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Abstract 

This study looks at the relationship between the division of household tasks, satisfaction with 
the household division and the intention/potential intention to break-up in Sweden as a 
gender-egalitarian context with a high proportion of family dissolution. The framework of the 
study is relative deprivation theory. The data analyzed is extracted from the Generation and 
Gender Survey Wave 1 for Sweden. The sample size of the study is 2,170 persons including 
married and cohabiting heterosexuals with an age range of 20–49 years and the tool of analysis 
is logistic regression. We find that equal sharing of household tasks is common in Sweden 
however gender inequality has remained a concern. Our findings highlight that equality in the 
division of household tasks does not play an important role in family stability but perception of 
fairness regarding the division of household tasks is the important factor. Our findings also 
show that married persons and couples in which one of them is on parental leave have lower 
intention/potential intention of breakup. 
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1. Introduction 
During recent decades, the family has changed remarkably in structure and dynamics 
throughout Europe (Cliquet, 2003). Until the mid/late 1960s, the male-breadwinner family 
model was the dominant family model, in which women and men had complementary roles 
and responsibilities. In such a family type, men were breadwinners and women were 
housekeepers and responsible for child rearing. Following the “golden age of marriage” in the 
1950s and 1960s, marriage rates declined; marriage ceased to be the main context of family 
formation, while non-marital cohabitation has become more and more prevalent. The 
traditional link between marriage, sexual relationships, and reproduction weakened throughout 
Europe. These changes have affected the traditional structure of the family. Nowadays, family 
does not only mean a married couple with children; rather, as Sobotka and Toulemon (2008: 
86) state, “family has become less of a place to reproduce generational and gender hierarchies, 
and more of a special space where individuals forge their identity”.  

Currently, in addition to marriage-based families, there are other forms of families: two 
partners who live together or apart, same-sex partnership, and one-parent families. However, 
most people still prefer marriage as an ideal living arrangement but today’s marriages are not 
the same as previous marriages, and they have become more a manifestation of individual 
values and preferences and less relevant as a context of sexual relation and childbearing. The 
disconnection between marriage and childbearing is illustrated by the delay of marriage until 
after first childbirth. Around 33% of births in Europe in 2005 occurred out of wedlock, while this 
proportion was only 5% in the early 1960s and 18% in the early 1990s. However, there are great 
differences among European countries. Northern Europe has the highest number of non-
marital childbearing but some other countries, such as Greece, have a very low number of that 
(Sobotka & Toulemon, 2008). 

Social, economic, and cultural changes significantly improved the position of women in the 
family and society and provided them more opportunities for education and work outside the 
home. Since the late 1990s, women’s educational attainment in the main childbearing years has 
reached the same level as men’s, and their employment levels have also increased rapidly 
approaching that of men in a number of countries (Oláh, 2015). Women’s increased 
independence challenged traditional power relations and decision-making in the family. 
Traditional norms shifted toward individual choice, from commanding toward negotiating in the 
family (Cliquet, 2003). 

Women’s greater engagement in social/public activities did not strengthen family stability; from 
the late 1970s onward, as women’s employment increased sharply (Oláh, 2015), so did the rate 
of divorce. At the beginning of the 21st century, Europe faced divorce rates two to five times 
higher than in the 1960s, and the total divorce rate (TDR) reached from 10 to 50 divorces per 
100 marriages in 2008. The probability of dissolution for cohabiting unions is even higher than 
for marital relationships, which implies that separation has become a common experience in 
contemporary Europe (Sobotka, 2008). 
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Some researchers, such as Becker (1981), suggest that women’s employment diminishes family 
stability given reduced specialization in couples as well as the economic dependency of wives 
on husbands. However, other researchers, such as Oppenheimer (1994), argue that Becker’s 
idea is based on the postwar era of men’s lifetime employment. Today’s dual-earner couples 
enjoy a more flexible life but a more uncertain labour market; consequently, a couple’s relation 
may become more stable if both partners are in paid work. Some researchers claim that if the 
dual-earner family becomes dominant, divorce because of women’s employment will decrease 
(Cook & Gash, 2010). 

Goldscheider and her colleagues, (2015) pointed out that women’s greater involvement in paid 
work was the first step of the gender revolution, which had economic benefits for the family. 
However, it increased the burden on employed women, who were also responsible for 
household tasks and childcare. Therefore, women applied different strategies, such as delaying 
marriage, not marrying, bearing fewer children, and reducing the time spent on household 
tasks. Nevertheless, union dissolution increased. However, the second stage of the gender 
revolution, which implies the greater participation of men in household tasks, has a positive 
effect on family patterns, including family stability (Cliquet, 2003; Goldscheider et al 2015; Oláh, 
2015). 

Despite both increasing attention to gender equality by policymakers and the development of 
egalitarian attitudes, values, and norms in public and private spheres, the participation of men 
in household tasks has not increased substantially so far (Oláh &Gähler, 2014; Baxter, 2000). 
Gender inequalities in the family have remained, as most wives do the majority of household 
tasks (Greenstein, 2009, 1996). Women do more than three times the amount of household 
chores than employed men in most European countries, especially at ages 25–54 years, which is 
the peak period for child raising (European Commission, 2010). Thus, most researchers believe 
that the second part of the gender revolution is still not completed (Goldscheider et al, 2010; 
2015). 

The lack of equality in couples’ relationship has been linked to the view that household tasks 
and childcare are primarily female responsibilities; hence, men’s engagement in household 
tasks has been much less approved of in society than women’s employment (Goldscheider et al, 
2015). Such a traditional view also influenced public policies such as parental leave, with the 
result that men were not eligible in most European countries until the late 1980s or early 
1990s. However, policies became gradually more supportive of gender equality in the family in 
addition to that in society (Oláh, 2001). This in turn had a positive effect on men’s willingness to 
engage in household tasks and childcare in the family (Goldscheider et al, 2015). 

Indeed, men had to pay a higher cost for changing their roles than women did. Society blamed 
employed women of neglecting their family and children, but their participation in social 
activities did not have financial side effects for them. However, when men wanted to take leave 
from work for family reasons, it was considered as violating the norms. Moreover, they did not 
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have any financial inducement for contributing to household tasks (Kjeldstad & Lappegård, 
2014; Goldscheider et al, 2015). 

Women’s increasingly egalitarian attitude has not been accompanied by equality in the division 
of household work. Women’s participation in the labor force and their economic 
responsibilities for family support in addition to domestic tasks has led to women requesting 
their partners to take on a higher share of household work, but as Sayer (2011) argues, 
women’s struggle for a fair and equal division of household tasks will likely fail, increasing their 
dissatisfaction and possibly directing them toward dissolution. 

Union dissolution negatively affects the lives of partners and their children (Goldscheider et al, 
2015). It also has implications for fertility, as couples may prefer fewer children, given concerns 
about having to raise them alone or not being involved with them after dissolution; or they may 
have more children with a new partner in addition to children from the dissolved union (Oláh, 
2015). Thus, family stability needs to be studied carefully, taking into account the gender 
dimensions of family life. In this thesis, family stability has been studied in relation to the 
division of household tasks in Sweden; a gender-egalitarian context with a high level of family 
break-up. 

1.1 The Swedish context 

Sweden, the forerunner of the second demographic transition, shows significant changes in the 
family context toward more equality. During the 1960s and 1970s, marriage, which had been 
the dominant style of family creation, was greatly reduced in Sweden, and non-marital 
cohabitation increased sharply. In the very early 21st century, a small proportion of first 
partnerships took the form of marriage, and today, 1.3 million people (18.3%) aged 20 or older 
live together without being married (Oláh and Bernhardt, 2008; Andersson et al, 2015; Statistic 
Sweden, 2015). The rate of extramarital birth also increased to around 60% of all children and 
two-thirds of first children (Oláh and Bernhardt, 2008). 

Education, as an important factor in marital quality (Amato, 2003), has changed significantly in 
recent decades in Sweden and the gender gap in education has gradually diminished. By the 
1990s women’s (25–65 years) educational level reached the level of men’s. From the 2000s, 
women surpassed men, and the scale of highly educated women (25–44 years) reached 41%, 
versus 34% of men in the same age groups (Oláh and Bernhardt, 2008). 

Similar to most other developed countries, changes in the family in Sweden have been 
accompanied by the increased employment and economic independence of women. In 1970, 
when the OECD average for female labor force participation (aged 15–64 years) was 47.6%, it 
was 59.3% in Sweden (Oláh and Gähler 2014) and reached 74.5% in 2010 (Commission on the 
Future of Sweden, 2013). 

With the development of women's employment in Sweden, dual-earner families have become 
common since the 1960s, as over 80% of mothers were in the labor market by 1999 (Björnberg, 
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2002). Social and family policies significantly supported this family change by a strong 
commitment to supporting gender equality based on ideals of women and men sharing the 
responsibilities in and out of the home and facilitating reconciliation of these two areas for 
partners (Oláh, 2001; 2008; 2015). The most important government policy in support of the 
family has been the parental leave program for employed parents, which was introduced in 
1974 and was extended several times: to 9 months in 1978, 12 months in 1980, 15 months in 
1989, and 16 months in 2002. This policy is the first policy in the world that acknowledged 
fathers as caregiving parents as well as mothers. When part of this leave was reserved for 
fathers in the mid-1990s, the proportion of men taking leave as well as the number of leave 
days they took increased. Nowadays, almost half of the takers of parental leave are fathers; 
however, they use only one-fifth of all parental leave days a year. Another measure supporting 
families has been the right for parents to work part-time until the child reaches eight years. 
Parents are also entitled to benefit from temporary parental leave, in the case of a child being 
sick (Oláh and Bernhardt, 2008; Oláh, 2003; Cooke and Gash, 2010). 

Government has also provided public childcare services through municipalities. This program is 
available for parents with preschool-aged children or for parents who study or are employed 
for at least 20 hours a week (Bernhardt, 2005). Almost all children of parents with full-time jobs 
are entitled to the program. The proportion of children enrolled in the program is increasing 
and nowadays, 55% of children under 3 and 96% of children aged 3–6 are enrolled in formal 
childcare in Sweden (European Union, 2016). 

Despite all improvements in the field of gender equality in Sweden, partners’ share of 
household tasks, as an important aspect of gender equality of a society, is not equal so far. 
There is still a gap between men’s and women’s roles in the family. However, 77% of men and 
86% of women feel that household tasks should be shared equally (Nordemark, 2003), and the 
level of partners’ participation in the labor force is more equal than a generation ago. But 
figures show that household task distribution between couples is still governed by traditional 
values in most Swedish families and the primary responsibility for household tasks and 
childcare mainly falls on women (Bernhardt, 2008; Nakamura and Akiyoshi, 2015). 

Women’s share of household tasks in 1991 was 20 hours per week, while for men it was 5 
hours. Ten years later, women’s share had declined to 16 hours per week, but men’s share 
remained the same. Thus, Swedish women spend 10 to 13 hours more doing housework than 
men do weekly (Evertsson and Nermo, 2004). 

Another study, by Evertsson in 2014, also found the same result: Although Swedish women and 
men are committed to gender equality in paid and unpaid works; their gender-egalitarian ideals 
are different with regard to the division of housework. Evertsson found that men spend an 
average of 9 hours of their time per week on household work, while it is 15 hours for women 
for the same tasks. 
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In dual-earner unions, in which women are still responsible for the major part of the household 
tasks and childcare they are more likely to perceive the unequal division of household tasks as 
unfair. This may decrease relationship quality which may lead to dissolution (Oláh and 
Bernhardt, 2008). In Sweden, where dual-earner families are common and the rate of 
employed women (74.5%) is almost equal to that of men (77.3%) (Statistic Sweden, 2015) 
housework inequality is identified as a factor of relationship dissatisfaction and dissolution 
(Oláh and Gähler, 2014). Studies indicate a high rate of dissolution in Sweden and an increase of 
the crude divorce rate from 2.2 in 2005 to 2.8 in 2013 (Commission on the Future of Sweden, 
2013). 

The purpose of this study is to understand better the relation between the division of 
household tasks and union stability, in other words, whether a more equal division of 
household tasks is associated with less intention /potential intention of breakup. Sweden is a 
suitable context in which to study this issue, given that egalitarian gender role attitudes and 
behavior are widespread, governmental support for the family is substantial, women have a 
vast participation in the labor force and high economic independence, and participation of men 
in household tasks is higher than in other developed countries (Oláh, 2001; Evertsson, 2014). 
We study both cohabitation, which is a more fragile union type, and marriage, both of which 
display high dissolution rates in the Swedish society to find the fact behind of this high rate of 
dissolution in a high gender egalitarian society 

 

2. Theoretical framework and previous studies 

The relationship between the division of household tasks and marital quality has been noted in 
several studies. These studies reveal that independently of the amount of housework that 
partners perform, their perception of fairness regarding the division of household tasks is an 
important factor in partnership quality and union stability (Oláh and Gähler, 2014, Frisco and 
Kristi, 2003). 

As mentioned in the introduction, the second stage of the gender revolution, which includes 
men’s participation in household tasks, has not been accomplished. Thus, women are the family 
members doing most of the housework. In the majority of industrialized nations, women still 
perform about two-thirds of all housework (Greenstein, 2009). This inequality can lead to 
partnership problems and possible dissolution. A large number of studies regarding household 
labor demonstrate that despite gender-based inequalities in the division of household tasks, 
most women perceive the inequalities as fair or equitable (Bexter, 2000; Frisco and Kristi, 
2003). 

Scholars have proposed several theories to explain this perception of fairness that is not 
congruent with the equity in household tasks. Relative deprivation theory has been quite 
helpful in this regard (Greenstein, 1996; Lappegård et al, 2015), and I have therefore chosen it 
as the theoretical framework of this study. Relative deprivation theory consists of four 
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assumptions: i) it is a subjective evaluation of outcomes that determine the feeling of 
un/fairness, ii) individuals must value an outcome in order for justice to become relevant, iii) 
the perception of unfairness or inequality is the result of comparison processes, and iv) there is 
preference for equity in relationship (with another person, group, previous experiences, or 
one’s own expectations). When an outcome is similar to that of some comparative referent, it is 
equitable, but if an outcome is not what was expected, the individual may feel deprived in a 
relative sense (Greenstein, 1996; Thompson, 2009). 

Relative deprivation theory suggests that national context (national-level gender equity) might 
serve as a comparative referent used by women that affects their perception of fairness. As 
Greenstein argues, women who perceive a high level of support of gender equality are more 
likely to perceive inequalities in their family life, unlike women in nations with less support of 
gender equality, who are less likely to perceive gender inequality as unfair (Greenstein, 1996; 
2009). 

The studies reveal that some women compare themselves with other women, which causes 
them to feel less unfairness in an unequal relationship, but others are more likely to compare 
themselves with their husbands or men in general and perceive themselves to be treated 
unfairly. Therefore, the latter group more likely perceives an unequal division of household 
tasks as unfair (De Maris and Longmore, 1996; Greenstein, 2009), and the perception of 
unfairness affects their marital quality (Oláh and Gähler, 2014; Frisco and Kristi, 2003). 
Especially in developed societies with a high level of gender equality, where divorce is more 
accessible and common than other countries, individuals are more used to dissolution and 
prefer to leave an unhappy relationship to seek a happier and more satisfactory life with a new 
partner (Amato et al, 2003).   

There are several explanations of the perception of fairness regarding unequal division of 
household tasks. For example, women like to do the household tasks thus doing tasks is a 
valued outcome for them. However other studies illustrate that this is not an appropriate 
explanation in all cases, but most women do not enjoy physical housework and they are not 
satisfied with the amount of housework that they do. While many women value housework and 
perceive the inequalities as fair, for most of them it is not the doing of tasks per se that is 
valuable (Thompson, 1991). 

Some scholars argue that most women see family tasks as essential tasks, which they do for 
people they love and they enjoy and perceive it fair to do such tasks even if they do not like the 
tasks themselves (Ferree, 1987). Keeping the peace is also more important for most women 
than getting their husband to do their share of tasks (Berheide, 1984), because some women 
value stability in their relationship, contrary to others who consider independence and 
autonomy more important for them (Greenstein, 2009). 

Some studies have shown that for women, men’s actions are less important than their 
expression and emotions. Hochschild’s study (1989) demonstrated that some women see their 
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husbands as responsive even if they do not share in housework. For some women, it is enough 
to know that their husbands will help them if they need them to. Backett (1987) found that 
some women believe their husbands become involved in childcare if they listen to their wives 
talk about the children, even if they rarely share in childcare. 

A large number of studies indicate an effect of a partner’s gender role attitudes on the 
perception of fairness and relationship stability. Amato and his colleagues showed in a study 
(1995) that wives with less traditional attitudes have lower marital quality, which means less 
interaction but more disagreement, which can lead to divorce. In contrast, husbands with less 
traditional attitudes enjoy higher marital quality, and they probably receive rewards such as 
praise and appreciation from their wives for their attitudes and behaviors (Amato, 1995). 

Kaufman’s study (2000) emphasized that egalitarian women are more likely to seek dissolution 
and egalitarian men are less likely to seek dissolution; thus, traditional husbands and 
nontraditional wives have the lowest marital quality. The findings of Goldscheider and 
colleagues (2015) are also consistent with these studies and confirm that the risk of dissolution 
is lower when men take part in more household tasks and that their wives feel less stress in 
family life than with men who participate less in domestic labors. Another study conducted by 
Amato (2003) concluded that an increase of the husband’s share of household tasks improves 
marital quality among wives, but it depresses it among men. His results also reveal that 
between 1980 and 2000, more participation of men in household tasks improved marital 
quality and stability (Amato et al, 2003). 

Nermo and Evertsson found that women who live with men who spend more time on 
housework are less likely to report disagreement with their husbands regarding the division of 
household work than women whose partners perform a tiny share of the household work 
(Nermo & Evertsson, 2004; Evertsson, 2014). 

Studies show that there is also a relation between age and the division of household tasks. 
Nermo and Evertsson (2014) found that the gender division of household tasks increases with 
the partner’s age. Kaufman and her colleagues also found that young Swedish adults are more 
likely to divide equally their housework and they are dissatisfied with unequal arrangement of 
housework (Kaufman et al, 2016). 

Other studies emphasize the impact of children’s presence on the division of household tasks 
and relationship stability. In families with a small child, the amount of household work that 
women do is more than what men do, but the risk of dissolution in these families is lower than 
among childless families or families with older children (Oláh and Gähler, 2014; Härkönen, 
2013, Ruppanner et al, 2017). 

Frisco and Williams’ joint study indicated that in dual-earner societies, which include most 
OECD countries, it is more likely that persons perceive the inequality in the division of 
household tasks as unfair, which decreases satisfaction with the relationship and increases 
disagreement and distress among couples/partners. Thus, the risk of dissolution is high in these 
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societies (Frisco and Williams, 2003). In general, in countries with a lower level of gender 
equity, where women’s share in household tasks is greater than that of men, the impact of 
unfair division of household tasks for women is limited, and they do not perceive unfairness. In 
contrast, women in more egalitarian countries perceive unfairness even in minor differences 
(Greenstein, 2009; Nakamura & Akiyoshi, 2015). Another study indicated that the division of 
household tasks is more balanced in societies where divorce is more common (Yodanice, 2005). 

Cooke’s study in 2006 uncovered another aspect of this complicated issue, namely, that the 
association between the gender division of housework and the risk of dissolution varies by 
policy context. Cooke found that in West Germany characterized by policies amplifying gender 
specialization, traditional partners are less likely to divorce and that the risk of divorce 
increases with the increasing participation of the husband in household work. In the United 
States, where policy is silent regarding the private sphere, the risk of dissolution increases by 
the husband’s decreasing participation in household tasks (Cooke, 2006). Another study by 
Cooke et al (2013) showed strong variations between countries regarding the impact of wives’ 
employment on the risk of dissolution. In the United States, with its lack of policy support, 
wives’ employment increases the risk of divorce, but in countries with policy support for the 
combination of paid work and housework, employed women are much less likely to divorce 
than non-employed women. 

This study seeks to provide more insight into family life, specifically the relation between the 
division of household tasks and plans1 to break-up in Sweden as a gender-egalitarian context 
with a high proportion of family dissolution. The framework of the study is relative deprivation 
theory which requires to measure perception of fairness but there is no such direct information 
in the data set. As according to the previous studies such as Frisco and Williams (2003) and Oláh 
and Gähler (2014), perception of fairness is strongly related to satisfaction, the information 
available in the data “Satisfaction with the division of household tasks” is used as a proxy for 
the perception of fairness regarding the division of household tasks.  

2.1 Research questions 

Using the relative deprivation as theoretical framework for this study, the following research 
questions emerged: 

Question 1: Is a more equal division of household work associated with lower intention to 
breakup in the near future? 

Question 2: If the division of housework and the intention to breakup are associated, is this a 
direct relationship, or is it mediated by the perception of fairness (satisfaction with the division 
of household tasks)? 

                                                           
1 We use intentions and plans synonymously in this thesis. 
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We hypothesize that persons with a more equal division of household tasks are less likely to 
have intention to break up the relationship. We also hypothesize that the association between 
division of household tasks and intention to break up is mediated by the perception of fairness 
(satisfaction with division of household tasks). 

 

3. Data and method 

The data analyzed in this thesis is extracted from the Generation and Gender Survey Wave 1 for 
Sweden, which is part of the Generations and Gender Program (GGP). The GGP is a social 
science research data source developed in response to the data needs and requirements for 
micro- and macro-level analyses. It includes nationally comparative surveys (GGS) of 19 
countries to increase the knowledge of the numerous topics addressed in relation to population 
and family changes and to policymaking in Europe and other developed countries. 

Given the topic and theory framework (i.e., relative deprivation) of the study, the GGS is an 
appropriate data set because it makes it possible to measure gender role behaviors, equality 
and inequality in the division of household tasks and the perception of fairness regarding the 
household division of labor.  

The GGS, with a sample size of about 9,000 persons from each country, covers almost the 
entire adult age range. The GGSs rely on a theoretical framework emphasizing life course 
decisions that are influenced by attitudes, social norms, and perceived economic and 
institutional constraints. 

The Swedish GGS used in this study was conducted through telephone interviews with 9,688 
individuals aged 18–79 years, followed by postal or online questionnaires that were filled in by 
6,830 respondents between 2012 and 2013. The fieldwork was managed by Statistic Sweden’s 
Survey Unite in cooperation with the United Nations Economic Commission for Europe (UNECE) 
(Thomson, et al, 2015). 

Based on previous studies on this topic, a number of control variables were identified that are 
discussed in the Variable Section. Then, by bivariate analysis, significantly associated variables 
to intention of breakup were selected to be included in the multivariate model, controlling for 
their effects on the break-up intention.      

The tool of analysis applied in this study is logistic regression, which is an appropriate method 
to study the relationship between our binary dependent variable, namely intention/ potential 
intention of breakup with only two values: no breakup plan coded as (0) and breakup plan 
coded as (1), and the explanatory variables: division of household tasks and satisfaction with 
division of household tasks. The logistic regression is a common analysis method used in many 
studies which determine the odds ratios. The odds ratio is the ratio of the probability of 
occurrence of an event versus no occurrence. Therefore, logistic regression method in this 
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study makes possible a comparison between persons who have plans to breakup and persons 
who do not have plans. 

Multivariate logistic regression models with the predictor variables of intention / potential 
intention for breakup were estimated using the software Stata SE13 and P-value, odds ratios 
and 95% confidence intervals are reported. 

3.1 Working sample 

The purpose of this study is to examine the relation between the gender division of household 
tasks and the intention /potential intention of union breakup. Given that partnership 
dissolution has important implications for childbearing and child rearing, the working sample 
has been limited to married and cohabiting heterosexual couples with an age range of 20–49 
years for the respondent. Since the age of finishing secondary school in Sweden is 19, and 
according to an OECD report almost all Swedish youth (98.5% of students) obtain secondary 
education (Nusche et al, 2011), labor market entrance and the formation of long-lasting couple 
relationships would happen at that age or later (Commission on the Future of Sweden, 2013). 
Hence, the age of 20 has been chosen as the lowest age for our working sample, and 49 as the 
highest age at which couples may still have minor children to take care of. 

As mentioned, the total sample size of the GGS data set is 9,688 individuals, aged 18–79 years, 
but only 6,830 respondents completed the questionnaires. Our working sample includes 
respondents aged 20 and 49 who are in a co-residential relationship. 6,623 respondents co-
resided with a spouse or partner, but only 3,331 of them are between the ages of 20 and 49. As 
to the main question of our analysis: “Do you intend to breakup with your partner/spouse 
during the next 3 years?” 1,161 cases had nonresponse (not applicable); the sample size of this 
study is thus limited to 2,170 persons. 

3.2 Variables 

According to relative deprivation theory, if individuals feel similarity to some comparative 
referent, they perceive equity, but if they do not feel similarity and an outcome is not what 
they expected, they may perceive inequity and be motivated to take action to reach equity. 
Thus, the perception of unfairness may cause dissatisfaction with the partnership, which 
increases the level of conflict and the probability of intention of breakup; conversely, the 
perception of fairness decreases the intention to dissolve the union. This theory suggests that 
national context might affect the perception of fairness and that women in countries with much 
support of gender equality are more likely to perceive inequalities in their family life, if their 
division of household work is unequal (Greenstein, 1996; 2009). 

As Sweden supports a high level of gender equality, a more equal division of household tasks 
can be expected to lead to more satisfaction and stable relationship, while inequality in work 
division can be expected to increase dissatisfaction and the risk of breakup. Our analyses of the 
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relation between “division of household tasks”, “satisfaction with the division of household 
tasks” and “intention /potential intention of breakup” may admit this assumption. 

3.2.1 Dependent variable 

The dependent variable in our study is “Intention/potential intention of breakup in the next 
three years.” To measure this variable, we rely on the question “Do you intend to breakup with 
your partner/spouse during the next 3 years?” The main response alternatives are 1) definitely 
not, 2) probably not (they are not confident in the stability of their relationship), 3) probably 
yes, and 4) definitely yes. The answers were recoded so binomial logistic regression analysis 
could be performed. The answers “definitely not” were coded as (0), that is, no breakup plan, 
and the other categories were coded as (1), that is, the possibility for breakup. The first 
category suggests stability of the relationship, and the second implies that the relationship may 
be unstable. 

3.2.2 Independent variables 

The first explanatory variable in the study is “division of household tasks.” To measure this 
variable, information regarding division of common daily household chores has been combined, 
showing who is mainly responsible for these tasks. The variable includes information on 
preparing daily meals, washing the dishes, shopping for food, and housecleaning. Domestic 
chores that are performed rarely were not included. 

The question regarding these tasks is: “Who does household chores?" The five response 
alternatives are: (1) always respondent, (2) usually respondent, (3) respondent and partner 
equally, (4) usually partner and (5) always partner. We have recoded these responses to 
“traditional” if mainly the woman performs household tasks; otherwise, “egalitarian.” 
Depending on the sex of respondents, if women have chosen options (3), (4), or (5) in at least 
two of the household chores, the variable is coded as egalitarian. Men are considered to be 
egalitarian if they have chosen option (1), (2), or (3) in at least two household chores, otherwise 
coded as “traditional.” Responses other than these two categories are coded as “other.”Given 
the very low percentage of respondents in the “other” category, we have decided to use 
adummy variable instead. Two dummy variables were prepared, one of them, “traditional 
division of household tasks,” distinguishing between couples with a traditional division of 
household work versus everyone else (including egalitarian and other categories), and 
“egalitarian division of household tasks,” distinguishing between couples with an egalitarian 
division of household work versus everyone else (traditional and other categories). 

Our second explanatory variable, “Satisfaction with the division of household tasks” is used to 
estimate the perception of fairness regarding the division of household tasks. We relied on the 
question, “How satisfied are you with the division of household tasks between you and your 
partner/spouse?” Responses varied on a scale from “Not at all satisfied” (0) to “Completely 
satisfied” (10). The first 6 options have been coded “dissatisfied,” the options 9 and 10 are 



   

14 
 

coded “satisfied,” and the rest are coded as “neither.” The new “satisfied”-category is seen as a 
perception of complete fairness. 

3.2.3 Control variables 

In addition to the explanatory variables, some other factors may also be of importance for the 
intention of breakup, as suggested in the literature on partnership stability. These will be 
included in the model as controls, such as age (of respondent), sex (of respondent), marital 
status, couple’s educational homogeneity, couple’s activity, presence of children in the 
household, and respondent’s country of birth. 

Sex:                                                                                                                                                                 
As mentioned previously, the share men and women contribute to household tasks differs, thus 
their intention to breakup is likely to differ. Therefore this variable will be controlled in our 
study.  

Age:                                                                                                                                                      
Previous studies suggest an association between age, division of housework, and intention to 
breakup. For example, Evertsson and Nermo show that the gendered division of housework 
increases with age (Evertsson and Nermo, 2014). Oláh and Gähler find that the risk of 
dissolution among the youngest respondents is much higher than among older respondents 
(Oláh and Gähler, 2014). Therefore, we have controlled for the effect of age distinguishing 
between three categories; 1) 20 to 30 years, 2) 31 to 40 and 3) 41 to 49 years.  

Marital status:                                                                                                                                               
As mentioned in the previous sections, the stability of a union differs by marital status, as 
cohabiting relations are more fragile than marriages (Oláh and Gähler, 2014); thus, it is one of 
the control variables in this study that contains two categories: married and cohabiting. 

Presence of children in the household:                                                                                          

Women with children are less likely to participate in the labor force than women without 
children. In the families with (small) children, the amount of household work that women do is 
more than what men do, but the risk of dissolution in these families is lower than for childless 
families(Oláh and Gähler, 2014; Härkönen, 2013). In this study, the presence of child (ren) in 
the household is controlled for. 

Educational homogeneity:                                                                                                                 
Studies such as Amato’s have shown that couples’ education homogeneity is an important 
factor for marital quality (Amato, 2003). As there is no such variable in the dataset we 
combined information of two original variables: the education level of the respondent and the 
education level of the current partner. These variables contain six categories of education from 
primary education up till second stage of tertiary level. We have combined them in four 
categories of couple educational homogeneity also taking into account the highest educational 
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level, given that it is likely to be associated with lower intentions/potential intention to break-
up; 1) Both at most secondary 2) Both post-secondary 3) One post-secondary 4) Other. 

Couples’ activity:                                                                                                                                          
As argued in the previous sections, couples’ activities outside the home affect their share of 
household tasks. Women’s labor force participation decreases their economic dependency on 
their spouses and their share of the housework (Evertsson and Nermo, 2007), but if men do not 
contribute to household work, it may increase women’s burden and their dissatisfaction with 
the division of household tasks (Goldscheider et al. 2015). Thus, it can influence their 
intentionto breakup, so we need to control for it. In order to create this variable we combined 
the variables of ‘current activity of respondent’ (see appendix A) and ‘partner’s or spouse’s 
activity’ (see appendix B). The new variable ‘couples activity’ has five categories: 1) Both 
employed 2) At least one on parental leave 3) At least one student 4) At least one unemployed 
5) Other.  

Country of birth: 

Sweden is a country with a high level of foreign-born population. According to an OECD report 
(2016), more than 15% of the population in Sweden is foreign-born. Studies reveal differences 
in family relations among Swedes and non-Swedes. They show that gender equality is more 
important for Swedes and for people from the Nordics than for people from other countries. 
Therefore, country of birth is one of the control variables in this study. The original variable of 
country of birth contains nine categories of origins. But based on the purpose of the study, 
comparison of Swedish/Nordic with other origins is sufficient, thus we add a dummy variable 
with categories; 1) Swedes and Nordic and 2) other origins.  

Previous relationship: 

This variable may also be important to control, because higher-order unions are usually 
associated with higher dissolution risk. Oláh and Gähler (2014) showed in their study that 
persons with experience of previous dissolution are more likely to breakup repeatedly/second 
time. The original variable of previous partnership has one case of missing response. Hence we 
have created a dummy variable with two categories of “Yes” which indicates persons with 
experience of previous partnership and “Other” which contains persons without previous 
partnership and also the one case of missing response. 

 

4. Descriptive results 

 According to descriptive statistics, 58.5% of our sample (1270) are women and 41.3% are men. 
21% of respondents are less than 30 years old, 39% between 30 and 40, and 40% are between 
41 and 49. Ninety-one percent of respondents are born in Sweden or a Nordic country, 55% of 
respondents are married, and 45% are cohabiting with the almost same proportions among 
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men and women, but experience of previous partnership among women is 8% more than men. 
In more than 73% of households, there is at least one child. 

Table1. Descriptive statistics for variables in the analyses, by gender 

No Variables Men  
N (Percent) 

Women  
N (Percent) 

All 
N (Percent) 

1 Sex  of  respondent   899 (41.0) 1271 (58.6) 2170 (100) 
2 Age of respondent    
 1) 20-30 (ref. cat.) 165 (18.3) 289 (22.7) 454 (20.9) 
 2) 31-40 366 (40.7) 479 (37.7) 845 (38.9) 
 3) 41-49 368 (40.9) 503 (39.6) 871 (40.1) 
5 Educational homogeneity    
 1) Both at most secondary (ref. cat.) 247 (27.5) 331 (26.0) 578 (26.6) 
 2) Both post-secondary 325 (36.1) 440 (34.6) 765 (35.2) 
 3) One post-secondary 275 (30.6) 441 (34.7) 716 (33.0) 
 4) neither 52 (5.8) 59 (4.6) 111 (5.1) 
8 Couples activity ( see respondent and partner’s 

activities on appendices A and B) 
   

 1) Both employed (ref. cat.) 655 (72.8) 948 (74.6) 1603 (73.9) 
 2) At least one on parental leave 86 (9.6) 115 (9.0) 201 (9.3) 
 3) At least one student 94 (10.5) 119 (9.4) 213 (9.8) 
 4)  At least one unemployed 3o (3.3)         55 (4.3) 85 (3.9) 
 5) Other 34 (3.8) 34 (2.7) 68 (3.1) 
9 Presence of any child in the household     
 1) Yes (ref. cat.) 657 (73.0) 937 (73.7) 1594 (73.5) 
 2) Other (no and unknown) 242  (26.9) 334 (26.3) 576 (26.5) 
10 Country of birth of respondent    
 1) Swede/ Nordic (ref. cat.) 814 (90.5) 1158 (91.1) 1972 (90.9) 
 2) Other origins 85 (9.4) 113 (8.9) 198 (9.1) 
11 Marital status of respondent    
 1) Married (ref. cat.) 496 (55.1) 702 (55.2) 1198 (55.2) 
 2) Cohabiting 403 (44.8) 569 (44.8) 972 (44.8) 
12 Experience of previous partnership     
 1) Yes (ref. cat.) 311 (34.6) 544 (42.8) 855 (39.4) 
 2) Other (no and refusal) 588 (65.4) 727 (57.2) 1315 (60.6) 
13 Satisfaction with division of household tasks    
 1) Dissatisfied (ref. cat.) 166 (18.5) 372 (29.3) 538 (24.8) 
 2) Completely satisfied 399 (44.4) 463 (36.4) 862 (39.7) 
 3) Neither 334 (37.1) 436 (34.3) 770 (35.5) 
14 Division of housework     
 1) Egalitarian (ref. cat.) 654 (71.7) 741 (58.3)    1386 (63.9) 
 2) Traditional 244 (27.1) 502 (39.5)      746 (34.4) 
 3) Other (multiple answers or someone 

else do house hold tasks) 
10 (1.1) 28 (2.2) 38 (1.7) 

15 Intention/potential intention  of breaking    
 1) No break-up plan (ref. cat.) 668 (76.5) 926 (72.9) 1614  (74.4) 
 2) Break-up plan 211 (23.5) 345 (27.1) 556 (25.6) 
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Female respondents have somewhat higher levels of education than men, but looking at 
couples’ educational homogeneity, the differences are small for male and female respondents. 
The vast majority of male respondents are in employment or self-employed (91%); the 
proportion is somewhat lower among women (80%), while the percentage of women on leave 
is 6% higher than among men. However, little difference has been found for couples’ activities 
among male and female respondents. 

About two-thirds of respondents have egalitarian division of household tasks (64%) while one-
third has traditional division (34%). Nearly three-fourth of the male respondents (72%) reported 
egalitarian division of housework, but only slightly more than half of the female respondents 
(58%). More than one-thirds of women (39%) but only 27% of men report having a traditional 
division of housework. Satisfaction with division of household tasks is also different among men 
and women. Men are more satisfied with the division of their household tasks than women 
(44% versus 36%). Women more than men are completely dissatisfied with the division of 
household tasks (29% versus 18%). Figures indicate that men are somewhat less likely to intend 
to breakup than women (23% versus 27%). 

We examined by bivariate analyses the association between the dependent variable, 
intention/potential intention of breakup, and independent variables, which are not of main 
interest. Control variables that were found to be significantly associated with the 
intention/potential intention of breaking (listed in Table 2) have been included in the 
multivariate analysis. 

Table2. Control variables in the analyses 

No Variable P value<0.05 
1 Sex of respondents 0.05 
2 Age of respondents 0.01 
3 Marital status 0.00 
4 Educational homogeneity 0.02 
5 Couples activity 0.01 
6 Presence of children in the household 0.02 

 

Bivariate analyses (results available upon request) indicate that the proportion of those with 
“No   breakup plan” among persons with a traditional division of household tasks (72%) is 
slightly less than among persons with an egalitarian division of household tasks (76%). 
Satisfaction with the division of household tasks differs greatly: As bivariate analyses of two 
versions of division of household tasks show, satisfaction among those with an egalitarian 
division of household tasks is 77.4%, while only 22% are satisfied among persons with a 
traditional division of household tasks. Of satisfied individuals, 13% plan to breakup in the near 
future, but this percentage is 45% among dissatisfied individuals, which is more than three 
times higher. 
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The association between age of respondents and intention/potential intention of breakup is 
also significant (p=0.01). The highest proportion of intention/potential intention to breakup is 
seen among the age group of 20 to 30, and the lowest proportion is among the age group of 31 
to 40. However, the proportion of satisfaction and dissatisfaction with the division of household 
tasks in these two groups does not show remarkable differences. 

The association between marital status and intention/potential intention to breakup shows a 
high level of significance (p=0.00). Intention/potential intention of breakup among cohabiting 
respondents is somewhat higher than among married respondents (31.6% versus 20.8%, 
respectively). Unexpectedly, there is no significant correlation between intention/potential 
intention to breakup and previous partnership. 

According to bivariate analyses, couples’ educational homogeneity has a significant association 
with the intention/potential intention of breakup. The highest proportion with breakup plans 
(29%) is seen among couples in which only one partner has post-secondary education, whereas 
the highest relationship stability is seen among couples in which both partners are post-
secondary graduates (78 %). 

Couples’ activity is another independent variable that is associated with the intention/potential 
intention of breakup. Couples in which one partner is unemployed show the highest proportion 
of breakup plans, namely 36.5%, and couples’ relationships in which both partners are 
employed have a high extent of stability, namely 74.3%. The most stable relation is seen among 
couples in which one partner is on parental leave: 81.6% do not intend to breakup. We know 
that being on parental leave indicates the presence of a young child in the household, which 
can be a reason for the high stability among these couples. Bivariate analyses also show that 
76% of couples with a child or children do not intend to breakup. 

 

5.  Multivariate regressions 

In this section, we examine the association between the main explanatory variable, division of 
household tasks, and our dependent variable, intention/potential intention of breakup in the 
near future. We will also study the association with another explanatory variable, namely 
satisfaction with the division of household tasks, which we consider showing the perception of 
fairness. 

In the model, we control for all independent variables, which in bivariate analyses are shown to 
be significantly associated with intentions/potential intention of breakup. Hence we include sex 
and age of respondents, their marital status, couples’ educational homogeneity, couples’ 
activity, and presence of children in the household. 

We rely on stepwise model fitting. In the first step, we examine the relationship between the 
variables traditional division of household tasks and intention/potential intention of breakup 
(Table 3). The p-value of 0.05 indicates a significant relationship between these two variables. 
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The odds ratio (OR) of 0.81 for the “Other than traditional” category means that persons who 
do not share housework traditionally are less likely to intend to breakup than persons with a 
traditional division of household tasks. 

Table3. First multivariate logistic regression model for intention/potential intention of 
breakup with respect to division of household tasks 

 

 

 

 

 

 

See full table in Appendix C 

Then we include the control variables one by one into the model. First we show the model with 
all the demographic variables included; sex, age, marital status, and presence of children in the 
household (Table 4). Next, we add the socioeconomic variables: educational homogeneity and 
couples’ activity (Table 5). In the last step, in order to examine the second question of this study 
”If the division of housework and the intention/potential intention to break up are associated, 
is this a direct relationship, or is it mediated by the perception of fairness (satisfaction with the 
division of household tasks)?” we added the other main independent variable; satisfaction with 
division of household tasks. Table 6 shows the full model with all variables. 

The first control variable which is added to the model is the sex of respondents (Table 4). Sex 
has a weakly significant relationship with the intention/potential intention of breakup but by 
adding the other control variables in the model, this weak significance is lost. The odds ratio 
indicates that women are somewhat more likely to intend to breakup than men. By adding this 
variable to the model, the division of household tasks is no longer significantly associated with 
the intention/potential intention of breakup.  

For the age of the respondent we found that respondents in the age group of 31 to 40 are 
significantly less likely to intend to breakup compared to our two other age groups (20-30 and 
41-49). However, by adding the variables of marital status and presence of children in the 
household to the model, the significance is lost (Table 4). Instead ages 41-49 become weakly 
significant (p=0.06) and more likely to intend a breakup compared to ages 20-30. 

Marital status has a strong relation to intention/potential intention of breakup (p=0.00) which 
is not affected by the inclusion of the other control variables. Odds ratios indicate that 
cohabiting persons are much more likely to intend to breakup than married persons. As for the 
variable of presence of children in the household, we find no significant association with the 
intention of breakup (p=0.4), even if the odds ratio indicates somewhat higher 

Variable Odds 
Ratio 

P-value 95% CI 

Traditional division of household tasks 

1) Traditional 

2) Other than traditional 

 

1.00 

0.81 

 

 

0.05 

 

 

0.67 

 

 

1.00 
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intentions/potential intention to breakup if there are no children living with the couple (OR 
1.10) than if children are present (Table 4). 

Table4. Multivariate logistic regression model by adding demographic variables 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

See full table in appendix D 

Adding the variable of educational homogeneity to the model reveals that couples in which 
only one partner has post-secondary education are significantly more likely to intend to break 
up (p=0.03) than couples in which both partners have at most secondary education (Table 5). 
Other groups do not show significantly different intention/potential intention to break up. 

Regarding couples’ activities we found that couples in which one partner is on parental leave 
are least likely to intend to breakup (Table 5). In contrast, couples in which one of the partners 
is unemployed are most likely to intend to breakup, and significantly more so than couples with 
both partners being employed. In this model, neither sex of respondent nor age-group of 
respondent show any significant associations with break-up intentions. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Variable Odds Ratio P-value 95% CI 

Traditional division of household tasks 
1) Traditional 

       2) Other than traditional 

 
1.00 
0.87 

 
 
0.21 

  
 
0.71 

 
1.07 

Sex  of  respondents 
1) Male 
2) Female 

 
1.00 
1.20 

 
 
0.07 

 
 
0.98 

 
 
1.47 

Age group of respondents 
1) 20-30 
2) 31-40 
3) 41-49 

 
1.00 
0.93 
1.32 

 
 
0.64 
0.06 

 
 
0.69 
0.98 

 
 
1.24 
1.77 

Marital status 
1) Married 
2) cohabiting 

 
1.00 
1.81 

 
 
0.00 

 
 
1.46 

 
 
2.24 

Presence of any child in the household 
1) Yes 
2) Other (no and unknown) 

 
1.00 
1.10 

 
 
0.41 

 
 
0.86 

 
 
1.42 
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Table5. Multivariate logistic regression model by adding socioeconomic variables 

Variables Odds Ratio P-value 95% CI 
Traditional division of household tasks 
       1) Traditional 
       2) Other than traditional 

 
1.00 
0.85 

 
 
0.14 

 
 
0.69 

 
 
1.05 

Sex  of  respondents 
      1) Male 
      2) Female 

 
1.00 
1.18 

 
 
0.11 

 
 
0.96 

 
 
1.44 

Age group of respondents 
      1) 20-30 
      2) 31-40 
      3) 41-49 

 
1.00 
0.92 
1.28 

 
 
0.62 
0.12 

 
 
0.68 
0.93 

 
 
1.25 
1.76 

Marital status 
     1)  Married 
     2)  cohabiting 

 
1.00 
1.82 

 
 
0.00 

 
 
1.46 

 
 
2.26 

Presence of any child in the household 
     1) Yes 
     2) Other (no and unknown) 

 
1.00 
1.002 

 
 
0.9 

 
 
0.76 

 
 
1.30 

Educational homogeneity 
    1) Both at most secondary   
    2) Both post-secondary 
    3) One post-secondary 
    4) Other 

 
1.00 
1.05 
1.32 
1.14 

 
 
0.69 
0.03 
0.57 

 
 
0.80 
1.02 
0.71 

 
 
1.37 
1.71 
1.81 

Couples activity 
    1) Both employed  
    2) At least one on parental leave 
    3) At least one student 
    4) At least one unemployed 
    5) Other 

 
1.00 
0.66 
1.09 
1.57 
0.74 

 
 
0.04 
0.62 
0.05 
0.33 

 
 
0.44 
0.77 
0.99 
0.40 

 
 
0.99 
1.54 
2.51 
1.36 

The full table is displayed in appendix E 

In the last step, the other main explanatory variable, satisfaction with the division of household 
tasks, is included in the model (Table 6). This variable is strongly associated with the 
intention/potential intention of breakup (p=0.00). Satisfied persons have much lower 
intention/potential intention to end their relationship than dissatisfied persons (OR=0.17). 
Including this variable in the model strongly affected the relation between the main variable, 
division of household tasks and the intention/potential intention of breakup, the p-value 
becoming weakly significant (0.06). Surprisingly, for the category other than traditional division, 
that contains egalitarian division and neither traditional nor egalitarian division the OR 
increased to 1.24. 

According to the last model, in addition to satisfaction with the division of household tasks, 
marital status and one partner on parental leave are also related to the intention/potential 
intention of breakup. This model shows that cohabiting persons have higher breakup intentions 
than married persons (OR 1.72), and couples in which one partner is on parental leave are least 
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likely to intend to breakup (p=0.05) compared to other couples. The other variables, namely 
sex, age, presence of children in the household, and couples’ educational differences, do not 
show a significant relation with the intention/potential intention of breakup. 

Table6. Multivariate logistic regression model by adding the variable “satisfaction with 
division of household tasks” 

Variables Odds Ratio P-value  95% CI 
Traditional division of household tasks 
    1) Traditional 
    2) Other than traditional 

 
1.00 
1.24 

 
 
0.06 

 
 
0.98 

 
 
1.56 

Sex of respondents 
    1) Male 
    2) Female 

 
1.00 
1.05 

 
 
0.59 

 
 
0.85 

 
 
1.31 

Age group of respondents 
    1) 20–30 
    2) 31–40 
    3) 41–49 

 
1.00 
0.90 
1.26 

 
 
0.52 
0.17 

 
 
0.65 
0.90 

 
 
1.24 
1.76 

Marital status 
    1) Married 
    2) Cohabiting 

 
1.00 
1.72 

 
 
0.00 

 
 
1.37 

 
 
2.16 

Presence of any child in the household 
    1) Yes 
    2) Other (no and unknown) 

 
1.00 
1.04 

 
 
0.75 

 
 
0.79 

 
 
1.38 

Educational homogeneity 
    1) Both at most secondary 
    2) Both post-secondary 
    3) One post-secondary 
    4) Other 

 
1.00 
0.94 
1.25 
1.17 

 
 
0.71 
0.10 
0.50 

 
 
0.71 
0.95 
0.72 

 
 
1.25 
1.63 
1.91 

Couples activity 
    1) Both employed 
    2) At least one on parental leave 
    3) At least one student 
    4) At least one unemployed 
    5) Other 

 
1.00 
0.67 
1.10 
1.48 
0.80 

 
 
0.05 
0.58 
0.11 
0.49 

 
 
044 
0.76 
0.91 
0.42 

 
 
1.01 
1.58 
2.42 
1.50 

Satisfaction with division of household tasks 
    1) Dissatisfied 
    2) Satisfied 
    3) Neither 

 
 
1.00 
0.17 
0.43 

 
 
 
0.00 
0.00 

 
 
 
0.13 
0.34 

 
 
 
0.23 
0.55 

See full table in appendix F 

As mentioned, by adding the variable of satisfaction to the model, the OR for the “other than 
traditional division” category increased (1.24) above that of the traditional division. For a better 
understanding of this matter, we run a model by using a combined variable of the household 
division and satisfaction with the household division.  
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Descriptive statistics of this combined variable ( table7) indicate that traditional division of 
house hold tasks often does not seen as fair. Most of persons with traditional division are 
dissatisfied specially about women contrary to egalitarians that most of them are satisfied. 

Table7. Descriptive statistics for combined variable; household division and satisfaction with 
household division 

Combined variable of division oof household tasks 
and satisfaction with household division 

Men  
N (percent) 

Women  
N(percent) 

All 
N (percent) 

1) Traditional_satisfied 98 (10.9) 90 (7.1) 188(8.7) 
2) Traditional_dissatisfied 53 (5.9) 237(18.6) 290(13.4) 
3) Traditional_neither 93 (10.3) 175(13.8) 268(12.3) 
4) Other than traditional_satisfied 301(33.5) 373(29.3) 674(31.1) 
5) Other than traditional_dissatisfied 113(12.6) 135(10.6) 248(11.4) 
6) Other than traditional_neither 241(26.8) 261(20.5) 502(23.1) 

 

But adding this variable to the model shows that the OR for persons with traditional division of 
household tasks who are dissatisfied with that division is 6.51 and for those who are neither 
dissatisfied nor satisfied (i.e. ‘neither’ category) while having a traditional division is 2.49 (Table 
8), meaning that both the dissatisfied and the ‘neither’ category are significantly more likely to 
intend to disrupt the relationship than respondents with traditional household division who are 
satisfied with that division. Dissatisfied persons with nontraditional division of household tasks 
show also a high intention/potential intention to break-up (OR=6.9) as well as those who are 
neither satisfied nor dissatisfied with a non-traditional division i.e. the ‘other’ category 
(OR=3.4). There is no significant difference in break-up intentions for people who are satisfied 
with the non-traditional division compared to those who are satisfied with the traditional 
division. Therefore these figures indicate that the housework division per se does not matter. 
What matters is whether the respondent is satisfied with the housework division.  

Table8. Combined variable; household division and satisfaction with household division; 
multivariate logistic regression model. 

See full table in the appendix G 

Variable Odds Ratio P-value 95% CI 
trad_hwork& satisfaction_lbr (Combined variable of 
two variables; division of household tasks and 
satisfaction with division of household tasks) 

1) Traditional_ satisfaction (ref. cat.) 
2) Traditional_dissatisfied 
3) Traditional_neither  
4) Other than traditional_satisfied 
5) Other than traditional_dissatisfied 
6) Other than traditional_neither 

 

 
 
 

1.00 
6.51 
2.49 
1.37 
6.98 
3.40 

 

 
 
 
 

0.00 
0.00 
0.22 
0.00 
0.00 

 
 
 
 

3.83 
1.43 
0.81 
4.08 
2.04 

 
 
 
 

11.05 
4.33 
2.32 

11.96 
5.69 
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The results indicate the usefulness to include the interaction between the household division 
and the satisfaction with household division in the model. The following model (Table 9) shows 
the interaction between these two variables and illustrate that this interaction actually is not a 
significant interaction. 

Table9. Model with interaction between division of household tasks and satisfaction with 
household division. 

Variables Odds Ratio P-value  95% CI 
Traditional division of household tasks 
    1) Traditional 
    2) Other than traditional 
Satisfaction with division of household tasks 

1) Satisfied 
2) Dissatisfied 
3) neither  

Traditional division of household tasks # 
Satisfaction with division of household tasks 

1) traditional# satisfied 
2) Other than traditional# dissatisfied 
3) Other than traditional # neither 

 
1.00 
1.37 
 
1.00 
6.51 
2.41 
 
 
1.00 
0.77 
0.98 

 
 
0.22 
 
 
0.00 
0.00 
 
 
 
0.43 
0.97 

 
 
0.98 
 
 
3.83 
1.43 
 
 
 
0.41 
0.52 

 
 
1.56 
 
 
11.05 
4.33 
 
 
 
1.45 
1.85 

Sex of respondents 
    1) Male 
    2) Female 

 
1.00 
1.04 

 
 
0.67 

 
 
0.84 

 
 
1.29 

Age group of respondents 
    1) 20–30 
    2) 31–40 
    3) 41–49 

 
1.00 
0.90 
1.25 

 
 
0.52 
0.18 

 
 
0.65 
0.89 

 
 
1.23 
1.75 

Marital status 
    1) Married 
    2) Cohabiting 

 
1.00 
1.73 

 
 
0.00 

 
 
1.38 

 
 
2.17 

Presence of any child in the household 
    1) Yes 
    2) Other (no and unknown) 

 
1.00 
1.04 

 
 
0.77 

 
 
0.78 

 
 
1.37 

Educational homogeneity 
    1) Both at most secondary 
    2) Both post-secondary 
    3) One post-secondary 
    4) Other 

 
1.00 
0.95 
1.25 
1.18 

 
 
0.71 
0.10 
0.50 

 
 
0.72 
0.95 
0.72 

 
 
1.25 
1.63 
1.91 

Couples activity 
    1) Both employed 
    2) At least one on parental leave 
    3) At least one student 
    4) At least one unemployed 
    5) Other 

 
1.00 
0.66 
1.10 
1.47 
0.80 

 
 
0.05 
0.59 
0.12 
0.49 

 
 
044 
0.76 
0.90 
0.42 

 
 
1.00 
1.58 
2.40 
1.51 

Full model in the appendix H 
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6. Discussion 

This study looks at the relationship between the division of household tasks and the 
intention/potential intention of break-up through a secondary data analysis of the Generation 
and Gender Survey Wave 1 for Sweden. The study indicates that in the Swedish context, equal 
division of household tasks is common, as in our sample around two thirds of individuals have 
mentioned that their division of household tasks is egalitarian versus a third had traditional 
division of household tasks.  

In line with other studies such as Ruppanner et al., (2017), Branden et al., (2016), Oláh and 
Gähler, (2014) and Frisco and Kristi, (2003) our study confirms the relative deprivation theory 
because It indicates that the association between the perception of fairness, here measured 
through satisfaction with household division, and the intention/potential intention to breakup 
is stronger than the association between equality in the division of household tasks and 
dissolution plan.   

Our analyses suggest that those who are satisfied with the division of housework have much 
lower intention/potential intention to end their relationship (OR=0.17) than dissatisfied persons 
(OR=1), while it does not seem that an equal division of household tasks has a strong role with 
respect to family stability. Intention/potential intention to break up among dissatisfied persons, 
among both those who have egalitarian and those who have traditional division of household 
tasks, are high, but egalitarian dissatisfied persons show a slightly higher intention/potential 
intention of break up than traditional dissatisfied persons (Table 8). Therefore the first 
hypothesis of our study “persons with a more equal division of household tasks are less likely to 
have the intention/potential intention of breaking up their relationship” is not proven but the 
second hypothesis “the relation between the division of household tasks and the 
intention/potential intention to break up is mediated by the perception of fairness (satisfaction 
with division of house hold tasks)” is proven. This finding may change by considering some 
other factors such as satisfaction with the relationship or couples’ gender views, but that would 
be steps for further research less feasible due to data and time limitations for this study.      

We found that in addition to satisfaction with the division of household tasks some other 
factors such as marital status and one of the partners being on parental leave are also 
significantly related to intention/potential intention of breakup. Our findings indicate that 
cohabiting persons which represent 45% of our sample, are much more likely to intend to 
break-up (OR 1.7) than married individuals (OR 1.00). This finding is supported by previous 
studies such as Sobotka, (2008) and Oláh and Gähler, (2014) which have shown that cohabiting 
relations are more fragile than marriages. 

Our study similarly to the study of Branden et al., (2016) indicates that the share of parental 
leave is not equal for men and women as more women than men are on parental leave. 
Nevertheless the most stable relation is seen among couples in which one partner is on 
parental leave. The presence of a child in the household can be a reason for the high stability of 
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the relationship among these couples as our finding shows that the majority of couples with a 
child or children tend not to breakup. Existing studies support this finding and emphasize that 
in families with child(ren) the risk of dissolution is lower than in childless families (Oláh and 
Gähler, 2014; Härkönen, 2013, Ruppanner et al, 2017).  

Unexpectedly, our findings do not show significant relations between intention/potential 
intention of breakup and factors such as sex and age of respondents, couple’s educational 
homogeneity, presence of child (ren) in the household, and couples’ activities except one of the 
partners being on parental leave.  

Our analyses demonstrate that women do a larger share of household tasks than men. 14% 
more women than men have mentioned that their division of household tasks is traditional and 
6% more women than men were on parental leave. Other studies support this finding that 
women bear a greater share of household tasks such as Nordemark (2003), Evertsson and 
Nermo (2004), Nakamura and Akiyoshi (2015). Despite this gender inequality we did not found 
significant relation between sex and intention/potential intention of break up. 

An association between age, division of housework, and intention to breakup has been shown 
in the literature. For example Oláh and Gähler found that the risk of dissolution among younger 
respondents is much higher than among older persons (2014). Moreover, Ruppanner et al, 
(2017) indicate that young Swedish adults are more likely to expect equal housework 
arrangements and are dissatisfied when this arrangement is not equal. Our analyses do not 
show a significant relation between age and intention/potential intention of breakup. 

According to previous studies, couple’s employment may increase family stability. For instance 
Cook and Gash (2010) argue that dual-earner couples enjoy a more flexible life. They say if the 
dual-earner family becomes dominant, divorce will decrease. Our finding does not show 
significant relation between couples’ activities and intention/potential intention of break up but 
it seems that couples in which one partner is unemployed have a high proportion of breakup 
plans and couples in which both partners are employed have low intention/potential intention 
of break up. 

Education also has been mentioned as an important factor for relationship quality across 
previous studies such as Oláh and Bernhardt (2008), Amato (2003) and Cliquet (2003). The 
findings of our study do not show a significant relation between educational homogeneity and 
intention/potential intention of break up. However, our bivariate analysis indicates the 
importance of education on family stability, as couples in which both women and men have 
high and same levels of education, show the highest proportion of egalitarian division of 
household tasks, the lowest dissatisfaction with the division of household tasks and the lowest 
intention/potential intention of breakup. 
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7. Conclusion 

This study aimed to deepen our understanding of the relation between the division of 
household tasks, satisfaction with the division, and union stability in Sweden as a gender 
egalitarian context. We found that equal sharing of household tasks is common in Sweden. 
However, gender inequality has remained a concern and in a large number of families women 
are taking the burden of household tasks.  

Our findings are in line with the relative deprivation theory and show that equality in the 
division of household tasks does not play an important role in family stability but perception of 
fairness regarding the division of household tasks is the important factor. Intention /potential 
intention to break up among dissatisfied persons, those who have egalitarian and those who 
have traditional division of household tasks, is high and does not differ much from each other. 

Our findings highlight that marital status and one of the partners being on parental leave are 
also significantly related to family stability. Married persons and couples in which one of them 
is on parental leave have lower intention/potential intention of breakup. We should note that a 
weakness of our study is a lack of some information such as couples’ gender role attitudes and 
satisfaction with the relationship that are needed for a more comprehensive analysis of the 
relation between the division of household tasks and union stability.  
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Appendices 

Appendix A 

Appendix B 

                           100.00     100.00      100.00 

                Total         899      1,271       2,170 

                                                        

                             0.89       2.28        1.71 

                Other           8         29          37 

                                                        

                             1.67       7.87        5.30 

    on parental leave          15        100         115 

                                                        

                             4.78       7.24        6.22 

              student          43         92         135 

                                                        

                             1.45       2.36        1.98 

           unemployed          13         30          43 

                                                        

                            91.21      80.25       84.79 

employed,self-employe         820      1,020       1,840 

                                                        

respondent's activity        male  female          Total

                         Sex of hh member 1

                           100.00     100.00     100.00     100.00      100.00 

                Total       1,255        897         16          2       2,170 

                                                                              

                             0.80       3.46       0.00       0.00        1.89 

                other          10         31          0          0          41 

                                                                              

                             1.27       7.80       0.00      50.00        4.01 

    on parental leave          16         70          0          1          87 

                                                                              

                             3.90       7.58      12.50       0.00        5.48 

              student          49         68          2          0         119 

                                                                              

                             2.55       3.01      12.50       0.00        2.81 

           unemployed          32         27          2          0          61 

                                                                              

                            91.47      78.15      75.00      50.00       85.81 

employed,self-employe       1,148        701         12          1       1,862 

                                                                              

       spouse/partner        male  female     no respon    refusal       Total

          activity of               Sex of hh member 2
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Appendix C 

Appendix D 

 

  

                                                                                         

                  _cons     .3917909   .0318957   -11.51   0.000     .3340089    .4595688

other than traditional      .8192246    .083727    -1.95   0.051     .6705141    1.000917

             trad_hwork  

                                                                                         

            inten_break   Odds Ratio   Std. Err.      z    P>|z|     [95% Conf. Interval]

                                                                                         

Log likelihood = -1232.9875                       Pseudo R2       =     0.0015

                                                  Prob > chi2     =     0.0520

                                                  LR chi2(1)      =       3.78

Logistic regression                               Number of obs   =       2170

                                                                                         

                  _cons     .2234051    .041449    -8.08   0.000     .1552985    .3213801

                 other      1.109903   .1417543     0.82   0.414     .8641153    1.425603

              child_one  

                         

                    no      1.814307   .1966681     5.50   0.000      1.46704    2.243777

                  a302a  

                         

                 41-49      1.324578   .1990883     1.87   0.061     .9865959    1.778344

                 31-40       .933251   .1385837    -0.47   0.642     .6975876    1.248528

                  age_1  

                         

          female            1.205244   .1240932     1.81   0.070     .9849958    1.474741

                 ahg4_1  

                         

other than traditional      .8770591   .0923228    -1.25   0.213     .7135557    1.078027

             trad_hwork  

                                                                                         

            inten_break   Odds Ratio   Std. Err.      z    P>|z|     [95% Conf. Interval]

                                                                                         

Log likelihood = -1210.3996                       Pseudo R2       =     0.0198

                                                  Prob > chi2     =     0.0000

                                                  LR chi2(6)      =      48.95

Logistic regression                               Number of obs   =       2170
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Appendix E  

                                                                                              

                       _cons     .2149185   .0457027    -7.23   0.000     .1416656    .3260491

                              

                      other      .7415031   .2314742    -0.96   0.338     .4021558    1.367199

    at least one unemployed       1.57806   .3741209     1.92   0.054     .9915708    2.511443

       at least one student      1.091422   .1927651     0.50   0.620     .7720669    1.542874

at least one parental leave      .6653094   .1350759    -2.01   0.045     .4468962    .9904686

                activity_dif  

                              

                      other      1.141379   .2699299     0.56   0.576     .7180011    1.814405

         one post-secondary       1.32613   .1734626     2.16   0.031     1.026233    1.713667

        both post-secondary      1.054936   .1427386     0.40   0.693     .8091959    1.375302

                education_df  

                              

                      other      1.002748    .135719     0.02   0.984     .7691023    1.307373

                   child_one  

                              

                         no      1.824709   .2023439     5.42   0.000      1.46826    2.267693

                       a302a  

                              

                      41-49      1.282881   .2070722     1.54   0.123     .9349589    1.760275

                      31-40      .9271345   .1439971    -0.49   0.626     .6838157    1.257032

                       age_1  

                              

               female             1.18015   .1222965     1.60   0.110     .9632277    1.445924

                      ahg4_1  

                              

     other than traditional      .8546382   .0916816    -1.46   0.143     .6925791    1.054618

                  trad_hwork  

                                                                                              

                 inten_break   Odds Ratio   Std. Err.      z    P>|z|     [95% Conf. Interval]

                                                                                              

Log likelihood = -1202.5841                       Pseudo R2       =     0.0261

                                                  Prob > chi2     =     0.0000

                                                  LR chi2(13)     =      64.58

Logistic regression                               Number of obs   =       2170
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Appendix F 

                                                                                              

                       _cons     .4672384   .1093188    -3.25   0.001     .2953825    .7390815

                              

                      other      .4379119   .0543432    -6.65   0.000     .3433649    .5584928

                  satisfied      .1791924   .0252225   -12.21   0.000     .1359902    .2361194

            satisfaction_lbr  

                              

                      other      .8007647   .2575187    -0.69   0.490       .42635    1.503985

    at least one unemployed      1.486144   .3713921     1.59   0.113     .9106324    2.425375

       at least one student      1.105093   .2039765     0.54   0.588     .7696358    1.586764

at least one parental leave      .6706724   .1405747    -1.91   0.057     .4447299    1.011404

                activity_dif  

                              

                      other      1.178875   .2923812     0.66   0.507     .7250284    1.916815

         one post-secondary      1.250469   .1705777     1.64   0.101     .9571057    1.633753

        both post-secondary      .9488401   .1338829    -0.37   0.710     .7195932     1.25112

                education_df  

                              

                      other      1.045327   .1487299     0.31   0.755     .7909384    1.381535

                   child_one  

                              

                         no      1.729031   .2003491     4.73   0.000     1.377752    2.169874

                       a302a  

                              

                      41-49      1.262105   .2147317     1.37   0.171     .9042194    1.761639

                      31-40      .9023023   .1470759    -0.63   0.528     .6555497    1.241934

                       age_1  

                              

               female            1.059276   .1153293     0.53   0.597     .8557243    1.311246

                      ahg4_1  

                              

     other than traditional      1.242567   .1446559     1.87   0.062     .9890669    1.561041

                  trad_hwork  

                                                                                              

                 inten_break   Odds Ratio   Std. Err.      z    P>|z|     [95% Conf. Interval]

                                                                                              

Log likelihood = -1121.6453                       Pseudo R2       =     0.0917

                                                  Prob > chi2     =     0.0000

                                                  LR chi2(15)     =     226.46

Logistic regression                               Number of obs   =       2170
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Appendix G 

                                                                                                      

                               _cons     .0776165   .0240714    -8.24   0.000     .0422638    .1425409

                                      

                              other      .8036922   .2595498    -0.68   0.499      .426773    1.513501

            at least one unemployed      1.475375   .3693528     1.55   0.120     .9032504    2.409886

               at least one student      1.104142   .2036774     0.54   0.591     .7691421    1.585051

        at least one parental leave      .6675515   .1400294    -1.93   0.054     .4425189    1.007019

                        activity_dif  

                                      

                              other      1.180308   .2929843     0.67   0.504     .7256114    1.919935

                 one post-secondary      1.252077   .1710242     1.65   0.100     .9579954    1.636435

                both post-secondary      .9504581    .134234    -0.36   0.719     .7206378    1.253571

                        education_df  

                                      

                              other      1.040939    .148212     0.28   0.778     .7874604    1.376011

                           child_one  

                                      

                                 no      1.732318   .2008669     4.74   0.000     1.380157    2.174336

                               a302a  

                                      

                              41-49      1.255973   .2139494     1.34   0.181     .8994605    1.753795

                              31-40      .9005115    .146858    -0.64   0.521     .6541432    1.239669

                               age_1  

                                      

                       female             1.04684   .1148674     0.42   0.677     .8442671    1.298018

                              ahg4_1  

                                      

     other than traditional#neither      3.408641   .8912132     4.69   0.000     2.041873    5.690283

other than traditional#dissatisfied      6.989437   1.916354     7.09   0.000     4.083767    11.96254

   other than traditional#satisfied      1.379493   .3663169     1.21   0.226     .8197613    2.321408

                traditional#neither      2.496597   .7031998     3.25   0.001     1.437462    4.336114

           traditional#dissatisfied      6.511435   1.757766     6.94   0.000     3.836139    11.05246

         trad_hwork#satisfaction_lbr  

                                                                                                      

                         inten_break   Odds Ratio   Std. Err.      z    P>|z|     [95% Conf. Interval]

                                                                                                      

Log likelihood =   -1121.09                       Pseudo R2       =     0.0921

                                                  Prob > chi2     =     0.0000

                                                  LR chi2(17)     =     227.57

Logistic regression                               Number of obs   =       2170
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                               _cons     .0776165   .0240714    -8.24   0.000     .0422638    .1425409

                                      

                              other      .8036922   .2595498    -0.68   0.499      .426773    1.513501

            at least one unemployed      1.475375   .3693528     1.55   0.120     .9032504    2.409886

               at least one student      1.104142   .2036774     0.54   0.591     .7691421    1.585051

        at least one parental leave      .6675515   .1400294    -1.93   0.054     .4425189    1.007019

                        activity_dif  

                                      

                              other      1.180308   .2929843     0.67   0.504     .7256114    1.919935

                 one post-secondary      1.252077   .1710242     1.65   0.100     .9579954    1.636435

                both post-secondary      .9504581    .134234    -0.36   0.719     .7206378    1.253571

                        education_df  

                                      

                              other      1.040939    .148212     0.28   0.778     .7874604    1.376011

                           child_one  

                                      

                                 no      1.732318   .2008669     4.74   0.000     1.380157    2.174336

                               a302a  

                                      

                              41-49      1.255973   .2139494     1.34   0.181     .8994605    1.753795

                              31-40      .9005115    .146858    -0.64   0.521     .6541432    1.239669

                               age_1  

                                      

                       female             1.04684   .1148674     0.42   0.677     .8442671    1.298018

                              ahg4_1  

                                      

     other than traditional#neither      .9897223   .3165695    -0.03   0.974     .5287504    1.852576

other than traditional#dissatisfied      .7781191   .2489274    -0.78   0.433     .4156607    1.456643

         trad_hwork#satisfaction_lbr  

                                      

                            neither      2.496597   .7031998     3.25   0.001     1.437462    4.336114

                       dissatisfied      6.511435   1.757766     6.94   0.000     3.836139    11.05246

                    satisfaction_lbr  

                                      

             other than traditional      1.379493   .3663169     1.21   0.226     .8197613    2.321408

                          trad_hwork  

                                                                                                      

                         inten_break   Odds Ratio   Std. Err.      z    P>|z|     [95% Conf. Interval]

                                                                                                      

Log likelihood =   -1121.09                       Pseudo R2       =     0.0921

                                                  Prob > chi2     =     0.0000

                                                  LR chi2(17)     =     227.57

Logistic regression                               Number of obs   =       2170


