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Abstract: We question the validity of standard measures of gender ideology. When asked about
“men” and “women” in general, respondents may imagine women (men) with lower (higher) labor
market resources. Therefore, standard measures may conflate gender ideologies (injunctive norms)
with stereotypical beliefs (descriptive norms). We test this hypothesis with an experiment in the
German family panel pairfam: ∼1,200 respondents rated the appropriate division of housework in
∼3,700 hypothetical couples. By gradually adding information about labor market resources, we
were able to override respondents’ stereotypical beliefs. We find that with more information, even
“traditional” respondents support egalitarian housework arrangements. The main difference between
“traditional” and “egalitarian” respondents is not in their ideologies (as previously thought), but in
their interpretation of vague items. This leads us to conclude that standard measures overestimate
traditional gender ideologies. Our study also illustrates how varying the amount of information can
help identify respondents’ implicit beliefs.
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Reproducibility Package: The data we used (pairfam data release 10.0) can be accessed here:
https://www.pairfam.de/en/data/data-access. Our replication files (Stata do-
files and data on response times not included in the pairfam release) are available on the following
OSF platform: https://osf.io/3fqw9 (Auspurg and Düval 2024).

SIGNIFICANT gender inequalities in paid and unpaid work persist in Germany
and other Western countries. Although women have caught up with men

in terms of education, they still often work fewer hours in the labor market and
earn less than men (e.g., for the United States: Killewald and Gough 2010; for
Germany: Nitsche and Grunow 2016). At the same time, women still bear the
main responsibility for unpaid work: according to official statistics for Germany,
women are on average responsible for about two-thirds of the housework in het-
erosexual couples (German Federal Statistical Office 2015; for similar statistics on
other countries: OECD 2017). This gendered division of labor is coupled with other
inequalities, such as unequal access to pensions (Eurostat 2022). In addition, if
housework requires a “second shift” after paid work outside the home, women’s
greater involvement in routine housework tasks may create an additional burden
for them, limiting the time and energy they have available for more rewarding
activities (Grunow, Begall, and Buchler 2018; Hochschild and Machung 1989).

Accordingly, there is a great deal of interest in the question of “why do women
most of the housework?” One central explanation is traditional gender ideolo-
gies (which might also be called injunctive gender norms; that is, norms that tell
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what individuals should do), which have been examined in hundreds of studies.
According to these ideologies, gender per se determines who should do which
part of the work (Bartley, Blanton, and Gilliard 2005; Davis and Greenstein 2009).
In this study, however, we argue that standard survey item measures have likely
overestimated the explanatory power of gender ideologies by conflating them with
stereotypical beliefs about what is likely to be the case (what might be called de-
scriptive norms: that is, norms that describe what individuals actually do; see,
e.g., Cialdini, Kallgren, and Reno 1991 for definitions of different types of norms).
Support for gendered arrangements may not reflect the assumed normative support
for gendered housework (i.e., traditional gender ideologies), but rather support
for egalitarian ideologies combined with interpretations of vague item questions
in light of existing gender inequalities that respondents experience (but may not
support): respondents may simply have thought it more appropriate for the partner
with more time availability (fewer hours in the labor market) and/or lower contri-
butions to the household income (lower earnings) to do more of the housework. In
all traditional contexts with strong structural gender inequalities, this is typically
the female partner. If our assumptions are correct, the standard items would con-
found the measurement of ideologies with that of stereotypical beliefs (i.e., they
would conflate injunctive and descriptive norms). They would (1) misclassify some
“egalitarian” respondents as “traditional” and thus (2) overestimate the prevalence
of traditional gender ideologies.

To test these hypotheses empirically, one would like to control for the confound-
ing factor of stereotypical beliefs. However, testing implicit beliefs is challenging.
Contrasting contexts that are supposed to trigger different beliefs or asking respon-
dents directly about their beliefs and controlling for them in multivariate models
are likely to introduce confounder bias (Montgomery, Nyhan, and Torres 2018;
VanderWeele 2015). Experiments allow for more internal validity, but typically
do not allow testing of mediations in which a causal factor runs through another
variable (all factors are manipulated simultaneously). Recently, however, an exper-
imental design has been proposed that allows us to probe respondents’ implicit
beliefs under conditions of low information (Acharya, Blackwell, and Sen 2018;
Imai, Tingley, and Yamamoto 2013). We use this design to unpack respondents’
implicit beliefs when rating vague item questions to measure gender ideologies. In
2017/2018, about 1,200 respondents participated in an experiment embedded in the
German family panel pairfam. Respondents’ task was to indicate the appropriate
division of housework in about 3,700 hypothetical couples. In the descriptions of
these couples, we manipulated the (amount of) information about the partners’
labor market characteristics. This allowed us to test exactly what we wanted to
know: whether some respondents are misclassified as sharing “traditional” ideolo-
gies in the case of low information. In addition, our multifactorial experimental
design allows us to estimate appropriate exchange rates between inputs to the
relationship in the form of paid and unpaid work, conditioned on different family
statuses (married or with children yes/no). Although we use this information
only in extended analyses, this evidence may be of interest to scholars concerned
with multidimensional gender ideologies, in which some inputs are assumed to be
ideally equally distributed, whereas others are not.
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With this experimental design, our study makes several contributions. First,
we actually find support for the hypothesized misclassification and overestimation
of gender ideologies. In our general population sample, respondents who are
classified as being more or less supportive of traditional ideologies by the standard
measures differ essentially only in their implicit beliefs about men’s and women’s
labor market resources (i.e., the descriptive norms they use in rating items on ideal
housework arrangements), but not in their support for the gendered spheres that
define traditional gender ideologies.

Second, consistent with previous research on preferences (Auspurg, Iacovou,
and Nicoletti 2017; Jacobs and Gerson 2016; Pedulla and Thébaud 2015), we find that
almost all respondents support gender-neutral (equal) housework arrangements
when gender inequalities in labor market hours and contributions to the household
income are eliminated in an experimental design. At the same time, these results
imply that only when women catch up with men in terms of both paid hours
and earnings they will no longer be seen as more responsible for unpaid work. A
key policy implication is therefore that reducing preexisting gender inequalities in
paid work, rather than changing gender ideologies, is central to reducing gender
inequalities in unpaid housework.

Third, although our study focuses on a specific issue, it may have broader
lessons for empirical research. Different interpretations of vague items are likely
to introduce not only measurement noise, but also bias. Endogeneity bias occurs
when (1) vague items elicit context-specific interpretations and (2) contextual fea-
tures that elicit these different interpretations are then included in analyses of the
concepts they measure (as predictors, dependent, or control variables). The experi-
mental design we present seems promising not only for unpacking heterogeneous
interpretations of vague gender items, but also for other literatures that seek to
explore stereotypes and beliefs as possible mediators of group-specific evaluations
(e.g., in research on discrimination or trust in out-groups). We will offer some
recommendations in the conclusions.

Background and State of Research

Gender Ideologies as an Explanation for Gender Inequalities

“Gender ideologies” (also called “attitudes about gender” or “gender role attitudes”)
encompass societal expectations of appropriate behavior attributed to men and
women (see, e.g., Bartley et al. 2005; Davis and Greenstein 2009). By definition,
gender ideologies measure the support for injunctive norms, that is, norms that
prescribe what individuals ought to do. In classical conceptions, they range from
traditional to egalitarian. Individuals on the traditional pole support gendered
spheres in which childcare and domestic work should be done primarily by women,
reagardless of their income or career status (Davis and Wills 2014:810; Pedulla
and Thébaud 2015). At the other pole are nontraditional or egalitarian ideologies that
promote gender-neutral divisions of labor, most often in the form of equity norms
(Gager 1998; Gager 2008; Thompson 1991). These view appropriate shares of house-
work and childcare as inversely proportional to other inputs into the relationship:
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the higher the share of paid hours/earnings (or other efforts to produce household
goods), the lower the share of housework/childcare a partner should do, regardless
of gender.1 More recent theories view gender ideologies as multidimensional (see,
e.g., Grunow et al. 2018), as individuals may connect essentialist ideas about the
distinct “natures” and responsibilities of women and men in some domains (such
as the provision of childcare) with normative ideals about egalitarian, symmetrical
responsibilities in others (such as the provision of income).2 What all concepts still
have in common, however, is the definition of the traditional pole: respondents
are considered “traditional” if they assign at least certain responsibilities (such as
housework) to women solely on the basis of their gender. This normative support
for female housework (and male breadwinning) is often seen as a major explanation
for existing gender inequalities in paid and unpaid work (see, e.g., Correll, Benard,
and Paik 2007; Düval 2023; Ridgeway 2011).

Indeed, numerous studies have found that traditional ideologies are an impor-
tant predictor of couples’ division of labor (for reviews, see, e.g., Coltrane 2000;
Davis and Greenstein 2009; Düval 2023). Traditional gender ideologies have also
been found to explain a substantial part of cross-country variation in housework
patterns and women’s participation in the labor force (e.g., Hook 2006; Nordenmark
2004). They have also been shown to be an important source of variation in work
arrangements between married and cohabiting couples, and between parents and
nonparents (see, e.g., Baxter, Hewitt, and Haynes 2008; Gupta 1999). Some studies
have used a design in which they attribute gender differences in housework or care
that are found after accounting for the partners’ different labor market resources
(and sometimes some other inputs into the relationship) as evidence of traditional
gender ideologies (e.g., Grunow, Schulz, and Blossfeld 2012; Kühhirt 2011). How-
ever, it is not possible to extract ideologies or norms from behavior (Bicchieri 2017).
Residual gender differences could also be due to other unmeasured mechanisms.
Therefore, much research has tried to identify traditional gender ideologies through
direct measures based on item questions in surveys.

Why Standard Measurements May Conflate Ideologies and Beliefs

The standard approach to measuring gender ideologies in surveys (such as the
International Social Survey Program, ISSP; the General Social Survey, GSS; or
European Value Survey, EVS) is to ask respondents to rate several item statements
that represent injunctive norms on the division of labor within couples, such as, “A
man’s job is to earn money; a woman’s job is to take care of the home and family,”
or, “Housework should be equally divided between men and women.” Other
statements ask about the ideal division of childcare or policy issues, such as the
ideal distributions of scare jobs to men and women in times of economic recession
(for an overview, see Walter 2018). Respondents generally rate these statements on
a five-point scale from “strongly disagree” to “strongly agree.” According to their
response patterns, they are then classified on a summated scale as being more or less
supportive of traditional versus egalitarian ideologies: respondents who see women
(men) as primarily responsible for typically female (male) work are classified as
having traditional ideologies. All other respondents (who do not support gendered
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responsibilities) are classified as egalitarian. Ideologies measured with such items
have been used in hundreds of studies (for some reviews: Davis and Greenstein
2009; Walter 2018).

We argue that these measures likely overestimate traditional gender ideologies
because some respondents with egalitarian ideologies are misclassified. The reason
is that existing gender inequalities (which prime descriptive norms about what is
the case) are likely to provide a stereotypical lens through which the abstract items
are interpreted. The standard items only ask what “men” and “women” should do,
without providing relevant background information, for example, on labor market
resources (if at all, there is only information on the presence and age of children).
We assume that, particularly in contexts with large structural gender inequalities, a
significant proportion of respondents will classify persons described as women as
second earners, working fewer hours and earning less (for justifications by theories
of statistical discrimination, heuristics, and status beliefs, see, e.g., Correll and
Benard 2006). If egalitarian ideologies in the form of equity norms are applied
against the backdrop of such a stereotypical scenario, it may also be considered
appropriate for women to take over most of the unpaid housework. In other words,
we argue that instead of the intended gender ideologies, the standard item questions
may measure stereotypical beliefs (i.e., descriptive norms).

The hypothesized causal structure is illustrated in Figure 1. For traditional
gender ideologies (see the first panel on the left), the treatment effect of interest
X is the direct effect of gender on the appropriate share of housework Y. In the
absence of explicit information (as in the case of standard item measures), the gen-
der information is likely to activate respondents’ stereotypical beliefs: respondents
are likely to imagine women as the partner with relatively fewer paid hours (i.e.,
more time available for housework) and earnings (i.e., lower contribution to the
household income). This would also lead them to agree to a higher appropriate
share of housework for the female partner if they only adhere to equity norms that
consider paid work hours/income as gender-neutral determinants of the appropri-
ate share of housework (see the indirect mediation effect by stereotypical beliefs M
in the second panel in Figure 1). Unless this indirect effect is netted out, egalitarian
respondents would be misclassified as traditional.

By overlooking this issue, much of the existing literature may have overesti-
mated not only the prevalence but also the impact of traditional gender ideologies.
This is because in particular respondents in contexts with high gender inequalities
can be expected to have gendered stereotypes in mind and thus be misclassified.
Therefore, the association of traditional gender ideologies with gender inequal-
ity across countries or over time observed in many studies may not be a causal
effect. (Technically, this is due to endogeneity issues/a violation of exclusion re-
strictions; see Dafoe, Zhang, and Caughey 2018.) In sum, we assume that the
standard measures without explicit information on labor market resources (1) con-
found traditional gender ideologies with stereotypes about “men” and “women,”
thereby misclassifying some egalitarian respondents as traditional and (2) thus lead
to an overall overestimation of the prevalence and impact of traditional gender
ideologies.
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Figure 1: Overview on ideologies and assumed mediation by respondents’ beliefs. Notes: Respondents are
likely to impute missing information about the relative share of paid hours and earnings based on existing
labor market inequalities (see the second panel). If not controlled for, this mediator leads to an overestimation
of the direct effect of gender on the appropriate share of housework.

The Need for Experimental Manipulations

Similar issues have been discussed for other abstract measures, such as questions
about “Black” and “White” Americans (in which respondents are likely to attribute
different political ideologies; see Acharya et al. 2018; Dafoe et al. 2018). However,
we are not aware of any studies that have focused on the widely used gender
ideology measures discussed in this study (see our Online Supplement, Part 4 for an
overview on previous research).

A naïve approach to test the hypothesized mediation would be to ask respon-
dents directly about their expectations of labor market characteristics when reading
statements about men and women, and then to control for these beliefs in multi-
variable regressions (for applications of such a “control by model” approach in
discrimination research, see, e.g., Sterkens et al. 2022). However, the belief measured
in this way is not based on an experimental manipulation. When including such
measures in regression analyses, even experiments may suffer from confounder
or collider bias (respondent characteristics may confound the association between
beliefs and expermental outcome, see VanderWeele 2015; in the literature, which
warns against “ruining” experimental designs by these methods, this bias is known
as posttreatment bias, see, e.g., Montgomery et al. 2018).

We therefore enrich the literature by using a “control by design” approach. We
use an experimental design that has been recently proposed in causal mediation
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analysis literature precisely for the purpose of identifying respondent beliefs as an
unmeasured mediator (Acharya et al. 2018; Imai et al. 2013). Standard experiments
are not well suited to identifying these causal channels because they manipulate
all treatments simultaneously and thus cannot test causal pathways in which a
treatment effect X passes through a mediator M (X → M → Y). However, one
can manipulate the treatment of interest (here gender) and information about the
mediator (here assumed labor market characteristics) in separate arms of the ex-
periment. Such designs allow, under certain assumptions (which will be evaluated
later in the Section on Extended Analyses) to identify intermediate mechanisms (here
respondents’ implicit beliefs in situations without explicit information on labor
market resources).

Methods and Data

Design of Our Experiment

All respondents were presented with three short vignettes about work-family sce-
narios in hypothetical heterosexual couples. Respondents’ task was to rate the
appropriateness of the vignette person’s share of the couple’s housework on an
11-point rating scale, ranging from −5 “Her/His housework share should be much
smaller” over 0 “. . . is appropriate” to +5 “. . . should be much larger.” Across the
vignettes, we manipulated two factors central to our identification strategy:

• Gender of the vignette person (two levels). The vignettes varied in describing the
share of housework done by the female or male partner. This is the treatment
X to identify gender ideologies.

• Amount of information (three levels). There was either no information on labor
market status (“low information” condition), information on both partners’
labor market hours (“medium information”), or information on their labor
market hours and relative contribution to the household income (“full infor-
mation”). The provision of our gender-neutral information M′ is expected to
eliminate the mediation by implicit beliefs M that respondents use in the low
information conditions (see more details later, Subsection on Identification).

Crossing these factors resulted in a 2× 3 factorial design with six cells. Respondents
were randomly assigned to one of these cells. In addition to this between-respondent
variation, we also manipulated information within the vignettes presented to indi-
vidual respondents:

• Housework share (five levels). The relative share of housework done by the
partner described in the vignette varied from “30 percent (9 hours per week)”
over “50 percent (15 hours per week)” up to “70 percent (21 hours per week)”.
We implemented an indirect rating task (instead of directly asking respondents
for the appropriate housework share/hours), as this question format mirrors
the standard items and is recommended for survey experiments to reduce
respondent burden (Auspurg and Hinz 2015).
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Figure 2: Sample vignette for different information conditions. Notes: Sentences in gray were added only in
the medium and full information conditions. Experimental manipulations are underlined. For a tabular
overview on all experimental variations see Supplement, Part 1.1.

• Paid hours and contribution to the household income (3 × 3 × 3 levels). In the
case of information provision, we independently manipulated the following
levels: both partners could have 20, 30, or 40 labor market hours (which in
combination results in a range of relative paid hours from “20 hours less” to
“20 hours more”) and they could contribute “half as much,” “the same,” or
“twice as much” as the partner to the household income. The independent ma-
nipulation allows us also to analyze the appropriate exchange rates between
time and monetary inputs (this is possible with the full information condition
that includes both dimensions; see our Extended Analyses).

• Marital status and childcare (2 × 3 × 4 levels). Some couples were explicitly
described as married and some as having a child (aged two or eight years).
Similar information on family status is often, but not always, provided in
the standard item questions. In the case of children, we varied information
about sharing childcare (“smaller share,” “same share,” or “larger share”
than partner or no information). These manipulations allow us to explore
in extended analyses whether childcare in particular is seen as a female
responsibility.

We fully crossed these factors and used a D-efficient fraction of vignettes, which
minimizes correlations between the experimental factors and their two- and three-
way interactions (Auspurg and Hinz 2015). With this design, the vignettes were
overall gender neutral: both partners performed, on average, 50 percent of the
housework, and both partners had, on average, the same labor market status. All
respondents were randomly assigned to three vignettes. A sample vignette text is
shown in Figure 2.
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Standard Measure of Gender Ideologies

We used a standard battery of items implemented by default in pairfam to measure
gender ideologies. We focused on one item that asks about the appropriate division
of housework, as this comes closest to our experimental setting: “Men should
participate in housework to the same extent as women.” Respondents could answer
on a five-point scale ranging from one “Strongly disagree” over three “Neither nor”
to five “Strongly agree.” We classified respondents that answered this item with
one or two as supporters of “traditional gender ideologies” (in our analysis sample:
3.2 percent, N = 40 respondents providing 120 valid vignette ratings), those that
responded four or five as “egalitarian” (79.3 percent, N = 990 respondents providing
2,965 vignette ratings), and the remaining respondents (answer 3) are “neither nor”
(17.4 percent, N = 217 respondents, providing 653 vignette ratings). In robustness
analyses, we also use measures based on other items and an additive index.

To avoid possible “posttreatment bias” (interpretation of the items in light of
the experimental manipulation), the standard item battery was administered prior
to the experiment. Respondents first answered the standard item battery (which
was asked shortly after the start of the survey), then answered questions on other
topics (such as their family life, which took on average ∼50 minutes), and finally
responded to the experiment.

Participants and Survey Mode

Our experiment was carried out in the 10th wave of the German family panel pairfam
conducted in 2017/2018 (Brüderl et al. 2019). Germany is a traditional welfare
state with particularly strong gender inequalities: in 2017/2018, women’s hourly
earnings were on average 21 percent lower than men’s (German Federal Statistical
Office 2019). Although women have almost caught up with men in terms of general
labor force participation, there are still large differences in the number of hours
worked: only a minority of male employees (about one-fifth), but about half of
female employees, work part-time (Schmitt and Auspurg 2022). This leads to strong
gender inequalities in time available for housework and relative contributions to
the household income. At the same time, Germany is a country with a relatively
strong prevalence of traditional gender ideologies as measured by standard items
(OECD 2017). Taken together, these aspects make Germany a prime example where
one would expect the presumed overestimation of traditional gender ideologies.

Pairfam is an annual panel study that was first launched in 2008/2009. It collects
data from a nationwide, randomly selected sample of three birth cohorts of the
German population: 1971 to 1973, 1981 to 1983, and 1991 to 1993 (for a detailed
description: Huinink et al. 2011). Respondents are interviewed using computer-
assisted personal interviews. Of the 4,750 respondents who participated in the 10th
wave, a randomly selected subsample of 1,283 respondents was assigned to our
experiment.3 The experiment was included in a self-completion module to reduce
social desirability bias and to allow respondents to carefully read the vignettes
themselves. After dropping missing values on the variables used (vignette ratings,
standard measure of gender ideologies), the net sample size is 3,738 vignettes rated
by 1,247 respondents.
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Hypotheses and Identification Strategy

We have two main hypotheses4: we expect (1) that the provision of gender-neutral
information about labor market resources will override respondents’ stereotypical
beliefs and thus lead to a decline in “traditional ideologies.” Some respondents
who support women doing more housework in low information conditions (i.e.,
who are classified as “traditional” based on standard items) should switch to
supporting a more egalitarian division of housework once they have more explicit
information about partners’ labor market resources. We (2) hypothesize that the
decline in support for traditional housework arrangements is mainly driven by
respondents who are classified as “traditional” by the standard items. “Egalitarian”
respondents are expected to be more immune to additional information for the
following reasons: to disagree with housework as female’s responsibility, they are
likely to have already assumed mostly egalitarian labor market resources in the low
information conditions (because they interpreted these questions as “all else being
equal” between the partners, or because they themselves experience less traditional
work arrangements). Or they may have thought that all couples should decide on
their preferred division of housework without any norms being imposed on them
(which would also count as a nontraditional, “egalitarian” stance; see Braun 2008).
Either of these would imply that adding information would make little difference
to egalitarian respondents.

Figure 3 shows a causal diagram for the identification strategy for the hypothe-
sized mediation by implicit beliefs (for details, see Acharya et al. 2018; VanderWeele
2015). We expect our gender-neutral information M′ to largely override respondents’
stereotypical beliefs M. These implicit beliefs are called the “natural mediator” in
the causal inference literature. Because our information M′ is not correlated with
gender, the mediation is eliminated (assuming that M′ really overrides M), which
allows us to identify the direct effect of gender (i.e., the effect net of gendered labor
market characteristics respondents might input in the low information conditions).
With this design, we can identify the following three empirical estimands:

1. Controlled direct effect of gender (a′ in Figure 3). We can observe to what extent
gender by itself (i.e., net of labor market resources) makes a difference: to what
extent is there (still) an effect of gender when respondents’ beliefs (the natural
mediator M) are eliminated in the medium and full information conditions?
In our view, only the direct gender effect measured in the full information
condition is a valid measure of traditional gender ideologies.

2. Causal effect of information/eliminated gender effect (a − a′ in Figure 3). We
assume that the provision of gender-neutral information eliminates evidence
that women are seen as responsible for housework (i.e., traditional gender
ideologies): the share of housework that is considered appropriate for the
female partner should fall from ≫50 percent to >50 percent or even ∼50
percent when gender-neutral information on labor market characteristics
is added. We expect this to be particularly strong for respondents who are
classified as adherents of traditional ideologies by the standard item questions.
This can be analyzed by subgroup comparisons of respondents with more
or less traditional ideologies (measured by the standard item questions, not
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Figure 3: Blocking the natural mediation by gender-neutral information. Notes: In the “low information”
condition (left panel), respondents are likely to impute missing information with implicit background beliefs
M (labor market characteristics) that are correlated with X (gender). Despite the randomization, one can only
estimate the total gender effect a (direct effect plus indirect effect in the form of the unmeasured mediation
b · c). In the conditions with more information (right panel), there is by design no causal relationship between
X and M′ (which is now gender-neutral) and thus no mediation. Here, the gender effect now measures
the direct gender effect a′, which indicates support for traditional gender ideologies, whereas effects of
labor market resources c′ measure support for egalitarian ideologies (equity norms). In order to identify the
indirect effect b · c (the assumed mediation, estimated by a − a′), it is necessary to assume that there is no
moderation of X and M, which we denote by d and measure with d′.

shown in Figure 3 for better readability).5 The amount of the gender effect
that is eliminated when the information is added is a measure of the indirect
mediation effect (b · c). This is an estimate of the extent to which standard
items misclassify respondents as “traditional” due to missing information
and thus overestimate traditional gender ideologies.

3. Possible interactions between gender and labor market characteristics (d and d′ in
Figure 3). These interaction effects may also explain why gender effects change
when moving from the low to the medium and full information conditions.
The assumption that they do not exist is therefore a necessary condition for
correctly identifying the hypothesized mediation by the difference in gender
effects between the low and high information conditions (a − a′; more details
in the Section on Extended Analyses).

The ability to identify and rule out (3) as an alternative explanation to the hy-
pothesized mediation by beliefs is a novelty of our multifactorial design, achieved
by manipulating not only whether there is information (yes/no) about the hy-
pothesized mediator in one experimental arm, but also manipulating the type of
information provided. Another feature of our design is that we can estimate the
amount of housework that the female partner is eventually expected to do more
(by estimating cross-elasticities with housework hours, see Auspurg and Hinz 2015
and Supplement, Part 1). We can quantify the exchange rates that are considered
appropriate, and thus also contribute to the question of what counts as egalitarian
inputs into the relationship (more details in our Section on Extended Analyses).

All analyses are based on the standard estimation approach for multifactorial
survey experiments (Auspurg and Hinz 2015; Hox, Kreft, and Hermkens 1991). We
use linear regressions with random intercepts for respondents to predict vignette
ratings. For these analyses we transform the vignette ratings so that our outcome
measure, unless otherwise specified, is the rating of the female partner’s housework
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share. Due to our experimental design, no control variables are needed in the main
analysis. Descriptive overviews on our sample and more details on the experi-
mental design, identification strategy, and robustness of the results are provided in
Supplement (Parts 1 – 3).

Results

Main Results

We start with the overall effect of adding information. Adding information about the
partners’ paid labor market hours (which are on average equal for men and women
in our vignette world) reduces the share of housework considered appropriate for
the female partner by 0.18 scale points on the 11-point rating scale, with this effect
being at borderline significance (p = 0.046). The addition of information about the
partners’ relative contribution to the household income reduces it by a further 0.07
and thus 0.25 scale points compared to the low information condition (p < 0.01).
This supports our first hypothesis that low information questions overestimate
support for traditional housework arrangements (i.e., traditional ideologies). The
effect size is small. However, we also expect changes primarily among respondents
classified as being “traditional” on the standard item measure, who are a small
group in our sample (three percent; providing N = 120 vignette ratings).

Our second hypothesis is that “traditional” respondents in particular will switch
to supporting a (more) egalitarian division of housework once they receive more
information. To test this, we split the respondents according to their ideology as
measured by the standard item question. For ease of interpretation, the results
are presented visually. Regression tables for the underlying model estimates are
provided in Supplement, Part 2. Figure 4 shows predicted shares of housework
considered appropriate for the female partner, estimated for the three different
information conditions, along with their 95 percent confidence intervals. The
middle line always symbolizes an equal division between the partners (50 percent),
effects to the right (left) mean that the female partner should do a larger (smaller)
share of the housework. The results are shown for three groups of respondents,
which we classified based on their answers to the standard item measure.

As expected, in the low information condition, “traditional” respondents sup-
port a higher share of housework done by the female partner (>50 percent; see
the first estimate in the left column). Thus, the item and vignette measures show a
high degree of reliability. However, the responses to the vignettes provide valuable
additional information: on average, the “traditional” respondents’ ratings indicate
that women are expected to do 10 hours more housework than men, or 67 percent of
the housework per week (20 hours instead of 10 hours; for the technical estimation
of these cross-elasticities, see Supplement, Part 1). This is close to the actual average
share of housework done by women in Germany (about 60 percent, see German
Federal Statistical Office 2015).

In line with our expectations, this measurement equivalence between vignette
ratings and item questions holds only in the low information condition. Adding the
information that the female partner has, on average, the same labor market hours
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Figure 4: Female partners’ appropriate housework share by amount of information on labor market character-
istics and respondent group as classified by the item question on gender ideologies. Notes: This figure shows
predictions of the appropriate share of housework done by the female partner as a function of the amount of
information about labor market characteristics (“low information” with no information about labor market
characteristics, information on “labor market hours,” and information on “labor market hours and relative
income”). Effects are shown separately for “traditional” (first column), “neither nor” (second column), and
“egalitarian” respondents (last column). Number of vignette ratings for “traditional” respondents: 120;
“neither nor”: 653; “egalitarian”: 2,965.

(and income) as the male partner eliminates the gender effect. (The reduction in the
prediction of the appropriate housework share is substantial with an effect size of
about one scale point: −1.056, p < 0.05 for the medium; and −0.895, p = 0.111 for
the full information condition.)

For “egalitarian” respondents, the gender effect even turns slightly negative
(see the right column). According to our estimates, “egalitarian” respondents find
it appropriate for women with equal labor market hours and earnings to perform
1.7 hours less than their male partner, or about 47 percent of total housework per
week.

In sum, additional information shifts the appropriate share of housework for
women to smaller amounts, especially for “traditional” respondents.6 The most
plausible explanation for this is that higher labor market hours and financial con-
tributions entitle individuals to do less housework. Without explicit information,
especially “traditional” respondents seem to assume that women have less of these
labor market resources, as would be the standard case in Germany.

To gain a deeper insight into these implicit beliefs, we show in Figure 5 how
appropriate housework shares vary by labor market hours. The first row again
shows the appropriate female housework share in the “low information” condition,
with the other rows now showing the appropriate shares conditional on the different
relative labor market hours we indicated in the information conditions.

First, we see that labor market hours have a strong effect in the direction pre-
dicted by equity norms: the higher women’s relative share of labor market hours,
the lower their appropriate share of housework. Second, these gender-egalitarian
norms are shared by all three groups of respondents. Third, for both “egalitarian”
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Figure 5: Female partners’ appropriate housework share by information on the relative labor market hours
and respondent group as classified by the item question on gender ideologies. Notes: This figure shows
predictions of the appropriate share of housework done by the female partner as a function of different
relative labor market hours (ranging from women having “20 hours less” to “20 hours more” than their
partner). The effects are shown separately for “traditional” (first column), “neither nor” (second column),
and “egalitarian” (last column) respondents. Number of vignette ratings for “traditional” respondents: 87;
“neither nor”: 442; “egalitarian”: 1,931.

and “neither nor” respondents, the point estimate for the “low information” condi-
tion best matches with the estimate for the “both same hours” condition. If there are
no interactions between gender and labor market status (which will be evaluated
later), such equivalence is evidence that respondents assumed, on average, a similar
labor market level M when information was missing; that is, they assumed that the
female vignette partner had, on average, a similar labor market participation as her
male partner. This is different for the “traditional” respondents: for this group, the
estimate in the “low information” condition is on par with women having the same
or a lower labor market participation (10 to 20 hours less than her partner).

Traditional respondents expect women to do slightly more housework even
if they have the same labor market hours as their partner (see the prediction in
the left panel for “both same hours”). Although this effect has a large confidence
interval and does not reach statistical significance, this may indicate that these
respondents assume that female vignette persons with equal labor market hours
nevertheless make relatively lower contributions to the household income. An
additional analysis found support for this assumption (see Figure A3 in Supplement,
Part 3.1): traditional respondents indicated that women’s share of housework should
be higher only in the absence of information on relative income contributions. The
point estimate for the appropriate housework share in the low information condition
was between that found for women contributing between 33 percent and 50 percent
of the household income. This, again, would reflect very well the standard case
in Germany, where the unadjusted gender pay gap was 21 percent lower hourly
wages for women in 2017/2018 (German Federal Statistical Office 2019), implying
that even in dual-earner couples with roughly equal working hours, women would
make lower contributions to the household income.
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In sum, our results suggest that low information questions primarily measure
different interpretations: the main difference between traditional and egalitarian
respondents appears to be not in their support for traditional gender ideologies,
but in the implicit beliefs they hold in the absence of information. When provided
with the same, standardized information, both “traditional” and “egalitarian” re-
spondents appear to support an egalitarian division of housework, rather than
the traditional division indicative of traditional ideologies. If this interpretation is
correct, then the literature based on the standard item measures has overstated the
prevalence of traditional gender ideologies.

Extended Analyses: Are Female Labor Market Resources
Devaluated?

We also test specific variants of traditional gender ideologies that assume not only a
positive main effect of gender, but also a different strength of this effect depending
on who is the primary breadwinner. Some theories suggest that in constellations
with a female breadwinner, this violation of the traditional gender ideology is neu-
tralized by women contributing a much higher share of housework (see, e.g., theories
on “deviance neutralization” or “gender display,” which, however, have found so
far only little empirical support; for an overview: England 2011). Technically, this
means that a traditional ideology would also be revealed by a nonlinear interaction
effect: the effects of labor market resources vary by gender. Once women’s relative
labor market hours and earnings exceed a 50 percent share, a positive rather than
a negative association with women’s appropriate share of housework is expected
(and the reverse pattern of association for men). Another rationale could be a gen-
eral devaluation of women’s labor market resources (in the sense that they count
relatively less for women to buy themselves out of housework), in which case one
would always observe a positive interaction effect between a female gender and
labor market resources.

The absence of such an interaction is also important in our case to identify the
mediation we are assuming (see the Methods and Data section, in particular the
notes to Figure 3). By adding the gender-neutral information M′, both a possible
mediation M (mediation by implicit beliefs) and the moderation X · M (gender-
specific effects of the assumed labor market resources) are replaced by gender-
neutral effects (M′ + X · M′). Thus, our gender-neutral information M′ could in
principle have eliminated a mediation, a moderation, or a mixture of both. Only if
there is no moderation (d in Figure 3) is the eliminated gender effect evidence for the
hypothesized mediation. The best strategy for testing whether the assumption of no
moderation is plausible is to evaluate it for many possible levels of M′: if we find no
interaction of gender X with many different levels of labor market characteristics
M′, we are more confident that respondents’ implicit beliefs M do not also interact
with gender.

Figure 6 shows how the effects of the two labor market characteristics vary
by gender: in the first row, the effects of being the male or female partner on the
appropriate housework share are shown by that partner’s share of labor market
hours; the second row shows the effects by that partner’s relative contribution
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Figure 6: Appropriateness of the housework share by gender and relative labor market status. Notes: This
figure shows the predicted appropriateness score of the male partner’s vs. the female partner’s housework
share for different amounts of that partner’s labor market hours (first row), and his/her contribution to
the household income (second row). Predictions were estimated with separate regression models for labor
market hours and relative income contribution. To show separate predictions for male and female partners,
each regression model included interactions with the partner’s gender. To adjust for possible nonlinear
effects, squared terms of the housework hours were also included. Number of vignette ratings for labor
market hours and for relative income: 1,278. Due to the small number of cases, we do not split the analyses
by respondents’ gender ideologies (as classified by the standard item questions).

to household income. The shares can be either smaller (first column), the same
(second column), or larger (last column) than the respective partner’s share. Only
vignettes from the full information condition were included; men and women have
on average the same characteristics on both labor market dimensions (hours and
relative income contribution).

First, it can be seen that gender again has little effect on the ratings of appropriate
shares of housework: in most constellations, the ratings for female and male vignette
persons differ only slightly. In the few constellations with a statistically significant
gender difference, it is always the male partner who is expected to do a slightly
larger share of the housework. This is further evidence against traditional gender
ideologies. Second, there is again broad support for equity norms: a housework
share of around 50 percent is seen as appropriate in all constellations where both
partners have roughly the same share of labor market hours or income (see the
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second column of Figure 6). At the same time, partners with a smaller (larger) share
of labor market hours or income contributions are expected to do more (less) of
the housework. Third, the effects are throughout symmetric for men and women
(compare the first and last columns of Figure 6). Thus, there is no evidence for
gender-specific patterns in line with gender display or deviance neutralization
theories. There is also no evidence of other nonlinear effects that would contradict
the strong prevalence of egalitarian ideologies in the form of equity norms.

Although not the primary focus, our data also allow us to contribute to knowl-
edge about what is considered an appropriate exchange rate between paid and
unpaid contributions. In particular, time investments seem to matter: according
to our estimates of cross-elasticities, having a one percentage point higher share
of paid hours entitles a partner, on average, to a one percentage point lower share
of housework (point estimate: −1.01; 95 percent CI: −1.10, −0.92).7 A one percent
higher share of income contribution (recall that this was varied independently
of hours worked and thus only indicates monetary and not time inputs) entitles,
on average, to a 0.25 percentage point lower share of housework (point estimate:
−0.25; 95 percent CI: −0.34, −0.15). Overall, and especially in the full information
condition, women are entitled to do slightly less housework (two hours; see also
the Section on Main Results). Given our design, which does not include information
on labor market effort, we can only speculate whether respondents assumed higher
effort on the part of women to achieve the same income contribution. Readers
interested in more detail on these cross-elasticities (such as their variation by family
background) or other measures of the relative “worth” of paid versus unpaid hours
(which might also be quantified in terms of proportions of explained variance when
rating couples’ total workload) are invited to use our replication materials (Auspurg
and Düval 2024) to conduct their own analyses (see also Düval 2023 for reports on
some additional findings).

Robustness Checks

For our research goal, it is particularly important that all covariates are balanced
across male and female vignette partners and across the different information
conditions. This was verified with randomization checks (see Supplement, Part 1).

Second, we tested whether information about the hypothetical couples’ marital
status or childcare, which was included in some vignettes (see the Methods and Data
section), would change the results. Our findings are again consistent throughout
with equity norms, but not traditional gender ideologies: respondents agree that
the appropriate share of housework should be greater if one partner does less
childcare. Interestingly, this effect does not vary by gender either (see Supplement,
Part 3.1). We also tested the robustness of our main findings by focusing only on
married couples or couples with small children, in which a stronger activation of
traditional ideologies might be expected (Grunow et al. 2012; Gupta 1999; Kühhirt
2011). Splitting the analyses by the family status of the hypothetical couples results
in smaller numbers of cases and thus larger confidence intervals for the effects, but
the main findings are still the same.
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Third, in a split sample with other respondents, ratings of the appropriate share
of the total workload (i.e., housework, paid employment, and childcare if applicable)
were collected: is there evidence of ideologies that women should work longer shifts,
and is this still (or less) true when they have the same labor market characteristics
as men? Overall, the results are similar: doing more of the housework allows both
men and women to reduce their total workload. Adding information on relative
income contributions shifts the appropriate share of total workload for women to
lower levels (especially so for “traditional” respondents). Similarly, the finding that
there is no gendered valuation of labor market resources (technically: no interaction)
is robust (see Figure A7 and A8 in Supplement, Part 3.2).

Finally, we also tested the robustness of the results with another item question
(“Women should care more about their family than their career”) and an additive
index based on three items measuring traditional gender ideologies (which allows
for a larger group of respondents to be classified as “traditional,” see Figures A9–
A12 in Supplement, Part 3.3). We also tested the robustness with other statistical
models, when splitting the analyses for male and female respondents (to check for
treatment heterogeneity), and when excluding the fastest respondents (Supplement,
Part 3.4). None of these analyses changed our main conclusions.

Summary

Our combination of an experiment and causal mediation analysis allowed us to
decompose the effect of gender on appropriate housework shares into two distinct
mechanisms: support for female housework due to traditional gender ideologies,
or support due to gendered beliefs about labor market inequalities combined with
egalitarian gender ideologies. Our main findings, based on a random sample of
German residents aged 24 to 47, can be summarized in three points:

1. In low information conditions, some respondents based their evaluations on
stereotypical beliefs about men’s and women’s labor market resources. When
this information was overridden by gender-neutral information, “traditional”
individuals turned out to actually hold egalitarian ideologies. This confirms
our main hypothesis that low information measures conflate ideologies (in-
junctive norms) with stereotypical beliefs (descriptive norms) and thereby
overestimate the prevalence of traditional gender ideologies.

2. We found strong support for egalitarian ideologies in form of equity norms.
When men’s and women’s labor market hours and contributions to household
income were artificially equalized in our experiment, women were entitled
to an even slightly smaller share of the housework. The appropriate share of
housework depended strongly on time availability, and, to a lesser extent, on
monetary contributions.

3. Our nuanced measurement with a multifactorial design revealed that, ac-
cording to respondents’ ideologies, the exchange rates between labor market
hours/income and housework should be roughly equal for both genders.
Thus, consistent with previous research, there was no support for “deviance
neutralization” or “gender display” theories.
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Discussion

What else, if not traditional gender ideologies, could explain the gender inequalities
in housework? It is worth noting that in our experiment, men’s and women’s
labor market resources were artificially equalized. In the real world, (unobserved)
differences in endowments could provide strong explanations. For example, in our
respondent sample, women had on average about two-thirds of the net income, and
about three-fourths of the labor market hours compared to men. Equity norms alone
might explain the unequal share of housework hours in our respondent sample
(wherein two-thirds of respondents reported that the women in their partnership
did most of the housework). Based on the exchange rates revealed by our experi-
ment, this higher female housework share would be normatively appropriate even if
respondents only endorsed egalitarian ideologies (equity norms) and not traditional
gender ideologies. Moreover, it is important to remember that gender is a social
construct that is not limited to gender ideologies. Doing (or avoiding) housework
may simply help individuals to signal their gender identity (Bittman et al. 2003;
Thébaud, Kornrich, and Ruppanner 2021). However, these self-definitions are con-
ceptually distinct from whether people subscribe to traditional gender ideologies
or injunctive gender norms (Kroska 2000; Wood and Eagly 2015). Particularly in a
liberal context with high levels of gender equality in the political, economic, and
educational spheres, individuals may use gendered practices in other domains to
affirm their gender identity (see the findings on the “gender equality paradox;” e.g.,
Stoet and Geary 2018).

Consistent with previous experimental studies (Auspurg et al. 2017; Jacobs and
Gerson 2016; Pedulla and Thébaud 2015), we found that once important gender
inequalities in labor market options were eliminated in hypothetical scenarios,
individuals appear to prefer a largely gender-neutral division of unpaid labor. We
extended this literature by showing that in such constellations, equal division of
housework is not only the preferred option, but is also seen as a normative ideal,
that is, individuals agree that the division of labor should then be equal. However,
there is also a caveat to interpreting this as a consistently equal exchange (we are
grateful to the reviewers for pointing this out): we only informed respondents about
relative labor market hours and income contributions. Given the lower hourly wage
for typical female jobs and the lower hourly wage even for women doing the same
job as men (see, e.g., Schmitt and Auspurg 2022 for evidence on the German labor
market), women typically have to work harder to achieve equal pay. If individuals
see paid hours and the resulting income contributions as the main “currency” in
exchange for housework, the seemingly “equal” exchange of paid and unpaid
resources still requires more work effort on the part of most women.

In any case, our results suggest that preexisting structural inequalities in the
labor market rather than gender ideologies are responsible for inequalities in the
division of unpaid work. This suggests that, rather than trying to change ideologies,
it would be much more effective to reduce labor market inequalities, for example,
by removing part-time penalties (which seem to be particularly high for men; see
Schmitt and Auspurg 2022) and investing in other measures that help to equalize
labor force participation (see, e.g., Goldin 2014) or earnings for both genders. In
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terms of practical implications, we also want to reiterate that we found no evidence
for “deviance neutralization” or “gender display” theories. In contrast to previous
research, we were able to rely on the strong internal validity of an experiment. We
therefore agree with Paula England (2011) that research efforts might now be better
spent on understanding other, more important levers for achieving gender equality.

What can be learned for measuring of gender ideologies? The main recom-
mendation is to provide respondents with more information. When important
contextual conditions are not specified in vague questions, (subgroup) differences
found in the responses can mean both: different ideologies/attitudes, but also
different interpretations (Braun 1998; Braun and Scott 2009). Our experiment with
many different splits was not designed to measure individual scores on traditional
gender norms. But one could also include more information in item questions.
One has to consider the trade-off between question length and possible respondent
exhaustion and satisficing (Dafoe et al. 2018). However, in our case, even a small
amount of information on labor market characteristics significantly reduced the
discrepancies in interpretation between respondent groups. Pilot studies can help
strike the right balance between asking questions that are easy to answer but at the
same time not too vague.

Limitations and Future Research

The internal validity of our results may be threatened by a social desirability bias.
Methodological research suggests that respondents in factorial surveys show fewer
socially desirable responses (Auspurg and Hinz 2015). In our experiment, we
implemented a between-respondent variation in gender that “by design” hides
sensitive topics (Walzenbach 2019). In addition, the vignettes were administered
in a self-completion mode, which is known to minimize social desirability bias
(Groves et al. 2004). Moreover, it can be argued that it is not at all plausible that
a social desirability bias could have distorted the measurement of widely shared
gender ideologies. Ideologies with such a low desirability that they cannot even
be expressed in an anonymous interview situation certainly do not represent the
common view. All of this adds to the confidence that our results do indeed capture
widely shared ideologies.

It is worth noting, however, that our design only allowed us to examine the
appropriate division of housework in different scenarios, but not gender ideologies
or norms about the appropriate specialization in “male” versus “female” tasks
(Schneider 2012). In an additional split, we asked respondents to rate the overall
division of labor, not just housework. Again, no gender effects were found (see our
Robustness Checks). In both cases, however, we asked respondents for their opinion
on a division of labor that the described couples had already chosen (for whatever
reason). Traditional gender ideologies may in particular guide who should generally
specialize in which task. Future work could explore this particular aspect of gender
ideologies.

We also did not examine ideologies about appropriate parenting (although
we could test whether traditional gender ideologies apply specifically to parents,
which was not the case). Typical items on these ideologies include, for example,
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the question of whether a “preschool child is likely to suffer if the mother has
a job instead of just focusing on the home” (Walter 2018). We assume that the
problems of missing information also apply to these items: answering them requires
assumptions about childcare during the mother’s working hours (e.g., are there
childcare facilities available, could the father or grandparents also provide care). The
assessment of these and other normative items may also depend on assumptions
about whether two (full) earnings are needed for the family to be self-sustaining.
Future research could explore these ideologies and implicit beliefs.8

The external validity of our results may be limited by the fact that only younger
cohorts are included in the pairfam survey (the age range was 24 to 47 years, with
a mean age of 35). This homogeneous age sample limited the variance in gender
ideologies. Further studies could explore whether the age–attitude relationship
found in previous research (older generations holding more traditional ideologies,
see Perales, Lersch, and Baxter 2019) still holds when more informative survey
questions are used.

It would also be helpful to replicate this experiment in other national contexts
(such as more liberal welfare states like the United States). We could show a
substantial effect of more information in the context of a traditional welfare state
with strong gender inequalities (which is probably the most likely case for the
hypothesized overestimation of traditional gender norms). We were also able to
show that respondents’ implicit beliefs are consistent with actual gender inequalities
in Germany. However, we could not test whether more standardized information
would also reduce cross-country differences in gender ideologies. Cross-country
research would be important to draw more firm conclusions about the sources of
variable gender inequalities (and how to reduce them through policy measures).

Finally, we hope that the experimental design presented in this research will
inspire further studies that go beyond the specific application of measuring gender
ideologies. Standard experiments are helpful in identifying treatment effects (such
as gender or ethnic identity), but not in providing insights into why they occur (i.e.,
the mediators). Simply controlling for respondents’ beliefs in multivariable analyses
(“control by model”) introduces confounder bias (Montgomery et al. 2018). Varying
the amount of information as an experimental factor instead (i.e., implementing a
“control by design”) introduces the potential for mediation analyses that can rely
on the high internal validity of experimental designs. In our view, this design has
great potential for studying many other social mechanisms involving stereotypes
and even unconscious beliefs (e.g., in discrimination research, or research on trust
in cooperation partners, research on investment in education based on beliefs about
their payoffs, or research on the acceptance of policies based on different beliefs
about their effectiveness). Implicit stereotypes and beliefs are often considered
important mediators, and experimental designs can help to identify them as explicit
factors.

Notes

1 Equality (everything is shared equally, i.e., 50 percent done by both partners) is a special
case here. Some definitions of nontraditional ideologies also include the idea that there

sociological science | www.sociologicalscience.com 809 September 2024 | Volume 11



Auspurg and Düval Housework as a Woman’s Job?

should be no prescriptions at all: couples should decide only on their own idiosyncratic
preferences (Braun 2008).

2 Ultimately, it is then an empirical question as to what exactly the nontraditional division
of labor should look like: different appropriate exchange ratios between the various
inputs to the partnership come into question here, and our research design will allow us
to reveal some of them.

3 The other respondents participated in another experiment in which they were asked to
rate the distribution of the total workload (paid plus unpaid work). We use these ratings
for robustness checks.

4 Our hypotheses were not preregistered. Our data collection took place in 2017/2018, and
the preparatory work was done in 2016/2017, when preregistration was less common
in sociology. (The only kind of preregistration we have is that we presented these
hypotheses in presentations invited by the pairfam board, which decides on proposals
for questionnaire modules.) But we can at least provide some arguments that our
hypotheses are not post hoc, because not only the effect on the specific subgroup of
traditional respondents but also the overall effect reaches statistical significance. In
addition, we provide a variety of robustness analyses.

5 We are interested in the total moderation of the effect of more information by gender
ideologies because we are only interested in the overall level of possible misclassification
of the different groups (we primarily expect “traditional” respondents to be misclassified,
i.e., to react to more information). Therefore, we do not control for other possible
differences between respondents.

6 The reduction in the gender effect due to the addition of information is much stronger
for the “traditional” respondents (about one scale point), whereas the gender effect is
reduced by only about a quarter of a scale point for the “neither nor” and “egalitarian”
respondents. The difference between the groups is statistically significant at the 10 per-
cent level when tested in a joint regression with interaction effects. There is probably
not enough power (small number of "traditional" respondents) to reach a higher level of
statistical significance.

7 Measured in hours, each hour of additional paid work hour entitles on average to
0.28 hours less housework (95 percent CI: −0.24, −0.31).

8 Moreover, experiments such as ours could be used to measure norms and ideologies in
general and also related concepts such as gender identities (Akerlof and Kranton 2000;
Kroska 2000). According to recent literature, gender ideologies should be understood
as a multidimensional concept, in which different roles (e.g., as breadwinner, but also
as parent) are combined into complex profiles that no longer fit into a one-dimensional
continuum from traditional to egalitarian roles (Grunow et al. 2018; Perales et al. 2019).
Multifactorial survey experiments appear to be particularly well suited to capturing such
multifaceted concepts.
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