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Abstract 

This paper investigates the impact of fathers’ flexible working hours on their willingness to con-
tribute to domestic work. We first hypothesize that fathers will contribute more if they have the 
possibility to work flexible hours. Second, fathers are assumed to contribute less if their female 
partners have the possibility to work flexible hours. We test our hypotheses using data from a vi-
gnette study, where fathers evaluate hypothetical job offers to their non-employed partner with 
regard to the contribution to domestic work they are willing to offer if their partner accepts the 
job. We find that fathers’ flexible hours increase their willingness to contribute to childcare but not 
to household work, partially supporting hypothesis one. Regarding hypothesis two, we find no ef-
fects of the female partner’s flexible working hours on fathers’ contribution to childcare or house-
hold work. We conclude our paper with some policy implications.  

Zusammenfassung 

Dieses Papier untersucht die Auswirkungen der flexiblen Arbeitszeiten von Vätern auf ihre Bereit-
schaft, sich an Aufgaben im Haushalt zu beteiligen. Wir stellen zunächst die Hypothese auf, dass 
Väter sich stärker engagieren, wenn sie die Möglichkeit haben, ihre Arbeitszeit flexibel zu erbrin-
gen. Zweitens wird angenommen, dass Väter weniger beitragen, wenn ihre Partnerinnen die Mög-
lichkeit haben, ihre Arbeitszeit flexibel zu erbringen. Wir testen unsere Hypothesen anhand von 
Daten aus einer Vignettenstudie, in der Väter hypothetische Arbeitsangebote an ihre nicht er-
werbstätige Partnerin dahingehend bewerten, in welchem Umfang sie ihre Beteiligung an Aufga-
ben im Haushalt verändern, wenn ihre Partnerin die Arbeit annimmt. Wir stellen fest, dass flexible 
Arbeitszeiten bei Vätern statistisch signifikant die Bereitschaft erhöht, zur Kinderbetreuung beizu-
tragen, nicht aber zur Hausarbeit. Damit stützen die Ergebnisse Hypothese eins teilweise. In Bezug 
auf Hypothese zwei finden wir keine Auswirkungen der flexiblen Arbeitszeiten der Partnerin auf 
den Beitrag der Väter, weder bei der Kinderbetreuung noch der Hausarbeit. Wir schließen unser 
Papier mit einigen politischen Implikationen ab.  

JEL classification 

J13, J22 D13 J16 

Keywords 

Childcare, domestic work, flexible working hours, flextime , household work, schedule control  
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1 Introduction 
Despite the sharp rise in female employment during the past decades (Blossfeld, 1997; Rosenfeld 
and Birkelund, 1995) empirical research shows that the division of family work is still highly gen-
der-segregated, with women doing most of the domestic work (Bianchi, Milkie, Sayer and 
Robinson, 2000; Presser, 1994; Sayer, 2005). This is especially pronounced for families with chil-
dren since a shift in couples’ division of labor towards more gender-specific arrangements occurs 
with the transition to parenthood (Dechant and Blossfeld, 2015; Dechant, Rost and Schulz, 2014; 
Grunow, Schulz and Blossfeld, 2012; Schober, 2011; Schulz, 2010). As a consequence, a high pro-
portion of mothers work only part-time or drop out of the labor force for a restricted period to 
reconcile work and household demands (Kühhirt, 2012; Rosenfeld, Trappe and Gornick, 2004). 

Against this background, there has been an increasing effort to identify factors that support the 
labor force integration of mothers. Here, specifically, the organization of work has come into focus. 
It is assumed that more flexible employment conditions can help mothers combine family and ca-
reer. This comprises, e.g., more and higher qualified part-time jobs (Hill, Märtinson, Ferris and 
Baker, 2004), shorter periods of maternal employment interruptions (Drasch, 2013; Evertsson, 
Grunow and Aisenbrey, 2016; Frodermann, Müller and Abraham, 2013; Schober, 2013), or higher 
flexibility of working hours. In particular, flexible working hours, that is, work arrangements where 
the duration of working time is fixed, but the position or distribution of the hours varies over the 
day or the working week (Nijp, Beckers, van de Voorde, Geurts and Kompier, 2016), should allow 
parents to better synchronize their working time with their children’s school or kindergarten 
schedule as well as their partner’s work schedule (Bryan and Sevilla, 2017; Hallberg, 2003; 
Wheatley, 2017). 

However, although more flexible working conditions help reconcile household, childcare, and em-
ployment, their effects on the division of domestic work are often neglected in research. This is 
surprising since the gender-segregated household division is one of the main drivers of the gen-
dered employment patterns that we observe. Moreover, the few studies have focused mainly on 
flexible working hours for mothers. In contrast, fathers’ flexibility at the workplace should, in the-
ory, be at least as important because a higher contribution of fathers to the household and to child-
care would effectively relieve the mothers’ burden. Therefore, we contribute to the literature on 
female employment and domestic work by answering the following question: How will fathers’ 
and mothers’ flexible working hours affect fathers’ contributions and thus the gendered pattern of 
domestic work? 

We tackle this research gap by looking specifically at couples where mothers are seeking to return 
to the labor force after spending an extended period of time out of the labor force taking care of 
their young children. This is an interesting group for two reasons. First, in Germany, most mothers 
drop out of the labor force for some time, so we examine an important transition in the female life 
course. For Germany, it has been shown that women having long-term employment interruptions 
due to taking care of children are very well educated and have mostly medium- or high-level edu-
cation (vocational or university degree) (Diener et al., 2015; Eurostat, 2019; Rupp, 2013). Thus, this 
group of women with long employment interruptions is quite large and represents a specific target 
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group for Labor market policies, particularly against the background of a scarcity of skilled work-
ers. Second, the decision to re-enter the labor market usually goes along with the necessity to re-
organize the household due to decreasing time budgets. 

We interviewed 83 couples, employing a factorial survey experiment. In the experiment, hypothet-
ical jobs with varying characteristics were offered to the still non-employed mothers. We asked 
both partners to rate these offers on several dimensions, in particular, to evaluate the distribution 
of domestic work and childcare between themselves and their partner that would be necessary if 
the female partner accepted a given offer. In our analysis, we focus on the male partners’ evalua-
tions. By this design, we are able to observe a change in the father’s intention to contribute to 
domestic work and childcare due to the characteristics of the mothers’ hypothetical job and the 
characteristics of the fathers’ actual job. Moreover, the factorial survey design allows for the ran-
domization of job offers, which rules out bias due to the selective search behavior of mothers that 
might arise if mothers, e.g., expect – wrongly or correctly – that their husband will not contribute 
more to the household work or childcare. In this case, mothers may not search for certain jobs or 
may show reduced search behavior. Based on this design, we are the first to explore the change in 
fathers’ intended contribution to domestic work as a causal reaction to the (hypothetical) re-em-
ployment of mothers. 

The outline of this article is as follows. Section 2 provides an overview of the existing literature on 
flexible working hours and fathers’ contributions to domestic work. In section 3, we discuss theo-
retical explanations for the influence of flexible working hours on fathers’ contribution to domestic 
work and derive two hypotheses from theory. The dataset, as well as the operationalization of var-
iables and the methods used, are described in section 4. Section 5 includes the results of the lo-
gistic regression models, while section 6 provides further robustness checks and analysis. The re-
sults are summarized and discussed in section 7. 

2 Flexible working hours and fathers’ 
contribution to domestic work 

A number of authors have investigated the impact of one partner’s available time on both partners’ 
contributions to domestic work, mostly focusing on the duration of the working time. For example, 
Rapoport and Le Bourdais (2008) find that the amount of working hours has a negative impact on 
the time spent parenting for both men and women and Bianchi et al. (2000) report that longer 
working hours of the mother increase the husband’s share of domestic work. Several authors (e.g., 
van der Lippe, 2007; Voßemer and Heyne, 2019) found that if the husband’s available time in-
creases due to unemployment, this also leads to an increase in domestic work. 

Empirical evidence specifically regarding the effect of flexible working time on the division of do-
mestic work is scarce. In general, flexible working time means that even if the duration of working 
time is fixed, the position or distribution of the hours varies over the day or the working week 
(Beckmann and Cornelissen, 2014, p. 9; Nijp et al., 2016). A key factor in this respect is whether the 
decision regarding the distribution of working time is made by the employer or by the employees 
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themselves, in other words, whether the flexibility is managed by the employer or by the employ-
ees. In the case of employer-managed flexibility, the employer is free to make decisions regarding 
the number of days worked per week and/or which hours should be worked during the working 
day, e.g., in the context of shift work, emergency duty or standby duty. In the case of employee-
managed flexibility, two versions can be distinguished (cf., Pierce and Newstrom, 1980). Flexitime 
is the name for a working-time regime with partially self-determined flexibility, in which the em-
ployee’s presence is compulsory only during core working hours, but he or she is free to decide 
when the working day begins and ends. Typically, the employee has a working-time account in 
which working hours can be accumulated and reduced again. Free scheduling of working hours or 
trust-based working hours, on the other hand, means that there are no core working hours and 
there is no obligation to balance out hours over a certain period. Usually, the actual working hours 
are not recorded. This model is therefore characterized by the employee having full control over 
his or her working time. Some scholars have focused on “non-standard hours”, i.e. employer-man-
aged flexibility. While this form of temporal flexibility is mostly a by-product of employers’ deci-
sions regarding the arrangement of working hours over the day or week, its effect on the division 
of domestic work can still be informative. Silver and Goldscheider (1994) report that shift sched-
ules increase the time spent on domestic work for women. Presser (1994) show that husbands with 
non-daytime or rotating shifts are more likely to perform household tasks. Similarly, Hewitt, Baxter 
and Mieklejohn (2014) find that not only do fathers in non-standard employment (irregular hours 
or night shifts) spend more time doing domestic work, but fathers whose partner works weekends 
or travels also spend increased time doing domestic work. According to Nock and Kingston (1988), 
when wives worked night shifts, fathers spent more time with the children. Brayfield (1995) ana-
lyzes the effect of fathers’ and mothers’ employment schedules on whether fathers took over child-
care responsibilities. They found that while fathers reacted to the constraints imposed by mothers’ 
schedules, among the temporal aspects of their own employment, only the non-day shifts posi-
tively impacted fathers’ taking up of childcare responsibilities. Other aspects, including rotating 
shifts or working weekends, had no impact. Craig and Powell (2011) report that if fathers work non-
standard hours, the share of domestic work and routine childcare performed by mothers’ in-
creases. When mothers themselves work nonstandard hours, there are no changes in the contri-
bution of fathers to domestic work. 

Very few studies focus on employee-managed flexibility. Hill, Hawkins, Ferris and Weitzman (2001) 
find that perceived temporal and spatial flexibility is, in general, positively related to the hours that 
employees spend on household work and childcare. Noonan, Estes and Glass (2007) find that wives 
in jobs characterized by temporal flexibility contribute less to domestic work and their husbands 
more, while the pooled contribution stays the same. In contrast, their own temporal flexibility has 
no impact on fathers’ contributions to domestic work or childcare. Baxter (2011) studies the im-
pact of working hours and finds a negative impact of own working hours on parent-child interac-
tion as well as a positive impact on the spouse’s working hours. However, no impact on fathers’ or 
mothers’ time spent with children on parent-child interaction is found. 

Our paper’s aim is to contribute to this small stream of literature on working hours flexibility by 
presenting evidence from a quasi-experimental design and the specific case of the mother’s return 
to employment after family-related breaks. While the literature also finds effects on domestic work 
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due to employer-managed flexibility, we focus on employee-managed flexibility because the for-
mer also has negative side effects that might counterbalance any positive effects on domestic 
work (Martens, Nijhuis, Van Boxtel, M. P. J. and Knottnerus, 1999). 

3 Theoretical considerations and 
hypotheses 

From a practical perspective, flexible working hours allow parents to better synchronize their 
working time with their children’s school or kindergarten schedule as well as their partners’ work-
ing time (Bryan and Sevilla, 2017; Hallberg, 2003), thus helping them arrange their working time 
around their family duties (Noonan et al., 2007). In the context of mothers’ return to work, fathers’ 
temporal flexibility of working hours should enable them to support their partner’s re-employ-
ment wishes more strongly by offering to take on higher shares of domestic work in case of re-
employment. 

Employee-controlled models of temporal flexibility, such as flextime and trust-based working 
hours, are often discussed as a means to reduce work-family conflict (Hildebrandt, 2006). The rea-
soning behind this is that there are predominantly three kinds of conflicts that might arise between 
work and family roles: strain-based, behavior-based and time-based conflicts (Greenhaus and 
Beutell, 1985). Flexible working schedules are aimed at specifically alleviating the last kind of con-
flict, i.e., time-based conflicts, that arise because the time spent at work cannot be devoted to the 
family and vice versa (Shockley and Allen, 2007). This is in line with time availability theory 
(Coverman, 1985; Hiller, 1984) that assumes that time constraints are the main determinant of do-
mestic work. Thus, the shorter working hours of one partner will lead to a higher share of domestic 
work and, assuming a fixed amount of domestic work, a lower share for the other partner. How-
ever, fathers might find flexible working hours an equivalent but for several reasons a more attrac-
tive alternative than reduced working hours to increase available time (cf., Wheatley, 2017). First, 
temporal flexibility allows fathers to retain full-time working hours and therefore is more compat-
ible with the male identity or the ideal worker norm (Kelly, Ammons, Chermack and Moen, 2010) 
than part-time work. Second, temporal flexibility should increase fathers’ available household 
time without reducing income. The reason is that flexibility allows fathers to shift working time to 
time slots with less fewer demands for domestic work, thereby freeing time slots when specific 
unpostponable needs arise, such as taking children to kindergarten, school or extracurricular ac-
tivities. 

However, there might also be disadvantages to flexible working hours, even if they are not as dis-
tinctive as the disadvantages of reduced hours. For example, Reimer (2015) argues that even if 
flexible working schedules exist in a firm, men might fear taking advantage of them because of the 
norm of the “ideal” or “unencumbered worker”, and they expect penalties for noncompliance. An-
other reason is that family-friendly measures are sometimes perceived as targeted to mothers. 
Wheatley (2012, 2017) also points out some practical disadvantages, such as accessing workplace 
car parking when arriving later to work or arriving in time for meetings after taking the children to 
school. 
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Overall, available time should increase with flexible working hours, in the sense that the time that 
available to perform specific domestic tasks increases, mainly through the shifting of work time to 
time slots where demand for domestic work does not exist or is considerably lower. Thus, flexible 
working hours leave at least the possibility for fathers to increase their support for mother’s re-
employment by offering to take on a higher share of domestic work. Therefore, in line with time 
availability theory (Coverman, 1985; Hiller, 1984), our first hypothesis is as follows: 

Hypothesis 1: Fathers’ flexible working hours will increase their contribution to domestic work. 

However, there are competing theories suggesting that more available time in the form of flexible 
working hours has no impact on fathers' contribution to domestic work. First, gender identity the-
ories assume that domestic work is one way to express or “produce” one’s gender (Berk, 1985; 
West and Zimmerman, 1987). From this perspective, performing specific tasks in the household is 
a way to confirm the female or male social identity, which is often referred to as “doing gender”. 
These approaches lead to the assumption that fathers avoid domestic work because doing such 
work would jeopardize their socially constructed male identity. Second, the theories of “bargain-
ing power” (Blood and Wolfe, 1960) or “relative resources” (Brines, 1993, 1994) assume that do-
mestic work and childcare are cumbersome and produce disutility. Therefore, the partner with the 
most resources in terms of income, education or status will use these resources to negotiate a 
lower share of domestic work or childcare. The partner with the most resources is often the work-
ing husband, unless the wife’s new job provides her with higher resources than her husband ob-
tains through his job. However, this is not likely the case because the women in our study dropped 
out of the labor market for a considerable time period. 

For our second hypothesis, we consider the employment situation of mothers, who also have the 
possibility to work flexible hours after re-employment. This flexibility, in turn, will increase the 
mothers’ available time and, from the perspective of fathers, might decrease the perceived neces-
sity to contribute more to domestic work. Therefore, we hypothesize the following: 

Hypothesis 2: Mothers’ flexible working hours will reduce fathers’ contribution to domestic work. 

4 Data and Method 

4.1 Data 
We use data from a factorial survey (Auspurg and Hinz, 2015; see e.g., Rossi and Anderson, 1982) 
conducted in October 2014, where we presented hypothetical scenarios regarding re-employment 
of the female partner to both the male (employed) and female (non-employed) partners. However, 
because our hypotheses focus on fathers’ contributions to domestic work, we used only the fa-
thers’ data in the main analysis. The data from the factorial survey were supplemented by a stand-
ardized survey. One part presented to the fathers and mothers before, and one after the factorial 
survey. Participating couples were recruited from an earlier standardized survey of mothers who 
intended to gain re-employment after taking an extended break for family reasons. Among 491 
couples in which the female partner participated in the survey, 83 couples agreed to participate in 
the factorial survey. The factorial survey presented to the couples contained eight short descrip-
tions of hypothetical job offers (vignettes), whose characteristics (dimensions) were individually 
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and randomly varied (see Figure 1 for a translated example). The same vignettes were presented 
to the male and female partner simultaneously on tablet computers with an interviewer present, 
thus preventing coordinated answering behavior. Each vignette contained eight dimensions of 
characteristics of the hypothetical job offer: (net) income, contractual working hours, personnel 
responsibility, career prospects, flexibility of working hours, type of contract (fixed- or limited-
term), quality of the educational match and available childcare. See Table 1 for the number of lev-
els for each dimension1. We allocated vignettes randomly to the couples, so both partners evalu-
ated the same eight job offers. Randomization ensured that per design, job characteristics were 
independent of the respondents’ characteristics, thus uncoupling the quality and quantity of job 
offers from personal characteristics, including the respondents’ human capital endowment. In ad-
dition, randomization neutralizes possible effects of the ordering of scenarios, such as learning or 
carry-over effects (Auspurg and Jäckle, 2017). Among others, this evaluation regarded how house-
hold work and childcare should be distributed between partners following the female partner’s re-
employment, both rated on a seven-point scale ranging from “all you” to “all your partner”. In ad-
dition, each partner completed a questionnaire regarding the current division of domestic and 
childcare work, measured on the same scale, as well as the male socioeconomic characteristics 
and employment situation, most notably the possibility to work flexible hours.  

This experimental approach allows us to analyze the reaction of fathers to mothers' job offers. Re-
lying on hypothetical job offers allows us to uncover the determinants of spousal supportive be-
havior, regardless of job offer acceptance. This is a major advantage because research based on 
mothers’ realized returns to working life is selective, as it lacks information on the availability of 
alternative job offers. Presenting multiple job offers with individually varied dimensions to the 
same respondent enables us to estimate the exact effect of the individual job characteristic on 
decision making. In addition, this method provides data on an important subgroup that is usually 
hard to survey and for which taking up employment is a rare event. The independence of job qual-
ity from the mothers’ characteristics untangles the selectivity of the job offers prevalent in real 
labor markets. Our factorial survey design experimentally standardizes the demand side of the la-
bor market and thus allows us to observe the causal effects of job characteristics on the reaction 
of both partners. With our unique data set, we are thus able to analyze the role of male supportive 
behavior in response to female job offers. 

4.2 Operationalization and analytical strategy 
Our hypotheses focus on the division of domestic work within the surveyed couples, as stated by 
the father. Our main dependent variable is a measure that compares the (actual) pre-re-employ-
ment contribution of domestic work with the (hypothetical) post-re-employment contribution, 
both measured on a seven-point scale. More precisely, we construct an indicator variable that 
takes a value of 1 if the father's post-re-employment contribution surpasses the pre-re-employ-
ment value. In our data, we can distinguish between two areas of domestic work, household work 

                                                                    
1Out of all possible combinations of dimensions, we drew a D-efficient sample of 96 vignettes. The full set of scenarios (vignette 
universe) consists of all 512 possible combinations of the levels of the dimensions. Out of this vignette universe, we selected a 
D-efficient sample (12 blocks of 8 vignettes), which reduces the correlations between dimensions and maximizes the variance of 
each of the dimensions within the questionnaire versions. Furthermore, this procedure assures a “level balance” so that every 
category is distributed with approximately equal frequency (for details see Kuhfeld, Tobias and Garrat (1994); Atzmüller and 
Steiner (2010); Auspurg and Hinz (2015)).  
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and childcare, which allows us to use two complementary measures, both focusing on different 
aspects of domestic work. In the section on robustness checks and further analysis, we also use 
the amount of the father’s current domestic work to investigate whether fathers’ flexible working 
time already influences their current contribution and thus can have only a limited impact on their 
post-re-employment contribution. In this case, fathers might already have used their flexibility to 
increase their contribution to domestic work. In addition, we use the raw difference between the 
pre- and post-re-employment contributions as a sensitivity check. Furthermore, we conduct our 
main analysis from the mother’s perspective to see whether the father’s and the mother’s own 
flexible working hours impact the amount of contribution to domestic work the mother expects 
from her male partner. 

We are interested in two focal independent variables. First, fathers' flexible working time arrange-
ment is taken from the supplementary father survey. We dichotomized a five-point measure for 
whether their employers enable them to use flexible working hours to provide a family-friendly 
work environment. We dichotomized this measure, where we counted agreement and absolute 
agreement as an indicator for flexible working time arrangements. Notably, the variable measures 
not the actual use of flexible working hours but whether fathers believe that such working time 
arrangements are available to them in their workplace. This is an advantage because our measure 
allows for the take up of flexible working hours by fathers who during the wife’s current parental 
leave do not (yet) make use of their firm’s policy. Second, mothers' flexible working time arrange-
ment is taken from the factorial survey. Here, the hypothetical job offer scenario distinguishes be-
tween jobs associated with a) fixed working schedules, b) flexible working hours, c) flexible work-
ing hours combined with working time accounts, and d) flexible working hours combined with 
working time accounts and home office (see Table 1 in the Appendix). We construct a dummy in-
dicator variable that distinguishes between working fixed working hours (option a) from arrange-
ments that include flexible working hours (options b, c and d). 

The main dependent variable is based on the difference between the father’s contributions before 
and after the mother’s re-employment. While we need to measure the contribution before only 
once, the contribution after is taken from the father’s response to the eight hypothetical job offer 
scenarios. This presents us with a hierarchical data structure, where eight different measures of 
the dependent variable are nested within each respondent. To test our hypotheses, we employ 
logistic regression and apply standard errors clustered at the level of the father (Rogers, 1994)2. All 
displayed coefficients are average marginal effects.  

We control for two kinds of independent variables. First, we control for variables that vary within 
the respondent because they refer to characteristics of the mother’s job offer scenario from the 
vignette (vignette dimensions), as displayed in Table 1. Second, we control for characteristics that 
are constant within the respondents. These are on the one hand fathers’ socioeconomic and other 
characteristics, such as age, years of education, employment status and net income and fathers’ 
employment-related gender role attitudes as controls. On the other hand, characteristics constant 
within the respondent include characteristics of the couple, such as relationship duration, dura-
tion of the mother’s employment interruption, number of children, age of the youngest child, avail-
ability of formal or informal support regarding various dimensions of domestic work and whether 

                                                                    
2 Usually multilevel modelling, but only if there is a cross-level interaction; otherwise, we adopt OLS. 
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agreements among the partners exist3, how family and housework may change and what the part-
ners’ respective contributions are, when the mother is working again.  

5 Empirical Analysis 

5.1 Sample description 
Before we report the results of our empirical analysis, we present a description of our analytical 
sample. The sample includes 64 fathers with 506 observations (8 vignette evaluations each). In Ta-
ble A 2 (see Appendix), we report information on the number of cases, means, smallest and largest 
observed values, cardinal variables and standard deviations. 

Starting with the sociodemographic composition, respondents are, on average, slightly older than 
45 years and comparatively highly educated with approximately 12 years of education. The young-
est child is, on average, more than 8 years old, and the average duration of the relationship be-
tween the father and the mother is more than 16 years. Regarding the employment situation, the 
fathers in our sample obtain, on average, a net income of 3,853 Euro, 97 percent are employed 
fulltime, and average working hours are approximately 44.7 hours per week. Approximately half of 
our respondents work in firms where flexible working hours are available as a family-friendly pol-
icy. While the sample is clearly skewed toward older and well-educated fathers, the high share of 
workers able to work flexible hours corresponds to the high prevalence of such policies in Germany 
in general but especially among the more highly qualified workforce (Zapf and Brehmer, 2010). 
Turning to descriptive evidence for the main and supplementary dependent variables, fathers' ac-
tual pre-re-employment contributions to household work and childcare are measured on a seven-
point scale, reverse coded to range from 1 (all my wife) to 7 (all myself). The average contribution 
to household work is 2.59. This means that, on average, fathers state that they contribute signifi-
cantly less to household work than their respective partners. With 2.80, the value for childcare is 
slightly higher but also below the value of 4 that would indicate equity. After the hypothetical re-
employment of their female partners, fathers, on average, are willing to contribute more to both 
household work and childcare, as indicated by values of approximately 3.5 for both kinds of do-
mestic work. Turning to the main dependent variable of our analysis below and in line with the 
already mentioned figures, there is a relatively high share of fathers who would contribute more 
after their female partner’s re-employment than they do currently. In 62 percent of all observa-
tions, we find an increase in the contribution to household work following the mother’s re-employ-
ment. The respective value for childcare is significantly lower, but still at 51 percent. 

5.2 Multivariate results 
Figure 1 displays the results of our hypotheses tests. We start with hypothesis 1, stating that fa-
thers' flexible working schedules will lead to an increase in their contribution to domestic work. If 
fathers work in firms where flexible working schedules are available as a family-friendly workplace 

3 Fathers were asked to indicate whether the following agreements with their spouses exist: (1) I would do more housework 
(cooking, cleaning, laundry), (2) I would take over more care time for the children, (3) I would reduce my hours and (4) I would 
support the care of relatives. Furthermore, the partners were asked whether they had. 
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measure, this raises the probability that they are willing to increase their contribution to childcare 
by 23.1 percentage points. Because the average probability of increasing the childcare contribu-
tion is 51 percent, this value is not only significant but also of quite a substantial magnitude. Re-
garding household work, the empirical evidence is not as clear. The coefficient of fathers’ flexible 
working schedule is not statistically significant, but following the recent methodological debate 
on statistical versus social significance (Bernardi, Chakhaia and Leopold, 2017), we should not in-
terpret this as indicative of a null effect. Instead, with 9.7 percent, it is of substantial size and in the 
hypothesized direction, thus giving at least some support to hypothesis 1. In all, this leaves us with 
empirical results that support hypothesis 1 regarding the contribution to childcare and provide 
mixed evidence regarding household work. 

Figure 1: Effect of fathers’ and mothers’ flexible working schedules on their contribution to domestic 
work (Hypotheses 1 and 2) 

Source: Own factorial survey data and calculations. 

Turning to hypothesis 2, we find that the coefficient of mothers’ flexible working schedule follow-
ing re-employment on fathers’ childcare contribution is statistically insignificant and with a value 
of -0.006 substantially not significant as well. Similarly, the coefficient of household work is -0.015 
and statistically and substantially nonsignificant. This result means that the fathers in our sample 
are neither less nor more likely to increase their contribution to domestic work if the mothers can 
work flexible hours. Therefore, we find no support for hypothesis 2 in the data. It is noteworthy 
that in contrast to the dimension of flexible working hours, the absolute number of working hours 
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associated with a job offer has a positive and statistically significant effect on the probability of 
contributing to domestic work. This holds for both childcare and household work, where the coef-
ficients are very similar and indicate an increase of 1.4 percentage points per working hour, respec-
tively. 

Table 1: Full regression results for hypotheses 1 and 2 

Dependent variable: Father willing to increase the share of… [no/yes] Childcare Household work 
Model: Logistic regression with clustered standard errors b/se b/se 

Vi
gn

et
te

 D
im

en
si

on
s o

f m
ot

he
rs

' h
yp

ot
he

tic
al

 jo
b 

of
fe

rs
 

Hourly wage -0.009 -0.013 
(0.009) (0.010)

Working hours 0.014 *** 0.014 *** 
(0.002) (0.002)

Flexible working time arrangement -0.006 -0.015
(0.029) (0.031)

Qualification  
ref.: Approx. adequate 
Under -0.040 -0.009 

(0.044) (0.039)
Somewhat over -0.032 -0.020 

(0.041) (0.040)
Very over 0.035 -0.009 

(0.037) (0.040)
Staff responsibility  
ref.: None
Staff responsibility -0.001 0.013 

(0.032) (0.029) 
Career prospects  
ref.: None
Career prospects 0.000 0.010 

(0.030) (0.026) 
Fixed-term contract  
ref.: Unlimited
Fixed-term contract: 2 years 0.010 0.006 

(0.030) (0.033) 
Company childcare  
ref.: None
Company CCP, half working hours  0.040 0.066 * 

(0.031) (0.030) 
Company CCP, full working hours  -0.005 0.017 

(0.033) (0.029) 

Fa
th

er
s'

 c
ha

ra
ct

er
is

tic
s 

Age in years -0.010 0.002 
(0.009) (0.012) 

Years of education -0.001 0.083 + 
(0.040) (0.044) 

Labor market status  
ref.: Blue-collar worker
White-collar worker -0.065 -0.476 *** 

(0.130) (0.071)
Self-employed 0.514 *** -0.091 

(0.111) (0.146)
Other 0.383 -0.226 

(0.111) (0.144) 
Male net income in 100 euros -0.011 0.001 

(0.003) (0.004) 
Male working hours 0.022 0.001 

(0.008) (0.007) 
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Dependent variable: Father willing to increase the share of… [no/yes] Childcare Household work 
Model: Logistic regression with clustered standard errors b/se b/se 

 Male flexible working time arrangements  
ref.: No 
Yes 0.231 *** 0.097 

(0.068) (0.078) 
Does not apply (e.g., self-employed) -0.327 *** -0.075 

(0.049) (0.355)

H
ou

se
ho

ld
 a

nd
 re

la
tio

ns
hi

p 
ch

ar
ac

te
ris

tic
s

Relationship duration 0.012 0.003 
(0.009) (0.009) 

Duration of the mother's interruption of employment  
ref.: under 5 years
5 to 15 years 0.039 -0.085 

(0.113) (0.178) 
Longer than 15 years 0.142 0.044 

(0.155) (0.199) 
Already employed again 0.035 -0.002 

(0.141) (0.180)
Number of children in the household -0.006 -0.158 + 

(0.074) (0.091) 
Age of youngest child in the household  
ref.: Younger than 7 years
7 to under 10 years -0.269 *** -0.260 ** 

(0.071) (0.099)
Older than 10 years -0.499 *** -0.277 + 

(0.082) (0.145)
Gender Roles 
Women are primarily housewives and mothers 0.011 0.048 

(0.046) (0.047) 
Children suffer from career orientation of fathers 0.048 0.037 

(0.045) (0.044) 
Domestic help 
Errands -0.411 *** -0.427 ** 

(0.073) (0.147)
Household work 0.196 + 0.126 

(0.106) (0.124)
Childcare -0.092 0.005 

(0.083) (0.092) 
Care and nursing 0.511 *** -0.001 

(0.029) (0.197)
Agreements between partners 
No agreement -0.140 0.159 

(0.142) (0.156) 
Increase household work 0.042 -0.033 

(0.165) (0.171) 
Increase own childcare -0.029 0.056 

(0.114) (0.129) 
Reduce working hours -0.177 + -0.007 

(0.101) (0.149) 
Help with caring for relatives -0.099 0.043 

(0.161) (0.142) 
Other 0.068 0.183 

(0.153) (0.121) 
Vignette-Evaluations 506 512 
Fathers 64 64 
Pseudo-R-squared 0.385 0.343 

Note: Average marginal effects, clustered standard errors in parentheses (+ p<0.10, * p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001). 
Source: Own factorial survey data and calculations. 
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6 Robustness checks and further analysis 
In our main analysis, we used a dichotomized variable to analyze the change in fathers’ domestic 
work contribution. This allows for a clear interpretation of the resulting coefficients in terms of 
percentage points and condenses the available information because it treats small and large 
changes the same. As a robustness check, we also used the raw before- and after-difference of the 
two seven -point scales as the dependent variable (see Table A 3 in the Appendix). The results are 
very similar to those of the main analysis. We find that fathers increase their contribution by, on 
average, 0.73 points with respect to childcare, and this increase is significantly different from zero. 
For household work, we find a smaller but still positive coefficient of 0.43 that is statistically non-
significant. 

As a second robustness check, we inspected whether fathers who are able to work flexible hours 
are already contributing more to domestic work, even before mothers take up re-employment. 
Such fathers could be using the higher amount of available time to contribute to domestic work 
irrespective of the labor market status of their wives. If this were the case, we would underestimate 
the overall effect of flexible working hours on a father’s contribution to domestic work. From Table 
A 3 in the Appendix, we can see that contrary to our expectations, fathers with flexible working 
hours invest less in childcare when their wives are not gainfully employed. The coefficient is -0.772 
points on the seven-point scale and statistically significant. The respective coefficient for house-
hold work is much smaller, with -0,242 points and statistically nonsignificant. Thus, at least for 
childcare, the empirical evidence indicates that flexible working hours lead to a significantly lower 
investment of fathers in childcare when their spouses are not gainfully employed. This result is in 
line with recent empirical evidence that finds longer working hours for male workers working flex-
ible hours (Lott and Chung, 2016). However, in the case of their partner’s re-entry into employ-
ment, fathers with flexible working hours are willing to increase their contribution, surpassing fa-
thers with standard working hours, as indicated by our main results. 

Finally, our analysis takes the viewpoint of the fathers and analyzes their willingness to contribute 
to domestic work. As documented in Table A 4 in the Appendix, the mothers’ expectation that their 
partner will provide an increased contribution to household work is approximately 15 percentage 
points higher if the partner is able to work flexible hours, where the coefficient is statistically sig-
nificant. The increase of 8 percentage points for childcare is not significantly different from zero, 
however. With regard to mothers’ evaluation of their own situation, the perspective of working 
flexible hours has only a very small and nonsignificant effect on what they expect from their part-
ners. This result therefore, therefore, mirrors the fathers’ actual willingness to contribute to child-
care and household work, respectively. 

7 Conclusions 
When looking at the labor market integration of mothers, the reconciliation of paid work and do-
mestic labor is still a crucial question. To date, existing research has concentrated mostly on the 
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role of work conditions, specifically work flexibility, of mothers’ employment. However, theoreti-
cally, as well as in public debate, the role of fathers’ working conditions should also be important. 
For example, in Germany, parental leave regulations are also targeted at men, who should contrib-
ute to childcare. 

However, the role of fathers’ work flexibility in the labor market re-entry of mothers has not yet 
been examined. Consequently, in this paper, we asked how the flexible working hours of fathers 
affect the gender pattern of domestic work and childcare. We found that flexible working hours 
lead fathers to make a higher contribution to domestic work, especially regarding childcare. To a 
smaller degree, this might also be true for household work, but our results are not conclusive. In 
contrast, the fathers’ willingness to contribute to either form of domestic work did not depend on 
whether the mothers were able to work flexible hours after labor market re-entry. 

The main strength of our analysis can be seen in the experimental approach, which allows us to 
estimate causal effects of the mother’s conditions of re-employment, thereby eliminating bias that 
would occur because mothers with unsupportive partners or inflexible occupations would not 
seek employment at all. Nevertheless, our innovative research design also has some disad-
vantages. First, we observe only hypothetical decisions because vignettes are not real job offers. 
However, it is widely agreed that such hypothetical scenarios give a good estimation of real behav-
ior as long as the situation is close to the respondent's real world and experiences (Auspurg 
and Hinz, 2015). Because our sample consists of mothers trying to re-enter the labor market, we 
can assume that the hypothetical scenarios were seen as realistic enough (see Drasch, 2019 for 
empirical support for this assumption). Second, the father’s working schedules are not part of the 
randomized experimental design. On the one hand, in contrast to mothers' flexible working hours, 
for this variable, we are faced with considerably lower statistical power, determined by the num-
ber of individuals and not vignettes in our sample. This might explain why we find a positive coef-
ficient of at least medium size for the effect of fathers’ flexible working hours on household work 
that is, however, not statistically different from zero. On the other hand, this exclusion from ran-
domization makes the respective coefficient more vulnerable to unobserved heterogeneity. For 
example, we might expect fathers who tend to contribute more to domestic work to select into 
firms that offer flexible working hours. However, even in that case, flexible working hours are still 
important because they provide the opportunity structure for fathers willing to engage in (more) 
domestic work. Fourth, the degree to which our results apply to fathers, in general, depends on 
whether the population under analysis is less or more likely to react to flexible working hours by 
contributing to domestic work. In the preceding analysis, we analyzed fathers with an average age 
of 46, whose partners have been out of the labor force for a considerable amount of time and 
whose youngest children are, on average, eight years old. We would argue that this population 
should be less willing to increase their contribution to domestic work, given these long employ-
ment interruptions. 

Keeping these limitations in mind, our results indicate that policymakers and firms should be en-
couraged to foster the implementation and use of flexible working hours, not only for the female 
but also for the male workforce. Such policies can contribute to a more balanced distribution of 
domestic work between husbands and wives. When mothers take extended breaks from employ-
ment to care for children, they typically face difficulties reconciling their responsibilities for do-
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mestic work with gainful employment. Especially in these circumstances, it seems effective to fos-
ter the provision of flexible working hours policies among firms and thus enable fathers to facilitate 
mothers’ re-employment efforts, for example, by sharing a larger part of the domestic work re-
sponsibilities. 
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Appendix  

Table A 1: Dimensions and categories used in the scenarios. 

Dimension Level 

  1 2 3 4 
1 Income (net)4 -15% -10% -5% 0% +5% +10% +15% 
2 Working hours 10 20 30 40 
3 Flexible working schedules Fixed working 

schedules 
flexible working 
hours 

Working time ac-
counts and flexible 
working hours 

Working time ac-
counts, flexible 
working hours, and 
home office  

4 Qualification of the mother the position is un-
der the profes-
sional skills 

Adequate the position some-
what fits the pro-
fessional skills 

the position fits the 
professional skills 

5 Staff responsibility No staff responsi-
bility 

With staff responsi-
bility 

    

6 Career prospects No career pro-
spects 

With career pro-
spects 

    

7 Fixed-term contract Permanent con-
tract 

Limited to 2 years     

8 Childcare No (fee-based) 
company childcare 

No (fee-based) 
company childcare 

(Fee-based) com-
pany childcare for 
half of the working 
hours 

(Fee-based) com-
pany childcare for 
complete working 
hours 

Source: Own factorial survey data and calculations.  

 

                                                                    
4 Income was presented in Euros and was calculated form the vignette level, which was a factor of 85 / 90 / 95 / 100 / 105 / 110 / 
115 percent of the last gross income of the mother mentioned in the previous telephone survey of the perspective re-entry pro-
ject. 
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Table A 2: Descriptive statistics 

Variable
fathers 

vignettes persons mean sd p50 min max 

De
pe

nd
en

t v
ar

ia
bl

es
 

(v
ig

ne
tt

e 
le

ve
l i

n 
ita

lic
s)

 

Contribution to childcare  

Pre-re-employment 64 2.80 0.80 3 1 4 

Post re-employment 506 64 3.49 1.00 4 1 6 

difference (post minus pre)  506 64 0.71 1.16 1 -3 4 

Increased contribution (yes / no) 506 64 0.51 0.50 1 0 1 

Contribution of household work 

Pre-re-employment 64 2.59 1.22 2 1 7 

Post re-employment 512 64 3.51 1.09 4 1 6 

difference (post minus pre)  512 64 0.91 1.45 1 -6 4 

Increased contribution (yes / no) 512 64 0.62 0.49 1 0 1 

So
ci

od
em

og
ra

ph
y 

Age of respondent  64 45.70 5.51 47 31 62 

Years of education  64 12.13 1.35 13 9 13 

Marital status  

Single 64 0.05 0.21 0 0 1 

Married  64 0.94 0.24 1 0 1 

Civil partnership  64 0.00 0.00 0 0 0 

Divorced/widowed  64 0.02 0.13 0 0 1 

H
ou

se
ho

ld
 c

on
te

xt
 Duration of relationship (in years)  64 16.27 6.57 16.5 4 31 

Number of children in the household 64 2.06 0.75 2 1 5 

Age of youngest child in the household 64 8.27 4.39 7.5 1 18 

Care activities (yes/no) 64 0.02 0.14 0 0 1 

Domestic help: Household work (yes/no) 64 0.23 0.43 0 0 1 

Domestic help: Childcare (yes/no) 64 0.33 0.47 0 0 1 

Jo
b 

ch
ar

ac
te

ris
tic

s o
f t

he
 fa

th
er

 

Full-time employment  (yes/no) 64 0.97 0.18 1 0 1 

Part-time employment  (yes/no) 64 0.03 0.18 0 0 1 

Occupational position  

Blue-collar 64 0.08 0.27 0 0 1 

White-collar 64 0.75 0.44 1 0 1 

Military 64 0.03 0.18 0 0 1 

Civil servant/Judge 64 0.02 0.13 0 0 1 

Self-Employed: Freelance profession 64 0.06 0.24 0 0 1 

Self-Employed: Service sector 64 0.05 0.21 0 0 1 

Other occupation 64 0.02 0.13 0 0 1 

Temporary employment (yes/no) 56 0.02 0.13 0 0 1 

Fixed-term work (yes/no) 56 0.04 0.19 0 0 1 

Weekly working hours  64 44.70 6.51 45 30 60 

Weekly working hours over 40 hours (yes/no) 64 0.61 0.49 1 0 1 

Monthly net income in 100 Euros  64 38.53 17.05 35 3.2 95 

Flexible working time arrangements (yes/no) 64 0.48 0.50 0 0 1 

Source: Own factorial survey data and calculations. 
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Figure A 1: A translated sample scenario for men, with the varied dimensions highlighted  

 
Source: Own factorial survey data and calculations. 
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Table A 3: Effects of fathers' and mothers' flexible hours on fathers' current contribution and raw difference 

Dependent variable: 
Contribution before mothers' hypothetical re-employment [1 to 7] Raw Difference (after minus before) mothers' hypothetical  

e-employment [-6 to 6] 
Childcare Household work Childcare Household work 

Model: OLS Regression with clustered standard errors b/se b/se b/se b/se 

Vi
gn

et
te

 D
im

en
si

on
s o

f m
ot

he
rs

' h
yp

ot
he

tic
al

 jo
b 

of
fe

rs
 

Hourly wage         0.006       

          (0.021)   (0.038)   

Working hours         0.035 *** 0.043 *** 

          (0.004)   (0.004)   

Flexible working time arrangement         -0.001   0.062   

          (0.063)   (0.062)   

Qualification  
ref.: Approx. adequate 

                

 Under         -0.147 + -0.063   

          (0.081)   (0.090)   

 Somewhat over         -0.024   -0.069   

          (0.079)   (0.087)   

 Very over         0.017   -0.028   

          (0.060)   (0.079)   

Staff responsibility  
ref.: None 

                

 Staff responsibility         0.082   0.115   

          (0.061)   (0.069)   

Career prospects  
ref.: None 

                

 Career prospects         0.031   0.069   

          (0.058)   (0.064)   
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Dependent variable: 
Contribution before mothers' hypothetical re-employment [1 to 7] Raw Difference (after minus before) mothers' hypothetical  

e-employment [-6 to 6]
Childcare Household work Childcare Household work 

Model: OLS Regression with clustered standard errors b/se b/se b/se b/se 

Fixed-term contract  
ref.: Unlimited 

Fixed-term contract: 2 years 0.001 0.028 

(0.063) (0.065) 

Company childcare  
ref.: None 

Company CCP, half working hours  0.116 * 0.079 

(0.056) (0.069) 

Company CCP, full working hours  0.029 0.088 

(0.069) (0.075) 

Fa
th

er
s'

 c
ha

ra
ct

er
is

tic
s 

Age in years 0.035 -0.084 * -0.036 + 0.046 

(0.021) (0.042) (0.022) (0.037) 

Years of education -0.038 -0.133 -0.012 0.193 

(0.110) (0.173) (0.098) (0.144) 

Labor market status  
ref.: Blue-collar worker 

White-collar worker -0.380 2.122 ** 0.500 -2.004 *** 

(0.438) (0.710) (0.423) (0.560) 

Self-employed -2.401 * 3.479 * 4.922 *** 0.186 

(0.992) (1.625) (0.965) (1.368) 

Other -1.605 * 1.790 2.325 *** -0.548 

(0.739) (1.127) (0.564) (1.012) 

Male net income in 100 euros 0.002 -0.035 * -0.026 *** 0.005 

(0.007) (0.017) (0.006) (0.014) 

Male working hours -0.036 * -0.001 0.059 *** 0.016 

(0.017) (0.031) (0.016) (0.028) 
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Dependent variable: 
Contribution before mothers' hypothetical re-employment [1 to 7] Raw Difference (after minus before) mothers' hypothetical  

e-employment [-6 to 6]
Childcare Household work Childcare Household work 

Model: OLS Regression with clustered standard errors b/se b/se b/se b/se 

Male flexible working time arrangements  
ref.: No 

Yes -0.772 *** -0.242 0.725 ** 0.426 

(0.168) (0.437) (0.212) (0.340) 

Does not apply (e.g., self-em ployed) 1.350 + -1.473 -2.769 ** -0.933 

(0.804) (1.484) (0.813) (1.186) 

H
ou

se
ho

ld
 a

nd
 re

la
tio

ns
hi

p 
ch

ar
ac

te
ris

tic
s

Relationship duration -0.034 -0.033 0.051 * 0.039 

(0.024) (0.046) (0.021) (0.034) 

Duration of the mother's interruption of employment  
ref.: under 5 years 

5 to 15 years 0.101 1.177 + -0.513 + -0.912 + 

(0.268) (0.611) (0.270) (0.459) 

Longer than 15 years 0.153 1.018 -0.564 -0.806 

(0.356) (0.792) (0.374) (0.582) 

Already employed again 0.420 1.046 + -0.389 -0.764 

(0.298) (0.622) (0.355) (0.459) 

Number of children in the household 0.017 0.347 -0.036 -0.464 * 

(0.175) (0.279) (0.157) (0.221) 

Age of youngest child in the household  
ref.: Younger than 7 years 

7 to under 10 years 0.844 *** 0.675 -0.728 ** -0.953 * 

(0.226) (0.581) (0,227) (0.435) 

Older than 10 years 1.219 ** 0.852 -1.417 *** -1.348 * 

(0.362) (0.782) (0.319) (0.648) 
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Dependent variable: 
Contribution before mothers' hypothetical re-employment [1 to 7] Raw Difference (after minus before) mothers' hypothetical  

e-employment [-6 to 6]
Childcare Household work Childcare Household work 

Model: OLS Regression with clustered standard errors b/se b/se b/se b/se 

Gender Roles 

Women are primarily housewives and  mothers -0.134 -0.187 0.073 0.091 

(0.122) (0.215) (0.104) (0.150) 

Children suffer from career orientation of  fathers -0.037 -0.006 0.193 + 0.169 

(0.110) (0.211) (0.103) (0.175) 

Domestic help 

Errands 1.581 *** 2.399 ** -1.660 ** -1.405 * 

(0.361) (0.706) (0.594) (0.585) 

Household work -0.104 0.170 0.389 0.108 

(0.254) (0.525) (0.269) (0.455) 

Childcare -0.445 * -0.394 -0.170 -0.167 

(0.220) (0.419) (0.196) (0.351) 

Care and nursing -1.851 *** 1.174 2.534 *** 0.341 

(0.380) (0.802) (0.453) (0.791) 

Agreements between partners 

No agreement 0.403 -0.613 -0.446 0.436 

(0.352) (0.756) (0.376) (0.533) 

Increase household work 0.065 0.076 0.292 0.110 

(0.398) (0.673) (0.356) (0.546) 

Increase own childcare 0.209 -0.343 -0.496 + 0.172 

(0.228) (0.770) (0.257) (0.396) 

Reduce working hours 0.327 0.293 -0.544 * -0.495 

(0.289) (0.707) (0.266) (0.569) 

Help with caring for relatives 0.188 0.252 0.032 0.300 

(0.396) (0.528) (0.316) (0.415) 
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Dependent variable: 
Contribution before mothers' hypothetical re-employment [1 to 7] Raw Difference (after minus before) mothers' hypothetical  

e-employment [-6 to 6] 
Childcare Household work Childcare Household work 

Model: OLS Regression with clustered standard errors b/se b/se b/se b/se 

  Other -0.385   -1.451 * 0.068   1.073 + 

   (0.305)   (0.715)   (0.420)   (0.609)   

Intercept 3.563 ** 6.370 * -0.541   -2.352   

  

  (1.280)   (2.586)          

  

Vignette-Evaluations     506 512 

Fathers 64 64 64 64 

Pseudo-R-squared 0.436 0.170 0.540 0.454 

Clustered standard errors in parentheses (+ p<0.10, * p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001). 
Source: Own factorial survey data and calculations.   
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Table A 4: Effects of fathers' and mothers' flexible hours on mothers' probability of increased male 
contributions  

Dependent variable: Does mother expect father to contribute more to … after (hypo-
thetical) re-employment [no/yes] Childcare 

Household 
work 

Model: Logistic Regression with clustered standard errors b/se b/se 

Vi
gn

et
te

 D
im

en
si

on
s o

f m
ot

he
rs

' h
yp

ot
he

tic
al

 jo
b 

of
fe

rs
 

Dimension: Hourly wage 0.017 + -0.002   

  (0.009)   (0.010)   

Dimension: Working hours 0.018 *** 0.020 *** 

  (0.001)   (0.001)   

Dimension: Flexible working time arrangement 0.024   0.003   

  (0.029)   (0.033)   

Dimension: Qualification ref.: Approx. adequate         

Under 0.000   0.030   

  (0.039)   (0.044)   

Somewhat over 0.021   0.069   

  (0.041)   (0.044)   

Very over -0.009   0.059   

  (0.036)   (0.041)   

Dimension: Staff responsibility ref.: None         

Staff responsibility -0.012   0.032   

  (0.030)   (0.030)   

Dimension: Career prospects ref.: None         

Career prospects -0.041   -0.039   

  (0.026)   (0.027)   

Dimension: Fixed term contract ref.: Unlimited         

Fixed-term contract: 2 years 0.007   0.024   

  (0.028)   (0.024)   

Dimension: Company childcare ref.: None         

Company CCP, half working hours  -0.078 * 0.015   

  (0.034)   (0.041)   

Company CCP, full working hours  -0.012   0.069 + 

  (0.047)   (0.038)   

Fa
th

er
s'

 c
ha

ra
ct

er
is

tic
s 

Age of the respondent 0.008   0.005   

  (0.005)   (0.005)   

Years of education 0.021   0.052 * 

  (0.025)   (0.022)   

Labor market status ref.: Blue-collar worker         

White collar worker -0.376 *** -0.157   

  (0.075)   (0.113)   

Self-employed 0.246 *** 0.263 * 

  (0.061)   (0.109)   

Other -0.114   0.244 * 

  (0.191)   (0.108)   

Male net income in 100 euros 0.005   0.000   
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Dependent variable: Does mother expect father to contribute more to … after (hypo-
thetical) re-employment [no/yes] Childcare 

Household 
work 

Model: Logistic Regression with clustered standard errors b/se b/se 

  (0.004)   (0.003)   

Male working hours -0.021 ** 0.002   

  (0.007)   (0.007)   

Male flexible working time arrangements ref.: No         

Yes 0.079   0.145 * 

  (0.075)   (0.061)   

Does not apply (e.g., self-employed) -0.394 *** -0.315 * 

  (0.043)   (0.160)   

H
ou

se
ho

ld
 a

nd
 re

la
tio

ns
hi

p 
ch

ar
ac

te
ris

tic
s 

Relationship duration -0.004   -0.009   

  (0.008)   (0.006)   

Duration of the woman's interruption of employment ref.: under 5 years 

        

5 to 15 years 0.047   0.320 *** 

  (0.135)   (0.094)   

Longer than 15 years 0.174   0.359 ** 

  (0.153)   (0.130)   

Already employed again -0.147   0.282 * 

  (0.165)   (0.120)   

Number of children (younger than 18 years) in household 0.060   -0.024   

  (0.067)   (0.061)   

Age of youngest child (younger than 18 years) in household ref.: Younger than 7 
years 

        

7 to under 10 years -0.241 ** 0.034   

  (0.086)   (0.085)   

Older than 10 years -0.263 ** -0.065   

  (0.096)   (0.115)   

Gender Roles         

Women are primarily housewives and mothers 0.019   -0.075 * 

  (0.047)   (0.033)   

Children suffer from career orientation of fathers 0.182 *** 0.017   

  (0.043)   (0.044)   

Domestic help         

Errands 0.129   0.319 *** 

  (0.184)   (0.052)   

Household work -0.197 ** -0.012   

  (0.074)   (0.104)   

Childcare -0.086   -0.103 + 

  (0.072)   (0.059)   

Care and nursing 0.252   0.167 + 

  (0.166)   (0.099)   

Agreements between partners         

No agreement -0.173   0.177   

  (0.160)   (0.136)   

Increase household work -0.156   0.163 + 
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Dependent variable: Does mother expect father to contribute more to … after (hypo-
thetical) re-employment [no/yes] Childcare 

Household 
work 

Model: Logistic Regression with clustered standard errors b/se b/se 

  (0.160)   (0.094)   

Increase own childcare -0.179   -0.040   

  (0.143)   (0.141)   

Reduce working hours 0.013   -0.086   

  (0.124)   (0.105)   

Help with caring for relatives 0.075   0.016   

  (0.117)   (0.102)   

Other -0.205   0.249 ** 

   (0.166)   (0.093)     

Vignette-Evaluations 495 495 

Mothers 63 63 

Pseudo-R-squared 0.422 0.409 
Average marginal effects, clustered standard errors in parentheses (+ p<0.10, * p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001). 
Source: Own factorial survey data and calculations.
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