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Abstract 

With the increase in female employment and the decrease in gender labour specialization 
there has also been a marked change in men’s and women’s gender role attitudes. An 
increasing share of both genders has come to prefer gender egalitarianism. Here we study the 
impact of gender equality perceptions, i.e. the interplay between gender role attitudes and 
behaviour in terms of sharing unpaid work with one’s partner, on union stability. We focus on 
Sweden, a country with long experience of the dual-earner model and policies supporting 
female labour-force participation while also promoting men’s active engagement in family 
tasks. We expect egalitarian men to have the lowest risk of union break-up along with non-
egalitarian women, while egalitarian women may be the most likely to experience partnership 
dissolution, together with non-egalitarian men. For the empirical analyses we use data from 
the Swedish Young Adult Panel Study (YAPS) conducted in 1999, 2003 and 2009. Logistic 
regression is the tool of analysis at this exploratory stage. Our preliminary findings suggest 
that both women and men who hold gender egalitarian views but experience a traditional 
division of work in their partnership are substantially more likely to divorce / separate than 
those with egalitarian views who also share housework equally. Men with traditional views 
and traditional division of housework in their relationship face a high risk of partnership 
break-up as well.   
Next, we will estimate discrete-time hazard models also taking into account the length of the 
partnership at the time when the division of housework is measured. We also plan to analyze 
parents separately, taking into account their division of childcare work. 
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INTRODUCTION 

The era of the Second Demographic Transition in the developed world has been characterized 

by the deferment of marriage and declining marriage rates, increasing prevalence of less 

committed relationships, especially cohabitations, postponement of parenthood and low 

fertility rates, and high and/or increasing rates of partnership dissolution, even among families 

with children. Moreover, the supremacy of the male breadwinner-female homemaker model 

has been successfully challenged by the dual-earner family model. These changes, especially 

women’s increasing economic independence, have had important implications on gender 

relations both on the societal level and in the family. The traditional gender division of labor 

characterizes a rapidly diminishing proportion of couple relationships, as both women and 

men engage in paid work throughout the life course and share the responsibilities for 

housework and childcare to varying extent. The extension of the female gender role to include 

gainful employment is socially accepted, even for mothers with young children, nearly 

everywhere in the industrialized world, but men’s engagement in domestic tasks is still 

considered more or less controversial (i.e. not fully compatible with the male gender role), 

depending on the gender system in a country. With the increase in female employment and 

the decrease in gender labor division there has also been a marked change in men’s and 

women’s gender role attitudes. An increasing share of both genders has come to prefer gender 

egalitarianism, irrespective of how it is operationalized. 

In this paper we set out to explore how, and if, these demographic, economic, and social 

changes, each with substantial impact on people’s lives, are related to each other. More 

specifically, we raise the question whether the gender division of labor in couples and 

individual gender role attitudes have implications for union stability, i.e. the risk for divorce 

and separation. 
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In Sweden, union stability has decreased substantially during the last decades. Not only 

have formal divorce rates increased (Statistics Sweden 2010) but, in addition, non-marital 

unions have become increasingly widespread (Kiernan 1996; cf. Kiernan 2003) and these 

unions are even more fragile than formal marriages, also when children are involved 

(Statistics Sweden 2007a). Increasing divorce and separation rates are by no means only a 

Swedish, or Scandinavian, phenomenon, rather this pattern is close to universal (Goode 1993; 

Lyngstad & Jalovaara 2010). Scholars have claimed a number of potential forces driving this 

development, among them legal changes, e.g. changes in law that have simplified divorce, 

social changes, e.g. changing attitudes towards divorce and decreased social stigma following 

divorce, secularization, as religion has weakened its influence over individuals’ family 

decisions, and even the increased length of life, as longer (healthier) lives increases the 

potential for partner change. The relative importance of these possible forces is disputed. 

Most scholars seem to agree, however, that a main factor behind the dramatic growth in post-

war divorce rates is the increase in female employment. It has been argued that economic 

independence diminishes the incentive for women to enter a conjugal union and it increases 

the possibility to leave an unsatisfying relationship. Such a view has been most clearly 

expressed in studies of new home economics which claim that work specialization between 

spouses, i.e. the traditional male good-provider model with female main responsibility for 

household tasks and child care, maximizes both spouses’ gain from marriage and minimizes 

the risk for divorce, whereas dual-earner families run an increased risk for divorce as 

interdependency of spouses decreases (Becker 1991). This reasoning has been challenged, 

however, by others who argue that wives’ employment and income reduces the economic risk 

of the family and should, therefore, “be viewed as a highly adaptive family strategy rather 

than as a threat to the family as a social institution (Oppenheimer 1994, p. 321). 
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It is still an unresolved question whether a traditional or egalitarian gender division of 

paid and unpaid work induces union stability. One dimension that has often been neglected in 

this field of research, however, is how spouses perceive the work division and to what extent 

attitudes and behaviour are consistent with each other. An unequal division may only decrease 

relationship quality, and increase divorce risks, if spouses have a preference for a non-

traditional, more egalitarian, division of work, whereas an equal division may actually be a 

problem for spouses who have preferences for a more traditional gender-role division. Thus, 

we argue that it is important to assess how gender role attitudes and actual division of paid 

and unpaid labor between spouses interact in shaping union (in)stability. 

Here we benefit from using a longitudinal data-set comprising information not only on 

actual gender division of labor but also on attitudes towards gender-related issues, measured 

well before any divorce or separation takes place. By combining data on behavior and 

attitudes from this quite unique, three-wave data-set, we are able to examine the impact of 

consistency and inconsistency regarding these dimensions on the risk for union dissolution. 

We focus on Sweden, a country with long experience of the dual-earner model and policies 

supporting individuals’ labor force participation independently of their sex, and active efforts 

to increase men’s engagement in family life (Oláh and Bernhardt 2008). 

THE INTERSECTION OF GENDER DIVISION OF LABOR, GENDER ROLE ATTITUDES, 

AND UNION STABILITY 

Although the development has stalled during later years (Cotter, Hermsen & Vanneman 

2011), there have been large changes in people’s attitudes regarding gender roles during the 

last decades. Increasing shares of women and men approve of female employment and fewer 

nowadays agree that men and women are designated for different work tasks and should 

divide paid and unpaid work between them, i.e. gender work specialization (Thornton & 
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Young-DeMarco 2001; also see Svallfors 2006 for a comparative study including Sweden and 

the U.S.). This change in gender role attitudes has been accompanied (the causal order is 

difficult to disentangle) by a declining actual gender division of labor. As indicated by time 

use studies, men’s and women’s paid and unpaid work time is converging, although not 

equalized, as men do less paid and more unpaid work than previously, while women do less 

unpaid and more paid work (Bygren, Gähler & Nermo 2004; Sayer 2005). However, 

American women have increased their involvement in earning activities by far greater extent 

than they decreased their unpaid work time. Women having a second shift diminished their 

leisure time, both compared to women in the 1950s and 1960s, and compared to their male 

contemporaries, since American men have increased their unpaid work time only slightly, 

while decreasing time in paid work (Gershuny 2000). In Sweden, gender differences are less 

pronounced. Swedish men have not changed their work hours whereas Swedish women have 

balanced their changes in time for paid and unpaid work. Thus, there is only a small gender 

gap in leisure time (Bygren et al. 2004). Still, although men’s and women’s gender role 

attitudes do not indicate any preference for gender work specialization, and although 

differences have become less pronounced over time, a gendered division of paid and unpaid 

work (particularly the latter) persists. This imbalance between attitudes and action has 

implications for the satisfaction with sharing of family responsibilities, as well as for 

relationship quality (Stevens, Kiger & Riley 2001; Voydanoff & Donnelly 1999), which in 

turn are likely to affect the stability of partnerships, possibly being mediated by gender-role 

attitudes (Rogers & Amato 2000; Shelton & John 1996). 

Increasing female labor force participation has long been regarded as one of the main 

forces driving rising divorce rates (Cherlin 1981). The logic behind this was seen in that 

spouses gain most from marriage when they specialize, i.e. one spouse focuses on market 

work and breadwinning whereas the other takes main responsibility for domestic chores and 
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child care (Becker 1991). This interdependency between spouses, it is argued, strengthens 

marital stability and minimizes the risk for divorce. With women’s increasing economic 

independence, however, the gain from marriage diminishes and the loss is reduced in case of 

divorce. Critics point out, however, that women’s earnings contribute to household resources 

and reduce the economic risk the family may face. Thus, female employment should increase 

marital utility for both spouses (Oppenheimer 1994). Empirical evidence is mixed. Whereas 

some studies show that female employment, work hours, and relative income are positively 

associated with the risk for divorce (Kalmijn, Loeve & Manting 2007; Poortman 2005), others 

show no or a positive effect of women’s employment and income on union stability (see 

Lyngstad & Jalovaara 2010 for a review). The complexity of the issue is further underscored 

by the finding that the association between gender division of work and the risk for divorce 

varies with policy context. In Germany, characterized by policy reinforcing gender 

specialization, male breadwinner families are the least likely to divorce and the divorce risk 

rises with increasing domestic work efforts by the husband. In the U.S., with its liberal policy 

being “silent on the private sphere”, wives being out of labor force increases the risk for 

divorce whereas husband’s increasing domestic contributions decrease the risk for divorce 

(Cooke 2006). 

Gender role attitudes are also associated with spouses’ perceptions of their marriages and 

divorce risks (Kaufman 2000; Thompson 1991). Above all, women with gender egalitarian 

attitudes have come to view their marriages and relationships more critically. Longitudinal 

studies show that wives who adopt less traditional gender role attitudes more often perceive 

their marriages as less rewarding. They report less marital happiness and interaction, more 

disagreement and problems, and a higher proneness for divorce than wives with stable, and 

more traditional, gender role attitudes. For men, however, the opposite pattern is found. 

Husbands who adopt less traditional gender role attitudes report higher marital quality than 
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husbands reporting no change in gender role attitudes. Whereas women adopting less 

traditional gender role attitudes may perceive that they are exploited in their marriages, and 

face resistance and conflict if they press for change, men adopting less traditional gender role 

attitudes may receive appreciation from their wives (Amato & Booth 1995). This pattern is 

confirmed for actual divorce risks. Women expressing gender egalitarian views are more 

likely to divorce/separate than women with more traditional orientation on gender labour 

specialization whereas egalitarian oriented men are less likely to divorce than traditionally 

oriented men. Kaufman (2000) speculates that men with gender equal views are likely to be 

more family oriented than men with traditional gender role attitudes as they focus more on 

home and family tasks and take more responsibility for their children. Greater family 

involvement implies that family issues matter more for these men. Hence gender egalitarian 

men have more to lose from family disruption and should be less likely to divorce/separate 

than men with traditional gender role attitudes. Moreover, men holding gender egalitarian 

attitudes may be more highly valued as partners as they are likely to take domestic 

responsibilities. These arguments are supported by findings for Sweden on parents displaying 

significantly lower risk of family dissolution if the father took parental leave with the first 

child compared to couples where the father did not engage in active parenting (Oláh 2001; see 

also Goldscheider et al. 2010 for further examples). 

The studies referred so far focus either on the gender division of work or gender role 

attitudes and how they are associated with marital quality and divorce. Thus, it is not clear 

how these dimensions relate to each other, i.e. whether a given workload affects union 

stability differently for women and men with egalitarian and traditional gender ideologies. 

Studies integrating measures on paid and unpaid work, and how the division between them is 

perceived, are rare. One exception, however, is a study by Voydanoff and Donnelly (1999). 

They find that mother’s and father’s who perceive the division of paid and unpaid work as 
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unfair to self express lower levels of marital quality, i.e. less marital happiness and more 

marital disagreements. Paid work hours per se are not associated with marital quality. 

Household chores hours, however, are associated with marital disagreement for men and 

marital happiness for women. When perceived unfairness is controlled for, however, the latter 

association ceases. 

In this paper we aim at studying the effect of consistency regarding gender role attitudes 

and gender division of labor on the risk for divorce and separation. We hypothesize that 

divorce risks are relatively low for women and men whose gender ideology is in accordance 

with how workload, paid and unpaid work, is divided between them and their spouse/partner. 

If there is inconsistency between gender role attitudes and the gender division of labor, we 

expect divorce risks to be higher in general whereas consistency should generally increase 

union stability. Furthermore, however, we expect the magnitude of these associations to vary 

by gender. We expect consistent egalitarian women, i.e. women holding egalitarian gender 

role attitudes living in a union with relatively egalitarian gender division of work, to exhibit 

relatively lower risks of partnership break-up than corresponding men. The argument is that 

women preferring egalitarian unions are less likely to find a new (male) partner holding 

egalitarian gender role attitudes. For the same reason we expect to find relatively lower 

dissolution risks among consistent traditional men compared to corresponding women. 

Inconsistency between attitudes and actual behaviour is likely to increase the risk of 

divorce/separation in general. However, we are inclined to believe that this is less the case for 

women with traditional attitudes in egalitarian unions and for men with egalitarian attitudes in 

traditional unions as they gain from the division of labor by doing a smaller share of 

household chores than they are prepared to do according to their gender role attitudes. These 

hypotheses are graphically summarized in Figure 1. 
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THE SWEDISH CONTEXT 

In Sweden female labor force participation is high. The combination of paid work and family 

responsibilities has been facilitated by a number of policy measures, most importantly the 

parental leave program and public childcare provision. An important aspect of the Swedish 

policy context is a continuous emphasis on gender equality both in the public sphere and in 

family life, since the late 1960s. Individual taxation (since 1971), no-fault divorce and the 

abolition of spousal alimony (since 1974) provided incentives for women’s labor-force 

participation, independently of marital and/or parental status. The parental-leave program 

(introduced in 1974 and extended several times, most recently in 2002) as well as public 

childcare provision have facilitated reconciliation of work and family responsibilities for both 

women and men since the mid-/late 1970s. Also, men’s family role has been actively 

promoted by policy efforts (the parental leave program, in which fathers and mothers have 

been eligible for leave on equal conditions, since 1974; the introduction in 1980 of the 10 

daddy days at the birth of a child which can be used in parallel with the mother using parental 

leave; reserving one month of the parental leave for fathers in 1995; extending the total 

amount of parental leave with one additional month reserved for the father in 2002, i.e. two of 

the total of 13 months with income-related parental benefit are now reserved for fathers; the 

introduction in 1983 of parents’ continued joint custody for children, as a rule in case of 

separation/divorce, which has been further strengthened in 1998). Thus, egalitarian gender 

roles of women and men seem to have long-term societal support in Sweden, which is likely 

to affect gender-role attitudes and probably even behaviour to some extent. In fact, egalitarian 

gender role attitudes are relatively widespread in Sweden (Svallfors 2006) and Swedish 

women have a higher labor market participation rate (Jaumotte 2003), are less economically 

dependent on their husbands (Evertsson and Nermo 2004; Sørensen 1994), and do a smaller 
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share of household work (Fuwa and Cohen 2007) than women in most other countries. Hence, 

the Swedish context is ideal for studying the impact of gender equality perceptions on the 

stability of partnerships (for all, and specifically for parents). 

DATA AND METHODS 

In this paper, we analyze data extracted from the three waves of the Swedish Young Adult 

Panel Study (YAPS) designed by professor Eva Bernhardt and conducted in 1999, 2003 and 

2009. YAPS is a mail questionnaire survey with the Survey Unit of Statistics Sweden in 

charge of all field work. It provides data on men and women born in Sweden in 1968, 1972, 

1976 and 1980, including a small sample of young women and men (347 respondents) with at 

least one parent born in either Poland or Turkey. The study is augmented with register data on 

vital events, currently up to the end of 2009. YAPS has been designed to enable studies, like 

ours, of the complex relationship between attitudes, behaviour and demographic behavior. It 

provides information on plans, expectations and attitudes regarding family and working life, 

including gender-role orientation, histories of childbearing and partnerships, as well as 

information about current situation and background characteristics. 

Our working sample includes women and men living in a co-residential partnership at the 

2003 wave of the survey for whom we have information in the 2009 wave. Information on 

attitudes are extracted from the 1999 wave in one form of the gender equality perception 

variable, but from the 2003 wave for two other forms (the one with the same structure as that 

based on the attitudes in 1999, replaced with the same information from 2003 is not displayed 

in the paper given very similar results), and for all three forms we have information on 

behaviours from the 2003 wave. The sample includes 1482 persons, i.e. 874 women and 608 

men (around 67% of them were living in a cohabiting relationship and 33% in marriage). At a 

later stage we will also analyze parents; for them our working sample includes 781 
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individuals (488 women and 293 men). The event of interest is partnership dissolution in the 

period between wave 2 and 3 (i.e. 2003- 2009). 16% experienced union disruption in the 

overall sample, and about 12% of the parents (the latter analyses are not presented in this 

version of the paper). In our exploratory analysis, logistic regression is the tool of analysis. At 

a later stage we will use discrete time hazards models.  

Our main explanatory variables are gender equality perceptions (based on information of 

gender-role attitude measured by the ideal division of earning and caring responsibilities 

between parents with pre-school aged children at the 1999 wave, and on the actual share of 

housework in the relationship at the 2003 wave; we also created this variable using all 

information from the 2003 wave [not displayed in the paper], and in another form based on 

private-sphere gender attitudes1 in 2003 combined with the share of housework; in the 

analysis of parents only this variable also includes information on sharing childcare tasks) and 

union type. Our control variables are the followings: respondent’s sex, cohort (age), ethnic 

background (also that of the couple), childhood family background, whether children in the 

household, educational attainment (also that of the couple), employment status (also that of 

the couple), religiosity (also that of the couple). 

 

RESULTS 

Descriptive statistics for variables in the analyses are presented in Table 1. A few reflections 

could be made: As could be expected, female respondents were less likely than male 

                                                 

1 This is based on respondents answer on two statements, these are: “Household work is the woman’s main task” 

and “Breadwinning is the man’s main task”. Respondents who strongly disagreed with both of these statements 

were categorized as ‘egalitarian’, otherwise as ‘non-egalitarian’ Combined with the division of housework in the 

relationship, we have created 4 categories. See Table 1.  
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respondents to be full-time employed in 2003 whereas female respondents are more likely to 

have a post-secondary education. Moreover, male and female respondents differ somewhat in 

their gender-role attitudes and how they perceive the gender division of household labor. 

Women hold egalitarian attitudes to a higher extent than men do and they perceive the 

division of domestic tasks in their unions as being slightly more traditional than men do. This 

is indicated by women more often placing themselves as “ambivalent egalitarian”, 

irrespective of attitude measure. Regarding other variables, gender differences, as expected, 

are non-substantial. 

In Table 2, results from binary logit regressions on divorce/separation risk (during the 

period 2003-2009) by consistency/ambivalence of attitudes on the ideal division of work in 

families with pre-school aged children (in 1999) and the division of household work (in 2003) 

is displayed for all and for women and men separately. The results for all, i.e. both genders, 

suggest that consistently egalitarian unions are more stable than all other union types. In other 

words, respondents holding gender egalitarian attitudes in unions where spouses/partners 

divide household tasks equally between them, are the least likely to divorce or separate. 

Unions with all other combinations of gender-role attitudes and division of domestic tasks 

exhibit higher risks for divorce/separation, although we find significantly higher dissolution 

risk only for ambivalent egalitarian partnerships. Thus, respondents with a preference for 

gender equality, living in a union where domestic tasks are traditionally divided between the 

male and the female partners, exhibit an excessive risk for divorce/separation. 

Regarding the other variables in the model, we find results in the expected direction for 

union type in 2003, family type in childhood and the presence of children in the household in 

2003. Marriages are much less likely to end in divorce than cohabitations to end in separation 

and respondents who experienced the break-up of parents during childhood are much more 

likely to experience family dissolution themselves, i.e. there seems to be an intergenerational 
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transmission of divorce/separation. Having a child in the household diminishes disruption 

risks quite substantially. Moreover, the youngest respondents, 29 years old in 2009, exhibit a 

higher risk for divorce/separation than older respondents. This is not likely to reflect a cohort 

effect but rather the “trial-period” of living together which is common for young Swedes. 

Other conditions controlled for in the model do not seem to be associated with the risk for 

partnership dissultion, at least not to any significant extent. 

These patterns partly seem to differ between men and women. In the last two columns in 

Table 2 we present the corresponding model for the two genders separately. Results show that 

having a post-secondary education increases the divorce/separation risk for men but not for 

women, interestingly. Moreover, there is a clear interaction between gender and economic 

activity in 2003. Full-time employed women are more likely to divorce/separate than women 

with part-time work and women outside the labor market. For men the pattern is reversed. We 

next turn our attention to the gender-role attitudes measured in 1999 and the gender division 

of domestic work in 2003 variable. Here we contrast those who prefer fathers to take main 

responsibility for breadwinning and mothers to take main responsibility for child care with 

those who prefer equal sharing of earning and caring responsibilities, and combine this 

attitude with information on the division of housework in the respondent’s relationship. The 

pattern that emerges for this variable is close to what could be expected, given our theoretical 

discussion. Women holding egalitarian gender-role attitudes, living in a relationship 

characterized by a traditional division of household work (ambivalent egalitarian), exhibit the 

highest risk for divorce/separation (significant at the 10% level) whereas women in 

consistently egalitarian unions are clearly less likely to dissolve their partnership. For men, 

the pattern is not as intuitive. The quite high risk for divorce/separation in the “ambivalent 

egalitarian” category is not surprising but we would have expected the risk for dissolution to 

be higher in the “ambivalent traditional” category. It must be remembered, that most 
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partnership break-ups are initiated by women and that the high risk for divorce/separation in 

the “ambivalent egalitarian” category may be caused by the female part not being as content 

with how domestic tasks are divided as the male part.  

We have also tested the impact of an alternative measure of attitudes (Table 3). Here we 

focus on breadwinning/homemaker attitudes in general and whether it is consistent with the 

division of housework in the relationship, both these aspects measured in 2003. Results from 

this analysis are quite similar to those presented above, but we find significantly higher 

disruption risk in addition to “ambivalent egalitarian” unions also in “consistent traditional” 

relationships, for the overall sample and for men. This indicates that the association between 

gender-role attitudes and gender division of work, on the one hand, and the risk of partnership 

break-up, on the other, is quite robust to type of measure of gender-role attitudes.  

As couple homogeneity of different aspects is often seen as important for partnership 

stability, we have also run models including variables based on information for the couple 

whenever available (in 2003) instead of the respondent only. Unfortunately, there were no 

questions asked about the partner’s childhood family type, thus we are confined to use 

information regarding the respondent only for that aspect. We see in Tables 4 & 5 that couples 

where both partners’ parents are of Swedish or Scandinavian origin have lower disruption risk 

both for the overall sample and for the male sample, than other couples. Also, if at least one 

person in a couple has a post-secondary education, the risk of dissolution is lower than 

otherwise, and significantly so for the total sample and for the female sample. If both work 

full-time, the risk of break-up is about half than otherwise in the male sample, but this aspect 

seem to matter little in the overall and the female samples. Interestingly, both partners being 

very religious does not influence partnership stability significantly. As for the consistency of 

attitudes on the ideal division of work in families with pre-school aged children (1999) and 

the division of housework (2003), we find significantly higher dissolution risk in the 
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ambivalent egalitarian category for the total sample and for men, compared to the consistent 

egalitarian category. The pattern is similar but non-significant for the female sample. 

Addressing the consistency of breadwinning/homemaker attitudes in general (2003) and the 

gender division of housework, Table 5 also shows significantly higher break-up risk for the 

ambivalent egalitarian category for the total sample, and for men with traditional views who 

follow a traditional division of housework in their partnerships. Hence, these findings support 

the ones found in the models based on individual-level information only, that is having 

egalitarian views but following a traditional home division of work is accompanied with high 

risk of partnership break-up, and that men with traditional views sharing housework in a 

traditional way with their partners also are significantly more likely to experience the 

dissolution of the relationship than are those with egalitarian views sharing household task 

more equally. 

 

CONCLUDING DISCUSSION (TO BE WRITTEN) – SEE FIGURE 2 
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TABLES 

Table 1. Descriptive statistics for variables in the analyses. 
 

 All (n) Percent 
Women 

(n) 
Percent Men (n) Percent 

Gender       

 Man  608 41.0     

 Woman  874 59.0     

Cohort (age in 2009)       

 1968 (41)  400 27.0  214 24.5  186 30.6 

 1972 (37)  462 31.2  282 32.3  180 29.6 

 1976 (33)  405 27.3  245 28.0  160 26.3 

 1980 (29)  215 14.5  133 15.2  82 13.5 

Ethnic background       

 Two Swedish-born parents  1,318 88.9  774 88.6  544 89.5 

 Polish-born parent  109 7.4  68 7.8  41 6.7 

 Turkish-born parent  55 3.7  32 3.7  23 3.8 

Family type in childhood       

 Other  1,189 80.2  696 79.6  493 81.1 

 Parents divorced  293 19.8  178 20.4  115 18.9 

Education       

 Other  1,098 74.1  626 71.6  472 77.6 

 Post-secondary  384 25.9  248 28.4  136 22.4 

Religiosity       

 Very religious  82 5.5  55 6.3  27 4.4 

 Other  1,400 94.5  819 93.7  581 95.6 

Economic activity in 2003       

 Full-time work  812 54.8  341 39.0  471 77.5 

 Part-time work  159 10.7  140 16.0  19 3.1 

 Other  511 34.5  393 45.0  118 19.4 

Union type in 2003       

 Cohabitation  992 66.9  575 65.8  417 68.6 

 Marriage  490 33.1  299 34.2  191 31.4 

Consistency of attitudes (1999) on ideal division of work in 
families with pre-school aged children & the division of 
housework (2003) 

      

 Consistent egalitarian (egalitarian/egalitarian)  629 42.4  375 42.9  254 41.8 

 Consistent traditional (traditional/traditional)  240 16.2  141 16.1  99 16.3 

 Ambivalent egalitarian (egalitarian/traditional)  412 27.8  266 30.4  146 24.0 

 Ambivalent traditional (traditional/egalitarian)  201 13.6  92 10.5  109 17.9 

Consistency of breadwinning/homemaker attitudes (2003) & 
the division of housework (2003) 

      

 Consistent egalitarian (egalitarian/egalitarian)  577 38.9  354 40.5  223 36.7 

 Consistent traditional (traditional/traditional)  297 20.0  151 17.3  146 24.0 

 Ambivalent egalitarian (egalitarian/traditional)  355 24.0  256 29.3  99 16.3 

 Ambivalent traditional (traditional/egalitarian)  253 17.1  113 12.9  140 23.0 
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Child in the household in 2003       

Other 701 47.3 386 44.2 315 51.8 

Child in the household 781 52.7 488 55.8 293 48.2 

Ethnic background (couple)       

Both with Swedish-/ Nordic-born parents 1204 81.2 708 81.0 496 81.6 

Other  278 18.8 166 19.0 112 18.4 

Education (couple)       

Other 936 63.2 563 64.4 373 61.3 

At least one post-secondary 546 36.8 311 35.6 235 38.7 

Religiosity (couple)       

Both very religious 54 3.7 36 4.1 18 3.0 

Other 1428 96.3 838 95.9 590 97.0 

Economic activity in 2003 (couple)       

Other 1036 69.9 614 70.2 422 69.4 

Both in full-time work 446 30.1 260 29.8 186 30.6 

Divorce/separation experience       

 Yes  239 16.1  139 15.9  100 16.4 

 No  1,243 83.9  735 84.1  508 83.6 

Total  1,482 100.0  874 100.0  608 100.0 
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Table 2. Consistency/ambivalence of attitudes (1999) on the ideal division of work in families 
with pre-school aged children, and division of household work (2003) and the risk for 
partnership break-up (2003-2009). Binary Logistic Regression (Odds Ratios). 
 All Women Men 
Consistency of attitudes (1999) on ideal division of work in 
families with pre-school aged children  & the division of 
housework (2003) 

   

 Consistent egalitarian (egalitarian/egalitarian) 1 1 1 
 Consistent traditional (traditional/traditional) 1.40 1.33 1.67 
 Ambivalent egalitarian (egalitarian/traditional) 1.79*** 1.53† 2.66***
 Ambivalent traditional (traditional/egalitarian) 1.29 1.32 1.26 
Gender    
 Male 1 – – 
 Female 1.00 – – 
Cohort (age in 2009)    
 1968 (41) 1 1 1 
 1972 (37) 0.78 1.06 0.49* 
 1976 (33) 0.80 1.10 0.52† 
 1980 (29) 1.56† 1.58 1.47 
Ethnic background    
 Two Swedish-born parents 1 1 1 
 Polish-born parent 1.21 0.84 1.91 
 Turkish-born parent 1.55 1.49 1.41 
Family type in childhood    
 Other 1 1 1 
 Parents divorced 1.56** 1.62* 1.49 
Education    
 Other 1 1 1 
 Post-secondary 1.01 0.70 1.61† 
Religiosity    
 Very religious 1 1 1 
 Other 1.13 1.05 1.08 
Economic activity in 2003    
 Full-time work 1 1 1 
 Part-time work 0.83 0.58† 1.92 
 Other 1.01 0.73 1.73* 
Union type in 2003    
 Cohabitation 1 1 1 
 Marriage 0.55*** 0.69 0.35***
Child in the household in 2003    
Other 1 1 1 
Child in the household 0.61** 0.63† 0.73 
    
Pseudo R2 0.05 0.05 0.10 
N 1,482 874 608 
 
*** p≤0.001, ** p≤0.01, * p≤0.05, † p≤0.10
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Table 3. Consistency/ambivalence regarding breadwinning/homemaker attitudes (2003) and 
gender division of household work (2003) and the risk for partnership break-up (2003-2009). 
Binary Logistic Regression (Odds Ratios). 
 All Women Men 
Consistency of breadwinning/homemaker attitudes (2003) 
& the division of housework (2003) 

   

 Consistent egalitarian (egalitarian/egalitarian) 1 1 1 
 Consistent traditional (traditional/traditional) 1.71** 1.23 2.90***
 Ambivalent egalitarian (egalitarian/traditional) 1.72*** 1.56† 2.36** 
 Ambivalent traditional (traditional/egalitarian) 1.35 1.17 1.66 
Gender    
 Male 1 – – 
 Female 1.01 – – 
Cohort (age in 2009)    
 1968 (41) 1 1 1 
 1972 (37) 0.78 1.07 0.50* 
 1976 (33) 0.81 1.13 0.53† 
 1980 (29) 1.50 1.56 1.38 
Ethnic background    
 Two Swedish-born parents 1 1 1 
 Polish-born parent 1.20 0.85 1.94 
 Turkish-born parent 1.45 1.44 1.22 
Family type in childhood    
 Other 1 1 1 
 Parents divorced 1.57** 1.61* 1.50 
Education    
 Other 1 1 1 
 Post-secondary 1.03 0.68 1.73† 
Religiosity    
 Very religious 1 1 1 
 Other 1.17 1.04 1.20 
Economic activity in 2003    
 Full-time work 1 1 1 
 Part-time work 0.83 0.58† 2.03 
 Other 1.01 0.73 1.73* 
Union type in 2003    
 Cohabitation 1 1 1 
 Marriage 0.54*** 0.69 0.35***
Child in the household in 2003    
Other 1 1 1 
Child in the household 0.60** 0.64† 0.68 
    
Pseudo R2 0.05 0.05 0.10 
N 1,482 874 608 

*** P≤0.001, ** P≤0.01, * P≤0.05, † P≤0.10
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FIGURES 

Figure 1. Model for consistency/ambivalence regarding gender role attitudes, gender division 
of work and risk for partnership break-up, by gender. 

 Gender role attitudes 

Gender division of work Women Men 

 Egalitarian Traditional Egalitarian Traditional 

Traditional + (-) (+) - 

Egalitarian - (+) (-) + 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2. Findings - consistency/ambivalence regarding gender role attitudes, gender division 
of work and risk for partnership break-up, by gender (based on Table 3) 

 Gender role attitudes 

Gender division of work Women Men 

 Egalitarian Traditional Egalitarian Traditional 

Traditional + (+) + + 

Egalitarian (-) (+) (-) (+) 
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Table 4. Consistency/ambivalence of attitudes (1999) on the ideal division of work in families 
with pre-school aged children, and division of household work (2003) and the risk for 
partnership break-up (2003-2009), taking into account couple homogeneity. Binary Logistic 
Regression (Odds Ratios). 
 
 All Women Men 
Consistency of attitudes (1999) on ideal division of work in 
families with pre-school child & the division of housework 
(2003) 

   

 Consistent egalitarian (egalitarian/egalitarian) 1 1 1 
 Consistent traditional (traditional/traditional) 1.16 1.21 1.14 
 Ambivalent egalitarian (egalitarian/traditional) 1.51* 1.34 1.96* 
 Ambivalent traditional (traditional/egalitarian) 1.21 1.28 1.20 
Gender    
 Male 1 – – 
 Female 0.99 – – 
Cohort (age in 2009)    
 1968 (41) 1 1 1 
 1972 (37) 0.72 1.02 0.43* 
 1976 (33) 0.76 1.04 0.51† 
 1980 (29) 1.29 1.45 1.09 
Ethnic background (couple)    
 Both with Swedish-/ Nordic-born parents 1 1 1 
 Other 1.72*** 1.31 2.46***
Family type in childhood    
 Other 1 1 1 
 Parents divorced 1.48* 1.54* 1.35 
Education (couple)    
 Other 1 1 1 
 At least one post-secondary 0.69* 0.62* 0.79 
Religiosity (couple)    
 Both very religious 1 1 1 
 Other 1.04 1.17 0.74 
Economic activity in 2003 (couple)    
 Other 1 1 1 
 Both Full-time work 0.81 1.06 0.53* 
Union type in 2003    
 Cohabitation 1 1 1 
 Marriage 0.56*** 0.70 0.36***
Child in the household in 2003    
Other 1 1 1 
Child in the household 0.58*** 0.57* 0.61† 
    
Pseudo R2 0.06 0.05 0.12 
N 1,482 874 608 
 
*** p≤0.001, ** p≤0.01, * p≤0.05, † p≤0.10
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Table 5. Consistency/ambivalence regarding breadwinning/homemaker attitudes (2003) and 
gender division of household work (2003) and the risk for partnership break-up (2003-2009), 
taking into account couple homogeneity. Binary Logistic Regression (Odds Ratios). 
 
 All Women Men 
Consistency of breadwinning/homemaker attitudes (2003) 
& the division of housework (2003) 

   

 Consistent egalitarian (egalitarian/egalitarian) 1 1 1 
 Consistent traditional (traditional/traditional) 1.41 1.09 2.01* 
 Ambivalent egalitarian (egalitarian/traditional) 1.47* 1.40 1.75 
 Ambivalent traditional (traditional/egalitarian) 1.30 1.17 1.61 
Gender    
 Male 1 – – 
 Female 1.00 – – 
Cohort (age in 2009)    
 1968 (41) 1 1 1 
 1972 (37) 0.72 1.03 0.42* 
 1976 (33) 0.76 1.07 0.49* 
 1980 (29) 1.24 1.43 0.99 
Ethnic background (couple)    
 Both with Swedish-/ Nordic born parents 1 1 1 
 Other 1.70*** 1.31 2.44***
Family type in childhood    
 Other 1 1 1 
 Parents divorced 1.49* 1.54* 1.37 
Education (couple)    
 Other 1 1 1 
 At least one post-secondary 0.69* 0.61* 0.82 
Religiosity (couple)    
 Both very religious 1 1 1 
 Other 1.12 1.15 0.83 
Economic activity in 2003    
 Other 1 1 1 
 Both Full-time work 0.80 1.06 0.51* 
Union type in 2003    
 Cohabitation 1 1 1 
 Marriage 0.55*** 0.70 0.35***
Child in the household in 2003    
Other 1 1 1 
Child in the household 0.57*** 0.59* 0.57† 
    
Pseudo R2 0.06 0.05 0.12 
N 1,482 874 608 
 
*** p≤0.001, ** p≤0.01, * p≤0.05, † p≤0.10 
 


