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ABSTRACT ARTICLE HISTORY 
Previous literature has intensively examined gender differences in Received 28 March 2022 
housework hours among couples. However, analyses on immigrant Accepted 16 December 2022 
couples are rare, despite the highly uneven division of their 

KEYWORDShousehold labor. By testing competing theoretical explanations, this Labor market integration; 
study focused on the impact of immigrant wives’ labor market domestic division of labor; 
integration on couples’ division of housework time. Using couple bargaining; Germany; 
longitudinal representative data for Germany from 1995–2019, we gender 
applied fixed effects estimations to examine the effect of immigrant 
and native-born wives’ income and labor market entry on the 
housework time of both wives and husbands. Immigrant wives 
barely adjusted their housework times due to relative or absolute 
income changes, which can be explained by immigrant couples’ 
traditional orientation together with their lower social and labor 
market integration. Among native-born wives, increasing housework 
time with increasing relative income – a behavior also possibly  
determined by traditional gender values – was observed only when 
they earned more than 60 percent of the couples’ total income. 
Furthermore, the high gender differences in housework time gave 
immigrant husbands flexibility to respond to their wives’ labor 
market integration, as proposed by the relative resources perspective. 

Introduction 

Compared to native-born individuals, immigrants face greater challenges in labor 
markets in most industrial countries (OECD 2019). In particular, immigrant women 
usually perform worse in the labor market than both immigrant men and native-born 
women (Hayfron 2002). The migration literature has explained these ‘double disadvan-
tages’ of female immigrants with the fact that women are more likely to be tied movers 
(Mincer 1978; Shauman and Noonan 2007). The main argument of this literature is that 
women most often have a secondary role in family migration decisions, resulting in their 
lower human capital and earning potential in the destination country (e.g. Cooke et al. 
2009). The double disadvantage of female immigrants was particularly pronounced 
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among married couples due to female immigrants’ greater focus on nonmarket work 
(Donato, Piya, and Jacobs 2014; Grönlund and Fairbrother 2022). 

In fact, however, less is known about the nonmarket time allocation of immigrants 
(Ribar 2013), the examination of which is likely crucial for understanding the integration 
process, especially that of female immigrants (e.g. Zaiceva and Zimmermann 2014). This 
is because the relation of housework and economic integration works both ways. Accord-
ing to Becker’s (1985) theoretical elaborations, women engaged in housework tasks1 exert 
less effort on each hour of work in the labor market. Negative effects of housework on 
labor market performance may also result from employer discrimination against 
women, as discussed among others by Browne and Misra (2003). However, the more 
challenging the female labor market integration is, the more uneven the couple’s division 
of housework may become (Shelton and John 1996), which can further promote the 
couple’s uneven division of paid working time. Furthermore, following Hochschild 
and Machung (1989), many studies emphasise women’s ‘second shift’ stressing their 
duties to care for household and children after they come home from work. Accordingly, 
we seek to understand whether and how the allocation of housework differs between 
native-born and immigrant couples due to their economic integration. 

By comparing immigrant and native-born couples, we aim to understand whether 
standard theoretical models predict immigrant wives’ housework time similar to 
native-born wives’ housework time as well as the linkage to economic integration. The 
literature on household division of labor mostly relied on economic approaches, particu-
larly the ‘relative resources’ perspective, to comprehend the role of uneven access to 
economic resources on decision-making power in couples (Bittman et al. 2003). 
Additionally, the ‘autonomy perspective’ emphasises the autonomous adjustment of 
housework in relation to wives’ absolute levels of income (Gupta 2007). Both the relative 
resources perspective and the autonomy perspective suggest that there is a decrease in 
wives’ housework time with an increase in their absolute or relative earnings, which 
should hold for both immigrant and native-born couples. However, the observation 
that women are still doing more housework when they earn more than their husbands 
stresses that economic-based explanations may in some cases fail to explain the division 
of time spent on housework within the couple. This phenomenon was explained in terms 
of a ‘doing gender’ perspective that has linked females’ larger share of housework to the 
work’s ‘feminine’ nature and spouses’ gender identity in the marriage (West and Zim-
merman 1987). Couples’ housework may be inelastic to their earnings because gender 
norms prevent them from deviating from the traditional gender division of labor or 
they may even use housework to achieve gender accountability when violating the tra-
ditional couple structure. This ‘reaction’ of wives may differ between immigrants and 
native-born wives given that immigrants tend to arrive as tied movers (Mincer 1978; 
Shauman and Noonan 2007) and often have been shown to have a more traditional gen-
dered division of labor (Blau et al. 2020). 

The literature on the determinants of housework division among immigrant couples is 
rather scant. For instance, qualitative studies of Haddad and Lam (1994) and Ng and 
Ramirez (1981) described a very uneven division of paid and unpaid work among immi-
grant couples and that the wives’ dependencies on their husbands highly increased due to 
tied migration. Blau et al. (2020, for the US) and Frank and Hou (2015, for Canada) 
showed that the extent of gender equality of the source country influences the division 
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of housework tasks among immigrant couples. Cross-national literature further revealed 
that apart from individual factors, macrolevel determinants such as the countries’ female 
labor force participation, social policies or gender norms influence the housework distri-
bution between spouses in the expected way (Fortin 2005; Fuwa 2004; Kan, Sullivan, and 
Gershuny 2011; Mandel, Lazarus, and Shaby 2021). In line with the findings in this lit-
erature, we recognise the importance of considering the heterogeneity of immigrants’ 
source countries when comparing the allocation of housework patterns between 
native-born and immigrant couples. 

We studied the role of spouses’ economic contribution – in absolute and relative terms – 
for the allocation of housework between native-born and immigrant couples in Germany. 
Specifically, we examined the effect of wives’ absolute and relative earnings as well as their 
labor market entry resulting in a change in absolute and relative earnings. We explored 
whether their financial resources influence immigrant wives’ bargaining power concerning 
time spent on housework (washing, cooking and cleaning) when controlling for mechan-
ical time constraints. We used data from the German Socio-Economic Panel (v36; SOEP 
Group 2021) and two integrated studies, the IAB-SOEP Migration Sample (Brücker 
et al. 2014) and the IAB-BAMF-SOEP Survey of Refugees (Brücker, Rother, and Schupp 
2017), and enriched it with the country-of-origin-specific ratio of female to male labor 
force participation rates in the year before immigrant wives in our sample from the corre-
sponding country were interviewed for the first time (FMR-LFP; The World Bank 2021). 
We compared immigrant wives coming from countries with an FMR-LFP below 50 
percent, between 50 and 75 percent, above 75 percent and native-born wives. The FMR-
LFP shapes immigrant wives’ labor force participation (Blau et al. 2020) and  can  be under-
stood as a proxy for cultural determinants. As a moderator effect, it may influence the 
impact of individual income on housework (Fuwa 2004). The analyses applied fixed 
effects (FE) estimations to take into account individual- and couple-specific factors  that  
may influence earnings, paid work and housework time as well as their interrelation. 

Our study contributes to the previous literature in several ways. Most previous studies 
interested in cultural determinants of nonmarket time allocation compare couples’ 
behavior in a cross-national way (Fortin 2005; Fuwa 2004; Kan, Sullivan, and Gershuny 
2011; Mandel, Lazarus, and Shaby 2021). Instead, we compare immigrant couples from 
different countries with native-born couples in Germany. Comparable studies for the US 
(Blau et al. 2020) and Canada (Frank and Hou 2015) rely on Ordinary Linear Regression 
(OLS); in contrast, we rely on longitudinal data and methods to control for unobserved 
time-invariance heterogeneity. Recognising the heterogeneity of immigrants’ source 
countries, we compare the allocation of housework patterns between immigrant 
couples originating from countries with high, medium and low female labor supply 
and native-born couples. We also test the robustness of our results with those using 
other groupings, such as another indicator of gender inequality, a division in geographic 
regions or one by migration motive. We also contribute to the flourishing literature that 
has empirically tested competing hypotheses about who within a couple is doing the 
housework, why, and what this division conveys (Becker 1985; Bianchi et al. 2000; 
Gupta 2007; Hook 2017; Killewald and Gough 2010). By comparing immigrant and 
native-born couples’ allocation of housework time, we apply and retest the existing the-
ories to immigrant couples. Our results point to the insufficiency of the existing theories 
to address immigrants’ couples’ division of housework labor necessity for additional 
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explanations. While our main analyses focused on routine housework (such as cooking, 
washing and cleaning), our conclusions hold when also considering childcare and tasks 
that are more flexible in rescheduling and are more often performed by men than by 
women, such as garden work or repair tasks. 

Before presenting the hypotheses about how theoretical perspectives may differently 
apply to different population groups, we describe the German context and why the 
country is an appropriate case study. 

The German case 

The German female labor force participation was 56 percent (of the female population 
aged 15+, compared to the male labor force participation of 67 percent) in 2019, compar-
able to other EU or high-income countries (The World Bank 2021). This also applies to 
the female participation rate relative to men’s with 83 percent in 2019. Within Germany, 
the female participation rate has always been and still is lower in the western region. In 
the former German Democratic Republic, it was expected that mothers would return to 
work soon after they gave birth, whereas in the Western region, it was more common for 
mothers to stay at home for a longer period after giving birth, which also led to high 
regional differences in the supply of childcare slots. The German government has there-
fore heavily expanded day care in recent years and introduced in 2013 a legal claim for 
public childcare for children aged one or two years (Müller and Wrohlich 2016). 

Apart from differences between East and West Germany, there are also large differences 
in female labor force participation between native-born and immigrant women (Spren-
gholz et al. 2021). Many studies have emphasised the relevance of integration policy for 
their integration success. While denying being an immigration country for many years, 
Germany started to introduce different integration policy measures since 1998 (Geißler 
2014) and liberalised its immigration law for third country immigrants after 1999. Never-
theless, as shown in this study, the division of paid and unpaid work in 2019 in Germany is 
still much more uneven between immigrants than between native-born men and women, 
which may have been highly influenced by their integration. 

Theoretical background and hypotheses 

Most studies on the effect of economic resources on the housework division within a 
couple take resources as given, although some studies do analyze the effect of changes 
in employment due to promotion and termination (Foster and Stratton 2018; Gershuny, 
Bittman, and Brice 2005; Voßemer and Heyne 2019). Three theoretical approaches, the 
relative resources, gender, and autonomy perspectives, assume different effects of wives’ 
earnings or their labor market entry on their own and their spouse’s housework time. 
Our theoretical elaborations about how these perspectives may differently apply to 
different population groups are organised around three main hypotheses. 

Relative resources perspective 

As a leading theoretical construct, the relative resources perspective suggests that the 
spouse holding more power from economic resources can minimise his or her 



4292 T. FENDEL AND Y. KOSYAKOVA 

participation in undesirable activities such as housework or childcare. Brines (1994) 
explained the possibility of minimising housework time – usually that of husbands – 
with the dependency of married women due to their lower income. However, formally, 
the perspective is gender neutral: spouses take responsibility for housework because they 
are economically dependent and cannot bargain out (Voßemer and Heyne 2019). The 
same applies to migration background, although the dependency on husbands’ income 
can on average be assumed to be higher among immigrant wives who often arrive as 
tied movers than among native-born wives (Mincer 1978; Shauman and Noonan 2007). 

Hypothesis 1: Independent of their migration status, wives’ relative income shares and their 
labor market entry (changing their income share) decrease their own and increase their hus-
bands’ housework hours. 

Gender perspective 

Many studies have found evidence for the relative resources perspective up to the point 
where both spouses contribute equally to income. Among the small share of couples 
where women outperform men in terms of household income, some studies have 
revealed that husbands (Brines 1994) or both husbands and wives (Bittman et al. 2003; 
Evertsson and Nermo 2004; Greenstein 2000) act to neutralise nonnormative provider 
roles when they do housework. West and Zimmermann (1987) discussed how house-
work may be a symbolic enactment that helps women and men define and express 
gender relations within households. 

Attitudes in line with the gender perspective highly depend on norms and values, which 
are, for immigrants, a much and for decades debated aspect. According to the classical 
view, immigrants will adapt the destination country’s culture, which then supports their 
economic and social integration. However, systematic empirical evidence about immi-
grants’ values and changes in values over time after migration is rare. Kalmijn and Kraa-
kamp (2018) emphasised that norms and values in Muslim countries – where many 
immigrants of European countries come from – are generally more traditional than in 
the Western world. Khattab, Johnston and Manley (2018) assumed that Islam restricts 
women’s activities but also that the way different people interpret Islam may restrict 
their engagement in paid work. Nevertheless, norms and values can still highly differ 
within the Western or non-Western home country groups. Cultural values and how indi-
vidual income influences housework can also differ within regions. To reduce the risk of an 
arbitrary grouping of countries with respect to cultural values, which in our analysis is 
assumed to be a moderator effect between individual income and housework, we differen-
tiate immigrant wives by the women’s labor force participation shares relative to that of 
men of a specific country (FMR-LFP). Female labor force participation can influence 
not only wives’ labor force participation in the destination country but also how strong 
gender ideologies encourage a traditional division of labor (Blau et al. 2020; Fuwa  2004). 
It can also be shown that there is a high correlation for most countries between the 
FMR-LFP and a gender inequality index from Human Development (UNDP) considering 
the three dimensions of reproductive health, empowerment and the labor market. Com-
parable studies on this issue used such an index to proxy cultural values and to examine 
its effect on housework (Blau et al. 2020; Fuwa  2004; Mandel, Lazarus, and Shaby 2021). 
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In sum, following the gender perspective, we expect that the impact of earnings on 
housework is low or even has a counterintuitive impact, meaning that women increase 
their housework time when they earn a lot. We further expect that the gender perspective 
applies differently to native-born and immigrant couples and that among immigrants, 
cultural factors, proxied by the FMR-LFP, function as moderators concerning the rel-
evance of the gender perspective: 

Hypothesis 2: Wives’ relative income shares and their labor market entry (changing their 
income share) have minor to no impact on the couples’ housework division or even increase 
housework engagement, especially among immigrant wives and among those from 
countries with a low FMR-LFP. 

Autonomy perspective 

Despite their differing predictions, both of the above presented theories are grounded on 
the notion that wives’ relative earnings decisively affect their share of housework. More 
recent studies, however, have cast doubt on the suitability of wives’ relative earnings for 
examining the division of housework time within a couple (Hook, 2017; Killewald & 
Gough, 2010). Alternatively, Gupta (2007) emphasised women’s autonomous agency 
not only in terms of time spent on housework but also, as other studies found, in 
terms of expenses for outsourced tasks such as housekeeping services and eating out. 
The author showed that women’s relative earnings have little explanatory value for 
housework hours when women’s absolute earnings are also accounted for. For weekdays, 
Hook (2017) found a negative but diminishing effect of women’s earnings and employ-
ment hours on their housework hours. Furthermore, the autonomy perspective – like the 
relative resources perspective – is formally gender blind, assuming an independent 
relationship between individuals’ earnings and the time they spend on housework. 
This formal blindness also applies to the migration status. 

Hypothesis 3: Independent of migration status, wives’ own absolute income has a greater 
effect on their time spent on housework than their relative income (as a share of the 
couple sum). 

Gupta (2007) further criticised the relative resources and gender perspective for their 
failure to consider differences between high- and low-income couples. Women’s house-
work adjustments may be lower when they earn more than their husbands because they 
belong disproportionately to poorer couples or because, as Killewald and Gough (2010) 
concluded, high-income households may have already outsourced housework tasks as 
much as possible. The possibility of outsourcing housework tasks may also be lower 
for immigrants with low social integration and fewer so-called ‘weak ties’ (see Granovet-
ter 1973) to the local community. 

Data and methods 

Data and sample 

For our empirical analyses, we rely on data from the German Socio Economic Panel (v36; 
SOEP Group 2021) and two integrated studies, the IAB-SOEP Migration Sample 



4294 T. FENDEL AND Y. KOSYAKOVA 

(Brücker et al. 2014) and the IAB-BAMF-SOEP Survey of Refugees (Brücker, Rother, and 
Schupp 2017). SOEP is an ongoing representative yearly panel survey of private house-
holds in Germany launched in 1984 in West Germany and enlarged to include East 
Germany after 1990. The SOEP oversampled immigrants of Turkish, Greek, Italian, 
Spanish, and ex-Yugoslavian origin (in 1984; Sample B) and immigrants who arrived 
in Germany after 1984 mainly from Eastern Europe and from other developing countries 
(in 1994–1995; Sample D). The IAB-SOEP Migration Sample is a joint project of the 
Institute for Employment Research (IAB) and the SOEP. The data were launched in 
2013, and the targeted population consists of individuals who immigrated to Germany 
between 1995 and 2013 and of second-generation individuals born after 1976 
(Samples M1 and M2). The IAB-BAMF-SOEP Survey of Refugees is a joint project of 
the IAB, the Research Centre on Migration, Integration, and Asylum of the Federal 
Office of Migration and Refugees (BAMF-FZ) and the SOEP. The data were launched 
in 2016 to represent the refugee migration arrived in Germany between 2013 and 2016 
(Samples M3-M5). The remarkably large SOEP sample together with integrated 
studies allow the investigation of different migrant groups and the linkage of information 
of spouses who live together in one household. The survey contains yearly information 
about time spent on primary daily activities, employment behavior and sociodemo-
graphic variables (for more information, see SOEP Group 2021). 

For our analyses, we use data from 1995 to 2019. To incorporate partners’ infor-
mation, our analytical sample considers only women living in a household together 
with their legally married or cohabiting male partner, who also participated in the per-
sonal interview. We did not distinguish between legally married and cohabiting partners, 
and for brevity, we used the terms ‘wives’ and ‘husbands’ for both types of couples. Given 
our focus on labor market integration, we restricted our sample to wives aged between 20 
and 64 years. We excluded second-generation migrants, native-born women with an 
immigrant husband and immigrant women with a native-born husband, as well as 
couples where wives’ or husbands’ country of origin was missing. Couples with 
missing information on housework hours (our main outcome of interest) were also 
excluded.2 Finally, we confined our sample to couples observed at least twice in the 
panel. Table 1 explains the sample restrictions in more detail. 

It is questionable whether we should include nonemployed wives (34 percent of 
observed wives in the analytical sample are not employed) and wives with nonemployed 
husbands (applicable to 22 percent of the observed wives). For instance, Hook (2017) 
emphasised that breadwinner households may display compensatory gender behavior, 
although those households complicate the analysis. Theoretically, choosing not to 
work (or actively searching for a job) or having a low income relative to their husband 
may have different implications. Thus, the main analysis of this study included non-
employed wives and wives with nonemployed husbands, coding for them as having an 
economic resource score of zero, whereas a robustness check restricted the sample to 
couples where both spouses are participating in the labor market. Following Brines 
(1994), we additionally conducted a robustness check, excluding women with a disabled 
husband or a husband of pensioner age. After all restrictions, our analytical sample con-
tained 113,531 observations of 15,602 wives in couples (see Table 1).3 

In our analyses, we differentiated between native and immigrant wives originating from 
countries with an (1) FMR-LFP below 50 percent, (2) an FMR-LFP between 50 and 75 
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Table 1. Information about cases excluded from the original data. 
Step Person observations Person-Year Observations 
Original Data 99,131 712,355 
– surveyed before 1995 8,826 131,909 
– men 45,672 287,435 
– without partner 
= Sample of wives surveyed after 19951 

13,349 
31,284 

96,688 
196,323 

= Sample of wives with the same partner1 32,603 196,323 
– w/o observed male partner 4,022 18,215 
– homosexual couples 183 828 
– aged below 20 and above 65 
– 2nd generation migrants 

2,587 
1,136 

30,751 
5,423 

– origin country of wife or her partner is missing 280 1,203 
– intermarried couples 2,643 13,027 
– missing on housework of partners 931 8,126 
– couples with only one observation 5,219 5,219 
= Analytical sample 15,602 113,531 
Notes: (1) ‘Sample of wives surveyed after 1995’ considers all wives, namely, wives living with a partner in the same 
household. ‘Sample of wives with the same partner’ considers all wives with the same partner, namely, it defines 
wives’ observation as a new one in case she has a new partner. This step leads to an increased number of person obser-
vations for wives, while the number of person-year observations remains the same. 

percent, (3) an FMR-LFP above 75 percent and (4) native-born wives. To create a consist-
ent indicator across the sample and assuming cultural factors as inert, we consider the 
FMR-LFP in the year before immigrant wives from the specific country were first observed 
in the data (The World Bank 2021).4 For instance, immigrant wives from Italy were first 
surveyed in 1994. Hence, all immigrant wives from Italy were assigned to the FMR-LFP 
group between 50 and 75 percent based on the value of 1994. Zooming on source 
country composition within groups, we observe that many Arabic countries, such as 
Afghanistan, Iran and Syria, have FMR-LFPs below 50 percent, and India, Kosovo, 
Sudan and Turkey also belong to this group. The second group with FMR-LFP between 
50 and 75 percent contains Central and Southern American countries (e.g. Argentina, 
Brazil and Cuba), some European countries (e.g. Belgium, Croatia, Greece) and some 
African countries (e.g. Nicaragua, Niger and Trinidad). Finally, many other high-income 
and EU countries have an FMR-LFP above 75 percent. At the same time, this group 
also includes African countries, such as Ghana, Kenya and South Africa. For the 
country grouping based on the FMR-LFP, see Table S1 in the Supporting Information.5 

Measures 
Dependent variable. For our analyses, we defined four dependent variables: wives’ and 
husbands’ hours spent on housework and wives’ and husbands’ change in housework 
hours between two survey waves. Using absolute hours is standard practice in the literature 
evaluating theoretical perspectives about the division of housework time among couples 
(Bianchi et al. 2000; Bittman et al. 2003; Evertsson and Nermo 2004; Gupta 2007; Hook  
2017; Voßemer and Heyne 2019). The reason is that the relative time of each partner 
spent on housework conflates the time of each spouse. The wives’ share can increase 
because they do more housework, their husbands do less, or both. To define the variables 
on housework hours, we rely on self-reported information about time spent on housework 
(washing, cooking and cleaning), i.e. primary tasks that constitute a daily routine and may 
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compromise labor market performance. Note that the SOEP questionnaire also surveyed 
time spent per working day on other housework-related activities such as childcare, 
repairs, garden work and errands. We do not consider childcare in the main analyses 
but as a robustness check because (1) it is less comparable to other housework tasks for 
a couple’s bargaining process; (2) it produces an emotionally laden public good (Foster 
and Stratton 2018); (3) in contrast to housework, at least some of its aspects are perceived 
as rewarding and enjoyable (Sullivan 2013); and (4) it can, to a certain degree, be performed 
simultaneously with other tasks. Nevertheless, childcare represents a relevant area for 
doing gender (Hook 2017; West and Zimmerman 1987). Repair and garden work may 
be an important area of housework that men spend more time on than women, although 
these tasks can easily be performed in the evening or postponed to more suitable times and 
are, therefore, less compromising for labor market performance. In robustness checks, we 
also report findings for the wives’ time spent on childcare and their husbands’ time spent 
on the sum of washing, cooking, cleaning and repair/garden work (refer to Online Sup-
porting Information, Tables S7–S8). Finally, we did not consider errand activities 
because trips to government agencies correlate with the migration background or other 
migration-relevant issues, such as duration of stay. 

Independent variables. To test the explanatory power of the suggested theories, we pro-
ceeded as follows. First, we focused on the impact of wives’ financial resources on their 
and their husbands’ hours spent on housework. Second, we examined the impact of 
wives’ labor market entry on their and their husbands’ change in housework hours. 

In both analytical steps, we tested whether economic factors (Hypotheses 1 or 3) or 
gender values (Hypothesis 2) determined the housework time of wives and husbands. 
Accordingly, to measure absolute earnings, we considered the net monthly income, 
top coded to the 99th percentile and adjusted to inflation based on the consumer price 
index of 2015. In the estimation, we measured the income in 100 Euro. The incomes 
of the nonemployed were coded to zero. We measured relative income in terms of the 
individual shares of the couples’ total income from labor (see, e.g. Bianchi et al. 2000). 

Various authors have argued that autonomy, relative resources, and gender arguments 
do not equally apply for every part of the absolute or relative income distribution (Hook, 
2017; Killewald and Gough, 2010; Greenstein, 2000; Evertsson and Nermo, 2004 and 
Bittman et al., 2003). We considered absolute net income and the relative income 
share additionally to the linear term in nonlinear terms by including the squared variables 
in case the resulting significant effects indicated a nonlinear effect on housework time.6 

Wives’ labor market entry is an indicator variable equal to one for wives who were full-
or part-time employed at the time of the survey but were not employed the year before. 
Note that vocational education was considered full-time employment, whereas marginal 
or irregular employment was considered nonemployment. 

Control variables. Fixed-effect models eliminate the problem of omitted variable bias due 
to time-constant unobserved heterogeneity, which excludes the possibility of controlling 
for time-constant variables such as country of origin. To alleviate time-varying unob-
served heterogeneity, we considered the following control variables in our analyses. 
The gender gap in paid labor time is a common explanation for the gender gap in house-
work time (Bianchi et al. 2000; Bittman et al. 2003; Evertsson and Nermo 2004). Hence, 
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to distinguish the effects of time and financial resources (Killewald and Gough 2010), we 
considered the individual and spouse time availability as the discrete (wives’/husbands’) 
actual weekly working hours top coded to the 99th percentile, with a maximum of 70 
hours for both wives and husbands. The working hours of nonemployed individuals 
are correspondingly equal to zero. In the analyses of labor market entry resulting in 
changes in absolute housework hours, we considered the change in weekly working 
hours between the current and previous waves. In the models on wives’ housework 
time, we used her information for the individual-specific control variables, whereas in 
those on husbands’ housework time, we used his information. 

Family income may have negative effects on housework time because the greater 
financial resources of the household increase the probability of using domestic services, 
and lower-class couples may be less egalitarian in their values (Brines, 1994). However, 
since housework income is influenced by individual income, it is problematic to control 
for both variables in the models examining the effect of income on housework. Therefore, 
we controlled in all specifications for other household (hh) income, measured as monthly 
net income from all sources for all household members (after deductions for taxes and 
social security) subtracting both spouses’ individual income. The total household 
income is top coded to the 99th percentile, adjusted for inflation using the consumer 
price index of 2015 and divided by 100 to account for small effects. 

We further considered common controls used in prior empirical studies on the house-
hold division of labor (e.g. Brines 1994; Evertsson and Nermo 2004; Hook  2017; Voßemer 
and Heyne 2019). Specifically, we controlled for wives’ or husbands’ age, wives’ or 
husbands’ health (self-evaluated in five categories) and size of the housing in square 
meters, divided by 10 to consider small effects. We used indicator variables for wives’ or 
husbands’ being currently in education and for using domestic services. Kühhirt (2012) 
showed that parenthood leads to a long-term increase in women’s housework time. We 
considered the age of the youngest child in the household (distinguishing between 0–2, 
3–5, 6–17, 18 or more years), the household size (number of persons living in the house-
hold) and to control for those who are not working and unemployed for shorter than one 
year or who have to top up their income with social benefit, we included an indicator vari-
able about wives’ or husbands’ receiving German unemployment benefit (section one, 
ALG1). For the analyses on labor market entry resulting in a change in absolute housework 
hours, we controlled for wives’ and husbands’ changes in working hours instead of absolute 
working hours, for a change in the number of persons in the household (distinguishing 
between increased, decreased, no change, and missing values) instead of household size 
and additionally for husbands being employed. To account for regional disparities in 
labor market conditions, we included in all specifications German federal state fixed 
effects. Furthermore, survey year fixed effects account for common time trends. 

See Table 2 for the distribution of the dependent, independent and control variables in 
the pooled sample, differentiating between the three FMR-LFP-based immigrant wives’ 
groups and native-born wives. 

Analytical strategy 

The following empirical analyses are conducted separately for the three groups of immigrant 
and native-born wives. As presented in the section on Data and Sample, we distinguished 
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Table 2. Unweighted descriptive statistics, Source: SOEP, 1995–2019. 

FMR-LFP <50% FMR-LFP 50-75% FMR-LFP >75% Natives 
Min-
Max 

Mean/ Mean/ Mean/ Mean/ 
share SD share SD share SD. share SD 

Wives, housework hours 3.86 1.92 3.29 1.79 2.90 1.68 2.59 1.63 0–23 
per weekday 

Husbands, housework 0.59 0.88 0.70 0.93 0.79 0.89 0.81 0.89 0–12 
hours per weekday 

Wives, weekly working 7.22 13.81 16.32 17.57 17.20 16.93 21.45 18.10 0–70 
hours 

Husbands, weekly 24.03 21.39 29.86 19.97 33.35 18.26 34.99 20.08 0–70 
working hours 

Wives, net monthly 239.18 492.11 595.47 758.53 629.77 780.32 879.77 916.05 0–5200 
income 

Wives, income share 0.14 0.28 0.27 0.33 0.27 0.31 0.30 0.31 0–1 
Couples, other income 699.93 787.68 572.67 776.76 492.50 616.91 494.12 734.96 0–3,915 
Wives, start employment 0.05 0.06 0.09 0.06 0/1 
Wives, ALG I receipt 0.07 0.04 0.03 0.03 0/1 
Husbands, ALG I receipt 0.12 0.07 0.04 0.04 0/1 
Wives, in education 0.02 0.02 0.05 0.04 0/1 
Husbands, in education 0.02 0.01 0.03 0.03 0/1 
Wives, age 40.26 10.48 45.29 10.38 42.05 10.79 45.28 10.87 20–64 
Husbands, age 44.27 11.01 49.33 11.15 44.72 11.00 48.24 11.53 19–91 
Wives, health status 3.41 1.02 3.32 0.98 3.44 0.89 3.44 0.89 1–5 
Husbands, health status 3.46 1.07 3.42 1.00 3.49 0.91 3.43 0.88 1–5 
Age of youngest child in 
household 

No child <18 0.26 0.53 0.40 0.57 0/1 
0–2 years 0.18 0.09 0.13 0.08 0/1 
3–5 years 0.18 0.10 0.14 0.09 0/1 
6–17 years 0.38 0.28 0.33 0.27 0/1 
Size of the household 4.42 1.59 3.48 1.27 3.56 1.31 3.12 1.13 2–13 
Size of housing in sqm 90.16 35.28 94.85 40 98.73 37.98 119.40 46.84 10–754 
Use of domestic service 0.01 0.04 0.02 0.08 0/1 
Note: SD = Standard deviation. 

immigrant groups based  on  the FMR-LFP  in  the source country  with  (1) the  FMR-LFP  
below 50, (2) the FMR-LFP between 50 and 75 and (3) the FMR-LFP above 75 percent. 

We applied FE estimations to control for individual-specific factors, which possibly 
influence earnings, paid work and housework time as well as their interrelation. OLS esti-
mation may lead to biased and inconsistent coefficients due to the endogeneity of the 
earning variable resulting from unobservable factors such as skills, norms or values. Fur-
thermore, simultaneity between earnings and housework (as discussed in the introduc-
tion) may lead to biased and inconsistent coefficients. 

Due to a considerable share of zeros, especially among the housework hours of female 
partners, one could also apply a Tobit model to account for the missing conditional normal 
distribution of housework, leading to inference with only asymptotic justification and 
negative predicted values for housework. Stewart (2013) nevertheless demonstrated that 
estimated marginal effects from Tobit models based on time-use data are biased in contrast 
to ordinary least squares estimates and that the extent of the bias varies with the fraction of 
zero-value observations. 

We estimated a regression model including a dummy variable for each wife i in the 
model. That is, 

� �′ 2˜yit = ai + x itb + uit, uitIID 0, su (1) 
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with yit measuring for the first part of the multivariate analysis wife i’s own housework 
′hours or those of her husband in year t. x it represents a vector of independent and 

control variables, which are assumed to be all independent of all uit because of the 
inclusion of the wives’ fixed effects ai. 

For the second part of the multivariate analysis on the effects of labor market entry, we 
used the same model as presented in (1), but in this case, yit equaled the difference in 
housework time between t and t-1, and instead of income in t, the explanatory variable 
was an indicator of wives’ labor market entry. 

To address item nonresponse, we applied multiple imputation using chained 
equations (van Buuren 2012). We estimated 10 imputed datasets with complete infor-
mation. Following Rubin’s (1987) approach, we then combined the results of the analyses 
of each dataset. 

Results 

Average differences in wives’ and husbands’ allocation of housework time 

We start with baseline analyses of the differences in wives’ and husbands’ time spent on 
unpaid and paid work as well as their net income across the four defined population 
groups. Figure 1 depicts the wives’ share of the total time the couple spends on house-
work per working day, of the paid weekly working hours and of the couple’s monthly 
net income for 2019. 

Overall, we observed that wives accounted for the majority of the couples’ total time 
spent on housework and correspondingly spent less time on paid work and earned less 

Figure 1. Share of couples’ total time spent on housework and on paid work and share of couples’ 
total net income from labor, 2019 (weighted results). 
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of the couples’ total income. This was particularly true for immigrant couples with wives 
born in countries with a low FMR-LFP (below 50%). Hence, there appears to be a link 
between a traditional division of paid and unpaid work among couples and the FMR-
LFP of the wives’ country of origin. In the group of wives from countries with the 
lowest relative participation rates, wives accounted for 82 percent of the couples’ total 
time spent on housework, 20 percent of time spent on paid work and earned 19 percent 
of the couples’ monthly income. The share of paid working hours is 10–15 percentage 
points higher for wives from countries with a higher FMR-LFP and is 21 percentage 
points higher for native-born wives. Similarly, the share of income increased with the 
source country’s FMR-LFP and for natives. In turn, these wives spent with 71–79 
percent less time on housework. 

The impact of wives’ earnings on their allocation of housework time 

Figure 2 displays the estimation results for the effect of wives’ financial resources on their 
absolute housework. The full results are reported in Table S2a and S2b in the Supporting 
Information. Whereas Table S2a contains Model 1.1 and Model 1.2, Table S2b contains 
the results of two specifications estimating as robustness checks the effects of absolute 
(Model 1.3) or relative income (Model 1.4) in linear splines. 

Whereas Model 1.1 considers only the absolute log net income (squared), resulting in 
significant but very low effects on housework time for all four groups, Model 1.2 
additionally considers relative income, measured as the share of the couples’ total 
income from labor (including both a linear and a quadratic term). Showing higher 

Figure 2. Fixed effects regression of wives’ housework time on their absolute and relative resources. 
The full results are reported in Supporting Information Table S2. Note: Significance level: * p < 0.05, ** 
p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001. 
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significant effects of relative income, we infer that Model 1.2 best describes the relation-
ship between wives’ financial resources and housework time. Relative income showed, 
however, only a significant effect for native-born wives. The nonlinear relationship is 
visualised in Figure 3, showing that native-born wives decreased their housework 
hours with their relative income with a decreasing slope until the income share 
equaled 60 percent of couples’ income. When wives’ income shares increased, for 
example, from approximately 20–30 percent of couples’ income, their housework 
hours per average working day decreased from approximately 2.55–2.51 hours. The 
wives whose earnings exceeded 60 percent of the couples’ total income from labor 
increased their housework time, as suggested by the gender perspective. 

Killewald and Gough (2010) showed that the consideration of wives’ absolute earnings 
differentiated in separate parts of the income distribution revealed a spurious nonlinear 
relationship between relative income and housework hours. Model 1.3 (displayed in 
Table S2b) replaced absolute income with linear splines to analyze the effect separately 
for the 1–49th percentile, 50–89th percentile and 90th-99th percentile. Coefficients of 
relative income in this case hardly changed. Additionally, when measuring the relative 
income in linear splines, estimated effects suggested that the effect of relative income 
was only significant for native-born wives and that a higher negative effect resulted for 
those earning less relative to the husband than those earning more relative to their 
husbands. 

Note that we controlled for wives’ and husbands’ time availability in terms of working 
hours to clarify the effect on bargaining power from one of the time constraints. In all 
models, wives’ working hours negatively affected their housework hours. In turn, signifi-
cant coefficients of husbands’ working hours were positive but less important predictors 
(see Table S2a and S2b in the Supporting Information). 

Figure 3. Prediction of the nonlinear marginal effect of relative income on native-born wives’ house-
work time (average marginal effects were insignificant for immigrant wives). 

https://2.55�2.51
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To elaborate on these findings in light of our hypotheses, we find that among native-
born wives, the effect of income on housework time followed the relative resources per-
spective (H1); however, only up to the point the wives earned 60 percent of the couple’s 
total income from labor. For those who earned more than 60 percent, the gender perspec-
tive also applied (H2). In turn, immigrant wives’ housework hours did not significantly 
differ by income. This inelastic housework time followed the gender perspective (H2). 
Other than economic factors – as suggested by the relative resources (H1) or autonomy 
perspective (H3) – cultural factors appear to determine immigrant couples’ division in 
housework time. We turn to this issue in the final section. 

The impact of wives’ earnings on husbands’ allocation of housework time 

Figure 4 replicates the same models of the effects of wives’ financial resources presented 
in Figure 2 on husbands’ housework time. The full results are shown in Table S3a and S3b 
in the Supporting Information. 

As shown in Figure 4, wives’ absolute income did not or only marginally affected hus-
bands’ housework time (see Model 2.1), whereas relative income had a low significant 
positive effect on housework time for immigrant couples with an FMR-LFP below 
50% or above 75% as for native-born couples (see Model 2.2). Comparable to the 
models on wives’ housework time, we therefore assume that Model 2.2 best describes 
the relationship between wives’ financial resources and husbands’ housework time. 
When wives’ income share increased by one percent, their husbands increased house-
work by 0.3–0.4 hours per working day. 

Figure 4. Fixed effects regression of husbands’ housework time on wives’ absolute and relative 
resources. The full results are reported in Supporting Information Table S3. Note: Significance level: 
* p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001. 
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The relationship of absolute as relative income was strongly linear for immigrant wives’ 
husbands; therefore, we excluded – in contrast to Model 1.1–1.4 – the squared term of the 
income variables for all four groups. The results only marginally changed when differen-
tiating between wives of different parts of the absolute or relative income distribution 
(see Models 2.3 and 2.4 in Table S3b in the Supporting Information). The ladder additional 
Model 2.4 showed especially significant effects of husbands’ housework time for immigrant 
and native-born wives who earned (almost) the full household income. 

Turning to our hypotheses, in contrast to immigrant wives’ own housework, we found 
husbands of immigrant wives (except those with an FMR-LFP between 50% and 75%) 
similar to husbands of native-born wives to spend more time on housework the 
higher their wives’ income share was, a behavior described by the relative resources 
(H1) rather than by the gender (H2) or autonomy perspective (H3). 

The impact of wives’ labor market entry on couples’ allocation of housework 
time 

Figure 5 depicts the results from the analyses of the effect of wives’ labor market entry on 
their own (Model 3) or on their husbands’ housework hours (Model 4). 

For immigrant wives who come from countries with an FMR-LFP above 49 percent, as 
for native-born wives, their labor market entry was associated with a reduction in time 
spent on housework by approximately 0.3–0.4 hours per average working day. For 
wives who came from countries with an FMR-LFP below 50 percent, the effect was 
insignificant (Model 3). Because we also controlled for the log change in wives’ and 

Figure 5. Fixed effects regression of wives’/husbands’ housework time on wives’ labor market entry. 
The full results are reported in Supporting Information Table S4. Note: Significance level: * p < 0.05, ** 
p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001. 
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husbands’ working hours and whether the husband was employed, this effect did not 
indicate a pure change in time availability but rather a change in wives’ bargaining 
power due to changes in their employment and earning situations (for the full results 
see Tables S4 in the Supporting Information). In contrast, only for immigrant wives 
from countries with an FMR-LFP between 50 and 75 percent did their labor market 
entry shape husbands’ housework time (Model 4). 

The results of Model 3 provide for most groups evidence for the relative resources as 
well as for the autonomy perspective (H1 and H3) because the improved earning situ-
ation resulted in a reduction in wives’ housework time. The insignificant effect for the 
group of women from countries with an FMR-LFP below 50 percent alludes to the 
gender perspective (H2), assuming no effect of a change in economic resources on house-
work for wives from countries with a very traditional gender division of work. The same 
applies to Model 4, conforming to the gender perspective (H2) in terms of an inelastic 
response of husbands’ housework time due to wives increasing earnings, with the excep-
tion of wives from countries with an FMR-LFP between 50 and 75 percent. Here, as in 
Model 3, husbands’ behavior contradicts the gender perspective. 

Robustness check 

One can argue that the results are strongly influenced by breadwinner households or by 
a spouse who  is  not able or only with a reduced amount able to participate in  paid  work  
due to age or disability. However, when excluding those couples, the effects of income 
in Model 1.2 (which we assumed best represents the relationship between wives’ 
financial resources and their housework time) remained, in most cases, insignificant 
for immigrant wives. The nonlinear effect of relative income increased  for  the  group  
of native-born wives among couples with both spouses being employed or with hus-
bands being below the age of 65 and having no disability status (see Tables S6 in the 
Supporting Information). 

As an additional robustness check showed, the effects of wives’ relative earnings on 
their time spent on childcare were higher for native-born wives, whereas they were 
still insignificant for immigrant wives (see Table S7 in the Supporting Information). 
Hence, compared to the routine housework tasks (cooking, washing and cleaning), child-
care appears to be more elastic with respect to economic resources the spouses contribute 
to the household income, although mostly still among native-born couples. Emphasising 
the investment facet, former studies have shown that the trend for time spent on child-
care contrasts with the trend for time spent on other housework tasks as earnings 
increase (Kimmel and Connelly 2007). 

The effects of wives’ earnings on husbands’ time spent on the sum of cleaning, 
cooking, washing and doing garden/repair work were also similar to the effects of 
Model 2.2 (which we believed was the most suitable model) on husbands’ time spent 
only on cooking, washing and cleaning. In addition to the insignificant effect for the 
FMR-LFP group 50–75 percent, the effect was insignificant for the FMR-LFP group 
above 75 percent. (see Table S8 in the Supporting Information). One explanation for 
the significant effects of immigrant husbands’ housework time on their wives’ earnings 
is that husbands have more flexibility for adjustment due to their primary very low par-
ticipation in housework. This seems to apply to a lesser extent for immigrant husbands 
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from less tradition-oriented countries (with a high FMR-LFP) when additionally consid-
ering more male housework tasks. 

While our descriptive and regression findings suggest that cultural factors approximated 
by the source country’s FMR-LFP may contribute to the uneven division of housework 
between immigrant and native-born couples, the question of how to explain these differ-
ences has not been conclusively answered. To gain insights into this question, we explored 
the contribution of compositional differences between native-born and immigrant wives to 
the difference in their housework time allocation using Oaxaca‒Blinder decomposition 
(Blinder, 1973; Oaxaca, 1973). In addition to the control variables used in the former 
regression analysis, we considered wives’ educational attainment (aggregated into no pro-
fessional degree, professional degree, and college degree) and a continuous measure of 
source country’s FMR-LFP. Our findings imply that compositional differences in endow-
ments explained 80 percent of the gap (the ‘endowments effect’; refer to Online Supporting 
Information, Table S9). Zooming on the explained part of the gap, we found that the 
highest contribution was attributed to the differences in working hours (35 percent), fol-
lowed by the differences in household size (28 percent), wives’ absolute income (11 
percent), source country’s FMR-LFP (9 percent) and educational attainment (8 percent). 
In turn, 20 percent of the immigrant–native-born wives’ housework gap could not be 
explained. This unexplained part may result from differences in the coefficients (i.e. 
different effects of the same endowments in both groups) or unobserved differences in 
important characteristics shaping immigrants’ economic and social integration (e.g. 
German language proficiency, transferability of foreign educational degrees) – these 
factors cannot be compared between immigrant and native-born wives in our analyses. 

Discussion 

The labor market participation of female immigrants is vital for immigrants’ economic 
and societal integration process. Following the relative resource perspective, the division 
of paid work among couples may also influence the division of their unpaid housework. 
Accordingly, unpaid labor activities might shape the labor market integration of female 
immigrants (e.g. Zaiceva and Zimmermann 2014) and could be particularly relevant 
among couples with a more traditional value orientation (e.g. Bielby and Bielby 1992). 
The highly uneven division of time spent on housework duties observed among immi-
grant couples, which may indicate a more traditional value orientation than among 
native-born couples, was expected to hinder the labor market integration of female 
immigrants in Western economies. We took on this perspective and examined the 
relationship between wives’ economic dependency and the allocation of couples’ house-
work time as well as variation in this relationship across immigrant and native-born 
wives using data from the German SOEP for the years 1995–2019 and two integrated 
studies, the IAB-SOEP Migration Sample and the IAB-BAMF-SOEP Survey of Refugees, 
and fixed-effect models. 

We relied on three prominent theories – relative resources, doing gender and auton-
omy – aimed at explaining the relationship between labor market performance and 
housework time. Numerous studies have empirically tested these theoretical mechanisms 
(e.g. Bianchi et al. 2000; Gupta 2007; Hook 2017; Killewald and Gough 2010), whereas 
empirical evidence for immigrants is scarce. The relative resources and autonomy 
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perspective are formally neutral regarding gender and migration status and imply no 
differences between immigrants and native-born individuals. In turn, we hypothesize 
that the gender perspective applies more to immigrant than to native-born couples. 
Descriptively, we show that unpaid and paid working time is distributed more unequally 
the lower the wives’ home country FMR-LFP is. Our multivariate findings from the 
models on wives’ labor market entry further revealed a significant effect on housework 
only for immigrant wives whose FMR-LFP is larger than 50 percent. However, the 
effects of income on housework were insignificant for all immigrant wives. Since many 
countries had a similar FMR-LFP in the observation period as in Germany (The 
World Bank 2021), the insignificant effects of income on housework for immigrant 
wives cannot fully be explained by more traditional values approximated by the source 
country’s female labor force participation. 

Among native-born wives, increasing housework time with increasing relative income 
– a behavior possibly determined by traditional gender values – was observed only if they 
earned more than 60 percent of the couples’ total income. Furthermore, the high gender 
differences in housework time gave immigrant husbands flexibility to respond to their 
wives’ labor market integration, as proposed by the relative resources perspective. 
However, as shown in a robustness check, these responses were predominantly observed 
for husbands who earned less than their wives. In sum, our results imply that the stan-
dard theoretical models predict immigrant wives’ housework time in a way that a similar 
process applies to immigrant wives as to native-born wives, although at different levels. 

To this end, migration literature focusing on labor market gender differences attempts 
to explain immigrant women’s double disadvantage, i.e. the labor market disadvantages 
attributed to gender and immigrant status. Our analyses contribute to this debate by 
showing that the wife’s relative  earnings  influence her own housework time only among 
native couples, whereas the immigrant wife’s housework time does not vary by her relative 
earnings. In other words, unlike native women, immigrant women are not able to leverage 
their improved relative economic situation by reducing their relative contribution to 
household work. Measured with the source countries’ female labor force participation, 
we cannot explain differences between immigrant and native-born wives purely by cultural 
factors: The inelastic housework response applies in most models to immigrant wives inde-
pendent of their source country female labor force participation. 

The integration challenges of both immigrant wives and their husbands are likely to be 
an additional reason for the inelastic response of immigrant wives. Using decomposition 
analyses, we shed light on possible explanations for the immigrant–native-born differences 
in couples’ housework division. Our results indicate that the difference in housework hours 
between immigrant and native-born wives can mainly be explained by immigrant wives’ 
fewer hours of paid work, larger household sizes and lower bargaining power due to a 
lower labor income of immigrant wives but also from a lower FMR-LFP in the source 
country. Differences in the type of jobs immigrant and native men and women have 
access to could provide an explanation for these patterns. Immigrants’ occupational oppor-
tunities are often restricted to secondary labor market segments and labor-intensive sectors 
(Gundert, Kosyakova, and Fendel 2020; Kogan  2011; Wilson and Portes 1980). Such jobs 
are usually worse paid, belong to the lower part of the occupational hierarchy, are stressful 
and are characterised by poor working conditions. At the same time, women, mothers in 
particular, more often select jobs promising a better reconciliation of family and work (e.g. 
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more flexibility and shorter working hours arrangements) and a less stressful job environ-
ment (Hakim 2006; Polachek 1981). Accordingly, immigrant women who manage to enter 
such jobs and independent of the income relative to that of their husbands might be more 
willing to take over housework tasks, and this is more so when the husband’s jobs are very 
stressful and tiring. Nevertheless, since immigrant women are more likely to end up on 
lower levels of occupational hierarchies than native women, the double burden of 
market and nonmarket work coupled with lower incomes may reinforce integration bar-
riers of female immigrants and their social exclusion. 

Several limitations of our research are important to mention. First, when analyzing the 
labor market entry of immigrant wives, we looked at adjustments in the year that labor 
market entry occurred. One important remaining question is how the adjustments have 
developed over time. Gershuny et al. (2005) showed that women greatly adjust their 
housework time immediately after entering full-time paid work, whereas men showed 
increases only in successive years. Second, further differentiation across origin countries 
could provide insight into the determinants of the division of housework among immi-
grant couples. To control for time-invariant source country groups or their character-
istics is, however, not possible within the fixed effects estimations we applied. Our 
method, which washed out all gender- and couple-specific time-invariant factors, was 
the best way to control for unobserved factors shaping the allocation of market and non-
market work (such as motivations, productivity or preferences). Third, fixed effects esti-
mation methods alleviate any estimation bias due to time-constant heterogeneity in 
reports on housework hours due to over- or underreporting (see Gough and Killewald 
2011; Voßemer and Heyne 2019). Although previous studies found that estimates 
based on time-use data are similar in sign and statistical significance to those of diary 
data (Kan and Pudney 2008), many studies have noted that time-use data are less accu-
rate than diary methods. Therefore, the integration of time-diary data in large panel data-
sets could improve the quality of future research on this topic. 

Our findings are important from a policy perspective. The multivariate results revealed 
that – in contrast to native-born wives – immigrant wives do not adjust their housework 
time as their earnings change. The immigrant wives’ inelastic response was in most models 
observed to be independent of the source country female labor force participation, which 
may primarily result from integration challenges the couples face. This inelasticity in 
housework time seems to drive the observed unequal division of housework among immi-
grant couples and may reinforce the economic and social integration barriers of female 
immigrants. From this perspective, policy interventions aiming to improve immigrant 
women’s structural integration could ensure a better comparability of work and family, 
for example, via the supply of accessible, affordable and quality external services. 

Notes 
1. The literature on the domestic division of labor reveals that wives usually perform the 

majority of the housework (Bianchi et al. 2000). 
2. To test the selectivity of our sample due to having missing information on housework hours, 

we regressed the probability of having missing information on the explanatory variables 
relying on random effect models. Our findings imply that having missing information on 
housework hours of wives or husbands is negatively related to wives’ higher income 
share, ALGI benefits receipt, arriving from a country with greater female‒male employment 
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ratio, and to partner’s employment. It is positively related to own health and partners’ 
working hours. Factors such as wives’ or partners’ age, wives’ or partners’ education, 
wives’ employment and working hours, household size, age of youngest child in household, 
size of housing, and use of domestic service are not significantly related to the sample selec-
tion. In sum, considering that only six percent of the wives in the sample have missing infor-
mation on housework hours, our findings indicate only a slightly positive selection into the 
sample based on observables. 

3. Note that considering only coupled women does not lead to an uneven selection by 
migration background. In the SOEP 1995–2019, among women aged 20–64 years, the 
share of women living with a partner observed in the data are 67–69 percent among immi-
grant and native-born wives. 

4. There is no data available for Kosovo before 2002. Between 2002 and 2018, the FMR-LFP 
varied between 29–47 percent (see The World Bank 2021). Hence, for immigrant wives 
from Kosovo first surveyed before 2002, we considered 2002 values. 

5. In a robustness check, we tested results of the model, which we assumed best represents the 
relationship between wives’ financial resources and her housework time, using three alterna-
tive group compositions of immigrant wives: First, we used the Gender inequality index in 
2019 from Human Development (UNDP). Considering the three dimensions, reproductive 
health, empowerment and the labor market, the index is therefore a broader measure of 
gender equality than the FMR-LFP. Second, we differentiated wives geographically from 
Non-Western versus Western countries with the Western country group including all EU 
countries, other high-income countries and countries from the former Soviet Union and 
former Yugoslavia and all other countries belonging to the Non-Western group. A third 
differentiation was based on immigrant wives’ migration intention (economic migrant, 
family migrant or refugee). Other aspects of gender equality, the geographical differentiation 
as well as the migration intention may influence the division of housework between a 
couple, however, the results hardly differed to those presented in the main results section. 
For details, refer to Online Supporting Information, Table S5. 

6. In robustness checks we estimated effects of income divided in linear splines. Following 
Hook (2017), we differentiated between wives belonging to the 1st-49th, 50th-89th or 
90th-99th percentile of all women’s absolute income. Furthermore, we differentiated 
between wives with a relative income-share of 1–49 percent, 50–89 percent and 90–100 
percent; for instance, breadwinners earn 90–100 percent of the couple’s income. For 
details, refer to Online Supporting Information, Table S2 Model 1.3 and Model 1.4 and 
Table S3 Model 2.3 and Model 2.4. 
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the IAB or SOEP-FDZ at DIW. Requests to access these datasets should be directed to 
https://fdz.iab.de/en/FDZ_Individual_Data.aspx. The computer code for data prep-
aration and analyses and the Supporting Information are available at https://osf.io/ 
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