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Abstract

In our study, we adopt a comparative-longitudinal perspective on the gender division of housework before and after the birth of the first child, exploiting the first two waves of the Gender and Generation Survey and comparing three countries belonging to different gender and welfare regimes (i.e., Bulgaria, France and the Netherlands). We find that childrearing everywhere triggers a re-traditionalisation, generating a more inegalitarian gender division of housework, yet with interesting differences across countries. Fixed effect regression analyses of the pooled data show that changes when becoming parents are less pronounced in France with respect to Bulgaria and the Netherlands, more pronounced when she is low educated. Moreover, when countries are analysed separately, it emerges that it is only in the Netherlands that traditionalisation around first childbirth is significantly lower in couples where the woman is middle- and high-educated compared to those where she is low-educated. Economic, cultural and institutional contexts do matter. Traditionalisation and within-couples polarisation is weaker in contexts where non-traditional attitudes are widespread, social policies are more de-familialising and more explicitly addressed also to men, and where part-time is not the main reconciliation strategy, as in France.
Keywords
Parents; housework; gender inequality; Bulgaria; France; Netherlands
1. Introduction 
During the twentieth century, women became increasingly engaged in labour market activities and not only when they were unmarried or childless but also when they had children. Also men increased their engagement in unpaid work activities, but the increase was much smaller, started from a very low level, and was mainly confined to high educated couples (Coltrane, 2000; Bittman, England, Folbre, Matheson & Sayer, 2003; Altinas and Sullivan, 2016), so that scholars speak of a ‘stalled gender revolution’ (Hochschild and Machung, 1989). A large body of research shows that the pivotal event of ’stalling’ gender equality is the birth of the first child. The birth of a child engenders a high workload and constrains parents to increase the family income. At the same time, having children heightens the salience of norms regarding gender-typical behaviour. Consequently, the transition to parenthood results in a change in the division of labour within couples that is larger than that caused by most other life-course events such as getting married or having more children (Bianchi, 2000; Gershuny and Sullivan, 2003). Much research shows also that gender role-sets, and their change over the course of marriage and parenthood, vary considerably across countries (Fuwa, 2004; Geist, 2005; Van der Lippe, J. de Ruijter, de Ruijter & Raub, 2011). 

Although the gender division of labour is essentially dynamic and context-dependent, most comparative studies investigating the time allocation of men and women have drawn on cross-sectional data (Van der Lippe et al. 2011; Altinas and Sullivan, 2016; Hofäcker, Stoilova & Riebling, 2013), while most studies adopting a longitudinal perspective have focused on individual countries (Dribe and Stanfors, 2009; Schober, 2013; Kühhirt, 2012; Grunow, Schulz & Blossfeld, 2012). By drawing from the first two waves of the Gender and Generation Survey (around 2004 and 2007) and by comparing three countries belonging to different gender and welfare regimes, in this paper we adopt a comparative-longitudinal perspective. In particular, our study focuses on childless couples at first wave and considers what happens after three years: Is there any change in the gender division of domestic work for couples who have had their first child? In what countries do we observe the biggest change? Are there differences by education level?  

There is much evidence that education is a strong driver of gender change: highly educated women are more continuously involved in the labour market and have a more egalitarian division of unpaid work with their partners. This is so either because it usually gives better positions in the labour market, and thus better earnings, as assumed by standard economic theories or bargaining theories, or because it entails different gender and motherhood-fatherhood ideals, as argued by cultural theories. There is also evidence that this effect of education is institutionally and culturally embedded (Geist, 2005; Steiber, Berghammer and Haas, 2016). Education polarises behaviours to a greater extent where a general cultural shift in favour of non-traditional gender roles has not (fully) occurred, so that highly educated people are the ‘innovators’, and where care and reconciliation policies are scarce and not universal, so that only those with high family resources can afford to de-familialise domestic and care activities (Lück, 2006; Kotsadam, 2011). 

We follow this debate. First, in the next section, we review the theoretical debate on micro and macro-level explanations for the gender divisions of labour, opting for an analytical approach that gives room to the role of the life course and of the context. Then we outline the three countries’ contexts according to the relevant policy and cultural dimensions that the literature has pointed out to be influential, in order to formulate some hypotheses about in which country we expect to find the greatest “traditionalisation” and the greatest differentiation by education. Finally, after a brief description of our dataset and the measures available, we use fixed effect regressions to investigate how changes in the division of housework between the first and the second wave are linked to the transition to parenthood and to the education profile of the woman. Separate models by country and the introduction of an interaction term between education and the birth of first child will also show whether and where “traditionalisation” across the transition to parenthood is widespread or only confined to low-educated women and men.   
2.  The gender division of work: Micro and macro-level explanations

Various theories have been put forward to explain couple’s time allocation between the family and the labour market. The two dominant economic theories – that of specialization (Becker, 1981) or that of bargaining and economic dependency (Brines, 1994; Lundberg and Pollak, 1996) – consider investment in the labour market, and the time and income that derive from it, to be the crucial determinants. According to specialisation theory, maximisation of the family’s joint utility is achieved if the partner with the greater earnings potential specialises in market work while the other does so in unpaid work. Because gains from specialisation increase over time due to reinforcement and cumulative advantages, the allocation chosen at the beginning of marriage or childrearing is thought as almost irreversible. According to economic bargaining theories, the allocation of unpaid work is not consensual but repeatedly renegotiated on the basis of the couple’s relative economic resources (i.e. their “economic dependency”): nobody likes doing domestic work, so that the strongest economic partner can use fall-back options, such as the threat of relationship breakdown, to bargain for less involvement in it. 

However, as various scholars argue, these theories are based on strong gender-neutral assumptions; and they advance resource-based arguments disregarding normative expectations. In fact, couples are treated either as harmonious units that maximize the same utility function and decide solely on the basis of instrumental rationality, or as conflictual units in which the two partners, the man and the woman, share the same ‘tastes’ and therefore use their superior income to make the other do what they do not want to do. Various  studies instead show that gender matters and “trumps money” – i.e. women, even when they have resources similar if not superior to those of men, do most of the unpaid work (Bittman et al., 2003; Kühhirt, 2012). This is explained by the so-called “gender deviance neutralisation” effect. Men and women have neither the same ‘tastes’ nor the same legitimation to invest in one or the other sphere. Cultural ideas on how men and women and mothers and fathers ought to behave  influence practices. Hence, when individuals and couples deviate from norms, they tend to “display” their gender:  men, emphasising their masculinity throw a minimal performance of domestic work, women, emphasising their femininity through the over-performance of housework (West and Zimmerman, 1987; Aassve, Fuochi & Mencarini, 2014). 

As argued by Bühlmann, Elcheroth & Tettamanti (2010) and Kühhirt (2012), although specialisation, bargaining and doing gender theories stem from different assumptions and lead to partly different predictions, they share three weaknesses: they tend to ignore the temporal evolution of configurations of the division of labour; they treat couples as homogenous; and they consider the broader structure as ’exogenous’. Yet evidence shows that nowadays it is with the arrival of the first child, and no longer with marriage, that an inegalitarian division of work is established (Grunow et al., 2012). It also shows that the magnitude and diffusion of this inegalitarian move is moderated by contexts. Contexts affect the extent to which, on average, couples change their gendered allocations around childbirth and the extent to which they are heterogeneous, in that such allocations are strongly or weakly differentiated by education and class. 

Various macro factors have been shown to be important in shaping women and men’s choices on how to divide time and responsibilities. Some have argued that these depend on what gender cultures and motherhood/fatherhood cultures are prevalent in the country (Uunk, Kalmijn & Muffels, 2005; Pfau-Effinger, 2005); on the kind of welfare state regime to which the country adheres (Geist, 2005; Finch, 2006;); how oriented the country is to gender equality in both private and public spheres (Fuwa, 2004); the extent to which part-time work is widespread, feminised and entrapping over the life course (Stier and Lewin-Epstein, 2000; Gash, 2008); what kinds of work-family reconciliation policies are in place (Anxo et al., 2011; Jacobs and Gerson, 2004). Among these last, different types of policies have different impacts on women’s employment and men’s contribution to domestic and care work. When the state provides a stand-in for familial (female) informal care, typically through affordable and high-quality care services, women’s fulltime employment is encouraged as well as – thanks to the availability of more income – the outsourcing of certain tasks such as restaurants or ready meals, housekeeping or private childcare. Moreover, when the state provides the right to leave and working-time flexibility not only to mothers but also to fathers (such as through compulsory paternity leaves or well-paid parental leaves also reserved to fathers), men’s participation in unpaid work and, in turn, the so called “dual earner/dual carer” family model increase (Gornick and Meyers, 2003, Smith and Williams, 2007; Anxo et al., 2011). On the other hand, states which mainly support long and badly-paid leaves or ‘cash for care’ policies without introducing strict regulations on the use of these benefits, tend to assign the main care responsibilities to the family, thus inhibiting women’s labour-market participation and gender equality within the couple (Musumeci and Solera, 2013). 


Institutional, economic and cultural dimensions are closely intertwined. Social policies and the organization of the labour market not only define the opportunities and constraints of the setting in which women and couples act but also contribute to determining normative models (Daly and Lewis, 1998; Naldini, 2003). If, for example, policies are framed in terms of supporting gender equality, as in Scandinavian countries, and not in terms of supporting fertility, as in France, practices in the division of labour are less gendered. The resulting policies would indeed promote more gender equality not only ‘behaviourally’ because a reasonable level of affordable childcare or father reserved leaves was available, but also ‘culturally’ because they would define as normal that both men and women are engaged in paid and unpaid work (Pfau Effinger, 2005; Crompton, 2006). At the same time, prevalent cultural models can inhibit or promote certain policies: a care culture that is family-oriented, with the widespread approval of the central role of women as housekeepers and carers, may inhibit the public provision of “defamilialising” care services or of father-friendly measures while promoting women’s intermittent or part-time employment, which maintain traditional divisions within the family (Grunow & Evertsson, 2016). Thus, summarising, traditional practices in the gender allocation of labour over parenthood can be expected, on average, to be 

· stronger in contexts where traditional gender and family attitudes are widespread; 

· stronger in contexts where overall gender equality, in both the private and public spheres, is low;  

· weaker in contexts where there are social policies promoting the “dual-earner dual-carer” family model, through provision of affordable and widespread childcare services, relatively short but well-paid leaves, working-time flexibility rather than part-time, and father-friendly measures. 

The macro context also mediates the effect of micro-level determinants, such as individual resources, time availability and gender-role attitudes (Geist, 2005). In particular, if we focus on the role of education attainment, different micro-level mechanisms may be at work. In standard human capital terms, highly educated individuals are more likely to be employed compared to low educated people because their ’opportunity cost’ in terms of income foregone if they dedicate time to unpaid work is higher (Becker, 1991). In new home economics and bargaining terms, it is not absolute but relative earnings potential that matters. Women (or men) partnered with a man (or woman) with a higher occupational position may be induced to disinvest in the outside-home sphere because of the so-called “income effect” (Goldin, 2006). From a purely instrumental cost-benefit rationality point of view, education, as a means to enter better labour market positions, yields also non-monetary benefits, such as more responsibilities, better career prospects, more opportunities for learning and personal development (England, Gornick, & Shafer, 2012). Moreover, as social capital scholars note, a higher level of education implies not only greater productivity but also better knowledge of the labour market, job-seeking capacity, motivation to work, access to extensive and ‘powerful’ networks: all resources that are transferable to the partner, and that can increase his/her job attainment and decrease his/her time in domestic and care activities (Bernasco, 1994). Finally, to move away from a purely cost-benefit approach, high education also entails different cognitive or moral rationalities (Duncan, 2005). Education, either because of self-selection by those entering a tertiary degree or because of a socialisation during the years of acquiring it, implies also the adherence to selected norms and values, such as gender equality, autonomy and emancipation (Bryant 2003). For a woman this may mean less willingness to give up out-of-home investments, regardless of her earnings. For a man, too, high education may mean adherence to more gender-egalitarian attitudes, which, contrary to what economic theory predicts, may stimulate his wife’s labour market career (Cunningham, Beutel, Barber and Thornton, 2005) and his own participation into domestic and care work (Keizer, 2005). 

Thus, according to sociologists, high levels of education entail not only monetary but also non-monetary resources and returns. These, in both their distribution and magnitude, are context-embedded. In particular, following Steiber et al. (2016), the effect of education on how men and women in partnership divide unpaid work can be expected to be 

· stronger in contexts where there is a high level of wage inequalities (stronger opportunity-cost effect leads to stronger education effect); 

· stronger in contexts where a general cultural shift in favour of non-traditional gender and family roles has not occurred and approval of “modern” roles is confined to high educated people (stronger attitudinal effect leads to stronger education effect);

· weaker in contexts where there are highly subsidised childcare services and generous reconciliation measures targeted also on fathers, so that also low educated women can afford to use out-of-home domestic and care activities or rely on the contribution of husbands (universal and non-traditional policies lead to weaker opportunity-cost and attitude effects).

3. Bulgaria, France and the Netherlands: different contexts

According to Esping-Andersen’s (1990; 1998) typology of welfare regimes, the Netherlands and France both belong to the conservative-corporate cluster, where, compared to the liberal regime, the state provides more income and service provisions, but where, compared to the social democratic regime, provisions are not universal, tending to reproduce class and status differences. Yet, analyses more focused on the gender and family implications of social policies reveal important differences between the two countries. France has a long tradition of generous and explicit family policies (Gauthier, 1996) with a high public acknowledgment of the important contribution that care makes to the society, so that raising children is viewed as a shared social concern. Consequently, in France there are generous mandated parental leaves, paid working hours are short by international standards, and parental care is supplemented by state provision of childcare and early education services. However, since the focus has historically been on promoting fertility more than gender equality as in Scandinavian countries, work-family reconciliation policies have been mainly addressed to mothers, with weak incentives for fathers, at least until 2014, when a reform of the leaves system to favour the “dual earner/dual carer” family model occurred (Thévenon and Adema, 2014).

As underlined by Korpi (2000), the Netherlands stands out as a mixed case situated between conservative and liberal regimes. This country has indeed a history of conservatism when it comes to families and gender roles, but also of relative liberalism regarding new forms of families (including same-sex couples). The quite traditional view of gender and family roles has shaped also family policies: the Netherlands is usually included among the countries which provide relatively high levels of financial support for families with children, but much more limited support for working parents (Thévenon and Adema, 2014). Here, indeed, the main reconciliation policy followed has been part-time employment, with, unlike in liberal regimes, good social security protections and a male use but with still a strong feminisation. The result is an institutional support to a one and a half earner (and carer) household model rather than a dual earner (dual carer) one, which does not contribute to a gender redistribution of domestic and care work within couples (OECD, 2010).

Bulgaria, like most Eastern European countries, experienced transition from a socialist to capitalist regime at the beginning of the 1990s which dramatically changed the situation of women. Under socialism, employment policies, the low levels of productivity that required fulltime employment of both spouses and highly developed childcare institutions supported the involvement of women in the labour market. After socialism, reforms in the direction of privatisation, marketisation and liberalisation reduced government’s budgets, leading to a decline in public childcare support, and increased the polarisation between “good” (well-paid jobs with high employment security) and “bad” jobs (precarious or unstable employment mainly taken up to make ends meet financially). Moreover, in contrast with its previous comparatively long-standing history of gender equality legislation and policies, since the collapse of socialism Bulgaria has been fairly inconsistent in promoting gender equality.  A wave of traditionalisation, which has reaffirmed? the notion of the woman’s role as primarily belonging to the domestic sphere, together with the silencing of gender equality in public discourse and with the turbulence created by the world economic crisis, have made women the main losers of post-socialist transformation (Stoilova, 2015). Also the gender division of unpaid work has become more unequal. In the past, paid work was quite equally distributed among men and women, while unpaid work was mainly allocated to women, thus creating a double burden that was partly lightened by a broad availability of childcare (Corrin, 1992). Since the transition, Bulgarian women have reduced their paid work participation, which has further reinforced a traditional division of unpaid work within families (Hofäcker et al., 2013).

[Table 1 around here]

By drawing on cross-country comparative sources and using various indicators along those dimensions highlighted as relevant in the literature (see section 2), Table 1 provides a more detailed overview of the economic, cultural and institutional profile of our three countries around mid 2000s, the same years of the datasets used in our micro-level analyses. If one looks at the level of female involvement in paid work, the three countries do not differ greatly: 70% of women aged 15-64 are employed in the Netherlands, and about 60% in Bulgaria and France. Yet, if one looks at type rather than level of involvement, more differences emerge. The Netherlands is the country with the lowest “age of the child effect” (nearly the same share of mothers with pre-school aged or school aged children work) and with the highest part-time share (more than half of employed women work on a part-time basis). As shown by longitudinal analyses (Del Boca and Pasqua, 2005), here women seem to achieve work-family reconciliation mainly by not interrupting employment but moving to part-time. In France and in Bulgaria women’s employment is more “responsive” to the age of the youngest child, especially in Bulgaria, where only 39% of women with a 0-2 year old child is in paid work, against 57% in France and 73 % in the Netherlands. Bulgaria is also the country with the lowest amount of part-time employment and the highest “education effect”: 39% of mothers with below upper-secondary level of education work, against 85% of tertiary educated mothers, that is, 46 percentage points difference; in France and the Netherlands the difference is 30 percentage points. Probably as a consequence of post-socialism labour market deregulation reforms, Bulgaria has also the highest overall and gender earnings inequality, and the lowest overall gender equality as captured by the GEI – Gender Equality Index (as developed by EIGE, the European Institute for Gender Equality).

As far as policy and cultural indicators are concerned, again Bulgaria stands out as “another world”. Here 37% of the population agree that “When jobs are scarce, men should have more right to a job than women”, against about 7% in both France and the Netherlands. Moreover, Bulgaria has the lowest coverage of formal childcare services and the longest parental leaves, low-paid and without reserved quotas for fathers or incentives for their take-up, so to be labelled a country supporting a “caregiver parity model” (Ciccia and Verloo, 2012). Indeed Bulgaria, as most Eastern European countries, under socialism already combined high rates of female employment and childcare expenditures with long periods of maternity leave. After the transition, parental leave regulations supplanted these extended maternity leaves, and even though fathers’ were for the first time allowed to share these entitlements, they are not actually expected to use them. For instance, parental leave in Bulgaria is still fundamentally a mother’s right that is transferable to the father (or grandparents) only upon her consent.  
As also conceptualised by Saraceno (2011), the Bulgarian care and reconciliation policies are an example of so-called ‘supported’ familialism, an approach that, as well as “familialism by default”, tends to crystallize the gender division of labour. In the Netherlands and France de-familisation is more prevalent, but with important differences regarding supported familialism for men. In both countries roughly one out of two 0-2 year old children is enrolled in formal childcare out-of-home services.  Moreover, in both countries  the total weeks of paid leave reserved to fathers were low in the early 2000s. Yet, both in the public discourse and in the reform proposals, France has paid closer attention to fathers’ rights compared to the Netherlands, so as to implement, since 2014, a new regulation: paternity leave now lasts two weeks paid as the 16 weeks of maternity leave (100% earnings) and parental leave until the child reaches age three and is an individual entitlement (Blum et al., 2017). By contrast, in the Netherlands, labelled a country with an “unsupported universal breadwinner model” like Southern European countries (Ciccia and Verloo, 2012), paternity leave still lasts only 2 days and both parents are individually entitled to a parental leave of 26 weeks but it is unpaid (Blum et al., 2017).  
On the basis of these different economic, cultural and institutional profiles and on their implications for gender allocations of time as underlined in the literature, we can expect to find the strongest “traditionalisation” over the transition to parenthood in Bulgaria, where attitudes and labour market behaviours are more traditional, and where policies are less de-familialising, followed by the Netherlands, where non-traditional attitudes are equally widespread and overall gender equality in both the private and public sphere is even higher than in France, but where women’s employment is largely on a part-time basis and policies have been less concerned with the redistribution of domestic and care responsibilities between mothers and fathers. Since Bulgaria is also the country with the widest gap between highly- and poorly-educated persons, it is again in Bulgaria that we expect to find the strongest “education effect” on how women and men change their division of unpaid work when becoming parents. In France, the “education effect” is expected to be the lowest, with the Netherlands, where part-time employment is very common but, given its high opportunity cost, less used by the most educated, so that it occupies a middle position.  
4.  Measuring division of housework and its main covariates
Our analyses are based on the Gender and Generation Survey (GGS), a cross-country comparative dataset that combines various national face-to-face surveys and is considered to be representative of the 18- to 79-year-old resident population in each participating country. At present, two waves are available for twelve countries. Here we focus on Bulgaria (wave 1 2004 - wave 2 2007), France (wave 1 2005 - wave 2 2008) and the Netherlands (wave 1 2003 - wave 2 2006), chosen because they pertain to different welfare and gender regimes and because they have reasonable sample sizes and full information on our relevant variables. In order to determine the change in gender division of housework after the birth of a child, we focus only on couples without children in the first wave of the survey, with a woman aged less than 45 years old. The number of childless couples in the first wave without missing values in relevant covariates was 220 in Bulgaria, 356 in France and 393 in the Netherlands; among them 51% in Bulgaria (N=114), 43% in France (N=153) and 42% in the Netherlands (N=165) had become parents by the second wave
.

The GGS surveys collect information on four primary routine household tasks: (a) preparing daily meals, (b) washing the dishes, (c) shopping for food, and (d) doing the vacuum cleaning. We excluded non-routine tasks, such as doing small repairs, paying bills, and organizing social activities, and we excluded washing the dishes because it has not been recorded in the Dutch survey. Like other datasets, such as ISSP, GGS does not provide information about actual time spent on housework by husbands and wives. Only the relative share of housework between husband and wife as reported by one of them (the respondent) is available. Our division of housework variable is thus based on respondents’ responses about who usually does these tasks. The possible answers were (1) always respondent, (2) usually respondent, (3) respondent and partner about equally, (4) usually partner, (5) always partner, (6) always or usually other persons in the household, and finally, (7) always or usually someone not living in the household. Because respondents could be of either gender, we transformed the responses into (1) always the woman, (2) usually the woman, (3) woman and man about equally, (4) usually the man, and (5) always the man. Any responses of 6 or 7 were included in a residual category and assumed that the decision to outsource household work implies an ability and willingness to reduce the partner’s workload. A low value reflects, consequently, gender inequality in the division of the household work, where the woman does most of the tasks within the couple. 

In order to build our dependent variable, which measured the difference in the gender division of housework between first and second wave, we further transformed the answers of the frequencies of the routine tasks into the percentage of the woman’s share. We assigned 100% to “always the woman”, 75% to “usually the woman”, 50% to “woman and man about equally”, 25% to “usually the man”, and 0 to “always the man”. We then took the average of the four scores of the three tasks. We therefore obtained a measure of the share that the woman performed at wave 1 and a measure at wave 2. The difference between the second wave and the first one became our dependent variable, which is positive when the woman increases her share, so the couple becomes more traditional across waves, negative when she decreases her share, so the couple becomes less traditional. As the first part of Table 2 shows, the average share in wave 1 is lower in France and higher in Bulgaria, but quite similar since it ranges from 60% to 67%, with the Dutch women in an intermediate position. In all countries the averages increase from the first to the second wave when a child arrives. However, the change measured in term of average is small, and the increase of women’s share varies from less than 2 percentage points for France to 3.8 percentage points  in the case of Bulgarian and Dutch women. To give a better idea of the distribution of our outcome variable, Table 2 also shows different categories of level of sharing and level of change. From the classification into egalitarian, traditional or very traditional for all couples in different countries, divided between those couple who become parents between the two waves and those who do not, it emerges that Bulgarian couples are more traditional than Dutch or French ones (the least traditional), but also that in all countries couples who have a child are already more traditional– on average – before the child’s birth.
Summarising, in all countries little change seems to occur in the gender division of housework during parenthood. Yet, this largely reflects the way in which the phenomenon is measured in GGS (asking the respondent about his/her relative responsibility for various activities and not the real time devoted by each of the partners to such activities,  as done in time use surveys) and how we construct our dependent variable (because it derives from a linear transformation of categorical answers, it actually does not assume all possible values between 0, “nothing changes”, and 100, “everything changes”)
.  Because of these data limitations, our analyses do not aim at giving a precise estimate of time devoted to domestic work and the level of share and change over the life course, the latter being certainly underestimated. Yet, as done in other studies (e.g: Fuwa, 2004; Geist, 2005), since these limitations are common across countries and social groups, we can capture in which country we observe the greatest “traditionalisation” during transition to parenthood and the biggest gap by education, which is what we  are interested in. 
Given our research question, and in line with previous studies (i.e., Aassve, Fuochi, Mencarini & Mendola, 2015) and the theoretical debate discussed in section 2, we had two crucial independent variables: the transition or not to the first child from wave 1 to wave 2  and partners’ level of education
, measured in 3 levels (lower upper-secondary education, higher upper-secondary education, tertiary education). Since changes in the allocation to unpaid work are closely intertwined with changes in the allocation to paid work, as a control we also included his and her labour market participation change between wave 2 and wave 1, distinguishing among three categories: no change (whether the woman or the man was in both waves employed full-time, part-time or not employed); “reduced level” (when moving from part-time to full-time employment, or from non-employment to fulltime or part-time to not employment); “increased level” (when moving from full-time to part-time employment, or from full-time and part-time employment to non-employment).
 We also controlled for women’s and men’s income and age, and for the sex of the respondent.
 Yet, since in all countries these are not significant or they do not substantially change the estimates of our crucial covariates, given our small sample sizes, in order to be parsimonious we dropped them from the final models.
  
 [Table 2 around here]

In line with the macro data in Table 1, the second part of Table 2 shows that in our sample, consisting of young childless couples at wave 1, in Bulgaria nearly two out of five women do not work even before having children, with a decrease rather than an increase across waves, probably as an “income effect”, that is, as a compensation for men’s unemployment. In France only about one out of ten do not work, with no change before and after first childbirth,  whereas in the Netherlands the share of non-working women doubles, rising from about one in ten to two. The Netherlands is also the country with the highest movements to part-time employment: among women working full-time before becoming mothers, 38% move to part-time and 16% interrupt after the birth of the first child, against 11% and 6% in France,  5% and 8% in Bulgaria respectively
. Overall, Dutch women are those that most adjust their labour market participation around the transition to parenthood: 58% of them reduce labour supply compared with 16% of women not becoming mothers. The respective figures are 19% and 8% in France and 7% and 9% in Bulgaria.
5.  How does the division of housework change before and after the first childbirth? Evidence from GGS

Figure 1 shows the change in the average woman’s share of housework between the two waves, distinguishing by those couples who become parents between the two waves and those who remain childless, and by women’s level of education (is tertiary educated or not). Among couples with a child, everywhere the housework load increases more for women with lower educations, but especially in the Netherlands. If we focus on levels of share rather than on changes, Bulgaria proves to be the most traditional country even among highly educated women. The least traditional appears France, but only when looking at middle-low educated women: when the woman is graduated gender (in)equality in France and Dutch couples is on average the same. 
[Figure 1 around here]
In order to disentangle the various effects on the change of gender division of housework around first childbirth, we ran a Change Score (CS) model (Johnson, 2005). The CS model is essentially a first difference model where the dependent variable reflects the change in the woman’s share of housework from wave 1 to wave 2, and that for two waves, is equivalent to a Fixed Effect (FE) estimation model. As well known (Allison 1990, 1994), one of the major advantages of the FE model is that it provides within-cluster effects that are not confounded by cluster-level factors because all cluster variation is removed. This means that we can estimate the effect of our crucial time-varying covariate – having the first child or not across waves – without too much concern about the omitted variable bias.
 Moreover, although the effect of education cannot be estimated (in FE models any time-constant independent variable is dropped because its effects are already controlled for), we can capture whether “traditionalisation” in the transition to parenthood is the same across educational levels and across countries by introducing the interaction of these time-invariant variables with the birth event variable.
We ran a total of nine models. The first three models were run for a pooled sample across all three countries, the first model including only the average effect of childbirth, the second and third models its variation across the woman’s level of education
 and across countries. The next six models repeated separately by country model 1 (with only the average effect of childbirth) and model 2 (the interaction between  childbirth and education)  
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Table 3 shows that the childbearing event has a robust positive effect on the share of household work that women do. It also shows a consistent effect of her and his time availability: when women reduce their work commitment, they tend to increase their share of housework, that is, couples become more unequal in the division of unpaid work, whereas when it is men that reduce working time, mainly because they become unemployed, women’s share of housework decreases, that is, couples become less unequal. On moving to the interaction with education, we see that compared to those with lower education (i.e. lower-upper secondary schooling or less), women with higher education (i.e. higher-upper secondary or tertiary education) increase their housework share by a lesser amount upon becoming mothers. The gradient is monotonic, in the sense that the negative effect for tertiary education is larger in magnitude compared to those women with upper-secondary educations. As for country differences, compared to Bulgaria, the effect of first childbirth is smaller in France (i.e. French women increase their share of housework around childbirth to a lesser extent), but, contrary to expectations, the same happens in Netherlands. 

[Table 4 around here]


Table 4, where separate models for each country are estimated, confirms that the direct effect of the childbearing event is very similar in Bulgaria and the Netherlands, leading in both cases to more traditional divisions of housework, whereas in France having children seems not to make any significant difference. Moreover, when interaction effects for the educational groups are introduced (model 2), it emerges that, contrary to expectations, only in the Netherlands does education mark a line: middle and high-educated women becoming mothers do not increase their share of housework as much as low-educated women; in France but also in Bulgaria the interaction coefficients are not significant. 
6. Conclusions

In our study, we have exploited the first two waves of the Gender and Generation Survey in three countries pertaining to different gender and welfare regimes (i.e. Bulgaria, France and the Netherlands), to compare longitudinally housework before and after the birth of the first child. The data do not allow a precise estimate of time devoted to domestic work and the exact change in term of time over the life course. As a result, we found that the average share of women’s housework increases only moderately over parenthood. However, even the simple descriptive analysis shows very clearly, in line with the findings of previous research, that first childbirth is the leading event that triggers a stronger increase in the proportion of very traditional couples. The traditional division of housework – where the woman does more than 75% of the total household chores –rises from 43% to 53% in Bulgarian couples, from 29% to 39% in Dutch couples and from 21% to 29% in French ones. Yet, economic, cultural and institutional contexts matter. Fixed-effects models, first with all the countries together then separated by countries, show that having a first child makes couples more traditional in Bulgaria and the Netherlands, but not in France, and without a difference between Bulgaria and the Netherlands. Moreover, only in the Netherlands do middle- and highly-educated couples behave differently, traditionalising to a less extent compared to the less educated. 
As previous cross-country comparative research has theorised, traditionalisation over family formation is stronger in contexts like post-socialism Bulgaria, where attitudes are quite traditional and where social policies are less generous, less de-familialising or less explicitly addressed to encouraging also men to invest in domestic and care work. In such contexts, also polarisation among social groups may be stronger, since it is the highly educated, both because of attitudes and human capital cost-opportunity calculations, that may be the “innovators”, breaking the dominant norms and/or having the income to purchase external domestic and childcare services. Several authors (Hantrais, 2004; Saxonberg and Szelewa, 2007) have documented a general trend in post-communist countries during the transition period from dual-earner families and extensive childcare services to the ‘refamilialization’ of mothers, for example through extended leaves. Yet, as argued by Ciccia and Verloo (2012), this change does not represent a completely new development since communist governments continued to support traditional gender roles in spite of high levels of female labour market participation. Put differently, women’s increasing investments in education and the labour market have still not questioned the gender allocation of family responsibilities and unpaid work. 
By contrast, gendered allocations are weaker in contexts where non-traditional attitudes are widespread and overall gender equality in both the private and public spheres is relatively high, as in France and the Netherlands. Yet here a crucial line is drawn by different type of work-family reconciliation policies: where, as in the Netherlands but not in France, reconciliation is mainly pursed by provisions of part-time jobs rather than flexible working time arrangements and of widespread full-time publicly subsidised childcare services, and it is mainly “phrased” and “designed” as a female task, with little emphasis on the rights and duties of fathers, gender divisions of unpaid work are less challenged and polarisation among social groups more marked. 


Our study is unique insofar as it provides longitudinal insights from a comparative perspective. However, it has some shortcomings. Firstly, the availability of only two waves of the surveys, with an interval of three years between them, furnishes only a short observational window on the couple and prevents us from entering the debate on the long-term dynamics of couple time allocation and whether – or not – parents return to their relatively more egalitarian pre-birth time allocation after the children have reached a certain age, as suggested by Bühlmann et al. (2010). Second – again because of data limitations – we are able to provide only a very rough measure of gender division of housework, based on only three routine tasks and on the respondent’s declaration of relative frequency compared to the partner. Given small sample sizes and the absence of income and attitude information for both partners, we were also unable to properly “test” micro-level mechanisms and their embeddedness in macro contexts. Finally, we have considered only household chores and not child care, and only transition to first child. Consequently, we may have underestimated the participation of fathers in the total of unpaid work, i.e., the sum of housework and childcare. In fact, recent literature (e.g., Mencarini and Solera, 2015) has shown that men’s participation has increased much more in childcare than in domestic activities, suggesting that men have become more involved fathers than egalitarian husbands. We may also have overestimated the “egalitarian picture” of France, where the biggest change is likely to occur with the second or third child. Future data collection and research should focus on addressing these still open questions.   
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Table 1: The profile of our countries around the time of the GGS surveys (mid 2000s) 

	 
	Bulgaria 
	Netherlands
	France 

	Demographic indicators
	 
	 
	 

	Total fertility rates (2007)
	1.49
	1.72
	1.95

	Mean age 1st child (2007)
	26.4
	30.6
	29.8

	Share of births outside marriage (2007)
	50.2%
	39.5%
	51.7%

	Gender indicators
	 
	 
	 

	Employment rates 15-64 year olds (2007)

                                                               Men 
	
66.0%
	
82.2%
	
69.3%

	                                                               Women

	57.6%
	69.6%
	60.0%

	Part-time as share total female employment (2007)
	2.0%
	59.9%
	22.8%

	Maternal employment by age youngest child (2007)
	
	
	

	                                                       0-2 year olds
	39.3%
	73.2%
	57.5%

	                                                                      3-5 year olds
	64.7%
	73.4%
	72.9%

	                                                      6-14 year olds
	79.5%
	75.5%
	78.5%

	Maternal employment by education,                            at least 1 child<14 (2007)
	 
	 
	 

	                                     Below upper-secondary
	38.9%
	56.8%
	52.9%

	                                     Upper-secondary
	72.5%
	76.4%
	72.6%

	                                     Tertiary

	85.4%
	86.3%
	81.7%

	Gender gap in average time per day (hours) doing household  and family care, persons in couple with child<6 (2005) 
	4.02
	4.7
	3.2

	EU- Gender Equality Index (2010)

	55.0
	74.0
	67.5

	Economic indicators
	 
	 
	 

	Earnings dispersion ratio D9/D1 (2005)
	-
	2.9
	2.8

	Gender pay gap unadjusted (2007)
	12.4
	23.6
	16.9

	Policy indicators
	 
	 
	 

	Participation rates in formal childcare 0-2 year olds (2007)
	8.7%
	54.9%
	40.9%

	Total weeks of paid leave for mothers (2007)
	104
	16
	42

	Total weeks of paid leave for fathers (2007)
	2
	0.4
	2

	
	
	
	

	Cultural indicators
	 
	 
	 

	Share of population that agrees with “When jobs are scarce, men should have more right to a job than women’ (2009 )
	 
36.9%
	 
5.7%
	 
7.8%


 Source: Demographic indicators: OECD family database; Gender indicators: Eurostat for total employment rates: OECD family database for maternal employment; HETUS for gender gap in time use; EIGE for overall gender equality index; Economic indicators: Eurostat; Policy indicators: OECD family database for childcare; QUING data in Ciccia and Verloo (2012) for leaves in Bulgaria; OECD family database for leaves in Netherlands and France; Cultural indicators: WVS-EVS in Arpino et al (2015, table S1); 
Table 2: Descriptive statistics of the variables for the analysis of changes in the gender division of housework around first childbirth (childless couples at wave 1, with the woman aged below 45) 
	
	Bulgaria
	Netherlands
	France

	
	Those becoming parents
	Those not becoming parents
	Those becoming parents
	Those not becoming parents
	Those becoming parents
	Those not becoming parents

	· Gender division of housework 
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Average of her share of housework wave 1 
	67.2
	65.9
	61.7
	62.2
	60.5
	61.3

	Average of her share of housework wave 2
	72.7
	69.1
	65.8
	61.1
	62.3
	61.8

	Average change in her share (w2 - w1)
	3.8
	3.7
	3.8
	-0.9
	1.9
	0.5

	Level of her share of housework wave 1
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Egalitarian couple (her share < 50%)
	25.6
	23.9
	31.5
	30.6
	35.7
	37.3

	Traditional couple (her share 50-74%)
	31.6
	44.4
	39.6
	38.3
	43.3
	37.3

	Very traditional couple (her share >74%)
	42.7
	31.4
	28.9
	31.1
	21.0
	25.4

	Level of  her share of housework wave 2
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Egalitarian couple (her share < 50%)
	12.2
	20.0
	21.7
	35.8
	33.1
	38.5

	Traditional couple (her share 50-74%)
	34.1
	39.1
	39.4
	34.3
	37.6
	33.6

	Very traditional couple (her share >74%)
	53.6
	40.9
	38.9
	29.9
	29.3
	27.8

	Level of change in her share (w2 - w1)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Becoming a lot more equal (-100 to -10)
	17.3
	16.8
	6.8
	15.3
	14
	13.6

	Becoming slightly more equal (-9 to -1)
	11.2
	10.4
	19
	16.3
	18.5
	18.5

	No change (0)
	15
	17.6
	23.9
	28.5
	26
	29.8

	Becoming slightly more unequal (0 to 9)
	12.8
	15.2
	23.9
	17.0
	17.8
	19.0

	Becoming a lot more unequal (10 to 100)
	43.6
	40.0
	26.3
	22.9
	23.6
	19.0

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	· Her and his education and employment
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Her level of education
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Lower upper-secondary
	28.6
	13.7
	7.4
	15.2
	3.2
	8.3

	Higher upper-secondary
	43.6
	57.3
	42.3
	42.6
	36.5
	39.5

	Tertiary
	27.8
	29.0
	50.3
	42.2
	60.2
	52.2

	His level of education
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Lower upper-secondary
	32.3
	17.6
	15.1
	19.1
	7.6
	13.3

	Higher upper-secondary
	54.1
	65.6
	40.5
	37.8
	45.2
	45.8

	Tertiary
	13.5
	16.8
	44.4
	43.1
	47.1
	40.9

	Neither with tertiary education
	68.4
	67.7
	34.2
	40.2
	32.1
	39.4

	Her employment status wave 1
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Employed full-time
	51.1
	66.9
	62.8
	54.6
	73.2
	61.9

	Employed part-time
	4.6
	4.0
	28.7
	28.2
	13.3
	13.7

	Not employed
	44.3
	29.1
	8.4
	17.1
	13.3
	24.4

	Her employment status wave 2
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Employed full-time
	64.5
	77.4
	6.3
	48.3
	66.0
	71.2

	Employed part-time
	2.8
	4.8
	66.9
	30.8
	22.2
	16.1

	Not employed
	32.7
	17.7
	26.8
	20.9
	11.8
	12.7

	His employment status wave 1
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Employed
	72.2
	78.4
	96.6
	89.2
	90.4
	85.4

	Not employed
	27.8
	21.6
	3.4
	10.8
	9.5
	14.6

	His employment status  wave 2
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Employed
	80.5
	88.8
	98.5
	93.1
	95.5
	91.2

	Not employed
	19.5
	11.2
	1.5
	6.9
	4.5
	8.8

	Her change in employment status
	
	
	
	
	
	

	No change
	70.1
	71.8
	34.6
	68.9
	69.1
	72.9

	Reduced level
	6.5
	8.9
	58.2
	16.1
	19.1
	7.9

	Increased level
	23.3
	19.3
	7.1
	15.0
	11.8
	19.2

	His change in employment status
	
	
	
	
	
	

	No change 
	79.7
	84.8
	95.1
	92.6
	92.3
	86.2

	Reduced level
	6.0
	2.4
	1.5
	1.7
	1.3
	3.9

	Increased level
	14.3
	12.8
	3.4
	5.6
	6.4
	9.8

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	N
	133
	125
	205
	288
	157
	205


Source: GGS, 1st and 2nd wave

 Figure 1. Change in the average woman’s share of housework among couples becoming parents or not, by education   
                                                  a) Among couples becoming parents                                   
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	Notes: t-tests yield significant differences across countries (p<0.10):  “1st wave” and “2nd wave” for all pairs; “change” for no pair

	Notes: t-tests yield significant differences across countries (p<0.10):  “1st wave” for Bulgaria vs Netherlands; “2nd wave” for Bulgaria vs Netherlands and Bulgaria vs France; “change” for no pair.
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Table 3. Fixed-effects models for the change in the woman’s share of total housework in wave 2 with respect to wave 1- Pooled model with all countries
	 
	M1-

First child
	M2- 

Child*Education
	M3- 

Child*Country 

	First child (ref: no)
	
	
	

	Yes


	2.78***
	8.72***
	5.08***

	Her change in employment status (ref: no change)
	
	
	

	Reduced level
	3.90***
	3.89***
	4.18***

	Increased level
	-2.20†
	-2.40*
	-2.36*

	His change in employment status (ref: no change)
	
	
	

	Reduced level
	-5.82*
	-5.97**
	-6.22**

	Increased level
	-2.83†
	-2.86†
	-2.84†

	
	
	
	

	First child*Her education (ref: lower-upper sec)
	
	
	

	Higher upper-sec*first child
	
	-5.43*
	

	Tertiary*first child


	
	-7.40**
	

	First child*Countries  (ref.: Bulgaria)
	
	
	

	Netherlands*first child
	
	
	-2.54

	France*first child
	
	
	-3.50*

	
	
	
	

	Constant 
	63.54***
	63.52***
	63.52***

	R-sq within
	0.04
	0.04
	0.04

	R-sq between
	0.00
	0.02
	0.01

	R-sq overall
	0.01
	0.01
	0.01

	N persons-years
	1834
	1834
	1834

	N persons
	1020
	1020
	1020


Notes: Ref = reference category; † p < .10. * p < .05. ** p < .01. *** p < .001; 

Models are controlled for the following time-constant covariates: country; her level of education; his level of education.
Source: GGS, 1st and 2nd wave

Table 4. Fixed-effects models for the change in the woman’s share of total housework in wave 2 with respect to wave 1, by country
	
	Bulgaria
	Netherlands
	France

	 
	M1-

First child
	M2- 

Child*
Education
	M1-

First child
	M2- 

Child*
Education
	M1-

First child
	M2- 

Child*
Education

	First child 
(ref: no)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Yes
	4.33**
	9.77**
	4.07**
	11.54***
	1.47
	-1.80

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Her change in employment status (ref: no change)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Reduced level
	12.45**
	12.01**
	1.85
	1.93
	4.38*
	4.19*

	Increased level
	-1.09
	-1.54
	-5.11**
	-5.28**
	-1.56
	-1.86

	His change in employment status (ref: no change)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Reduced level
	-8.53
	-8.28
	-6.05
	-5.77
	-5.86
	-5.90

	Increased level
	-2.86
	-2.99
	-1.69
	-1.28
	-3.57
	-3.49

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	First child*Her education 

(ref: lower-upper sec)
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Higher upper-sec*first child
	
	-6.96
	
	-7.77**
	
	5.82

	Tertiary*first child
	
	-6.14
	
	-8.83**
	
	2.12

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Constant
	67.82***
	67.76***
	63.17***
	63.17***
	61.15***
	61.17***

	R-sq within
	0.05
	0.06
	0.07
	0.08
	0.03
	0.03

	R-sq between
	0.00
	0.01
	0.00
	0.01
	0.02
	0.02

	R-sq overall
	0.01
	0.02
	0.01
	0.01
	0.02
	0.02

	N persons-years
	442
	442
	687
	687
	705
	705

	N persons
	249
	249
	415
	415
	356
	356


Notes: Ref = reference category; † p < .10. * p < .05. ** p < .01. *** p < .001; 

Models are controlled for the following time-constant covariates: her level of education; his level of education.
Source: GGS, 1st and 2nd wave

� Focusing only on childless couples obviously implies a selection: those not in a couple or already parents are excluded. The share of respondents aged less than 45 years old not cohabiting or being married  amounted to 30% in Bulgaria and France and 24% in the Netherlands, while, among those in a  the share of those in a partnership, those with one or more children  but with already 1 or more children amounted to 93% in Bulgaria, 75% in the Netherlands and 81% in France. Yet, because we were interested in gender patterns connected to the transition to parenthood, we had to focus only on couples and on couples without children, and thus incurred a strong reduction of sample sizes. Fortunately, no further reduction was caused by missing values which, in our selected sample, accounted for only around 3% for the housework tasks composing our dependent variable, and  between 1% and 4% for the crucial covariates (having a child, his and her educational attainment and employment status).   





� By construction, the woman’s share of domestic work can assume only the following values (percentages of share): 0, 8.3, 16.7, 25, 33.3, 41.7, 50, 58.3, 66.7, 75, 83.3, 91.7, 100. Consequently, differences across waves in the woman’s  share  can be: ( + or -) 0, 8.3, 16.7, 25, 33.3, 41.7, 58.3, 100. Because of these distributions, the following thresholds have been chosen when distribution of levels of share and change are shown in categorical rather than linear terms:  for level of  the woman’s share in wave 1 or 2 we distinguish among egalitarian couple (her share < 50%), traditional couple (her share 50-74%) and very traditional couple (her share >74%); for level of change in her share (w2 - w1) we distinguish among becoming much more equal (-100 to -10), becoming slightly more equal (-9 to -1), no change (0), becoming slightly more unequal (0 to 9), becoming much more unequal (10 to 100).


� Unlike child status (having had or not the first child) and labour market status, which are time-varying covariates, educational level is in our models a time-constant covariate. Indeed, although it could theoretically change across waves (3 years time), since our focus is on women and men in stable partnership at risk of making the transition to parenthood (living together as cohabitants or spouses both at first and second wave, childless at first wave with the woman less than 45), level of education becomes de-facto time-constant. Indeed, average age in our sample is 29.9 for women, and 33.1 for men, when nearly all have completed education; and for the few that are still in education (1.3% in our selected sample) the highest level attained so far is considered.


� Distinctions between types of reduction or types of increase, that is, distinguishing movements between fulltime to part-time work position from those between fulltime or part-time and not employment, would be interesting. Yet, small sample sizes and cells sizes, especially in Bulgaria where part-time employment is quite rare, do not allow for such distinctions.  


� Since GGS data are not are not dyadic data, that is, information are only asked to one adult member of the household (in our 3 countries couples sample respondents are 44% male and 56% female), the reported gender division of housework could be biased towards the respondent’s own gender. Moreover, according to the relative resources perspective, also the relative income of  one partner compared to the other, only partially captured by relative educational levels and working hours, can affect gender allocations to unpaid work. 


� In addition to “objective” behaviours, GGS also collects info on attitudes, which is, compared to other cross-country datasets, one of its strength. Yet, we have not included measures of attitudes in our models because in GGS attitudinal items are only asked to the respondent and they are not consistent across countries. In particular in the Netherlands, unlike in France and Bulgaria, only items measuring attitudes toward family formation are included  (such as “It is all right for unmarried couples to live together”) rather than those toward gender roles (such as “A pre-school child is likely to suffer if his/her mother works” or “Children  often suffer because   fathers concentrate  too much on work”). 


� Own extra calculations.


� Since in Fixed-Effects models all time-invariant observed and unobserved heterogeneity is controlled for, the risk of the omitted variable bias is greatly reduced. Yet, it is not completely “eliminated” since FE models cannot control for time-varying unobserved factors, and reverse causality remains possible. Also in our case one could argue that changes in the division of housework can “push” couples to make the transition to first child. Although this is possible in theory, we think that it is much more plausible that the causality goes in the opposite direction, i.e. that the childbearing event drives changes in household sharing. The problem of unobserved heterogeneity and reverse causality remains for the covariates  referring to changes in his and her labour market participation. Decisions on whether and to what extent women should work are closely intertwined with (put differently, endogenous to) decisions on whether and to what extent women and men should devote themselves to domestic and care work. Yet, as in other studies (e-g: Bittman et al., 2003; Fuwa, 2004; Geist, 2005), labour market participation is for us only a control variable conceived as a proxy for “time availability” whose introduction or not does not substantially change the effect of our crucial covariates (childbirth and education).  


� There is much evidence that nowadays it is the profile of the woman, rather than the profile of the male partner, that drives her labour supply and share of unpaid work (e.g.: Solera 2018). Yet we also ran a model with the interaction of childbirth with the educational level of the man, or with the educational profile of the couple (both tertiary educated, only he, only she, neither) and the “story” did not change.





