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Abstract
Although women's labour force participation has increased, 
women still lag behind in financial independence and 
men in spending time on parenting. Insight in individuals' 
explicit conversations with their partner about how to 
coordinate daily household, childcare and paid work may 
help to overcome these persistent inequalities. Using a daily 
diary design, the present study examined to what extent 
daily conversations with the partner about household, 
childcare and paid work can boost a more equal, fair task 
division and relationship quality among Dutch mothers 
and fathers in a heterosexual relationship (N = 1235 daily 
reported conversations nested in 157 participants; 66.2% 
female). Mixed model results showed that (1) on days when 
participants conversed more with their partner about 
household tasks, they reported a more egalitarian task 
division and higher satisfaction with and fairness of the task 
division, and higher relationship quality (2) this higher daily 
satisfaction with and perceived fairness of the task division 
(but not egalitarianism) were, in turn, associated with higher 
relationship quality and (3) conversations had limited spill-
over effects to the next day, stressing the importance of 
daily coordination. Together, these findings imply that 
daily household coordination helps parents to overcome 
traditional gender roles and align with their desired work/
family division.
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INTRODUCTION

During the last few decades women's labour force participation has increased rapidly (Hegewisch & 
Gornick, 2011) and men are increasingly involved in childcare and household labour (van den Brakel, 
2020). Despite this progress towards gender equality, women still lag behind in having paid employment, 
in their career advancement and are overall less economically independent compared to men (European 
Commission, Directorate-General for Justice and Consumers, 2022; OECD, 2019). A crucial factor that 
blocks women's economic independence is inequality in the unpaid domain ( Judge & Livingston, 2008; 
Mayrhofer et al., 2008; OECD, 2019). Extensive research shows that in heterosexual relationships 
women still perform more household tasks and childcare compared to men (e.g., Dominguez-Folgueras 
et al., 2018; Horne et al., 2018; Mandel et al., 2021; Portegijs & Van der Brakel, 2018; Yerkes & Hewitt, 
2019). More equal involvement of fathers and mothers in the unpaid domain (i.e., household and child-
care) is not only linked women's economic empowerment (OECD, 2019), but also to more harmonious 
relationships between partners (Petts & Knoester, 2020; Shockley & Allen, 2018), better parenting 
(Shelton & Harold, 2008) and better emotional adjustment and cognitive development in children 
(Keizer et al., 2020). Furthermore, a more gender-egalitarian task division among parents promotes 
gender equality in children's career and family aspirations (Croft et al., 2014) and has lasting effects on 
their behaviours as adults (McGinn et al., 2019; Van Putten et al., 2008). Therefore, it is important to 
facilitate parents in reaching an equal work/family division.

The current study is situated in the Netherlands, that despite strong global standing on many indi-
cators of gender equality (e.g., equal access to education), exhibits one of the highest rates of part-time 
female employment (Eurostat, 2022). Even as the majority of Dutch parents strive for a gender-equal 
work/family-division, they often encounter barriers in achieving this (Van den Brakel, 2020). For in-
stance, fathers often are concerned that their employer and colleagues will disapprove when they reduce 
their working hours to take on more care tasks at home (Rutgers, 2019). Such systematic barriers may lead 
parents to drift away from their desired work/care division and instead specialize in tasks that align with 
traditional gender roles with mothers focusing more on caregiving and fathers advancing their careers.

To resolve these persistent gender inequalities in paid and unpaid work, emphasis is placed on chang-
ing governmental and employment law policies (e.g., increasing paternity leave take-up, flexible work 
arrangements, decreasing daycare costs). However, these policies do not automatically translate into be-
havioural change in how parents divide tasks at home with their partner (Pruckner & Sausgruber, 2013; 
Tankard & Paluck, 2016) or could even have countereffects (Olsson et al., 2023; Yerkes et al., 2017). 
In the current paper, we propose that explicit daily coordination of tasks is a way for parents to break 
down the ingrained gender stereotypes. Specifically, in this study among heterosexual parents, we aim 
to illuminate to what extent daily conversations that they have with their partner about the task divi-
sion facilitate a more equal, fair and satisfying division of paid and unpaid work, and, in turn, a more 
sustainable relationship. As dividing paid and unpaid work involves a daily explicit coordination (Cluley 
& Hecht, 2020), we will employ a daily diary study where we investigate how individuals with children 
experience their daily coordination of the household, childcare and paid work with their partner.

HOW CON V ERSATIONS M AY FACILITATE A MOR E 
GENDER-EQUA L TASK DI V ISION

In the current research we build upon the heuristic-systematic information processing model, to guide 
our argumentation as to why explicit daily coordination of typically gendered task divisions between 
dual-earner parents are an important way to overcome gender inequalities in paid and unpaid work. 
This model proposes two modes of processing information to guide behaviour (Chaiken & Ledgewood, 
2012; Eagly & Chaiken, 1993). Systematic processing involves an effortful analysis of all available infor-
mation. Alternately, heuristic processing involves a more efficient, automatic mode of processing focus-
ing on familiar cues that activate well-learned mental shortcuts (Chaiken & Ledgewood, 2012). Gender 

 20448309, 2024, 2, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://bpspsychub.onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1111/bjso.12698 by C

ochrane N
etherlands, W

iley O
nline L

ibrary on [11/04/2024]. See the T
erm

s and C
onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/term

s-and-conditions) on W
iley O

nline L
ibrary for rules of use; O

A
 articles are governed by the applicable C

reative C
om

m
ons L

icense



    | 683PARENTS' TASK DIVISION COORDINATION

could be seen as such a mental shortcut, as social expectations for behaviour that is congruent with gen-
der roles produce powerful (internalized) norms that implicitly guide judgements and behaviour (Eagly 
& Wood, 2012). Based on the social role theory, these gender roles or stereotypes entail women to prior-
itize the caregiver and homemaker role and men prioritize the breadwinner role (Eagly & Wood, 2012). 
Despite more egalitarian explicit attitudes towards gender, gender stereotypes still impact behaviour, 
often beyond conscious awareness (Ellemers, 2018). When heterosexual parents use heuristic process-
ing, unpaid tasks will be allocated more quickly to women. On the other hand, when using systematic 
processing, parents might together contemplate who has the most pressuring work deadlines or what 
could be considered ‘fair’ and could conclude that the man takes up the unpaid task. This decision-
making process may also affect overall satisfaction and relationship quality. To our knowledge, building 
a theoretical link between the heuristic-systematic model and the social role theory to better understand 
the micro-dynamics of daily task divisions has not been made previously.

Initial qualitative work indeed suggests that heuristic or systematic information processing extends 
to partner conversations in how heterosexual parents divide their tasks. The decision-making process of 
dividing tasks is defined as a process that involves routine explicit conversations with the partner per-
tained to allocating resources, such as time and energy, to paid and unpaid work (Cluley & Hecht, 2020; 
Greenhaus & Powell, 2016; Poelmans et al., 2013; Wiesmann et al., 2008). Notably, qualitative studies in-
dicate that most parents do not explicitly discuss their division but instead rely on ingrained gender-based 
heuristics (Eerola et al., 2021; Evertsson & Nyman, 2009; Wiesmann et al., 2008). Consequently, men and 
women are pulled towards a traditional task division (Dechant & Schulz, 2014; Wiesmann et al., 2008). 
Dividing tasks in gender-egalitarian ways requires parents to turn off the gendered short-cuts and fol-
low a systematic decision-making process involving explicit conversations and effort within the couple 
(Wiesmann et al., 2008). Qualitative couple studies show that couples who had more detailed conver-
sations about the division of tasks, especially unpaid tasks, divided tasks more gender-equally (Cluley 
& Hecht, 2020; Klein et al., 2007; Miller & Carlson, 2016; Wiesmann et al., 2008). Therefore, explicit 
conversations about task division are likely instrumental in fostering a gender-equal task division.

Furthermore, a distinction is made between routine and daily task division decisions (Cluley & 
Hecht, 2020). Routine decisions concern explicit decisions about how recurring childcare and house-
hold responsibilities are generally divided. For example, one parent might typically drive the children 
to swimming class, while the other might typically bring the children to bed. Daily decisions concern 
a one-off allocation of resources on a particular day, such as staying late at work or a caregiving emer-
gency (Radcliffe & Cassell, 2014). Therefore, explicit conversations about the task division might hap-
pen on an abstract, general level (i.e., the regular schedule, referred to as baseline conversations) and a 
concrete, daily level (i.e., dividing concrete tasks at hand, referred to as daily conversations). General 
or baseline conversations may overcome traditional divisions by renegotiating how tasks are generally 
divided (Wiesmann et al., 2008), and daily conversations may break traditional divisions by preventing 
ambivalence about who is responsible for a concrete task at hand (as ambiguous circumstances are likely 
to lead men and women to use traditional gender-roles as convenient heuristics to desired behaviours; 
Gelfand et al., 2011; Ridgeway, 2011). Based on this we will distinguish between baseline conversations 
and daily conversations about the task division.

Hypothesis 1. Parents who have more (baseline and daily) conversations about the divi-
sion of household tasks, childcare and paid work with their partner report a more gender-
egalitarian task division.

How conversations may contribute to task division contentment

When parents have more task division conversations with their partner, they become more aware of each 
other's preferences and needs, potentially resulting in higher satisfaction with and perceived fairness of 
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the task division. Both satisfaction with and fairness of the task division (i.e., perceived equity in time 
spent on all tasks) are deemed important aspects of healthy intimate relationships (Carriero, 2011; Claffey 
& Manning, 2010; Dew & Wilcox, 2011; Galovan et al., 2014; Lively et al., 2010; Mickelson et al., 2006; 
Nordenmark & Nyman, 2003). Therefore, it is relevant to examine the effects of these conversations 
on parents' attributions towards the task division. Qualitative work showed that parents who indicated 
to monitor their task division expressed their preferences and searched for the most ideal arrangements 
(i.e., utilizing systematic processing) were more satisfied with their task division than those who did not 
make this effort (Wiesmann et al., 2008). Earlier studies also demonstrate that fairness is a critical factor 
in a partner's feelings of success in balancing work and family (Milkie & Peltola, 1999; Wilkie et al., 1998). 
Although most studies did not consider fairness and satisfaction simultaneously, it is recognized that 
these two dimensions should be distinct as there can be a disjunction (Carriero, 2011). For example, the 
unfairness of the task division is frequently perceived, but dissatisfaction does not necessarily follow 
(perhaps to avoid cognitive dissonance or to prevent relationship conflict; Carriero, 2011). Therefore, our 
second hypothesis is that explicit conversations with the partner about the task division are associated 
with more satisfaction with and fairness of the task division.

Hypothesis 2. Parents who have more conversations about the task division with their 
partner report more satisfaction with and fairness of the task division.

How conversations may contribute to relationship quality through a more equal 
task division and higher task division contentment

Conversations about the task division may also benefit relationship quality. As relationship quality is 
highly predictive of both individual and couple's well-being (e.g., Carlson & Kail, 2018), this is a crucial 
outcome to examine. Despite that partners themselves perceive conversations about the task division 
as incompatible with a romantic relationship (Kleingeld & Anderson, 2014; Wiesmann et al., 2008), 
qualitative studies show that having conversations about the task division is related to both partners 
feeling more respected, reduced tension and enhanced harmony and relationship satisfaction (Carlson 
& Hans, 2020; Klein et al., 2007; Wiesmann et al., 2008; Zimmerman et al., 2003). Therefore, we ex-
pect that daily conversations about the task division will be directly and positively related to relation-
ship quality.

Moreover, task division conversations could also be indirectly related to relationship quality through 
a more gender-egalitarian task division, a factor known to enhance overall relationship satisfaction. 
Sharing unpaid tasks is optimal for couples' overall relationship quality (Carlson et al., 2016, 2018; 
Schieman et al., 2018), while an unequal division is a key factor leading to relationship distress and 
divorce (Qian & Sayer, 2016; Thielemans et al., 2021; for an exception see Blom & Hewitt, 2020). More 
critical than the actual division may be how happy or satisfied both partners are with the division. 
Research indeed shows that relationship satisfaction is not necessarily higher among couples who are 
close to a fifty-fifty split, but is better predicted by how fair individuals perceive the task division 
and how satisfied they are with the division it (Bodi et al., 2010; Claffey & Mickelson, 2009; Dew & 
Wilcox, 2011; Galovan et al., 2014; Stevens et al., 2001, 2005). A recent Japanese study showed that the 
actual reported household tasks division was not an explaining explanatory mechanism in of the rela-
tionship between (general) joint decision-making and marital quality, but the perceived fairness of the 
task division was (Taniguchi & Kaufman, 2022). Therefore another way in which conversations about 
the task division could be related to relationship quality is via a more satisfying and fair task division. 
Building from this work, explicit conversations about the task division are arguably associated with 
higher relationship quality through more satisfaction with and fairness of the task division, and to a 
lesser extent mediated by a reported gender-equal task division. In the current research, we examine two 
facets of relationship quality: relationship satisfaction, reflecting overall positive feelings towards one's 
partner and relationship, and relationship harmony, characterized by the absence of conflict between 
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partners' actions (Rusbult & Buunk, 1993). Both are crucial determinants of relationship stability and 
well-being (Amato, 2010; Birditt et al., 2010; Carlson & Kail, 2018).

Hypothesis 3. Parents who have more conversations about the division of paid and un-
paid work with their partner report higher relationship quality.

 Hypothesis 4. Conversations about the task division with the partner will be associated 
with higher relationship quality via more satisfaction with and fairness of the task division, 
and less so through a more gender-equal task division.

Current study

To date, studies describing conversational dynamics on task divisions are largely qualitative. Although 
these studies provide a valuable ‘thick description’ of such dynamics, they do not provide insight into the 
systematic nature and predictive value of these conversations for gender inequality in the task division. 
This study is the first to provide this systematic insight into the extent to which conversations relate 
to a more or less gender-egalitarian task division, higher task division contentment and relationship 
quality. Qualitative research shows that couples generally do talk about their division of paid work, but 
much less so about household tasks (Wiesmann et al., 2008). Therefore, having conversations about 
paid work might not necessarily be the same as conversations about household tasks. We use separate 
indicators for household, childcare, and paid work to test our hypotheses. Our daily diary study allows 
us to examine the effects of task division conversations both between and within individuals and their 
spill-over effects on the following day.

METHODS A ND M ATER I A LS

Participants

Participants were recruited via the authors' personal networks (using social media posts or reaching out 
in a WhatsApp message or in-person conversation), by distributing flyers door-to-door and in public 
places in the region Utrecht (a large city in the Netherlands). Undergraduate students helped with data 
collection as part of their curriculum. Parents signed up individually (i.e., this was no couple study) and 
they could participate when they were in a heterosexual relationship, lived together with their partner, 
when they and their partner both had paid work and had at least one child under 12 years old. While 
conventional G*power analysis is not suitable for daily diary studies using multilevel modelling and 
estimating power based on simulation requires assumptions of numerous parameters that we could 
not provide (as this was the very first study to quantitatively examine the research questions), we based 
our sample criteria on recommendations for diary studies and therefore intended to recruit at least 100 
participants (Nezlek, 2020; Ohly et al., 2010).

A total of 167 parents participated in the study of which 10 participants were excluded for not 
meeting the criteria (e.g. being on maternity leave; n = 2) or filling in three or more daily questionnaires 
in one go (n = 8). The final sample comprised of 157 participants (66.2% women). Participants were 
37.69 years old on average (SD = 6.68), had been together with their partner for 13.83 years (SD = 6.20), 
60.3% were married (N = 94) and they had on average 1.90 children (SD = 0.87) of which the youngest 
child was 4.08 years old (SD = 3.67). Most participants were highly educated: 41.4% (N = 65) completed 
a university degree (bachelor, master or PhD), 35.0% (N = 55) completed higher vocational education 
and 23.6% (N = 37) completed lower vocational education or less. On average, mothers worked 28.99 h 
per week (SD = 7.25), and fathers worked 39.04 h per week (SD = 5.31). Note that these hours resemble 
the Dutch average (i.e., 39 h for men and 28.5 h for women; Van den Brakel, 2020).
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Procedure

Participants were asked to complete a daily diary study about their experiences in combining work and 
family (or if they knew people who would like to participate), consisting of a 15-min online starting 
questionnaire and 5-min daily online questionnaires over eight consecutive days (sent at 7 pm). If they 
wanted to participate, they could send an email. Participants then received more information and a link 
to the starting questionnaire. Informed consent was obtained at the start of the starting questionnaire, 
where participants actively had to indicate that they read the information and that they gave their 
consent. The questionnaires were sent to their email every day. Their email address could not be 
linked to their answers given in the questionnaires. The starting questionnaire measured demographic 
information and how much participants generally talked about the task division with their partner (i.e., 
baseline estimation of conversations). The daily questionnaire measured partners' daily conversations 
about task the division and all hypothesized outcomes (e.g., childcare division, fairness of task division). 
Daily surveys resulted in 1235 data entries (M = 7.90 daily responses per person, SD = 0.43). As “next 
day” reports (e.g., describing on Wednesday morning what happened on Tuesday) seem to be reasonably 
unbiased (Kahneman et al., 2004), we decided to keep these in the data (n = 15). Responses were deleted 
when there was more than a 24-h delay (n = 8). Participation was voluntary and anonymous. The study 
was approved by the Ethics Committee in the Netherlands. As a reward, we randomly selected two 
participants to win a voucher of 50 euros.

Measures1

The items were presented in Dutch. As survey efficiency is a priority (among others to prevent 
attrition), single-item measures have a long-standing tradition in daily-diary studies (Fisher et al., 2016). 
We also used a single-item measure for most variables. Ample research shows that when a construct 
is unambiguous or narrow in scope, the use of single items can be appropriate (see review of Allen 
et al., 2022) and is often as valid and reliable as their multi-item counterparts (Ahmad et al., 2014; Ang 
& Eisend, 2018; Fülöp et al., 2022; Van Hooff et al., 2007).

Baseline measures

Baseline estimation of conversations about the task division

In the starting questionnaire, the estimation to which participants generally communicate about the task 
division was measured for household tasks, childcare and paid work: “My partner and I communicate 
regularly about who does what when it comes to [the care of the children/household/paid work]” 
(1 = completely disagree, 7 = completely agree).

Daily measures

Daily conversations about the task division

The extent to which participants talked about the task division that day was measured again using one 
item for household, childcare and paid work: “To what extent did you speak with each other (e.g., talk-
ing, calling or texting) to coordinate who … [performs what household tasks/does what childcare tasks/
works on which time and on what location?]” (1 = not at all, 4 = somewhat, 7 = extensively).

 1The questionnaire also consisted of a number of other measures, which can be asked for at the request of the first author.
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Relative task division

We asked participants their relative division of household, childcare and paid work based on previous survey 
measures (e.g., Yerkes et al., 2020): How did you and your partner divide the household tasks/childcare/
paid work today? (1 = I spent the most time on this task, 4 = we both spent the same amount of time 
on this task, 7 = my partner spent the most time on this task). All items were recoded by gender on a 
scale from −3 to 3, such that positive numbers indicated that women performed that task more, nega-
tive numbers that the male partner performed the task more and numbers closer to zero indicated more 
equal task divisions.

Task division contentment

Satisfaction about the task division was measured with one item (Kluwer et al., 2002): “How satisfied are 
you with how the tasks (household tasks, childcare and paid work) were divided between you and your 
partner today?” (1 = very dissatisfied, 7 = very satisfied).

Fairness of the task division was measured with one item (Kluwer et al., 2002): “How fair do you think 
the division of tasks (household tasks, childcare and paid work) was between you and your partner 
today?” (1 = very unfair, 7 = very fair).

Relationship quality

Relationship satisfaction was assessed using one item of the time competition survey (Van der Lippe & 
Glebbeek, 2003): If you had to give your relationship a grade between 1 and 10, what would that be 
(1 = very unhappy, 10 = it's perfect)?

Relationship harmony was assessed using one bipolar item used by Vink et al. (2021): “Could you indi-
cate how conflictual or harmonious your relationship with your partner was today?” (1 = very conflict-
ual, 7 = very harmonious).

R ESULTS

Descriptive statistics

Descriptive statistics and correlations of background variables and daily measures (i.e., averaged per 
variable for each individual over 8 days) are shown in Table 1. On average, participants reported that 
women were more involved in household tasks and childcare and less involved in paid work com-
pared to men. One sample t-tests showed that the mean division of household tasks, childcare and 
paid work significantly differed from zero [i.e., different from an egalitarian task division; 
thouseholdtaskdivision (156) = 7.15, CI 0.395, 0.697, p < .001; tchildcaredivision (156) = 7.38, CI 0.394, 0.683, p < .001; 
tpaidworkdivision (156) = −8.047, CI −0.667, −0.404, p < .001]. Interestingly, paired sample t-tests showed 
that parents reported lower baseline conversations frequency about household tasks than childcare, 
t(154) = −7.77, CI −1.586, −0.943, p < .001, and paid work t(154) = −8.47, CI −1.537, −0.954, p < .001. 
On a daily basis parents reported to have the most daily conversations about childcare compared to 
household tasks, [t(156) = 11.73, CI 0.568, 0.799, p < .001] and paid work, [t(156) = 14.22, CI 0.762, 
1.008, p < .001]. Furthermore, those who estimated to on baseline have more conversations about 
the division of household tasks, childcare and paid work also reported to engage in more daily con-
versations about household tasks, childcare and paid work, although these correlations were small 
(see Table 1). The questionnaire did not seem to have prompted conversations about the task 
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division, as mean levels of daily conversations (see Table 2) did not show a clear increase after the 
start of the study.2

Note that we control for number of children, educational level and weekly paid work hours, because 
these factors (in the socioeconomic context) have been shown to facilitate choices and constrains in 
romantic relationships, resulting in different capacities for relationship maintenance (Karney, 2021). 
Correlations indeed showed that participants' number of children, weekly paid work hours and edu-
cational level were significantly associated with our model variables. For example, the more children 
the participant had, the more time the female partner spent on childcare. And lastly, satisfaction with 
the task division and fairness of the task division correlated highly when using the aggregated scores. 
However, correlations were already lower on a daily level (ranging from .59 to .80). Also statistics 
showed no multicollinearity, indicating that these are different constructs. Although the distribution of 
data can be ignored with large samples (Ghasemi & Zahediasl, 2012), we observed no severe normality 
deviations.

Intra-class correlations

To legitimize within-person level analyses using the multilevel structure (i.e., days nested within per-
sons) we calculated Intraclass Correlations (ICCs; see Table 3). The ICCs showed that for all measures 
a large part of the variance was within participants, legitimizing analyses on the within level (e.g. 37% 
of the variance of relationship harmony was due to differences between participants and 63% due to 
differences within participants).

Main analyses

H1-3 were tested in three ways. We first examined the between-level effect of the one-off estimation of 
conversations on all hypothesized outcomes focusing on the 8-day mean (e.g., do participants who indi-
cated at the start that they communicate more about the task division also experience better outcomes 
such as a more egalitarian and more satisfying task division over the 8 days?). Second, we examined the 
effect of daily conversations on all outcomes examining within-participants effects (e.g., on days that 
participants report more conversations about household tasks, do they also experience a more egalitar-
ian division of household tasks?). Third, we examined lagged effects, whether the effects of daily con-
versations spill over to the next day (e.g., do participants who talk about the division of household tasks, 
divide tasks more equally the next day?).

Effects of the baseline estimation of conversations were tested in SPSS 28 with separate linear 
regressions on each aggregated outcome (using a mean score over the 8 days), controlling for number 
of children, work hours, educational level and gender. Effects of explicit conversations on a daily 
level were tested with separate multilevel regressions on each outcome using the mixed model pro-
cedure in SPSS 28 with restricted maximum likelihood estimation. First, we ran the models with 
covariates only. Second, we added the daily conversations about the division of household tasks, 
childcare and paid work. To separate the within-person effects from the between-person effects, 
these daily conversational predictors were person-mean centered (Enders & Tofighi, 2007) and we 
controlled for the person-level grand mean-centered conversational predictors (i.e., by adding the 
eight-day average on a conversational predictor per person in the model; these person level grand 
mean centered effects are only reported in the Appendices A–C). Lagged effects were tested by 
modelling all hypothesized outcomes on day i as a result of conversations about the division of 

 2The conversations were on average perceived as positive and useful (Mpositivity = 5.52 SDposititivity = 1.17; Musefulness = 5.50 SDusefulness = 1.03) and 
multilevel analyses showed that having more task division conversations was positively associated with the usefulness and (to some extent) a 
positive atmosphere during the conversations. See Data S1 for more information and the exact content of these questions.
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childcare, household tasks and paid work on day i–1. We controlled for conversations about the 
division of childcare, household tasks and paid work on day i.

Then, we tested H4 (i.e., whether conversations about the task division with the partner will be as-
sociated with higher relationship quality via a more gender-equal task division or via more satisfaction 
with and fairness of the task division) using the lavaan (Rosseel, 2012) package in R Statistical Software 
(v4.1.2; R Core Team, 2021), using restricted maximum likelihood estimation and 95% confidence with 
5000 bootstrap samples. As we measured relationship quality with two items that correlated highly, we 
created a latent variable to reduce measurement error. First, we ran the mediation model examining the 
effect of the one-off estimation of conversations on the 8 day aggregate of the outcomes, and then we 
ran the mediation model on the daily level (within-level) with the multilevel data. We specified a sat-
urated level on the between level by adding all variances and covariances of the endogenous variables 
following recommendations from the lavaan package tutorial (Rosseel, 2012). Due to the exploratory 
nature, we based this model on the results of H1–H3.

Results

Do explicit conversations about household tasks, childcare and paid work 
contribute to a gender-equal task division, task contentment and relationship 
quality?

A complete overview of the findings are presented in Table 4.3 In line with H1, both on a between 
and within level (i.e., baseline and daily level), conversations about household tasks were associated 
with the male partner being more involved in the household tasks [Bone-off estimation = −0.097, p = .040; 
(BDaily = −0.181, p < .001)]. As the descriptive statistics showed that women performed more unpaid 
tasks and less paid work than their partners, we can interpret this as the task division generally being 
more egalitarian. Additionally, daily conversations (but not baseline estimation of conversations) 
about household tasks were also related to a more egalitarian division of childcare and paid work 
(BChildcare = −0.116, p = .005; BPaid work = 0.098, p = .020). In contrast to H1, baseline and daily conversa-
tions about childcare and paid work had no effects on the household, childcare and paid task division. 
A surprising significant lagged effect of conversations about paid work on the childcare division was 
found, such that more conversations about paid work on the previous day were associated with a 
more traditional division of childcare on the next day (B = 0.081, p = .017). No other lagged effects 
were found. Together, these results indicate that especially daily conversations about household 
tasks are an important driver for facilitating a more gender-equal division of paid and unpaid work 
within persons on the same day.

 3 The analyses were also performed without control variables, and results were almost identical. For brevity, they are not reported. 
Furthermore, we performed the same analyses including only days when both partners worked. This resulted in 600 data entries, of which 206 
were for men and 394 for women. Results can be found in the Appendices A–C, but again showed to be robust.

T A B L E  3  Intra-class correlations (percentage of variance explained by between effects).

Daily measures ICC

Relationship satisfaction .502

Relationship harmony .370

Satisfaction with the task division .326

Fairness of the task division .394

Women's involvement in household tasks .167

Women's involvement in childcare .128

Women's involvement in paid work .092
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In line with H2, daily conversations about household tasks were associated with more satis-
faction with and more perceived fairness of the task division that day (BSatisfaction = 0.109, p < .001; 
BFairness = 0.083, p = .001). This was, however, the only significant predictor. The baseline estima-
tion of conversations about household tasks, childcare or paid work and daily conversations about 
childcare and paid work had no effects. Furthermore, no lagged effects were found. Thus, daily 
conversations about household tasks seemed to be an important driver for facilitating more con-
tentment with the task division that same day. In line with H3, daily conversations about house-
hold tasks were associated with higher relationship satisfaction and relationship harmony that day 
(BRelationship satisfaction = 0.058, p = .004; BRelationship harmony = 0.061, p = .013). For relationship satisfaction, we 
also found a comparable positive effect of daily conversations about childcare (B = 0.054, p = .002). 
The baseline estimation of conversations about household tasks, childcare or paid work were not 
associated with higher relationship satisfaction or relationship harmony, and neither were daily con-
versations about paid work (and daily conversations about childcare for relationship harmony). For 
relationship harmony, a small significant lagged effect of conversations about household tasks on 
was found in an unexpected direction, such that more conversations about the household tasks the 
previous day were associated with lower relationship harmony on the next day (B = −0.047, p = .049). 
No other lagged effects of daily conversations were found.

Overall, the results showed that especially daily conversations about the household task division 
contributed to a more egalitarian task division, more satisfaction with and perceived fairness of the task 
division, and higher relationship satisfaction and relationship harmony that day.4 Generally, effects did 
not seem to spill-over to the next day, stressing the importance of daily conversations to coordinate task 
divisions.

Do conversations contribute to relationship quality via a more gender-equal task 
division and task division contentment?

As the analyses showed that only conversations about household tasks were predictive of subsequent 
divisions, so we decided to simplify the mediation models and only enter conversations about house-
hold tasks as a predictor. Results are reported in Table 5. See Figure 1 for an overview of the media-
tion model of the one-off estimation of conversations about household tasks. The mediation model 
of the one-off estimation of conversations showed a good fit with the data [χ2(4) = 1.33, CFI = 1.00, 
TLI = 1.04, RMSEA = .00, SRMR = .01]. However, Hypothesis 4 was not supported on this level: The 
model showed no significant indirect effects of generally having more conversations about household 
tasks on relationship quality through the reported task division, satisfaction with the task division or 
fairness of the task division.

The mediation model on the daily level also showed good fit with the data [χ2(8) = 8.800, CFI = 1.00, 
TLI = 1.00, RMSEA = .01, SRMRwithin = .01, SRMRbetween = 0.01]. In support of Hypothesis 4, the model 
showed significant indirect effects of conversations about household tasks on relationship quality 
through perceived fairness of the task division (B = 0.013, p = .001) and satisfaction with the task divi-
sion (B = 0.016, p < .001). Indirect effects through involvement in childcare/household/paid work were 
not significant, although it showed the same direction for the childcare division.

Together result show that on days that parents report more household task conversations with their 
partner, they reported higher relationship quality the same day because they were more satisfied with the 
task division that day and perceived the task division as more fair that day not because they perceived 

 4In exploration of gender differences all two-way interactions between gender and the three topics of conversations on the seven outcomes 
(i.e., childcare, household, paid work, satisfaction, fairness, relationship satisfaction, relationship harmony) were added both with baseline 
estimation of conversations (between effects; 21 interactions pairs) and daily conversations (within effects; 21 interaction pairs). Of the 42 
interactions, we only found two significant interactions on the overall level with the one-off estimation and three on the daily level. This 
implies that the effect of having conversations on perception of task division, contentment with task division and relationship satisfaction 
generally were the same for men and women. However, the results can be found in the Data S1.
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their task division as more equal that day. See Figure 2 for an overview of the mediation model of daily 
conversations about household tasks.

DISCUSSION

This daily diary study was the first quantitative study to examine whether explicit conversations about 
the task division with the partner facilitate a more gender-equal, satisfying and fair task division, and 

F I G U R E  1  The mediation model showing the one-off estimation of conversations about the household task division on 
relationship quality via the task division and task division contentment, with relationship quality as a latent variable. **p < .01, 
*p < .05.

F I G U R E  2  The mediation model showing the daily effects of conversations about the household task division on 
relationship quality via the task division and task division contentment, with relationship quality as a latent variable. **p < .01, 
*p < .05.
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higher relationship quality. We hypothesized that by talking about how to divide tasks on a daily level 
and a general level (i.e., baseline estimation of how much they generally talk about their task division) 
couples may be able to overcome traditional gender roles from seeping through and act more in line with 
their actual desired work/family division. Results confirmed that daily household tasks conversations 
were related to a more gender egalitarian perceived task division of household, childcare and paid work, 
alongside higher satisfaction with and fairness of the task division that same day, with limited spillover 
effects to the next day. Moreover, daily conversations about the household task division were related 
to improved relationship quality through higher satisfaction with and experienced fairness of the task 
division but not through the actual task division. This is in line with previous research that showed that 
satisfaction with and fairness of the task division are better predictors of relationship satisfaction than 
the actual task division (Claffey & Mickelson, 2009; Dew & Wilcox, 2011; Galovan et al., 2014; Grote 
& Clark, 2001; Mikula et al., 2008; Stevens et al., 2005). In contrast, daily conversations about childcare 
and paid work were not related to the outcomes (with the exception of childcare conversations boosting 
relationship satisfaction). Furthermore, parents who indicated that they in general talked more about 
household tasks (i.e., made a higher one-off estimation of the conversations about household tasks at 
the start of study) also experienced a more gender-equal division of household tasks and childcare, while 
one-off estimations of childcare and paid work division were not related to any outcome.

How to explain this unique effect of conversations about the household tasks? One reason could be 
because childcare and paid work are more visible and fixed with clearer time points (e.g. specific work 
shifts, pick-up time from daycare or school) and therefore ask for more coordination by default. Our 
data supports this, as parents reported to talk less about household tasks. This is in line with literature 
showing that household tasks are often overlooked (Wiesmann et al., 2008). However, statistics show 
that Dutch people generally spend 22 h a week on household tasks (compared to 15 h a week on child-
care), and that men spend less time on that than women; (Roeters, 2019). Therefore, as household tasks 
are often hidden tasks that take a lot of time, it should be part of the conversation. By making household 
tasks visible through explicit conversations, it is likely that a more equal task division replaces a previous 
invisible or taken-for-granted unequal division. Our findings even suggest that making the household 
tasks visible relates to a re-division of childcare and paid work. For example, when a partner talks about 
the many household tasks that are left to do that day (i.e., making it visible), the other partner may be 
motivated to contribute their share and perform the children's bedtime ritual.

This study confirms the value of integrating theory on heuristic-systematic information processing 
(Chaiken & Ledgewood, 2012) with social role theory (Eagly & Wood, 2012). Considering that a ma-
jority of working mothers and fathers wish to divide tasks more equally, one way to break reliance on 
gendered mental shortcuts can be by processing goals more explicitly and to deliberately discuss your 
choices and behaviour. In the current research, we are the first to show that if mothers and fathers apply 
more “deep-level” processing via explicit, daily coordination, they can reduce the impact of gendered 
heuristics to prevail and steer their task divisions.

While we expected that conversations held in general (one-off estimations) would be related to a 
more equal and satisfying task division and higher relationship quality (Wiesmann et al., 2008), our 
study found limited evidence for the between-level variations in partner conversations and these out-
comes. Daily conversations appeared more effective in achieving an equal and satisfactory task division 
and higher relationship quality. This effectiveness can be attributed to daily conversations entailing 
concrete daily task allocations breaking reliance on routine gendered mental short-cuts for that day. 
On the other hand, abstract baseline conversations involve complex renegotiations about the overall 
structure of the already established task division, which might be more challenging to change. It could 
be that baseline conversations may have more lasting effects if initiated in the midst of big life events or 
changes, such as birth of a child (Brown & Miller, 2002; Endendijk et al., 2018), bread-winner job loss 
(Legerski & Cornwall, 2010) or COVID-19 (Yerkes et al., 2020) before a (new) routine has established.

Results also did not show many spill-over effects of conversations about the task division to the next 
day, which demonstrates the importance of daily coordination. This again suggests that partners do not 
really seem to plan their division of tasks up front, but divide tasks in a more concrete and ad-hoc way 
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on the spot. Partners might see that having to have conversations about the task division each day is an 
extra burden that is not worthwhile (see e.g., Wiesmann et al., 2008). However, the finding that espe-
cially daily conversations are related to many positive outcomes, such as experiencing a more satisfying 
division and even higher relationship quality, and that the conversations are seen as positive and useful 
suggests that short and very concrete conversations about who is responsible for a certain task at hand 
(over general conversations about the overall task division) can be an easy, low-threshold way to break 
traditional divisions.

Moreover, although effects were small, a small effect every day can cumulate in the long run (Funder 
& Ozer, 2019). For example, if the conversations result into the male partner making breakfast, in the 
long-term mothers may have more energy to go to work, making women more economically resilient. 
This could also instigate a positive feedback loop.

Limitations and future research

In addition to its numerous strengths, including its pioneering quantitative examination of task divi-
sion conversations within the context of real dual-earner parents' lives (as opposed to hypothetical 
scenarios), its inclusion of both mothers and fathers, the differentiation of within, between, and lagged 
effects, and the integration of two separate theories, the study also has some limitations. First, although 
we differentiated between conversations about household tasks, childcare and paid work and parents 
overall experienced the conversations as positive and useful, the exact content, nature and depth of the 
conversations remain unknown. Conversations could have entailed constructive, concrete communica-
tion, but also justifications to solidify gendered task divisions (Eerola et al., 2021; Rose et al., 2015) or 
destructive demand-withdraw interactions (Kluwer et al., 1997). For future research, we thus recom-
mend a mixed-method daily-diary approach (Vermeulen & van Leeuwen, 2023) where, in addition 
closed-ended questions, people answer open-ended questions about motivations and content of the 
conversations. Relatedly, while we focus on individual parents, a next step in the improvement of the 
research design is to examine daily conversations and task divisions between couples dyadically. Dyadic 
data would allow for drawing conclusions on partner-agreement and spill-over in perceptions about 
conversations on household, childcare and paid work and outcomes.

Second, although a diary study was suitable for our aim to differentiate between effects between 
persons and effects within persons, causality remains unclear. Because we only sent out a questionnaire 
once a day, the order of events remains speculative. Were these conversations held because partners 
were satisfied or did the conversations result in satisfaction? Future research could provide more insight 
by measuring when and why the conversation took place, or by using an experimental approach. Also, 
despite the initial impression that conversations improve relationships without altering gendered task 
divisions, we want to stress that our findings also showed that daily conversations were related to a more 
gender-equal task division.

Third, we measured perceptions of the task division which may not reflect the actual task division 
and may be biased by parents' gender ideas (Press & Townsley, 1998). It could be that over -or underesti-
mation of the contribution to the task division is related to gender-role stereotypes. Even though recall 
bias is reduced with a daily diary study (Reis & Gable, 2000), parents still could have over -or under-
estimated their daily contributions. However, note that regardless of under or overestimation, results 
showed that if parents reported more conversations on a specific day than other days, they reported a 
more equal task division that same day. Therefore, the found effects cannot be solely attributed to be-
tween-level factors, such as explicit gender role attitudes. Moving forward, future research may measure 
the task division with time diaries to get a more objective view of the task division, as they are seen as 
the golden standard of time use measurement (Yavorsky et al., 2015). Lastly, this convenience sample 
was not completely representative for the Dutch population. Also, those who volunteer to participate 
in studies about work–family issues tend to already experience lower than average work–family conflict 
(Shockley & Allen, 2015). While these issues may limit the generalizability of effects, the fact that we 
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find effects even among this highly educated sample in a country that scores high on gender equality, 
that may have already be prone to talk to their partner about the task division (as they were interested in 
this study) may also indicate that effects might even be larger in the general population or in countries 
that score lower on gender equality, where is more to win with regards to gender inequality. The next 
step is to explore the effects of task division conversations among participants at other life stages, with 
other family structures (e.g., LGBTQ+ partners, divorced partners, blended families), ideally with a 
fully representative sample.

CONCLUSION

Findings show that couples with an established task division benefit from a daily explicit coordination 
of tasks, especially household tasks, to create a more gender-equal, fair and satisfying task division, 
and higher relationship quality. Together, these findings imply that another useful way to break with 
traditional task divisions is to encourage parents to (shortly) coordinate their concrete daily household 
tasks. In this way couples may be able to overcome traditional gender roles from seeping through and 
act more in line with their actual desired work/family division.

AUTHOR CONTR IBUTIONS
Larisa Riedijk: Conceptualization; investigation; writing – original draft; methodology; data 
curation; project administration; formal analysis; writing – review and editing; visualization. Lianne 
Aarntzen: Conceptualization; supervision; formal analysis; writing – review and editing. Ruth van 
Veelen: Conceptualization; supervision; formal analysis; writing – review and editing. Belle Derks: 
Conceptualization; supervision; writing – review and editing.

ACK NO W L E DGE M ENTS
The authors like to thank Milan Oostveen, Aisyah du Long, Hannah Timmermans, Martijn 
Salfischberger, Sem de Boer, Merel van Schagen, Jeske Bouter, Nora den Hertog, Fien Proost and Zoe 
van Eijk-Maimu for assisting with data collection, Manuel Barbosa and Jan Fekke Ybema for provid-
ing feedback on the analyses and the Groups and Identity-lab at the department for providing valuable 
feedback on a draft of the paper. This study is part of the research program Sustainable Cooperation—
Roadmaps to Resilient Societies (SCOOP). The authors are grateful to the Netherlands Organization 
for Scientific Research (NWO) and the Dutch Ministry of Education, Culture and Science (OCW) 
for generously funding this research in the context of its 2017 Gravitation Program (grant number 
024.003.025).

CONFL IC T OF I NT ER EST STAT EM ENT
The authors have no conflict of interest.

DATA AVA IL A BIL IT Y STAT EM ENT
The data that support the findings of this study are available from the corresponding author upon 
reasonable request.

ORCID
Larisa Riedijk  https://orcid.org/0000-0003-1447-834X 

R EF ER ENC E S
Ahmad, F., Jhajj, A. K., Stewart, D. E., Burghardt, M., & Bierman, A. S. (2014). Single item measures of self-rated mental health: 

A scoping review. BMC Health Services Research, 14, 398.
Allen, M. S., Iliescu, D., & Greiff, S. (2022). Editorial single item measures in psychological science. European Journal of Psychological 

Assessment, 38, 1–5.

 20448309, 2024, 2, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://bpspsychub.onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1111/bjso.12698 by C

ochrane N
etherlands, W

iley O
nline L

ibrary on [11/04/2024]. See the T
erm

s and C
onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/term

s-and-conditions) on W
iley O

nline L
ibrary for rules of use; O

A
 articles are governed by the applicable C

reative C
om

m
ons L

icense

https://orcid.org/0000-0003-1447-834X
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-1447-834X


700 |   RIEDIJK et al.

Amato, P. R. (2010). Research on divorce: Continuing trends and new developments. Journal of Marriage and Family, 72(3), 650–
666. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1111/j. 1741- 3737. 2010. 00723. x

Ang, L., & Eisend, M. (2018). Single versus multiple measurement of attitudes: A meta-analysis of advertising studies 
validates the single-item measure approach. Journal of Advertising Research, 58(2), 218–227. https:// doi. org/ 10. 2501/ 
JAR- 2017- 001

Birditt, K. S., Brown, E., Orbuch, T. L., & McIlvane, J. M. (2010). Marital conflict behaviors and implications for divorce over 
16 years. Journal of Marriage and Family, 72(5), 1188–1204. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1111/j. 1741- 3737. 2010. 00758. x

Blom, N., & Hewitt, B. (2020). Becoming a female-breadwinner household in Australia: Changes in relationship satisfaction. 
Journal of Marriage and Family, 82(4), 1340–1357. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1111/ jomf. 12653 

Bodi, O., Mikula, G., & Riederer, B. (2010). Long-term effects between perceived justice in the division of domestic work and 
women's relationship satisfaction: Testing for moderation effects. Social Psycholog y, 41(2), 57–65. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1027/ 
1864- 9335/ a000009

Brown, J. L., & Miller, D. (2002). Gender role preference and family food chores. Journal of Nutrition Education and Behavior, 34(2), 
100–108. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/ S1499 - 4046(06) 60075 - 4

Carlson, D. L., & Kail, B. L. (2018). Socioeconomic variation in the association of marriage with depressive symptoms. Social 
Science Research, 71, 85–97. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1016/j. ssres earch. 2017. 12. 008

Carlson, D. L., Miller, A. J., & Sassler, S. (2018). Stalled for whom? Change in the division of particular housework tasks and 
their consequences for middle-to low-income couples. Socius, 4, 2378023118765867. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1177/ 23780 23118 
765867

Carlson, D. L., Miller, A. J., Sassler, S., & Hanson, S. (2016). The gendered division of housework and Couples' sexual relation-
ships: A reexamination. Journal of Marriage and Family, 78(4), 975–995. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1111/ jomf. 12313 

Carlson, M. W., & Hans, J. D. (2020). Maximizing benefits and minimizing impacts: Dual-earner couples' perceived division 
of household labor decision-making process. Journal of Family Studies, 26(2), 208–225. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1080/ 13229 400. 
2017. 1367712

Carriero, R. (2011). Perceived fairness and satisfaction with the division of housework among dual-earner couples in Italy. 
Marriage & Family Review, 47(7), 436–458. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1080/ 01494 929. 2011. 619299

Chaiken, S., & Ledgerwood, A. (2012). A theory of heuristic and systematic information processing. In P. A. M. van Lange, 
A. W. Kruglanski, & E. T. Higgins (Eds.), Handbook of theories of social psycholog y (Vol. 1, pp. 246–266). SAGE Publishing.

Claffey, S. T., & Manning, K. R. (2010). Equity but not equality: Commentary on Lachance-Grzela and Bouchard. Sex Roles, 
63(11), 781–785. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ s1119 9- 010- 9848- 5

Claffey, S. T., & Mickelson, K. D. (2009). Division of household labor and distress: The role of perceived fairness for employed 
mothers. Sex Roles, 60, 819–831. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ s1119 9- 008- 9578- 0

Cluley, H., & Hecht, T. D. (2020). Micro work-family decision-making of dual-income couples with young children: What does 
a couple like us do in a situation like this? Journal of Occupational and Organizational Psycholog y, 93(1), 45–72. https:// doi. org/ 
10. 1111/ joop. 12282 

Croft, A., Schmader, T., Block, K., & Baron, A. S. (2014). The second shift reflected in the second generation: Do Parents' 
gender roles at home predict Children's aspirations? Psychological Science, 25(7), 1418–1428. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1177/ 09567 
97614 533968

Dechant, A., & Schulz, F. (2014). Scenarios for the equal division of paid and unpaid work in the transition to parenthood in 
Germany. Comparative Education Studies, 39(3), 615–644. https:// doi. org/ 10. 4232/ 10. CPoS- 2013- 06en

Dew, J., & Wilcox, W. B. (2011). If momma ain't happy: Explaining declines in marital satisfaction among new mothers. Journal 
of Marriage and Family, 73(1), 1–12. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1111/j. 1741- 3737. 2010. 00782. x

Dominguez-Folgueras, M., Jurado-Guerrero, T., & Botía-Morillas, C. (2018). Against the odds? Keeping a nontraditional di-
vision of domestic work after first parenthood in Spain. Journal of Family Issues, 39(7), 1855–1879. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1177/ 
01925 13X17 729399

Eagly, A. H., & Chaiken, S. (1993). The psycholog y of attitudes. Harcourt Brace Jovanovich Coll.
Eagly, A. H., & Wood, W. (2012). Social role theory. In P. van Lange, A. Kruglanski, & E. T. Higgins (Eds.), Handbook of theories 

in social psycholog y (pp. 458–476). Sage Publications. https:// doi. org/ 10. 4135/ 97814 46249 222. n49
Eerola, P., Närvi, J., Terävä, J., & Repo, K. (2021). Negotiating parenting practices: The arguments and justifications of 

Finnish couples. Families, Relationships and Societies, 10(1), 119–135. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1332/ 20467 4320X 15898 83453 
3942

Ellemers, N. (2018). Gender stereotypes. Annual Review of Psycholog y, 69, 275–298.
Endendijk, J. J., Derks, B., & Mesman, J. (2018). Does parenthood change implicit gender-role stereotypes and behaviors? Journal 

of Marriage and Family, 80(1), 61–79. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1111/ jomf. 12451 
Enders, C. K., & Tofighi, D. (2007). Centering predictor variables in cross-sectional multilevel models: A new look at an old 

issue. Psychological Methods, 12(2), 121–138. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1037/ 1082- 989X. 12.2. 121
European Commission, Directorate-General for Justice and Consumers. (2022). 2022 report on gender equality in the EU. 

Publications Office of the European Union. https:// doi. org/ 10. 2838/ 94579 
Eurostat. (2022). Employment and activity by sex and age—annual data. https:// ec. europa. eu/ euros tat/ datab rowser/ bookm ark/ 

b6c2c 22f- 6844- 45d9- b657- ca52c d1a1d 2a? lang= en& page= time: 2022- Q3

 20448309, 2024, 2, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://bpspsychub.onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1111/bjso.12698 by C

ochrane N
etherlands, W

iley O
nline L

ibrary on [11/04/2024]. See the T
erm

s and C
onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/term

s-and-conditions) on W
iley O

nline L
ibrary for rules of use; O

A
 articles are governed by the applicable C

reative C
om

m
ons L

icense

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-3737.2010.00723.x
https://doi.org/10.2501/JAR-2017-001
https://doi.org/10.2501/JAR-2017-001
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-3737.2010.00758.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/jomf.12653
https://doi.org/10.1027/1864-9335/a000009
https://doi.org/10.1027/1864-9335/a000009
https://doi.org/10.1016/S1499-4046(06)60075-4
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssresearch.2017.12.008
https://doi.org/10.1177/2378023118765867
https://doi.org/10.1177/2378023118765867
https://doi.org/10.1111/jomf.12313
https://doi.org/10.1080/13229400.2017.1367712
https://doi.org/10.1080/13229400.2017.1367712
https://doi.org/10.1080/01494929.2011.619299
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11199-010-9848-5
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11199-008-9578-0
https://doi.org/10.1111/joop.12282
https://doi.org/10.1111/joop.12282
https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797614533968
https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797614533968
https://doi.org/10.4232/10.CPoS-2013-06en
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-3737.2010.00782.x
https://doi.org/10.1177/0192513X17729399
https://doi.org/10.1177/0192513X17729399
https://doi.org/10.4135/9781446249222.n49
https://doi.org/10.1332/204674320X15898834533942
https://doi.org/10.1332/204674320X15898834533942
https://doi.org/10.1111/jomf.12451
https://doi.org/10.1037/1082-989X.12.2.121
https://doi.org/10.2838/94579
https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/databrowser/bookmark/b6c2c22f-6844-45d9-b657-ca52cd1a1d2a?lang=en&page=time:2022-Q3
https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/databrowser/bookmark/b6c2c22f-6844-45d9-b657-ca52cd1a1d2a?lang=en&page=time:2022-Q3


    | 701PARENTS' TASK DIVISION COORDINATION

Evertsson, L., & Nyman, C. (2009). If not negotiation, then what? Gender equality and the organization of everyday life in 
Swedish couples. Interpersona: An International Journal on Personal Relationships, 3(supp1), 33–59. https:// doi. org/ 10. 5964/ ijpr. 
v3isu pp1. 68

Fisher, G. G., Matthews, R. A., & Gibbons, A. M. (2016). Developing and investigating the use of single-item measures in orga-
nizational research. Journal of Occupational Health Psycholog y, 21(1), 3–23.

Fülöp, F., Bőthe, B., Gál, É., Cachia, J. Y. A., Demetrovics, Z., & Orosz, G. (2022). A two-study validation of a single-item 
measure of relationship satisfaction: RAS-1. Current Psycholog y, 41(4), 2109–2121. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ s1214 4- 020- 
00727 - y

Funder, D. C., & Ozer, D. J. (2019). Evaluating effect size in psychological research: Sense and nonsense. Advances in Methods and 
Practices in Psychological Science, 2(2), 156–168. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1177/ 25152 45919 847202

Galovan, A. M., Holmes, E. K., Schramm, D. G., & Lee, T. R. (2014). Father involvement, father–child relationship quality, and 
satisfaction with family work: Actor and partner influences on marital quality. Journal of Family Issues, 35(13), 1846–1867. 
https:// doi. org/ 10. 1177/ 01925 13X13 479948

Gelfand, M. J., Raver, J. L., Nishii, L., Leslie, L. M., Lun, J., Lim, B. C., Duan, L., Almaliach, A., Ang, S., Arnadottir, J., 
Aycan, Z., Boehnke, K., Boski, P., Cabecinhas, R., Chan, D., Chhokar, J., D'Amato, A., Subirats, M., Fischlmayr, I. C., 
… Yamaguchi, S. (2011). Differences between tight and loose cultures: a 33-nation study. Science, 332(6033), 1100–1104. 
https:// doi. org/ 10. 1126/ scien ce. 1197754

Ghasemi, A., & Zahediasl, S. (2012). Normality tests for statistical analysis: A guide for non-statisticians. International Journal of 
Endocrinolog y and Metabolism, 10(2), 486–489. https:// doi. org/ 10. 5812/ ijem. 3505

Greenhaus, J. H., & Powell, G. N. (2016). Making work and family work: From hard choices to smart choices. Routledge.
Grote, N. K., & Clark, M. S. (2001). Perceiving unfairness in the family: Cause or consequence of marital distress? Journal of 

Personality and Social Psycholog y, 80, 281–293.
Hegewisch, A., & Gornick, J. C. (2011). The impact of work-family policies on women's employment: A review of research from 

OECD countries. Community, Work & Family, 14(2), 119–138. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1080/ 13668 803. 2011. 571395
Horne, R. M., Johnson, M. D., Galambos, N. L., & Krahn, H. J. (2018). Time, money, or gender? Predictors of the division of 

household labour across life stages. Sex Roles, 78(11–12), 731–743. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ s1119 9- 017- 0832- 1
Judge, T. A., & Livingston, B. A. (2008). Is the gap more than gender? A longitudinal analysis of gender, gender role orientation, 

and earnings. The Journal of Applied Psycholog y, 93, 994–1012. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1037/ 0021- 9010. 93.5. 994
Kahneman, D., Krueger, A. B., Schkade, D. A., Schwarz, N., & Stone, A. A. (2004). A survey method for characterizing 

daily life experience: The day reconstruction method. Science, 306(5702), 1776–1780. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1126/ scien ce. 
1103572

Karney, B. R. (2021). Socioeconomic status and intimate relationships. Annual Review of Psycholog y, 72, 391–414. https:// doi. org/ 
10. 1146/ annur ev- psych - 05192 0- 013658

Keizer, R., Van Lissa, C. J., Tiemeier, H., & Lucassen, N. (2020). The influence of fathers and mothers equally sharing childcare 
responsibilities on Children's cognitive development from early childhood to school age: An overlooked mechanism in 
the intergenerational transmission of (dis)advantages? European Sociological Review, 36(1), 1–15. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1093/ esr/ 
jcz046

Klein, W., Izquierdo, C., Bradbury, T. N., & Sloan, A. P. (2007). Working relationships: Communicative patterns and strat-
egies among couples in everyday life. Qualitative Research in Psycholog y, 4, 29–47. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1080/ 14780 88070 
1473391

Kleingeld, P., & Anderson, J. (2014). Justice as a family value: How a commitment to fairness is compatible with love. Hypatia, 
29(2), 320–336. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1111/ hypa. 12048 

Kluwer, E. S., Heesink, J. A. M., & Van De Vliert, E. (1997). The marital dynamics of conflict over the division of labor. Journal 
of Marriage and the Family, 59(3), 635–653. https:// doi. org/ 10. 2307/ 353951

Kluwer, E. S., Heesink, J. A. M., & Van de Vliert, E. (2002). The division of labor across the transition to parenthood: A justice 
perspective. Journal of Marriage and Family, 64(4), 930–943. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1111/j. 1741- 3737. 2002. 00930. x

Legerski, E. M., & Cornwall, M. (2010). Working-class job loss, gender, and the negotiation of household labor. Gender and 
Society, 24(4), 447–474. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1177/ 08912 43210 374600

Lively, K. J., Steelman, L. C., & Powell, B. (2010). Equity, emotion, and household division of labor response. Social Psycholog y 
Quarterly, 73(4), 358–379. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1177/ 01902 72510 389012

Mandel, H., Lazarus, A., & Shaby, M. (2021). Economic exchange or gender identities? Housework division and Wives' eco-
nomic dependency in different contexts. European Sociological Review, 36(6), 831–851. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1093/ esr/ jcaa023

Mayrhofer, W., Meyer, M., Schiffinger, M., & Schmidt, A. (2008). The influence of family responsibilities, career fields and gender on 
career success an empirical study. Journal of Managerial Psycholog y, 23(3), 292–323. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1108/ 02683 94081 0861392

McGinn, K. L., Ruiz Castro, M., & Lingo, E. L. (2019). Learning from mum: Cross-national evidence linking maternal employment 
and adult children's outcomes. Work, Employment and Society, 33(3), 374–400. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1177/ 09500 17018 760167

Mickelson, K. D., Claffey, S. T., & Williams, S. L. (2006). The moderating role of gender and gender role attitudes on the link 
between spousal support and marital quality. Sex Roles, 55, 73–82. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ s1119 9- 006- 9061- 8

Mikula, G., Riederer, B., & Bodi, O. (2008). Wives' professional and familial work loads, relationshipsatisfaction, and well-be-
ing: The mediating roleof subjective work loads and perceived justice ofthe division of family work. In A. M. Fontaine & 
M. Matias (Eds.), Work, family and personal dynamics: international perspectives (pp. 65–78). Legis/LivPsic.

 20448309, 2024, 2, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://bpspsychub.onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1111/bjso.12698 by C

ochrane N
etherlands, W

iley O
nline L

ibrary on [11/04/2024]. See the T
erm

s and C
onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/term

s-and-conditions) on W
iley O

nline L
ibrary for rules of use; O

A
 articles are governed by the applicable C

reative C
om

m
ons L

icense

https://doi.org/10.5964/ijpr.v3isupp1.68
https://doi.org/10.5964/ijpr.v3isupp1.68
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12144-020-00727-y
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12144-020-00727-y
https://doi.org/10.1177/2515245919847202
https://doi.org/10.1177/0192513X13479948
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1197754
https://doi.org/10.5812/ijem.3505
https://doi.org/10.1080/13668803.2011.571395
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11199-017-0832-1
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.93.5.994
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1103572
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1103572
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-psych-051920-013658
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-psych-051920-013658
https://doi.org/10.1093/esr/jcz046
https://doi.org/10.1093/esr/jcz046
https://doi.org/10.1080/14780880701473391
https://doi.org/10.1080/14780880701473391
https://doi.org/10.1111/hypa.12048
https://doi.org/10.2307/353951
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-3737.2002.00930.x
https://doi.org/10.1177/0891243210374600
https://doi.org/10.1177/0190272510389012
https://doi.org/10.1093/esr/jcaa023
https://doi.org/10.1108/02683940810861392
https://doi.org/10.1177/0950017018760167
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11199-006-9061-8


702 |   RIEDIJK et al.

Milkie, M. A., & Peltola, P. (1999). Playing all the roles: Gender and the work-family balancing act. Journal of Marriage and the 
Family, 61(2), 476. https:// doi. org/ 10. 2307/ 353763

Miller, A. J., & Carlson, D. L. (2016). Great expectations? Working- and middle-class Cohabitors' expected and actual divisions 
of housework. Journal of Marriage and Family, 78(2), 346–363. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1111/ jomf. 12276 

Nezlek, J. (2020). Diary studies in social and personality psychology: An introduction with some recommendations and sugges-
tions. Social Psychological Bulletin, 15(2), 1–9.

Nordenmark, M., & Nyman, C. (2003). Fair or unfair? Perceived fairness of household division of labour and gender equality 
among women and men: The Swedish case. European Journal of Women's Studies, 10(2), 181–209. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1177/ 
13505 06803 01000 2004

OECD. (2019). Part-time and partly equal: Gender and work in the Netherlands, gender equality at work. OECD Publishing. https:// doi. 
org/ 10. 1787/ 20423 5cf- en

Ohly, S., Sonnentag, S., Niessen, C., & Zapf, D. (2010). Diary Studies in Organizational. Journal of Personnel Psycholog y, 9, 79–93. 
https:// doi. org/ 10. 1027/ 1866- 5888/ a000009

Olsson, M. I. T., van Grootel, S., Block, K., Schuster, C., Meeussen, L., Van Laar, C., Schmader, T., Croft, A., Sun, M. S., Ainsaar, 
M., Aarntzen, L., Adamus, M., Anderson, J., Atkinson, C., Avicenna, M., Bąbel, P., Barth, M., Benson-Greenwald, T. 
M., Maloku, E., … Martiny, S. E. (2023). Gender gap in parental leave intentions: Evidence from 37 countries. Political 
Psycholog y, 1–30. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1111/ pops. 12880 

Petts, R. J., & Knoester, C. (2020). Are parental relationships improved if fathers take time off of work after the birth of a child? 
Social Forces, 98(3), 1223–1256. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1093/ sf/ soz014

Poelmans, S., Greenhaus, J. H., & Stepanova, O. (2013). The present and future of work–family decision making. expanding 
the boundaries of work-family research: A vision for the future. In S. Poelmans, J. Greenhaus, & M. L. H. Maestro (Eds.), 
Expanding the boundaries of work-family research: A vision for the future (pp. 137–154). Palgrave Macmillan.

Portegijs, W., & van den Brakel, M. (2018). Emancipatie weer in de lift. In: Emancipatiemonitor: 2018. https:// digit aal. scp. nl/ 
emanc ipati emoni tor20 18/ emanc ipatie- weer- in- de- lift

Press, J. E., & Townsley, E. (1998). Wives' and husbands' housework reporting: Gender, class, and social desirability. Gender and 
Society, 12(2), 188–218. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1177/ 08912 43980 12002005

Pruckner, G. J., & Sausgruber, R. (2013). Honesty on the streets: A field study on newspaper purchasing. Journal of the European 
Economic Association, 11(3), 661–679. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1111/ jeea. 12016 

Qian, Y., & Sayer, L. C. (2016). Division of labor, gender ideology, and marital satisfaction in East Asia. Journal of Marriage and 
Family, 78(2), 383–400. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1111/ jomf. 12274 

R Core Team. (2021). R: A language and environment for statistical computing. R Foundation for Statistical Computing. https:// www.R- 
proje ct. org/ 

Radcliffe, L. S., & Cassell, C. (2014). Resolving couples' work-family conflicts: The complexity of decision making and the intro-
duction of a new framework. Human Relations, 67(7), 793–819. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1177/ 00187 26713 506022

Reis, H. T., & Gable, S. L. (2000). Event-sampling and other methods for studying everyday experience. In T. H. Reis & M. C. 
Judd (Eds.), Handbook of research methods in social and personality psycholog y (pp. 190–222). Cambridge University Press.

Ridgeway, C. L. (2011). Framed by gender: How gender inequality persists in the modern world. Oxford University Press. https:// doi. org/ 
10. 1093/ acprof: oso/ 97801 99755 776. 001. 0001

Roeters, A. (2019). Zorg voor het huishouden en anderen. In: Een week in kaart: Editie 2. https:// digit aal. scp. nl/ eenwe ekink aart2/  
zorg- voor- het- huish ouden- en- anderen

Rose, J., Brady, M., Yerkes, M. A., & Coles, L. (2015). “Sometimes they just want to cry for their mum”: Couples' negotiations 
and rationalisations of gendered divisions in infant care. Journal of Family Studies, 21(1), 38–56. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1080/ 
13229 400. 2015. 1010264

Rosseel, Y. (2012). Lavaan: An R package for structural equation modeling. Journal of Statistical Software. Advance online publica-
tion. https:// doi. org/ 10. 18637/  jss. v048. i02

Rusbult, C. E., & Buunk, B. P. (1993). Commitment processes in close relationships: An interdependence analysis. Journal of Social 
and Personal Relationships, 10(2), 175–204. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1177/ 02654 07593 01000202

Rutgers. (2019). The State of Dutch Fathers/Vaderschap in Nederland: van willen naar doen. Rutgers.
Schieman, S., Ruppanner, L., & Milkie, M. A. (2018). Who helps with homework? Parenting inequality and relationship quality 

among employed mothers and fathers. Journal of Family and Economic Issues, 39(1), 49–65. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1007/ s1083 
4- 017- 9545- 4

Shelton, K. H., & Harold, G. T. (2008). Interparental conflict, negative parenting, and Children's adjustment: Bridging links 
between Parents' depression and Children's psychological distress. Journal of Family Psycholog y, 22(5), 712–724. https:// doi. 
org/ 10. 1037/ a0013515

Shockley, K. M., & Allen, T. D. (2015). Deciding between work and family: An episodic approach. Personnel Psycholog y, 68(2), 
283–318. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1111/ peps. 12077 

Shockley, K. M., & Allen, T. D. (2018). It's not what I expected: The association between dual-earner couples' met expectations 
for the division of paid and family labor and well-being. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 104, 240–260. https:// doi. org/ 10. 
1016/j. jvb. 2017. 11. 009

 20448309, 2024, 2, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://bpspsychub.onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1111/bjso.12698 by C

ochrane N
etherlands, W

iley O
nline L

ibrary on [11/04/2024]. See the T
erm

s and C
onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/term

s-and-conditions) on W
iley O

nline L
ibrary for rules of use; O

A
 articles are governed by the applicable C

reative C
om

m
ons L

icense

https://doi.org/10.2307/353763
https://doi.org/10.1111/jomf.12276
https://doi.org/10.1177/1350506803010002004
https://doi.org/10.1177/1350506803010002004
https://doi.org/10.1787/204235cf-en
https://doi.org/10.1787/204235cf-en
https://doi.org/10.1027/1866-5888/a000009
https://doi.org/10.1111/pops.12880
https://doi.org/10.1093/sf/soz014
https://digitaal.scp.nl/emancipatiemonitor2018/emancipatie-weer-in-de-lift
https://digitaal.scp.nl/emancipatiemonitor2018/emancipatie-weer-in-de-lift
https://doi.org/10.1177/089124398012002005
https://doi.org/10.1111/jeea.12016
https://doi.org/10.1111/jomf.12274
https://www.r-project.org/
https://www.r-project.org/
https://doi.org/10.1177/0018726713506022
https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof:oso/9780199755776.001.0001
https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof:oso/9780199755776.001.0001
https://digitaal.scp.nl/eenweekinkaart2/zorg-voor-het-huishouden-en-anderen
https://digitaal.scp.nl/eenweekinkaart2/zorg-voor-het-huishouden-en-anderen
https://doi.org/10.1080/13229400.2015.1010264
https://doi.org/10.1080/13229400.2015.1010264
https://doi.org/10.18637/jss.v048.i02
https://doi.org/10.1177/026540759301000202
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10834-017-9545-4
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10834-017-9545-4
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0013515
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0013515
https://doi.org/10.1111/peps.12077
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2017.11.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2017.11.009


    | 703PARENTS' TASK DIVISION COORDINATION

Stevens, D., Kiger, G., & Riley, P. J. (2001). Working hard and hardly working: Domestic labor and marital satisfaction 
among dual-earner couples. Journal of Marriage and Family, 63(2), 514–526. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1111/j. 1741- 3737. 2001. 
00514. x

Stevens, D. P., Kiger, G., & Mannon, S. E. (2005). Domestic labor and marital satisfaction: How much or how satisfied? Marriage 
& Family Review, 37(4), 49–67. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1300/ J002v 37n04_ 04

Taniguchi, H., & Kaufman, G. (2022). Sharing the load: Housework, joint decision-making, and marital quality in Japan. Journal 
of Family Studies, 28(3), 914–933. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1080/ 13229 400. 2020. 1769707

Tankard, M. E., & Paluck, E. L. (2016). Norm perception as a vehicle for social change. Social Issues and Policy Review, 10(1), 
181–211. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1111/ sipr. 12022 

Thielemans, G., Fallesen, P., & Mortelmans, D. (2021). Division of household labor and relationship dissolution in Denmark 
2001–2009. Journal of Family Issues, 42(7), 1582–1606. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1177/ 01925 13X20 949890

van den Brakel, M. (2020). Emancipatiemonitor 2020: Economische positie vrouw tot 2020 verder verbeterd. https:// digit aal. 
scp. nl/ emanc ipati emoni tor20 20/ econo mische- posit ie- vrouw- tot- 2020- verder- verbe terd

Van der Lippe, T., & Glebbeek, A. (2003). Time competition survey. ICS, Utrecht University/University of Groningen.
Van Hooff, M. L. M., Geurts, S. A. E., Kompier, M. A. J., & Taris, T. W. (2007). “How fatigued do you currently feel?” conver-

gent and discriminant validity of a single-item fatigue measure. Journal of Occupational Health, 49(3), 224–234. https:// doi. 
org/ 10. 1539/ joh. 49. 224

Van Putten, A. E., Dykstra, P. A., & Schippers, J. J. (2008). Just like mom? The intergenerational reproduction of women's paid 
work. European Sociological Review, 24(4), 435–449. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1093/ esr/ jcn030

Vermeulen, R. C. J. M., & van Leeuwen, E. H. (2023). Capturing dynamics in nursing: A diary study of nurses' job characteristics 
and ability and willingness to continue working. Frontiers in Psycholog y, 14, 1112530.

Vink, M., Derks, B., Ellemers, N., & van der Lippe, T. (2022). All is nice and well unless she outshines him: Higher social status 
benefits women's well-being and relationship quality but not if they surpass their male partner. Journal of Social Issues, 79(1), 
494–527. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1111/ josi. 12573 

Wiesmann, S., Boeije, H., Van Doorne-Huiskes, A., & Den Dulk, L. (2008). “Not worth mentioning”: The implicit and explicit 
nature of decision-making about the division of paid and domestic work. Community, Work & Family, 11(4), 341–363. 
https:// doi. org/ 10. 1080/ 13668 80080 2361781

Wilkie, J. R., Ferree, M. M., & Ratcliff, K. S. (1998). Gender and fairness: Marital satisfaction in two-earner couples. Journal of 
Marriage and the Family, 60(3), 577. https:// doi. org/ 10. 2307/ 353530

Yavorsky, J. E., Kamp Dush, C. M., & Schoppe-Sullivan, S. J. (2015). The production of inequality: The gender division of 
labor across the transition to parenthood. Journal of Marriage and Family, 77(3), 662–679. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1111/ jomf. 12189 

Yerkes, M. A., André, S. C. H., Besamusca, J. W., Kruyen, P. M., Remery, C. L. H. S., van der Zwan, R., Beckers, D. G. J., & 
Geurts, S. A. E. (2020). ‘Intelligent’ lockdown, intelligent effects? Results from a survey on gender (in)equality in paid 
work, the division of childcare and household work, and quality of life among parents in The Netherlands during the 
COVID-19 lockdown. PLoS One, 15(11), e0242249. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1371/ journ al. pone. 0242249

Yerkes, M. A., & Hewitt, B. (2019). Part-time work strategies of women and men of childbearing age in the Netherlands and 
Australia. In H. Nicolaisen, H. C. Kavli, & R. S. Jensen (Eds.), Dualisation of part-time work: The development of labour market 
insiders and outsiders. Policy Press.

Yerkes, M. A., Martin, B., Baxter, J., & Rose, J. (2017). An unsettled bargain? Mothers' perceptions of justice and fairness in paid 
work. Journal of Sociolog y, 53(2), 476–491. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1177/ 14407 83317 696361

Zimmerman, T. S., Haddock, S. A., Current, L. R., & Ziemba, S. (2003). Intimate partnership: Foundation to the successful 
balance of family and work. American Journal of Family Therapy, 31(2), 107–124. https:// doi. org/ 10. 1080/ 01926 18030 1126

SUPPORTI NG I NFOR M ATION
Additional supporting information can be found online in the Supporting Information section at the 
end of this article.

How to cite this article: Riedijk, L., Aarntzen, L., van Veelen, R., & Derks, B. (2024). Gender 
(in)equality at the kitchen table: A diary study on how Parents' coordination facilitates an equal task 
division and relationship quality. British Journal of Social Psycholog y, 63, 681–707. https://doi.
org/10.1111/bjso.12698

 20448309, 2024, 2, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://bpspsychub.onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1111/bjso.12698 by C

ochrane N
etherlands, W

iley O
nline L

ibrary on [11/04/2024]. See the T
erm

s and C
onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/term

s-and-conditions) on W
iley O

nline L
ibrary for rules of use; O

A
 articles are governed by the applicable C

reative C
om

m
ons L

icense

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-3737.2001.00514.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-3737.2001.00514.x
https://doi.org/10.1300/J002v37n04_04
https://doi.org/10.1080/13229400.2020.1769707
https://doi.org/10.1111/sipr.12022
https://doi.org/10.1177/0192513X20949890
https://digitaal.scp.nl/emancipatiemonitor2020/economische-positie-vrouw-tot-2020-verder-verbeterd
https://digitaal.scp.nl/emancipatiemonitor2020/economische-positie-vrouw-tot-2020-verder-verbeterd
https://doi.org/10.1539/joh.49.224
https://doi.org/10.1539/joh.49.224
https://doi.org/10.1093/esr/jcn030
https://doi.org/10.1111/josi.12573
https://doi.org/10.1080/13668800802361781
https://doi.org/10.2307/353530
https://doi.org/10.1111/jomf.12189
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0242249
https://doi.org/10.1177/1440783317696361
https://doi.org/10.1080/01926180301126
https://doi.org/10.1111/bjso.12698
https://doi.org/10.1111/bjso.12698


704 |   RIEDIJK et al.

A PPEN DI X A

Effects of control variables on between level regression analyses of Table 3.

Mean level/aggregated 
outcomes

Educational 
level

Number of 
children

Weekly paid work 
hours Gender (male)

B [95% CI] B [95% CI] B [95% CI] B [95% CI]

Household task division −0.075
[−0.185, 0.035]

0.094
[−0.069, 0.256]

−0.024*
[−0.047, −0.001]

0.072
[−0.326, 0.470]

Childcare division −0.090
[−0.190, 0.010]

0.168*
[0.020, 0.316]

−0.029**
[−0.050, −0.008]

0.117
[−0.245, 0.479]

Paid work division 0.028
[−0.065, 0.121]

−0.062
[−0.200, 0.076]

0.039**
[0.019, 0.058]

0.476**
[0.138, 0.813]

Satisfaction with task division −0.145**
[0.246, −0.044]

0.101
[−0.050, 0.252]

0.016
[−0.006, 0.037]

0.251
[−0.119, 0.620]

Fairness of task division −0.145**
[−0.254, −0.037]

0.096
[−0.065, 0.258]

0.004
[−0.019, 0.027]

0.082
[−0.313, 0.478]

Relationship satisfaction −0.062
[−0.161, 0.037]

−0.034
[−0.181, 0.113]

0.004
[−0.017, 0.025]

0.044
[−0.316, 0.403]

Relationship harmony −0.107
[−0.200, −0.014]

0.101
[−0.037, 0.239]

0.004
[−0.015, 0.024]

0.106
[−0.232, 0.444]

Note: *p < .05, **p < .01.
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Effects of control variables on the lagged analyses of Table 3.

Control variables lagged 
analyses

Educational 
level

Number of 
children

Weekly paid 
work hours Gender (male)

B [95% CI] B [95% CI] B [95% CI] B [95% CI]

Childcare division −0.139**
[−0.239, −0.038]

0.190*
[0.037, 0.342]

0.001
[−0.003, 0.006]

−0.416**
[−0.716, −0.115]

Household task division −0.117*
[−0.224, −0.010]

0.115
[−0.047, 0.277]

−0.001
[−0.005, 0.004]

−0.341*
[−0.660, −0.022]

Paid work division 0.068
[−0.029, 0.165]

−0.091
[−0.238, 0.055]

0.005
[0.000, 0.009]

−0.113
[−0.402, 0.176]

Satisfaction with task division −0.139**
[−0.241, −0.038]

0.116
[−0.038, 0.270]

0.005*
[0.000, 0.009]

−0.120
[−0.423, 0.183]

Fairness of task division −0.152**
[−0.259, −0.045]

0.114
[−0.048, 0.276]

0.002
[−0.003, 0.007]

−0.059
[−0.379, 0.260]

Relationship satisfaction −0.061
[−0.160, 0.038]

−0.017
[−0.167, 0.133]

0.002
[−0.002, 0.006]

−0.016
[−0.311, 0.279]

Relationship harmony −0.109*
[−0.200, −0.018]

0.105
[−0.034, 0.243]

0.004*
[0.000, 0.008]

−0.097
[−0.370, 0.175]

Note: Unstandardized regression coefficients with 95% confidence intervals between brackets are represented in table above. *p < .05, **p < .01.
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