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Abstract

Studies of work/family arrangements over time and space typically analyse families by
the extent to which they follow a ‘male-breadwinner’ versus a ‘dual-breadwinner’ model.
Yet, this analytical framework overlooks an alternative set of labour-market
arrangements that is becoming increasingly common across heterosexual couple-
households in advanced economies, which is the ‘female-breadwinner’ model. Very little
is known about these families, as studies typically assume that men in couple-
households are full-time employed. To contribute to addressing this deficit in knowledge,
we compare the economic characteristics of female-breadwinner couples with those of
male-breadwinner families across 20 OECD countries through descriptive analyses
using Luxembourg Income Study data. In so doing, we identify two ‘types’ of female
breadwinners, which appear to be stratified by class. The first is the ‘pure’ female-
breadwinner couple, in which the woman is in employment and the man is not. Pure
female-breadwinner families are as poor as pure male-breadwinner households, if not
poorer. What is more, as individuals, pure female breadwinners are typically low-
educated and have significantly lower average earnings than pure male breadwinners.
The second type is the ‘one-and-a-half female breadwinner model, in which the woman
is in full-time employment and the man works part-time. One-and-a-half female
breadwinners are generally doing better than pure female-breadwinners; yet, when we
look at the individual labour earnings of one-and-a-half female breadwinners compared
with their male counterparts, we find these women still earn far less. Without measures
to address stubborn gender inequalities in earnings, the current policy imperative
towards increasing women’'s participation in (any) employment risks upholding
masculine breadwinning norms and ideals. This in turn limits the abilities of families to
respond to the complexity and unpredictability of modern life, when shock events or other

circumstances (e.g. recession, illness) require a shift in breadwinning between partners.
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Introduction

The gendered division of paid and unpaid work within heterosexual couple-households
has transformed inrecent decades. In describing and analysing this change, comparative
studies of the welfare state have settled on the framework of the ‘male-breadwinner’
versus the ‘dual-breadwinner’ family models (e.g. Esping-Andersen, 1999; Gornick and
Meyers, 2009; Von Gleichen and Seeleib-Kaiser, 2018). At the normative level, social
policies across advanced economies have shifted towards labour market ‘activation’ or
‘employment for all’ (Orloff, 2006). In other words, policies have moved away from
explicitly supporting men to do all the paid work and women to do all the unpaid domestic
work, and towards assuming and prescribing both the male and female members of the
couple to engage in paid work. This is evidenced by the expansion of policies designed to
encourage maternalemployment, the trend towards ‘defamilialising’ services that enable
care to take place outside of the family, and a tightening of the link between employment
and social rights. At the empirical level, the proportion of couple-households with two
wage-earners has increased while the share of male-breadwinner families has declined
(e.g. Daly, 2011; Lewis, 2001; Lewis et al., 2008).

Scandinavian countries have moved furthest towards policies that are supportive of dual,
full-time breadwinning for couple-families. Elsewhere, however, a ‘partial’ dual-earner,
but still gender-specialised policy model has emerged, which upholds women’s
secondary labour market position (e.g. Daly, 2011; Gornick and Meyers, 2008; Lewis, 2001).
State provision of child care services remains inadequate and unaffordable in many
countries (e.g. Ciccia and Bleijenbergh, 2014). Women continue to be the main users of
‘home-care’ cash benefits for stay-at-home parents and exemptions from full-time
employment while children are young. Although these policies are couched in gender-
neutral terms (e.g. ‘parent’) and language around ‘choice’, a lack of proactive measures to
transform men’s domestic roles, wider pressures and norms (e.g. ideas about ‘good’
mothering), and women'’s lower labour incomes mean it is still mainly women who make
use of flexible and part-time working (e.g. Ellingsaeter, 2012). Yet, these forms of paid work
tend to be concentrated in low-wage occupations and are associated with occupational
downgrading and a pay penalty for many women throughout their working lives (e.g.
Connolly and Gregory, 2008; Manning and Petrongolo, 2008). Furthermore, by increasing

the statistical likelihood that women will reduce or withdraw their labour for caregivingin



the future, the gender-specialised policy model encourages employers to favour men
over women when it comes to hiring, training, and promotion decisions, thus stalling

women’s career progression (e.g. Estévez-Abe, 2006; Mandel and Semyonov, 2006).

Empirical studies of actual employment and family behaviours confirm that a dual, full-
time breadwinner model is often not a reality for couple-households outside Scandinavia
(e.g. Hook, 2015; Lewis et al., 2008). Although the dual-breadwinner model is widespread
among highly educated couples in Southern European countries and the United States,
lower-educated couples in these countries are still predominantly male-breadwinner
households (Hook, 2015). Yet, couples relying on a single earner have a higher risk of
poverty than those with two earners (e.g. Harkness, 2010). Elsewhere, most couples fall
somewhere along the male-breadwinner/dual-breadwinner continuum into what is
sometimes called a ‘one-and-a-half male-breadwinner model. Under this arrangement,
the man is in full-time, continuous employment, while the woman is in part-time

employmentandcarries outthe lion’s share of the domestic duties (e.g. Lewis, 2001, 2009).

However, an alternative set of labour market arrangements is becoming increasingly
prevalent across all welfare state regime types. Here, we are referring to those couple-
households in which the woman is the main or only wage-earner - that is, the female-
breadwinner’ family model. Such families have received limited attention within studies
of work/family arrangements across different welfare states, which typically assume
that menin couple-households arein (full-time) employment (Hook, 2015). Consequently,
it remains unclear how female-breadwinner families are doing compared with other
couple-families. We contribute to clarifying these issues by shedding light on the

economic characteristics of female-breadwinner families across twenty countries.

Integrating the female breadwinner into the male breadwinner/dual breadwinner
framework that dominates comparative social policy analysis can underpin a more
nuanced analysis of gender equality and the gendered division of labour. The dual, full-
time breadwinner model may be an undesirable if not unattainable aspiration for certain
families, at least during some periods of the life-course. Job loss, career changes and
breaks, parenthood, caring for a sick or elderly relative, illness, and disability, as well as
individual agency and choice around employment and caregiving can mean it is neither

feasible nor desirable for both members of a couple to engage in full-time employment.



Thus, breadwinning needs to be a genuinely non-gendered opportunity so that men and
women can, if necessary, ‘take turns’ in being the main wage-earner according to the
family’s shifting needs and wants (Gerson, 2010). That means there may be some time
spent under a male-breadwinner arrangement, some time under a dual-breadwinner
arrangement, and some time under a female-breadwinner arrangement, so that
everything averages out and a gender-egalitarian division of breadwinning is reached in
the long-run. Therefore, assessing how female-breadwinner families are doing
compared with male-breadwinner families is important for ensuring that families are not
unduly penalised when the woman rather than the man is the breadwinner, especially
since female breadwinning is not a short-lived arrangement (e.g. Bryan and Longhi, 2018;
Drago et al., 2005). Furthermore, challenging masculine breadwinning ideals that
emphasise men'’s financial provision is the other side of the coin of transforming men'’s
domestic roles: it is only through degendering unpaid and paid labour that the gendered

division of labour can be ‘undone’.!

Such fluidity in couple’s work arrangements is especially important for protecting
families against poverty during uncertain times. Research has highlighted gender-
specific patterns of job loss during and after an economic crisis. In the immediate
aftermath of the 2008 economic crisis, male-dominated industries were hardest hit,
resulting in male job-loss and an associated increase in female breadwinning. Yet, the
subsequent implementation of austerity policies led to job cuts across the female-
dominated public sectors, as well as reductions in childcare service provision and other
policies that enable women’'s employment, thereby triggering an increase in male
breadwinning (e.g. Dotti Sani, 2018; Karamessini and Rubery, 2013; Sanchez-Mira and
O'Reilly, 2019). Therefore, the abilities of families to transition between different
breadwinning arrangements can potentially make them more resilient in the face of

economic uncertainty.

Through descriptive analyses, two-sample t-tests, and Wilcoxon rank-sum tests using
Luxembourg Income Study data, we identify two ‘types’ of female breadwinner, which
mirror the male-breadwinner variants identified in pre-existing literature. The first is the
‘pure’ female breadwinner,in whichthe womanisinemploymentandthe manis not.These
households are poorer than dual-breadwinner couples and, in certain countries, are

poorer than their male-breadwinner counterparts. Furthermore, as individuals, pure



female breadwinners earn less than male breadwinners and are more likely to be in low-
paying occupations. The second type is the ‘one-and-a-half female breadwinner model,
in which the woman is in full-time employment and the man works part-time. One-and-
a-half female breadwinners are doing better than pure female-breadwinners, partly
because these women tend to be highly educated and work in managerial occupations.
Even so, their total household incomes are lower than those of one-and-a-half male
breadwinners in many countries; what is more, when we look at the individual labour
earnings of female one-and-a-half female-breadwinners, these women earn far less

than their male equivalents.

Thus, our results show that breadwinning remains gendered: couple-households tend to
be poorer whenthe woman ratherthanthe manis the breadwinner.This reflects stubborn
gender inequalities in terms of occupations, working hours, and earnings. So, without
measures to address persistent gender inequalities in the labour market, the current
policy imperative towards ‘employment for all’ will simply reproduce male breadwinning
norms and ideals. This limits the abilities of families to respond to the complexity and
unpredictability of modern life, when shock events or other circumstances require a shift

in breadwinning between partners.

Our results also point to substantial economic heterogeneity within the female
breadwinner model. Pure female breadwinners are more likely than one-and-a-half
female breadwinners to be lower-educated and work in labourer and elementary
occupations, and typically work fewer hours, too. At the same time, pure female
breadwinners are less likely than one-and-a-half female breadwinners to be highly
educated or work in managerial and professional occupations and earn far less on
average. As Hook (2015) points out, scholars have long argued for joint consideration of
gender and class in comparative social policy. Our findings suggest that in achieving this
aim, scholars must extend the male breadwinner/dual breadwinner framework that

dominates the literature to include the female breadwinner category, too.

The next section summarises existing studies of household employment patterns within
comparative social policy research, and how an analysis of female breadwinning fits into
this. We then outline our data and approach in the third section and our findings in the

fourth. We conclude by drawing insights for comparative social policy analysis and policy.



Transformations in Breadwinning

Since the mid-1990s, the concept of ‘social investment” has come to dominate debates on
the welfare state within academic and policymaking contexts. Behind this concept is the
idea that social policies designed to ‘invest for the future can help welfare states adapt to
the dual challenges of increased demands for state social provision and a smaller tax-
base under post-industrialism. Crucial to achieving the goals of social investment is the
promotion of a ‘dual-breadwinner’ family model, whereby men and women provide for
their own welfare through their individual participation in paid employment. Proponents
of social investment highlight the lower rates of childhood poverty and - if work/family
reconciliation supports are adequate - higher fertility rates among dual-breadwinner
couples compared with their single-earner counterparts (e.g. Esping-Andersen, 2002;

Esping-Andersen, 2016).

However, as feminist scholars of the welfare state have argued, these assumptions of
self-sufficiency, individuality, and independence outrun the reality for most couple-
households (e.g. Lewis, 2001; Daly, 2011). Despite some acknowledgement by proponents
of social investment of gender disparities in paid work, getting more women into (any)
employment to secure the financial sustainability of the welfare state is considered ‘of
utmost priority’ (Hemerijck et al,, 2016: p. 22). Yet, this focus on maximising women'’s
employment rates fails to problematise the overrepresentation of women in ‘flexible’
forms of employment, which are often part-time, short-term and poorly paid (e.g. Jenson,
2015; Lewis, 2001; Saraceno, 2015). Women's employment disadvantages risk being
further compounded by the relative silence of the social investment agenda on
transforming men’s domestic behaviour (Jenson, 2015; Saraceno, 2015). Rather, it is
accepted that ‘men are unlikely to substitute fully for the decline in female domestic work’
(Esping-Andersen, 2009: p. 80).

True, dual, full-time breadwinning is prevalent across Scandinavia (Appendix). This
reflects cultural support for women's employment (e.g. Haas et al., 2006) and a
recognition that care is important and a shared social concern, rather than simply a
matter of personal responsibility (e.g. Craig and Mullan, 2010). ‘Defamilialising’ policies,
such as universal, high-quality childcare services, employment-supporting parental

leaves, and generous family allowances, have brought more women into the workforce



and have been associated with some change in the gendered division of unpaid work (e.g.

Gornick and Meyers, 2009; Korpi, 2000).

Elsewhere, however, the real-life employment arrangements of couple-households
rarely conform to the dual full-time breadwinner model. In most Anglo-Saxon and
Continental countries, the labour market behaviours of many couple-households
approximate a ‘one-and-a-half male-breadwinner model comprising a male full-time
wage-earner and female part-time wage-earner (Lewis, 2001; Appendix). This reflects
predominantly market-based provision of care services (e.g. the United Kingdom) and/or
partial state care services (e.g. the Netherlands), as well as strong male-breadwinning
norms, cultural support for female caregiving - especially while children are young - and
widespread part-time employment opportunities (e.g. Hook, 2015; Lewis, 2001; Lewis et
al., 2008). In Southern European countries and the United States breadwinning is more
polarised: while highly educated mothers are primarily in dual full-time breadwinning
households, lower-educated mothers are largely in male-breadwinner households
(Hook, 2015; Lewis et al., 2008; Sanchez-Mira and O'Reilly, 2019). The under-provision of
state care services and work/family reconciliation policies, together with a relative
scarcity of part-time jobs and strong familialism in the Mediterranean regime, shuts
poorer and lower-educated mothers who are unable to afford market solutions to
work/family conflicts out of the labour market (e.g. Esping-Andersen, 2009; Hook, 2015).
Similar polarisation is observed in post-Soviet countries, although rates of male
breadwinning tend to be lower than in Southern European states (Sanchez-Mira and

O'Reilly, 2019).

Nevertheless, there is another model of work/family arrangements that is becoming
increasingly common among couple-households across advanced economies, which is
the female-breadwinner model. While this model remains rare in certain countries, such
as the United States, Poland and Slovakia, it is an increasingly common arrangement in
many countries, especially Canada, Greece, Spain, and Finland (Appendix). Under this
arrangement, the female partner performs most or all paid employment. Itis perhaps the
preoccupation of the comparative welfare regime literature with defamilialisation and its
implicit assumption that men in couple-households will be in full-time employment that

explains why this literature has so far neglected serious analysis of female



breadwinners. As the sociological and demographic literatures indicate, explanations for

therise in female breadwinners run deeper than work/family policies.

In this vein, some scholars focus on the emergence of educationally-hypogamous
couples, whereby the woman is better-educated than the man and so more likely to work
in professional jobs that carry higher average earnings. Consequently, women within
educationally-hypogamous couple often out-earn their male partners (e.g. Van Bavel and
Klesment, 2017). Furthermore, women who are more educated than their male partners
are able to exert more power and, in turn, influence their partners to reduce their hours,
which will also reduce their earnings (Kanji, 2013). Other scholars suggest female
breadwinningis not associated with gender-egalitarian attitudes (Vitali and Arpino, 2016),
and instead focus on how poor economic outcomes among low-skilled men create
female-breadwinner households (Bettio and Verashchagina, 2013; Dotti Sani, 2018; e.g.
Harkness and Evans, 2011; Vitali and Arpino, 2016). Studies have found that the rise in
female breadwinning has been most pronounced in those countries that were worst and
first hit by the 2008 economic crisis, mainly the Mediterranean and Baltic states. This
reflects the negative impacts on the crisis on male-dominated sectors, such as
manufacturing and construction, which caused many men to lose their jobs. In response,
more women moved into employment or increased their hours of paid work to
compensate for their partners’ unemployment or underemployment (Bettio and
Verashchagina, 2013; Dotti Sani, 2018; Sanchez-Mira and O'Reilly, 2019).

These two explanations suggest that the category of female breadwinner is highly
heterogeneous. According to the first argument, women are the main breadwinners
because they have higher levels of education than their partners. This suggests that
female-breadwinner couples have some degree of protection against poverty, as women
in these couples have high earnings potential while their partners are generally in
employment, too. Yet, according to the second argument, women become the sole
providers out of economic necessity, when the partner loses his job. Accordingly, we
might expect female-breadwinner couples to have a high risk of poverty given their

reliance on asingle labourincome.

Female-breadwinner families have featured in previous studies of couple-households’

employment arrangements across different countries (Dotti Sani, 2018; Haas et al., 2006;



Hook, 2015; Sanchez-Mira and O'Reilly, 2019). However, these studies do not analyse the
income and job-related characteristics of female breadwinners. Consequently, we still
know very little about the relative economic (dis)advantages of female breadwinners
compared with other families, including their male-breadwinner counterparts. Our paper
contributes to addressing this shortcoming by comparing female-breadwinner couples’
household incomes with those of other couple-types across different countries and
examining how men and women in female-breadwinner couples differ on key economic
characteristics (individual earnings, working hours, etc.) from men and women in male-

breadwinner couples.

To allow for a fuller comparison of female-breadwinner and male-breadwinner families,
we replicate the distinction made in the comparative welfare state literature between
male-breadwinner couples according to whether the womanis in part-time employment
or not in employment at all. To this aim, we differentiate between ‘pure’ female-
breadwinner couples, in which the woman is the only wage-earner, and ‘one-and-a-half
female breadwinner couples, in which the woman s in full-time employment and the man
isinpart-time employment. Prior studies of couples’ employment arrangements have not
sought to distinguish between these two ‘types’ of female breadwinner, instead placing
them in the same analytical category. By contrast, our analysis can provide a more
nuanced portrait of female-breadwinner couples that is potentially better-placed to

capture the heterogeneity of female breadwinners.
Data and Approach

We draw on data from a range of countries representing different welfare state and
gender regimes (Esping-Andersen, 1999; Korpi, 2000). In assessing the economic
characteristics of female breadwinners and other couple-types, we use individual and
household-level data on income from the Luxembourg Income Study (LIS). Unlike
datasets focused on Europe only, the LIS dataset allows us to include three additional
liberal welfare states (Australia, Canada and the United States) besides the United
Kingdom, so that our sample of countries is more balanced in terms of the different
welfareregimes. Still, comparability across countries must be treated with caution, as the
LIS (2018) harmonises existing country-specific surveys into a common framework ex-

post.

10



We consider twenty countries with at least one available wave of datain the 2010s and use
the most recent wave of data for each country. Our sample is restricted to households
containing two heterosexual cohabiting spouses/partners aged 18-65. Couples with or
without children are included. However, couples in which one or both partners are in
education, disabled, or retired are excluded. Also excluded are couples in which both
partners are unemployed/inactive and couples living solely on capital income or with

other adults who are not their children.

Our independent variable is the couple’s employment arrangement, which is based on the
regular hours worked per week at all jobs currently held by each member of the couple.

This variable comprises five categories:

~

‘Pure’male breadwinner. Man employed, woman not employed.
2. One-and-a-half male breadwinner. Man employed full-time (30 hours per week
or longer), woman in part-time employment (fewer than 30 weekly hours).
3. Dual breadwinner. Man and woman are in employment for a similar number of
hours.
4. One-and-a-half female breadwinner. Woman employed full-time, man employed
part-time.
5. ‘Pure’female breadwinner.Woman employed, man not employed.
Due to data limitations, we only use three categories of employment arrangements for
Denmark, Norway, Poland, and Slovenia. These are: (i) pure male breadwinner, which
corresponds with Category 1above; (ii) dual breadwinner, which merges Categories 2-4;
and pure female breadwinner, which matches Category 5. The distribution of couple-
households across these different models is detailed in the Appendix, while the
Supplementary Material provides information on average demographic and
socioeconomic characteristics for each couple-type across different welfare state

regimes.

We compare the economic characteristics of couple-types using the following variables:

i.  Median disposable annual household income, which includes all monetary and

non-monetary? current income net of income taxes and social security
contributions.

ii.  Median annual labour income for both the man and woman in the couple, which

includes all monetary payments and the value of non-monetary goods and

1



services received from dependent employment in addition to profits/losses and
the value of goods for own consumption from self-employment.

iii.  Mean number of hours worked by the breadwinner per week (unavailable for
Denmark, Norway, Poland, or Slovenia).

iv. The percentage of breadwinners employed in elementary occupations
(International Standard Classification of Occupations (ISC0-08) Major Group 9).

v. The percentage of breadwinners employed as managers or professionals
(International Standard Classification of Occupations (ISC0-08) Major Groups 1
and 2). However, the occupation variable is not available for Canada, Italy, or
Norway.

vi.  The percentage of breadwinners with low education, i.e. less than secondary
education (International Standard Classification of Education (1997) Levels 0-2).

vii.  The percentage of breadwinners with high education, i.e. completion of tertiary
education (International Standard Classification of Education (1997) Levels 5 and
6).

Labourincomes are gross of taxes and social contributions, except for Slovenia and Italy,
and are for the whole year. However, LIS definitions of labour-force status and number of
hours worked refer to the week before the interview only.® Hence, we may have cases
where the partner of a ‘pure’ breadwinner did not work last week but has a positive annual
labour income if, for instance, he/she has a seasonal job or has only recently become
unemployed. To facilitate cross-national comparison, we transform monetary amounts
using the Purchasing Power Parity and a deflator, which are obtained from World Bank
Indicators. Monetary incomes are expressed in 2016 US dollars. To reduce distortions
from extreme values, incomes are bottom-coded to zero and top-coded to ten times the
median of the country in which the couple resides. Incomes are also adjusted for
household size using the LIS equivalence scale. To assess whether observed differences
in incomes between male and female-breadwinner couples are statistically significant,
we use two-sample t-tests on the difference between two population proportions/means

and Wilcoxon (1945) rank-sum tests for the difference between two population medians.
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Results and Discussion

Pure Female Breadwinners

Single-breadwinner couples, in which only one member of the couple is in employment,
are poorer thanother couple-types acrossthe countriesin our study, with few exceptions
(Table1).Whatis more, in half of the countries, pure female breadwinners have lower total
disposable household incomes than pure male breadwinners. The income disadvantages
of pure female-breadwinner households relative to pure male-breadwinner households
are greatest (and statistically significant) in Germany, Norway, the United Kingdom, Italy,
Spain, the Czech Republic, Poland, and Estonia. In Slovakia and Greece, pure female
breadwinners have lower household incomes than pure male breadwinners, too;

however, these differences are neither substantiatively nor statistically significant.

Table 1. Median disposable household income by couple type and country.

Test: Pure Test: 1.5

Pure Pure MBW vs MBWvs.

MBW FBW Pure FBW DBW 1.5MBW 1.5FBW 1.5 FBW
Australia $28,197 $28,345 ns $47,082 $37,986 $37,365 ns
Canada $26,554 $29,130 ns $37,990 $32,589 $27,167 **
UK $17,095 $13,983 ol $32,505 $24,959 $25,968 ns
United States  $31,209  $31,401 ns $50,855 $43,805 $42,227 ns
Austria $22,622 $23,015 ns $36,979 $30,501 $31,935 ns
Germany $22,480 $17,064 ol $33,539 $28,917 $27,681 ns
Luxembourg  $28,559  $31,237 ns $45,253 $39,565 $50,036 Frx
Netherlands $23,183  $24,472 ol $35,714 $28,731 $28,628 ns
Switzerland  $32,000 $32,227 ns $52,162 $39,888 $45,902 ns
Czechia $14,034 $11,050 ol $18,703  $15,954 $23,080 *
Estonia $1.644  $9,403 ** $16,639 $13,452  $9.265 ns
Poland $11,833 $9.,466 ol $16,964 - - -
Slovakia $11,562 $11,141 ns $16,828 $13,403  $13,100 ns
Slovenia $13,933  $13,961 ns $22,478 - -
Italy $12,523  $9,583 ol $24,377 $19.269 $24,652 *
Greece $10,623  $10,300 ns $19.836  $16,212 $16,884 ns
Spain $16,717  $14,934 ol $28,599 $20,182 $16,822 ns
Denmark $26,957 $27,525 *x $35,740 - - -
Finland $23,002 $23,059 ns $31,697 $25,699 $26,210 ns
Norway $26,217  $22,891 *rx $41,510 - - -

Notes. The columns “Test 1.5 FBW vs. 1.5 MBW” and “Test FBW vs. MBW" report the p-values
associated with the Wilcoxon rank-sum test for the equality of median disposable household
income between the populations of 1.5 FBW vs. 1.5 MBW couples and between the populations of
FBW vs. MBW couples, respectively, for each country. * = p<0.1; ** = p<0.05; *** = p<0.001. The
following categories are used: ‘Pure MBW’ = man is the only wage-earner; ‘Pure FBW = woman

13



isthe only wage-earner;'DBW’ = man and woman work similar hours; 1.5 MBW’ = man works =30
hours per week, woman works <30 hours; 1.5 FBW' = woman works =30 hours man works <30
hours. However, for Denmark, Norway, Poland, and Slovenia, ‘DBW' indicates that both partners
areinemployment, but one member of the couple may work significantly more/fewer hours than
the other.

Sources. Luxembourg Income Study Wave 10 (~2016) or 9 (~2013); own calculations.

Elsewhere, pure female breadwinners’ total household incomes exceed those of pure
male breadwinners. This difference is largest in Canada, Luxembourg, and the
Netherlands, but is statistically significant only for the Netherlands. Pure female
breadwinners additionally have higher disposable household incomes than pure male
breadwinnersin Australia, the United States, Austria, Switzerland, Denmark, Finland, and

Slovenia; again, though, these differences are small and not statistically significant.

Nevertheless, the results in respect of pooled household incomes mask inequalities
between pure male breadwinners and pure female breadwinners as indjividuals. Across
all countries, pure female breadwinners have lower individual labour earnings on
average (Figure 1a). This individual earnings disadvantage is statistically significant
everywhere, with Slovenia the only exception. This may be because men heading pure
male-breadwinner households tend to work longer hours than women who head pure
female-breadwinner couples (Figure 1e; Supplementary Material). It is plausible that the
gendered division of family responsibilities means pure female breadwinners have less
time to devote to paid work than pure male breadwinners. Indeed, gender differences in
employment hours for pure breadwinners are especially large in Anglo-Saxon and
Continental countries, where part-time employment and traditional male-breadwinning
norms are more widespread (e.g. Lewis et al,, 2008). Conversely, we see that gender
earnings differentials among pure breadwinners are small in Denmark. This may reflect
state support for a dual, full-time breadwinner model, which means women find it easier
to remain attached to the labour market in ‘good’, often full-time jobs, as public care
services are widely available and policies encourage a more equal division of care work

between men and women (e.g. Saraceno and Keck, 2011).

Pure female breadwinners’ lower individual earnings may also reflect occupational
differences, at least in some countries. Notably, pure female breadwinners in Anglo-
Saxon and Continental countries, as well as Finland, are less likely than pure male

breadwinners to work in the most lucrative managerial and professional occupations.
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Pure female breadwinners are also more likely than their male counterparts to be in
elementary occupations, especially in Continental and Mediterranean countries (Figure
2a; Supplementary Material). This may be symptomatic of the high proportions of pure
female breadwinners in these regimes with lower levels of education, which are much

higher than for other regime-types (Figure 2e; Supplementary Material).

Narrow gaps between pure male-breadwinner couples and pure female-breadwinner
couples in terms of overall household incomes additionally mask gender-based
differences in the labour earnings of non-breadwinning partners. A pure breadwinner
household s, by definition, one in which the non-breadwinning partner does not ordinarily
engage in paid employment. However, as aforementioned, LIS definitions of labour-force

status and number of hours worked refer to

Figure 1. Economic characteristics of ‘pure male-breadwinner’ versus ‘pure female-breadwinner’
couples (left) and ‘one-and-a-half male-breadwinner’ versus ‘one-and-a-half female-
breadwinner’ couples (right) by country.
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(e) Mean hours worked by breadwinner per (f) Mean hours worked by breadwinner per
week week
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Sources: Luxembourg Income Study Wave 10 (~2016) or 9 (~2013); own calculations.

the week previously, whereas labour incomes are for the year. So, while the partners of
pure breadwinners may not have engaged in paid work in the past week, they may have
earned something over the last year. Moreover, our analyses reveal that this ‘something’
isoftenlargerformeninpure female-breadwinner couples thanforwomenin pure male-

breadwinner couples,

Figure 2. Individual occupational and educational characteristics of ‘pure male-breadwinners'’
versus ‘pure female-breadwinners’ (left) and ‘one-and-a-half male-breadwinners’ versus ‘one-
and-a-halffemale-breadwinners’ (right) by country.
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and these differences are statistically significant (Figure 1c). This may point to the greater
proclivity of men in pure female-breadwinner couples to ‘do gender’ (West and
Zimmerman, 1987) by taking on occasional, ad-hoc paid jobs under the pressures of male
breadwinning norms and ideals, which sporadically bring in small amounts of money

throughout the year. This is perhaps something for future research to explore.

State benefits also play a role in reducing household income inequalities between pure
male and female-breadwinner families. Among couples in receipt of social-security

transfers, pure female breadwinners receive a higher income from social-security
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benefits than pure male breadwinner across all regime-types, with the post-Soviet
regime the only exception (Supplementary Material). This likely reflects the greater
probability that men in pure female-breadwinner couples are registered ‘unemployed’
rather than in ‘domestic and care work’ or ‘inactive’ (Sanchez-Mira and O'Reilly, 2019).
Accordingly, pure female-breadwinner couples often receive unemployment benefits in
addition to other benefits. Conversely, women in pure male-breadwinner couples are
typically economically inactive for caregiving purposes (e.g. Sanchez-Mira and O'Reilly,
2019). Unfortunately, data limitations prevent us from exploring whether this is the case,

as the LIS variable on benefits is not comparable across countries.

One-and-a-Half Female Breadwinners

Across the sixteen countries for which we have data on one-and-a-half female
breadwinners, we see that, unsurprisingly, these women have higher average household
incomes than pure female breadwinners, with Canada and Estonia the only exceptions
(Table 1). As individuals, women heading one-and-a-half female-breadwinner couples
also have higher average labour earnings than women heading pure female-breadwinner
couples (Figure 1a-b). One-and-a-half female breadwinners are additionally more likely
than pure female breadwinners to be highly educated and in managerial and professional
occupations, and are less likely to be lower-educated or to work in elementary
occupations (Figure 2). Thus, our findings suggest that female breadwinning is stratified
by class: while ‘pure’ female breadwinners tend to be lower-educated and poorer, one-
and-a-halffemale-breadwinner families are more likely to be headed by highly educated,

professional women and be better-off overall.

When examining differences among one-and-a-half breadwinners by gender, we find
smallertotal household income differences than for pure breadwinners (Table1). Inseven
countries, one-and-a-half male-breadwinner households have higher incomes than
their female counterparts. However, these differences are narrow and statistically
significant only in Canada. In the remaining countries, one-and-a-half female
breadwinners have higher household incomes. Yet, these differences are again small,
although they are statistically significant (and comparatively large) in Luxembourg, the

Czech Republic, and Italy.
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Nevertheless, as for pure breadwinners, one-and-a-half female breadwinners earn less
as individualsthan their male counterparts in all countries bar Luxembourg. While these
gender earnings differentials are narrower than for pure breadwinners, one-and-a-half
female breadwinners’ earnings disadvantage is substantively and statistically significant
across most countries, with the United States and Germany having the largest gaps
(Figure 1b). The factors behind this finding are, however, less clear. While women heading
one-and-a-half female-breadwinner couples work fewer hours on average than their
male counterparts, these differences are slight. Furthermore, a greater proportion of
women heading one-and-a-half female-breadwinner households are highly educated
compared with men heading one-and-a-half male-breadwinner households, and
occupationaldifferences between the two are not substantively or statistically significant

in most countries.

That said, a limitation of our analysis is the use of major ISCO-08 occupational categories
only. Disaggregating these broad categories may reveal more nuanced occupational
differences that help to explain female breadwinners’relative earnings disadvantage. For
instance, it could be that a larger proportion of female breadwinners are in lower-paying
professional occupations (e.g. early childhood teacher), whereas a larger proportion of
male breadwinners are in higher-paying professional occupations (e.g. civil engineer).
Unfortunately, the very small cell sizes that using finer occupational categories would

entail prevents us from examining this further (Hook and Pettit, 2016).

As for pure breadwinners, the second earner’s (i.e. the man’s) labourincome is critical for
narrowing inequalities between one-and-a-half female-breadwinners and one-and-a-
half male-breadwinners in terms of their overall household incomes. Across all
countries bar Luxembourg, Estonia, Slovakia, and Spain, male second earners in one-
and-a-half female-breadwinner couples have higher average earnings than women who
are second earners in one-and-a-half male-breadwinner couples. (Figure 2d). In
addition, one-and-a-half female-breadwinner households generally receive more in
social security transfers than one-and-a-half male-breadwinner households, except for
the Conservative regime only (Supplementary Material), further helping to narrow

disparitiesin overall household incomes.
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Concluding Remarks

While income disparities between male-breadwinner couples and female-breadwinner
couples are small and insignificant in many countries, they are far larger in others. Thus,
being in a female-breadwinner household is just as much if not more of a poverty risk as
being in a male-breadwinner household. And even where gaps between female-
breadwinner and male-breadwinner couples in terms of overall household incomes are
narrower, this is not necessarily indicative of gender equality. Rather, breadwinning
remains a gendered opportunity: women who are their households’ main or sole
breadwinner earn significantly less than men who are main or sole breadwinners across

almost all countries.

This female breadwinner earnings penalty is indicative of the gendered logics
underpinning social policies and the gendered nature of labour markets. Despite the
gender-neutral language of social investment, policies in many countries uphold
women'’s secondary labour market position by encouraging them to withdraw or reduce
their labour-force participation for motherhood and caregiving. In turn, women
accumulate less on-the-job experience and seniority than men, are more likely to pass up
additional workplace responsibilities, and experience greater discrimination from
employers, who (falsely) assume that women will be less committed to their careers.
Additionally, women mayforgo higher-paying and often demanding occupations for those
offering more flexible and part-time options that fit around their unpaid work, but which
tend to be female-dominated and lower-paid. All these factors mean that women'’s
earnings growth tends to be lower over time compared with men (Budig and England,
2001). They might also explain why we see larger earnings penalties for female
breadwinners in countries where policies encourage mothers to take long breaks from
employment, adequate alternatives to home-based childcare are lacking, traditional
gender norms remain strong, and/or the ‘one-and-a-half male breadwinner’ prevails,
such as Germany, Estonia, and the United States (e.g. Ciccia and Bleijenbergh, 2014; Hook
and Pettit, 2016). In these settings, female breadwinners are even more likely to have had
discontinuous employment histories characterised by periods spent working in part-time

and/or ‘flexible’ (and lower-paid) jobs when compared with their male counterparts.
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Prior research has suggested that lower-educated women’s employment behaviours are
particularly sensitive to work/family policy interventions. Lower-educated women are
more likely to take up long parental leaves than highly educated women, as their lower
earnings potential means they have less to lose in terms of foregone earnings.
Furthermore, lower educated women typically attach less importance to their careers
(Morgan and Zippel, 2003). In other countries, where inadequate work/family policies or
options for part-time working create ‘all-or-nothing’ employment choices, lower-
educated mothers may be forced out of the labour market altogether (e.g. Esping-
Andersen, 2009). Thus, we might expect lower-educated female breadwinners to have
more disrupted career histories. This might help to explain why we see a larger gender
earnings gap among pure breadwinners than for one-and-a-half breadwinners, since

pure female breadwinners are more likely to have lower levels of education.

This education gap between pure female breadwinners and one-and-a-half female
breadwinnersis especially largein certain Continental and Southern European countries.
So, while Hook (2015) finds that Southern European countries polarise between dual full-
time and pure male-breadwinner couples, we find these countries and certain
Continental ones (especially Luxembourg and Switzerland), are polarising with respect
to female breadwinning, too. Pure female breadwinners are more likely to be headed by
women with lower levels of education, whereas one-and-a-half female-breadwinner
couplesaremore likely tobe headed by highly educated women. Accordingly, itis possible
that the rise in female breadwinning will, alongside the growth of single-mother families
among lower-educated women and dual breadwinning among highly educated women,
consolidate the ‘diverging destinies’ (p. 27) of families: while children born to highly
educated mothers are gaining advantages, children born to mothers with lower levels of

education are falling behind (Hook, 2015).

The female breadwinner earnings penalty may also reflect that many of these women are
‘emergency breadwinners, especially when it comes to pure female breadwinners. That
is, women's breadwinner status may be less a deliberate choice rooted in gender-
egalitarianideals, and more a reaction to adverse economic circumstances (Drago et al.,
2005; Vitaliand Arpino, 2016). Prior research has shown an association between male job
loss and female breadwinning (e.g. Dotti Sani, 2018). Potentially, then, many female

breadwinners are women who have moved from inactivity or part-time employment and
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into being the sole breadwinner when their partner is laid off. This may also mean women
have to abruptly change careers to get more hours, even if they have less experience and
expertise in this area. Under these circumstances, female breadwinners’ earnings
potentialis dampened. Indeed, we find that female breadwinners - particularly those with
a partner not in paid work - suffer among the largest earnings disadvantages relative to
male breadwinners in Italy, Spain, and Estonia, where male unemployment remains high

(e.g. Bettio and Verashchagina, 2013).

Yet, if the effects of recessions are not to be concentrated on the most vulnerable, then
governments mustreduce the povertyrisks associated with male job loss and ensure that
households are not worse-off when the woman becomes the breadwinner. To this aim,
the current policyimperative towards ‘employment for all’, with its overriding focus on the
quantity of women’s employment, regardless and often at the expense of its quality, is
found wanting. What is needed is a broader array of policies designed to reduce gender
gaps in earnings and not just employment rates (Harkness and Evans, 2011). These might
include, among others, educational programmes to counter gender stereotypes and
gendered educational choices, policies that encourage men to take up parental leaves,
and measures to tackle low pay in feminised occupations (Bettio and Verashchagina,
2009).

Our analysis is a first step towards integrating the female-breadwinner couple into the
literature on work/family arrangements across different welfare states. Going forward,
future research should examine the division of unpaid care and domestic work within
these couples. Does being in a female-breadwinner couple empower women to negotiate
amore equaldivision of unpaid work and change male attitudes and behavioursin relation
to domestic work? Or do men and women in female-breadwinner couples attempt to
‘compensate’ for deviating from male breadwinning norms by maintaining traditional
gender roles in the home, so that women take on a ‘double shift’ of paid and unpaid work?
How does this vary by a couple’s class position? Research carried out so far has produced
mixed results (e.g. Demantas and Myers, 2015; Lyonette and Crompton, 2015). Meanwhile,
additional longitudinal studies that investigate transitions into female breadwinning can
potentially paint a fuller picture of the factors that underpin female breadwinners’
earning disadvantages. Are these women disproportionately from male-breadwinner

families? Does the ‘motherhood penalty’ explain the female breadwinner penalty?
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Furthermore, while our study has suggested that state transfers have a role to play in
narrowing income disparities between female-breadwinner and male-breadwinner
households, more research is needed to establish how (in)effective different policies

and welfare regimes are inimproving the incomes of female-breadwinner couples.
Notes

"The extent to which welfare states support female breadwinners is only one ‘litmus test’
of gender equality; the treatment of lone parents - most of whom are women - is
important, too (e.g. Kowalewska, 2017). However, this is beyond the remit of this paper.
2For example, agricultural products for self-consumption.

*This rule applies to most countries except for Canada, Finland, Italy, Norway and the
Netherlands, for which the main activity status in the ‘current period’ is used, which

depends on the country survey.
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Appendix

Table Al. Distribution of household-level employment arrangements among heterosexual couples
by country.

1.5 1.5 Pure Sample

PureMBW MBW DBW FBW FBW  Total size Year
Australia 22.32% 25.50% 45.47% 2.04%  4.68% 100% 4,105 2014
Canada 21.88% 12.03% 54.00% 2.51% 9.58% 100% 8,738 2013
United Kingdom 13.90% 25.42%  55.65% 2.40%  2.63% 100% 5,595 2016
United States 23.82% 9.83% 61.47% 1.41% 3.46% 100% 19,893 2016
Austria 17.80% 30.79%  46.10% 1.72% 3.58% 100% 1,540 2013
Germany 16.57% 31.57%  45.09% 21% 4,66% 100% 3,976 2015
Luxembourg 21.93% 22.95%  49.M% 1.49% 3.92% 100% 1,355 2013
Netherlands 20.51% 42.93% 30.43% 2.10% 4.04% 100% 3,97 2013
Switzerland 23.46% 30.31% 40.84% 2.04% 3.36% 100% 1,937 2013

Czech Republic 20.33% 3.98% 72.43% 050% 275% 100% 2,345 2013

Estonia 17.13% 5.46%  70.48%  2.02%  4.92% 100% 1,437 2013
Poland* 24.49% - 71.53% - 3.98% 100% 12,342 2016
Slovakia 18.80% 287%  74.63% 058%  3.12% 100% 1,560 2013
Slovenia* 16.21% - 76.50% - 7.29% 100% 1,204 2012
ltaly 39.61% 15.35% 39.33% 0.87% 4.83% 100% 2,106 2014
Greece 43.12% 6.63%  39.59% 218%  8.48% 100% 2,212 2013
Spain 34.57% 10.92%  42.87% 1.09% 10.54% 100% 3,633 2013
Denmark* 10.10% - 84.77% - 513% 100% 23,551 2013
Finland 16.97% 6.42% 67.18% 2.00% 7.42% 100% 4,661 2013
Norway* 10.17% - 87.63% - 219% 100% 65,536 2013

Notes. To correct for under-sampling, we use weighted percentages for all countries. Country
sample sizes are unweighted. The following five categories are used: (1) ‘Pure MBW = man is the
only wage-earner; (2) 1.5 MBW' = man works full-time (=30 hours perweek), woman works part-
time (<30 hours); (3) ‘DBW =man and woman share breadwinning; (4) 1.5 FBW’ = woman works full-
time, man works part-time; (5) ‘FBW’ = woman is the only wage-earner. For countries marked with
* only three categories are used due to data limitations: (1) ‘MBW’ = only the man works; (2) ‘DB’ =
both partners are in employment (any hours); (3) ‘FBW’ = only the woman works.

Sources. Luxembourg Income Study Wave 10 (~2016) or 9 (~2013); own calculations.
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Table S1. Summary table of couple-types’ characteristics, Anglo-Saxon countries.

MBW FBW DBW 1.5MBW 1.5FBW
Sample size 8,251 1,898 21,796 5,684 702
Couple type 20.34% 5.29% 53.89% 18.34% 2.13%
Mean hours worked by womanin last N/A 34 40 19 39
week
Mean hours worked by man in last 43 N/A 43 4k 20
week
Median labour income of womanin
last 12 months $0 $16,000  $19,470 $7,394  $20,495
Median labour income of manin last
12 months $23,962 $0 $24,884 $24,840  $7,826
migﬁza““”al disposablehousehold  ¢)0 093 $27261  $40970 $32.470  $30,005
T C I E EEE 7261%  T6M%  49.67%  61.62%  64.76%
security transfers
Median income from social security
transfers (among claimants only) $3,159 $7.028 $1,014 $1,419 $3.117
% women holding multiple jobs N/A 3.76% 5.45% 6.39% 4.98%
% men holding multiple jobs 3.69% N/A 4.89% 5.37% 8.06%
% women in permanent job N/A 89.63% 94.78% 89.64% 90.58%
% menin permanent job 92.02% N/A 93.12% 95.89% 81.78%
PG () QL CE 177 N/A 7.80%  458%  10.21%  3.79%
occupations
% of menin elementary occupations 8.92% N/A 6.88% 6.17% 14.06%
oG I I EET S N/A  3626%  4116%  2697%  49.65%
/professional occupations
% of men in managerial fprofessional 4 5 .0/ N/A  39.88%  4371%  32.77%
occupations
Me_an number of co-residing own 160 0.88 108 151 0.92
children
Mean age ofyoungest co-residing 7.39 12.36 10.41 8.56 1119
own child
% women with high education 45.55% 53.77% 62.52% 52.08% 66.13%
% men with high education 50.96% 48.23% 53.45% 50.33% 55.40%
% women with low education 19.02% 13.44% 7.32% 11.84% 6.75%
% men with low education 15.76% 17.85% 10.68% 13.40% 9.83%
Mean age of woman 42.00 48.23 421 42.96 45.87
Mean age of man 4311 49.50 42.90 43.69 47.60

Notes. Allmonetary amounts arein 2016 US$. Anglo-Saxon countries include Australia, Canada,
the United Kingdom and the United States. However, data for some variables are not available
for all countries; hence, some figures are averages of only some of these countries.
Sources. Luxembourg Income Study Wave 10 (~2016) or 9 (~2013); own calculations.
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Table S2. Summary table of couple types’ characteristics, Continental countries

MBW FBW DBW 1.5MBW 1.5FBW

Sample size 2,400 478 4,983 4,694 224
Couple type 20.42% 3.87% 42.20% 31.65% 1.86%
Mean hours worked by womanin last N/A 32 39 19 40
week

Mean hours worked by man in last 43 N/A 44 43 20
week

Median labourincome of womaniin $0 $14585 $22275 $10.034 $28.278

last 12 months

Median labourincome of manin last
12 months $27,049 $4,410 $29,041 $29.177 $12,499

migﬁza“““ald'smsableh°”‘°’9h°ld $25.974  $25981 $40,674 $32.040  $37,262
% couples receiving any social
security transfers

Median income from social security
transfers (among claimants only) $3.281 $6.456 $2.401 $2.:329 $3.021

81.01% 84.69% 60.68% 82.57% 66.85%

% women holding multiple jobs N/A 5.04% 8.34% 6.29% 9.94%
% men holding multiple jobs 4.79% N/A 6.01% 6.15% 4.79%
% women in permanent job N/A 92.47% 92.70% 92.04% 91.95%
% menin permanent job 93.34% N/A 94.68% 94.77% 78.76%
% of women in elementary N/A 28.35%  9.00%  13.09%  3.42%
occupations

% of menin elementary occupations 7.22% N/A 3.97% 3.89% 4.26%
% of women in managerial N/A 19.41%  31.87%  22.31%  43.88%

/professional occupations
% of men in managerial /professional

. 29.84% N/A 34.64% 34.12% 36.77%
occupations

Me_an number of co-residing own 166 134 0.98 157 1.00

children

MM EE S T S EO- B T 9.52 10.33 11.36 9.78 11.49

own child

% women with high education 19.45% 27.12% 37.93% 28.22% 48.32%
% men with high education 33.36% 17.75% 36.28% 35.21% 43.38%
% women with low education 30.37% 31.83% 14.14% 16.91% 10.77%
% men with low education 19.35% 33.50% 14.11% 14.59% 10.74%
Mean age of woman 4250 43.55 41.36 43.08 44.49
Mean age of man 45.70 45.87 43.99 45.30 47.91

Notes. All monetary amounts are in 2016 US$. Continental countries include Austria, Germany,
Luxembourg, the Netherlands and Switzerland. However, data for some variables are not
available for all countries; hence, some figures are averages of only some of these countries.
Sources. Luxembourg Income Study Wave 10 (~2016) or 9 (~2013); own calculations.
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Table S3. Summary Table of couple types’ characteristics, Central and Eastern European
countries

MBW FBW DBW 1.5MBW 15FBW

Sample size 4,081 746 13,807 208 46
Couple type 19.64% 4.34% 73.18% 2.30% 0.54%
Mean hours worked by woman in last

week N/A 41 41 20 42
Mean hours worked by man in last 45 N/A 4l 4l 19
week

Median labour income of woman in last $0 $6.804 $7.325 $2.901 $6.875
12 months ' ' ' '
Median labour income of manin last 12

months $9.298 $0 $9.816 $10,994 $3.024
Medianannualdisposablehousehold 1) (29 g1343  §1841  $14422  $11181
income ' ' ' ' '

% couples receiving any social security 77 99 77 16% 55 15% 72.90% 73.91%
transfers . (] . (] . (] . (] . (]

Median income from social security

transfers (among claimants only) $2.646 $1.931 $672 $1.1m $968

% women holding multiple jobs N/A 3.36% 2.43% 3.67% 14.45%
% men holding multiple jobs 2.82% N/A 3.25% 4.04% 0.28%
% women in permanent job N/A 80.07% 88.96% 71.56% 96.89%
% menin permanent job 87.32% N/A 91.87% 92.78% T17%
% of women in elementary occupations N/A 14.90% 7.85% 19.36% 5.09%
% of menin elementary occupations 5.82% N/A 3.79% 1.59% 10.44%

% of women in managerial
/professional occupations

% of men in managerial /professional
occupations

Mean number of co-residing own

N/A 19.55% 28.04% 31.57% 38.34%

17.81% N/A 23.75% 33.24% 40.11%

. 1.72 1.24 1.39 1.57 1.48
children
rh";fd” EEAC IR COTESEe ) G 7.39 14.47 12.25 10.67 11.38
% women with high education 24.04% 20.86% 36.63% 33.38% 34.87%
% men with high education 20.24% 11.07% 27.20% 28.69% 33.07%
% women with low education 10.97% 9.70% 4.16% 5.10% 7.88%
% men with low education 7.07% 14.46% 4.89% 5.63% 9.62%
Mean age of woman 38.83 45.48 42.51 42.72 43.69
Mean age of man 40.68 45.62 43.74 4417 43.41

Notes. All monetary amounts are in 2016 US$. CEE countries include the Czech Republic, Estonia,
Poland, Slovakia and Slovenia. However, data for some variables are not available for all
countries; hence, somefigures are averages of only some of these countries. Notably, the 1.5 MBW
and 1.5 FBW categories refertothe Czech Republic, Estonia and Slovakia only, as datafor the other
two countries do not allow us to identify 1.5 couples.

Sources. Luxembourg Income Study Wave 10 (~2016) or 9 (~2013); own calculations.
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Table S4. Summary Table of couple types’ characteristics, Mediterranean countries

MBW FBW DBW 1.5MBW 15FBW

Sample size 3,091 657 3,217 870 16
Couple type 39.05% 7.96% 40.61% 11.01% 1.37%
Mean hours worked by womanin last N/A 37 40 19 4l
week

Mean hours worked by man in last 43 N/A 4l 43 20
week

Median labourincome of woman in last $0 $8.516 $11.378 $5.605 $11.438
12 months ' ' ' '
Median labourincome of manin last 12

months $12,0M $0 $13,727  $13,022 $6,245
Median annual disposable household $12,751  $11.923  $23793  $18.977  $18,077
income

%couplesreceivingany socialsecurity a5 0/o0 40179 2525%  27.75%  29.14%
transfers

Median income from social security

transfers (among claimants only) $1.658 $3127 $1.487 $1.233 $2,088

% women holding multiple jobs N/A 1.83% 1.63% 1.66% 2.70%
% men holding multiple jobs 2.22% N/A 3.08% 2.65% 1.43%
% women in permanent job N/A 69.43% 86.03% 69.55% 85.19%
% menin permanent job 80.83% N/A 87.70% 85.55% 55.82%
% of women in elementary occupations N/A 27.58% 8.31% 25.65% 9.89%
% of menin elementary occupations 10.37% N/A 6.9% 6.55% 13.61%

% of women in managerial
/professional occupations

% of men in managerial /professional
occupations

Mean number of co-residing own

N/A 14.94% 28.15% 22.28% 31.13%

12.33% N/A 24.28% 17.02% 38.97%

. 1.48 1.31 1.32 1.48 1.17
children
rh";fd” EEAC IR COTESEe ) G 11.69 11.80 10.85 10.92 12.70
% women with high education 16.63% 30.00% 44.60% 34.88% 44.83%
% men with high education 19.27% 20.32% 36.22% 27.94% L491M%
% women with low education 43.45% 35.97% 18.56% 26.19% 18.62%
% men with low education 42.24% 0.4791 27.84% 34.44% 27.06%
Mean age of woman 43.80 43.10 43.03 43.47 44.69
Mean age of man 46.00 45.25 44.97 4511 47.22

Notes. All monetary amounts are in 2016 US$. Mediterranean countries include the Greece, Italy,
and Spain. However, data for some variables are not available for all countries; hence, some
figures are averages of only some of these countries.

Sources. Luxembourg Income Study Wave 10 (~2016) or 9 (~2013); own calculations.
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Table S5. Summary Table of couple types’ characteristics, Scandinavian countries

1.5 1.5
MBW FBW DBW MBW FBW
Sample size 9,908 2,939 80,480 328 93
Couple type 12.57% 499%  79.43%  2.29% 0.711%
Mean hours worked by woman in last week N/A 35 39 20 39
Mean hours worked by manin last week 40 N/A 41 42 19

Median labourincome of woman in last 12 $896 $16.621 $19.357 $8.428  $18.112

months

Median labourincome of manin last 12 $21,44

months 3 $3,967 $26,127 $19,905 $10,632
Median annual disposable household $24,56 $24.612 $36,34 $25.699  $26.210
income 6 ' 6 ' '

% couples receiving any social security 91.19% 90.61% 77.82% 8579%  79.59%
transfers ' ' ' ' '

Median income from social security

transfers (among claimants only) $5800  $6.673 $1.721  $2974  $3548

% women holding multiple jobs N/A 10.00% 13.53% 18.52% 14.77%
% men holding multiple jobs 13.33% N/A 13.65% 17.69%  34.18%
% women in permanent job N/A 8253% 90.21% 78.72% 75.63%
% menin permanent job 92.99% N/A 96.10% 95.89% 83.48%
% of women in elementary occupations N/A 9.52% 5.51% 7.79% 2.67%
% of menin elementary occupations 4.95% N/A 4.55% 0.72% 4.1M%

% of women in managerial /professional
occupations

% of men in managerial /professional
occupations

N/A 24.81% 36.80% 18.49% 36.75%

30.14% N/A 36.75%  33.41%  39.34%

Mean number of co-residing own children 1.47 0.94 1.25 1.28 0.82

:\:/Iheiladn age of youngest co-residing own 514 9.81 953 718 8.96

% women with high education 38.39%  43.41% 51.29%  45.77%  61.18%
% men with high education 35.37% 28.14% 39.34% 44.14%  46.55%
% women with low education 19.23% 12.30% 10.44% 6.96% 6.09%
% men with low education 17.62% 23.89% 13.12% 9.25% 12.58%
Mean age of woman 39.46 43.35 44.27 41.44 42.73
Mean age of man 39.40 4312 43.79 41.85 42.95

Notes. Allmonetary amounts arein2016 US$. Scandinavian countries include Denmark, Finland
and Sweden. However, data for some variables are not available for all countries; hence, some
figures are averages of only some of these countries. Notably, the 1.5 MBW and 1.5 FBW
categoriesrefer to Finland only, as data for the other two countries do not allow us to identify 1.5
couples

Sources. Luxembourg Income Study Wave 10 (~2016) or 9 (~2013); own calculations.
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