting for both partners’ time budget, our specification with  and

 is suited to analytically disentangle effects of the overall workload of care and housework

from their intra-household division.

Overall absolute hours of unpaid care and housework ( ) reflect time needs according to the

housing situation (home size and ownership), size and composition of the household (children,

elderly persons in need of care), but also preferences for tidiness or needing to perform care within

the household. Having a housekeeper or access to (publicly subsidized) institutional child- or

elderly care can reduce this burden. Thus, changes in  also reflect state-provided support such

as the subsidization of household-related services or an expansion of public childcare. Most of

these channels of influence are depicted by control variables (sub-section 3.7).

Instrumental Variables
Studies that are based either on an IV or a SEM approach to determine the relationship between

care and housework and labor outcomes have used various instruments or exclusion restrictions

(Carlson and Lynch 2017; Hersch 1991; Hersch and Stratton 1997, 2002). Among the set of

instrumental variables (IV) commonly used is homeownership, which has been found to be

positively correlated with housework, because related responsibilities increase the workload (South

and Spitze 1994). A similar instrument is the size of the house or apartment where the family lives.

Another instrument repeatedly used is the presence of a housekeeper supposed to reduce the

amount of housework. However, those instruments depend on (individual or household) income,

which in turn is related to market employment, i.e., our dependent variables.

Therefore, we suggest several novel instruments. Our FD-IV model (sub-section 3.8) requires

instrumenting changes in the overall amount (Δ ) and the men’s share of unpaid care and

housework (Δ ). We use a set of six instrumental variables (IV), four ‘external’ and two

‘internal,’ or ‘auxiliary,’ IV’s (Bollen 2012; Krug and Eberl 2018) . The first three IVs are based on

external regional information about available places of subsidized child- and elderly care. The
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substantial increase of subsidized institutional childcare in Germany since 2000 has been linked to

declining amounts of childcare and related housework tasks within households (Andrén 2003;

Breunig et al. 2011; Haan and Wrohlich 2011). Suggested by Havnes and Mogstad (2011), the

reform-induced longitudinal variation through a substantial and regionally diverging expansion of

subsidized childcare is argued to be exogenous due to implementation frictions (space restrictions,

personnel shortages, etc.) in the German context (Müller and Wrohlich 2020). We use (1) regional

coverage rates for subsidized public childcare for 0- to 2-year-old children; and (2) regional

coverage rates for 3 to 6-year-olds as IVs. Since these policies, by construction, only affect care and

housework in families with children, coverage rates are interacted with dummies for children in the

respective age ranges and the interaction terms are used as IVs (main effects enter as controls). In

a similar fashion we use (3) regional coverage rates for institutional care of elderly persons. As in

the case of childcare, idiosyncrasies during the expansion process make regional variation in

institutional elderly care exogenous to individual households. This IV is only relevant for couples

that have elderly persons in need of care in their family.

(4) Our fourth external instrument is also a novelty in this context: We use a dummy variable

indicating whether an adult person in need of care lives in the household as indicator for the

demand for elderly care. Identification in the FD-IV model is only based on changes in care

demand within households compared to the previous period. Given that the exact timing when a

demand for care arises is usually not predictable, we argue that such an event exogenously increases

the amount of care and related housework needed in a household.

Instruments (1) through (4) potentially affect both partners’ unpaid care and housework. However,

most of these are empirically more relevant for women than for men because, overall, women

spend more time on unpaid care and housework. This reduced relevance of instruments for men

and controlling for time-constant FE makes it difficult to rely solely on external IVs when

instrumenting two endogenous regressors (in particular, the men’s share) because of weak IV bias.

Therefore, we combine the four external with two additional internal instruments: We exploit the

panel dimension in our data and use (5) the one-period lag of overall hours ,  of unpaid care

and housework; and (6) the one-period lag of the man’s share ,  as internal instrumental

variables (Bollen 2012). To our knowledge Carlson and Lynch (2017) were the first to exploit the

panel dimension for identification using lagged explanatory variables as exclusion restrictions

within a SEM, albeit based on a two-period panel without controlling for FE. Krug and Eberl

(2018) face similar identification challenges and use lagged regressors as IVs in a more general
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System GMM estimator. In a FD specification, lagged levels are, by construction, relevant IVs for

the first difference of a regressor in the current period (Wooldridge 2010). Combining these two

internal instruments with our external instruments avoids weak IV bias (see first stage results and

weak IV tests in Tables A6, A11, and A13, Online Appendix).

The argument for the validity of these instruments rests on the time sequence in the panel: Changes

in unpaid care and housework hours follow from both partners’ decisions in the current period.

These IVs do not suffer from simultaneity bias since changes of care and housework in the current

period cannot, by construction, affect their levels in the previous period. Likewise, lagged levels in

care and housework hours ( , , , ) also do not directly influence changes in outcomes

Δ  other than through changes Δ . and Δ  in the current period: lagged care and

housework hours conceivably affect employment outcomes only through adaptations of care and

housework hours in the current period, not otherwise. We perform the Hansen J-test for the joint

validity of our instruments (Hayashi 2000; Roodman 2009). All tests are insignificant with p-values

above 0.3, except for two models with p-values slightly above 0.2.

Controls

We use control variables at the individual, household, and regional levels that depict alternative

mechanisms that could affect employment types and volume and at the same time unpaid care and

housework. Individual covariates for both partners enter all regression models. These comprise

age, education level, working experience, tenure, and previous experience of unemployment. Work

experience is measured in years, with full-time work counted as full years and part-time work

counted as half years. Tenure measures the length of time with the company in years and

unemployment experience is measured as the sum of all previous periods in unemployment, also

measured in years. Continuous variables enter in a linear-quadratic specification. We also include

various employment-related dummy variables, such as a dummy for job changes, a dummy for self-

employment, a set of dummies for occupational position, two small sets of dummies for

occupational and sectoral classification, dummies for civil servants and public employment, as well

as dummies for fixed-term and permanent employment contract. Thus, the effects of unpaid care

and housework is identified within a given job, within an occupational or sectoral position, and

within a contract type.

Controls at the household level include couples’ marital status and a set of dummy variables

indicating whether childcare is provided by relatives, friends, or paid childminders. Moreover, we

include partner’s labor earnings (not the individual’s own, which are endogenous) and household’s
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asset income to control for the economic situation of the household outside of individual labor

earnings. Furthermore, dummy variables for living in a rural region and in western Germany are

included, as significant differences in societal and gender norms between Eastern Germany (the

former communist German Democratic Republic) and Western Germany persist until today.

Controlling for an individual’s time spent on leisure and the partner’s time-use takes alternative

mechanisms of compensation into account. At the regional level, we control for the per capita

gross domestic product, the unemployment rate, the incidence of women’s long-term

unemployment, the population density, and the tax revenue as a proxy for regional public finances

(see Tables A3 and A4 in the Online Appendix for descriptive statistics). A full set of time dummies

is part of all specifications discussed that pick up overall trends in the dependent variables.

Estimation Strategy
We estimate the relationship between the overall level of unpaid care and housework hours in a

household and the man’s share in these tasks and different indicators for gainful employment as

dependent variables Y: a dummy variable for employment vs. non-employment, a categorical

variable differentiating employment types (full-time, part-time and marginal employment) from

non-employment, and a continuous variable for actual hours of work. We specify separate

equations for women w and men m who live together in couple households i = 1, 2, …, N in

periods t = 2001, …, 2017.

We deal with the above-mentioned issues of selectivity through observed and time-constant

unobserved (omitted) variables and simultaneity by specifying First Differences-Instrumental

Variables (FD-IV) regressions for the analysis of labor market participation and working hours:

(1) Δ = α + Δ γ + Δ γ + Δ + Δ + Δ + Δ + ε

Δ = α + Δ γ + Δ γ + Δ + Δ + Δ + Δ + ε .

The ′  represent intercepts, whereas all ′  and vectors ′  and ′  denote regression

coefficients, and the ε’s represent error terms. To address selectivity, all regressions include a set of

control variables: characteristics of the man ( ), the woman ( ), and the household ( ). These

covariates hold characteristics of both partners and the household constant and depict other

mechanisms or events (see sub-section 3.7) that affect the employment outcomes and may be

correlated with the explanatory variables. Time dummies  for the period 2001 to 2017 control

general time trends. Δ denote differences in variables between periods t and t-1. Differencing across

two consecutive time periods also eliminates unobserved time-constant characteristics of the
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individuals or households that might be correlated with the outcomes and one or more regressor(s).

However, this specification does not account for time-variant unobservables.

As argued above, first differences of the observed explanatory variables Δ  and Δ  could

be endogenous in (1) due to simultaneity. Therefore, both variables are instrumented and included

as projections Δ  and Δ  based on the following first stage regressions:

(2) Δ = α + + Δ + Δ + Δ + Δ + e

Δ = α + + Δ + Δ + Δ + Δ + e

= (Δ , )  collects our set of external and internal instrumental variables. External

instruments enter equation (2) in first-differenced form, similar to all controls. The internal

instruments comprise one-period lagged levels of both explanatory variables =

( , , , ). Our discussion of instrument relevance and validity (sub-section 3.6 above)

detailed the mechanisms through which  are related to the overall unpaid care and housework

hours Δ  and to the man’s share in unpaid care and housework Δ . These instruments are

exogenous in the structural equations (1) of the FD-IV model. Following Krug and Eberl (2018),

the system of equations (1) and (2) is estimated simultaneously by taking within-individual

autocorrelation of residuals and heteroscedasticity in the FD-IV model into account. In addition,

robust standard errors are calculated, which are clustered at the couple level.

Complementing our main analyses, we analyze the direction and magnitude of bias(es) that could

be induced by selectivity and simultaneity by comparing estimates from our preferred FD-IV

specification with models that imply more restrictive assumptions (sub-section 4.6).

The specification of our explanatory variables disentangles the effect of the overall workload in the

household from the effect of the gender distribution of unpaid care and housework. Coefficients

γ  and γ  depict the effect of an increase in the household’s overall burden of unpaid care and

housework keeping the gender distribution within the household constant (ΔUS = 0). By

contrast, holding the overall workload constant (ΔUH = 0), an increase in the man’s share

(ΔUS > 0) implies that the man’s unpaid hours increase, whereas the woman’s unpaid hours

decrease. Effects of such a redistribution of unpaid care and housework as measured by coefficients
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γ  and γ  work through a simultaneous decrease of the woman’s and increase of the man’s time

spent in household chores.1

We do not apply the FD-IV model when investigating the impact of unpaid care and housework

on the choice of a specific employment type because a linear model is not suited for a categorical

variable comprising full-time, part-time, marginal, and non-employment. We estimate Fixed

Effects Multinomial Logit (FE-MNL) models (D’Haultfœuille and Iaria 2016), again separately for

women and men, including our explanatory variables  and  as well as a reduced set of

covariates. Only about 1 % of men in our couple sample are marginally employed. Therefore, it

was not numerically possible to identify effects separately for part-time and marginal employment.

We estimated the model with three choices for men combining part-time and marginal employment

into one category.2 The FE-MNL model statistically controls time-constant unobserved factors but

does not deal with simultaneity as we cannot instrument our explanatory variables in this non-linear

framework.

Results

Women’s and Men’s Contributions to Unpaid Care and Housework
The distribution of the household’s overall level and men’s shares in unpaid care and housework

reveals that women are distinctly more engaged in the household and shows that an unequal

division of housework and childcare is prevalent in Germany: In most couple households, the man

does less than 50 % of the housework (Figure 1). A non-negligible portion of men does virtually

nothing in the household. The right-skewed distribution shows that the higher the overall amount

of housework, the lower the man’s share. Couples that share housework equally, illustrated by one

of the darkest hexagons in the lower middle of the graph, perform a slightly below-average overall

amount of care and housework (Figure 1). It is important to keep this overall unequal distribution

1 Note that an alternative specification that includes a woman’s and a man’s absolute housework hours ( , )
as explanatory variables would not allow for a similar interpretation. It would measure the effect of a woman’s
housework hours on gainful employment holding her partner’s housework hours constant (and vice versa). This
specification cannot directly capture the impact of a change in responsibilities in household work, namely that a
woman’s burden is reduced by her partners’ increased engagement in unpaid care and housework.

2 The numerical estimation procedure for the FE-MNL model did not converge with the full set of individual and
household covariates. Therefore, we had to reduce the number of covariates, in particular in the model for men (full
estimation results in tables A7 and A8, Online Appendix). The main reason is that about 95% of men in our sample
are full-time employed, only a small share of men works in part-time jobs and almost nobody is marginally employed.
For the same reason, we had to combine the part-time and marginal employment categories in the MNL-FE model
for men. To check the consequences of those simplifications, we compare the FE-MNL coefficients with simple MNL
estimates (Table A9, Online Appendix).
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of care work in couple households in mind when interpreting changes in the man’s share in

housework and care. An increase in this share, which we examine in the multivariate models, usually

means a moderate shift toward a more equal division of housework, rather than an unequal

redistribution at the expense of the man.

Figure 1. Joint density of households’ overall unpaid care and working hours and men's shares in unpaid
care and housework hours, couple households, working week, 2017

Notes: Number of observations: 4372
Source: SOEPlong, v34, own calculations.

The 50/50 constellation is pronounced, even though shares are computed from men’s and

women’s self-reported hours spent for single tasks of unpaid care and housework based on separate

survey questions. However, an equal burden-sharing of unpaid work is realized only in a minority

of households. Given the concerns about the validity of survey questions on time use (Coltrane

2000; Shelton and John 1996; Yavorsky et al. 2015), a similar graph based on the latest available

wave of the German Time Use Survey from 2013 validates these patterns (Fig. A2, Online

Appendix).

Labor Market Participation and Employment Types
In Germany in 2017, there are marked gender differences in labor market participation: almost 85

% of women in our sample of cohabiting couples are employed while men’s employment rate is

over 95 %. These differences vary systematically with responsibilities in the household. Men’s
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employment rates are high, almost irrespective of their own contribution to domestic chores

(Figure 2). Only when contributing half or more of the housework and when the overall amount

of housework in the household is relatively high, do men have lower employment rates.

Figure 2. Men’s and women’s employment rates by overall amount and the man’s share of
housework and care, couple households, working week, 2017

Notes: Number of observations: 4372
Source: SOEPlong, v34, own calculations.

Women’s employment rates increase gradually as the share of housework in the household is taken

over by their partner. This pattern gets more pronounced the higher the overall amount of

housework in the household is. The relationship between time spent on housework and

employment becomes even clearer when the type of employment, more specifically full-time, part-

time, or marginal employment rates, is examined (Figs. A3–A5, Online Appendix).

Distinct patterns emerge along overall housework hours and men’s share in unpaid care and

housework that go in opposite directions for women and men. Most men are full-time employed;

only when contributing a high share to unpaid housework in the household, is their full-time

employment rate slightly lower. However, this constellation is not very widespread (Figure 1

above). In comparison, women’s full-time employment rates are significantly lower, gradually
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increasing with their partner’s engagement in the household (Fig. A3, Online Appendix). These

gender-specific patterns are reversed for part-time and marginal employment as these two job types

are women’s domains (Figs. A4 and A5, Online Appendix). The inverted patterns illustrate the

differences in the reconciliation of certain types of employment with domestic responsibilities,

which depends, among other factors, on the intra-couple division of unpaid care and housework

(Figs. A3–A5).

Estimates from FD-IV regressions provide evidence for a significant impact of the overall amount

and intra-couple division of unpaid care and housework on these employment patterns (Tables 1

and 2). We find a highly significant negative impact of overall unpaid care and housework hours

on men’s and women’s overall employment probability: An additional hour of housework reduces

women’s employment probability by 0.2 percentage points (pp). For given total unpaid hours in a

household, an increase of the man’s share in the division of unpaid care and housework by 1 pp

increases women’s employment probability also by almost 0.2 pp. Both coefficients are highly

statistically significant. Effects in the regression for men are qualitatively similar. An increase of the

household’s overall workload by one hour also reduces their employment probability, albeit by less

than 0.1 pp. (Table 1).

Table 1. First Difference-Instrumental Variables regressions: labor market participation, women & men
in couple households, 2001-2017

Explanatory variables Women Men
Care and Housework Coeff. S.E.a Coeff. S.E.a
Household’s overall hours -0.24*** (0.02) -0.09*** (0.01)
Man’s share in percent 0.17*** (0.01) -0.20*** (0.01)
Observations 40,499 40,499

Notes: Regressions include individual level controls for both partners in the household, household-level controls,
time fixed effects, and couple-level fixed effects.
Full regression results and first stage estimates are reported in Tables A5 and A6, Online Appendix.
Coeff. – regression coefficient; S.E. – standard error.
a – White/Huber robust standard errors, clustered at the couple level.
*** significant at 0.1% level; ** significant at 1% level; * significant at 5% level.

Source: SOEPlong, v34, own calculations.

The larger effect of overall housework and care hours for women reflects their higher overall care

and housework burden (Figure 1 above). Given the unequal distribution of care and housework

between men and women, a decrease in the household’s overall hours affects women more, as their

share in these tasks is higher. Increasing the man’s share in these tasks by 1 pp would reduce their

employment probability by 0.2 pp. The magnitude of the rise in women’s employment probabilities

is almost identical to the decrease for men.
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These results confirm Hypothesis 1 a) and b), underlining that it is not only changes in the overall

burden of the household, but also changes in an individuals’ workload due to changes in the gender

distribution within households, that affect employment rates for women and men. In both cases,

similar mechanisms regarding the time availability approach are at play: Easing the overall burden

of housework and care – holding the within-household distribution constant – means a discharge

of domestic obligations and, thus, a change in time availability for both partners, which in turn

makes employment more probable. Ceteris paribus, with an increase in the man’s share, obligations

are shifted from the women to the man, leaving the woman with more time available for gainful

employment. At the same time, an increase of their housework share reduces a man’s time

availability. It is important to point out that the effect of a change in the man’s share of care and

housework is not an effect of a more equal (or unequal) division of these tasks per se. The

underlying mechanism operates through a decrease or increase in individual housework and

childcare workloads following a within-couple redistribution of tasks. The unburdening of

timeconsuming obligations, be it via within-couple redistribution or via general easing of the

household’s care and housework burden, is favorable for an individual’s labor market outcomes.

Table 2. Fixed Effects Multinomial Logistic regressions: relative risk ratios for different employment
types, women & men in couple households, 2001-2017

Explanatory variables
Care and Housework

Full-time
employment

Part-time
employment

Marginal
employment

Non-employment

R.R.R. S.E.a R.R.R. S.E.a R.R.R. S.E.a R.R.R. S.E.a
Women

Household’s overall hours 0.940*** (0.003 0.969*** (0.002) 0.981*** (0.002) reference category
Man’s share in percent 1.058*** (0.003) 1.032*** (0.003) 1.016*** (0.003) reference category
Observations 40,499

Menb

Full-time
employment

Part-time & marginal employment Non-employment

Coeff. S.E.a Coeff. S.E.a Coeff. S.E.a
Relative risk ratios
Household’s overall hours 0.968*** (0.002) 0.984*** (0.003) reference category
Man’s share in percent 0.934*** (0.003) 0.966*** (0.004) reference category
Observations 40,499

Notes: Regressions include individual level controls for both partners in the household, household-level controls,
time fixed effects, and couple-level fixed effects.
Full regression results are reported in Tables A7 and A8, a comparison to Multinomial Logit estimates
without fixed Effects in Table A9, Online Appendix.
R.R.R. – relative risk ratio; S.E. – standard error.
a – White/Huber robust standard errors, clustered at the couple level.
b – Regression for men estimated on three choices: full time employment, part time or marginal
employment, non-employment.
*** significant at 0.1% level; ** significant at 1% level; * significant at 5% level.

Source: SOEPlong, v34, own calculations.
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FE-MNL estimates for different types of employment exhibit patterns consistent with our time

constraints Hypothesis 2: a one-hour increase in households’ overall unpaid care and housework

significantly lowers the probability of being in full-time, part-time, and in marginal employment

relative to non-employment for women as well as for men (Table 2). For all three employment

types, the relative risk ratio is significantly lower than one, which means that working in any

employment type becomes less probable than being non-employed with an increase of the overall

housework and care hours. The size of this effect varies over employment types. For women, the

relative probability to be in full-time employment (0.94) decreases more compared to part-time

employment (0.97) in relation to non-employment. The relative probability to be in marginal

employment (0.98), again in relation to non-employment, is the highest. For men compared to

women, we find a slightly smaller, yet also a statistically significant, effect on the probability of full-

time employment (relative risk ratio of 0.97) and a smaller difference in effect size to the combined

category of part-time and marginal employment (0.98), again relative to non-employment as

reference category.

Effects for the man’s share in housework and care point in opposite directions for women and

men. For women, an increase in the man’s share by 1 pp significantly increases the probability to

be in full-time, part-time, or marginal employment relative to non-employment, in other words

makes any form of employment more probable than nonemployment. Again, we find a pattern in

the magnitude of these effects across employment types consistent with Hypothesis 2: Effects are

larger for full-time (1.06) compared to part-time (1.03), and marginal employment (1.02). In

contrast, in the regression for men, a 1 pp increase in the man’s share of unpaid care and housework

significantly lowers their probability to be in either employment type relative to non-employment

(Table 2). For men, the pattern is similar, however in the reverse direction. Effects on full-time

employment (0.93) are larger than for the combined category of part-time and marginal

employment (0.97).

Given the markedly uneven gender shares in unpaid care and housework, the combined evidence

for women and men underlines that time constraints through domestic chores are an obstacle for

further increases in women’s employment rates. Housework and care related time constraints are

evidently more binding for reaching a full-time job compared to part-time or marginal employment.

Lowering the overall burden of households would specifically increase women’s participation and

full-time employment rates. A re-distribution of unpaid care and housework within households

from women to men would have a similar effect for women but would simultaneously lower men’s
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overall labor market participation and full-time employment. Part-time and marginal employment

are better reconcilable with housework duties than fulltime work, which provides an important

additional explanation for high female part-time and marginal employment rates in Germany.

Working Hours
Analyses of working hours are based on a sub-sample of households with both partners being

employed. Average working hours are substantially lower among employed women compared to

men (Fig. A.6, Online Appendix). A breakdown by overall unpaid care and housework hours and

the man’s share in household engagement within households show, similar to the gendered patterns

for (full-time) employment rates, that a high number of actual working hours is associated with a

lower housework load. Coefficient estimates from the FD-IV regressions represent incremental

adjustments in actual working hours of already employed individuals as a response to changes in

unpaid care and housework. Both the overall workload of unpaid care and housework and the

man’s share in these tasks exhibit highly significant effects on women’s and men’s hours of work

(Table 3). An additional hour of housework and care duties in the household reduces employed

women’s weekly working time by 0.05 h and men’s working time by 0.01 h.

Table 3. First Difference-Instrumental Variables regressions: actual hours of work, women & men in
couple households, 2001-2017

Explanatory variables Women Men
Care and Housework Coeff. S.E.a Coeff. S.E.a

Household’s overall hours -0.05*** (0.01) -0.01* (0.01)
Man’s share in percent 0.04*** (0.01) -0.01** (0.01)
Observations 30,914 30,914

Notes: Regressions include individual level controls for both partners in the household, household-level controls,
time fixed effects, and couple-level fixed effects.
Full regression results and first stage estimates are reported in Tables A10 & A11, Online Appendix.
Coeff. – regression coefficient; S.E. – standard error.
a – White/Huber robust standard errors, clustered at the couple level.
*** significant at 0.1% level; ** significant at 1% level; * significant at 5% level.

Source: SOEPlong, v34, own calculations.

Again, the larger magnitude of this effect for women reflects the unequal distribution among men

and women, thus reflecting their higher overall housework burden: This means that an additional

hour worked in the household is mostly borne by the woman, holding the gender distribution

within the household constant. An increase in the man’s share in unpaid household tasks by 1 pp

increases his female partner’s actual working hours on average by 0.04 h when total housework

hours in the household are held constant. This change would, ceteris paribus, reduce the man’s

own working time, albeit to a lesser degree, namely by 0.01 h per weekday.
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These findings confirm Hypotheses 3: The amount and gender distribution of unpaid care and

housework hours puts restrictions on the choices of individuals who are active on the labor market

regarding their number of working hours (within a given job). A redistribution of domestic chores

from women to men would facilitate more gender equality in working time, even if the absolute

burden of unpaid care and housework in the household remains unchanged.

Effects of Unpaid Care versus Housework

Specific types of domestic chores entail different consequences: Coefficients for the overall amount

and the man’s share in unpaid care work hours are substantially lower in magnitude than for

housework hours (Table 4). A one-hour increase of the overall level of care of the household

reduces women’s employment rate by 0.2 pp, an additional housework hour by 0.3 pp. The relative

difference is even larger for men (− 0.04 vs. − 0.14 pp). Increasing the man’s share in care hours

by 1 pp enhances women’s employment rates by 0.05 pp. A one-percentage point rise in the man’s

share of housework tasks, however, increases women’s employment rates by 0.15 pp. The

difference in coefficients for men is comparable (− 0.7 vs. − 0.15 pp).

Table 4. First Difference-Instrumental Variables regressions: overall labor market participation &
actual hours of work, housework vs. care, women & men, 2001-2017

Explanatory variables Women Men

Care and Housework Labor Market
Participation

Actual Hours
of Work

Labor Market
Participation

Actual Hours
of Work

Coeff. S.E.a Coeff. S.E.a Coeff. S.E.a Coeff. S.E.a
Hh.’s overall care hours -0.20*** (0.03) -0.04*** (0.01) -0.04** (0.02) -0.01 (0.01)
Man’s care share in pct. 0.05*** (0.01) 0.01*** (0.00) -0.07*** (0.01) -0.01* (0.00)
Hh.’s overall housework hours -0.30*** (0.02) -0.05*** (0.01) -0.14*** (0.02) -0.02* (0.01)
Man’s housework share in pct. 0.15*** (0.01) 0.03*** (0.00) -0.15*** (0.01) -0.01** (0.01)
Observations 40,499 30,914 40,499 30,914
Notes: Regressions include individual level controls for both partners in the household, household-level controls,

time fixed effects, and couple-level fixed effects.
Full regression results and first stage estimates are reported in Tables A12 & A13, Online Appendix.
Hh. – household, pct. – percent.
Coeff. – regression coefficient; S.E. – standard error.
a – White/Huber robust standard errors, clustered at the couple level.
*** significant at 0.1% level; ** significant at 1% level; * significant at 5% level.

Source: SOEPlong, v34, own calculations.

These results support Hypothesis 4. As childcare is considered more enjoyable and, on average, is

more equally distributed between men and women (Craig & Mullan, 2011), reallocation of time for

caregiving seems to have a less immediate effect on the time allotted to paid work than a

redistribution of housework. Another, complementary, explanation is that care tasks that can partly

be carried out as a secondary activity pose less time constrains than most housework chores.
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Instruments and Model Comparison

First stage estimates reveal that we do not encounter weak IV problems, even after eliminating

time-constant FE through firstdifferencing our data. Lagged levels and the dummy representing

demand for elderly care within the household are individually significant throughout most first

stages. As expected, the expansion of subsidized childcare is relevant and becomes individually

significant in first stage regressions distinguishing care from housework tasks. Statistics from weak

instruments tests lie substantially above all critical values, making a weak IV bias in direction and

size of the coefficients highly improbable. Given that our model is overidentified, we perform the

Hansen Jtest for the joint validity of all instruments. All test statistics are insignificant, most with

p-values above 0.3; the two smallest p-values are still above 0.2 (Tables A6, A11 and A13, Online

Appendix).

Table 5. Robustness across different regression models, overall labor market participation & actual
hours of work, women & men, 2001-2017

Explanatory variables: (1) OLS (2) IV (3) FE (4) FD (5) FD-IV
Care and Housework Coeff. S.E.a Coeff. S.E.a Coeff. S.E.a Coeff. S.E.a Coeff. S.E.a

Overall participation, women
Household’s overall hours -0.23*** (0.01) -0.22*** (0.02) -0.21*** (0.01) -0.16*** (0.01) -0.24*** (0.02)
Man’s share in percent 0.20*** (0.01) 0.23*** (0.02) 0.15*** (0.01) 0.12*** (0.01) 0.17*** (0.01)
Observations 40,499 40,499 40,499 40,499 40,499

Overall participation, men
Household’s overall hours -0.10*** (0.01) -0.10*** (0.01) -0.11*** (0.01) 0.09*** (0.01) -0.09*** (0.01)
Man’s share in percent -0.18*** (0.01) -0.14*** (0.02) -0.18*** (0.01) 0.16*** (0.01) -0.20*** (0.01)
Observations 40,499 40,499 40,499 40,499 40,499

Working hours, women
Household’s overall hours -0.12*** (0.01) -0.19*** (0.01) -0.08*** (0.00) 0.05*** (0.00) -0.05*** (0.01)
Man’s share in percent 0.14*** (0.00) 0.28*** (0.01) 0.05*** (0.00)0.04*** (0.00) 0.04*** (0.01)
Observations 30,914 30,914 30,914 30,914 30,914

Working hours, men
Household’s overall hours -0.03*** (0.00) -0.04*** (0.01) -0.02*** (0.00) 0.01*** (0.00) -0.01* (0.01)
Man’s share in percent -0.11*** (0.00) -0.22*** (0.01) -0.04*** (0.00) 0.03*** (0.00) -0.01** (0.01)
Observations 30,914 30,914 30,914 30,914 30,914

Notes: FE, FD, and FD-IV regressions include individual level controls for both partners in the household,
household-level controls, time fixed effects, and couple-level fixed effects.
OLS and IV regression include the same set of controls except for couple-level fixed effects.
Full regression results and first stage estimates for the IV regressions are available upon request.
Coeff. – regression coefficient; S.E. – standard error.
a – White/Huber robust standard errors, clustered at the couple level.
*** significant at 0.1% level; ** significant at 1% level; * significant at 5% level.

Source: SOEPlong, v34, own calculations.

We compare our FD-IV estimates with alternative model specifications to assess potential biases

with respect to the aforementioned identification issues. OLS models neither selection through

timeconstant unobservables nor simultaneity. IV addresses simultaneity without controlling
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selection through unobservables. We also estimate FE and FD panel regressions that control time-

constant unobserved factors but do not take simultaneity into account, since care and housework

variables are not instrumented (Table 5).

For overall labor market participation, coefficient estimates are similar across different models for

both women and men, indicating no substantial bias through selection or simultaneity. Having

controlled for observed characteristics, households where more or less housework is done overall

or shouldered by the man are not systematically different in time-invariant unobserved

characteristics. The reverse relationship from gainful employment to unpaid care and housework

is also not substantially different in magnitude.

However, coefficients vary for working hours. Models that do not control for time-constant

unobservables (OLS, IV) yield larger-sized coefficients compared to specifications accounting for

fixed effects (FE, FD, FD-IV). The increase in coefficient size for the IV model indicates that

instrumenting while not controlling for fixed effects is not sufficient for obtaining unbiased

coefficients. Our preferred FD-IV specification addresses both identification issues and provides

estimates that are substantially smaller in magnitude. The effect from time constraints in the

household on working hours of employed persons would be overestimated with simpler

specifications.

Previous research has also shown a significant relationship for housework on hourly wages

(Carlson and Lynch 2017; Hersch and Stratton 2002). However, we cannot identify substantial

wage effects (Table A14, Online Appendix), which confirms existing evidence for Germany.

Discussion and Conclusion

Our analysis is focused on the time-constraining effect of men’s and women’s time invested in

unpaid care and housework on their labor market participation. Having acknowledged a reciprocal

relationship between domestic chores and labor market activities of different-sex couples, our

focus on one side of this interrelationship aims at identifying a source of gender inequality rooted

in the domestic sphere leading to inequalities in the labor market that has been neglected for too

long in previous labor market research. Providing evidence for an impact of unpaid care and

housework on labor market outcomes subsequently shows the potential of policy reforms

unburdening men and women from unpaid care and housework and encouraging a balanced

distribution between partners.
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We identify a detrimental impact of the overall level of unpaid care and housework hours in a

household both on women’s and men’s labor market participation and on hours of work. Our

findings imply, first, that an overall reduction of domestic care work (e.g., through an improved

infrastructure for child- and elderly care) and housework (e.g., through subsidized household-

related services) would further enhance employment rates and hours of work; especially for

women, as they are currently bearing the main share of domestic tasks. Second, a more equal

within-household distribution of unpaid care and housework would contribute to more equality in

the overall employment rates, the different types of employment and the degree of labor market

participation (hours of work), even if the overall burden of housework and care chores in

households would not change. Third, our findings furthermore stress the critical role of housework.

A shift in societal attitudes regarding the gendered division of housework holds the potential for

some dissipation of inequality in this area. Relieving women and men of “private” tasks like cooking

and cleaning is usually not seen as an area for government action, contrary to the provision of

child- and elderly care. According to our findings, housework seems to put more severe constraints

on female (and male) labor market participation as care obligations. Subsidizing household-related

services could make housekeeping more affordable to a wider public (Raz-Yurovich and Marx

2019) and lower the household’s and the individual’s workload. At the same time, domestic work,

which is currently often outsourced to precarious, informal arrangements, could be organized

under better employment conditions for domestic workers.

Given the identification challenges, the limitations of our empirical approach necessitate a cautious

causal interpretation of these results. Modeling the couple dimension explicitly, controlling

observed covariates and time-constant unobserved characteristics while also addressing the

reciprocal relationship through instrumental variables gives us confidence in our findings. The

credibility of our set of novel external IVs based on reform-induced policy variation and household

information in combination with internal IVs from a rich and long panel data set is enhanced, since

only within-household variation over time is used for identification. Estimates from alternative

specifications underline the robustness of these results and indicate that a potential bias through

the reverse direction of this association is limited.

In debates on gender equality, it is often argued that improved situations for women can only be

achieved at the expense of men. Our findings show that a higher engagement of men in domestic

chores increases women’s participation and working hours. At the same time, it will somewhat

reduce men’s participation and hours of work. One reading of this result could indeed be that
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attaining more gender equality in the domestic sphere and on the labor market is a zero-sum game.

However, most full-time employees in Germany, i.e. mostly men, actually prefer to reduce their

working hours, whereas part-time employees, the vast majority of which are women, would like to

work longer hours (Harnisch et al. 2018). A cultural shift towards a more symmetric within-couple

distribution of unpaid care and housework fits those preferences and reduces working hours

mismatches. Integrating women into the labor market through higher employment rates and

working hours also tackles women’s old-age poverty, which substantially stems from long-term

part-time work and non-employment and is widespread in Germany (Fasang et al. 2013).

Our study underlines the importance of reforms that disburden women and men from their overall

workload in the household to enhance labor market integration, particularly among women,

thereby reducing structural inequalities. Providing accessible (full-time) childcare, daycare for

schoolchildren, as well as sufficient and affordable care for the elderly are obvious examples of

policies that lower the care burden. Subsidizing household-related services would be one way to

lower the overall workload of housework responsibilities. The asymmetric division of housework

chores within couples is a deep-rooted behavioral pattern that also impedes a more equal

participation of men and women on the labor market. Generous parental leave regimes with use-

or-lose components for fathers are one policy example that has –at least in the medium run – trickle

down effects on the housework division in couple households.
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Table A1 Working hours in gainful employment; unpaid care and housework; overall time burden – men and women; men’s shares in unpaid care and
housework, means working week, 2001-2017

Sur-
vey
year

Working hours Hours unpaid care and housework Hours overall time burden Men's shares unpaid care
and housework hours

Men Wo-
men

All tasks No elderly care No child, no
elderly care All tasks No elderly care

All
tasks

No
elderly

care

No
child,

no
elderly

care
Men Women Men Women Men Women Men Women Men Women

2001 38.8 22.2 13.5 34.4 13.4 34.1 9.8 20.4 52.3 56.6 52.2 56.4 28.2 28.2 32.5
2002 38.2 20.8 15.4 36.3 15.3 36.0 11.5 21.7 53.6 57.0 53.6 56.8 29.8 29.8 34.6
2003 37.6 21.1 13.9 34.4 13.8 34.1 10.0 20.1 51.5 55.5 51.4 55.2 28.8 28.8 33.2
2004 36.6 21.2 15.7 34.7 15.6 34.4 11.7 21.3 52.3 55.9 52.2 55.6 31.2 31.2 35.5
2005 36.9 21.1 14.1 33.5 14.0 33.2 9.8 19.8 51.0 54.6 50.9 54.3 29.6 29.7 33.1
2006 37.4 21.4 15.5 33.9 15.3 33.6 11.4 20.4 52.9 55.3 52.7 54.9 31.4 31.3 35.8
2007 38.0 22.3 13.9 33.1 13.8 32.8 9.8 19.3 51.8 55.4 51.7 55.0 29.6 29.6 33.7
2008 38.8 23.0 15.5 32.4 15.3 32.1 11.7 20.0 54.2 55.4 54.1 55.1 32.4 32.3 36.9
2009 38.3 23.7 13.5 30.5 13.4 30.2 9.9 18.5 51.8 54.1 51.7 53.8 30.7 30.7 34.9
2010 38.8 23.0 16.4 32.5 16.2 32.2 12.3 19.0 55.2 55.6 55.1 55.2 33.5 33.5 39.3
2011 39.5 24.5 13.5 30.3 13.4 30.0 9.7 17.7 53.0 54.8 52.8 54.5 30.8 30.9 35.4
2012 39.1 24.2 15.2 30.8 15.1 30.5 11.2 19.2 54.3 55.1 54.2 54.7 33.0 33.1 36.8
2013 39.4 25.0 13.8 28.7 13.7 28.4 10.0 17.2 53.2 53.7 53.1 53.4 32.5 32.5 36.8
2014 39.1 24.4 15.5 29.4 15.4 29.1 11.8 17.9 54.6 53.8 54.5 53.5 34.5 34.6 39.7
2015 38.9 24.8 13.2 27.9 13.1 27.6 9.4 16.6 52.1 52.7 51.9 52.4 32.1 32.2 36.2
2016 38.6 24.8 15.8 29.4 15.7 29.0 11.3 17.5 54.4 54.1 54.2 53.8 35.0 35.1 39.2
2017 38.3 24.8 14.0 27.9 13.8 27.6 9.7 16.4 52.3 52.8 52.2 52.4 33.4 33.3 37.2

Source: SOEPlong, v34, own calculations.
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Table A2 Sample restrictions, cohabiting couples 2001-2017

Characteristics Total time
points
(N*T)

Couples
(N)

Couples with information on both partners 134,120 16,177
no pensioners 95,305 13,992
no partner in the education system 93,458 13,826
woman not on maternity leave 91,730 13,681
no partner in military or civil service 91,690 13,681
both partners aged between 18-60 85,438 13,069

Estimation samples employment probabilities
(no missings in model variables, no care receivers)
Overall 70,805 12,336
Preferred specification: First Difference-Instrumental-Variables (FD-IV)a 40,499 8,800
Estimation samples working hours
(both partners employed, no missings in model variables, no care receivers)
Overall 55,189 9,982
Preferred specification: First Difference-Instrumental Variables (FD-IV)a 30,914 7,253

Notes: a – The discrepancy between the full estimation sample and the estimation sample for first-differenced
data results from the requirement of at least two consecutive periods of data to calculate first differences.
Therefore, every one-period gap for a given household in our dataset means we lose the preceding and
following period. Since not all households or individuals answer a SOEP questionnaire each year, such
gaps are relatively frequent.

Source: SOEPlong, v34, own calculations.
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Table A3 Sample statistics, estimation sample, all couples, 2001-2017

Variable Mean Standard deviation Min. Max.
overall between within

Dependent variables (women)
Participation (dummy employed*100) 82.73 37.80 36.13 21.17 0 100
Full-time job (dummy full-time employed*100) 33.20 47.09 42.67 21.54 0 100
Part-time job (dummy part-time employed*100) 40.00 48.99 42.60 26.97 0 100
Marginal job (dummy marginally employed*100) 9.52 29.35 25.17 18.78 0 100
Dependent variables (men)
Participation (dummy employed*100) 94.03 23.69 23.31 14.45 0 100
Full-time job (dummy full-time employed*100) 89.96 30.05 29.69 16.56 0 100
Part-time job (dummy part-time employed*100) 2.89 16.76 15.12 10.47 0 100
Marginal job (dummy marginally employed*100) 1.18 10.81 10.07 7.52 0 100
Explanatory variables
Household’s overall care & housework hours 46.42 24.79 23.50 13.46 0 215
Man’s share in percent care & housework hours 32.20 19.58 16.60 12.12 0 100
Household’s overall care hours 16.24 20.10 19.64 10.09 0 120
Man’s share in percent care hours 26.74 18.31 14.15 13.73 0 100
Household unpaid housework hours 30.18 12.26 10.67 7.53 0 95
Man’s share unpaid housework hours 33.09 20.99 17.84 13.13 0 100
Instrumental variables
Childcare coverage * Dummy 0-2 year olds 1.10 5.91 5.75 4.26 0.00 63.40
Childcare coverage * Dummy 3-6 year olds 16.71 35.67 33.84 22.25 0.00 134.79
Dummy elderly care receiver in household 0.01 0.08 0.09 0.04 0.00 1.00
Elderly care coverage (per 10,000 inhabitants) 97.36 25.26 25.08 7.90 33.90 238.60
Lag household unpaid care & housework hours 47.95 25.60 24.32 13.69 0 210
Lag man’s share unpaid care & housework hours 31.98 19.36 16.22 12.00 0 100
Lag household unpaid care hours 17.44 20.92 20.45 10.43 0 120
Lag man’s share unpaid care hours 26.40 18.18 13.87 13.56 0 100
Lag household unpaid housework hours 30.51 12.31 10.72 7.51 0 105
Lag man’s share unpaid housework hours 32.94 20.79 17.47 13.04 0 100
Covariates
Age woman 43.57 8.19 8.63 2.69 20 60
Age squared woman 1965.26 705.11 728.66 241.16 400 3600
Dummy low education woman 0.07 0.25 0.28 0.02 0 1
Dummy high education woman 0.26 0.44 0.43 0.03 0 1
Working experience woman 13.79 8.48 8.45 1.86 0 43
Working experience squared woman 261.97 291.29 278.64 73.48 0 1892
Unemployment experience woman 0.78 1.94 2.06 0.35 0 25
Unemployment experience squared woman 4.37 23.37 26.74 5.66 0 633
Tenure woman 8.57 8.98 8.32 2.96 0 45
Tenure squared woman 154.18 260.59 237.47 79.07 0 2025
Dummy job change woman 0.10 0.30 0.23 0.25 0 1
Dummy self-employed woman 0.06 0.24 0.22 0.11 0 1
Dummy low occupational position woman 0.27 0.45 0.39 0.25 0 1
Dummy medium occupational position woman 0.35 0.48 0.41 0.27 0 1
Dummy high occupational position woman 0.15 0.35 0.31 0.15 0 1
Dummy ISCO low category woman 0.62 0.49 0.44 0.24 0 1
Dummy ISCO high category woman 0.38 0.49 0.44 0.24 0 1
Dummy manufacturing sector woman 0.11 0.31 0.27 0.15 0 1
Dummy service sector woman 0.67 0.47 0.43 0.24 0 1
Dummy civil servant woman 0.06 0.24 0.22 0.06 0 1
Dummy public sector employee woman 0.25 0.43 0.39 0.18 0 1
Dummy fixed-term contract woman 0.06 0.25 0.22 0.17 0 1
Dummy permanent contract woman 0.66 0.47 0.43 0.26 0 1
Number of observations 40,499

Source: SOEPlong, v34, own calculations.
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Table A3 (continued) Sample statistics, estimation sample, all couples, 2001-2017
Variable Mean Standard deviation Min. Max.

overall between within
Age man 46.04 8.08 8.62 2.70 20 60
Age squared man 2185.04 729.40 767.09 253.04 400 3600
Dummy low education man 0.05 0.22 0.25 0.01 0 1
Dummy high education man 0.30 0.46 0.45 0.04 0 1
Working experience man 22.55 9.01 9.58 2.60 0 46
Working experience squared man 589.56 407.16 419.11 128.13 0 2101
Unemployment experience man 0.74 2.03 2.18 0.37 0 35
Unemployment experience squared man 4.69 27.29 31.42 6.10 0 1237
Tenure man 12.56 10.33 9.93 3.32 0 46
Tenure squared man 264.55 353.36 335.50 105.51 0 2116
Dummy job change man 0.08 0.27 0.20 0.22 0 1
Dummy self-employed man 0.12 0.32 0.30 0.12 0 1
Dummy low occupational position man 0.15 0.36 0.34 0.20 0 1
Dummy medium occupational position man 0.38 0.48 0.43 0.25 0 1
Dummy high occupational position man 0.30 0.46 0.42 0.17 0 1
Dummy ISCO low category man 0.54 0.50 0.47 0.21 0 1
Dummy ISCO high category man 0.45 0.50 0.47 0.21 0 1
Dummy manufacturing sector man 0.30 0.46 0.43 0.19 0 1
Dummy service sector man 0.49 0.50 0.47 0.20 0 1
Dummy civil servant man 0.08 0.27 0.26 0.04 0 1
Dummy public sector employee man 0.19 0.39 0.37 0.13 0 1
Dummy fixed-term contract man 0.05 0.21 0.18 0.15 0 1
Dummy permanent contract man 0.76 0.43 0.39 0.23 0 1
Dummy child aged 0-2 0.05 0.21 0.19 0.16 0 1
Dummy child aged 3-6 0.18 0.38 0.36 0.24 0 1
Dummy child aged 7-12 0.31 0.46 0.41 0.27 0 1
Dummy child aged 13-18 0.31 0.46 0.40 0.29 0 1
Dummy rural 0.35 0.48 0.47 0.05 0 1
Dummy West Germany 0.77 0.42 0.40 0.04 0 1
Childcare coverage 0-2 year olds 23.87 15.63 14.90 5.25 1 64
Childcare coverage 3-6 year olds 92.15 5.82 5.38 3.24 63 135
Dummy homeowner 0.62 0.49 0.48 0.16 0 1
Apartment / house size 120.83 45.64 45.05 14.95 13 500
Dummy housekeeper regularly 0.06 0.25 0.21 0.13 0 1
Dummy housekeeper sometimes 0.02 0.13 0.10 0.10 0 1
Dummy married 0.89 0.32 0.33 0.11 0 1
Dummy parental leave woman 0.03 0.17 0.15 0.13 0 1
Household income from assets 1081.97 10887.72 6040.06 8872.81 0 1314766
County unemployment rate 8.30 4.31 4.11 1.65 1 25
County long-term unemployment share women 35.99 8.91 7.76 5.19 2 65
County GDP (1000€)/capita 31.76 14.72 15.08 3.45 11 194
County population density 596.46 710.83 721.81 115.77 36 4713
County tax revenue 666.30 277.21 277.05 96.93 157 2611
Number of observations 40,499

Source: SOEPlong, v34, own calculations.
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Table A4 Sample statistics, estimation sample, working couples, 2001-2017

Variable Mean Standard deviation Min. Max.
overall between within

Dependent variables (women)
Actual working hours 30.16 12.84 12.59 5.14 1.00 80.00
Hourly wages (contractual hours) in logs 2.61 0.51 0.50 0.21 0.00 5.08
Hourly wages (actual hours) in logs 2.51 0.55 0.53 0.26 0.00 5.34
Earnings from labor in logs 5.80 0.82 0.82 0.30 -0.77 9.43
Dependent variables (men)
Actual working hours 44.48 9.28 9.06 4.60 1.00 80.00
Hourly wages (contractual hours) in logs 2.92 0.49 0.50 0.16 0.00 5.80
Hourly wages (actual hours) in logs 2.83 0.54 0.53 0.22 0.00 6.92
Earnings from labor in logs 6.60 0.59 0.61 0.22 2.63 10.19
Explanatory variables
Household’s overall care & housework hours 42.41 22.31 21.49 11.77 0.00 175.00
Man’s share in percent care & housework hours 33.40 19.20 16.38 11.84 0.00 100.00
Household’s overall care hours 14.00 18.04 17.84 8.78 0.00 120.00
Man’s share in percent care hours 27.31 18.05 14.11 13.44 0.00 100.00
Household unpaid housework hours 28.42 11.38 9.90 6.92 0.00 85.00
Man’s share unpaid housework hours 34.31 20.60 17.67 12.87 0.00 100.00
Instrumental variables
Childcare coverage * Dummy 0-2 year olds 0.63 4.60 4.49 3.49 0.00 63.40
Childcare coverage * Dummy 3-6 year olds 14.84 34.08 33.01 20.95 0.00 134.79
Dummy elderly care receiver in household 0.01 0.07 0.08 0.03 0.00 1.00
Elderly care coverage (per 10,000 inhabitants) 97.73 25.41 25.24 7.79 33.90 238.60
Lag household unpaid care & housework hours 44.77 23.86 23.10 12.62 0 185
Lag man’s share unpaid care & housework hours 33.16 19.17 16.29 11.91 0 100
Lag household unpaid care hours 15.63 19.45 19.37 9.49 0 120
Lag man’s share unpaid care hours 26.97 18.15 14.13 13.43 0 100
Lag household unpaid housework hours 29.14 11.64 10.19 7.11 0 105
Lag man’s share unpaid housework hours 34.17 20.57 17.57 12.94 0 100
Covariates
Age woman 43.76 8.01 8.42 2.66 20 60
Age squared woman 1979.20 690.39 710.92 239.20 400 3600
Dummy low education woman 0.04 0.20 0.24 0.02 0 1
Dummy high education woman 0.28 0.45 0.44 0.03 0 1
Working experience woman 14.84 8.24 8.25 1.96 0 43
Working experience squared woman 288.27 297.39 283.05 78.18 0 1892
Unemployment experience woman 0.59 1.47 1.69 0.17 0 22
Unemployment experience squared woman 2.51 14.14 19.18 1.84 0 491
Tenure woman 10.34 8.86 8.35 2.82 0 45
Tenure squared woman 185.35 273.60 250.98 81.34 0 2025
Dummy job change woman 0.12 0.33 0.29 0.25 0 1
Dummy self-employed woman 0.07 0.25 0.25 0.10 0 1
Dummy low occupational position woman 0.32 0.47 0.44 0.23 0 1
Dummy medium occupational position woman 0.43 0.49 0.43 0.27 0 1
Dummy high occupational position woman 0.18 0.38 0.35 0.16 0 1
Dummy ISCO low category woman 0.55 0.50 0.47 0.21 0 1
Dummy ISCO high category woman 0.45 0.50 0.47 0.21 0 1
Dummy manufacturing sector woman 0.13 0.34 0.31 0.15 0 1
Dummy service sector woman 0.81 0.39 0.36 0.18 0 1
Dummy civil servant woman 0.08 0.27 0.25 0.05 0 1
Dummy public sector employee woman 0.30 0.46 0.42 0.18 0 1
Dummy fixed-term contract woman 0.08 0.26 0.27 0.17 0 1
Dummy permanent contract woman 0.80 0.40 0.38 0.23 0 1
Number of observations 30,914
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Table A4 (continued) Sample statistics, estimation sample, working couples, 2001-2017

Variable Mean Standard deviation Min. Max.
overall between within

Age man 46.20 7.94 8.45 2.67 21 60
Age squared man 2197.17 717.47 750.66 251.28 441 3600
Dummy low education man 0.04 0.18 0.22 0.01 0 1
Dummy high education man 0.32 0.46 0.46 0.04 0 1
Working experience man 22.90 8.81 9.34 2.61 0 46
Working experience squared man 602.03 402.03 410.55 130.27 0 2101
Unemployment experience man 0.48 1.39 1.62 0.18 0 25
Unemployment experience squared man 2.16 14.76 19.05 2.02 0 617
Tenure man 13.44 10.12 9.76 3.15 0 46
Tenure squared man 283.05 357.66 337.50 102.52 0 2116
Dummy job change man 0.08 0.27 0.24 0.22 0 1
Dummy self-employed man 0.12 0.33 0.32 0.11 0 1
Dummy low occupational position man 0.15 0.36 0.35 0.18 0 1
Dummy medium occupational position man 0.40 0.49 0.44 0.24 0 1
Dummy high occupational position man 0.32 0.47 0.43 0.17 0 1
Dummy ISCO low category man 0.53 0.50 0.48 0.18 0 1
Dummy ISCO high category man 0.47 0.50 0.48 0.18 0 1
Dummy manufacturing sector man 0.32 0.47 0.44 0.18 0 1
Dummy service sector man 0.53 0.50 0.47 0.18 0 1
Dummy civil servant man 0.09 0.29 0.27 0.05 0 1
Dummy public sector employee man 0.21 0.41 0.38 0.13 0 1
Dummy fixed-term contract man 0.04 0.21 0.20 0.14 0 1
Dummy permanent contract man 0.82 0.39 0.36 0.20 0 1
Dummy child aged 0-2 0.02 0.15 0.14 0.12 0 1
Dummy child aged 3-6 0.16 0.37 0.36 0.23 0 1
Dummy child aged 7-12 0.29 0.46 0.42 0.26 0 1
Dummy child aged 13-18 0.31 0.46 0.40 0.29 0 1
Dummy rural 0.35 0.48 0.47 0.05 0 1
Dummy West Germany 0.76 0.43 0.41 0.03 0 1
Childcare coverage 0-2 year olds 24.68 15.70 14.91 5.17 1 64
Childcare coverage 3-6 year olds 92.30 5.64 5.33 3.12 63 135
Dummy homeowner 0.65 0.48 0.47 0.16 0 1
Apartment / house size 122.73 44.89 44.44 14.72 13 470
Dummy housekeeper regularly 0.07 0.26 0.22 0.14 0 1
Dummy housekeeper sometimes 0.02 0.14 0.11 0.11 0 1
Dummy married 0.88 0.33 0.34 0.11 0 1
Dummy parental leave woman 0.01 0.10 0.09 0.08 0 1
Household income from assets 1104.77 11064.44 5543.69 9422.62 0 1314766
County unemployment rate 8.20 4.27 4.07 1.62 1 25
County long-term unemployment share women 35.85 8.90 7.81 5.13 2 65
County GDP (1000€)/capita 31.86 14.71 14.79 3.36 11 181
County population density 582.41 698.63 719.27 113.82 36 4713
County tax revenue 670.27 279.59 277.33 95.57 157 2611
Number of observations 30,914

Source: SOEPlong, v34, own calculations.
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Table A5 Full results from First Difference-Instrumental Variables regressions: labor market
participation, women & men, 2001-2017

Explanatory variables Women Men
Coeff. S.E.a Coeff. S.E.a

Care and Housework
Household’s overall hours -0.24*** (0.02) -0.09*** (0.01)
Man’s share in percent 0.17*** (0.01) -0.20*** (0.01)
Covariates
M. employed 0.01 (0.03)
W. employed -0.01 (0.02)
W.’s age 2.12 (1.34) -0.74 (0.86)
W.’s age squared -0.02* (0.01) 0.00 (0.01)
W.’s low education -22.43** (10.89) -5.73 (4.66)
W.’s high education 2.41 (3.35) -2.56 (1.78)
W.’s employment experience -3.07*** (0.56) 0.71* (0.42)
W.’s empl. exp. squared 0.07*** (0.01) -0.02** (0.01)
W.’s unemployment experience 3.78** (1.63) -0.98 (1.04)
W.’s unempl. exp. squared 0.01 (0.10) 0.09 (0.08)
W.’s tenure experience 9.07*** (0.23) -0.20** (0.10)
W.’s tenure squared -0.27*** (0.01) 0.01* (0.00)
W.’s dummy job change -0.05 (0.32)
W.’s dummy self-employed 2.76 (1.79)
W.’s dummy low occupational position 2.90* (1.71)
W.’s dummy medium occupational position 3.09* (1.74)
W.’s dummy high occupational position 3.30* (1.79)
W.’s dummy ISCO low category -3.09 (2.11)
W.’s dummy ISCO high category -3.35 (2.12)
W.’s dummy manufacturing sector 0.88 (0.73)
W.’s dummy service sector 0.16 (0.55)
W.’s dummy civil servant -0.59 (1.04)
W.’s dummy public sector employee 0.07 (0.48)
W.’s dummy fixed-term contract 0.31 (0.67)
W.’s dummy permanent contract -0.26 (0.42)
M.’s age -2.79 (2.00) 4.48 (2.90)
M.’s age squared 0.01 (0.02) -0.02 (0.01)
M.’s low education -10.09 (12.05) -17.68* (10.27)
M.’s high education -7.65** (3.01) -1.69 (2.87)
M.’s employment experience 0.59 (0.82) -1.13 (0.85)
M.’s empl. exp. squared -0.00 (0.01) 0.05*** (0.01)
M.’s unemployment experience -0.26 (1.19) -4.47*** (1.65)
M.’s unempl. exp. squared -0.01 (0.07) 0.40*** (0.09)
M.’s tenure experience -0.36*** (0.13) 4.72*** (0.19)
M.’s tenure squared 0.01** (0.00) -0.11*** (0.01)
M.’s dummy job change 0.16 (0.48)
M.’s dummy self-employed 2.08 (3.18)
M.’s dummy low occupational position 2.28 (2.96)
M.’s dummy medium occupational position 2.63 (3.00)
M.’s dummy high occupational position 2.46 (3.04)
M.’s dummy ISCO low category 5.73 (4.37)
M.’s dummy ISCO high category 6.01 (4.39)
M.’s dummy manufacturing sector 0.15 (0.68)
M.’s dummy service sector -0.36 (0.65)

Notes: Regressions include couple-level fixed effects.
Coeff. – regression coefficient, S.E. – standard error, M. – Man, W. – Woman, Reg. – Regional.
a – White/Huber robust standard errors, clustered at the couple level.
*** significant at 0.1% level, ** significant at 1% level, * significant at 5% level.

Source: SOEPlong, v34, own calculations.
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Table A5 (continued) Full results from First Difference-Instrumental Variables regressions: labor
market participation, women & men, 2001-2017

Explanatory variables Women Men
Coeff. S.E.a Coeff. S.E.a

M.’s dummy civil servant -1.13 (1.76)
M.’s dummy public sector employee 0.70 (0.84)
M.’s dummy fixed-term contract -0.47 (0.96)
M.’s dummy permanent contract -0.13 (0.65)
Child aged 0-2 in household -1.37 (0.88) -0.30 (0.63)
Child aged 3-6 in household -0.13 (0.65) 0.03 (0.45)
Child aged 7-12 in household -0.79 (0.58) -0.26 (0.38)
Child aged 13-18 in household -0.23 (0.52) -0.14 (0.37)
Rural region 4.37 (2.96) -1.84 (2.51)
West Germany -0.51 (4.59) -0.56 (3.71)
Childcare coverage 0-2 years -0.03 (0.08) -0.06 (0.06)
Childccare coverage 3-6 years -0.02 (0.05) -0.02 (0.04)
Homeowner -1.29 (0.91) -0.19 (0.57)
Living space 0.01 (0.01) 0.00 (0.01)
Housekeeper regularly 0.86 (0.55) 0.10 (0.43)
Housekeeper sometimes 1.34* (0.78) -0.35 (0.50)
Married -0.82 (1.10) -0.51 (0.84)
Parental leave -23.36*** (1.33) 0.81 (0.73)
Household’s asset income 0.00*** (0.00) -0.00** (0.00)
Reg. unemployment rate -0.29 (0.23) -0.44** (0.19)
Reg. long-term unempl. women 0.02 (0.02) 0.01 (0.02)
Reg. GDP/capita -0.04 (0.05) -0.01 (0.05)
Reg. population density 0.00** (0.00) -0.00 (0.00)
Reg. tax revenue -0.00 (0.00) -0.00 (0.00)
Dummy 2004 0.50 (0.79) 2.42*** (0.67)
Dummy 2005 0.74 (1.31) 3.35*** (1.02)
Dummy 2006 1.80 (1.90) 6.31*** (1.49)
Dummy 2007 2.75 (2.59) 7.10*** (2.00)
Dummy 2008 3.41 (3.25) 9.82*** (2.53)
Dummy 2009 4.47 (3.75) 10.87*** (2.89)
Dummy 2010 6.20 (4.35) 13.27*** (3.35)
Dummy 2011 7.58 (4.96) 14.84*** (3.84)
Dummy 2012 8.91 (5.54) 17.29*** (4.29)
Dummy 2013 9.47 (6.08) 18.95*** (4.69)
Dummy 2014 11.39* (6.66) 21.49*** (5.14)
Dummy 2015 12.37* (7.22) 22.23*** (5.57)
Dummy 2016 14.37* (7.80) 25.40*** (6.02)
Dummy 2017 16.24* (8.39) 26.07*** (6.46)
Constant 0.24 (1.55) -5.95** (2.37)
Observations 40,499 40,499

Notes: Coeff. – regression coefficient, S.E. – standard error, M. – Man, W. – Woman, Reg. – Regional.
Regressions include couple-level fixed effects.
a – White/Huber robust standard errors, clustered at the couple level.
*** significant at 0.1% level, ** significant at 1% level, * significant at 5% level.

Source: SOEPlong, v34, own calculations.
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Table A6 First stage results: First Difference-Instrumental Variables regressions: labor market
participation, women & men, 2001-2017

Instrumental variables Women Men
Coeff. S.E.a Coeff. S.E.a

Instrumented regressor: household’s overall care and housework hours
Childc. cov. * D. 0-2 year olds 0.00 (0.03) 0.01 (0.03)
Childc. cov. * D. 3-6 year olds -0.03 (0.05) -0.03 (0.05)
D. elderly care receiver in hh. 2.65* (1.39) 2.74** (1.37)
Elderly care coverage 0.03 (0.02) 0.03 (0.02)
Lag hh. care & hw. Hours -0.33*** (0.01) -0.32*** (0.01)
Lag man’s share care & hw. -0.03*** (0.01) -0.04*** (0.01)
Weak identification testsb 586.7 (19.3 / 29.2) 580.0 (19.3 / 29.2)
Instrumented regressor: man’s share in percent in care and housework hours
Childc. cov. * D. 0-2 year olds -0.04** (0.02) -0.04* (0.02)
Childc. cov. * D. 3-6 year olds -0.02 (0.03) -0.03 (0.03)
D. elderly care receiver in hh. 1.44 (1.20) 1.48 (1.23)
Elderly care coverage 0.01 (0.02) 0.02 (0.02)
Lag hh. care & hw. Hours -0.02*** (0.01) -0.03*** (0.01)
Lag man’s share care & hw. -0.50*** (0.01) -0.50*** (0.01)
Weak identification testsb 770.9 (19.3 / 29.2) 624.1 (19.3 / 29.2)
Hansen J overid testc 4.676 (0.3222) 5.653 (0.2266)
Observations 40,499 40,499

Notes: Regressions include individual level controls for both partners in the household, household-level controls,
time fixed effects, and couple-level fixed effects.
Covariates omitted. Full first stage estimation results available from the authors upon request.
Coeff. – regression coefficient; S.E. – standard error, Childc. – childcare, cov. – coverage,
D. – Dummy, hh. – household, hw. – housework.
a – White/Huber robust standard errors, clustered at the couple level.
b –Kleibergen/Paap Cluster-robust F statistic for single regressors (Kleibergen and Paap 2006; Kleibergen
and Schaffer 2015), critical values for 5% maximal IV relative bias / 10% maximal IV size in parentheses.
c – Hansen J statistic for the overidentification test of all instruments, p-value in parentheses.
*** significant at 0.1% level, ** significant at 1% level, * significant at 5% level.

Source: SOEPlong, v34, own calculations.
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Table A7 Full results from Fixed Effects Multinomial Logit regression: employment types, women,
2001-2017

Explanatory variables Full-time
probability

Part-time
probability

Marginal job
probability

R.R.R. S.E.a R.R.R. S.E.a R.R.R. S.E.a
Care and Housework
Household’s overall hours 0.940*** (0.003) 0.969*** (0.002) 0.981*** (0.002)
Man’s share in percent 1.058*** (0.003) 1.032*** (0.003) 1.016*** (0.003)
Covariates
M. employed 1.008*** (0.002) 1.010*** (0.002) 1.006*** (0.002)
W.’s age 0.863 (0.082) 1.153 (0.092) 1.443*** (0.142)
W.’s employment experience 1.630*** (0.107) 1.153** (0.058) 0.982 (0.063)
W.’s unemployment experience 0.761* (0.083) 0.786** (0.058) 1.054 (0.082)
M.’s age 1.221 (0.232) 1.382* (0.228) 0.852 (0.155)
M.’s age squared 0.998 (0.002) 0.997* (0.001) 0.999 (0.002)
M.’s low education 17.460 (31.918) 0.718 (1.249) 0.511 (0.565)
M.’s high education 1.695 (1.443) 0.827 (0.654) 0.407 (0.371)
M.’s employment experience 1.155 (0.117) 1.027 (0.092) 1.229* (0.127)
M.’s empl. exp. squared 0.995** (0.002) 0.997* (0.001) 0.997 (0.002)
M.’s unemployment experience 1.101 (0.234) 0.885 (0.130) 0.982 (0.152)
M.’s unempl. exp. squared 0.988 (0.013) 1.002 (0.007) 0.996 (0.009)
M.’s tenure experience 1.012 (0.027) 1.016 (0.022) 1.011 (0.022)
M.’s tenure squared 0.999 (0.001) 1.000 (0.001) 1.000 (0.001)
Child aged 0-2 in household 0.175*** (0.062) 0.330*** (0.078) 0.476** (0.118)
Child aged 3-6 in household 0.079 (0.125) 0.272 (0.318) 1.757 (2.236)
Child aged 7-12 in household 0.575*** (0.083) 0.880 (0.095) 1.025 (0.117)
Child aged 13-18 in household 0.851 (0.118) 1.047 (0.110) 1.113 (0.121)
Rural region 1.368 (0.761) 0.988 (0.454) 1.328 (0.619)
West Germany 4.638 (4.690) 0.729 (0.689) 1.015 (0.924)
Childcare coverage 0-2 years 1.021 (0.017) 0.999 (0.015) 1.016 (0.016)
Childc. cov. 0-2 y. * d. 0-2 y. 1.012 (0.010) 1.023** (0.008) 1.012 (0.010)
Childccare coverage 3-6 years 1.000 (0.011) 0.997 (0.009) 1.013 (0.010)
Childc. cov. 3-6 y. * d. 3-6 y. 1.017 (0.017) 1.011 (0.013) 0.992 (0.014)
Parental leave w. 0.021*** (0.014) 0.085*** (0.023) 0.468** (0.126)
Homeowner 1.041 (0.227) 0.974 (0.170) 0.578** (0.116)
Living space 1.003 (0.002) 1.003 (0.002) 1.000 (0.002)
Housekeeper regularly 3.056*** (0.844) 2.021** (0.493) 1.417 (0.391)
Housekeeper sometimes 4.955*** (1.632) 2.426** (0.646) 2.146** (0.582)
Married 0.877 (0.257) 1.149 (0.314) 1.059 (0.311)
D. elderly care receiver in hh. 0.993 (0.006) 1.479 (0.757) 1.416 (0.741)
Elderly care coverage 1.041 (0.227) 0.994 (0.005) 1.001 (0.006)
Household’s asset income 1.000 (0.000) 1.000** (0.000) 1.000 (0.000)
Reg. unemployment rate 0.940 (0.042) 0.921* (0.037) 0.959 (0.041)
Reg. long-term unempl. women 0.999 (0.007) 0.993 (0.006) 0.990 (0.006)
Reg. GDP/capita 1.009 (0.015) 1.019 (0.014) 1.023 (0.015)
Reg. population density 1.000 (0.000) 1.000 (0.000) 1.000 (0.000)
Reg. tax revenue 1.000 (0.001) 0.999 (0.001) 0.999 (0.001)

Notes: Regressions include couple-level fixed effects.
R.R.R. – relative risk ratios, S.E. – standard error, M. – Man, W. – Woman, Reg. – Regional.
a – White/Huber robust standard errors, clustered at the couple level.
*** significant at 0.1% level, ** significant at 1% level, * significant at 5% level.

Source: SOEPlong, v34, own calculations.
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Table A7 (continued) Full results from Fixed Effects Multinomial Logit regression: employment
types, women, 2001-2017

Explanatory variables Full-time
probability

Part-time
probability

Marginal job
probability

R.R.R. S.E.a R.R.R. S.E.a R.R.R. S.E.a
Dummy 2004 0.875 (0.146) 0.994 (0.161) 1.267 (0.231)
Dummy 2005 0.685 (0.152) 0.819 (0.196) 1.166 (0.303)
Dummy 2006 0.661 (0.182) 0.782 (0.248) 1.131 (0.392)
Dummy 2007 0.908 (0.304) 1.091 (0.437) 1.060 (0.471)
Dummy 2008 0.885 (0.369) 0.765 (0.381) 0.646 (0.353)
Dummy 2009 0.726 (0.339) 0.762 (0.434) 0.621 (0.392)
Dummy 2010 0.636 (0.339) 0.524 (0.342) 0.498 (0.358)
Dummy 2011 1.048 (0.642) 0.708 (0.530) 0.416 (0.343)
Dummy 2012 0.846 (0.568) 0.616 (0.513) 0.334 (0.307)
Dummy 2013 0.665 (0.487) 0.585 (0.536) 0.273 (0.275)
Dummy 2014 0.680 (0.545) 0.538 (0.539) 0.281 (0.311)
Dummy 2015 0.661 (0.560) 0.536 (0.578) 0.185 (0.220)
Dummy 2016 0.954 (0.859) 0.648 (0.753) 0.177 (0.226)
Dummy 2017 1.626 (1.569) 0.874 (1.093) 0.176 (0.242)
Observations 40,499 40,499 40,499

Notes: Regressions include couple-level fixed effects.
R.R.R. – relative risk ratios, S.E. – standard error, M. – Man, W. – Woman, Reg. – Regional.
a – White/Huber robust standard errors, clustered at the couple level.
*** significant at 0.1% level, ** significant at 1% level, * significant at 5% level.

Source: SOEPlong, v34, own calculations.
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Table A8 Full results from Fixed Effects Multinomial Logit regression: employment types, men,
2001-2017

Explanatory variables Full-time
probability

Part-time /marginal
probability

R.R.R. S.E.a R.R.R. S.E.a
Care and Housework
Household’s overall hours 0.968*** (0.002) 0.984*** (0.003)
Man’s share in percent 0.934*** (0.003) 0.966*** (0.004)
Covariates
W. employed 1.005** (0.002) 1.008*** (0.002)
W.’s age 1.174 (0.275) 1.071 (0.339)
W.’s age squared 0.995* (0.002) 0.999 (0.003)
W.’s low education 2.647 (4.114) 0.000*** (0.000)
W.’s high education 0.352 (0.248) 0.095** (0.085)
W.’s employment experience 1.113 (0.064) 1.082 (0.077)
W.’s unemployment experience 1.140 (0.097) 0.981 (0.091)
W.’s tenure experience 0.997 (0.018) 1.009 (0.024)
W.’s dummy job change 1.030 (0.142) 0.931 (0.154)
W.’s dummy self-employed 0.750 (0.236) 0.506* (0.172)
M.’s age 0.860 (0.167) 1.024 (0.277)
M.’s age squared 0.999 (0.002) 1.000 (0.003)
M.’s high education 1.423 (0.848) 0.040*** (0.033)
M.’s employment experience 1.259** (0.110) 0.803* (0.082)
M.’s unemployment experience 0.965 (0.097) 1.003 (0.094)
Child aged 0-2 in household 1.730** (0.289) 2.191*** (0.433)
Child aged 3-6 in household 1.470* (0.224) 1.686** (0.319)
Child aged 7-12 in household 1.105 (0.171) 1.294 (0.232)
Child aged 13-18 in household 1.039 (0.163) 0.914 (0.172)
Rural region 1.898 (0.861) 2.855 (1.572)
West Germany 1.120 (0.727) 0.992 (0.558)
Dummy 2004 1.494 (0.438) 1.210 (0.427)
Dummy 2005 1.109 (0.521) 1.654 (0.825)
Dummy 2006 2.172 (1.358) 3.560 (2.318)
Dummy 2007 2.650 (2.065) 3.957 (3.231)
Dummy 2008 4.804 (4.558) 4.609 (4.591)
Dummy 2009 4.145 (4.594) 4.996 (5.814)
Dummy 2010 6.253 (8.007) 8.126 (10.954)
Dummy 2011 10.111 (14.665) 9.181 (13.879)
Dummy 2012 13.414 (21.667) 11.847 (20.027)
Dummy 2013 18.088 (32.083) 15.632 (29.182)
Dummy 2014 30.645 (59.840) 20.873 (42.744)
Dummy 2015 31.850 (66.918) 16.888 (37.314)
Dummy 2016 63.700 (144.711) 30.127 (71.858)
Dummy 2017 76.909 (187.536) 35.175 (90.254)

Notes: Regressions include couple-level fixed effects.
R.R.R. – relative risk ratios, S.E. – standard error, M. – Man, W. – Woman, Reg. – Regional.
a – White/Huber robust standard errors, clustered at the couple level.
*** significant at 0.1% level, ** significant at 1% level, * significant at 5% level.

Source: SOEPlong, v34, own calculations.
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Table A9 Full results from Multinomial Logit regression: employment types, women & men, 2001-
2017

Explanatory variables
Care and Housework

Full-time
employment

Part-time
employment

Marginal
employment

Non-employment

Coeff. S.E.a Coeff. S.E.a Coeff. S.E.a Coeff. S.E.a
Women

Relative risk ratios
Household’s overall hours 0.954*** (0.002) 0.983*** (0.002) 0.999 (0.002) reference category
Man’s share in percent 1.051*** (0.003) 1.020*** (0.002) 0.999 (0.003) reference category
Observations 40,499 40,499 40,499 40,499

Men
Relative risk ratios
Household’s overall hours 0.988*** (0.003) 0.996 (0.004) 1.003 (0.003) reference category
Man’s share in percent 0.968*** (0.004) 0.996 (0.005) 0.998 (0.004) reference category
Observations 40,499 40,499 40,499 40,499

Notes: Regressions include individual level controls for both partners in the household, household-level controls,
time fixed effects, and couple-level fixed effects.
Full regression results available from the authors upon request.
Coeff. – regression coefficient; S.E. – standard error.
a – White/Huber robust standard errors, clustered at the couple level.
*** significant at 0.1% level; ** significant at 1% level; * significant at 5% level.

Source: SOEPlong, v34, own calculations.
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Table A10 Full results from First Difference-Instrumental Variables regressions: actual hours of work,
women & men, 2001-2017

Explanatory variables Women Men
Coeff. S.E.a Coeff. S.E.a

Care and Housework
Household’s overall hours -0.05*** (0.01) -0.01* (0.01)
Man’s share in percent 0.04*** (0.01) -0.01** (0.01)
Covariates
M.’s actual hours of work 0.04*** (0.01)
W.’s actual hours of work 0.05*** (0.01)
W.’s age -1.56** (0.67) -0.17 (0.55)
W.’s age squared 0.00 (0.01) 0.01 (0.01)
W.’s low education -1.65 (3.70) -5.49* (3.24)
W.’s high education 4.34** (2.18) -0.37 (0.99)
W.’s employment experience 2.98*** (0.42) -0.11 (0.27)
W.’s empl. exp. squared -0.04*** (0.01) -0.00 (0.01)
W.’s unemployment experience 4.31*** (1.20) 0.03 (0.91)
W.’s unempl. exp. squared -0.20** (0.09) 0.05 (0.08)
W.’s tenure experience -0.10 (0.06) -0.01 (0.05)
W.’s tenure squared 0.00* (0.00) -0.00 (0.00)
W.’s dummy job change 0.45*** (0.16) 0.08 (0.15)
W.’s dummy self-employed 13.36*** (1.32) 0.82 (1.10)
W.’s dummy occupational position base -5.91*** (0.95) 1.85** (0.90)
W.’s dummy low occupational position 16.12*** (0.56) -1.00* (0.52)
W.’s dummy medium occupational position 11.38*** (1.11) 0.78 (1.02)
W.’s dummy high occupational position 12.35*** (1.13) 0.50 (1.04)
W.’s dummy ISCO low category -7.05 (5.86) 4.08*** (1.54)
W.’s dummy ISCO high category -7.54 (5.86) 3.96** (1.54)
W.’s dummy manufacturing sector 1.22*** (0.37) -0.03 (0.35)
W.’s dummy service sector 0.63** (0.29) 0.19 (0.28)
W.’s dummy civil servant 0.30 (1.08) 0.40 (0.58)
W.’s dummy public sector employee 0.04 (0.24) 0.31 (0.22)
W.’s dummy fixed-term contract 2.32*** (0.36) -0.27 (0.35)
W.’s dummy permanent contract 1.09*** (0.27) -0.29 (0.26)
M.’s age -0.10 (0.71) -0.76 (0.95)
M.’s age squared 0.01* (0.01) -0.01 (0.01)
M.’s low education -0.37 (2.33) 3.44 (2.38)
M.’s high education 0.58 (1.43) 5.52* (2.82)
M.’s employment experience -0.88*** (0.32) 0.83** (0.35)
M.’s empl. exp. squared 0.00 (0.00) -0.00 (0.01)
M.’s unemployment experience 1.09 (0.83) 2.25 (1.57)
M.’s unempl. exp. squared -0.02 (0.07) -0.37*** (0.11)
M.’s tenure experience -0.06 (0.05) 0.13** (0.07)
M.’s tenure squared 0.00 (0.00) -0.00 (0.00)
M.’s dummy job change -0.09 (0.17) 1.00*** (0.22)
M.’s dummy self-employed -0.15 (1.52) 38.29*** (1.89)
M.’s dummy occupational position base 0.01 (1.31) 0.87 (1.44)
M.’s dummy low occupational position -0.93 (0.60) 34.74*** (1.07)
M.’s dummy medium occupational position -0.88 (1.45) 36.03*** (1.79)
M.’s dummy high occupational position -1.14 (1.46) 36.88*** (1.80)
M.’s dummy ISCO low category 0.34 (1.33) 3.62* (2.19)
M.’s dummy ISCO high category 0.42 (1.34) 3.17 (2.19)
M.’s dummy manufacturing sector -0.42* (0.23) 0.35 (0.29)
M.’s dummy service sector -0.24 (0.24) 0.53* (0.31)

Notes: Regressions include couple-level fixed effects.
Coeff. – regression coefficient, S.E. – standard error, M. – Man, W. – Woman, Reg. – Regional.
a – White/Huber robust standard errors, clustered at the couple level.
*** significant at 0.1% level, ** significant at 1% level, * significant at 5% level.

Source: SOEPlong, v34, own calculations.
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Table A10 (continued) Full results from First Difference-Instrumental Variables regressions:
actual hours of work, women & men, 2001-2017

Explanatory variables Women Men
Coeff. S.E.a Coeff. S.E.a

M.’s dummy civil servant 0.90 (0.78) 2.27** (1.05)
M.’s dummy public sector employee 0.06 (0.30) -0.64** (0.30)
M.’s dummy fixed-term contract -0.70** (0.35) 1.39*** (0.51)
M.’s dummy permanent contract -0.24 (0.24) 1.42*** (0.39)
Child aged 0-2 in household -1.08*** (0.34) -0.37 (0.36)
Child aged 3-6 in household -0.00 (0.21) -0.17 (0.24)
Child aged 7-12 in household -0.19 (0.18) -0.20 (0.21)
Child aged 13-18 in household -0.07 (0.18) -0.25 (0.20)
Rural region -0.72 (0.93) -1.08 (1.06)
West Germany 2.34* (1.38) 2.79** (1.35)
Childcare coverage 0-2 years -0.01 (0.03) 0.06** (0.03)
Childccare coverage 3-6 years 0.00 (0.02) 0.03* (0.02)
Homeowner 0.28 (0.30) -0.48 (0.36)
Living space 0.00 (0.00) -0.00 (0.00)
Housekeeper regularly 0.49* (0.28) 0.43 (0.30)
Housekeeper sometimes 0.39 (0.31) 0.46 (0.33)
Married -0.27 (0.40) 0.14 (0.44)
Parental leave -4.39*** (0.44) 0.78** (0.39)
Household’s asset income -0.00 (0.00) -0.00 (0.00)
Reg. unemployment rate -0.11 (0.08) -0.14 (0.10)
Reg. long-term unempl. women -0.00 (0.01) 0.01 (0.01)
Reg. GDP/capita 0.01 (0.02) -0.04 (0.03)
Reg. population density -0.00** (0.00) 0.00 (0.00)
Reg. tax revenue 0.00 (0.00) 0.00** (0.00)
Dummy 2004 -0.38 (0.28) -0.34 (0.32)
Dummy 2005 -1.01** (0.46) 0.11 (0.51)
Dummy 2006 -1.14* (0.67) 0.57 (0.75)
Dummy 2007 -1.75* (0.90) 0.30 (1.01)
Dummy 2008 -2.06* (1.13) -0.10 (1.28)
Dummy 2009 -2.49* (1.31) -0.56 (1.46)
Dummy 2010 -3.37** (1.53) -1.13 (1.70)
Dummy 2011 -3.26* (1.73) -1.14 (1.94)
Dummy 2012 -3.70* (1.94) -1.39 (2.16)
Dummy 2013 -4.09* (2.13) -2.07 (2.37)
Dummy 2014 -4.49* (2.34) -2.74 (2.60)
Dummy 2015 -5.22** (2.53) -3.29 (2.81)
Dummy 2016 -5.43** (2.73) -3.38 (3.04)
Dummy 2017 -6.05** (2.94) -4.00 (3.26)
Constant 0.95 (0.94) 1.34* (0.78)
Observations 30,914 30,914

Notes: Coeff. – regression coefficient, S.E. – standard error, M. – Man, W. – Woman, Reg. – Regional.
Regressions include couple-level fixed effects.
a – White/Huber robust standard errors, clustered at the couple level.
*** significant at 0.1% level, ** significant at 1% level, * significant at 5% level.

Source: SOEPlong, v34, own calculations.
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Table A11 First stage results: First Difference-Instrumental Variables regressions: actual hours of work,
women & men, 2001-2017

Instrumental variables Women Men
Coeff. S.E.a Coeff. S.E.a

Instrumented regressor: household’s overall care and housework hours
Childc. cov. * D. 0-2 year olds -0.03 (0.04) -0.03 (0.04)
Childc. cov. * D. 3-6 year olds -0.01 (0.06) -0.01 (0.06)
D. elderly care receiver in hh. 2.66 (1.93) 2.78 (1.94)
Elderly care coverage 0.00 (0.02) 0.00 (0.02)
Lag hh. care & hw. Hours -0.33*** (0.01) -0.33*** (0.01)
Lag man’s share care & hw. -0.04*** (0.01) -0.04*** (0.01)
Weak identification testsb 573.6 (19.3 / 29.2) 577.5 (19.3 / 29.2)
Instrumented regressor: man’s share in percent in care and housework hours
Childc. cov. * D. 0-2 year olds -0.06** (0.03) -0.06** (0.03)
Childc. cov. * D. 3-6 year olds -0.03 (0.04) -0.03 (0.04)
D. elderly care receiver in hh. 1.88 (1.31) 1.96 (1.29)
Elderly care coverage 0.01 (0.02) 0.01 (0.02)
Lag hh. care & hw. Hours -0.03*** (0.01) -0.03*** (0.01)
Lag man’s share care & hw. -0.49*** (0.01) -0.49*** (0.01)
Weak identification testsb 617.0 (19.3 / 29.2) 613.3 (19.3 / 29.2)
Hansen J overid testc 4.701 (0.3194) 1.103 (0.8938)
Observations 30,914 30,914

Notes: Regressions include individual level controls for both partners in the household, household-level controls,
time fixed effects, and couple-level fixed effects.
Covariates omitted. Full first stage estimation results available from the authors upon request.
Coeff. – regression coefficient; S.E. – standard error, Childc. – childcare, cov. – coverage,
D. – Dummy, hh. – household, hw. – housework.
a – White/Huber robust standard errors, clustered at the couple level.
b –Kleibergen/Paap Cluster-robust F statistic for single regressors (Kleibergen and Paap 2006; Kleibergen
and Schaffer 2015), critical values for 5% maximal IV relative bias / 10% maximal IV size in parentheses.
c – Hansen J statistic for the overidentification test of all instruments, p-value in parentheses.
*** significant at 0.1% level, ** significant at 1% level, * significant at 5% level.

Source: SOEPlong, v34, own calculations.
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Table A12 Full results from First Difference-Instrumental Variables (FD-IV) regressions: labor market
participation & actual hours of work, housework vs. care, women & men, 2001-2017

Explanatory variables Women Men
Labor Market
Participation

Actual Hours
of Work

Labor Market
Participation

Actual Hours
of Work

Coeff. S.E.a Coeff. S.E.a Coeff. S.E.a Coeff. S.E.a
Care and Housework
Hh.’s overall care hours -0.20*** (0.03) -0.04*** (0.01) -0.04** (0.02) -0.01 (0.01)
M.’s care share in pct. 0.05*** (0.01) 0.01*** (0.00) -0.07*** (0.01) -0.01 (0.00)
Hh.’s overall housework hours -0.30*** (0.02) -0.05*** (0.01) -0.14*** (0.02) -0.02* (0.01)
M.’s housework share in pct. 0.15*** (0.01) 0.03*** (0.00) -0.15*** (0.01) -0.01** (0.01)
Covariates
M. employed 0.01 (0.03)
W. employed -0.01 (0.02)
M.’s actual hours of work 0.04*** (0.01)
W.’s actual hours of work 0.05*** (0.01)
W.’s age 2.13 (1.34) -1.56** (0.67) -0.73 (0.85) -0.16 (0.55)
W.’s age squared -0.02* (0.01) 0.00 (0.01) 0.01 (0.01) 0.01 (0.01)
W.’s low education -22.53** (10.95) -1.65 (3.72) -6.00 (4.63) -5.55* (3.24)
W.’s high education 2.63 (3.35) 4.40** (2.17) -2.91 (1.83) -0.41 (0.99)
W.’s employment experience -3.06*** (0.56) 2.98*** (0.42) 0.71* (0.42) -0.11 (0.27)
W.’s empl. exp. squared 0.07*** (0.01) -0.04*** (0.01) -0.02** (0.01) -0.00 (0.01)
W.’s unemployment experience 3.94** (1.63) 4.35*** (1.20) -1.00 (1.04) 0.00 (0.91)
W.’s unempl. exp. squared 0.00 (0.10) -0.21** (0.09) 0.09 (0.08) 0.05 (0.08)
W.’s tenure experience 9.07*** (0.23) -0.10 (0.06) -0.18* (0.10) -0.01 (0.05)
W.’s tenure squared -0.27*** (0.01) 0.00* (0.00) 0.01 (0.00) -0.00 (0.00)
W.’s dummy job change 0.45*** (0.16) -0.07 (0.32) 0.08 (0.15)
W.’s dummy self-employed 13.32*** (1.33) 2.64 (1.80) 0.82 (1.10)
W.’s d. occ. position base -5.94*** (0.95) 1.85** (0.90)
W.’s d. low occ. position 16.12*** (0.56) 2.79 (1.72) -1.00* (0.52)
W.’s d. medium occ. position 11.35*** (1.12) 3.01* (1.75) 0.78 (1.02)
W.’s d. high occ. position 12.33*** (1.13) 3.18* (1.80) 0.50 (1.04)
W.’s d. ISCO low category -7.14 (5.86) -2.42 (1.95) 4.14*** (1.55)
W.’s d. ISCO high category -7.62 (5.85) -2.72 (1.96) 4.02*** (1.55)
W.’s d. manufacturing sector 1.22*** (0.37) 0.88 (0.73) -0.03 (0.35)
W.’s dummy service sector 0.62** (0.29) 0.15 (0.55) 0.20 (0.28)
W.’s dummy civil servant 0.30 (1.07) -0.62 (1.03) 0.40 (0.58)
W.’s d. public sector employee 0.03 (0.24) 0.12 (0.48) 0.31 (0.22)
W.’s d. fixed-term contract 2.32*** (0.36) 0.24 (0.67) -0.28 (0.35)
W.’s d. permanent contract 1.10*** (0.27) -0.31 (0.42) -0.30 (0.26)
M.’s age -2.97 (2.00) -0.13 (0.71) 4.56 (2.93) -0.76 (0.94)
M.’s age squared 0.01 (0.02) 0.01* (0.01) -0.02 (0.01) -0.01 (0.01)
M.’s low education -9.81 (12.24) -0.35 (2.36) -17.81* (10.37) 3.42 (2.37)
M.’s high education -7.50** (2.98) 0.63 (1.43) -2.03 (2.86) 5.49* (2.83)
M.’s employment experience 0.62 (0.82) -0.88*** (0.32) -1.07 (0.85) 0.84** (0.35)
M.’s empl. exp. squared -0.00 (0.01) 0.00 (0.00) 0.05*** (0.01) -0.00 (0.01)
M.’s unemployment experience -0.23 (1.19) 1.02 (0.84) -4.44*** (1.65) 2.26 (1.57)
M.’s unempl. exp. squared -0.01 (0.07) -0.02 (0.07) 0.41*** (0.09) -0.37*** (0.11)
M.’s tenure experience -0.36*** (0.13) -0.06 (0.05) 4.72*** (0.19) 0.13** (0.07)
M.’s tenure squared 0.01** (0.00) 0.00 (0.00) -0.11*** (0.01) -0.00 (0.00)
M.’s dummy job change 0.18 (0.49) -0.09 (0.17) 1.00*** (0.22)

Notes: Regressions include couple-level fixed effects. Coeff. – regression coefficient, S.E. – standard error. Hh. –
household, W- Woman, M. – Man, d. – dummy, occ. – occupational, pct. – percent. a – White/Huber
robust standard errors, clustered at the couple level. *** significant at 0.1% level, ** significant at 1%
level, * significant at 5% level. Source: SOEPlong, v34, own calculations
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Table A12 (continued) Full results from FD-IV regressions: labor market participation & actual hours
of work, housework vs. care, women & men, 2001-2017

Explanatory variables Women Men
Labor Market
Participation

Actual Hours
of Work

Labor Market
Participation

Actual Hours
of Work

Coeff. S.E.a Coeff. S.E.a Coeff. S.E.a Coeff. S.E.a
M.’s dummy self-employed 1.90 (3.17) -0.11 (1.52) 38.24*** (1.89)
M.’s d. occ. position base 0.08 (1.31) 0.85 (1.44)
M.’s d. low occ. position 2.20 (2.95) -0.93 (0.60) 34.71*** (1.07)
M.’s d. medium occ. position 2.53 (2.99) -0.82 (1.45) 35.98*** (1.79)
M.’s d. high occ. position 2.33 (3.03) -1.08 (1.47) 36.83*** (1.80)
M.’s d. ISCO low category 5.75 (4.36) 0.37 (1.33) 3.61 (2.20)
M.’s d. ISCO high category 6.01 (4.38) 0.44 (1.34) 3.17 (2.20)
M.’s d. manufacturing sector 0.20 (0.68) -0.41* (0.23) 0.34 (0.29)
M.’s dummy service sector -0.29 (0.65) -0.23 (0.24) 0.53* (0.31)
M.’s dummy civil servant -1.20 (1.75) 0.88 (0.78) 2.26** (1.05)
M.’s d. public sector empl. 0.73 (0.84) 0.07 (0.30) -0.64** (0.30)
M.’s d. fixed-term contract -0.54 (0.95) -0.71** (0.35) 1.38*** (0.51)
M.’s d. permanent contract -0.17 (0.64) -0.25 (0.23) 1.41*** (0.39)
Child aged 0-2 in household -1.87** (0.91) -1.13*** (0.34) -0.50 (0.64) -0.37 (0.36)
Child aged 3-6 in household -0.34 (0.66) -0.02 (0.21) -0.12 (0.46) -0.17 (0.24)
Child aged 7-12 in household -0.84 (0.58) -0.20 (0.18) -0.35 (0.38) -0.20 (0.21)
Child aged 13-18 in household -0.22 (0.52) -0.07 (0.18) -0.10 (0.37) -0.25 (0.20)
Rural region 4.48 (2.97) -0.70 (0.93) -1.87 (2.47) -1.08 (1.06)
West Germany -0.48 (4.56) 2.33* (1.37) -0.72 (3.69) 2.76** (1.35)
Childcare coverage 0-2 years -0.04 (0.08) -0.01 (0.03) -0.05 (0.06) 0.06** (0.03)
Childccare coverage 3-6 years -0.02 (0.05) 0.00 (0.02) -0.02 (0.04) 0.03* (0.02)
Homeowner -1.14 (0.91) 0.30 (0.30) -0.12 (0.58) -0.47 (0.36)
Living space 0.01 (0.01) 0.00 (0.00) 0.00 (0.01) -0.00 (0.00)
Housekeeper regularly 0.79 (0.55) 0.49* (0.28) 0.09 (0.43) 0.42 (0.30)
Housekeeper sometimes 1.29* (0.77) 0.37 (0.31) -0.28 (0.50) 0.46 (0.33)
Married -0.89 (1.11) -0.27 (0.40) -0.51 (0.84) 0.14 (0.44)
Parental leave -23.79*** (1.35) -4.45*** (0.45) 0.43 (0.76) 0.74* (0.40)
Household’s asset income 0.00*** (0.00) -0.00 (0.00) -0.00** (0.00) -0.00 (0.00)
Reg. unemployment rate -0.27 (0.23) -0.11 (0.08) -0.46** (0.19) -0.14 (0.10)
Reg. ltu. Women 0.02 (0.02) -0.00 (0.01) 0.00 (0.02) 0.01 (0.01)
Reg. GDP/capita -0.04 (0.05) 0.01 (0.02) -0.01 (0.05) -0.04 (0.03)
Reg. population density 0.00** (0.00) -0.00** (0.00) -0.00 (0.00) 0.00 (0.00)
Reg. tax revenue -0.00 (0.00) 0.00 (0.00) -0.00 (0.00) 0.00** (0.00)
Dummy 2004 0.75 (0.80) -0.34 (0.28) 2.76*** (0.68) -0.30 (0.33)
Dummy 2005 0.99 (1.31) -0.96** (0.46) 3.67*** (1.02) 0.14 (0.52)
Dummy 2006 2.29 (1.90) -1.03 (0.68) 6.88*** (1.51) 0.62 (0.75)
Dummy 2007 3.33 (2.59) -1.63* (0.91) 7.68*** (2.02) 0.36 (1.01)
Dummy 2008 4.24 (3.25) -1.89* (1.14) 10.64*** (2.54) -0.02 (1.29)
Dummy 2009 5.32 (3.75) -2.31* (1.32) 11.71*** (2.91) -0.47 (1.47)
Dummy 2010 7.38* (4.35) -3.12** (1.54) 14.29*** (3.37) -1.02 (1.71)
Dummy 2011 8.75* (4.96) -3.00* (1.74) 15.84*** (3.86) -1.04 (1.95)
Dummy 2012 10.29* (5.55) -3.39* (1.95) 18.54*** (4.32) -1.26 (2.18)
Dummy 2013 10.89* (6.09) -3.77* (2.14) 20.26*** (4.72) -1.93 (2.39)
Dummy 2014 13.00* (6.67) -4.13* (2.35) 23.14*** (5.17) -2.56 (2.62)
Dummy 2015 14.02* (7.22) -4.85* (2.55) 23.81*** (5.60) -3.12 (2.83)
Dummy 2016 16.17** (7.81) -5.01* (2.75) 27.33*** (6.05) -3.18 (3.06)
Dummy 2017 18.12** (8.39) -5.62* (2.95) 28.03*** (6.50) -3.80 (3.28)
Constant 0.23 (1.56) 0.96 (0.94) -6.26*** (2.40) 1.31* (0.78)
Observations 40,499 30,914 40,499 30,914
Notes: Regressions include couple-level fixed effects. Coeff. – regression coefficient, S.E. – standard error. Hh. –

household, W- Woman, M. – Man, d. – dummy, occ. – occupational, pct. – percent.
a – White/Huber robust standard errors, clustered at the couple level.
*** significant at 0.1% level, ** significant at 1% level, * significant at 5% level.

Source: SOEPlong, v34, own calculations
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Table A13 First stage results: First Difference-Instrumental Variables regressions: overall labor market
participation & actual hours of work, housework vs. care, women & men, 2001-2017

Instrumental variables Women Men
Labor Market
Participation

Actual Hours
of Work

Labor Market
Participation

Actual Hours
of Work

Coeff. S.E.a Coeff. S.E.a Coeff. S.E.a Coeff. S.E.a
Instrumented regressor: household’s overall care hours
Childc. cov. * D. 0-2 year olds -0.01 (0.03) -0.04 (0.04) -0.01 (0.03) -0.04 (0.04)
Childc. cov. * D. 3-6 year olds -0.04 (0.04) -0.02 (0.04) -0.04 (0.04) -0.02 (0.04)
D. elderly care receiver in hh. 2.51** (1.04) 1.64 (1.39) 2.53** (1.02) 1.68 (1.39)
Elderly care coverage -0.01 (0.02) -0.03* (0.01) -0.01 (0.02) -0.03* (0.01)
Lag hh. care hours -0.27*** (0.01) -0.27*** (0.01) -0.27*** (0.01) -0.27*** (0.01)
Lag man’s share care hw. -0.00 (0.00) -0.00 (0.00) -0.00 (0.00) 0.00 (0.00)
Lag hh. hw. hours -0.01 (0.01) -0.00 (0.01) -0.00 (0.01) 0.00 (0.01)
Lag man’s share hw. -0.00 (0.00) -0.00 (0.00) -0.01* (0.00) -0.01*** (0.00)
Weak identification testsb 513.7 (20.3 / 33.8) 441.0 (20.3 / 33.8) 502.1 (20.3 / 33.8) 441.8 (20.3 / 33.8)
Instrumented regressor: man’s share in percent in care hours
Childc. cov. * D. 0-2 year olds -0.08*** (0.02) -0.08*** (0.03) -0.08*** (0.02) -0.08*** (0.03)
Childc. cov. * D. 3-6 year olds -0.04 (0.04) -0.08 (0.05) -0.05 (0.04) -0.08 (0.05)
D. elderly care receiver in hh. 1.14 (1.85) -0.87 (1.77) 1.21 (1.84) -0.87 (1.76)
Elderly care coverage 0.01 (0.02) 0.02 (0.02) 0.02 (0.02) 0.02 (0.02)
Lag hh. care hours 0.01 (0.01) 0.01 (0.01) 0.00 (0.01) 0.01 (0.01)
Lag man’s share care hw. -0.66*** (0.01) -0.66*** (0.01) -0.67*** (0.01) -0.66*** (0.01)
Lag hh. hw. hours 0.01 (0.01) 0.01 (0.01) 0.00 (0.01) 0.01 (0.01)
Lag man’s share hw. 0.08*** (0.01) 0.08*** (0.01) 0.08*** (0.01) 0.08*** (0.01)
Weak identification testsb 1133 (20.3 / 33.8) 873.6 (20.3 / 33.8) 1146 (20.3 / 33.8) 871.2 (20.3 / 33.8)
Instrumented regressor: household’s overall housework hours
Childc. cov. * D. 0-2 year olds 0.00 (0.01) -0.01 (0.02) 0.00 (0.01) -0.01 (0.02)
Childc. cov. * D. 3-6 year olds 0.02 (0.03) 0.01 (0.03) 0.01 (0.03) 0.01 (0.03)
D. elderly care receiver in hh. 0.46 (0.79) 1.20 (0.97) 0.50 (0.80) 1.26 (0.97)
Elderly care coverage 0.06*** (0.01) 0.05*** (0.01) 0.06*** (0.01) 0.05*** (0.01)
Lag hh. care hours 0.03*** (0.00) 0.04*** (0.00) 0.03*** (0.00) 0.04*** (0.00)
Lag man’s share care hw. 0.01*** (0.00) 0.01*** (0.00) 0.01*** (0.00) 0.01*** (0.00)
Lag hh. hw. hours -0.49*** (0.01) -0.50*** (0.01) -0.49*** (0.01) -0.50*** (0.01)
Lag man’s share hw. 0.00 (0.00) -0.00 (0.00) -0.00 (0.00) -0.00 (0.00)
Weak identification testsb 995.7 (20.3 / 33.8) 846.1 (20.3 / 33.8) 986.1 (20.3 / 33.8) 841.1 (20.3 / 33.8)
Instrumented regressor: man’s share in percent in housework hours
Child. cov. * D. 0-2 year olds -0.03 (0.02) -0.11*** (0.04) -0.03 (0.03) -0.10*** (0.04)
Child. cov. * D. 3-6 year olds -0.01 (0.04) -0.01 (0.06) -0.03 (0.05) -0.02 (0.06)
D. elderly care receiver in hh. 1.35 (1.24) 2.09 (1.53) 1.40 (1.29) 2.16 (1.51)
Elderly care coverage 0.01 (0.02) 0.01 (0.03) 0.02 (0.02) 0.01 (0.03)
Lag hh. care hours -0.03*** (0.01) -0.04*** (0.01) -0.04*** (0.01) -0.04*** (0.01)
Lag man’s share care hw. 0.07*** (0.01) 0.07*** (0.01) 0.06*** (0.01) 0.07*** (0.01)
Lag hh. hw. hours 0.02* (0.01) 0.02* (0.01) 0.01 (0.01) 0.02 (0.01)
Lag man’s share hw. -0.53*** (0.01) -0.53*** (0.01) -0.54*** (0.01) -0.53*** (0.01)
Weak identification testsb 1032 (20.3 / 33.8) 810.7 (20.3 / 33.8) 1011 (20.3 / 33.8) 807.9 (20.3 / 33.8)
Hansen J overid testc 4.780 (0.3106) 4.641 (0.3262) 5.835 (0.2118) 1.129 (0.8897)
Observations 40,499 30,914 40,499 30,914

Notes: Regressions include individual level controls for both partners in the household, household-level controls,
time fixed effects, and couple-level fixed effects. Covariates omitted. Full first stage estimation results
available from the authors upon request. Coeff. – regression coefficient; S.E. – standard error, Childc. –
childcare, cov. – coverage, D. – Dummy, hh. – household, hw. – housework.
a – White/Huber robust standard errors, clustered at the couple level. b –Kleibergen/Paap Cluster-robust
F statistic for single regressors (Kleibergen and Paap 2006; Kleibergen and Schaffer 2015), critical values
for 5% maximal IV relative bias / 10% maximal IV size in parentheses. c – Hansen J statistic for the
overidentification test of all instruments, p-value in parentheses.
*** significant at 0.1% level, ** significant at 1% level, * significant at 5% level.

Source: SOEPlong, v34, own calculations.
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Table A14 First Difference-Instrumental Variables regressions: log contractual hourly wages, log labor
earnings, women & men, 2001-2017

Explanatory variables:
care and housework

Log hourly wages Log labor earnings
Women Men Women Men

Coeff. S.E.a Coeff. S.E.a Coeff. S.E.a Coeff. S.E.a
Household’s overall hours 0.0003 (0.0003) 0.0000 (0.0002) -0.0020*** (0.0004) -0.0003 (0.0002)
Man’s share in percent -0.0001 (0.0002) -0.0000 (0.0002) 0.0011*** (0.0002) 0.0003** (0.0002)
Observations 30,914 30,914 30,914 30,914

Notes: Negative wages and earnings as well as hourly wages below 1 €/hour are not included in the estimation
sample.
Regressions include individual level controls for both partners in the household, household-level controls,
time fixed effects, and couple-level fixed effects.
Full regression results and first stage estimates are available from the authors upon request.
Coeff. – regression coefficient, S.E. – standard error.
a – White/Huber robust standard errors, clustered at the couple level.
*** significant at 0.1% level, ** significant at 1% level, * significant at 5% level.

Source: SOEPlong, v34, own calculations.
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Additional Figures

Figure A1 Development of hours in gainful employment + total hours over all unpaid care and
housework, means, working week, 2001-2017

Source: SOEPlong, v34, own calculations.
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Figure A2 Joint density of households’ overall unpaid care and working hours and men's shares in unpaid
care and housework hours, couple households, working week, 2012/2013

Notes: Number of observations: 1648
Source: German Time Use Survey, wave 2012/2013, own calculations.

0
50

10
0

15
0

20
0

25
0

H
ou

se
ho

ld
s'

 o
ve

ra
ll 

un
pa

id
 c

ar
e

an
d 

ho
us

ew
or

k 
ho

ur
s,

 w
or

ki
ng

 w
ee

k

0 20 40 60 80 100
Men's shares in unpaid care and housework hours, working week

.00032

.00028

.00025

.00022

.00018

.00015

.00012
8.5e-05
5.2e-05
1.9e-05

Density



106

Figure A3 Men’s and women’s full-time employment rates by overall amount and the man’s share of
housework and care, couple households, working week, 2017

Notes: Number of observations: 4372
Source: SOEPlong, v34, own calculations.

0
50

10
0

15
0

20
0

H
ou

se
ho

ld
s'

 o
ve

ra
ll 

un
pa

id
 c

ar
e

an
d 

ho
us

ew
or

k 
ho

ur
s,

 w
or

ki
ng

 w
ee

k

0 20 40 60 80 100

Men

0 20 40 60 80 100

Women

Men's shares in unpaid care and housework hours, working week

.95 .85 .75 .65 .55 .45 .35 .25 .15 .05

Full-Time Employment Probability



107

Figure A4 Men’s and women’s part-time employment rates by overall amount and the man’s share of
housework and care, couple households, working week, 2017

Notes: Number of observations: 4372
Source: SOEPlong, v34, own calculations.
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Figure A5 Men’s and women’s marginal employment rates by overall amount and the man’s share of
housework and care, couple households, working week, 2017

Notes: Number of observations: 4372
Source: SOEPlong, v34, own calculations.
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Figure A6 Men’s and women’s actual working hours by overall amount and the man’s share of housework
and care , couple households, working week, 2017

Notes: Number of observations: 3401 (in both figures)
Source: SOEPlong, v34, own calculations.
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3

What Helps and What Hinders? Exploring the Role of

Workplace Characteristics for Parental Leave Use and Its Career

Consequences*

Abstract: The division of parental leave among couples today is still unequal—even in countries

with progressive leave schemes. Given the gendered nature of the workplace, we examine how

organizational characteristics relate to fathers’ uptake and length of parental leave as well as to the

perceived career consequences of leave uptake among those fathers who took leave. In our mixed

methods study, we draw on unique quantitative and qualitative data on different-sex couples with

young children in Germany (2015). We find that the fear of professional repercussions and the lack

of a replacement at work inhibit fathers both from taking leave in general and, for those who take

leave, from taking it for more than two months. Interestingly, however, the majority of fathers who

took leave did not think that their leave negatively affected their professional advancement. This

positive evaluation was independent of the length of leave. We compared fathers’ perceived leave

consequences to those of mothers, who tended to have a more negative view of the impact of

taking leave on their careers. Both fathers and mothers were more likely to report negative career

consequences if they worked in organizations that promoted a strong ideal worker norm, that is,

where employees thought that they were expected to prioritize paid work over their private life.

* Co-authored with Julia Bringmann, Mareike Bünning and Lena Hipp, published in Social Sciences,

DOI:10.3390/socsci81002
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Introduction

Work–family policies, particularly those that seek to foster women’s labor market involvement and

men’s involvement in family life, play an important role in improving gender equality (Misra et al.

2011; Hegewisch and Gornick 2011; Hook 2006; Budig et al. 2016; Jaumotte 2004). One policy

that is particularly interesting in this regard is parental leave. Depending on the design, it can either

further or hinder gender equality (Morgan and Zippel 2003; Gangl and Ziefle 2015). Well-paid

leaves of short or medium length that also incentivize fathers to take leave can enhance gender

equality, both by strengthening mothers’ labor force attachment and by encouraging greater

involvement of fathers in childcare and housework (Rossin 2011; Tanaka 2005; Ruhm 2000; Nandi

et al. 2016; Lamb 2004; Huerta et al. 2013; Berger et al. 2005; Fegert et al. 2011).

Yet, even in the countries with the most egalitarian parental leave schemes, uptake of parental leave

remains highly gendered. In Sweden, fathers of children born in 2008 only took one quarter of all

available leave days (Duvander and Haas 2018). In Iceland, fathers took one third of all available

leave days in 2015 (Eydal and Gíslason 2018). In Germany, only around one third of the fathers of

newborn children take parental leave. This means that around two thirds of fathers forfeit even the

two months of comparatively well-paid leave that are exclusively reserved for them (BMFSFJ

2018b).

These low take-up rates are surprising given that mothers’ labor force participation is rising and an

increasing number of fathers want to be involved in child rearing (e.g., Bernhardt et al. 2016 for

Germany). Whether men can realize this wish seems to be contingent on the workplace

context. Pedulla and Thébaud (2015), for example, showed for the United States that the vast

majority of young men and women would opt for an egalitarian division of labor if public policies

and workplace norms supported work–family reconciliation.

The focus of this study is therefore on the role of workplace characteristics for the use of parental

leave and its perceived consequences. In particular, why do many fathers opt not to take (longer)

parental leave? What role does the workplace context play for the duration of leave taken by both

fathers and mothers? How does it relate to the question of whether fathers and mothers who take

parental leave experience negative consequences for professional advancement?

To answer these questions, we apply a mixed methods approach to two unique data sources from

Germany. In our quantitative analyses, we draw on survey data from a probability sample of

different-sex couples with young children (N = 878), which were collected as an add-on to the

AID:A II panel (“Aufwachsen in Deutschland: Alltagswelten”/“Growing up in Germany: Every-

Day Worlds”). In this survey, respondents were asked detailed questions about workplace
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characteristics, such as their workplace culture or the availability and the use of work–family

policies in their organizations. The qualitative data stem from 44 in-depth interviews with parents

from the same target population, which include further descriptions of parents’ workplace contexts

and their division of paid parental leave for their youngest child.

Background

Parental Leave and Gender Inequality

Policy makers have increasingly modified parental leave schemes as a means of promoting gender

equality (e.g., Erler 2011; Gornick and Meyers 2003). Following the Swedish example, several

European countries, including Germany (Karu 2012; Karu and Kasearu 2011; Erler 2011), have

shortened the duration of paid parental leave to reduce mothers’ time spent outside the labor

market after childbirth and to incentivize fathers to also take leave.

Long leaves solely taken by mothers have detrimental effects on their labor force attachment and

earnings and tend to entrench mothers in the caregiving role (Morgan and Zippel 2003; Gangl and

Ziefle 2015). Evertsson and Duvander (2011) have shown for Sweden that long leaves were

associated with a lower likelihood of promotions, and Aisenbrey et al. (2009) found that longer

leaves were associated with downward occupational mobility for women in Germany, the United

States, and in Sweden. Well-paid leaves of short or medium duration, by contrast, incentivize

mothers to quickly return to the labor market after childbirth and, hence, reduce the career penalties

associated with parenthood (Boeckmann et al. 2015; Misra et al. 2011; Jaumotte 2004).

“Use or lose” components in parental leave regulations, meanwhile, tend to get fathers more

frequently involved in these schemes (Leira 2011; O’Brien 2009). Fathers who take parental leave

are, in turn, more likely to work shorter hours (Bünning 2015) and spend more time with their

children than fathers who do not take leave (Evertsson et al. 2018; Hook 2006; Bünning

2015; Schober and Zoch 2019; Almqvist and Duvander 2014).

Fathers’ Use of Parental Leave

However, even in those countries that have implemented well-paid parental leave schemes of short

or medium durations with “use-or-lose” components, the distribution of parental leave among

parents continues to be very unequal (e.g., Karu and Tremblay 2018; Duvander and Haas 2018).

Several studies indicate that fathers opt not to take (longer) parental leave because they worry that

this would have negative repercussions for their careers and that their supervisors and colleagues

would react in a negative way (Vogt and Pull 2010; BMFSFJ 2007, 2018b; Bloksgaard 2015).
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The question of whether such fears are justified has not yet been conclusively answered in the

existing literature. A series of experimental studies from the United States showed that men who

made their care obligations visible at work experienced discrimination and were regarded as

“unmanly” (Rudman and Mescher 2013; Vandello et al. 2013; Vinkenburg et al. 2012). Likewise,

observational studies from Sweden, Norway, Belgium, and the United States indicated that fathers

suffer wage penalties when taking parental leave (Evertsson 2016; Rege and Solli 2013; Theunissen

et al. 2009; Coltrane et al. 2013). An online survey from Germany based on a convenience sample

also indicated that some leave-taking fathers were penalized for deciding to use these schemes

(Pfahl and Reuyß 2009). Of the fathers who had taken parental leave, 16% reported having fewer

promotion opportunities and 10% reported a negative development in their income situation. In

the very same study, however, fathers who took longer leaves reported an “improved reputation at

the workplace” (Pfahl and Reuyß 2009). This surprising finding that taking leave is not necessarily

detrimental to fathers is also backed up by two additional studies from Germany. In her

longitudinal study, Bünning (2016) found no evidence that fathers who took parental leave were

penalized in terms of wages. Likewise, in an experimental study, Hipp (2018) showed that fathers

who took longer leaves were not any less likely to be invited to a job interview than fathers who

only took short leaves or did not mention any leave in their application materials.

Organizations and Gender Inequality in Parental Leave Use

The question that hence arises is whether and, if so, to what extent workplace characteristics

contribute to fathers’ reluctance to take leave and how they affect the careers of those fathers who

took leave. Sociologists have repeatedly shown that organizational structures shape gender

inequalities in the workplace (Acker 1990; Anderson and Tomaskovic-Devey 1995; Baron and

Bielby 1980; Bielby and Baron 1986; Ferguson 1984; Kalev 2009; Kanter 1977; Kmec 2005; Reskin

and McBrier 2000). Both formal and informal organizational structures and practices may hence

also contribute to the gendered uptake of parental leave policies.

Organizational characteristics, such as firm size or economic sector, may affect both fathers’

decision to take leave and the consequences that the use of parental leave entails. In many countries,

including Germany, employment in the public sector as well as employment in large organizations

go hand in hand with increased levels of actual and perceived job security (Hipp 2016). This is

because large organizations tend to have lower turnover rates due to their internal labor markets

and their higher incidence of training (e.g., Wotschack 2017; Pfeffer and Cohen 1984). Moreover,

they are more likely to have formalized HR policies implemented (Reskin and McBrier 2000; Kotey

and Slade 2005) and to provide a replacement in case someone goes on leave. In the German case,

larger organizations are also more likely to have a works council, that is, a shop-floor organization
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that represents workers and seeks to ensure employee rights. Works councils, hence, contribute to

the fairness of employment practices and employees’ actual and perceived job security (Grund and

Schmitt 2011; Holst and Schupp 2003).

When fathers do not fear losing their jobs as a consequence of taking leave because they feel well-

protected and secure, they may also be more likely to take leave. This suspicion has been backed

up by findings from studies in several countries, which showed that fathers’ uptake of parental

leave was related to a more secure position at work, as indicated, for example, by a permanent

contract and employment in the public sector; being self-employed, by contrast, made men less

likely to take parental leave (Escot et al. 2012; Lappegård 2008, 2012; Geisler and Kreyenfeld

2018; Reich 2010; Naz 2010). However, no consistent relationship between fathers’ uptake of

parental leave and firm size has been found in studies conducted in Sweden and Norway (Bygren

and Duvander 2006; Lappegård 2012). The availability of family-friendly workplace policies, which

should also be more likely to exist in larger firms, by contrast, was found to be positively associated

with fathers’ leave take-up (Bygren and Duvander 2006; Escot et al. 2012).

Less salient, but equally important for fathers’ leave uptake, may be informal organizational

characteristics, such as the workplace culture and supervisor support as has been shown in the UK

(Moran and Koslowski 2019). Based on Acker’s (1990) theory of gendered organizations, the

prevailing expectation that men ought to be breadwinners and women homemakers is not only

engraved in the formal structure of work, prevailing organizational practices, and policies, but also

in the informal practices, expectations, and norms (Acker 1990, 1992; Britton 2003; Gorman and

Mosseri 2019 for a recent overview). These gendered assumptions about work and family have

recently also been incorporated in research on the “ideal worker norm” (Williams 2000). The “ideal

worker” is fully devoted to his—or potentially her—job, prioritizes paid employment over private

life, works full time and regularly works overtime (Blair-Loy 2003). This concept of the ideal worker

is hence inherently gendered and contributes to fathers’ reluctance to take parental leave (Haas and

Hwang 2019). Mothers, who today still assume a large bulk of childcare duties and domestic chores,

can rarely conform to the ideal worker norm (Brumley 2014; Davies and Frink 2014; Williams

2000).

Moreover, the prevalence of the ideal worker norm may also contribute to fathers’ reluctance to

take leave (von Alemann et al. 2017). In this vein, Kaufman (2018) found that a low uptake of

parental leave was associated with fathers’ perception of an unsupportive workplace and hence

backed up the finding by Thompson et al. (2005) that fathers in Britain who had very supportive

bosses took longer leave on average than those whose bosses were not at all supportive. Lammi-

Taskula (2007) explained the unequal division of paid leave in Finland as being related to the
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“difficulties for the father to take long leave from work.” This resonates with a finding from a

qualitative study from Germany (Neumann and Meuser 2017) that HR managers perceived the two

months of leave taken by fathers to be an extended vacation and therefore compatible with

organizational interests; longer leaves, by contrast, were “problematic for both men and women,”

as they did not fit into the operational process (Aunkofer et al. 2018, p. 73).

Taken together, the growing body of literature on fathers’ use of parental leave has shown that the

workplace context matters for fathers’ uptake and length of family leave; at the same time, less is

known about whether, and in what way, the workplace context relates to potential negative career

consequences for fathers who took parental leave. Most of the existing studies on the relationship

between workplace characteristics and fathers’ parental leave have been conducted in Nordic

countries. Empirical work on the relationship between workplace characteristics and fathers’

uptake and length of leave in Germany is still relatively scarce and has, thus far, predominantly

been qualitative (von Alemann et al. 2017; Aunkofer et al. 2018; Neumann and Meuser 2017).

Hence, while we know that the workplace matters, we do not know which workplace characteristics

contribute to the persistent gender gap in the uptake of parental leave. Therefore, with our study,

we seek to close this gap by asking the following questions: Which workplace characteristics inhibit

fathers from taking (longer) leave? How important is the availability of family-friendly workplace

policies in comparison to workplace culture and work organization when seeking to encourage

fathers to take (longer) leaves? Do the same workplace factors that matter for fathers’ take-up also

matter for whether they experience career penalties, and do they also matter for mothers? What

are the professional consequences of taking leave for fathers? Are fathers’ fears of negative career

consequences justified?

Germany as a Research Setting

Germany is a particularly interesting country for examining the relationship between workplace

characteristics, as well as both the use of parental leave and the consequences of taking leave. The

German government reformed its parental leave system in 2007, taking the Swedish system as a

model and including all the “success” factors that have been found to be related to higher gender

equality (OECD 2017). Paid leave in Germany is relatively short by European standards (maximum

of 14 months, yet with the possibility of taking additional unpaid leave), is well-paid (65% of

previous income), and contains a “use-or-lose” component of two months that incentivizes fathers

to also take leave (BMFSFJ 2018a). Together with the expansion of publicly funded childcare, the

introduction of the new leave system has contributed to Germany’s shift from a conservative,

“familialist”, to a “sustainable” welfare state model (Esping-Andersen 1998, 2009; Lewis

2010; Ostner 2010; Ray et al. 2010; Saraceno and Keck 2011; Collins 2019). Yet, even though the
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division of parental leave has been more gender-equal after the reform than before, pronounced

gender differences have persisted: Among parents of children born in 2015, only 36% of fathers

took parental leave, and out of these, more than 80% only took the two months that otherwise

would have been forfeited. At the same time, the average duration of paid leave among mothers

was 11.6 months (Statistisches Bundesamt 2019).

Data and Methods

In our analyses, we draw on qualitative and quantitative couple-level data from Germany that were

collected in 2014 and 2015. Both samples were drawn from the national probability sample AID:A

II1. Our quantitative sample contains data from a national probability survey of different-sex

couples with young children (N = 878 couples). At least one of the parents had to be employed at

the time of the interview to be included in the sample; moreover, unusual employment

constellations (e.g., couples in which both partners worked part-time) were oversampled

(see Bernhardt et al. 2016 for more information about the sample). We adjust for this oversampling

(and the fact that our multivariable analyses also contain characteristics of the respondent’s partner)

by including couple-level weights.2 The qualitative data stem from 44 in-depth couple interviews

with dual-earner couples with young children.

In our mixed methods approach, we combine descriptive and (multinomial) logistic regression

analyses with qualitative content analysis to identify the reasons for differences in leave take-up and

leave durations among fathers and mothers as well as the perceived consequences of taking leave.

Logistic regressions are used to model the probability of the occurrence of perceived negative

career consequences. Multinomial logistic regressions are used to predict the probability of more

than two possible outcomes, in our case different lengths of leave.

The purpose of our mixed methods approach is to complement findings from our quantitative

analysis with findings from our semi-structured interviews, which not only elaborate on and

illustrate our conclusions but also clarify them (Greene 2007). Illustrating quantitative findings with

the help of qualitative findings in a mixed methods approach is often characterized as putting “meat

on the bones of dry quantitative results” (Bryman 2006, p. 106). Yet, describing our intention as

solely illustrative would be insufficient. Beyond this, we want to detect in an exploratory manner

any plausible explanations for variations in the uptake of leave and the self-perceived consequences

1 AID:A II stands for “Aufwachsen in Deutschland: Alltagswelten” (Growing up in Germany: Every-Day Worlds);
more information on the study can be found at www.dji.de/aida.
2 It needs to be noted here that highly-educated couples were more likely to participate in the survey and that the
weights used in our analyses may not fully account for this potential bias.
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of taking leave that were not captured by our quantitative categories. The qualitative material hence

provides insights that go beyond the categorical outcomes of our quantitative material. Our

research approach can best be described as a concurrent triangulation design (Creswell et al. 2007,

p. 229). Using Morse’s (1991) notation system, the composition of our design can be described

as QUAN+→qual.3 The findings from the quantitative analysis partly informed our qualitative

analysis, while the qualitative material revealed additional findings that were not captured in the

survey data. The “joint display” (Schoonenboom and Johnson 2017) of the quantitative and

qualitative results serves as the point of integration of both components at the level of data

interpretation.

Quantitative Data and Analyses

In our quantitative analyses, we drew on the sample of parents whose youngest child was born

after the 2007 parental leave reform and who were eligible to take parental leave (as indicated by

being employed before their youngest child was born and/or actual parental leave use).4 Our entire

analytic sample therefore consisted of 1286 observations (660 fathers and 626 mothers). However,

the number of observations in the different analyses varied, because, for instance, we could only

ask fathers who did not take any leave about the reasons for not taking leave.

In the first step, we explored fathers’ reasons for not taking leave (N = 367) and for not taking

leave for more than two months (N = 172). In the second step, we linked both fathers’ and

mothers’ self-reported working conditions to the length of parental leave they took for their

youngest child. The comparison between fathers and mothers allowed us to identify the potential

gender differences in what is perceived to be a family-friendly working environment. One limitation

of the data is that we only had information on workplace conditions at the time of the interview

but did not know whether parents encountered similar workplace conditions at the time their child

was born. To account for this as much as possible, we excluded those individuals who had changed

employers since the birth of their youngest child (and those for whom information on the relevant

covariates was missing by listwise deletion). The multinomial logistic regression analyses we used

to explore the relationship between workplace conditions and length were based on the responses

3 Although not typical for Morse’s (1991) notation system of mixed methods designs, we linked the core and
supplement with a plus sign and an arrow. Since the data collection occurred in a more or less sequential but
independent manner, the plus sign signifies the concurrent collection period of the two data sources. Unlike most
mixed methods designs which have a corresponding level of dependency in the data collection and analysis phase,
resulting in a “sequential” design as in Schoonenboom and Johnson (2017), we analyzed the two data sources
dependently, even though the collection occurred more or less concurrently, thus the additional arrow in the notation.
4 Parents who had not taken any leave but were planning to take leave in the future were excluded from the analysis as
it is not clear whether they realized their plans.
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of 369 fathers and 291 mothers.5 In the last step, we examined the relationship between workplace

conditions and self-reported negative career consequences of taking leave among those who had

taken leave, using logistic regression analyses and applying the same sample restrictions as above

(N = 162 for fathers and N = 257 for mothers).6 For an intuitive interpretation of our findings, we

graphically present predicted margins for both types of analyses and display a table containing

average marginal effects in the Appendix A.

Qualitative Data and Analyses

After taking a random sample of N = 131 couples from the AID:A survey, the interviewees were

further selected via theoretical sampling according to their occupational arrangements in order to

cover a wide range of household constellations and occupational arrangements, including less

common ones; this resulted in the aforementioned N = 44 interviews. In eight couples, the father

worked part time and the mother full time; 13 couples had a male-dominated additional earner

model (father worked full time, mother part time), in 11 couples both partners worked full time,

and in 12 couples both partners worked part time. Moreover, the interviewed couples exhibited a

wide range of parental-leave distributions. A considerable number (12) chose a distribution of

parental leave in which the father took no leave whereas the mother took 12 or more months of

leave. A total of 16 couples opted for the “new leave norm,” that is, the mother took 12 months

of leave and the father took two months. In two couples, the mother was still the main user of the

parental leave, but the father took more than the two partner months, that is, he took between

three and six months and she took between eight and 11 months. An egalitarian distribution—

where both partners took at least six months—was chosen by three couples. Seven couples did not

make use of the entire possible leave, that is, the father took less than three months of leave and

the mother took less than ten months. Four couples chose the father to be the main leave taker,

with the father taking between eight and 12 and the mother between zero and four months,

excluding the compulsory maternity leave of eight weeks (more information on the sample

characteristics is provided in the Appendix  in Table A4).

All couples were interviewed together by trained interviewers between December 2014 and January

2015. The interviewers followed an interview protocol that contained questions and stimuli on

working conditions, work–family reconciliation, parental leave use, and the distributions of paid

5 It should be noted here that the fathers who had remained with the same employer since the birth of their youngest
child were more likely to take exactly one or two months of leave than the fathers who had changed employers since
the birth of their youngest child and the fathers who were self-employed or not employed at the time of interview.
Those mothers who remained with the same employer were less likely to take more than twelve months of leave than
the mothers who had changed employers or were self-employed or not employed
6 The mothers who had only taken the eight-week mandatory maternity leave were defined as not having taken parental
leave in this questionnaire and were therefore not asked this question.
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and unpaid work among couples. The interviews lasted an average of 1.5 h and were recorded,

transcribed, and analyzed in German; codes and citations were subsequently translated by the

authors. Interviewing couples allowed us to observe intra-couple dynamics when parents talked

about their chosen parental leave arrangements. In these types of interviews, agreement and

disagreement in the narratives provide additional evidence on whether the claims the individuals

make are accurate or not. Through the interaction between the interviewees, topics might come up

that would not have been revealed in individual interviews (Bjørnholt and Farstad 2014). In this

vein, couple interviews have been shown to add richness and details to the narrative (Wimbauer

and Motakef 2017). Moreover, the interviewees were addressed individually on some topics, which

provided us with their individual experiences with taking leave and their own perceived career

consequences.

In our data analysis, we followed the qualitative content analysis procedures suggested

by Mayring (2015). Following his classification of the objectives of qualitative content analysis

(Mayring 2014), we pursue two objectives; these are summarizing and structuring the content. To

this end, we constructed a hierarchical category system of main categories and subcategories using

the software MAXQDA with memos and explicit coding rules (Kuckartz et al. 2008). We generated

the categories both deductively and inductively. We started our analyses with a set of main

categories deducted from our quantitative research interests, which were in turn derived from

theory and previous research. This initial category system consisted of codes of reasons for the

chosen parental leave arrangements, such as occupational or financial considerations, or the

partner’s wish to take 12 months of leave. We further included main categories regarding the

consequences of parental leave for the career; these included “no consequences,” “positive

consequences,” and “negative consequences”. This deductive category assignment helped us to

extract typical lines of arguments and structures from the interview material. Through inductive

category assignment, we added subcategories to specify the general main categories. For example,

we added eight subcategories, specifying clusters of different occupational reasons mentioned

when explaining the parental leave arrangement. Throughout the category-generation and coding

process, we paid particular attention to inter-coder reliability. Disagreements on the category

system were discussed thoroughly and taken into consideration in the subsequent coding

procedure.

Results

In the following section, we first present our findings on fathers’ reasons for not taking parental

leave. Then, we examine the factors influencing the duration of parental leave use by fathers and

mothers. In the third section, we describe the results on the question of perceived career
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consequences of parental leave. In each of these sections, we first present the findings from our

quantitative analyses and then supplement these with the findings from our qualitative analyses.

Fathers’ Reasons for Not Taking (Longer) Parental Leave

Why do fathers either opt not to take parental leave or opt not to take leave for longer than the

two months that would otherwise be lost? Figure 1 shows that around 50% of the fathers who had

a child born after the parental leave reform of 2007, but did not take any leave, said that financial

reasons held them back from taking leave. The second most important reason was that they lacked

a replacement at work. About 40% said they did not take parental leave because they anticipated

negative career consequences or because taking leave among fathers was uncommon at their

workplace. Only one in six fathers said that they did not take parental leave because their supervisor

was against it or because they did not consider leave to be fulfilling. When all work-related reasons

are taken together, these seem to be the most important factors for why fathers had not taken

parental leave. About two thirds of fathers stated that at least one work-related reason (fully)

applied to their decision not to take parental leave. This indicates that the work environment seems

to play a major role in the decision whether to take leave or not.

Figure 1. The fathers’ reasons for not taking parental leave.

Notes: N = 367, weighted results.

Figure 2 shows the reasons why fathers who did take leave opted not to take leave for more than

two months. The most important reason for not taking longer leave was that the mother wanted
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to take at least twelve months of leave (80%). This indicates that mothers (among whom the vast

majority still takes at least twelve months of leave) might play a considerable role as gatekeepers

(see also Bloksgaard 2015). Again, financial reasons were prominent. Three quarters of fathers said

that financial reasons prohibited them from taking longer leave. Overall, around 80% of fathers

named at least one work-related reason that held them back from taking longer leave. About half

said they did not have a replacement and almost as many said that their colleagues would have been

overburdened, a similar proportion indicated that they anticipated negative career consequences,

and also around half reported that longer leave was uncommon at their workplace. Again, only one

in six fathers said that they had decided against longer leave because their supervisor opposed it or

because they regarded it as unfulfilling.

Figure 2. The fathers’ reasons for not taking leave for longer than one or two months.

Notes: N = 172, weighted results.

In the qualitative interviews, couples also stressed the importance of work-related reasons when

they were asked about how they decided on who took leave and for how long. Several parents

invoked an unsuitable job situation to justify their non-use of parental leave, often without giving

concrete or comprehensible reasons “F: From the operations standpoint, this is not so easy to implement,

because I partly work in shifts” (02_PTFT, 12 + 0 PL).7 This non-specific, problematic-context

7 We use M/F in front of a quote to indicate whether a statement was made by a mother or father interviewee. The
abbreviation PT stands for part-time employed, FT for full-time employed. The contract type of the male partner
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narrative on one partner’s side (mostly the father’s) was often supplemented by a low-threshold-

situation narrative on the other partner’s side (the mother’s) as the following quotation illustrates:

“M: Well it was simply easier for me to take the full year because my job is safer” (29_FTFT, 12 + 0 PL). This

line of argument was particularly prominent among public sector employees. These general

descriptions of mothers’ and fathers’ workplace situations complemented each other in couples’

descriptions of how they decided to split up parental leave.

When describing their decision-making process, parents also talked about how work interruptions

due to their parental leave fitted their general career. Surprisingly, these claims were made by both

men and women. For example, one father explained “F: My contract ended with the end of parental leave

and after 13 years I moved on to another company, consensually. […] That was a wonderful opportunity to take a

12 months break and evaluate the labor market and find something new” (01_PTFT, 2 + 12 PL). Women

used the “career-fit” narrative to explain unusually short leaves; more specifically, they referred to

the timing dimension in their career course: “M: Twelve months before the birth, I climbed the career ladder

and had a new job that carried a great deal of responsibility and it was clear that a long career break would not be

possible” (01_PTFT, 2 + 12 PL). Both men and women, but predominantly men, stated that having

started a new job or being at the beginning of a new work cycle was the main reason for not taking

(longer) parental leave (35_PTPT, 2 + 2 PL; 34_PTPT, 12 + 0 PL).

Confirming the results from the survey data, the interviews also revealed that anticipating negative

career consequences was a major reason for fathers either to not take leave or to opt for a traditional

distribution of leave among mothers and fathers. “F: If you then make use of your allowance, come hell or

high water, of course you have the possibility to do it in the end, but that you face disadvantages, that’s just the risk”

(02_PTFT, 12 + 0 PL). Women also worried about and expected to face penalties for taking longer

parental leave. However, in contrast to men, their descriptions mostly focused on how they tried

to minimize these penalties rather than avoiding them entirely. This is illustrated by the following

quotation by a female metro driver, who would have lost her driving license for safety reasons after

a long leave period: “M: So eight weeks after giving birth I drove the train for four hours and then every three

months again during the parental leave, just not to lose my drivers’ license […] and well he had to follow my route

those days with the baby because I was still breastfeeding” (25_FTFT, 12 + 0 PL).

Moreover, and again in accordance with the results of the quantitative analysis, many parents did

not think that their boss inhibited them from taking (longer) leave. The qualitative material instead

showed that supervisors played an encouraging role when it came to taking leave. Fathers, in

comes first, the female partner’s second. 12 + 0 PL indicates the division of paid parental leave. The female partner’s
length of leave comes first, the male partner’s second. Mothers who took only the eight weeks of mandatory maternity
leave were coded as having taken leave for two months.
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particular, emphasized this positive role of supervisors “F: I announced my wish to take leave and talked

to my boss about whether this was fine with him and he said ‘No problem, definitely, do this!’” (28_FTFT, 12 +

2 PL).

Workplace Characteristics and Fathers’ and Mothers’ Leave Durations

How are workplace conditions related to the duration of parental leave taken by fathers and

mothers who have a stable employer? Given that work-related factors seem to be decisive barriers

to taking (extended) parental leave, we will explore which aspects of the workplace context are

related to the actual length of leave taken and whether these factors (in addition to the length of

leave) are also linked to negative career consequences. In these next two steps of analyses, we will

compare the fathers’ experiences to those of mothers. Mothers take much longer leaves on average

than fathers. Yet, so far, we know little about whether mothers’ decisions regarding parental leave

length and perceived consequences of parental leave are related to the same or different workplace

factors than those affecting fathers.

Figure 3 and Figure 4 present the predicted margins of the likelihood of taking different lengths of

parental leave (regression table with the full set of covariates is available in Table A5 in Appendix

A). For mothers and fathers, we divided the length of leave taken into three categories, which

reflect the gendered patterns of parental leave use. For fathers, the three categories were “no

parental leave”, “one or two months of leave”, and “longer leave.” For mothers, the three

categories were “less than twelve months of leave,” “exactly twelve months of leave,” and “more

than twelve months of leave.” In both cases, the middle category, which reflects the “12 + 2 norm”,

was chosen as the reference category. In these multivariate analyses, and in subsequent ones, we

included the following predictors (see Table A1 in the Appendix A for an overview): whether

parents worked in the public or private sector, whether respondents had a replacement or not in

case of absence (referring to general absence and not absence due to parental leave)8, and whether

the organization had a works council9 (all dummy variables). To assess different aspects of

organizational culture, we included the respondents’ perceptions of the prevalence of an ideal

worker norm at their workplace, the prevalence of traditional gender norms, supervisor support,

and the existence of family-friendly workplace regulations.10 As controls, we included respondents’

8 The exact question wording was: “Turning to your colleagues: If you are absent or have to leave early, do you have
colleagues who cover for you or does your work remain undone?”
9 In an alternative specification (Table A5 in the Appendix A), we included firm size instead of presence of a works
council and workplace policies. As formal policies and works councils are concentrated in large firms, we could not
include these variables in the same model as firm size.
10 The perception of an ideal worker norm was operationalized by a scale consisting of the average of four items
adapted from Booth and Matthews (2012). For workplace gender norms, we developed a scale consisting of the
average of three items based on Gärtner (2012). Supervisor support was measured by creating an average of four items
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age, number of children, and year of birth of the youngest child, along with information on whether

respondents lived in eastern or western Germany, whether they were married, had tertiary

education, had a partner with tertiary education, worked on a fixed-term contract, and whether

they worked in a professional position (Class 1 and 2 according to the European Socio-Economic

Classification) (all dummy variables, see Table A2 and Table A3 in the Appendix A).

Figure 3. Predicted margins of the fathers’ likelihood of taking different lengths of leave with 95%
confidence intervals.

Notes: N = 369. The results are based on models that are adjusted for the following covariates: age, marital
status, tertiary education, partner’s tertiary education, number of children, birth year of the youngest child
(as a proxy for time since the introduction of reform), region, professional position, fixed-term contract;
full results available in Table A5 in the Appendix.

following various studies (Hammer et al. 2009; Harrington et al. 2011; Pfahl et al. 2014). Regarding family-friendly
workplace regulation, we generated a scale based on the company case studies by Botsch et al. (2007) consisting of the
average of five items. We assessed the level of agreement with each item on a ten-point scale (0 = do not agree at all,
10 = agree completely). Details on our operationalization of the workplace characteristics can be found in
the Appendix A in Table A1.
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Figure 4. Predicted margins of the mothers’ likelihood of taking different lengths of leave with
95% confidence intervals.

Notes: N = 291. The results are based on models that are adjusted for the following covariates: age, marital
status, tertiary education, partner’s tertiary education, number of children, birth year of the youngest child
(as a proxy for time since the introduction of reform), region, professional position, fixed-term contract;
full results available in Table A5 in the Appendix.

As shown in Figure 3, in line with the explanations given by the fathers who opted not to take

(longer) leave, fathers were more likely to take longer leave (three or more months) if they had a

replacement. While fathers who had a replacement had a predicted probability of 23% to take more

than two months of leave, fathers who did not have a replacement had a predicted probability of

7% of taking an extended leave. To our surprise, none of the other workplace conditions exhibited

a statistically significant relationship with fathers’ leave uptake.

Figure 4 shows a couple of statistically significant relationships between mothers’ length of parental

leave and their workplace conditions. As is the case for fathers, replacement regulations were also

relevant for mothers. The mothers who had a replacement had a 12% likelihood of taking less than

twelve months of leave and a 48% likelihood taking more than twelve months. By contrast, the

mothers who did not have a replacement had a 32% likelihood of taking less than twelve months

of leave and only a 28% likelihood of taking more than twelve months. Again, no statistically

significant relationship was found between both the availability of workplace policies and the
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existence of a works council and mothers’ length of leave.11 The mothers who perceived their

organization as traditional with regard to gender norms were less likely to take short leaves than

the mothers who perceived their workplace to be more gender egalitarian. Extended leaves of more

than twelve months were also less common in the public sector, possibly because more family-

friendly working conditions facilitated an earlier return to work. An account given by a mother

working in the city administration supported this presumption: she stated that she was easily able

to return to work part time and hire an additional person to cover the other 50% when she realized

she needed help (17_FTPT, 7 + 0 PL).

Furthermore, our data show how the 12 + 2 norm in the division of parental leave became

institutionalized over time: Fathers became more likely to take one or two months of leave and less

likely to take no leave as more time passed after the parental leave reform. Meanwhile, mothers

became more likely to take exactly twelve months of leave rather than longer leave (Table A5 in

the Appendix A).

Taken together, the quantitative analyses suggest that, for both men and women, the availability of

a replacement arrangement is central for the length of leave parents take. Other workplace

characteristics, by contrast, appear to play a minor role—at least among those parents who had not

changed their employer since the birth of their last child (74% of the fathers and 57% of the

mothers in our sample).

As the quantitative data only allowed us to make claims regarding the effect of a replacement being

available or not, and because having a replacement only seemed to be of importance for men when

they wanted to take longer leave, we use the qualitative interview material to take an in-depth look

at replacement situations. In accordance with the quantitative analyses, the replacement situation

was not of great importance for fathers when they took up to two months of leave. Yet, when

fathers were taking leave exceeding the duration of two months or thinking about it, the

replacement situation mattered more. Several fathers said that taking more than two months of

leave “F: would have been bad” (39_PTPT, 8 + 2 PL), referring to the reorganization of tasks at their

workplace. In particular, those fathers who “only” took two months of leave showed a lot of

understanding for the company’s interests and included the employer’s interests in their reasoning

for not having taken longer leaves: “F: I work in a small company, well and if someone is missing—I am

team manager—that’s definitely more problematic to work out. But it worked out after all, we could cover for each

other, that was okay then. But longer would have been a problem.” (31_FTFT, 12 + 2 PL). Retrospectively,

11 Regarding firm size, an alternative specification shown in Table A5 in the Appendix A reveals that the mothers in
small firms (less than 20 employees) are more likely to take short leaves than the mothers in medium-sized firms (20–
250 employees).
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however, even in those cases in which fathers took two months of leave, the fathers viewed the

replacement situation as problematic and causing an increased workload after returning to the

workplace: “F: It was only that I expected them to redistribute my tasks during my absence, but that didn’t

happen. So the workload stayed the same, I simply wasn’t there for a time” (38_PTPT, 11 + 2 PL).

In the male interviewees’ narratives, parental leave was characterized as a “F: prolonged vacation”

(15_FTPT, 12 + 2 PL) and was considered to be a favor on the part of the employer rather than a

legal entitlement. As is the case with vacations, leaves of up to two months were considered to be

unproblematic when they were well-planned and compatible with the employer’s needs: “F: I asked

them when it made sense, when it would be okay, so that they had a replacement available […] and also with the

months, I handled this flexibly, I took the leave when it was not high season” (13_FTPT, 12 + 2 PL). It is

particularly noteworthy that the replacement in this particular case was not an additional hire but a

colleague who covered the absent father’s day-to-day work.

Understanding the employer’s needs, particularly the difficulty of organizing a leave-related

replacement, was also prevalent among the fathers who wanted to take more than two months of

leave but encountered barriers when seeking to do so: “F: My bosses already stated that, that it would be

difficult for them. They tried to find someone for a year but that was not possible […] and that’s why we had to have

another talk and tried to find a way that I would not stay away for so long” (08_PTFT, 4 + 3 PL). One father

stated “F: Well he [the boss] was lucky that a colleague’s son could enter the company at that time and replace

me…” To accommodate his company’s needs, however, he reluctantly agreed to work once a week

during his two-year parental leave in order “to take some work off of him [the boss]” (05_PTFT, 14 +

24 PL). In many cases, fathers named the tight job market situation and their specialization as the

main obstacles to taking their preferred length of leave: “F: Well I work in a highly specialized field and

you cannot simply replace an employee there” (02_PTFT, 12 + 0 PL). Hence, these male employees seemed

to accept and even reproduce the company’s implicit mode of operation. It is, therefore, not

surprising that, in our material, very few fathers considered the employer responsible for enabling

them to take leave (42_PTPT, 12 + 2 PL). The fathers who took leave against the explicit will of

the company faced disapproval: “F: They reacted with a lot of groaning because it meant more work for the

others […] so in fact my work stayed still for two months, no replacement was sought and I had a big pile of work

and never managed to catch up after the leave” (20_FTPT, 12 + 2 PL). They even faced public mocking

and humiliation: “F: They made jokes like ‘look who is the mother now,’ the usual, right?” (20_FTPT, 12 +

2 PL).

We found the interplay of replacement provision and leave uptake among mothers to be very

different from the experiences described by fathers. The mothers’ use of parental leave—even for

12 months or longer—seemed to be taken for granted in their companies, which meant that
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mothers described their leave agreement to be unproblematic, particularly when the leave was

organized in advance together with the leave-taking employee (36_PTPT, 12 + 0 PL). Pregnancy

was described as a form of dropping out that was easy to integrate into the company’s workflow:

“M: We had some time before I left, so my employer took care of finding a replacement in time so that I could even

train her” (17_FTPT, 7 + 0 PL). In contrast to fathers, for mothers, finding a replacement, even in

specialized management positions, was not described as an insurmountable obstacle (05_PTFT, 14

+ 24 PL). It was instead characterized as a “technical question” (07_PTFT, 4 + 10 PL; 33_PTPT, 36

+ 36 PL). Even in small organizations and teams, mothers described the reactions to their leave

uptake as understanding and positive, and both the employer and the employee worked together

to find pragmatic solutions (11_FTPT, 12 + 0 PL). In general, it was clear that finding a

replacement for twelve months or more was less of a problem than for shorter periods of time,

which might be the reason why mothers described the replacement situation as less problematic

than the fathers.

The generally positive reactions most mothers in our interviews described should, however, not

conceal the fact that replacement arrangements did not always work out very well and that mothers

also encountered negative reactions from their colleagues and supervisors when announcing their

leave: “M: I got a quick recap about what had happened in the last months and that was about it.” And, speaking

of the work that had come up while she was gone, the respondent noted “well that had been taken

care of by whoever was available (laughs)” (10_FTPT, 7 + 0 PL). Although mothers also reported that

their colleagues feared being overloaded with work during their absence, they did not—in contrast

to our male interviewees—refrain from taking the leave they had intended to take (06_PTFT, 12

+ 0 PL). Resisting external pressures and following through with their original decision was a

narrative that could be found among some mothers, in contrast to fathers, who gave in more often

to their employers’ directions: “M: From my boss the question came very, very insistently whether I could come

back earlier or come back later, so that either no replacement would be necessary or it would be reasonable to hire

someone, which was very difficult for twelve months for my position. I didn’t give in to this request, I said that it’s

my decision and I want to handle it this way and she has to see how she manages and she did manage” (41_PTPT,

12 + 2 PL).

Taken together, the analyses of the quantitative and qualitative data indicate the relevance of

replacement arrangements for parents’ length of leave. While fathers tended to justify short leaves

by invoking the lack of a replacement at their workplace, mothers mostly described professional

replacement as being unproblematic and as not hindering them from taking longer leaves.
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Consequences of Parental Leave for Fathers’ and Mothers’ Professional Careers

Last but not least, we were interested in the professional consequences of parental leave for fathers

and mothers. How is leave uptake related to fathers’ and mothers’ assessments of their professional

advancement? What workplace characteristics are associated with a negative evaluation of leave

uptake among fathers and mothers? In the weighted full sample, 93% of the fathers reported that

they did not perceive any career consequences as a result of taking parental leave, while 6%

perceived negative consequences and 2% positive consequences. In the restricted sample of the

fathers who had not changed their employer since the birth of their child, the proportions were the

same. Hence, even though many men feared negative career consequences, such consequences

were uncommon among those fathers who took leave. This discrepancy might partly be explained

by self-selection. Fathers who feared career consequences might have decided against taking

parental leave, whereas most fathers who actually took parental leave may have correctly anticipated

that they would not encounter negative consequences.

As almost all mothers in Germany take leave beyond the mandatory eight weeks, the sample of

mothers in the analyses is less selective, which may explain why mothers are more likely to report

negative consequences. In the weighted full sample, only 72% of mothers perceived no

consequences, whereas 23% reported negative consequences, and 5% experienced positive

consequences. Mothers who had remained with the same employer since the birth of their youngest

child were somewhat more likely to report no consequences (77%) and less likely to report negative

consequences (18%) than mothers who changed employers, who were self-employed, or who were

not employed at the time of interview. Mothers were hence far more likely to perceive negative

career consequences for taking parental leave than fathers, although they experienced fewer

employer obstacles when asking for leave.

To assess whether the perception of negative professional consequences was related to workplace

factors and to the length of leave taken, we now turn to the multivariate results in Figure 5.

Interestingly, the last two rows show that the length of leave taken was unrelated to the likelihood

of perceiving negative career consequences for both fathers and mothers. This observation also

holds for the full sample, i.e., also for those parents who had changed employers since the birth of

their youngest child, who were self-employed, or who were not employed at the time of the

interview. While these findings may be surprising, the results for fathers are actually in line with

other findings from Germany based on longitudinal analyses (Bünning 2016) and experimental

work (Hipp 2018).
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Figure 5. Predicted margins of parents’ likelihood of perceiving negative career consequences.

Notes: N = 162 (fathers) and N = 257 (mothers); Parents answered the following question: “What consequences did
taking parental leave have for your career?” Parents could choose between positive, negative, and no career
consequences. Given that very few parents reported positive career consequences, we combined no consequences and
positive consequences into one category. The results are based on models that are adjusted for the following covariates:
age, marital status, tertiary education, partner’s tertiary education, number of children, birth year of the youngest child
(as a proxy for time since the introduction of reform), region, professional position, fixed-term contract; full results
available in Table A6 in the Appendix.

Regarding workplace characteristics, the employment sector mattered for fathers. The predicted

probability that fathers perceived negative career consequences due to taking parental leave was

7% in the private sector but only 2% in the public sector. Even though the availability of a

replacement was related to the length of leave that fathers took, it was unrelated to experiencing

negative career consequences due to taking parental leave. Moreover, neither the availability of

workplace policies nor the existence of a works council were related to the likelihood of

experiencing negative career consequences.12 Regarding workplace culture, the fathers who

reported a strong prevalence of the ideal worker norm at their workplace (that is, whose assessment

was one standard deviation above the mean) had a 12% likelihood of reporting negative career

12 The same applies to firm size; see Table A6 in the Appendix A.
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consequences, whereas the predicted probability that fathers who perceived a weak ideal worker

norm at their workplace (minus one standard deviation from the mean) reported negative

consequences was close to 0%.

A strong ideal worker norm also increased the likelihood that mothers would experience negative

career consequences. It is important to note here that fathers in organizations with strong ideal

worker norms were only slightly more likely to report negative career consequences than mothers

in organizations with weak ideal worker norms.13 Mothers who had more supportive supervisors

were less likely to report negative career consequences than mothers with less supportive

supervisors (12% compared to 22%). Additionally, if mothers worked in an organization with more

traditional gender norms, they were not only discouraged from taking short leaves, but were also

more likely to perceive negative career consequences (22% compared to 10%). The other factors

that were associated with the length of leave mothers took (sector of employment and replacement)

were unrelated to whether they experienced negative career consequences.

The qualitative interviews paint a more nuanced picture of the type of the professional

consequences of taking leave and further illustrate how workplace characteristics affect whether

parents think that their parental leave had negative effects. In line with the quantitative findings,

several fathers experienced no consequences and some even experienced positive consequences,

for example when the length of parental leave they took was very common in the organization or

when they managed to stay in touch with their employer during their leave. Yet, in contrast, the

interviews also revealed a wide range of negative professional consequences, especially for mothers:

these employees were assigned less interesting tasks, had their projects cancelled, did not receive

scheduled salary increases, missed promotions, or encountered stigmatizing comments from

colleagues and employers. Several mothers described being “cut off” from the communication

processes in their workplaces when returning to their jobs after the end of their leaves: “M: Yeah,

that was a bit difficult, I didn’t know where I would be working after my leave, because I said that I would like to

change to another department, but I didn’t know where that would be. I kind of felt cut off from the information”

(43_PTPT, 7 + 7 PL). Even during a relatively short absence of half a year, communicative barriers

arose. Due to this insufficient communication and the disinterest of their employer, mothers were

reassigned to departments or positions that did not fit their qualifications, in one case without the

person’s agreement (21_FTPT, 24 + 2 PL). Others were cut out in the course of restructuring: “M:

They decided to close the research department and it was understandable but it was very obvious that they primarily

asked those women on parental leave to leave. And well since I was not in the company at that time it was way more

13 Also note that the relationship between the prevalence of an ideal worker norm and the mothers’ likelihood to
experience negative career consequences was not statistically significant in the alternative specification of the model
that includes firm size instead of works council and workplace policies (Table A6 in the Appendix A).
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difficult to find a solution, maybe to transfer to another department. It was so demoralizing to not have any points of

reference inside the company anymore” (31_FTFT, 12 + 2 PL).

While the quantitative analyses point out the relevance of the ideal worker norm in the workplace,

the qualitative interviews illustrate how leave uptake was actually penalized in organizations in

which strong ideal worker norms prevailed. One father, for example, said that his boss depicted

the leave he took as a “favor”, and not the legal right it actually was, and that the organization

“suffered” during the three months of parental leave. In fact, his employer used the leave as an

argument to refuse a standard salary increase (08_PTFT, 4 + 3 PL). Even a father who only took

two months of leave reported that he had not obtained his salary increase since he was not present

on the key date. This shows that, irrespective of the duration of leave, if an employee is not present

at relevant moments, he/she can be refused promotions/pay raises (03_PTFT, 6 + 6 PL). An

illustration of another form of non-compliance with the ideal worker norm resulting in negative

professional consequences was given by a mother, who reported that a person she had trained and

who was in a lower position than she had been in before her leave had been promoted to be her

superior in her absence (26_FTFT, 7 + 0 PL). Here, only the employees who put paid work above

their private life and, hence, adhered to the ideal worker norm got promoted. The interviews,

moreover, also revealed how returning to work part time after family leave complicated things

further (Williams et al. 2013) and that supervisors tended to prefer full-time employees (12_FTPT,

12 + 0 PL). One mother recalled that her supervisor had assumed she would catch up with the

skills and qualifications the other employees had obtained during the 12 months of her absence

but failed to provide the training and a proper introduction to the new software. In consequence,

the woman found herself with an overly low workload and less interesting tasks. Furthermore, her

return to work part time—which violated the ideal worker norm (Lott and Klenner 2018)—

rendered her return to work even more difficult (09_FTPT, 12 + 2 PL). Another illustration of the

power of the ideal worker norm is provided by one (career-oriented) mother who arranged with

her boss to take “shorter” leave of four months and received explicitly positive feedback for this

choice (07_PTFT, 4 + 10 PL).

Our qualitative data also provides indications as to why mothers encountered negative

consequences more often than fathers. The interviews suggest that mothers’ stronger negative

career consequences resulted from a combination of gender stereotypes held by employers and

colleagues and the duration of parental leave. They revealed that there is a substantial difference

between what is considered to be an appropriate and normal length of leave for men and women.

Short leaves for fathers were presented as normal in our interviews. Short leaves were not only

perceived as very common but were also described as almost exclusively having no consequences



133

for employees and employers (in contrast to the common long leaves for mothers). Interestingly,

several fathers did not perceive consequences like work left undone, leading to overtime as negative

consequences but framed them as “normal” consequences that one has to deal with as an employee

(03_PTFT, 6 + 6 PL; 14_FTPT, 12 + 2 PL; 38_PTPT, 11 + 2 PL). However, while the two months

of leave that were generally perceived to be “ok” for men and “only” entailed the “normal” negative

professional consequences (if any) (08_PTFT, 4 + 3 PL), the appropriate and normalized duration

of twelve months of leave for women was repeatedly penalized by employers. In general, parents

made reference to gendered stigmatizations by employers and colleagues in their accounts. For the

most part, while some mothers reported being perceived as uncaring mothers if they took leaves

that were “too short” or were characterized as unreliable employees because of childcare duties

after taking parental leave, some fathers were presented as flagships for active fatherhood when

taking “longer” leave. This unequal evaluation standard is illustrated by the example of a couple

who consciously decided to split their paid leave equally into six months each. While both partners

worked in management positions in big companies and had a “seamless” transition returning to

work, they recounted very different reactions from their colleagues: “F: For me, no problems at all, I’d

say positive reactions even, I was in a company’s brochure as ‘role model’, that one can live family differently. [...]

M: For me the reactions were mixed, also a lot of negative comments like ‘a mother should be with her child… one

doesn’t do that… what does a father do home alone with such a small child’ […] I had to explain myself a lot”

(03_PTFT, 6 + 6 PL). For another mother, who also worked in a management position in a big

organization, her boss’s gendered and devaluing perception had very concrete impacts: While her

boss was generally happy that she returned to full-time work in her management position

comparably soon after the child’s birth, she was given less interesting tasks and less responsibility

because he assumed that she would be absent a lot if her child was sick (07_PTFT, 4 + 10 PL).

Furthermore, previously planned projects and tasks were cancelled based on the argument that “it

doesn’t fit anymore, it doesn’t make sense” (07_PTFT, 4 + 10 PL), making her feel that “M: I was somehow

punished [for the pregnancy]” (07_PTFT, 4 + 10 PL). She continuously proved herself to be the ideal

worker insofar as she was working as effectively as before the pregnancy. Interestingly, after having

her second child, for which she took even shorter amount of parental leave, she reported a positive

experience. She was asked to be part of a mentoring program for career development during her

pregnancy.

In a sharp contrast, a father who took seven months of paid leave and was generally comparable

to the mother in the aforementioned example received a lot of understanding and goodwill from

his boss. While on parental leave, he applied for and managed to get a higher position. His boss

even waited four months until he had ended his parental leave for him to start in the new job
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(43_PTPT, 7 + 7). Interestingly, these gendered stigmatizations were mainly reported from

employees in management positions, but it is unlikely that these mechanisms are exclusive to the

management level or even to white-collar jobs in general.

In sum, the analyses of both the quantitative and the qualitative data indicated that fathers, who

typically take short leaves, only rarely experience negative career consequences, whereas mothers,

who typically take twelve months of leave, do so more frequently. Even though the quantitative

analyses showed that the length of leave taken was unrelated to the likelihood of negative

consequences within the groups of mothers and fathers, the qualitative material indicated that the

length of leave taken, in combination with gender stereotypes, is part of the reason why fathers

experience less disadvantages than mothers. Moreover, both fathers and mothers were particularly

likely to experience negative professional consequences of taking leave, e.g., foregone pay rises or

being assigned to less interesting tasks, if they worked in organizations that adhered to the ideal

worker norm.

Discussion and Conclusions

In this article, we assessed the role of workplace characteristics for fathers’ and mothers’ parental

leave use and the perceived consequences of taking leave for their career advancement. To promote

gender equality in paid and unpaid work, several European countries have implemented parental

leave schemes that include “use-or-lose” components to incentivize a more egalitarian division of

paid leave among parents. Yet, despite notable increases in the fathers’ uptake of leave in these

countries, the division of leave nevertheless remains highly gender-asymmetrical (O’Brien

2009; Blum et al. 2018). Germany, for example, introduced a “use-or-lose” component in its

parental scheme back in 2007. The fathers in Germany have responded to the policy change by

taking leaves in increasing proportions, but they rarely take leaves that exceed the time that

otherwise would be lost, and the majority of fathers do not take leave. This suggests that factors

beyond the policy design need to be considered in order to understand parents’ decisions of how

to share parental leave.

In this paper, we therefore examined how the workplace, which is a highly ”gendered organization”

(Acker 1990), shapes fathers’ and mothers’ decisions on how to divide parental leave. Moreover,

we also investigated how workplace characteristics relate to fathers’ (and mothers’) perceived career

consequences of leave use, since several studies show that fathers do not take (longer) leave out of

fear of negative career repercussions (Vogt and Pull 2010; BMFSFJ 2007; Bloksgaard 2015).

However, given the lack of good information on workplace characteristics in the available data

sources, these studies could not fully identify which workplace characteristics inhibit (or promote)
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taking leave among fathers and how workplace characteristics are related to the (perceived) career

consequences of taking leave.

Drawing on original quantitative and qualitative data, which provided detailed information on

parents’ workplace characteristics in Germany, we were able to narrow this important gap in the

literature. Our quantitative and qualitative findings showed that fathers indeed invoked work-

related reasons when explaining why they did not take (longer) parental leave, but also that most

workplace characteristics were actually unrelated to fathers’ use of leave. In particular, our

quantitative analyses showed that supervisor support, the presence of traditional gender norms at

the workplace, and family-friendly workplace policies were not related to the fathers’ leave uptake

(in contrast to what previous studies have found for other countries (e.g., Thompson et al.

2005; Escot et al. 2012; Haas et al. 2002)). However, our analyses showed that the replacement

situation mattered a great deal. Both fathers and mothers took longer leave if they had a substitute.

This finding supplements research on fathers’ working hours and work–family conflict (Bernhardt

and Bünning 2019; van Daalen et al. 2006). The qualitative results further supplement it by

suggesting that employers typically do not bother finding a replacement for men if fathers take two

months of leave (Aunkofer et al. 2018). Male employees’ decisions on whether they take any

parental leave (or even a longer leave) are in turn contingent on the employer’s ability and

willingness to find a replacement. Hence, we highlight that general human resource practices such

as staffing strategies may be more decisive for the parents’ uptake of parental leave than the

availability of explicit family-friendly workplace policies.

For mothers, we also found a relationship between the replacement situation at work and the length

of leave they took. The mothers who had a replacement took longer leave on average. Yet, as our

qualitative findings show, the situation is completely different for mothers than for fathers. As

mothers reported, taking leave for twelve months or more is seen as relatively normal and

unproblematic within the organization, as is hiring or finding a replacement (Aunkofer et al. 2018).

A few individuals reported complicated or problematic replacement situations. Interestingly, in our

qualitative material, mothers, unlike fathers, did not react to a problematic replacement situation

by taking shorter leave, which diverges from our quantitative findings.

Our research shows that one main hindrance for the fathers who wish to take parental leave is the

fear of negative career consequences. In reality, we found that few fathers that ultimately take leave

actually experience negative consequences for their careers, which supports findings from previous

longitudinal and experimental studies in Germany (Bünning 2016; Hipp 2018). Furthermore, we

found that men experienced negative consequences of leave less often than women, which

reinforces Acker’s (1990) claim on the workplaces’ ability to produce and reinforce gender-specific
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social inequalities. One might think that these different experiences are attributable to the

differences in the length of leave between mothers and fathers. Although we cannot directly test

this explanation (as most mothers in our sample took longer leaves whereas the fathers with longer

leaves are a highly selective sample), we do not think that the fact that the mothers’ leaves were

longer is the only explanation for their more negative experiences. For one, the length of leave was

unrelated to experiencing negative career consequences among both men and women. In addition,

interviewees in the qualitative interviews talked about the gendered expectations employers had

with regard to parenthood. Implicitly or explicitly, some employers assumed women would

prioritize work less and would be less flexible when becoming mothers, while they did not

anticipate any changes in the fathers’ work commitment. We therefore assume that the length of

leave cannot be the main factor explaining the differences in effects between men and women.

Overall, we found that the workplace characteristics that were related to the parents’ perceived

career consequences of taking leave differed from those that were related to the length of leave

they took. The only exception to this pertained to the traditional gender norms for mothers: In the

presence of traditional gender norms at work, mothers were unlikely to take short leaves and tended

to experience negative career consequences for taking leave. In line with previous work on this

topic, this finding suggests that mothers are more likely to suffer as a result of prevailing gender

stereotypes than fathers. On the one hand, mothers are perceived to be less competent and less

committed than nonmothers or men in general. On the other hand, they are normatively expected

to stay at home when having young children. This double bind may be particularly prevalent in

organizations in which traditional gender norms prevail (Benard and Correll 2010).

For both men and women, taking leave was associated with a higher probability of experiencing

negative career consequences if they worked in an environment with a strong ideal worker norm.

Our qualitative interviews illustrated that the fathers who did not comply with the ideal worker

norm—e.g., because they were absent at a specific date—or mothers who returned to work part

time encountered negative career consequences. This is in line with previous research which shows

that requesting parental leave triggers career penalties because employees violate the ideal worker

norm. Yet, we also highlight that not all companies adhere to the ideal worker norm to the same

extent and that employees in companies with a weak ideal worker norm have a low likelihood of

experiencing negative career consequences for taking leave (see also Lott and Klenner 2018).

Future research should compare the importance of workplace characteristics to other factors that

affect parents’ leave-taking behaviors as well as the consequences of taking leave on individual

career advancements, such as personal or family characteristics. Future studies, moreover, should

also re-examine whether our findings also apply to parents with unstable employment trajectories,
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ideally using longitudinal data. Longitudinal data could further help researchers to assess the extent

to which the lack of fathers’ negative career experiences when taking leave is due to self-selection.

Last but not least, information on workplace characteristics at the moment when parents actually

decided on the division of leave would yield even more precise estimates for the role of workplace

characteristics than those based on our retrospective data, as, in some cases, there was up to seven

years in between the birth of the child and the interview.

In conclusion, although the findings of our study are only based on cross-sectional data and a

sample that includes coupled parents of young children with stable employment, our study

nonetheless offers some suggestions on how to reduce workplace barriers to promote a more equal

division of parental leave. Clear staffing schedules and a reliable replacement situation have been

shown to be important aspects of the workplace culture when seeking to make parental leave more

accessible for fathers. Furthermore, fundamentally reformulating the existing ideal worker norm,

both in the public debate and at the workplace, constitutes an important step in the pursuit of

greater gender equality in parental leave uptake.
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Appendix

Table A1. Overview of the variables used in the quantitative analyses.

DEPENDENT VARIABLES
Reasons for not taking parental leave

Why didn’t you take parental leave? Please tell me which of the following
statements “fully applied”/“mostly applied”/“did rather not apply”/“did not
apply at all”
… I chose not to take leave because of financial reasons.
… The leave would have harmed my career.
… Only taking care of the child would not have been fulfilling for me.
… My supervisor was against it.
… In my company it was uncommon for men to take parental leave.
… There was no replacement available for my tasks.

Reasons for not taking longer leave
Why didn’t you take longer parental leave? Please tell me which of the following
statements “fully applied”/“mostly applied”/“did rather not apply”/“did not
apply at all”
… I chose not to take longer leave because of financial reasons.
… A longer leave would have harmed my career.
… Only taking care of the child would not have been fulfilling for me.
… My supervisor was against it.
… In my company it was uncommon for men to more than two months of
leave.
… My partner wanted to take at least 12 months of leave.
… There was no replacement available for my tasks.
… A longer leave would have overburdened my colleagues.

Duration of leave taken
How many months of parental leave did you take for your youngest child? (0–
36 months)
Categorical variables
Men: 0 month; 1–2 months; >2 months
Women: <12 months; 12 months; >12 months

Negative Career Consequences (Dummy)
What consequences did your parental leave have on your career? Did the leave
…
… help the career
… harm the career
… or did it have no impact at all
0 = help the career or no impact at all; 1 = harm the career

MAIN INDEPENDENT VARIABLES - WORKPLACE CHARACTERISTICS
Public Sector (Dummy)
Replacement (Dummy)

When you have to leave work early or when you are absent, do your colleagues
cover for you or does your work remain undone?
0 = work remains undone; 1 = colleagues cover for me

Firm Size
0 =<20 employees ; 1 = 20 to 249 employees; 2 = 250+ employees
Works Council (Dummy)
Degree of family-friendly workplace regulation (Cronbach’s alpha = 0.84)
Based on five items rated from 0 = do not agree at all to 10 = agree completely

Botsch et al. (2007)

Balancing family and work is a private matter. (inverted)
The management is committed to the needs of employees and their families.
There are official policies on balancing family and work.
Policies, for instance, on working from home or flexible working hours, apply
to all employees.
Employees are informed about family-friendly policies.

Support from supervisor (Cronbach’s alpha = 0.81)
Based on four items rated from 0 = do not agree at all to 10 = agree completely

Hammer et al. (2009);
Harrington et al. (2011);
Pfahl et al. (2014)

My supervisor respects my private life.
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My supervisor has a lot of understanding for my family situation.
My supervisor assists me in advancing my career.
My supervisor demonstrates how a person can jointly be successful on and off
the job.

Gender Roles at the Workplace (Cronbach’s alpha = 0.65)
Based on three items rated from 0 = do not agree at all to 10 = agree completely

Gärtner (2012)

In my company the common opinion is that women are supposed to back their
partners up at home.
In my company, child care is regarded as a women’s task.
In my company the common opinion is that fathers should take parental leave
after the birth of their child, too. (inverted)

Ideal Worker Norm (Cronbach’s alpha = 0.78)
Based on four items rated from 0 = do not agree at all to 10 = agree completely

Booth and Matthews
(2012)

Employees who are highly committed to their personal lives cannot be highly
committed to their work.
It is assumed that the most productive employees are those who put their work
before their family life.
The way to advance is to keep non-work matters out of the workplace.
Attending to personal needs, such as taking time off for sick children is
frowned upon.

CONTROLS
Age, marital status, tertiary education, partner’s tertiary education, number of
children, birth year youngest child (as a proxy for time since the introduction of
reform), region, professional position, fixed-term contract
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Table A2. Summary statistics for men (full sample), men with a stable employer, men who took parental
leave, and men who reported negative consequences. Men who were unemployed or not employed at the
time of the interview were excluded.

Full Sample Stable
Employer

Parental Leave
Users

Reported Negative
Consequences

Age 42.66 42.63 41.67 39.47
Married 0.86 0.85 0.86 1.00
Tertiary education 0.54 0.55 0.56 0.74
Partner tertiary
education 0.47 0.47 0.62 0.96

Number of Children 1.87 1.93 1.75 2.15
Age youngest child 4.23 3.95 3.00 2.04
Region: West 0.83 0.85 0.80 0.91
Professional position 0.68 0.70 0.76 0.80
Temporary contract 0.08 0.04 0.05 0.00
Observations 586 453 206 18

All values were weighted. Age, number of children and age of the youngest child are reported as sample
means; all other values are proportions.

Table A3. Summary statistics for women (full sample), women with a stable employer, women who took
parental leave, and women who reported negative consequences. Women who were unemployed or not
employed at the time of the interview were excluded.

Full Sample Stable
Employer

Parental Leave
Users

Reported Negative
Consequences

Age 40.15 40.51 40.42 41.50
Married 0.81 0.82 0.82 0.63
Tertiary education 0.50 0.51 0.52 0.46
Partner tertiary
education 0.53 0.53 0.53 0.40

Number of Children 1.63 1.62 1.62 1.51
Age youngest child 4.79 4.54 4.48 4.24
Region: West 0.77 0.80 0.79 0.83
Professional position 0.66 0.69 0.68 0.49
Temporary contract 0.09 0.06 0.06 0.02
Observations 484 333 305 52

All values were weighted. Age, number of children and age of the youngest child are reported as sample
means; all other values are proportions.
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Table A4. Characteristics of the sample of semi-structured interviews.

Interview Characteristics
Number of Interviews N = 44
Field period December 2014–January 2015
Interview Duration Ø 1.5 h
Sociodemographic Interviewee and Organizational Characteristics
Number of Children Ø 1.84 children (national average 1.5 children)*
Seniority Ø 10.6 years (range 0.25 (min)−29(max))
Public Sector Abs. Proportion (%)
Yes
No

58 (Individuals)
30

66%
34%

Works Council
Yes
No

65 (Individuals)
23

74%
26%

Occupational Arrangements
PTFT (Father Part-Time/Mother Full-Time)
FTPT (Father Full-Time/Mother Part-Time)
FTFT (Father Full-Time/Mother Full-Time)
PTPT (Father Part-Time/Mother Part-Time)

8 (Couples)
13
11
12

18%
30%
25%
27%

Parental Leave Distribution
‘Solo Parental Leave: Mother’
‘New Leave Norm 12 + 2’
‘Main Leave Taker: Mother’
‘Egalitarian’
‘Employment-Oriented’
‘Main Leave Taker: Father’

12 (Couples)
16
2
3
7
4

27%
36%
5%
7%
16%
9%

Education
Tertiary Education
Up to Secondary Education

50 (Individuals)
38

57%
43%

Marital Status
Married
Cohabitating

36 (Couples)
8

82%
18%

Region
West
East

34 (Couples)
10

77%
23%

Notes: Explanation of parental leave types: Solo Parental Leave: Mother—Mother took 12 months or
more, father took no leave; New Leave Norm—Mother took 12 months, father 2 months; Main Leave
Taker: Mother—Mother took between 8–11 months, father took 3–6 months; Egalitarian—Both partners
took at least 6 months; Employment-Oriented—Mother took less than 10 months, father less than 3
months; Main Leave Taker: Father—Mother took between 0–4 months, father took 8–12 months.
*(Statistisches Bundesamt 2018)



Table A5.  Full model length of parental leave: multinomial logistic regressions, average marginal effects.

No Leave
Fathers

1–2
Months

>2
Months No Leave

Fathers
1–2

Months
>2

Months
<12

Months
Mothers

12
Months

>12
Months

<12
Months

Mothers
12

Months
>12

Months

M1 M2 M3 M4

Age −0.01 0.01* −0.01(*) −0.01 0.01* −0.01(*) −0.01 −0.00 0.01 −0.01 −0.00 0.01

Married −0.02 0.02 0.00 −0.00 −0.01 0.01 0.06 −0.10 0.04 0.07 −0.10 0.04

Tertiary education 0.10 0.02 −0.13** 0.10 0.01 −0.11* 0.01 0.12 −0.13 0.01 0.12 −0.13

Partner tertiary
education −0.27*** 0.12(*) 0.15*** −0.26*** 0.13(*) 0.14** 0.02 −0.14(*) 0.12 0.00 −0.13(*) 0.13(*)

Number of children 0.14 *** −0.13** −0.02 0.14*** −0.13** −0.02 0.00 −0.07 0.07 0.01 −0.08 0.07

Birth year youngest
child −0.07 *** 0.06*** 0.00 −0.07*** 0.07*** 0.00 −0.02 0.05** −0.04* −0.02 0.05 ** −0.03*

West Germany 0.15(*) −0.13 −0.03 0.13(*) −0.11 −0.03 0.08 −0.13 0.06 0.08 −0.12 0.04
Professional position −0.09 −0.07 0.16*** −0.11 −0.04 0.15*** 0.04 −0.10 0.06 0.04 −0.10 0.07

Fixed−term 0.05 −0.23(*) 0.18(*) 0.08 −0.22 0.14 0.13 −0.43*** 0.30* 0.13 −0.43*** 0.30(*)

Public sector 0.06 −0.09 0.03 0.06 −0.10 0.05 0.07 0.07 −0.14* 0.08 0.08 −0.17*

Replacement −0.10 −0.06 0.16*** −0.10 −0.06 0.16*** −0.20** −0.01 0.20** −0.20** −0.00 0.20**

Firm size < 20 0.05 0.07 −0.12* 0.17* −0.12 −0.05
Firm size 250+ −0.06 0.15* −0.09* 0.06 −0.05 −0.00
Works council 0.06 −0.01 −0.05 −0.12 0.00 0.11
Workplace policies −0.01 0.00 0.01 −0.00 0.01 −0.01
Supervisor support 0.02 −0.01 −0.00 0.02 −0.01 −0.01 0.01 −0.02 0.01 0.01 −0.02 0.00
Workplace gender
norms 0.02 −0.01 −0.02 0.03 −0.01 −0.01 −0.03(*) 0.01 0.02 −0.03* 0.01 0.02

Ideal worker norm −0.00 0.00 0.00 −0.01 0.00 0.01 0.01 −0.01 0.01 0.01 −0.01 0.00
N 369 369 369 369 369 369 291 291 291 291 291 291
pseudo R2 0.26 0.25 0.18 0.18

(*) p < 0.1, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001. All values are weighted. M1/M3 estimated with company size, M2/M4 estimated without
company size but with workplace policies and the existence of a works council.
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Table A6. Full model perceived career consequences of parental leave: logistic
regressions, average marginal effects.

Fathers Mothers
M1 M2 M3 M4

Age −0.00 −0.00 0.00 0.00
Married 0.05 *** 0.05 *** −0.16 * −0.14 (*)
Tertiary education 0.07 (*) 0.06 0.06 0.08
Partner tertiary education 0.07 * 0.06* −0.03 −0.06
Number of children 0.02 0.01 −0.01 −0.02
Birth year youngest child -0.01 -0.00 0.00 0.01
West Germany 0.05 (*) 0.04 * −0.05 −0.02
Professional position −0.00 0.02 −0.18 * −0.20 **
Fixed-term 0.00 0.00 −0.17 *** −0.18 ***
Public sector −0.09 *** −0.05 (*) −0.04 −0.00
Replacement 0.01 0.04 −0.01 −0.03
Firm size < 20 -0.04 −0.02
Firm size 250+ -0.03 0.10 (*)
Works council −0.11 −0.11
Workplace policies 0.01 −0.00
Supervisor support −0.01 −0.01 −0.03 (*) −0.02 (*)
Workplace gender norms −0.01 −0.01 0.03 * 0.03 **
Ideal worker norm 0.03 * 0.03 ** 0.02 0.02 *
>2 months leave 0.04 0.04
<12 months leave 0.04 0.06
>12 months leave −0.00 0.02
N 162 162 257 257
pseudo R2 0.46 0.51 0.38 0.38

(*) p < 0.1, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001. All values are weighted. Standard errors in brackets.
M1/M3 estimated with company size, M2/M4 estimated without company size but with workplace policies
and the existence of a works council.
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4

Harmful Blurring of Boundaries or Successful Work-Life

Balancing? Men’s and Women’s Relationships Between Working

From Home and Work-Family Conflicts in Different Corporate

Contexts*

Abstract: Despite having a positive reputation, the actual role of working from home (WFH) for

the reconciliation of work and family is not conclusively clarified. Depending on the corporate

culture, the framing and application of WFH differs. Therefore, WFH may have an ambivalent

effect for work-family conflicts (WFC). On the basis of rich linked employer-employee data from

Germany (2012-2018), individual and company determinants of WFC and their interactions are

investigated. Multilevel regression models with occupation-fixed effects show that WFH is

associated with an increased level of WFC, slightly stronger for women. Interactions of WFH with

family friendliness and job quality certificates only have an attenuating effect for men. However,

negative effects of WFH cannot be fully neutralized by any form of supportive corporate culture.

Additionally, WFH outside compared to within contracted working hours causes more role-strain,

irrespective of overtime worked, showing that rescheduling of working time is particularly

troublesome.

* Submitted to Social Science Research, invited for revision and resubmission.
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Introduction

Parallel socio-demographic and technological developments in the labor market are giving rise to

an increasing interface between private and working life (Blair and Obradović 2018; Korabik et al.

2017). On the one hand, the introduction of new means of communication as well as changing

work requirements and working methods play a part in this. On the other, employees themselves

increasingly demand flexibility of place of work and working hours. One reason for this is the slow

shift from the male-breadwinner model to the additional-earner model and on to an increasingly

prevalent dual-earner model (Trappe et al. 2015), which entails the necessity of being able to

reconcile the demands of working life and private life. In addition, Generation Y, now fully

integrated into working life, is raising demands to their employers in terms of work-life balance

and flexible working hours (Brinkmann 2020; Kultalahti and Liisa Viitala 2014; Stankiewicz and

Łychmus 2017). Recently, the global Covid-19 pandemic has given working from home (WFH) an

additional significant boost (Bick et al. 2020). However, despite its positive reputation in the

popular debate, the effects of WFH are not fully understood. WFH can be framed differently by

companies and can have various stigmata attached to it (Abendroth and Diewald 2019). This is

why corporate culture likely affects not only whether WFH is used, but is also associated with

diverging consequences of WFH itself (Abendroth and Reimann 2018; van der Lippe and Lippényi

2020).

Work-family conflicts (WFC) are an expression of a feeling of disruption between the professional

and private domain and not being able to accommodate different roles and obligations (Greenhaus

and Beutell 1985). WFC can negatively impact employees’ productivity (Gornick and Meyers 2003),

their turnover rates (Allen et al. 2000; Kossek and Lee 2017b), and absenteeism (Boyar et al. 2005).

More importantly, WFC have detrimental effects on employees’ mental and physical health (Allen

et al. 2000; Frone et al. 1997). Flexible working time arrangements and WFH are one approach to

reconciling work and family life while at the same time benefiting employers (Russell et al. 2009).

However, it is unclear whether WFH solely helps to reconcile work and private life. Employees

could likewise perceive WFH as additional requirement placed upon them that rather increases

WFC. Thus, this paper addresses the question of whether employees who utilize WFH feel more

productive, more able to reconcile work and family, as well as whether they have a feeling of blurred

boundaries between the private and professional sphere. Related to these perceptions of WFH,

this paper investigates whether WFH increases or decreases WFC.

Most likely, workplace and company characteristics play a crucial role in the relation of WFH and

the emergence of WFC. The few articles investigating the role of corporate culture and WFH focus
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on perceptions of corporate culture (Abendroth and Reimann 2018; van der Lippe and Lippényi

2020). This article contributes to the literature by examining the question of what role the corporate

culture itself plays when investigating WFH through cross-level interactions. Moreover, in previous

research, the exact individual circumstances of WFH are also underexplored: What difference does

it make to the employee if WFH is interspersed by the hour or whether the employee spends the

entire day at home? Does it matter if WFH takes place outside regular working hours, regardless

of working overtime? Lastly, flexibility instruments are used differently by men and women

(Kurowska 2020; Lott and Chung 2016). The article shows in what respect effects of the so-called

reconciliation instrument WFH are gender-specific and differ depending on the corporate culture.

This article contributes to the extant literature by providing an encompassing view on the

ambivalent experiences with WFH, differences in corporate contexts and how effects

systematically vary by gender.

Based on the first four waves of the LPP-ADIAB survey and administrative data from Germany

covering 2012-2018, both individual and company determinants of WFC are investigated in

multilevel regression models, thus answering the call to adequately account for the company-side

characteristics in WFC research (Kelly et al. 2008; Kossek and Lee 2017b). Selectivity driven by

unobserved heterogeneity in employee role behavior (Dierdorff and Ellington 2008) and the

availability of WFH in specific occupations is accounted for by applying occupation-fixed effects.

Results show that WFH is associated with an increased level of WFC, particularly for women.

Interactions with indicators of a supportive corporate context neutralizing the negative effect of

WFH are mainly significant for men. More precisely, statements by company representatives

regarding employee retention factors yield smaller effects than interactions with certificates of

workplace quality and family-friendliness. Apart from corporate culture, individual circumstances

of WFH also matter. WFH outside of compared to within contracted working hours is more

detrimental for men’s and women’s WFC, regardless of overtime. Moreover, men and women have

diverging needs when it comes to reconciling work and family: for men it seems to be more

beneficial to squeeze in an additional hour of work WFH from time to time, women need a more

plannable working environment and prefer to work fixed, full days from home.

Background

Work-Family Conflicts
Work-family conflicts describe a negatively perceived form of the intertwining of work and family

(non-work life). Originating in role theory, these characterize a feeling of incompatibility of role

pressures in the professional and private domains. Obligations and participation in one role are

made difficult if not impossible to fulfill by responsibilities in the other role (Greenhaus and Beutell
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1985). WFC have been continuously rising in western societies as a result of increased female labor

market participation, growing elderly care demands, men’s desire to take part in care obligations,

and technological advancements in the work domains (Kossek 2016). WFC are not only the result

of problematic overlaps of work and family worth avoiding, they also have detrimental effects

themselves, e.g. on productivity and effectiveness in the workplace, but also on martial and child-

parent relations at the personal level (Gornick and Meyers 2003). WFC manifest themselves on

different levels. Having difficulties to act appropriately in the private context due to internalized

adequate professional behavior (behavior-based WFC) is one form. Strain-based WFC is another

form that describes feelings of stress and exhaustion in the private sphere stemming from work-

overload and high obligations in the work domain. Feelings of time-squeeze and not being able to

fulfill family obligations because of work responsibilities are examples of time-based WFC

(Greenhaus and Beutell 1985; van Steenbergen et al. 2007). An important criticism in the WFC

literature is that time-based WFC-items are operationalized with an inherent class(ist) bias.

According to Warren (2015), feelings of time-squeeze, having ‘too little’ time for family obligations

and leisure activities or working under a lot of time-pressure, are widely used operationalizations

of WFC in surveys. These phenomena, however, do not accurately reflect the actual reality of a

large proportion of employees. Predominantly white-collar employees tend to identify with the

described statements. Hence, the low incidence of WFC among low-SES employees is not

attributable to them not experiencing any conflictual overlapping of work and family life, but rather

to the fact that their realities are not represented in the survey questions (Warren 2015). Therefore,

next to time-based WFC, strain based and the more generally formulated behavior-based item are

also investigated here.

Working from Home and WFC

A popular solution to the problems of reconciling family and professional life is to offer flexibility

in terms of working time and place of work (Kelly et al. 2011). Turning away from classical 9-to-5

occupations, working time instruments such as trust-based working time, flexitime, and WFH have

been introduced. However, the overall body of research on effects of WFH on WFC is

inconclusive.

The statement that WFH has mainly positive effects, including an easier reconciliation of work and

private life along with reduced WFC, is widely believed (Ammons and Markham 2004; Kelly et al.

2011; Madsen 2003). This notion is particularly well established in the non-scientific discourse of

practitioners and HR managers. Employees are said to profit from shorter to no commuting time

(Ory and Mokhtarian 2005), show more organizational commitment (Chen and Fulmer 2018;

Kelliher and Anderson 2010; Menezes and Kelliher 2017), and are more productive (Bloom et al.
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2015; Harker Martin and MacDonnell 2012). However, recent studies also find negative effects on

team performance when more co-workers WFH (van der Lippe and Lippényi 2020).

Research relying on Karaseks (1979) job-demands-control model shows that employees with more

control over the scheduling of their working hours, i.e., those with greater temporal flexibility,

report not just lower levels of WFC (Byron 2005; Kelly et al. 2011) but also better health (Moen et

al. 2011). In line with this, achieving a good work-life balance through WFH is particularly

successful when teleworkers have temporal flexibility (Maruyama et al. 2009). Kelly et al. (2011)

show that granting all employees, regardless of their status, full flexibility with regards to where

and when they work decreases WFC for all employees, regardless of their status within the

organization, their gender, and their parental status. However, it is worth noting that access to

temporal flexibility in working hours is extremely unevenly distributed among occupational groups

(Kelly and Kalev 2006). Kelly et al.’s (2011) finding is somewhat surprising as it contradicts findings

on inverted effects of schedule control for high-status occupations: Schieman et al. (2009)

underline the stress of higher status positions and find full schedule control interacted with long

working hours to be positively related to WFC as employees may feel the necessity to work long

hours without any boundaries set by employers.

Thus, it is unclear whether full temporal flexibility consistently has a WFC-reducing effect or

whether it opens the door to numerous overtime hours (Chung and van der Horst 2020; Chung

and van der Lippe 2020; Glass and Noonan 2016; Lott and Chung 2016), which are positively

associated with WFC (Kossek et al. 2006; Voydanoff 2004). Voydanoff (2008) conceptualizes a

model of the work-family interface, stating that boundary-spanning demands affect work-family

linking mechanisms and role performance. Boundary-spanning demands originate in one domain,

e.g., working from home initially is a work-characteristic, which also operates in the private sphere,

with the potential to subsequently cause role strain. Employees who work from home frequently

have difficulties not to work additional overtime, partly because they lack a direct comparison with

colleagues (Kelliher and Anderson 2010; Peters and van der Lippe 2007). Particularly in contexts

with high ideal worker norms, WFH is rarely used as a tool to reconcile work and family. On the

contrary, it entails taking home additional work, thus increasing WFC (van der Lippe and Lippényi

2020). Moreover, being contacted outside of standard working hours is common among

teleworkers (Beermann et al. 2019; Harpaz 2002) and may additionally blur boundaries between

work and non-work, thus contributing to work-family linking mechanisms (Voydanoff 2008).

Consequently, serious doubts about the positive reading of WFH have emerged: Some scholars

suggest WFH has no beneficial effects e.g. in terms of more time for recreation (Powell and Craig

2015), with numerous studies claiming that telecommuting increases WFC altogether (Abendroth

and Reimann 2018; Dikkers et al. 2005; Ferri et al. 2018; Kossek et al. 2006; Russell et al. 2009; van



156

der Lippe and Lippényi 2020), which is in line with Voydanoff ‘s (2008) concept of negative effects

of boundary-spanning demands on job or family role performance.

Hypothesis 1: WFH functions as a boundary-spanning demand between work and private life, thus increasing

WFC.

Differences in the direction of results may be explained by the various functions WFH has. As

Abendroth and Diewald (2019) claim, readings of WFH vary widely. Hence, consideration must

be given to the exact circumstances of use to determine whether WFH is a resource helping to

reconcile work and family or if it is a work requirement causing additional strain. The use of WFH

involves the risk of taking additional work home and completing it outside the contracted working

hours. It is not just the subsequent overtime that may be problematic for WFC (Glass and Noonan

2016). Working outside contracted working hours encompasses the necessity to reschedule other

obligations. Even if additional hours are compensated or no nominal overtime results, rescheduling

alone may cause stressful interference with domestic domains. Moreover, the amount and

partitioning of hours worked at home predicts WFC. Gajendran and Harrison (2007) show that an

intensive use of telecommuting is more beneficial than sporadic use. Golden et al. (2006) show that

when individuals work from home more extensively, they experience a greater reduction of WFC.

Similarly, Lott (2020) claims an hourly use of working from home suggests more of an occasional

pre- or post-work preparation than working full days at home do, indicating a regular and helpful

routine.

Hypothesis 2: The scope, scheduling and partitioning of WFH is relevant for the perception of WFC

a) WFH outside contractual working hours particularly increases WFC.

b) WFH hourly increases WFC more strongly than WFH full days.

Corporate Culture

In addition to the scope, scheduling, and partitioning of WFH, the corporate context of its use also

matters for ambivalent effects. The possibility to WFH differs greatly from one field of occupation

to another. The availability of and the exact regulations of the flexibility tool varies between

companies. Research shows a significant discrepancy between the actual use of flexibility policies

and their availability (Blair-Loy and Wharton 2002), which can partly be explained by differences

in corporate culture (Eaton 2003). Presumably, corporate culture does not just affect if

telecommuting policies are used, but also plays a role for their subsequent effects (Abendroth and

Reimann 2018). Thus, to disentangle ambivalent effects of WFH on WFC, the context of its use

must also be taken into account, an aspect often overlooked in the literature (Stepanova 2013).

Although repeatedly described as multi-facetted, complex, and not universally definable (Kinnunen

et al. 2005), corporate culture is commonly described as the perceived shared values, support,
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norms, and beliefs in an organization. It is often emphasized that corporate culture exists at a

macrolevel and not at the individual level. However, most studies measure family supportive

corporate culture at the perceptional, individual level (Major et al. 2008; Schneider et al. 2013),

building on Allen’s (2001) family-supportive organization perception theory or Thompson et al.’s

(1999) work-family culture scale. Other, more manifest, dimensions of corporate culture are part

of Schein’s (1990) organizational culture theory, distinguishing artifacts on the surface level from

values, strategies, ideologies, and, even more latent, underlying assumptions. Accordingly, work-

family and flexibility policies can be considered artifacts and supervisors’ statements on company

convictions as values and strategies on the underlying, second level (Lewis 1997).

Work-family corporate culture is the extent to which the company is showing awareness of an

employee’s family needs and their support to reconcile work and family. Empirical research shows

its relevance for WFC and employees’ usage of flexibility and work-family policies: For instance,

perceptions of family supportive organizations are associated with lower WFC (Chernyak-Hai and

Tziner 2016; Fiksenbaum 2014; Mesmer-Magnus and Viswesvaran 2006; Nikandrou et al. 2008;

Wayne et al. 2013). Similarly, (the perception of) supportive supervisors are also related to lower

levels of WFC (Abendroth and Reimann 2018; Byron 2005; Hammer et al. 2013; Han and McLean

2020; Janasz et al. 2013; Kossek and Lee 2017a; Paustian-Underdahl and Halbesleben 2014) and

crucial for the provision of work-life arrangements (Been et al. 2017). Additionally to employee-

perceived family-friendliness, Kelly et al. (2008) show that introducing family-friendly policies, i.e.

actively intervening in the corporate culture, also lowers WFC. Herein, supportive organizational

structures and supervisors explicitly targeting work-family matters are more strongly related to

WFC than general support (Kossek et al. 2011). Moreover, take-up of flexibility- and work-family-

benefits is more likely if work-family culture is supportive (Belope-Nguema et al. 2018; Blair-Loy

and Wharton 2002; Dikkers et al. 2004; Kinnunen et al. 2005; Kirby and Krone 2002; Thompson

et al. 1999). In line with this, family friendly workplace cultures foster the reading of WFH as a

reconcilability tool (Lott 2020). However, WFH is less likely for women because of cultural barriers

at the workplace (Lott and Abendroth 2019) demonstrating the importance of the corporate

culture.

There is little, though recent, research on interaction effects of corporate culture with WFH on

WFC. Abendroth and Reimann (2018) find WFH to be associated with particularly high time- and

strain-based WFC when carried out in a demanding workplace culture. In turn, WFH is associated

with lower WFC when employees perceive the supervisor to be supportive of work-family matters.

These results partly match van der Lippe and Lippényi’s (2020) findings, who show that WFH in

an environment with an ideal worker culture are related to higher WFC. However, perceptions of

a supportive supervisor do not play a significant role in this interaction (van der Lippe and Lippényi
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2020). Both studies examine perceived corporate cultures and, therefore, do not estimate cross-

level interactions. This study complements previous research by examining interactions between

level-I and level-II characteristics and shedding light on the scope of action of the company itself

(Allen and Martin 2017). Taking into account the role of corporate culture assumes that WFH can

only serve as a coping resource in work-family conflicts if the framing of it and the work

environment allow the employees to actually use it as a reconciliation tool.

Hypothesis 3: Depending on the corporate culture, working from home is associated with different levels of WFC

a) If company representatives express their (family-related or general) support, WFH is

associated with lower levels of WFC.

b) If companies make a visible commitment to family friendliness or employee support and

commit to objective criterion, WFH is associated with lower levels of WFC

The Role of Gender

The relevance of gender touches on almost all aspects of the interplay between WFH, corporate

culture, and WFC. This is mainly due to fundamentally different role expectations toward men and

women in the work environment and in the private sphere, asymmetric responsibilities in both

spheres, and differences in socialization as well as in traditional social behavior (Cinamon and Rich

2002; Clark 2000; Michel et al. 2011; Pedulla and Thébaud 2015; Voydanoff 2002). Multilevel

approaches investigating the interplay of WFH with the respective corporate culture of the

employee either do not cover the dimension of gender at all (Abendroth and Reimann 2018) or

find small and not fully conclusive effects (van der Lippe and Lippényi 2020). A noteworthy

contribution of this article to extant research is the thorough consideration of the gender dimension

in the analysis of corporate culture and WFH.

There are gender-specific patterns of the usage and the consequences of WFH: Women WFH

experience higher WFC than men WFH (van der Lippe and Lippényi 2020). For women after

childbirth, Chung and van der Horst (2018) explain, this is due to the fact that other than e.g.

shifting to part-time work, WFH gives women flexibility of when and where to work, but does not

lower the overall workload. In general, women and men seem to use the option to work from

home for different reasons. Women WFH more often claim that it is their principal motivation to

spend more time on domestic tasks (Bailey and Kurland 2002) and actually do so significantly more

often than men (Powell and Craig 2015). However this pattern is depending on the cultural context:

in countries with more gender equality, both men and women engage in more care work when

WFH (Kurowska 2020). Generally, men tend to use flexibility arrangements to work longer hours

(Lott and Chung 2016), which can also increase WFC. These patterns of course come as no surprise

considering the gender-specific significance of corporate environments (Acker 1990) and societal
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norms in general. One example is the mostly male-read ideal worker norm, representing a hard-

working individual who works full-time, does overtime, is almost always available for work, and

shows up physically to the job (Williams 2001). Although the dual earner model has increased in

popularity, unpaid care and housework are still mainly women’s domain (Craig and Powell 2018),

with women more frequently (expected to be) the ones who scale back at work to accommodate

family needs (Chung and van der Lippe 2020; Hilbrecht et al. 2013; Moen and Roehling 2005). As

this notion persists, flexible work arrangements are often framed in a gender specific way (Burnett

et al. 2012). Individuals making use of work-family policies often face the flexibility stigma,

penalizing both men’s gender-nonconforming and women’s gender-conforming behavior

(Fernández-Cornejo et al. 2019; Williams et al. 2013). However, men requesting to work from

home because of childcare obligations are perceived as more likable, committed, and respected

compared to women (Munsch 2016). Thus, it is likely that men and women have different

experiences in the interplay of WFH, their workplace culture, and the intersection of their

professional and private roles.

Hypothesis 4: Depending on the gender of the employee, WFH is associated with different levels of WFC because of

different corporate and societal norms and expectations

a) Women are more inclined than men to use WFH for care obligations, thus they experience greater

WFC when WFH

b) As men are more likely to be expected to be physically present at work, they benefit more than

women from a family-friendly corporate culture to mitigate effects of home office use on WFC

The German Context
German society and especially its labor market have been characterized by comparatively traditional

gender norms (Ebert et al. 2014; Ebner et al. 2020; Grunow et al. 2018). In particular, Western

Germany has long been influenced by a familialist conservative welfare regime (Esping-Andersen

1990; Pfau-Effinger and Smidt 2011), although it has undergone some progressive changes

(Seeleib-Kaiser 2016). However, with regards to female breadwinning and housework obligations,

these changes only happen slowly and reluctantly (Jurczyk et al. 2019). Moreover, the male

breadwinner model is still widespread (Trappe et al. 2015), especially in Western Germany. For this

reason, the work-family reconciliation issue is often discussed with a focus on women, as in the

case of the usefulness of WFH.

Only around 12% of German employees regularly WFH (Brenke 2016). Until now, German

employees do not have the legal right to WFH. Whether they can or must WFH depends on their

employer and company policies. Thus, it is highly selective who has access to WFH at all (Baumann

and Kohlrausch 2021). Its increased use during the Covid-19 pandemic gave impetus to the plan
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to legislate a right to WFH in Germany. Criticism was mainly related to problems with the legal

claim itself, the recording of working hours, and accident protection (Giesen 2021). Concerns that

the right to WFH could increase the dissolution of boundaries between work and private life were

raised as well, but were much less prominent.

Data and Methods

Data
The Linked Personnel Panel (LPP-ADIAB), is a linked employer-employee panel on human

resources work, corporate culture, and management instruments in German companies consisting

of four waves collected between 2012 and 2018 (Mackeben et al. 2018). The dataset is designed as

a repeated survey, conducted biennially, linking individual employee survey data with employer

survey data, thus allowing for the estimation of cross-level interactions. Quite uniquely, the survey

data is linked to administrative employee data (Mackeben et al. 2019), including the German

classification of occupations allowing for occupation-fixed effects. The dataset is representative for

companies in the private sector with at least 50 employees subject to social security contributions

and restricted to individuals subject to social security themselves. Small companies, self-employed

individuals, and individuals working in the public sector are not covered. Respondents are asked

an elaborate set of questions on their work-life-interface, usage of and experiences with flexible

work arrangements, like WFH, and broad sociodemographic information. On the employer-side,

the survey includes company-characteristics including their corporate culture and personnel work.

Survey data for employers and employees are directly linked to administrative information records

of each individual employee. The response rate was 76% or the contacted companies and 34.1%

for realized employee-interviews (Kampkötter et al. 2015). Data access was provided via on-site

use at the Research Data Centre (FDZ) in Berlin of the German Federal Employment Agency (BA)

at the Institute for Employment Research (IAB) and, subsequently, via remote data access.

Sample
The analysis rests on three samples derived from the same dataset, which differ because of

differences in availability of variables across each of the four waves. The sample testing hypothesis

3a includes waves 1-3 (N=3422 Women/ N=8718 Men) and contains information on statements

of company representatives on staff retention factors. The second sample (N=1859 Women/

N=5176 Men) testing hypothesis 3b includes waves 1 and 2 and information on workplace quality

and family friendliness certifications. The third sample (N=2665 Women/ N=6949 Men)

investigating hypothesis 2 covers waves 2-4 and provides elaborate details on WFH at the

individual level. Hypotheses 1 and 4 are investigated throughout all models and samples. All

samples are unbalanced with regards to gender in a similar manner, reflecting that employment in
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general, especially among medium- and large-sized companies, as well as the fact that employment

with social security contributions is more prevalent among men. In all samples, men experience,

on average, slightly higher WFC than women. Summary statistics of the three samples show their

comparability and can be found in the appendix tables A2-A4.

Dependent Variables
As discussed before, WFC arise in numerous forms and are expressed on different levels

(Greenhaus and Beutell 1985). Unlike previous research (Carlson et al. 2003; Eby et al. 2005),

empirical results for different forms of WFC (behavior-based, strain-based and time-based WFC )

hardly differ in their determinants. To avoid redundancy, an index based on all three types of WFC

was built (Cronbach’s alpha = 0.83) and is used as main outcome. Results for the three individual

measures of WFC are reported in the supplementary material (Appendix B tables s1-s9). The WFC

index variable enters the estimation as a continuous variable ranging from 1 to 5 and represents

the arithmetic mean of the three individual WFC variables, which are all measured on 5-point

Likert-scales: 1 represents individuals claiming this form of WFC “does not apply” and 5 represents

that it “fully applies.” Items are taken from the 10-item scale developed by Netemeyer et al. (1996).

Behavior-based WFC are often described as conflicts resulting from one’s inability to behave

appropriately in the family context or to meet family obligations because of being stuck in his or

her professional role (Carlson et al. 2003). However, the items used for behavior-based WFC in

the LPP-ADIAB is more general, asking the respondents to rate the statement “The requirements of

my work interfere with my private and family life” (full operationalizations of WFC-items are found in

Table A1 in the Appendix). Strain-based WFC are feelings of tension, fatigue, frustration, stress,

and mental exhaustion stemming from work obligations spilling over to non-work life (Greenhaus

and Beutell 1985). Manifestations of time-based WFC are feelings of time squeeze, rushing, and

not actually being able to attend family obligations on time due to being trapped at work.

Explanatory Variables
Individual Level

Details of the employment situation reported by individual employees are the main explanatory

variables. Working from home (0 = no 1 = yes) enters all regressions as main explanatory variable. In

some models, WFH intensity (Gajendran and Harrison 2007) in terms of number of hours worked at

home (continuous), partitioning of hours worked at home (categorical: working full days at home, only

hourly, or both) and information on the scheduling of WFH (categorical: outside, within contracted

working hours, or both) are investigated. Moreover, overtime hours (continuous) are included to

identify an adjusted effect of WFH. Models are estimated controlling for further employment

situation and sociodemographic details.
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Company Level

Moreover, details on the company’s corporate culture enter the regressions: Statements by the

company representative on the importance of flexible working hours (FWH) or the employees’ work-life

balance in order to prevent employee turnover are investigated. These statements on the importance

of different aspects of working life for employee retention correspond to latent corporate

convictions (Schein 1990). It is unclear whether the company representatives’ statements are

sincere. Likewise, it is possible that the company presents itself in this way for marketing reasons

or wants to meet social expectations in the survey. Nevertheless, it is important for companies’

human resource strategies to examine the available information on the company side and not only

employees’ perceptions. Furthermore, the existence of a certification on work-family reconciliation (0 =

no 1 = yes) and a certification on the workplace quality (0 = no 1 = yes) are examined. The investigated

certifications, serving as a proxy for the corporate culture, formalize that the company strives to

perform well in the field of work-family reconciliation and workplace quality (berufundfamilie

Service GmbH 2021). Part of the certification process is the development of a strategic plan for

further work-family reconciliation and workplace quality measures. Moreover, the certification is

only granted if a certain standard of policies is available to the employees and the company adheres

to them. This setting makes using flexibility policies attainable for all employees, particularly for

men who normally feel less addressed by work-family initiatives and fear negative career

consequences (Samtleben et al. 2019).

Controls Individual Level
Controls at the individual level contain information on the employment situation, such as whether

the employee has managerial responsibility, works on a fixed-term contract, and the number of contracted

working hours. Furthermore in all models, being contacted for work purposes during leisure time is included

as a dummy variable (0= never/rarely; 1= daily/few times a week). In order to identify the

relationship between WFH and WFC, and to address potential selectivity with regards to WFH in

individual occupational groups, occupation-fixed effects enter Models M1a-c and M2a-c. Fixed

effects for calendar years (i.e. dummies for each wave) eliminate unobserved time trends.

Moreover, additional sociodemographic characteristics, like age, age squared, the number of children

under 14 years, age of youngest child, if any (dummys for 0-2 years, 3-6 years and 7-13 years), whether the

person lives with a partner, and the partner’s employment situation are included. Acknowledging Warrens

(2015) claim on the high-SES bias in WFC measurement, SES enters as further control. In order

to capture SES as a latent variable with reflective indicators, principal component analysis (PCA)

is used to build an index based on inter-item correlations of the included variables (NCES 2012;

Vyas and Kumaranayake 2006). These comprise dummies for high and low personal net income,

the highest level of secondary education ranging from ‘no qualification’ to ‘A-level, extended secondary
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school certificate’ and the highest level of training qualification ranging from an ‘Apprenticeship, in-firm

training’ to ‘University degree’. Occupational status is covered by information on the ‘Employment

situation,’ differentiating between ‘blue collar worker’ and ‘white collar worker.’ The measure enters

regression analyses as a continuous variable.

Controls Company Level
In all models, the size of the company (categorical), details on the region (Eastern Germany (dummy))

where the firm is located, information on the industry the company belongs to (categorical), if there

exists a staffing plan (dummy), and whether a collective agreement (dummy) is in place, enter the

regressions as additional controls.

Methods & Estimation Strategy

Accounting for the fact that individuals (level I) are nested within companies (level II) in the data,

I estimate multilevel mixed-effects linear regression models with random intercepts and a random

slope for our main level-I variable of interest, WFH (Heisig and Schaeffer 2019; Rabe-Hesketh and

Skrondal 2012; Snijders and Bosker 2012). Estimating standard linear regression models would

entail the risk that standard errors would be underestimated and the probability of a type I error

would increase (Maas and Hox 2004). As the dataset consists of only 1.5 observations per individual

in a comparably short panel, I pool the data and apply cluster robust standard errors. The

estimation of multilevel mixed-effects models also allows for examining the role of level-II

indicators and cross-level interactions. In response to the reasonable assumption that the

availability of WFH varies highly by type of occupation and WFC may vary systematically by

occupation, occupation fixed effects are included. However, reverse causality cannot be fully ruled

out: Individuals with high WFC could also chose to work from home with the goal to achieve a

better work-life balance. Nevertheless, individual fixed-effects regressions rule out selectivity and

are estimated as a robustness check (see s13 in the supplementary information Appendix B).

Models are estimated separately for men and women to assess gender differences. Detailed

information on company-level certifications on family friendliness and the quality of the workplace

are available in waves one and two (2012-2014) only. Elaborate details on the use of WFH are

included in the second to fourth waves (2014-2018).

Given the data restrictions, I follow a multi-step estimation strategy: in M1a based on sample 1,

the effect of WFH on WFC is estimated (1). Additional individual and company-level

characteristics are included as controls. γ + specifies the company-specific random

intercept and γ + a company-specific random slope for working from home. Furthermore,

time trends and occupation fixed effects are controlled for with sets of dummys, included in

(Snijders and Bosker 2012).
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(1) = γ + γ + γ + + + ε

The subscripts i denote individuals, c companies, and t calendar years. Models M1b-c add to this

specification information on the corporate culture of the company. Cross-level interaction

(γ ) effects of WFH with staff retention indicators such as the importance of flexible

working hours or the employees’ work-life balance in order to prevent employee turnover enter the

regression (2).

(2) = γ + γ + γ + γ + + + ε

In models M2a-c, resting on sample 2, further dimensions of the corporate culture of the company

are investigated. Instead of staff retention indicators, company certifications enter the cross-level

interactions (γ ). The family friendliness of the company, measured by a work-family balance

certification and a certification of the workplace quality, are interacted with working from home.

In the third sub-set of models M3, estimated using sample 3, more elaborate information on the

concrete conditions of WFH are investigated. As these variables exist in waves two to four only,

the sample size is smaller again compared to the sample 1. Next to working from home and the number

of hours worked at home, partitioning of hours worked at home, and information on whether the employee

is WFH outside or within contracted working hours are investigated as interactions with working from home.

Additionally, effects of overtime are estimated. Models of the sub-set M3 follow the notation of (2).

Results

Experiences with Working From Home
WFH is often seen, particularly in popular discourse, as the working time tool allowing to reconcile

work with family obligations. However, experiences with WFH seem to be wide-ranging. Popular

notions that employees show better performance when WFH and that they save time commuting

are evaluated in diverging ways: More than half of the respondents claim this applies fully or largely,

but between 30-40% claim that, for them, this does (rather) not apply. Working longer weekly

hours is less common among employees who WFH. One third of the respondents claim to increase

their weekly working time due to WFH; for more than half of the employees this is not the case.

Greater consensus can be seen in the assessment of the employees’ supervisor’s judgement of their

productivity: about 80% of employees report that they think their supervisor does not consider

them less productive.
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Figure 1. Experiences with Working from Home, 2014-2015

Notes: N= 1300 employees having experiences with WFH.
Source: LPP, Wave 2, 2014.

A similar proportion (72%) state that their contact with colleagues does not suffer. A major share

(52%) of employees, having worked from home, do indeed claim to be able to better reconcile

work with private life, but an unneglectable proportion (26%) claims this does not apply at all.

These descriptive results support the assumed direction of the investigated relationship between

WFH and WFC: roughly half of the respondents claim the usage of WFH contributes to blurred

work/life boundaries. The rather mixed evaluation of the statement that WFH blurs the boundaries

between work and non-work life while at the same time helping to reconcile work and family

rounds the multifaceted and ambiguous picture of employees’ experiences with WFH and aligns

with previous results (Kim 2020). This inconsistent assessment of different experiences suggests

that WFH is a rather ambivalent working time tool with regards to its effects. This implies that its

impact on WFC may equally differ and depend on circumstances at the individual and company

level.

Working from Home in different Corporate Cultures
Results shown in Table 1 reveal that both men and women experience greater WFC when WFH.

The effect of WFH is slightly higher for women than for men in the baseline model M1a. This

association is net of effects of disturbances from business calls outside of regular working hours,

which are common when WFH. Receiving business calls during leisure time increases WFC

significantly by roughly 0.4 Likert scale points for women and men. These results support
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hypothesis 1 and existing research, which finds that WFH increases WFC (Ferri et al. 2018;

Abendroth and Reimann 2018; van der Lippe and Lippényi 2020).

Models M1b and M1c address hypothesis 3a, investigating cross-level interaction effects of WFH

with indicators of different corporate cultures. M1b shows that, for women and men, WFH for

companies without a supportive company representative, WFH is associated with higher WFC.

However for men, this WFC-increasing effect of WFH is attenuated when they are working in

companies where flexible working hours are valued as a staff retention asset. However, regardless

of the company context, WFH is associated with higher WFC than working on site. As can be seen

in the adjusted predictions (Figure 2) reported for the two by two options of the interaction

(Williams 2012), men WFH have a higher level of WFC compared to those working on site all of

their working hours. Admittedly, the relationship could also be the other way around: individuals

with particularly high WFC may opt for WFH and if they did not, they might even have a higher

level of WFC. This problem of reverse causality is addressed and partially mitigated in the

discussion further below.

.



Table 1. Multilevel regression results: Work-Family Conflicts Index. Interactions with staff retention indicators

Work-Family Conflict Index
M1a – Baseline Model M1b – Flexible Working Hours M1c Work-Life Balance

Women Men Women Men Women Men
Coeff. S.E. Coeff. S.E. Coeff. S.E. Coeff. S.E. Coeff. S.E. Coeff. S.E.

Explanatory Variables
Working from Home (WFH) 0.25*** (0.06) 0.19*** (0.04) 0.31** (0.11) 0.28*** (0.06) 0.17 (0.11) 0.24*** (0.06)

Staff Retention Interactions
Flexible WH important -0.02 (0.04) 0.01 (0.03)
WFH * Flexible WH -0.08 (0.13) -0.13* (0.07)
Work-Life Balance important -0.01 (0.04) 0.01 (0.03)
WFH * Work-Life Balance 0.11 (0.12) -0.07 (0.06)

Control
Business Calls during Leisure Time 0.42*** (0.07) 0.44*** (0.03) 0.42*** (0.07) 0.44*** (0.03) 0.42*** (0.07) 0.44*** (0.03)

Constant -0.05 (0.80) -0.10 0.64 -0.04 0.80 0.12 0.64 -0.05 (0.80) -0.11 0.64
Individual Level Controls ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔
Company Level Controls ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔
Year Fixed Effects ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔
Occupation Fixed Effects ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔
Within-company SD (RS) 0.44 0.10 0.36 0.05 0.43 0.10 0.37 0.05 0.44 0.10 0.36 0.05
Between-company SD (RI) 0.23 0.04 0.29 0.02 0.23 0.04 0.29 0.02 0.23 0.04 0.29 0.02
Corr. -0.45 0.27 -0.52 0.11 -0.47 0.27 -0.54 0.11 -0.46 0.27 -0.53 0.11
Observations 3,422 8,718 3,422 8,718 3,422 8,718
Number of Groups 798 1,008 798 1,008 798 1,008

Notes: Further controls at the individual and company level and time-fixed effects are included. Full regression results are reported in
the supplementary information tables s10- s12.
Continuous Level-I variables (SES) are group-mean centered (Enders and Tofighi 2007)
Coeff. – regression coefficient; S.E. – standard error.
*** significant at 0.1% level; ** significant at 1% level; * significant at 5% level + significant at 10% level.

Source: LPP 2012-2016.
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Figure 2. Adjusted Predictions of WFC: Interactions of Staff Retention Indicator (Flexible Working
Hours Important) with WFH

Notes: N= 8718 men; Source: LPP-ADIAB, 2012-2016. Predictions in Y correspond to model
M1b.

Interferences of work with non-work seem to be particularly strong for men WFH for companies

that consider flexible working hours to be not important for employee turnover. Put differently, a

supportive corporate culture is, at most, able to somewhat mitigate the negative association of

WFH for men. Turning to cross-level interaction effects of a different indicator for a supportive

corporate culture, namely statements on the importance of work-family balance for staff retention

(M1c), no significant results for the interaction term are found for men and women. These findings

do not support hypothesis 3a by showing that WFH in a supportive corporate culture at most has

the potential to soften WFH’s negative association with WFC. However, this only holds for

companies claiming that FWH is important; general statements on the importance of work-family

balance do not yield significant effects. As the statement on the importance of a good work-life

balance for employee retention is more general and abstract than the statement on the importance

of flexible working hours, one could argue that this conviction less directly translates into actual

actions of HR managers and a supportive corporate culture. A company representative who agrees

with the claim that flexible working hours is important for employee retention is likely to offer the

possibility to WFH as a flexibility resource for employees. Whereas the statement of the importance

of a positive work-life balance does not necessarily translate directly into an employee-friendly

framing of home office.

In Models M2a-c, more manifest indicators of corporate culture, workplace quality and work-

family certifications, are investigated (Table 2).



Table 2. Multilevel regression results: Work-Family Conflicts Index. Interactions with Company Certifications

Work-Family Conflict Index
M2a – Baseline Model M2b – Quality of Workplace M2c Work-Family

Women Men Women Men Women Men
Coeff. S.E. Coeff. S.E. Coeff. S.E. Coeff. S.E. Coeff. S.E. Coeff. S.E.

Explanatory Variables
Working from Home (WFH) 0.28** (0.09) 0.13** (0.05) 0.25*   (0.10) 0.19*** (0.06) 0.28**  (0.09) 0.17**  (0.05)

Company Certification Interactions
Quality of Workplace Certification -0.02 (0.06) 0.04 (0.04)
WFH * Quality of Workplace C 0.11 (0.16) -0.20* (0.09)
Work-Family Certification 0.02 (0.07) -0.03 (0.06)
WFH * Work-Family C -0.01 (0.17) -0.24+ (0.12)

Control
Business Calls during Leisure Time 0.36*** (0.10) 0.49*** (0.05) 0.36*** (0.10) 0.49*** (0.05) 0.36*** (0.10) 0.49*** (0.05)

Constant 1.63 (1.12) 0.85 0.64 1.63 1.12 0.84 0.64 1.63 1.12 0.84 0.64
Individual Level Controls ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔
Company Level Controls ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔
Year Fixed Effects ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔
Occupation Fixed Effects ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔
Within-company SD (RS) 0.24 0.20 0.42 0.06 0.25 0.19 0.40 0.06 0.24 0.21 0.41 0.05
Between-company SD (RI) 0.21 0.05 0.28 0.02 0.22 0.05 0.28 0.02 0.21 0.05 0.28 0.02
Corr. 0.66 1.33 -0.57 0.12 0.57 1.18 -0.57 0.12 0.69 1.36 -0.59 0.12
Observations 1,859 5,176 1,859 5,176 1,859 5,176
Number of Groups 497 671 497 671 497 671

Notes: Controls at the individual and company level and year and company-fixed effects are included. Full regression results are
reported in the supplementary information tables s10- s12.
Continuous Level-I variables are group-mean centered (Enders and Tofighi, 2007)
Coeff. – regression coefficient; S.E. – standard error.
*** significant at 0.1% level; ** significant at 1% level; * significant at 5% level + significant at 10% level.

Source: LPP 2012-2014
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Patterns of effects resemble in size to M1a-c and show an even clearer gender-specific scheme:

women WFH experience a substantially greater increase in WFC than men. While women’s

perception of WFC is almost 0.3 Likert-scale points higher when WFH, men’s level of WFC is

around 0.1 and 0.2 Likert scale points higher. Here it must be taken into consideration that men’s

average perceived WFC is slightly higher than women’s in our sample (Table in appendix A3).

Turning to cross-level interaction effects between WFH at the individual level and certifications of

workplace quality and work-family reconciliation at the company level, results confirm findings of

model M1b: the investigated aspect of corporate culture only matters for men. Adjusted predictions

of WFC show that men WFH in companies that do not possess a quality of workplace or a work-

family certification experience particularly high WFC (figures 3 and 4). In contrast, those men

WFH for companies that do have one of these certifications experience significantly lower WFC.

However, the compensating effect of corporate culture is not strong enough to result in WFC-

decreasing effects of WFH. Still, in contrast to interaction effects of M1b, the positive effect of

WFH on WFC is fully neutralized through work-family and workplace quality certifications. The

certified, publicly visible self-commitments to work-family friendliness and workplace quality seem

to create a climate where men use WFH indeed to reconcile work and family.

Figure 3.  Adjusted Predictions of WFC: Interaction of Quality of Workplace Certificate with WFH

Notes: N= 5176 men; Source: LPP-ADIAB, 2012-2014. Predictions in Y
correspond to model M2b.
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Figure 4. Adjusted Predictions of WFC: Interaction of Work-Family Certificate with WFH

Notes: N= 5176 men; Source: LPP-ADIAB, 2012-2014. Predictions in Y
correspond to model M2c.

Coefficient size of the interaction effect of the work-family specific certificate is only slightly higher

than the more general quality of workplace certificate. Thus, the results point in the same direction

as Kossek et al.’s (2011) finding that a family-supportive workplace culture yields stronger effects

on WFC than generally supportive corporate cultures; however, the difference in effect size is

almost negligible.

Partitioning and Scheduling of WFH

As WFH can serve different purposes (Abendroth and Diewald 2019), the partitioning and

scheduling of WFH provide insights on the ambivalent application of this working time tool. Table

3 shows results investigating the individual circumstances of WFH. While controlling for overtime

and being contacted during leisure time, it becomes clear that the scheduling of WFH is relevant.

Only WFH outside of regular working hours is associated with a substantially higher level of WFC

compared to WFH during regular working hours, for both men and women, thus supporting

hypothesis 2a. Most research finds overtime to be the relevant channel creating strain, with positive

effects of WFH on WFC disappearing as soon as overtime is controlled for (Abendroth and

Reimann 2018). Findings in M3 however show that working outside regular working hours yields

a relevant significant effect while controlling for overtime. Thus, the more relevant source of strain

seems to be the necessity of rescheduling and having to adapt one’s workweek because one has to

(possibly spontaneously) work outside of envisaged schedules. This finding is in line with Kim et

al. (2020), showing that WFH as part of a regular work routine is related to lower job stress and

fatigue. A less conclusive picture presents itself with regards to the partitioning and intensity of

WFH. Contrary to previous research (Gajendran and Harrison 2007; Golden et al. 2006), the
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number of hours worked from home seems to be irrelevant for the experience of WFC. Women

having to handle both ways of usage of WFH, working hourly and also full days from home,

experience significantly higher WFC compared to those women WFH solely full days. Puzzlingly,

men WFH hourly experience lower WFC than those WFH full days. This suggests that men and

women have different needs regarding WFH and benefit from different ways of using it.

Table 3. Multilevel regression results: Work-Family Conflict Index – Interactions of WFH Details

Explanatory variables
M3 WFH Details

Women Men
Coeff. S.E.a Coeff. S.E.a

Working from Home (WFH)
Working from Home -0.02     (0.13) 0.08     (0.07)
Working from Home (absolute hours) -0.00     (0.01) -0.00  (0.00)
WFH * WFH Partitioning (Ref. Full
Days)

Full Days and Hourly 0.24+    (0.14) -0.07  (0.07)
Hourly Only -0.06     (0.14) -0.17*  (0.07)

WFH * Within/Outside WH (Ref.
Within WH)

Within and Outside Working Hours 0.15     (0.11) 0.20**  (0.06)
Outside Working Hours 0.29*    (0.13) 0.34***  (0.07)

Employment Characteristics
Business Calls during Leisure Time 0.44*** (0.07) 0.37***  (0.04)
Overtime 0.03***  (0.00) 0.02***  (0.00)
Constant -0.33 (0.44) 0.22 (0.28)
Individual Level Controls ✔ ✔
Company Level Controls ✔ ✔
Year Fixed Effects ✔ ✔
Within-company SD (RS) 0.49 (0.10) 0.09 (0.05)
Between-company SD (RI) 0.25 (0.04) 0.24 (0.02)
Corr -0.90 (0.18) -1 (0.00)
Observations 2,665 6,949
Number of Groups 676 930

Notes: Controls at the individual and company level and time-fixed effects are included. Full regression
results are reported in the supplementary information tables s10- s12. Continuous Level-I
variables are group-mean centered (Enders and Tofighi, 2007)
Coeff. – regression coefficient; S.E. – standard error
*** significant at 0.1% level; ** significant at 1% level; * significant at 5% level + significant at
10% level.
Estimations are calculated without occupation-fixed effects as occupation-classifications were
not available for wave four (2018).

Source: LPP 2014-2018.

Discussion and Conclusion

Findings from this study cast doubt on the widespread notion that WFH is a work-family

compatibility miracle. WFH during Covid-19 pandemic times may not directly be comparable to

its use outside the crisis, as public childcare was cut off. Nevertheless, the pandemic significantly

accelerated the spread of WFH. A critical examination of the mixed effects of WFH is particularly
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relevant in light of its increasing use and in light of planned legislation on the right to work from

home in Germany.

Experiences with this working time flexibility tool vary widely, but do not necessarily contradict

each other. Employees WFH may experience a blurring of boundaries while also being able to

reconcile work and family. Multivariate analyses show, however, that the negatively perceived

dissolution between the professional and domestic spheres predominates. This is especially true

for women: While their baseline WFC level is slightly lower than that of men, WFH is associated

with higher WFC than for men.

As WFH is used in several ways and for different purposes, one aim of this article is to shed light

on the role of the exact circumstances of WFH use and its implications for WFC depending on the

corporate culture. It is only for men that WFH in a family friendly corporate culture has neutralizing

effects on WFC whereas for women the corporate context is less relevant. There is a difference in

terms of the visibility as well as the immediate realizability of the company’s beliefs and values.

Statements by company representatives regarding employee retention factors have less of a

moderating effect than publicly visible certificates of workplace quality and family-friendliness that

satisfy objective criteria. In the case of employee retention factors, broad statements that work-life

balance is important do not have a significant moderating effect on the stress-producing use of

WFH at all. More concrete and, thus, probably easier-to-implement statements on flexible working

hours seem to contribute to an application of WFH that helps to soften its negative effects.

However, a supportive statement of a company representative only has the potential to mitigate,

not to fully neutralize, the generally negative effect of WFH on WFC for men. Certifications of

good workplace quality and the company’s family-friendliness that are visible to all seem to create

an atmosphere, especially for men, in which they manage to use WFH in a way that does not

increase their level of WFC. A supportive corporate culture allows men to reconcile work and

family without being penalized for their gender-nonconforming behavior (Williams et al. 2013).

For women, the investigated company context makes less of a difference, possibly because they

are expected to, and actually do, use WFH to handle the unequally distributed care obligations

anyways. Moreover, Samtleben et al. (2019) show that for women, regarding take-up of work-

family reconciliation policies and perceived career consequences, the gender culture at the

workplace is particularly important. However, this dimension of the corporate culture cannot be

depicted in the present study.

In addition to contextual differences in the use of WFH between companies, the exact individual

circumstances of usage are important. A key finding of the study is that the scheduling of WFH is

crucial: WFH outside of regular working hours is associated with higher levels of WFC regardless

of overtime worked. In other words, both women and men have significantly higher levels of WFC
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when they WFH during the time normally devoted to the domestic sphere (Lott 2020). The fact

that overtime worked also has a significant yet much smaller effect points to the fact that it might

not be primarily the ‘extra’ hours worked that pose a problem, but rather the need to reschedule,

possibly even unexpectedly, one’s workday or workweek. Moreover, diverging results with regards

to the partitioning of WFH suggest that men and women may have different needs when it comes

to reconciling their workflow of gainful and care work. For men, WFC seems to be reduced if they

can squeeze in hourly work from home; e.g., preparing a presentation for the next day after dinner.

In that way, they may feel that they can accommodate both sets of demands. In contrast, women

seem to suffer particularly from the unpredictability, irregularity, and poor plannability of their

working day. Sometimes working full days from home and sometimes working hourly from home

seems to make women experience a lot more role strain than, e.g., WFH solely full days. This

finding especially makes sense in the light of Kim et al.’s (2020) claim that women mainly perceive

high WFC when they WFH to catch up on work.

This study has some limitations that are, among other things, data-induced. Above all, reverse

causality cannot be fully ruled out (van der Lippe and Lippényi 2020). It is possible that men and

women experiencing high levels of WFC chose to work from home precisely because they want to

be able to better reconcile work and family obligations. However, because of theoretical

considerations, previous quasi-experimental research (Moen et al. 2011), and additional less

extensive fixed effects-regressions (Table s13 in the supplementary information Appendix B),1 I

am confident that the postulated relationship holds. Moreover, including a broad set of control

variables at the individual, household, and corporate levels allows for reasonably working out the

effects of WFH in its different contexts. Still, future research should address problems of

endogeneity, e.g., through IV regressions or in quasi-experimental settings.

Data limitations are also the most severe barrier to further investigating the ambivalent effects of

WFH. The evidence here and from previous research shows that WFH comes in many forms

(Abendroth and Diewald 2019) and, quite likely, in the future, flexible forms of working time will

continue to diversify. However, most surveys only cover whether an employee works at home,

sometimes, if at all, distinguishing the intensity at a rough level. Compared to previous research,

the present study can differentiate individual circumstances of WFH better. It is a promising

direction for future research to pursue an even more detailed data collection and analysis, as it

seems to be these details that matter for WFH’s diverging effects.

1 Even though the dataset used is a panel, the number of waves collected are only sufficient to estimate individual
fixed-effects appropriately without including occupation-fixed effects, as information on occupational groups is
available for waves1-3 only. This is why FE-regressions are included as additional evidence to cope with unobserved
heterogeneity.
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Even if there is good reason to investigate company factors at the organizational, and not the

individual, perceived level, as done in this study, we cannot say much about the authenticity and

motives behind the statements of the company representatives (Mennino et al. 2005), thus it would

be beneficial to complement company level statements with employee’s perceptions to detect

potential discrepancies or correspondences. Moreover, a broader set of outcomes should be

investigated to illustrate the simultaneous effect of helping to reconcile work and family while at

the same time harmfully blurring the boundaries between these spheres (van der Lippe and

Lippényi 2020).

Last, but not least, it should not be forgotten that despite its popularity, WFH is available to a

rather small and oftentimes privileged group of employees. Against this background, WFH should

not be depicted thoughtlessly as the working time instrument that solves all compatibility problems,

as it may not even be available to those needing solutions for work-family reconciliation the most.

The results of this study show that, in the current way of application, WFH more often leads to a

problematic dissolution of boundaries between family and work. This is in line with Abendroth

and Reimann’s (2018) claim that WFH is often offered to employees to pursue flexibilization and

work intensification interests of the employer, in particular in demanding workplaces. In this light,

the understanding that a supportive workplace climate is important and not to be neglected when

practitioners think about how to ameliorate the reconcilability of their employees (Bernhardt and

Bünning 2021) becomes ever more important. Thus, it is particularly important to recognize that

it is not only the perceived corporate culture that plays a role. What matters for a climate of support

that enables employees to use WFH to lower WFC is not necessarily companies’ statements on

values and convictions, but clear, reliable commitments in the form of certificates that are visible

to all employees.
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Appendix A

Table A1. Overview of operationalization of dependent and main explanatory variables

DEPENDENT VARIABLES
WFC-Index (Cronbach’s alpha = 0.83)
Strain-based WFC

My work creates stress, which makes it difficult to meet private or family obligations.
“fully applies”/ “largely applies”/ “neutral”/“does rather not apply”/ “does not apply at all”

Time-based WFC
The amount of time I spend at work makes it difficult for me to fulfil my duties in the family or in my private life.
“fully applies”/ “largely applies”/ “neutral”/“does rather not apply”/ “does not apply at all”

Behavior-based WFC

The requirements of my work interfere with my private and family life.
“fully applies”/ “largely applies”/ “neutral”/“does rather not apply”/ “does not apply at all”

MAIN EXPLANATORY VARIABLES
Working Time Characteristics

Working from Home
Working From Home (Dummy)
Amount of Hours Worked at Home (Continuous Variable, cluster mean centered)
Partitioning of Hours Worked at Home (Categorical; Ref: Full Days, Hourly, Both)
Working at Home Outside or Within Working Hours (Categorical; Ref: Within contracted working
hours, Outside contracted working hours, Both)
Overtime (Continuous, cluster-mean centered)

Corporate Culture Indicators
Staff Retention Indicators
Company representative claims flexible working hours to be important for staff retention (Dummy)
Company representation claims work-life balance to be important for staff retention (Dummy)
Company Certificates
Quality of Workplace Certification (Dummy)
Work-Family Certification (Dummy)

CONTROLS
Fixed-term contract, amount of working hours, partner living in the HH, partner’s employment
situation, number of children under 14 years old, age of youngest child (o-2; 3-6 or 7-13), age, age
sqrt, household size, size of company, industry, collective agreement, region of company, time-
dummies
Socio-Economic Status (Bartlett’s test of sphericity (p=.000) Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin test (>.7)
PCA based on:
Low Income 0-1400€ net (Dummy)
High Income >3000€ net (Dummy)
Highest level of secondary education (Continuous ‘no qualification’ to ‘A-level, extended secondary school
certificate’)
Highest level of training qualification (Continuous ‘Apprenticeship, in-firm training’ to ‘University degree’)
Employment Situation (Dummy 1= White Collar Worker 0= Blue Collar Worker)
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Table A2. Summary Statistics Employee Turnover Prevention Sample 1

Women Men

mean sd min max mean sd min max
Work-Family Conflict Index 2.17 1.03 1.00 5.00 2.34 1.03 1.00 5.00
Work-Family Conflict: Behavior-based 2.05 1.13 1.00 5.00 2.26 1.18 1.00 5.00
Work-Family Conflict: Time-based 2.14 1.20 1.00 5.00 2.30 1.20 1.00 5.00
Work-Family Conflict: Strain-based 2.32 1.23 1.00 5.00 2.45 1.19 1.00 5.00
Age in years 47.07 9.93 20.00 66.00 46.85 10.27 18.00 69.00
Socio-Economic Status (Continuous) 0.45 0.21 0.00 1.00 0.49 0.24 0.00 1.00
Number of children < 14 0.29 0.63 0.00 4.00 0.44 0.80 0.00 6.00
Youngest child between 0-2 yo 0.03 0.16 0.00 1.00 0.06 0.24 0.00 1.00
Youngest child between 3-6 yo 0.05 0.22 0.00 1.00 0.07 0.26 0.00 1.00
Youngest child between 7-13 yo 0.13 0.33 0.00 1.00 0.14 0.35 0.00 1.00
Permanent relationship 0.82 0.39 0.00 1.00 0.83 0.37 0.00 1.00
Partner works full-time 0.66 0.47 0.00 1.00 0.29 0.46 0.00 1.00
Partner works part-time 0.03 0.18 0.00 1.00 0.35 0.48 0.00 1.00
Partner is unemployed 0.12 0.33 0.00 1.00 0.19 0.39 0.00 1.00
Working from home (Dummy) 0.14 0.34 0.00 1.00 0.19 0.39 0.00 1.00
Business phone calls during leisure time 0.08 0.26 0.00 1.00 0.14 0.34 0.00 1.00
Leadership position 0.17 0.37 0.00 1.00 0.35 0.48 0.00 1.00
Fixed-Term Contract (Dummy) 0.06 0.24 0.00 1.00 0.04 0.19 0.00 1.00
Contractual working time (h/week) 32.98 7.96 2.00 60.00 38.33 4.02 4.00 90.00
Employee Loyalty: Flexible Working Hours 0.66 0.47 0.00 1.00 0.66 0.47 0.00 1.00
Employee Loyalty: Work-Life Balance 0.69 0.46 0.00 1.00 0.62 0.49 0.00 1.00
East Germany 0.32 0.46 0.00 1.00 0.26 0.44 0.00 1.00
0-49 employees 0.01 0.07 0.00 1.00 0.01 0.07 0.00 1.00
50-99 employees 0.15 0.36 0.00 1.00 0.12 0.33 0.00 1.00
100-249 employees 0.28 0.45 0.00 1.00 0.25 0.43 0.00 1.00
250-499 employees 0.24 0.43 0.00 1.00 0.25 0.43 0.00 1.00
>500 employees 0.32 0.47 0.00 1.00 0.38 0.48 0.00 1.00
Collective agreement 0.68 0.47 0.00 1.00 0.73 0.44 0.00 1.00
Staffing plan (Dummy) 0.78 0.42 0.00 1.00 0.80 0.40 0.00 1.00
Processing industry 0.29 0.45 0.00 1.00 0.34 0.47 0.00 1.00
Metal and electrical industry, automotive

sector 0.21 0.41 0.00 1.00 0.44 0.50 0.00 1.00
Commerce, traffic, communication 0.15 0.36 0.00 1.00 0.10 0.29 0.00 1.00
Company-related services, financial services 0.20 0.40 0.00 1.00 0.09 0.29 0.00 1.00
IT, communication and other services 0.15 0.36 0.00 1.00 0.04 0.19 0.00 1.00
Observations 3422 8718
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Table A3. Summary Statistics Workplace Certification Sample 2

Women Men

mean sd min max mean sd min max
Work-Family Conflict Index 2.16 1.03 1.00 5.00 2.35 1.05 1.00 5.00
Work-Family Conflict: Behavior-based 2.06 1.14 1.00 5.00 2.31 1.20 1.00 5.00
Work-Family Conflict: Time-based 2.12 1.20 1.00 5.00 2.30 1.21 1.00 5.00
Work-Family Conflict: Strain-based 2.29 1.23 1.00 5.00 2.45 1.20 1.00 5.00
Age in years 46.82 9.88 20.00 64.00 46.43 10.25 18.00 69.00
Socio-Economic Status (Continuous) 0.44 0.20 0.00 1.00 0.48 0.24 0.00 1.00
Number of children < 14 0.30 0.65 0.00 4.00 0.45 0.81 0.00 6.00
Youngest child between 0-2 yo 0.02 0.15 0.00 1.00 0.06 0.24 0.00 1.00
Youngest child between 3-6 yo 0.06 0.23 0.00 1.00 0.07 0.26 0.00 1.00
Youngest child between 7-13 yo 0.13 0.33 0.00 1.00 0.14 0.35 0.00 1.00
Permanent relationship 0.82 0.38 0.00 1.00 0.84 0.37 0.00 1.00
Partner works full-time 0.67 0.47 0.00 1.00 0.30 0.46 0.00 1.00
Partner works part-time 0.03 0.17 0.00 1.00 0.34 0.47 0.00 1.00
Partner is unemployed 0.12 0.32 0.00 1.00 0.20 0.40 0.00 1.00
Working from home (Dummy) 0.13 0.33 0.00 1.00 0.19 0.39 0.00 1.00
Business phone calls during leisure time 0.07 0.25 0.00 1.00 0.14 0.34 0.00 1.00
Leadership position 0.15 0.36 0.00 1.00 0.35 0.48 0.00 1.00
Fixed-Term Contract (Dummy) 0.07 0.26 0.00 1.00 0.04 0.19 0.00 1.00
Contractual working time (h/week) 32.94 8.06 3.00 60.00 38.26 4.21 7.80 90.00
Certification: quality of the workplace 0.33 0.47 0.00 1.00 0.28 0.45 0.00 1.00
Certification: work-family balance 0.20 0.40 0.00 1.00 0.11 0.32 0.00 1.00
East Germany 0.31 0.46 0.00 1.00 0.26 0.44 0.00 1.00
0-49 employees 0.00 0.06 0.00 1.00 0.00 0.04 0.00 1.00
50-99 employees 0.11 0.32 0.00 1.00 0.11 0.31 0.00 1.00
100-249 employees 0.29 0.45 0.00 1.00 0.24 0.42 0.00 1.00
250-499 employees 0.25 0.43 0.00 1.00 0.26 0.44 0.00 1.00
>500 employees 0.35 0.48 0.00 1.00 0.39 0.49 0.00 1.00
Collective agreement 0.70 0.46 0.00 1.00 0.74 0.44 0.00 1.00
Staffing plan (Dummy) 0.80 0.40 0.00 1.00 0.83 0.37 0.00 1.00
Processing industry 0.31 0.46 0.00 1.00 0.33 0.47 0.00 1.00
Metal and electrical industry, automotive
sector 0.24 0.43 0.00 1.00 0.48 0.50 0.00 1.00
Commerce, traffic, communication 0.13 0.34 0.00 1.00 0.08 0.27 0.00 1.00
Company-related services, financial
services 0.19 0.39 0.00 1.00 0.08 0.28 0.00 1.00
IT, communication and other services 0.13 0.34 0.00 1.00 0.03 0.18 0.00 1.00
Observations 1859 5176
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Table A4. Summary Statistics WFH Details Sample 3

Women Men

mean sd min max mean sd min max

Work-Family Conflict Index 2.16 1.01 1.00 5.00 2.27 1.00 1.00 5.00
Work-Family Conflict: Behavior-based 2.00 1.10 1.00 5.00 2.15 1.13 1.00 5.00
Work-Family Conflict: Time-based 2.14 1.18 1.00 5.00 2.24 1.17 1.00 5.00
Work-Family Conflict: Strain-based 2.33 1.22 1.00 5.00 2.41 1.18 1.00 5.00
Age in years 47.58 10.04 20.00 76.00 47.70 10.15 18.00 69.00
Socio-Economic Status (Continuous) 0.50 0.22 0.00 1.00 0.54 0.26 0.00 1.00
Number of children < 14 0.27 0.61 0.00 4.00 0.43 0.80 0.00 7.00
Youngest child between 0-2 yo 0.03 0.18 0.00 1.00 0.06 0.24 0.00 1.00
Youngest child between 3-6 yo 0.04 0.20 0.00 1.00 0.07 0.26 0.00 1.00
Youngest child between 7-13 yo 0.12 0.32 0.00 1.00 0.13 0.34 0.00 1.00
Permanent relationship 0.82 0.39 0.00 1.00 0.84 0.37 0.00 1.00
Partner works full-time 0.65 0.48 0.00 1.00 0.29 0.46 0.00 1.00
Partner works part-time 0.04 0.19 0.00 1.00 0.38 0.48 0.00 1.00
Partner is unemployed 0.13 0.34 0.00 1.00 0.17 0.37 0.00 1.00
Working from home (Dummy) 0.18 0.38 0.00 1.00 0.24 0.43 0.00 1.00
Work from home (h/week) 0.77 3.12 0.00 60.00 1.10 3.90 0.00 60.00
Business phone calls during leisure time 0.08 0.28 0.00 1.00 0.15 0.35 0.00 1.00
Leadership position 0.17 0.37 0.00 1.00 0.33 0.47 0.00 1.00
Fixed-Term Contract (Dummy) 0.04 0.21 0.00 1.00 0.03 0.16 0.00 1.00
Contractual working time (h/week) 33.01 7.71 2.00 80.00 38.03 4.20 4.00 90.00
Hourly only 0.09 0.29 0.00 1.00 0.13 0.34 0.00 1.00
Full Days 0.04 0.20 0.00 1.00 0.05 0.22 0.00 1.00
Hourly and Full Days 0.04 0.21 0.00 1.00 0.05 0.22 0.00 1.00
Within Working Hours 0.08 0.26 0.00 1.00 0.09 0.28 0.00 1.00
Outside Working Hours 0.05 0.23 0.00 1.00 0.09 0.29 0.00 1.00
Within and Outside Working Hours 0.05 0.22 0.00 1.00 0.06 0.24 0.00 1.00
East Germany 0.30 0.46 0.00 1.00 0.24 0.43 0.00 1.00
0-49 employees 0.01 0.09 0.00 1.00 0.01 0.09 0.00 1.00
50-99 employees 0.12 0.33 0.00 1.00 0.10 0.29 0.00 1.00
100-249 employees 0.27 0.45 0.00 1.00 0.22 0.41 0.00 1.00
250-499 employees 0.23 0.42 0.00 1.00 0.22 0.41 0.00 1.00
>500 employees 0.37 0.48 0.00 1.00 0.46 0.50 0.00 1.00
Collective agreement 0.72 0.45 0.00 1.00 0.77 0.42 0.00 1.00
Staffing plan (Dummy) 0.79 0.41 0.00 1.00 0.81 0.39 0.00 1.00
Processing industry 0.27 0.44 0.00 1.00 0.31 0.46 0.00 1.00
Metal and electrical industry automo 0.26 0.44 0.00 1.00 0.49 0.50 0.00 1.00
Commerce traffic communication 0.14 0.35 0.00 1.00 0.08 0.28 0.00 1.00
Company-related services financial
services 0.19 0.39 0.00 1.00 0.08 0.28 0.00 1.00
IT communication and other services 0.15 0.36 0.00 1.00 0.04 0.19 0.00 1.00
Observations 2665 6949



Table s1. Multilevel regression results: Behavior-based Work-Family Conflicts. Interactions with staff retention indicators

Work-Family Conflict Index
M1a – Baseline Model M1b – Flexible Working Hours M1c Work-Life Balance

Women Men Women Men Women Men
Coeff. S.E. Coeff. S.E. Coeff. S.E. Coeff. S.E. Coeff. S.E. Coeff. S.E.

Explanatory Variables
Working from Home (WFH) 0.32*** (0.07) 0.17***  (0.04) 0.38**  (0.13) 0.26*** -0.07 0.23+  (0.12) 0.24***  (0.06)

Staff Retention Interactions
Flexible WH important -0.02  (0.05) 0.01 -0.03
WFH * Flexible WH -0.08  (0.14) -0.14+ -0.08
Work-Life Balance important -0.01  (0.05) 0.02  (0.03)
WFH * Work-Life Balance 0.11  (0.14) -0.11  (0.07)
Controls
Business Calls during Leisure Time 0.35*** (0.08) 0.46***  (0.04) 0.35***  (0.08) 0.46*** -0.04 0.35***  (0.08) 0.46***  (0.04)

Constant 0.20 (0.89) -0.05 0.74 0.21 0.89 -0.07 0.74 0.20 0.89 -0.08 0.74
Individual Level Controls ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔
Company Level Controls ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔
Year Fixed Effects ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔
Occupation Fixed Effects ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔
Within-company SD (RS) 0.46 0.12 0.39 0.06 0.46 0.12 0.39 0.06 0.46 0.12 0.39 0.06
Between-company SD (RI) 0.21 0.04 0.30 0.02 0.21 0.04 0.30 0.02 0.21 0.04 0.30 0.02
Corr. -0.41 0.33 -0.62 0.10 -0.41 0.34 -0.63 0.10 -0.41 0.33 -0.63 0.10
Observations 3,422 8,718 3,422 8,718 3,422 8,718
Number of Groups 798 1,008 798 1,008 798 1,008

Notes: Controls at the individual and company level and time-fixed effects are included. Continuous Level-I variables (SES) are
group-mean centered (Enders and Tofighi, 2007)
Coeff. – regression coefficient; S.E. – standard error.
*** significant at 0.1% level; ** significant at 1% level; * significant at 5% level + significant at 10% level.
Source: LPP ADIAB 2012-2016.
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Table s2. Multilevel regression results: Behavior-based Work-Family Conflicts. Interactions with Company Certifications

Work-Family Conflict Index
M2a – Baseline Model M2b – Quality of Work M2c Work-Family

Women Men Women Men Women Men
Coeff. S.E. Coeff. S.E. Coeff. S.E. Coeff. S.E. Coeff. S.E. Coeff. S.E.

Explanatory Variables
Working from Home (WFH) 0.38***  (0.10)      0.12*   (0.06) 0.33**  (0.11) 0.17** -0.06 0.37***  (0.11) 0.15*  (0.06)

Company Certification Interactions
Quality of Workplace Certification     -0.07  (0.06)      0.02 -0.05
WFH * Quality of Workplace C      0.17  (0.18)     -0.21* -0.1
Work-Family Certification      0.00  (0.07)     -0.04  (0.07)
WFH * Work-Family C      0.04  (0.20) -0.23+    (0.14)

Controls
Business Calls during Leisure Time 0.32**  (0.11) 0.52***  (0.05) 0.33**  (0.11) 0.52*** -0.05 0.32**   (0.11) 0.52***  (0.05)

Constant 1.64 1.24 -0.06 0.74 1.64 1.24 -0.06 0.74 1.64 1.24 -0.08 0.74
Individual Level Controls ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔
Company Level Controls ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔
Year Fixed Effects ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔
Occupation Fixed Effects ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔
Within-company SD (RS) 0.31 0.12 0.43 0.07 0.31 0.13 0.41 0.07 0.31 0.14 0.41 0.07
Between-company SD (RI) 0.11 0.02 0.29 0.03 0.11 0.02 0.29 0.03 0.11 0.08 0.29 0.03
Corr. 1.00 0.00. -0.70 0.12 1.00 0.00 -0.71 0.13 1.00 0.00 -0.71 0.12
Observations 1,859 5,176 1,859 5,176 1,859 5,176
Number of Groups 497 671 497 671 497 671

Notes: Controls at the individual and company level and year and company-fixed effects are included. Continuous Level-I variables
(SES) are group-mean centered (Enders and Tofighi, 2007)
Coeff. – regression coefficient; S.E. – standard error.
*** significant at 0.1% level; ** significant at 1% level; * significant at 5% level + significant at 10% level.

Source: LPP ADIAB 2012-2014.
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Table s3. Multilevel regression results: Behavior-based Work-Family Conflict WFH Details

Explanatory variables
M4 WFH Details

Women Men
Coeff. S.E. Coeff. S.E.

Working from Home (WFH)
Working from Home      0.01    (0.14)      0.04    (0.08)
Working from Home (hours)     -0.01    (0.01)     -0.01+    (0.00)
WFH Partitioning (Ref. Full Days)

Full Days and Hourly      0.17    (0.15)     -0.10    (0.08)
Hourly Only     -0.09    (0.15)     -0.14+    (0.08)

Within/Outside WH (Ref. Outside WH)

Within and Outside Working Hours      0.16    (0.12) 0.21**     (0.07)

Outside Working Hours      0.40**    (0.14) 0.36***    (0.07)
Employment Characteristics

Business Calls during Leisure Time 0.44***    (0.08) 0.38***    (0.04)

Overtime 0.02***    (0.00) 0.03***    (0.00)
Constant -0.14 (0.48) 0.32 (0.33)
Individual Level Controls ✔ ✔
Company Level Controls ✔ ✔
Time Fixed Effects ✔ ✔
Within-company SD (RS) 0.36 (0.11) 0.12 (0.06)
Between-company SD (RI) 0.26 (0.04) 0.28 (0.03)
Corr -1 (0.00) -1 (0.00)
Observations 2,665 6,949
Number of Groups 676 930

Notes: Controls at the individual and company level and time-fixed effects are included.
Continuous Level-I variables are group-mean centered (Enders and Tofighi, 2007)
Coeff. – regression coefficient; S.E. – standard error
*** significant at 0.1% level; ** significant at 1% level; * significant at 5% level + significant
at 10% level.

Source: LPP 2014-2018.



Table s4. Multilevel regression results: Time-based Work-Family Conflicts. Interactions with staff retention indicators

Work-Family Conflict Index
M1a – Baseline Model M1b – Flexible Working Hours M1c Work-Life Balance

Women Men Women Men Women Men
Coeff. S.E. Coeff. S.E. Coeff. S.E. Coeff. S.E. Coeff. S.E. Coeff. S.E.

Explanatory Variables
Working from Home (WFH) 0.24***  (0.07) 0.22***  (0.04)      0.32*   (0.13) 0.32***  (0.07) 0.18  (0.12) 0.26***  (0.07)

Staff Retention Interactions
Flexible WH important     -0.02  (0.05) 0.03  (0.04)
WFH * Flexible WH     -0.10  (0.14) -0.14+  (0.08)
Work-Life Balance important     -0.00  (0.05) 0.01  (0.03)
WFH * Work-Life Balance 0.08  (0.14)     -0.05  (0.07)
Controls
Business Calls during Leisure Time 0.42***  (0.08) 0.44***  (0.04) 0.42***  (0.08) 0.44***  (0.04) 0.42***  (0.08) 0.44***  (0.04)

Constant -0.94 (0.92) -0.19 0.75 -0.92 0.92 -0.22 0.75 -0.94 0.92 -0.20 0.75
Individual Level Controls ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔
Company Level Controls ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔
Year Fixed Effects ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔
Occupation Fixed Effects ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔
Within-company SD (RS) 0.43 0.10 0.39 0.06 0.43 0.10 0.39 0.06 0.43 0.10 0.39 0.06
Between-company SD (RI) 0.25 0.04 0.31 0.02 0.25 0.04 0.31 0.02 0.25 0.04 0.31 0.02
Corr. -0.93 0.22 -0.43 0.14 -0.96 0.22 -0.45 0.13 -0.92 0.22 -0.44 0.14
Observations 3,422 8,718 3,422 8,718 3,422 8,718
Number of Groups 798 1,008 798 1,008 798 1,008

Notes: Controls at the individual and company level and time-fixed effects are included. Continuous Level-I variables (SES) are group-
mean centered (Enders and Tofighi, 2007)
Coeff. – regression coefficient; S.E. – standard error.
*** significant at 0.1% level; ** significant at 1% level; * significant at 5% level + significant at 10% level.

Source: LPP ADIAB 2012-2016.
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Table s5. Multilevel regression results: Time-based Work-Family Conflicts. Interactions with Company Certifications

Work-Family Conflict Index
M2a – Baseline Model M2b – Quality of Work M2c –  Work-Family

Women Men Women Men Women Men
Coeff. S.E. Coeff. S.E. Coeff. S.E. Coeff. S.E. Coeff. S.E. Coeff. S.E.

Explanatory Variables
Working from Home (WFH) 0.25** (0.09) 0.19**  (0.06)      0.24*   (0.11) 0.25***  (0.07) 0.28**  (0.10) 0.22***  (0.06)

Company Certification Interactions
Quality of Workplace Certification     -0.02  (0.07)      0.06  (0.05)
WFH * Quality of Workplace C      0.03  (0.18) -0.19+    (0.10)
Work-Family Certification      0.07  (0.08)      0.01  (0.07)
WFH * Work-Family C     -0.11  (0.19)     -0.19  (0.14)

Controls
Business Calls during Leisure Time 0.35** (0.11) 0.49***  (0.05) 0.35**   (0.11) 0.49***  (0.05) 0.35**   (0.11) 0.49***  (0.05)

Constant 1.74 1.31 1.18 0.74 1.74 1.31 1.16 0.74 1.76 1.31 1.16 0.74
Individual Level Controls ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔
Company Level Controls ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔
Year Fixed Effects ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔
Occupation Fixed Effects ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔
Within-company SD (RS) 0.04 0.17 0.44 0.07 0.04 0.18 0.43 0.07 0.03 0.45 0.07
Between-company SD (RI) 0.23 0.07 0.30 0.03 0.24 0.07 0.30 0.03 0.23 0.30 0.03
Corr. -1.00 0.00. -0.51 0.15 -1.00 0.00 -0.51 0.15 -1.00 -0.52 0.15
Observations 1,859 5,176 1,859 5,176 1,859 5,176
Number of Groups 497 671 497 671 497 671

Notes:  Controls at the individual and company level and year and company-fixed effects are included. Continuous Level-I variables (SES) are
group-mean centered (Enders and Tofighi, 2007)
Coeff. – regression coefficient; S.E. – standard error.
*** significant at 0.1% level; ** significant at 1% level; * significant at 5% level + significant at 10% level.

Source: LPP ADIAB 2012-2014.
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Table s6. Multilevel regression results: Time-based Work-Family Conflict - WFH Details

Explanatory variables
M4 WFH Details

Women Men
Coeff. S.E. Coeff. S.E.

Working from Home (WFH)
Working from Home     -0.11    (0.15)      0.07    (0.08)
Working from Home (hours)     -0.00    (0.01)     -0.00    (0.00)
WFH Partitioning (Ref. Full Days)

Full Days and Hourly      0.45**    (0.16)     -0.01    (0.09)
Hourly Only      0.08    (0.16)     -0.17*    (0.08)

Within/Outside WH (Ref. Outside WH)
Within and Outside Working Hours      0.19    (0.13) 0.20**     (0.07)
Outside Working Hours      0.23    (0.15) 0.35***    (0.08)

Employment Characteristics
Business Calls during Leisure Time 0.40***    (0.09) 0.36***    (0.04)
Overtime 0.03***    (0.00) 0.03***    (0.00)
Constant -0.97 (0.52) 0.08 (0.39)
Individual Level Controls ✔ ✔
Company Level Controls ✔ ✔
Time Fixed Effects ✔ ✔
Within-company SD (RS) 0.45 (0.11) 0.04 (0.01)
Between-company SD (RI) 0.27 (0.05) 0.26 (0.02)
Corr -0.88 (0.16) -1 (0.00)
Observations 2,665 6,949
Number of Groups 676 930

Notes: Controls at the individual and company level and time-fixed effects are included.
Continuous Level-I variables are group-mean centered (Enders and Tofighi, 2007)
Coeff. – regression coefficient; S.E. – standard error
*** significant at 0.1% level; ** significant at 1% level; * significant at 5% level +
significant at 10% level.

Source: LPP 2014-2018.



Table s7. Multilevel regression results: Strain-based Work-Family Conflicts. Interactions with staff retention indicators

Work-Family Conflict Index
M1a – Baseline Model M1b – Flexible Working Hours M1c Work-Life Balance

Women Men Women Men Women Men
Coeff. S.E. Coeff. S.E. Coeff. S.E. Coeff. S.E. Coeff. S.E. Coeff. S.E.

Explanatory Variables
Working from Home (WFH) 0.17*  (0.07) 0.18***  (0.04) 0.23+  (0.13) 0.27***  (0.07) 0.08  (0.13) 0.23***  (0.07)

Staff Retention Interactions
Flexible WH important     -0.02  (0.05) 0.00  (0.03)
WFH * Flexible WH     -0.08  (0.15)     -0.12  (0.08)
Work-Life Balance important     -0.03  (0.05)     -0.02  (0.03)
WFH * Work-Life Balance 0.13  (0.14)     -0.07   (0.07)

Controls
Business Calls during Leisure Time 0.49***  (0.08) 0.43***  (0.04) 0.49***  (0.08) 0.43***  (0.04) 0.49***  (0.08) 0.43***  (0.04)

Constant 0.75 0.98 -0.06 0.75 0.76 0.98 -0.08 0.76 0.75 0.98 -0.06 0.75
Individual Level Controls ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔
Company Level Controls ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔
Year Fixed Effects ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔
Occupation Fixed Effects ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔
Within-company SD (RS) 0.35 0.14 0.34 0.06 0.35 0.14 0.34 0.06 0.36 0.13 0.34 0.06
Between-company SD (RI) 0.25 0.05 0.25 0.02 0.25 0.05 0.25 0.02 0.25 0.05 0.25 0.02
Corr. -0.27 0.45 -0.55 0.15 -0.30 0.45 -0.57 0.14 -0.30 0.44 -0.56 0.14
Observations 3,422 8,718 3,422 8,718 3,422 8,718
Number of Groups 798 1,008 798 1,008 798 1,008

Notes: Controls at the individual and company level and time-fixed effects are included Continuous Level-I variables (SES) are group-mean
centered (Enders and Tofighi, 2007)
Coeff. – regression coefficient; S.E. – standard error.
*** significant at 0.1% level; ** significant at 1% level; * significant at 5% level + significant at 10% level.

Source: LPP ADIAB 2012-2016.
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Table s8. Multilevel regression results: Strain-based Work-Family Conflicts. Interactions with Company Certifications

Work-Family Conflict Index
M2a – Baseline Model M2b – Quality of Work M2c –  Work-Family

Women Men Women Men Women Men
Coeff. S.E. Coeff. S.E. Coeff. S.E. Coeff. S.E. Coeff. S.E. Coeff. S.E.

Explanatory Variables
Working from Home (WFH) 0.19+  (0.10) 0.09  (0.06) 0.17  (0.12) 0.16*  (0.06) 0.18  (0.11)      0.13*   (0.06)
Business Calls during Leisure Time 0.41***  (0.12) 0.46***  (0.05) 0.41***  (0.12) 0.46***  (0.05) 0.41***  (0.12) 0.46***  (0.05)

Company Certification Interactions
Quality of Workplace Certification      0.04  (0.07)      0.06  (0.05)
WFH * Quality of Workplace C      0.07  (0.19)     -0.23*  (0.10)
Work-Family Certification     -0.02  (0.09)     -0.05  (0.07)
WFH * Work-Family C      0.03  (0.21)     -0.28*  (0.14)

Controls
Business Calls during Leisure Time 0.41***  (0.12) 0.46***  (0.05) 0.41***  (0.12) 0.46***  (0.05) 0.41***  (0.12) 0.46***  (0.05)

Constant 1.50 1.36 1.41 0.75 1.49 1.36 1.39 0.75 1.49 1.36 1.39 0.75
Individual Level Controls ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔
Company Level Controls ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔
Year Fixed Effects ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔
Occupation Fixed Effects ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔
Within-company SD (RS) 0.24 0.27 0.40 0.08 0.25 0.27 0.39 0.08 0.25 0.27 0.40 0.08
Between-company SD (RI) 0.26 0.06 0.26 0.03 0.25 0.06 0.26 0.03 0.26 0.06 0.26 0.03
Corr. 0.30 1.31 -0.63 0.15 0.30 1.13 -0.63 0.16 0.30 1.31 -0.66 0.15
Observations 1,859 5,176 1,859 5,176 1,859 5,176
Number of Groups 497 671 497 671 497 671

Notes: Controls at the individual and company level and year and company-fixed effects are included. Continuous Level-I variables (SES) are group-
mean centered (Enders and Tofighi, 2007)
Coeff. – regression coefficient; S.E. – standard error.
*** significant at 0.1% level; ** significant at 1% level; * significant at 5% level + significant at 10% level.

Source: LPP ADIAB 2012-2014.
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Table s9. Multilevel regression results: Strain-based Work-Family Conflict - WFH Details

Explanatory variables
M4 WFH Details

Women Men
Coeff. S.E.a Coeff. S.E.a

Working from Home (WFH)
Working from Home -0.07  (0.16) 0.13  (0.08)
Working from Home (hours) 0.00  (0.01) -0.00     (0.00)
WFH Partitioning (Ref. Full Days)

Full Days and Hourly 0.15  (0.17) -0.11     (0.09)
Hourly Only -0.08  (0.17) -0.22*    (0.09)

Within/Outside WH (Ref. Outside WH)
Within and Outside Working Hours 0.12  (0.14) 0.18*    (0.08)
Outside Working Hours 0.26+  (0.16) 0.31***  (0.08)

Employment Characteristics
Business Calls during Leisure Time 0.51***  (0.09) 0.37***  (0.04)
Overtime 0.03***  (0.01) 0.02***  (0.00)
Constant 0.19 (0.54) 0.25 (0.34)
Individual Level Controls ✔ ✔
Company Level Controls ✔ ✔
Time Fixed Effects ✔ ✔
Within-company SD (RS) 0.53 (0.11) 0.12
Between-company SD (RI) 0.30 (0.05) 0.19
Corr -1 (0.00) -1
Observations 2,665 6,949
Number of Groups 676 930

Notes: Controls at the individual and company level and time-fixed effects are included.
Continuous Level-I variables are group-mean centered (Enders and Tofighi, 2007).
Coeff. – regression coefficient; S.E. – standard error
*** significant at 0.1% level; ** significant at 1% level; * significant at 5% level +
significant at 10% level.

Source: LPP ADIAB 2014-2018.



Table s10. Multilevel full regression results: Work-Family Conflicts Index. Interactions with staff retention indicators

Work-Family Conflict Index
M1a – Baseline Model M1b – Flexible Working Hours M1c Work-Life Balance
Women Men Women Men Women Men
Coeff. S.E. Coeff. S.E. Coeff. S.E. Coeff. S.E. Coeff. S.E. Coeff. S.E.

Explanatory Variables
Working from Home (WFH) 0.25*** (0.06) 0.19*** (0.04) 0.31** (0.11) 0.28*** (0.06) 0.17 (0.11) 0.24*** (0.06)

Staff Retention Interactions
Flexible WH important -0.02 (0.04) 0.01 (0.03)
WFH * Flexible WH -0.08 (0.13) -0.13* (0.07)
Work-Life Balance important -0.01 (0.04) 0.01 (0.03)
WFH * Work-Life Balance 0.11 (0.12) -0.07 (0.06)

Control Variables
Socio-Demographics

Socio-Economic Status (cmc) 0.16    (0.12) 0.23*** (0.07) 0.16    (0.12) 0.23*** (0.07) 0.16    (0.12) 0.23*** (0.07)
SES (cluster mean) 0.02 (0.17) 0.27* (0.12) 0.03 (0.17) 0.28* (0.12) 0.03 (0.17) 0.27* (0.12)
Age 0.05*** (0.01) 0.06*** (0.01) 0.05*** (0.01) 0.06*** (0.01) 0.05*** (0.01) 0.06*** (0.01)
Age (squared) -0.00*** (0.00) -0.00*** (0.00) -0.00*** (0.00) -0.00*** (0.00) -0.00*** (0.00) -0.00*** (0.00)
Number of Children 0.08    (0.06) -0.01    (0.03) 0.08    (0.06) -0.01    (0.03) 0.08    (0.06) -0.01    (0.03)
Youngest Child (0-2) -0.01    (0.14) 0.17*   (0.07) -0.01    (0.14) 0.17*   (0.07) -0.01    (0.14) 0.17*   (0.07)
Youngest Child (3-6) 0.13    (0.13) 0.11    (0.07) 0.13    (0.13) 0.10    (0.07) 0.12    (0.13) 0.11    (0.07)
Youngest Child (7-13) 0.09    (0.10) 0.10+   (0.05) 0.09    (0.10) 0.10+   (0.05) 0.08    (0.10) 0.10+   (0.05)
Partner full-time employed 0.01    (0.05) -0.03    (0.03) 0.02    (0.05) -0.03    (0.03) 0.01    (0.05) -0.03    (0.03)
Partner part-time employed 0.15 (0.10) -0.04 (0.04) 0.15 (0.10) -0.04 (0.04) 0.15 (0.10) -0.04 (0.04)
Partner unemployed 0.04    (0.06) 0.00    (0.04) 0.04    (0.06) 0.00    (0.04) 0.04    (0.06) 0.00    (0.04)

Employment Details
Business Calls during Leisure Time 0.42*** (0.07) 0.44*** (0.03) 0.42*** (0.07) 0.44*** (0.03) 0.42*** (0.07) 0.44*** (0.03)
Supervisory Position 0.09+   (0.05) 0.05*   (0.02) 0.09+   (0.05) 0.05*   (0.02) 0.09+   (0.05) 0.05*   (0.02)
Fixed-Term Contract 0.04    (0.07) -0.07    (0.06) 0.04    (0.07) -0.07    (0.06) 0.04    (0.07) -0.07    (0.06)
Contracted Working Hours 0.02*** (0.00) 0.02*** (0.00) 0.02*** (0.00) 0.02*** (0.00) 0.02*** (0.00) 0.02*** (0.00)

Company Characteristics
Staffing Plan 0.06 (0.05) 0.03 (0.03) 0.06 (0.05) 0.03 (0.03) 0.06 (0.05) 0.03 (0.03)
Collective Agreement 0.02    (0.04) 0.01    (0.03) 0.02    (0.04) 0.01    (0.03) 0.02    (0.04) 0.01    (0.03)
Region (East) 0.06    (0.05) 0.00    (0.04) 0.06    (0.05) 0.00    (0.04) 0.06    (0.05) 0.00    (0.04)

Size of the Company (Ref. >500
Employees)
0-49 Employees 0.47*   (0.24) 0.19    (0.15) 0.47*   (0.24) 0.19    (0.15) 0.47+   (0.24) 0.19    (0.15)
50-99 Employees 0.40    (0.24) 0.18    (0.15) 0.40+   (0.24) 0.18    (0.15) 0.40    (0.24) 0.19    (0.15)
100-249 Employees 0.44+   (0.24) 0.19    (0.15) 0.44+   (0.24) 0.19    (0.15) 0.44+   (0.24) 0.19    (0.15)
250-499 Employees 0.51* (0.24) 0.15 (0.15) 0.52* (0.24) 0.15 (0.15) 0.51* (0.24) 0.16 (0.16)

Year Dummies
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2012 (Dummy) -0.04    (0.04) 0.16*** (0.03) -0.04    (0.04) 0.16*** (0.03) -0.04    (0.04) 0.16*** (0.03)
2014 (Dummy) -0.07+   (0.04) -0.01    (0.03) -0.07+ (0.04) -0.01    (0.03) -0.07    (0.04) -0.01    (0.03)
2016 (Dummy) 0.00    (.) 0.00    (.) 0.00 (.) 0.00    (.) 0.00    (.) 0.00    (.)

Constant -0.05 (0.80) -0.10 0.64 -0.04 0.80 0.12 0.64 -0.05 (0.80) -0.11 0.64
Occupation Fixed Effects ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔
Within-company SD (RS) 0.44 0.10 0.36 0.05 0.43 0.10 0.37 0.05 0.44 0.10 0.36 0.05
Between-company SD (RI) 0.23 0.04 0.29 0.02 0.23 0.04 0.29 0.02 0.23 0.04 0.29 0.02
Corr. -0.45 0.27 -0.52 0.11 -0.47 0.27 -0.54 0.11 -0.46 0.27 -0.53 0.11
Observations 3,422 8,718 3,422 8,718 3,422 8,718
Number of Groups 798 1,008 798 1,008 798 1,008

Notes: Controls at the individual and company level and time-fixed effects are included. Continuous Level-I variables (SES) are group-
mean centered (Enders and Tofighi, 2007)
Coeff. – regression coefficient; S.E. – standard error. Not reported: coefficients for 123 occupational group dummies.
*** significant at 0.1% level; ** significant at 1% level; * significant at 5% level + significant at 10% level.

Source: LPP ADIAB 2012-2016.
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Table s11. Multilevel full regression results: Work-Family Conflicts Index. Interactions with Company Certifications

Work-Family Conflict Index
M2a – Baseline Model M2b – Quality of Work M2c Work-Family

Women Men Women Men Women Men
Coeff. S.E. Coeff. S.E. Coeff. S.E. Coeff. S.E. Coeff. S.E. Coeff. S.E.

Explanatory Variables
Working from Home (WFH) 0.28** (0.09) 0.13** (0.05) 0.25* (0.10) 0.19*** (0.06) 0.28** (0.09) 0.17** (0.05)

Company Certification Interactions
Quality of Workplace Certification -0.02 (0.06) 0.04 (0.04)
WFH * Quality of Workplace C 0.11 (0.16) -0.20* (0.09)
Work-Family Certification 0.02 (0.07) -0.03 (0.06)
WFH * Work-Family Certification -0.01 (0.17) -0.24+ (0.12)

Control Variables
Socio-Demographics

Socio-Economic Status (cmc) 0.07    (0.16) 0.22*   (0.09) 0.07    (0.16) 0.22*   (0.09) 0.07    (0.16) 0.22*   (0.09)
SES (cluster mean) -0.18 (0.24) 0.52*** (0.16) -0.17 (0.24) 0.52*** (0.16) -0.19 (0.25) 0.53*** (0.16)
Age 0.06** (0.02) 0.06*** (0.01) 0.06**  (0.02) 0.06*** (0.01) 0.06**  (0.02) 0.06*** (0.01)
Age (squared) -0.00** (0.00) -0.00*** (0.00) -0.00**  (0.00) -0.00*** (0.00) -0.00**  (0.00) -0.00*** (0.00)
Number of Children -0.06 (0.08) 0.00    (0.04) -0.07    (0.08) 0.00    (0.04) -0.06    (0.08) 0.00    (0.04)
Youngest Child (0-2) 0.17    (0.19) 0.09    (0.09) 0.17    (0.19) 0.09    (0.09) 0.17    (0.19) 0.09    (0.09)
Youngest Child (3-6) 0.55** (0.17) 0.07    (0.09) 0.55**  (0.17) 0.07    (0.09) 0.55**  (0.17) 0.07    (0.09)
Youngest Child (7-13) 0.27*   (0.13) 0.04    (0.07) 0.27*   (0.13) 0.04    (0.07) 0.27*   (0.13) 0.04    (0.07)
Partner full-time employed 0.09    (0.06) -0.01    (0.05) 0.09    (0.06) -0.01    (0.05) 0.09    (0.06) -0.02    (0.05)
Partner part-time employed 0.25+ (0.14) -0.03 (0.05) 0.26+ (0.14) -0.03 (0.05) 0.25+ (0.14) -0.04 (0.05)
Partner unemployed 0.04    (0.09) 0.03    (0.05) 0.04    (0.09) 0.03    (0.05) 0.04    (0.09) 0.03    (0.05)

Employment Details
Business Calls during Leisure Time 0.36*** (0.10) 0.49*** (0.05) 0.36*** (0.10) 0.49*** (0.05) 0.36*** (0.10) 0.49*** (0.05)
Supervisory Position 0.09    (0.07) 0.06+   (0.03) 0.09    (0.07) 0.06+   (0.03) 0.09    (0.07) 0.06+   (0.03)
Fixed-Term Contract 0.11    (0.09) -0.11    (0.07) 0.11    (0.09) -0.11    (0.07) 0.11    (0.09) -0.11    (0.07)
Contracted Working Hours 0.03*** (0.00) 0.02*** (0.00) 0.03*** (0.00) 0.02*** (0.00) 0.03*** (0.00) 0.02*** (0.00)

Company Characteristics
Staffing Plan -0.01 (0.07) 0.02 (0.05) -0.01 (0.07) 0.02 (0.05) -0.01 (0.07) 0.02 (0.05)
Collective Agreement -0.06 (0.06) -0.00    (0.04) -0.06    (0.06) -0.00    (0.04) -0.06    (0.06) 0.00    (0.04)
Region (East) -0.06 (0.07) 0.02    (0.05) -0.06    (0.07) 0.02    (0.05) -0.06    (0.07) 0.02    (0.05)

Size of the Company (Ref. >500
Employees)
0-49 Employees 0.31    (0.43) -0.31    (0.36) 0.31    (0.43) -0.31    (0.36) 0.31    (0.43) -0.29    (0.36)
50-99 Employees 0.28    (0.43) -0.40    (0.36) 0.28    (0.43) -0.40    (0.36) 0.28    (0.43) -0.39    (0.36)
100-249 Employees 0.29    (0.43) -0.36    (0.36) 0.29    (0.43) -0.37    (0.36) 0.29    (0.43) -0.35    (0.36)
250-499 Employees 0.31 (0.43) -0.41 (0.36) 0.30 (0.43) -0.42 (0.36) 0.30 (0.43) -0.39 (0.36)

Year Dummies
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2012 (Dummy) 0.04    (0.05) 0.17*** (0.03) 0.04    (0.05) 0.17*** (0.03) 0.04    (0.05) 0.17*** (0.03)
2014 (Dummy) 0.00    (.) 0.00    (.) 0.00    (.) 0.00    (.) 0.00    (.) 0.00    (.)

Constant 1.63 (1.12) 0.85 0.64 1.63 1.12 0.84 0.64 1.63 1.12 0.84 0.64
Occupation Fixed Effects ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔
Within-company SD (RS) 0.24 0.20 0.42 0.06 0.25 0.19 0.40 0.06 0.24 0.21 0.41 0.05
Between-company SD (RI) 0.21 0.05 0.28 0.02 0.22 0.05 0.28 0.02 0.21 0.05 0.28 0.02
Corr. 0.66 1.33 -0.57 0.12 0.57 1.18 -0.57 0.12 0.69 1.36 -0.59 0.12
Observations 1,859 5,176 1,859 5,176 1,859 5,176
Number of Groups 497 671 497 671 497 671

Notes: Controls at the individual and company level and year and company-fixed effects are included. Continuous Level-I variables (SES)
are group-mean centered (Enders and Tofighi, 2007)
Coeff. – regression coefficient; S.E. – standard error. Not reported: coefficients for 123 occupational group dummies.
*** significant at 0.1% level; ** significant at 1% level; * significant at 5% level + significant at 10% level.

Source: LPP ADIAB 2012-2014.
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Table s12. Multilevel full regression results: Work-Family Conflict Index - WFH Details Interactions

Work-Family Conflict Index
M3 WFH Details

Women Men
Coeff. S.E.a Coeff. S.E.a

Explanatory variables
Working from Home (WFH)
Working from Home -0.02     (0.13) 0.08     (0.07)
Working from Home (absolute hours) -0.00 (0.01) -0.00 (0.00)
WFH Partitioning (Ref. Full Days)

Full Days and Hourly 0.24+    (0.14) -0.07     (0.07)
Hourly Only -0.06     (0.14) -0.17*    (0.07)

Within/Outside WH (Ref. Outside WH)
Within and Outside Working Hours 0.15     (0.11) 0.20**   (0.06)
Outside Working Hours 0.29*    (0.13) 0.34***  (0.07)

Employment Characteristics
Business Calls during Leisure Time 0.44*** (0.07) 0.37*** (0.04)
Overtime 0.03***  (0.00) 0.02***  (0.00)
Control Variables

Working from Home (absolute hours,
cluster mean) -0.00     (0.01) -0.00    (0.01)
Overtime (cluster mean) 0.03***  (0.01) 0.04*** (0.00)

Socio-Demographics
Socio-Economic Status (cmc) 0.20+   (0.12) 0.03    (0.07)
SES (cluster mean) 0.04 (0.15) 0.03 (0.11)
Age 0.05*** (0.02) 0.04*** (0.01)
Age (squared) -0.00*** (0.00) -0.00*** (0.00)
Number of Children 0.23**  (0.08) -0.05    (0.03)
Youngest Child (0-2) -0.29+      (0.15) 0.25*** (0.07)
Youngest Child (3-6) -0.12    (0.15) 0.12+   (0.07)
Youngest Child (7-13) -0.07    (0.11) 0.14*   (0.06)
Partner full-time employed -0.01    (0.05) -0.05    (0.04)
Partner part-time employed 0.09 (0.11) -0.04 (0.04)
Partner unemployed 0.04    (0.07) -0.01    (0.04)

Employment Details
Supervisory Position 0.12*   (0.05) 0.01    (0.03)
Fixed-Term Contract 0.05    (0.09) -0.08    (0.07)
Contracted Working Hours 0.02*** (0.00) 0.03*** (0.00)

Company Characteristics
Staffing Plan 0.03    (0.05) 0.04    (0.04)
Collective Agreement 0.05 (0.05) -0.01 (0.04)
Region (East) 0.03    (0.05) 0.05    (0.04)

Size of the Company (Ref. >500
Employees)
0-49 Employees 0.34    (0.22) 0.08    (0.14)
50-99 Employees 0.27    (0.22) 0.13    (0.13)
100-249 Employees 0.32    (0.22) 0.16    (0.13)
250-499 Employees 0.43*   (0.22) 0.11    (0.14)

Industry Sector (Ref. Processing Industry)
Metal and electrical industry,
automotive sector 0.00    (0.06) -0.01    (0.04)
Commerce, traffic, communication 0.11    (0.07) 0.15**  (0.05)
Company-related services, financial
services 0.02    (0.06) 0.06    (0.05)
IT, communication and other services 0.20**  (0.07) 0.09    (0.08)

Year Dummies
2014 (Dummy) -0.09+ (0.05) -0.09* (0.03)
2016 (Dummy) -0.01    (0.05) -0.05    (0.03)
2018 (Dummy) 0.00    (.) 0.00    (.)

Constant -0.33 (0.44) 0.22 (0.28)
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Within-company SD (RS) 0.49 (0.10) 0.09 (0.05)
Between-company SD (RI) 0.25 (0.04) 0.24 (0.02)
Corr -0.90 (0.18) -1 (0.00)
Observations 2,665 6,949
Number of Groups 676 930

Notes: Controls at the individual and company level and time-fixed effects are included.
Continuous Level-I variables are group-mean centered (Enders and Tofighi, 2007)
Coeff. – regression coefficient; S.E. – standard error
*** significant at 0.1% level; ** significant at 1% level; * significant at 5% level + significant at
10% level.
Estimations are calculated without occupation-fixed effects as occupation-classifications were
not available for wave four (2018).Instead, industry sectors are controlled for.

Source: LPP 2014-201
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Table s13. Fixed-Effects linear regression results: Work-Family Conflicts Index

Work-Family Conflict Index
M4 – FE Model

Women Men
Coeff. S.E. Coeff. S.E.

Explanatory Variables
Working from Home (WFH) 0.28* (0.13) 0.25*** (0.06)

Staff Retention Interactions
Flexible WH important 0.02     (0.06) 0.01     (0.04)
Work-Life Balance important -0.06     (0.05) -0.01     (0.03)

Control Variables
Socio-Demographics

Socio-Economic Status (cmc) -0.18     (0.52) 0.38     (0.25)
SES (cluster mean) -0.04     (0.62) 0.77*    (0.31)
Age 0.01     (0.07) 0.05     (0.04)
Age (squared) -0.00 (0.00) -0.00** (0.00)
Number of Children 0.24*    (0.12) 0.06     (0.05)
Youngest Child (0-2) -0.81***  (0.23) -0.08     (0.11)
Youngest Child (3-6) -0.14     (0.21) -0.08     (0.10)
Youngest Child (7-13) -0.18     (0.15) -0.10     (0.08)
Partner full-time employed 0.17     (0.17) 0.17     (0.11)
Partner part-time employed 0.09     (0.20) 0.07     (0.12)
Partner unemployed 0.01     (0.19) 0.17     (0.12)

Employment Details
Business Calls during Leisure Time 0.40**   (0.14) 0.05     (0.06)
Supervisory Position 0.14     (0.10) 0.13**   (0.05)
Fixed-Term Contract 0.10     (0.15) 0.01     (0.09)
Contracted Working Hours 0.01     (0.01) 0.00     (0.01)

Company Characteristics
Staffing Plan -0.05     (0.08) 0.06     (0.05)
Collective Agreement -0.10     (0.11) 0.10     (0.07)
Region (East) 0.00 (.) 0.00 (.)

Size of the Company (Ref. >500
Employees)
0-49 Employees 0.72     (0.44) 0.48*    (0.19)
50-99 Employees 0.46     (0.46) 0.40+    (0.21)
100-249 Employees 0.04     (0.48) 0.42+    (0.23)
250-499 Employees -0.11     (0.50) 0.36     (0.25)

Constant 1.49     (1.82) 1.15     (0.96)
Observations 4,227 11,008

Notes: Coeff. – regression coefficient; S.E. – standard error.
*** significant at 0.1% level; ** significant at 1% level; * significant at 5% level
+ significant at 10% level.

Source: LPP 2012-2018
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5

Conclusion
Who reads the bedtime story, changes diapers, and mops the kitchen determines, in part, who can

successfully participate in the workforce. Whether a successful balancing of family and work

responsibilities can be achieved depends - to a significant extent – on the employers. Overall, this

dissertation sheds light on gender inequalities in the sharing of care work and its relation to unequal

prospects in paid work, as well as diverse facets of the matter of reconciling work and family life.

In particular, the role of the corporate context for the use of work-family reconciliation tools is

explored. Special attention is paid to gender-specific challenges in this endeavor. Gender-specific

insights are crucial in shaping the intersection of family and work in ways that reduce rather than

reinforce gender inequalities on the labor market and in the private sphere. The dissertation

addresses a variety of issues in work-family research that are of immense relevance to the lives of

many individuals.

Using a wide range of methods and data, this dissertation examines three sets of research questions:

first, the question of how paid work depends at all on unpaid care work and its distribution in the

couple context. This analysis sheds light on the little understood relationship as to whether, and to

what extent, labor market participation depends on the amount of care work and how these

constraints differ for men and women. As the corporate context has an extraordinary role in

shaping the intersection of work and personal life, in a second set of research questions I address

which company determinants are relevant for the use of reconciliation and family policies; more

specifically, for the use of parental leave by fathers and mothers. Furthermore, I examine whether

the use of this policy is associated with negative consequences for employees’ careers.

Subsequently, a third set of research questions examines the ambivalent role of working from

home. Here, too, the emphasis of the analysis is on the role of the corporate context.

This chapter brings together the various findings and concludes this dissertation. I first provide a

roundup of the results of the three empirical chapters and discuss their contributions to the existing

literature, before I address the limitations of the analyses and explain the resulting potential for

future research. I close by outlining the findings’ implications for future public and corporate

policymaking and the pursuit of gender equality in the labor market and in the private sphere.
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Roundup of Results

A variety of disciplines is involved in the work-family research field, but they do not always

communicate with each other in the best possible way. As noted in the introduction, this is due to,

among other things, the lack of a widely used and accepted overarching theoretical framework.

While a model that represents the comprehensive interrelationships between work and family is

challenging given the extremely diverse issues involved in this field, Voydanoff’s (2007) work-

family interface model makes a good start in this regard. It abstractly presents the connections

between demands and resources from both the family and work spheres with individual

performances, well-being, and satisfaction in both spheres. This dissertation’s empirical results can

be placed in this system, showing which interrelationships are relevant for a successful

reconciliation of work and family as well as which parameters need adjustment.

The starting point of the second chapter is the acknowledgement that the involvement of men and

women in domestic activities and their labor market participation and outcomes are reciprocally

related. However, previous research mainly examines the influence of indicators of paid work on

the division of care work. To exaggerate, justifications for the unequal distribution of care work

have been sought in the occupational sphere, above all in differences in the differential scope or

success in employment. Yet, the fact that these differences may not be by choice and may be

changeable is not sufficiently taken into account. Additionally, the reverse direction of this

relationship, namely care work constraining gainful employment, receives less attention in

theoretical and, consequently, empirical research.

The second chapter shows that the amount of housework in a household has a restrictive effect on

the labor market participation and working hours of men and women. From this, it can be inferred

that an overall reduction in the burden of housework and care work of the household would result

in an increase in labor market participation and hours worked of both men and women. Moreover,

these results suggest that a redistribution of this housework burden within the couple could also

have positive effects on labor market performance. For example, if the man takes on domestic

work from the woman in the household, the probability that the woman participates in the labor

market increases, as do her working hours. Further, if men increase their share of household chores,

full-time employment becomes more likely for the woman. The analysis also allows us to

distinguish between effects of housework and caregiving tasks. Housework has a particularly strong

constraining effect on women’s (and men’s) employment.

These results answer the first and most fundamental set of research questions. Care work is of

great importance for the labor market participation of women and men, suggesting that a

redistribution of care work responsibilities would lead to a more equal division of care work and
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gainful employment in the couple household. Chapter two provides reliable quantitative empirical

results for a key stylized fact that is undisputed in feminist discourse and increasingly established

in public debate: namely that inequalities in labor force participation are attributable to inequalities

in responsibilities for housework and not (only) just the other way around. Establishing this notion

is probably the chapters’ main contribution, as, to my knowledge, it is one of the few that

investigates this matter with methods appropriate to make these (causal) claims.

The third chapter of this cumulative dissertation addresses the reasons why fathers take so little or

no parental leave. The division of parental leave when a child is born can be trendsetting for the

division of care and gainful employment within couples, thereby it is crucial for their future

reconciliation of work and family life. Men take significantly less parental leave than women in

Germany, even though they have the legal right to longer parental leave. Few men state that (longer)

parental leave would not have been fulfilling. So, in line with the ideal of ‘new fathers’ (Joshi 2021),

fathers actually want to take parental leave – but what’s stopping them? This question is answered

as part of the second set of research questions within the third chapter.

The chapter shows that work-related reasons often prevent fathers from taking parental leave. One

example is their fears of negative consequences for their careers. Building on this, the chapter

further examines which company characteristics encourage the (longer) use of parental leave,

distinguishing between men and women. The company context matters: when the replacement

situation is clear, men and women are more likely to take longer leave. Mothers are more likely to

use less than 12 months if ideal worker norms and traditional gender norms play lesser roles in

their company. These women deviate from the new parental leave norm in Germany in which

mothers take 12 months and fathers take the two partner months.

The analysis of qualitative interviews reveals an interesting result in this regard: There is a clear

double standard for women and men for the ‘replacement’ narrative. Fathers express their

impression that they can take parental leave for a maximum of two months because it is impossible

to find a replacement for them for a longer period. Even the two months are often understood

more as a concession from the supervisor and as a prolonged vacation. Most mothers state that,

with foresight and planning, a substitute is usually found without any problems. Even if their

absence is accompanied by challenges for the employer and, consequently, for themselves, they

nevertheless mostly insisted on taking a long leave period.

This allows for two observations: first, it does seem to be more difficult to find a full-time

replacement for a relatively short period than for a year. At the same time, fathers seem to be more

likely than mothers either to believe or to be told that they are irreplaceable. Fathers also frequently

mention concerns about career setbacks as a reason for their short use of parental leave. Looking
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at those fathers who took parental leave, this fear seems unfounded: only a few say they have

experienced negative consequences, in particular in comparison to mothers. The different realities

for men and women can be seen, for example, in the fact that women in companies with relatively

modern employee ideals are almost as likely to experience negative career consequences as men in

companies with high ideal worker norms. The systematic comparison of the experiences of fathers

and mothers in taking parental leave is uncommon in existing (quantitative) research and, therefore,

an important contribution to this field.

Particularly noteworthy, however, are the insights gained from the interplay of quantitative and

qualitative analyses. For example, there are some difficulties associated with the measurement of

organizational culture, where the complementation of the quantitative results with qualitative ones

is of great value: These partly latent constructs of corporate culture are captured with well-

established indicators, but it cannot be ruled out that important aspects are not covered by them.

For this reason, the additional open, qualitative inquiry about relevant factors affecting the decision

to take parental leave and the perception of resulting consequences is very insightful. As an

example, in the quantitative analyses a significant effect for the replacement situation is found for

both, men and women. In the qualitative interviews, it emerges that for women, a functioning

replacement situation is taken for granted, while men present the replacement situation as

problematic. In contrast to the men’s “irreplaceability” narratives, the women’s statements from

the interviews become particularly meaningful and allow a more nuanced view of the quantitative

effect. As parental leave is an important building block in the successful design of work-family

reconciliation, it is important to evaluate its impacts thoroughly with the help of diverse methods,

as done in the third chapter.

Chapter four answers the third set of research questions and addresses a topic that is recently - in

fact, after work on this chapter began - receiving unexpected attention: Working from home and

its relation to work-family reconciliation or, more specifically the dissolution of boundaries

between work and personal life. Even before the global Covid-19 pandemic, working from home

enjoyed a predominantly positive reputation as a modern human resources policy that facilitates

work-life balance for the employee. Most often, it is understood as an asset of a job and a kind of

favor from the employer. Although many of these (positive) attributions are true, a critical look at

the side effects of using this flexibility tool is important. In particular, with its increasing prevalence

and popularity, it should be known under which circumstances the use of the tool is beneficial for

employees and in which regard. Often it is not entirely clear for what purpose the tool is being

used (Abendroth and Diewald 2019). This can conceal very different intentions on the part of
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employees and employers, thus determining whether it serves as a boundary-spanning resource or

places additional demands on the employee (Voydanoff 2008).

The fourth chapter shows that the experiences associated with WFH are not without

contradictions. On the one hand, it contributes to a better reconciliation of family and work; on

the other hand, the boundaries between the two spheres become blurred. Contrary to what its

mostly positive reputation suggests, working from home is associated with a negatively perceived

sense of overlap between work and family demands (WFC). This is consistent with much of the

empirical research on this topic (Chung and van der Horst 2018). The effect can be mitigated by a

supportive corporate culture - at least for men. For women, the corporate culture does not seem

to make a difference - why remains open. One addition to the state of the research is the focus on

the individual circumstances of working from home. Regardless of the overtime that may result

from working from home, the mere fact of working at home outside of agreed-upon working hours

increases WFC. Looking at the gender specific effects regarding the partitioning of working from

home shows how much women’s and men’s needs diverge in terms of reconciliation tools and

once again reinforces the necessity of conducting analyses for men and women separately.

Another important contribution of this chapter is the analysis of “real” cross-level effects.

Concretely, corporate culture is not examined at the individually perceived level, but on the basis

of linked employer data. Thus, unlike previous research, the effect of flexibility tools is not

examined in interaction with the individually perceived corporate culture level (Abendroth and

Reimann 2018; van der Lippe and Lippényi 2020), which is most likely endogenous. Instead, it is

shown that individual WFH differs according to company characteristics. This contribution of the

chapter has a particular practical relevance: Companies have a special interest in being able to assess

which of the measures they have taken themselves lead to a beneficial use of flexibility tools in

their company in order to be able to adapt them accordingly. The translation of the measures taken

by the company into the perceived corporate culture of the employees is certainly an important

intermediate step that is also worth investigating.

Chapters three and four illustrate forcefully that reconciliation tools are often undifferentiated and

sometimes even misrepresented in the public discourse. When it comes to the use of parental leave,

there is widespread concern among fathers that this could harm their careers. In fact, this is not

true, but it is true for mothers, which this is mainly addressed in academic discourse. In the popular

work-family balance discourse, working from home is often described as a miracle tool and praised

by employers as a sign of their family-friendly orientation. However, research shows that this tool

is a double-edged sword and the circumstances of its use matter.
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Limitations and Avenues for Future Research

Like any scientific work, of course, this dissertation has its limitations and incompleteness. As most

are already discussed in the respective chapters and as I would like to avoid redundancies, I will

keep the chapter-specific limitations to a minimum. I focus here on the one limitation of each

chapter that I consider most relevant or not yet sufficiently highlighted. Subsequently, I address

three limitations that affect the dissertation as a whole and discuss the resulting avenues for future

research.

One distinctive feature of the second chapter is that it examines the effects of housework separately

from care activities. Although this separation is important and insightful (Sullivan 2013), in

established research, care and housework are often also distinguished as routine and non-routine

activities (Craig and Powell 2018). Furthermore, time use for certain activities is often assessed as

either primary or secondary activities, especially in time use studies that use diaries. SOEP data

does not contain this information. However, these dimensions are extremely important for the

investigation of the exact mechanism underlying the constraints on other time use, e.g., in the labor

market. To identify more precisely in future research what role the nature and circumstances of

housework and care play for labor market performance, it would be interesting to work with

longitudinal data that include these details.

In chapter three, one reason given by fathers for not taking (longer) parental leave is financial

considerations. This showed up in the descriptive results; unfortunately we could not follow up on

this question because the AID:A II supplement, on which the analysis is based, does not contain

information on the parents’ income at the time of leave-taking. Investigating this question further

has great relevance, especially with respect to future reforms of parental leave benefits. If, for

example, this narrative is indeed prevalent mainly in low-income groups, this could suggest that the

67% wage replacement rate is insufficient for low-income groups, especially if the father is the

main breadwinner. However, if this reason were to prevail, for example, mainly or as well in higher

income groups, this would indicate other motivations that would equally be worth exploring.

A predominantly data-related limitation of chapter four is the little differentiated measurement of

working from home and related remaining ambiguities in the results. Even though working from

home is surveyed in greater detail than in most surveys, it is not directly clear who takes the initiative

to establish working from home, whether it is the employer’s or the employee’s wish. However,

this could strongly affect whether working from home is perceived as a burden or (under certain

circumstances) as a relief. In my view, the information whether a person works from home or not,

collected as a dummy variable, is too simplistic to reveal fully the ambiguities of this tool. Chapter

four argues and shows that the effect of the tool changes depending on the corporate culture,



210

presumably because the purpose of use also differs. However, the analyses sometimes remain too

much at the level of the “gender in organization” (Calás et al. 2014) approach, which examines what

different experiences men and women have when working from home in different corporate

cultures. The fact that no significant differences emerge here among women suggests that women’s

different purposes and experiences of use may not have been optimally captured by these data and

the research design. It is possible that women’s quantitative interaction results are insignificant

because, for example, the statements made by the human resource managers have less meaning for

women or do not translate into action. In order to gain broader insights in future research into why

the investigated facets of corporate culture seem irrelevant to women and what circumstances,

instead, may play a large role, I believe mixed-methods designs could be promising.

Regarding the dissertation as a whole, there are a few limitations, but also promising avenues for

future research. For one, an important neglected aspect of work-family research that is also

emphasized in Voydanoff’s (2007) conceptual model is the temporal dimension. In this area,

research methods and study design need improvement. For example, she conceptualises boundary-

spanning resources or demands to precede linking mechanisms, like work-family conflicts, while

boundary-spanning strategies are said to be a response to these linking mechanisms (Voydanoff

2007). However, research to date does not yet provide sufficient evidence for this claimed sequence

of events. For this, longitudinal research is needed.

In this dissertation, I come closest to doing justice to the temporal dimension in the second chapter.

In the third chapter, retrospective qualitative narratives compensate for the lack of a longitudinal

perspective in the quantitative data. In the fourth chapter, the longitudinal dimension of the data

is used at least in the robustness analyses. Future waves of the LPP-ADIAB dataset set will make

more extensive longitudinal analyses possible. The intersection and interplay of family and work

vary greatly depending on the stage of life (Erickson et al. 2010; Moen and Sweet 2004). By

adopting a life course perspective, path dependencies and the “shadow of the future,” for example,

are included, with the interaction of the work and family spheres understood as a long-term process

(Huinink and Feldhaus 2009). More extensive longitudinal analyses would, e.g., allow

differentiation by cohort. Employees investigated in this dissertation not only have very different

values and ideas about their work and family lives, but have also lived under very different policy

regimes. This complexity should be addressed in future research with appropriate longitudinal

designs. Moreover, quasi-experimental or IV designs are advantageous as they better capture the

direction of the relationship under study.

A second limitation that applies to the entire dissertation concerns the lack of information on

specific characteristics of the individuals. First, although the title of this dissertation, as well as the
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individual chapters, state that the challenges of balancing work and family life are addressed

through a gendered perspective, the dissertation distinguishes gender only according to an

incomplete, binary classification (Westbrook and Saperstein 2015). Since previous research shows

that issues of care work sharing play out very differently in same-sex couples than in different-sex

couples (Goldberg et al. 2012), it is quite possible that other findings in this field of research also

differ by facets of gender identity or sexual orientation. However, the range of different gender

identities is extremely rarely surveyed in quantitative datasets; in the SOEP, respondents must

identify as either a man or a woman. Since the 2019 wave, the SOEP includes a booster sample

with individuals identifying as lesbian, gay, bisexual, queer, and/or trans* (de Vries et al. 2021).

Unfortunately, the main survey still differentiates only between men and women. It is desirable

that, in future, quantitative datasets take into account the gender diversity of our society.

Furthermore, (most of) the datasets used in this dissertation do not contain any information about

the religion of the persons or their migration background, which makes an intersectional view

(Crenshaw 2017) on, e.g., discrimination in the workplace impossible, although this could be very

relevant in this topic area. Thus, future research and data collection should include this information

in surveys.

The third general point concerning the whole dissertation is more an outlook for further research

steps than a shortcoming of the present dissertation. As shown in this dissertation, work-family

reconciliation policies are often ambivalent, subject to stereotypes, while the challenge of

reconciling work and family is not straightforward. For example, as we see in chapter four, working

from home is associated with work-family conflicts, which is a “linking mechanism” in the work-

family interface (Voydanoff 2007). However, it remains to be seen in what ways working from

home simultaneously leads to better work-family reconciliation. Yet another aspect with regards to

work-family reconciliation is how working from home relates to the distribution of care work

(Samtleben et al. 2020). The overlap and (successful) reconciliation of work and family can be

assessed through various parameters; not infrequently they are inconsistent with each other. Often,

reconciliation instruments are double-edged swords, which is why future research needs to look at

different outcomes in order to evaluate them comprehensively.

Corporate and Public Policy Implications

Findings from the investigated relationships modelled in the work-family interface framework bear

potential for policy reforms (Voydanoff 2007). However, these need to be examined carefully to

make the correct propositions. Of course, this applies not only to public policies, but also to

corporate regulations and programs. In the spirit of translational research (Perry-Jenkins and
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Wadsworth 2017), this section of the conclusion addresses practical implications for workplace and

public policymaking.

This dissertation demonstrates the great potential for reform of the parental leave regulations in

Germany. Chapter two shows that a redistribution of the care burden from one partner to the

other, more precisely from the woman to the man, leads to an increase in women’s participation in

the labor force. Such a redistribution of care work could be achieved, for example, by extending

the partner months in parental leave benefits, as this involves a stronger commitment of men to

child care, also in the medium run (Bünning 2015). The results of the third chapter support this

notion: the findings show that the partner months have a rather strong signaling effect, the 12+2

norm gradually manifested itself after the introduction of Elterngeld. Thus, a more egalitarian

division of care work after the birth of a child would certainly be encouraged by extending the

partner months. Also at the company level, these partner months established a “new benchmark,”

with the two-month parental leave for fathers now the standard in some companies. Conversely,

this also means that fathers have to push for longer parental leave against this establishing norm.

An increase in the number of partner months would possibly help those fathers who want to take

longer parental leave to enforce their wishes in the company. A more far-reaching reform proposal

that would force both fathers and companies out of passivity concerns a default take-up rule for

fathers. Similar to maternity protection, the default rule would be that the father is automatically

released from work for at least the partner months. There would admittedly be an “opt-out”

solution, where the father could withdraw from his entitlement, similar to how maternity protection

can be shortened. However, this would require proactive intervention on the part of both the

employee and the employer. If fathers were to take more parental leave as a result, this would

possibly go hand in hand with a further normalization of men as fathers in companies. In a negative

reading, it might become clearer to employers that young men are also a “hiring risk” because they

might become fathers. Put in a more positive light, parental benefits could also be reframed and

become a more natural part of employers’ workforce planning, like sick leave or vacation. Well-

functioning personnel planning, especially reliable replacement arrangements, seem to be

particularly important for men when it comes to taking parental leave. Works councils should pay

particular attention to this in company agreements. In principle, the partner bonus, which is

intended to incentivize a more equal sharing of gainful employment and care work, is also a good

approach. So far, however, it is rarely used and little is known about the impediments (Samtleben

et al. 2019). Presumably, few couples have the flexibility to reduce their working hours to exactly

25-30 hours in exactly the same months, not do any overtime or work less, and then readjust them

at a later date. Thus, a more flexible regulation of the partner bonus might make sense. However,

the exact constraints on use still need to be examined.
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In chapter two, we saw that next to a redistribution between partners, an overall reduction in care

work and domestic workloads not only increases the employment probability of both men and

women, but is also associated with increased working hours. Such a care workload reduction could

be achieved with a further expansion of all-day child care as well as with more and better care

facilities for the elderly. Important in this light is the finding that housework as a barrier to labor

market participation is particularly important. Policy design on elder- and childcare frequently

addresses care issues, but less often housework. Therefore, initiatives in the direction of subsidizing

household-related services are particularly interesting for future policy design (Bundesregierung

2017). For various reasons, equalizing the labor force participation of women and men is desirable.

Increasing women’s labor market participation (and the number of hours worked) reduces their

risk of poverty in old age. Additionally, an increased female employment rate would ease the

problem of a skill shortage. Further, men’s working hours would be more in line with their

preferences. Reforming marital splitting could additionally incentivize an increase in working hours

and women’s overall employment (Bach et al. 2020).

Findings from chaper four reveal that working from home not only makes it easier to reconcile

family and career, but also goes hand in hand with an increased blurring of boundaries between

these spheres, which is perceived as negative. Against the background of a planned right to work

from home in Germany, this is particularly noteworthy. Since a supportive corporate culture can

mitigate these negative effects, it should be clearly communicated in company agreements under

which conditions working from home is to take place and care should be taken that these are in

the interests of the employees. In particular, it became clear that working outside of regular working

hours was perceived as unpleasant, regardless of whether overtime was worked. Thus, compliance

with agreed working hours is also important when working from home (Lott and Ahlers 2021).

Furthermore, it became clear that it is important for employees to not be continuously available

during their free time - these conditions should also be included in the right to work from home.

However, we have seen that employees have different needs when working from home. Thus, in

order to be a true flexibility tool, it must also be flexibly applicable to some degree. This can mean

that one person likes to work from home for a full day and another prefers to work from home

for only an hour in order to get the children from daycare on time, but otherwise prefers to be on-

site. In a best-case scenario, therefore, individual agreements must be reached between the

employee and the employer - but the room for such negotiations must be anchored in the right to

work from home and be available to all employees.

Thus far, the right to work from home has not yet been implemented and these findings can be

incorporated into its design. Regardless, this dissertation shows that self-commitments of
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employers in the form of workplace quality or family-friendliness certificates are of importance for

the effect of working from home. Thus, if companies are indeed interested in enabling work-from-

home as a work-family reconciliation tool for their employees, they may consider making it part of

transparent regulations that are accessible to all employees.

In summary, this dissertation provides important insights into the complex intersections of the

private and professional spheres of life, elaborating the relevance of care work and housework for

labor market performance. Common misconceptions of reconciliation tools are scrutinized and

the particular role of the corporate context in reconciling family and work is explored. Above all,

the relevance of the findings for policy making in terms of gender equality is emphasized

throughout this work. Gender inequality is deeply entrenched in our society and overcoming its

structures is, and remains, a struggle. This dissertation pinpoints some of the underlying

phenomena in the work-family interface and provides concrete suggestions to policymakers,

corporate actors, and to individuals to master this challenge.
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Summary

Reconciling work and family is one of the greatest challenges and, simultaneously, a precondition
for gender equality both in the labor market and in the domestic sphere. In three empirical chapters,
this dissertation illustrates the relevance of care work for the labor market participation of women
and men, as well as the role of companies in the effort to reconcile work and family responsibilities.

In the first paper, this dissertation asks about the role of housework and care and its distribution
in the couple for the labor market participation of women and men. The theoretical basis is the
adjusted Time Availability Theory, according to which time devoted to housework and care work
constrains the possibility of spending time in gainful employment. The analysis uses data from the
Socio-Economic Panel (SOEP) from 2001-2017 on time use for various household chores as well
as childcare and eldercare. First-difference instrumental variable regressions (FD-IV) are estimated
to best approximate a causal identification. The results show that the total hours spent in
housework and care work in a household has a negative effect on the labor market participation of
men and women. Moreover, an increase in the man’s share of housework and care work is
associated with a higher (lower) labor market participation of the woman (man). Similarly, it is
shown that a redistribution of care work from women to men is associated with an equalization of
their working hours. Moreover, it becomes clear that housework has a stronger effect than childcare
and caregiving.

The second paper examines fathers’ reasons against taking (longer) parental leave. Building on this,
a mixed-methods research design is used to investigate which firm-level determinants explain
(longer) parental leave use by men and women. Furthermore, it analyzes whether, and in which
company contexts, men and women experience perceived career setbacks after taking parental
leave. The database is qualitative and quantitative data from a supplementary survey to the AID:A
II. The results show that fathers take parental leave mainly when their replacement situation is
clear. Even though concerns about negative career consequences are one of the main reasons
fathers give for not taking parental leave, men experience this to a much lesser extent than women
do. Women experience negative consequences for their careers especially when the workplace
culture is characterized by an ideal worker norm and more traditional gender norms.

The third paper investigates the question of the relationship between working from home and
work-family conflicts, i.e. the negatively perceived blurring of boundaries between work and family.
Specifically, it analyzes whether there are differences according to corporate culture, e.g., whether
a family-friendly company can mitigate the impression of blurring boundaries between work and
family. Based on the LPP-ADIAB, multilevel regressions with occupation fixed effects are
estimated separately for men and women. The results show that working from home is associated
with an increased sense of work-family conflict for both women and men. This effect is mitigated
for men by a supportive corporate culture, but not for women. In addition, I find evidence that
men and women perceive working from home outside of agreed working hours as particularly
problematic, irrespective of overtime worked.

Overall, the dissertation demonstrates gender-specific differences in the challenge of reconciling
gainful employment and private obligations. In addition, it points out the necessity of political
reforms and the need for action, but also the potential for companies to shape these changes.
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Zusammenfassung

Die Vereinbarkeit von Beruf und Familie ist eine der größten Herausforderungen und gleichzeitig
Gelingensbedingung für Geschlechtergerechtigkeit auf dem Arbeitsmarkt und im familiären
Bereich. Die vorliegende Dissertation verdeutlicht in drei empirischen Papieren die Relevanz von
Sorgearbeit für die Arbeitsmarktpartizipation von Frauen und Männern, sowie die Rolle von
Unternehmen für das Unterfangen, berufliche und familiäre Aufgaben zu vereinbaren.

Im ersten Papier fragt diese Dissertation nach der Rolle von Haus- und Sorgearbeit sowie ihrer
Verteilung im Paar für die Arbeitsmarktpartizipation von Frauen und Männern. Als theoretische
Grundlage dient die angepasste Time Availability Theorie, nach der die Zeitverwendung für Haus-
und Sorgearbeit die Möglichkeit, Zeit in bezahlter Beschäftigung zu verbringen, einschränkt. Für
die Analyse werden Daten des Sozio-oekonomischen Panels (SOEP) der Jahre 2001-2017 zur
Zeitverwendung für verschiedenen Hausarbeiten sowie die Kinderbetreuung und Altenpflege
herangezogen. Um sich bestmöglich einer kausalen Identifikation anzunähern, werden First-
Difference Instrumentalvariablen-Regressionen (FD-IV) geschätzt. Die Ergebnisse zeigen, dass
sich die insgesamt von einem Paar geleisteten Stunden in Haus- und Sorgearbeit negativ auf die
Arbeitsmarktpartizipation von Männern und Frauen auswirkt. Darüber hinaus ist ein Anstieg des
Anteils des Mannes an Haus- und Sorgearbeit mit einer höheren (niedrigeren)
Arbeitsmarktpartizipation der Frau (des Mannes) verbunden. Ebenso zeigt sich, dass eine
Umverteilung der Sorgearbeit von der Frau zum Mann mit einer Angleichung ihrer Arbeitsstunden
verbunden ist. Darüber hinaus wird deutlich, dass Hausarbeit einen stärkeren Effekt als
Kinderbetreuung und Pflege hat.

Das zweite Papier betrachtet die Gründe von Vätern gegen eine (längere) Elterngeldnutzung und
Elternzeitnahme. Darauf aufbauend wird anhand eines Mixed-Methods Forschungsdesigns
untersucht, welche betrieblichen Determinanten eine (längere) Elternzeitnutzung von Männern
und Frauen erklären. Darüber hinaus wird analysiert, ob und in welchem Unternehmenskontext
Männer und Frauen Karriereeinbußen nach Elternzeitnutzung erfahren. Die Datenbasis sind
qualitative und quantitative Daten einer Zusatzbefragung zum AID:A II Survey. Die Ergebnisse
zeigen, dass Väter vor allem dann Elternzeit nehmen, wenn ihre Vertretungssituation geklärt ist.
Auch wenn die Sorge vor Karriereeinbußen einer der Hauptgründe von Vätern gegen eine
Elternzeitnahme ist, erleben diese vor allem Frauen und Männer deutlich weniger.

Das dritte Papier untersucht die Frage nach dem Zusammenhang von Homeoffice-Nutzung und
Work-Family Conflicts, also der als negativ empfundenen Entgrenzung zwischen Beruf und
Familie. Konkret wird analysiert, ob es Unterschiede nach Unternehmenskultur gibt, also z.B. ob
ein familienfreundliches Unternehmen den Eindruck der verschwimmenden Grenzen zwischen
Beruf und Familie abmildern kann. Auf Grundlage des LPP-ADIAB werden Multilevel-
Regressionen mit fixen Effekten für Berufe separat für Männer und Frauen geschätzt. Es wird
deutlich, dass das Arbeiten von Zuhause sowohl für Frauen als auch Männer mit einem gesteigerten
Gefühl von Work-Family Conflicts verbunden ist. Dieser Effekt kann für Männer durch eine
unterstützende Unternehmenskultur abgemildert werden, für Frauen hingegen nicht.

Zusammengefasst belegt die Dissertation geschlechtsspezifische Unterschiede in der
Herausforderung, Erwerbstätigkeit und private Verpflichtungen in Einklang zu bringen. Darüber
hinaus wird die Notwendigkeit von politischen Reformen und der Handlungsbedarf, aber auch die
Gestaltungsmöglichkeiten von Unternehmen verdeutlicht.
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