
Keeping inequality at home: the genesis of gender 

roles in housework* 
 

J. Ignacio Giménez-Nadal, University of Zaragoza and BIFI 

Lucia Mangiavacchi, University of Perugia and IZA 

Luca Piccoli, University of Trento and IZA 

 

Abstract 

This article studies how gender role attitudes are transmitted from parents to their children 

by examining the intrahousehold division of housework time. The Russia Longitudinal 

Monitoring Survey (RLMS-HSE) is used to analyse the time devoted by parents to 

housework during their children’s late childhood or adolescence and that of the same 

children once they marry. The results suggest that a greater proportion of housework 

performed by mothers during childhood is related to a persistence in gender inequality in 

their children’s future families. These gender norms are perpetuated directly to sons 

through a lower amount of housework performed and indirectly to daughters through the 

choice of a partner that replicates her father role model. An analysis of the possible 

transmission mechanisms proposed by the literature suggests a prominent role of the 

parental role model, according to which children tend to reproduce the situation they 

experienced during childhood. These findings shed light on the persistence of parental 

behaviour across generations, underlining the key role of fathers, and contribute to the 

debate about how gender inequality is transmitted over time. 
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1. Introduction 

This article analyses how gender role attitudes and gender norms are transmitted from parents to 

children, linking the gender distribution of housework between parents with the distribution of 

housework in their children’s families approximately ten years later, when the children marry or 

start cohabiting. 

The previous literature suggests that cultural traits and values are important determinants of 

persistent inequality in the gender division of housework and female labour force participation 

(e.g. Fernández et al., 2004; Fernández and Fogli, 2009; Alesina et al., 2013). The persistence of 

cultural beliefs regarding the role of women in society depends on the fact that the family is an 

important determinant of individual attitudes, as predicted by theoretical economic models on 

the intergenerational transmission of values (Bisin and Verdier, 2000; Doepke and Zilibotti, 

2017). However, empirical evidence with direct observation of parents and children behaviour 

related to gender role attitudes is scarce. For instance, Farré and Vella (2013) and Haaland et al. 

(2018) found that cultural attitudes regarding the role of women in the family and labour market 

are transmitted across generations. Farré and Vella (2013) based their results on individuals’ 

opinions towards gender roles, finding that the mother’s view of the role of women in the labour 

market and the family is strongly correlated with the views of her sons and daughters. Haaland 

et al. (2018) use registry data to link current individual employment data with parental 

employment in the past, analysing the transmission of employment gender gap as a measure of 

gender norms. Similarly, we base our analysis on the link between children’s and parents’ 

behaviours. However, we measure attitudes towards gender roles using the female’s share of 

housework within a couple observed at the individual level for parents and their children’s own 

families.1 

Previous findings on the intrahousehold allocation of housework time have consistently 

reported that women specialize in household tasks (e.g., Aguiar and Hurst, 2007; Gimenez-Nadal 

and Sevilla, 2012; Giannelli et al., 2012). This evidence is found in most countries, independent 

of their economic, geographic, and demographic characteristics, which may indicate that 

attitudes towards the gender distribution of housework may persist across generations as a 

cultural trait. If this is true, parents’ roles in housework during their children’s early ages is 

                                                 
1 Sevilla (2010) and Gimenez-Nadal et al. (2012) showed the relation between gender attitudes and norms and 

intrahousehold time-use distribution. 
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crucial in determining gender inequalities in the housework time of the following generation, 

with implications for women’s labour market outcomes (Hersch and Stratton, 2002). 

Interest in the analysis of the intergenerational transmission of gender roles through the 

observation of housework gender division is not new in the economic literature (Cardoso et al., 

2010; Álvarez and Miles, 2012; Solaz and Wolff, 2015; Gimenez-Nadal et al. 2018). However, 

the existing literature is based on cross-sectional data observing children when they live in their 

parents’ households and not when they form their own families as adults. In contrast, we exploit 

a unique dataset, the Russia Longitudinal Monitoring Survey (RLMS-HSE), which follows 

children throughout adulthood and marriage, allowing their gender role attitudes to be measured 

as the female’s share of domestic work. We compute the parental division of housework in the 

1994 to 1998 waves of the RLSM-HSE and introduce this division as a predictor of children’s 

housework time when they live as part of a couple in the 2006 to 2009 waves. Since our 

estimations are performed with a sample of young married adults, we control for selection into 

marriage similarly to Choo and Siow (2006) and Dahl (2010). 

In line with Farré and Vella (2013) and Haaland et al. (2018), our results suggest that gender 

role attitudes are persistent across generations: the greater gender inequality in housework (i.e., 

a higher value for the mother to father share of housework) is in parents’ households, the greater 

it is in children’s own families, with a slightly larger coefficient for sons. The amount of domestic 

work performed during childhood and the overall amount of domestic work in the family of 

origin are not relevant in explaining the gender distribution of domestic work in children’s own 

families. We interpret these findings as evidence that the transfer of gender roles is mediated by 

a parental role model process more than through habit acquisition or preference transmission. 

Our contribution to the literature is threefold. First, we contribute to the research on the 

intergenerational transmission of gender role attitudes and gender norms by estimating the 

longitudinal impact of parental division of time use during late childhood on the gender division 

of housework in young adult couples. Our results complement prior research analysing the 

transmission of beliefs and preferences (Bisin and Verdier, 2001; Fernández et al., 2004; 

Fernández and Fogli, 2009; Doepke and Zilibotti, 2017; Aina and Nicoletti, 2018) and social 

norms and attitudes (Dohmen et al., 2012; Farré and Vella, 2013; Rodríguez-Planas and 

Nollenberger, 2018; Rodríguez-Planas and Sanz-de-Galdeano, 2019). Second, the information 

available in our data allows us to empirically test the three transmission mechanisms identified 

in previous literature: parental role model (Akerlof and Kranton, 2000), habit acquisition 

(Loureiro et al., 2010) and preference transmission (Bisin and Verdier, 2001). Third, we 
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contribute to the literature on intergenerational economic mobility over the long term (Bowles 

and Gintis, 2002; Clark and Cummins, 2015; Güell et al., 2018) by focusing on the role of gender 

and family formation in the process of the intergenerational transmission of economic status. 

The rest of the article is organized as follows. Section 2 establishes the conceptual framework 

based on prior results. Section 3 describes the data, and Section 4 outlines the empirical strategy. 

Section 5 presents the main findings, and Section 6 summarizes our main conclusions. 

2. Related literature on the intergenerational transmission of gender norms 

To explain the associations between parents’ and children’s distribution of housework time, three 

possible mechanisms have been identified by previous studies: the parental role model, the 

intergenerational transmission of preferences for housework and the acquisition of habits during 

childhood. The parental role model, derived from the model by Akerlof and Kranton (2000) on 

gender identity, supports the existence of gender norms about what a man or a woman should or 

should not do, with a social cost of deviating from the expected behaviour. Under these 

circumstances, parents may transmit these role models to their children so that they will conform 

to the social norms (Farré and Vella, 2013; Mancini et al., 2017; Haaland et al., 2018), including 

gender responsibilities for household tasks. In the case of intergenerational transmission of 

preferences, the economic literature has extensively shown that parents influence the child’s 

preference (Bisin and Verdier, 2001; Fernández et al., 2004; Doepke and Zilibotti, 2017) and 

attitude formation (Dohmen et al., 2012; Nollenberger et al., 2016; Aina and Nicoletti, 2018). 

Similarly, parents may transmit to their children their tastes for housework, for instance, 

preferences for a clean house or homemade food, and for the gendered distribution of this 

housework. Alternatively, it could be that children’s behaviour is the result of the repetition of 

housework tasks that can lead to the creation of habits, as previously documented in other 

domains of parental behaviours such as health or risky behaviours (Loureiro et al., 2010; 

Mangiavacchi and Piccoli, 2018; Pieroni and Lanari, 2018). 

Three main methodologies have been used in prior research to identify intergenerational 

transmission of attitudes or behaviours. The first follows an epidemiological approach, exploiting 

cultural differences among immigrants of different origins living in the same country and 

estimating the impact of cultural family background on gender role attitudes (Alesina et al., 

2013), labour market outcomes (Fernández et al., 2004; Fernández and Fogli, 2009) and risky 

behaviours (Rodrígez-Planas and Sanz-de-Galdeano, 2019). The second approach analyses the 

current values of both parents and children. The disadvantage of this approach is that causal 

identification can be hampered by both unmeasured factors and reverse causality issues. Existing 
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studies on the intergenerational correlation in the allocation of time have adopted this 

methodology, using cross-sectional data to examine children’s time spent on domestic activities 

when they still lived with their parents. Cardoso et al. (2012) find evidence of a positive 

relationship between the time allocations of parents and youngsters in France, Germany, and 

Italy. In a sample of Spanish families, Álvarez and Miles (2012) find a significant positive 

correlation between a more egalitarian parental allocation of housework and a less asymmetrical 

distribution of domestic chores between sons and daughters. Furthermore, in a sample of French 

couples, Solaz and Wolff (2015) find a positive relationship between child’s and parents’ 

housework time. For the UK, Gimenez-Nadal et al. (2018) show positive intergenerational 

correlations in housework hours, indicating that the more time parents devote to housework, the 

more their children do. Additionally, prior evidence has shown a gender differential in the 

intergenerational transmission of attitudes, as the association between mother (father) and son is 

different from the association between mother (father) and daughter (Álvarez and Miles, 2012; 

Solaz and Wolff, 2015). 

A third methodology for dealing with identification issues links the past behaviour of parents 

with the current behaviour or attitudes of their children. Following this approach, Farré and Vella 

(2013) link the gender role attitudes of mothers in 1979 with those of their children in 1994 in 

the U.S, and Haaland et al. (2018) use a similar strategy for Norway using registry data. This 

article follows the same strategy, exploiting longitudinal data from Russia and linking the gender 

distribution of housework between heterosexual parents with the distribution of housework in 

their children’s families approximately ten years later when the children marry or start 

cohabiting. 

In Russia, the previous literature dealing with couples’ labour supply and gender roles 

(Kalugina et al., 2009; Lacroix and Radtchenko, 2011; Giannelli et al., 2013) supports the 

stability of traditional gender norms despite radical changes in the education system and labour 

market following the transition to a market economy. Kalugina et al. (2009) and Lacroix and 

Radtchenko (2011) analyse the evolution of couples’ labour supply during transition periods and 

just after the 1998 financial crisis, while Giannelli et al. (2013) estimate a simultaneous equations 

system for the intrahousehold allocation of market work, housework, and child care between 

2006 and 2009. These studies show substantial intrahousehold inequality in housework and care 

time. Chiappori et al. (2018) show that there are no relevant changes over the period under 

analysis also on the determinants of union formation and dissolution, and the patriarchal model 
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of the family with early age marriages is not eroded during the transition period (see also Philipov 

and Jasilioniene, 2008). 

3. Data, sample selection and main variables 

We use the Russia Longitudinal Monitoring Survey (RLMS-HSE), conducted by the Higher 

School of Economics and ZAO Demoscop, together with the Carolina Population Center, 

University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill and the Institute of Sociology RAS. The data cover 

approximately 5,000 households, 12,000 adults, and 2,000 children per wave. The survey collects 

time use data for both adults and children in rounds V to VIII and XV to XVIII, spanning from 

1994 to 1998 and from 2006 to 2009, respectively. One of the key issues in the existing literature 

on the intergenerational transmission of housework distribution is the lack of data on the family 

of origin and the same children once they become adults (Cardoso et al., 2010; Álvarez and Miles, 

2012; Gimenez-Nadal et al. 2018). The RLMS-HSE fills this gap since it is a sufficiently long 

panel to allow the observation of families with children in the first four waves and the same 

children once they reach adulthood and form a couple approximately ten years later. The data 

structure is thus individual-based and composed of two panel periods separated by a seven-year 

gap. Since we link parental behaviour during childhood with children’s behaviour when they 

become adults, the main dataset is a panel of young adults who are married or cohabiting, 

observed in rounds XV to XVIII, with matched information on parents and their own behaviour 

when they were children, observed in rounds V to VIII. 

The main outcome of interest, gender role attitudes in young couples, refers to the second 

panel period (2006 to 2009) and is measured by two types of variables: i) the female’s share of 

time spent on housework activities within the couple and ii) the amount of time devoted to 

housework activities traditionally performed by women. The first is computed by dividing the 

female’s amount of time devoted to housework by the sum of both partners’ time. The second is 

constructed from the daily amount of time devoted to purchasing food, cooking, cleaning house, 

and doing laundry.2 Housework activities typically performed by men, such as gardening and 

house repairs, are excluded from the analysis because they were collected using a different 

                                                 
2 In rounds XV-XVIII, individuals were asked to answer the following question: “In the last 30 days, how many 

minutes per day did you spend on the following activities:” separately for week days and weekends. The listed 

activities included purchasing food goods, preparing food, washing dishes, cleaning rooms, doing laundry (including 

ironing). Answers to these questions are aggregated to represent the time devoted to each activity per week, and then 

the hours of housework as the sum of these specific activities. We thus rely on stylized questions about the time 

devoted to several activities rather than a time-use diary. This poses a limitation in comparison to specific time-use 

surveys, as diary-based estimates tend to be more reliable and accurate than estimates derived from direct questions 

(Bonke, 2005). Still, the unique advantage of having repeated time-use data for the same individuals over a long 

time span clearly counterbalances this limitation. 
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categorization in the two panel periods, making them not comparable over time. Thus, we focus 

on activities traditionally performed by women (Hersch and Stratton, 2002; Grossbard et al., 

2014). For adult children, the average female’s share of housework is approximately 0.79, while 

the weekly hours are approximately 13 for housework, 2.7 for purchasing food, 5.5 for cooking, 

2.6 for cleaning and 2.3 for doing laundry (see the first panel of Table A1 in the Appendix).  

The key explanatory variable for the study is the average share of traditional housework 

(traditionally performed by women) performed by the mother in 1994-98 (and the same share for 

purchasing food, cooking, cleaning and doing laundry).3 This variable is assumed to capture the 

transmission of gender norms from parents to children through a parental role model effect. The 

average female’s share of traditional housework for mothers is 0.87 (see the second panel of 

Table A1), which is only slightly larger than that of their children. Another possibly important 

transmission mechanism is through habit acquisition, which is accounted for by the amount of 

housework performed during childhood in 1994-98 (on average, 2.3 hours per week). Finally, a 

third possible mechanism is through the transmission of preferences. For instance, if a child is 

raised in a tidy, clean house, it is likely that he/she will try to reproduce a similar situation once 

he/she forms his/her own family. This mechanism is taken into account by including the average 

amount of housework performed by adults in the family of origin (on average, 27.3 hours per 

week). 

The third panel of Table A1 reports the descriptive statistics of a set of contemporaneous 

characteristics of the young adult and his/her family in 2006-09. This set includes gender, age 

and its square, having any chronic illness, age in 1994 (to control for possible cohort effects), the 

number of children, the number of working age adults and elders in the household, regions of 

residence, and being of non-Russian nationality. The set also includes variables to control for 

specific determinants of the amount of housework supplied by family members derived from 

marriage market theory (Grossbard, 2015). The first variable is the sex ratio, an indicator of how 

favourable a local marriage market is to women. Specifically, we include the fertile women ratio, 

i.e., the number of women aged 18 to 45 years over the number of men aged 18 to 65 years 

computed at the primary sampling unit (PSU) level for each round. In addition to marriage market 

                                                 
3 In rounds V-VIII, individuals were asked to answer the following questions: “How much time in the last 7 days 

did you spend looking for and purchasing food items?” (purchasing food), “How much of your time did this 

(preparing food and washing dishes) occupy in the last 7 days” (cooking), “How much of your time did this 

(cleaning, remodelling and repairing furniture or household appliances) occupy in the last 7 days” (cleaning) and 

“How much of your time did this (doing laundry, ironing, and repairing or making clothes for your family) occupy 

in the last 7 days” (doing laundry). 
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conditions, another relevant aspect to account for is compensating differentials, i.e., the fact that 

one partner may need to “compensate” the other for a relevant difference in some characteristics. 

For instance, if the wife is more educated than her husband, she may need to do less housework 

as a compensation. To capture such an aspect, we include in the set of control variables the 

relative education of the wife with respect to the husband (as the ratio of wife’s years of schooling 

divided by the sum of both partners’ years of schooling). Finally, as the 1997 financial crisis may 

have led to substantial and long-lasting consequences for local labour markets, including by 

gender, we control for the change in the PSU-level employment rate from the average 1994-98 

value by gender. 

 The fourth panel of Table A1 describes some parental characteristics observed in the years 

from 1994-98. The characteristics include both parents’ average work status for the observed 

rounds and their education levels in the form of dummies for primary and tertiary education. 

The statistics reported in Table A1 are computed on the main estimation sample, which is 

composed of 226 individuals and 588 observations, for which the selection process is as follows. 

The panel of young adults (four waves, from 2006 to 2009) is composed of 16,399 individuals 

and 48,233 observations, of which only those recorded in the child questionnaire at least once in 

the first panel period (1994-98) are retained. The sample is thus reduced to 1,654 individuals and 

5,016 observations. In addition, only adults (at least 18 years old) and married or cohabiting 

individuals are retained, which, along with a few missing values in some variables, reduces the 

sample to 236 individuals and 588 observations.4 

This large reduction from the original sample may raise doubts regarding its representativity. 

As the representativeness of the sample is guaranteed only for the cross-sectional component, an 

analysis is performed on round XVI, which had the most observations of the selected sample. 

The population of interest in this work consists of young couples who recently married or started 

cohabiting. Restricting the general individual sample from round XVI to individuals who are 

young (18 to 30 years) and married, we obtain our reference sample of young couples, which is 

composed of 1151 individuals. The requirement that further restricts the sample, possibly 

generating selection bias from attrition, is that individuals must also be observed in rounds V to 

VIII, when they were still living with their parents, and recorded in the child questionnaire, so 

                                                 
4 It is worth noting that although the sample is composed of married or cohabiting individuals, only one member of 

the couple is retained, the one who was observed as a child. In fact, we take advantage of a sampling choice specific 

to this survey, i.e., that children are still followed when they leave the original household and form their own 

household. However, there is no way to know the amount of domestic work of their current partners’ parents in 

1994-98. 
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they need to be younger than 15 years of age in the first panel period. This further restricted 

sample is composed of 226 individuals in round XVI. 

This kind of selection is likely to generate a different distribution of age in the two groups. 

Indeed, while one can generally expect that the probability of being married increases with age, 

as verified in the general sample (see left panel of Figure 1), the requirement of being recorded 

in the child questionnaire in the first panel period poses an upper limit on observed age in the 

selected sample. This is why a sharp drop in the proportion of individuals aged 27 years and 

above is observed in the right panel of Figure 1. It is also expected that other variables directly 

related to age, such as number of children, will show significant differences as well. 

Table 1 shows the descriptive statistics of the relevant individual characteristics, along with a 

two-sample t-test with unequal variances for the difference between the general and selected 

sample. The selected sample is composed of significantly younger individuals, with fewer 

children and elders living in the household. Nevertheless, all other variables of interest, 

particularly female’s share of housework, hours per week of housework and work, probability of 

being currently working and monthly wages, are not significantly different in the two samples. 

These results suggest that for the objective of our study, the sample selection imposed should not 

produce large biases in our results, implying that the results could be safely interpreted referring 

Figure 1: Distribution of age in the general and selected samples. 
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to the population of interest, i.e., young couples. Nevertheless, in the empirical analysis a 

Heckman correction model is still applied to formally account for possible sample selection bias. 

Table 1: T-tests for differences in the sample means for individual characteristics 

  General   Selected   Test-t 

Variable Mean  Std. Dev.  Mean  Std. Dev.  Diff. P-val. 

Female’s share of housework 0.784 0.213   0.785 0.216   0.001 0.934 

Total housework hours per week 13.524 11.773  14.198 11.810  0.674 0.434 

Purchasing food hours per week  2.764 2.500  3.075 3.117  0.310 0.163 

Cooking hours per week 5.521 5.476  5.728 5.174  0.207 0.588 

Cleaning hours per week 2.681 3.035  2.786 3.020  0.105 0.636 

Doing laundry hours per week 2.717 3.600  2.748 3.351  0.031 0.901 

Working hours per week 34.858 22.211  33.502 22.419  1.357 0.406 

Currently working  0.772 0.420  0.752 0.433  0.020 0.525 

Log of monthly wage 6.693 4.009  6.234 4.099  0.459 0.123 

Age* 25.427 2.824  23.761 2.358  1.666 0.000 

Chronic illness 0.308 0.462  0.323 0.469  0.015 0.669 

Number of children* 0.809 0.699  0.699 0.617  0.110 0.017 

Number of elders* 0.176 0.450  0.115 0.347  0.061 0.024 

Number of working age family members 2.441 1.216  2.566 1.372  0.125 0.203 
         

Number of individuals 1151    226       

* The difference between the general and selected sample is significant at 5% according to a two-sample t-test 

with unequal variances. 

Another possible concern in analysing intergenerational relations of housework time is 

that differences in the gender division of housework between children and their parents may arise 

because they are observed at different stages of the life cycle. In our sample, young adults are 

aged between 18 and 32 years old, and 23% are married or becoming married during the period. 

Mothers and fathers, on the other hand, are on average 44 and 46 years old, respectively, in the 

years from 1994-98. Figure 2 plots the probability density functions of the time spent on 

traditional housework by married daughters in 2006-09 and their mothers in 1994-98. The 

amount of housework among mothers in 1994-98 has a similar distribution to that of their 

daughters, although the latter is shifted towards smaller amounts. On the other hand, there seems 

to be a generational shift towards a more egalitarian distribution of housework time for the later 

generations. This is confirmed by Figure 3, which plots female’s share of housework time for 

adult children and their mothers. Mother’s share is more concentrated around one, while a shift 

towards a more egalitarian distribution of housework is observed for their daughters. 



10 

 

 

Figure 2 Distribution of housework hours, mothers and 

daughters 

 

Figure 3 Couple distribution of housework, mothers and 

daughters 

 

 

Figure 4 Correlation between mother’s and daughter’s 

share of housework 

 

Figure 5 Correlation between mother’s and son’s wives’ 

share of housework 

 

Finally, the raw relationship between parents’ division of housework and that of their children, 

the main objective of the study, is summarized in Figures 4 and 5. Both figures present a scatter 

plot of the share of housework among parents and their adult children in their own families, and 

a linear fit for the relationship, separately for sons and daughters. Figure 4 plots the relationship 

between mother’s share of housework and their married daughters’ share, while Figure 5 depicts 

the relationship between mother’s share of housework and their sons’ wives’ share. Both graphs 

show positive relationships, although the coefficient is significant only for daughters. 

4. Empirical strategy 

Considering that the outcomes of interest are time-variant, the panel data structure is maintained 

to take advantage of panel data estimation techniques. However, the explanatory variables that 

pertain to the first period are time-invariant in the second period, as they are computed using 

their average value for each individual. This includes mother’s share of housework during 
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childhood, our main explanatory variable, which is thus time-invariant. As a consequence, the 

fixed effects (FE) estimator is ruled out, and the only possibility is to use random effects (RE) 

estimators (Cameron and Trivedi, 2005). 

The objective of the estimation is to relate mother’s share of housework with children’s 

division of household labour, and the main explanatory variable of interest, mother’s proportion 

of housework, is reasonably exogenous with respect to the distribution of housework in the son’s 

or daughter’s independent household. However, a proper identification of the effect may still be 

hampered by three empirical difficulties. First, some of the independent variables measured in 

years 2006-09, used as controls in the main model, may suffer from correlation with the 

individual effect. This can be corrected by applying an extension of the RE model, which allows 

for correlation between the individual effects and the regressors (Mundlak, 1978). The second 

possible source of estimation bias relies on the censored nature of the dependent variable. Indeed, 

female’s share of housework is naturally bounded between 0 and 1, and binding in a relevant 

proportion of observations (approximately 26%), especially on the upper bound. This is 

addressed by applying a two-limit RE Tobit (Wooldridge, 2010). 

A last concern about the robustness of our results is the possible presence of sample selection 

bias. Indeed, to explore the transmission of gender norms in terms of distribution of housework, 

we need to select a sample of married individuals who were observed as children while living 

with their parents in 1994-98. Because these individuals are relatively young in 2006-09, there 

may be selection bias (see Section 3). To deal with the possibility of sample selection bias, we 

apply a Heckman correction model jointly estimating an RE Probit regression for marriage with 

the main regressions of interest. The exclusion restrictions used in the marriage equation are i) 

body mass index (BMI) z-score, with the idea that individuals who are farther from the average 

BMI may be less likely to be married, especially at young age (Chiappori et al., 2012), while not 

directly influencing the share of housework; ii) average age at first marriage at the PSU level 

(computed over years 2000-2012), with the idea of capturing local social norms about marriage 

age; and iii) standard deviation of age at first marriage at the PSU level (computed over years 

2000-2012), with the idea that the more individuals are deviating from the social norm, the lower 

the associated cost should be. Age at first marriage has been previously used in the literature to 

address the issue of selection into marriage (Choo and Siow, 2006; Dahl, 2010), and it adapts 

well to the Russian marriage market (also Philipov and Jasilioniene, 2008; Chiappori et al. 2018). 

Provided that these exclusion restrictions are significant in explaining the probability of marriage, 

this allows us to account for the correlation of both the individual effects and the idiosyncratic 
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components of the regressions. Descriptive statistics for these three variables are available in the 

last panel of Table A1. 

More formally, denoting by 𝑠𝑖𝑡  female’s share of total spousal amount of housework for 

individual 𝑖 in time 𝑡, the corresponding linear RE model is specified as: 

(1)  𝑠𝑖𝑡 = 𝛼𝑖 + 𝑥′𝑖𝑡𝛽 + 𝑤′𝑖 𝛾 + 𝜀𝑖𝑡, 

where 𝛼𝑖  is the individual effect, 𝑥𝑖𝑡  is a set of time-varying variables recorded during years 

2006-09, and 𝑤𝑖  is a set of variables that are registered in 1994-98, capturing individuals’ 

childhood variables and parental characteristics, 5  and 𝜀𝑖𝑡~𝒩(0, 𝜎𝜀
2)  is the idiosyncratic 

component. Mother’s share of housework when the individual was a child, the main explanatory 

variable of interest, is included in matrix wi. 

When considering the censored nature of female’s share of housework, which has two limits 

at 0 and 1, the model can be specified as a two-limit RE Tobit (see Wooldridge, 2010, ch.17.7 p. 

703), i.e.,  

(2)  𝑠𝑖𝑡
∗ = 𝛼𝑖 + 𝑥′𝑖𝑡𝛽 + 𝑤′𝑖 𝛾 + 𝜀𝑖𝑡, 

where 𝑠𝑖𝑡
∗  is a latent variable that relates to the observed female’s share of housework as 

(3)  𝑠𝑖𝑡 = {

0  if 𝑠𝑖𝑡
∗ ≤ 0

𝑠𝑖𝑡
∗ if 0 < 𝑠𝑖𝑡

∗ < 1

1 if 𝑠𝑖𝑡
∗ ≥ 1

 

The RE Tobit model can be estimated by maximum likelihood (ML) under the assumption 

that 𝛼𝑖~𝒩(0, 𝜎𝛼
2). The panel level likelihood for this model function reads as 

𝑙𝑖 = ∫
𝑒−𝛼𝑖

2/2𝜎𝛼
2

√2𝜋𝜎𝛼
{∏𝐹(𝑠𝑖𝑡, ∆𝑖𝑡)

𝑛𝑖

𝑡=1

}𝑑𝛼𝑖

∞

−∞

, 

Where ∆𝑖𝑡= 𝛼𝑖 + 𝑥′𝑖𝑡𝛽 + 𝑤′𝑖  𝛾, and 

𝐹(𝑠𝑖𝑡, ∆𝑖𝑡) =

{
 
 

 
 Φ(

𝑠𝑖𝑡 − Δ𝑖𝑡
𝜎𝜀

) if 𝑠𝑖𝑡 = 0

(√2𝜋𝜎𝜀)
−1
𝑒−(𝑠𝑖𝑡−∆𝑖𝑡)

2/(2𝜎𝜀
2) if 0 < 𝑠𝑖𝑡 < 1

1 − Φ(
𝑠𝑖𝑡 − Δ𝑖𝑡
𝜎𝜀

) if 𝑠𝑖𝑡 = 1

 

                                                 
5 In order to reduce the incidence of measurement errors, these variables are averaged during the period 1994-98 

and used in the regression as time-invariant variables. 
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When Mundlak’s (1978) extension is applied, either in a linear RE or an RE Tobit 

specification (Brown et al., 2013), the individual effect is specified as 

(4)  𝛼𝑖 = �̅�′𝑖𝜋 + 𝜉𝑖, 

where �̅�′𝑖 is the vector of the longitudinal mean of time-varying variables 𝑥𝑖𝑡 for each individual. 

In this way, the possible correlation of time-varying variables with the individual effect is 

captured by coefficients 𝜋 , which represent the between effect of these variables, while 

coefficients 𝛽 capture the within effect. 

When considering the possible bias arising from selection into marriage, an RE Probit 

equation with Mundlak correction is introduced to estimate the probability of being married or 

cohabiting, 

(5)  𝑐𝑖𝑡
∗ = 𝜐𝑖 + 𝑧𝑖𝑡

′ 𝜃 + 𝑥𝑖𝑡
′ 𝛽 + 𝑤′𝑖 𝛾 + 𝜖𝑖𝑡 

(6)  𝑐𝑖𝑡 = {
1  if 𝑐𝑖𝑡

∗ ≥ 0

0 if 𝑐𝑖𝑡
∗ < 0

 

(7)  𝜐𝑖 = 𝑧�̅�
′𝜇 + �̅�𝑖

′𝜋 + 𝜉𝑖 , 

where 𝑐𝑖𝑡
∗  is the latent variable expressing the probability that individual 𝑖  is married or 

cohabiting at time 𝑡, 𝑐𝑖𝑡 , and 𝑧𝑖𝑡
′  is a set of exclusion restrictions that guarantees the identification 

of the model. The model can be estimated by ML assuming that the idiosyncratic component is 

iid standard normal ( 𝜖𝑖𝑡~𝒩(0,1) ), and the individual effect is iid normally distributed 

(𝜐𝑖~𝒩(0, 𝜎𝜐
2)). 

To account for selection into marriage, the probability of the marriage equation is estimated 

jointly with the outcome of interest (either linear RE, RE Tobit or Mundlak) using the cmp Stata 

command (Roodman, 2011), which allows arbitrary correlations between both the idiosyncratic 

components (𝜌𝜀𝜖) and the individual effects (𝜌𝛼𝜈  or 𝜌𝜉𝜐). 

Because it is possible that the impact of mother’s share of housework on female’s share of 

housework in the child’s family is different based on the gender of the child, the aforementioned 

analysis is also performed by gender. In particular, for the outcome equation, the gender effect 

is computed only for mother’s share of housework, the hours of housework performed during 

childhood and the per adult amount of housework in the family of origin, while for the selection 

into market, all explanatory variables have gender-specific effects. 
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In addition to female’s share of housework, other outcomes of interest are tested. In particular, 

total hours of housework and hours of single housework activities, i.e., purchasing food, cooking, 

cleaning and making laundry, and participation in the labour force. 

The specification used for modelling hours of housework, specific activities and hours of work 

is an RE Tobit estimator with the Mundlak extension and correction for selection into marriage, 

estimated as for female’s share of housework, except that there is no upper bound for the 

dependent variable, i.e., 

(8)  ℎ𝑖𝑡
∗ = 𝛼𝑖 + 𝑥′𝑖𝑡𝛽 + 𝑤′𝑖 𝛾 + 𝜀𝑖𝑡, 

(9)  ℎ𝑖𝑡 = {
ℎ𝑖𝑡
∗   if ℎ𝑖𝑡

∗ > 0

0 if ℎ𝑖𝑡
∗ ≤ 0

 

where ℎ𝑖𝑡 stands for the hours spent on these activities, and the explanatory variables are the 

same as those for female’s share of housework, except that the mother’s share refers to the same 

activity as the outcome. For instance, hours of cleaning are explained by mother’s share of 

cleaning. These analyses are run by gender with the same specification used for female’s share 

of housework. The estimation is run jointly for the four housework activities and the equation 

for selection into marriage. 

5. Results 

As detailed in Section 2, the previous literature on intergenerational transmission of gender 

norms identified three possible mechanisms for the transmission of the distribution of time use 

between parents and children: the parental role model (Akerlof and Kraton, 2000, Mancini et al., 

2017), the acquisition of habits (Loureiro et al., 2010; Rodríguez-Planas and Sanz-de-Galdeano, 

2019), and the intergenerational transmission of preferences for housework (Bisin and Verdier, 

2001). 

A formal test of these transmission mechanisms can be performed using the empirical 

strategies proposed in Section 4, provided that suitable proxies for the outcome of interest and 

the three mechanisms are available. Due to the characteristics of the data used, it is possible to 

test all of these transmission mechanisms. The main dependent variable used is female’s share 

of time spent on housework activities traditionally performed by women within the couple. The 

first mechanism can be proxied by including mother’s share of housework in waves V-VIII. The 

second possible transmission channel is the acquisition of habits, on which the previous literature 

on intergenerational transmission of housework gender division is founded (Álvarez and Miles, 

2012; Gimenez-Nadal et al. 2018). To test this channel, it is possible to use as a proxy the amount 
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of housework performed during childhood in waves V-VIII. The third mechanism assumes that 

there is an intergenerational transmission of preferences for housework. For instance, if a child 

is raised in a tidy, clean house, it is likely that he/she will try to reproduce a similar situation once 

he/she forms his/her own family. This mechanism can be taken into account by including the 

average amount of housework performed by adults in the family of origin in waves V-VIII.  

Table 2: Intergenerational transmission of female’s share of housework: Linear RE 

  Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 

Coefficients of interest       

Mother’s share of housework in waves V-VIII 0.239*** 0.236*** 0.242*** 0.193** 0.192** 0.182** 

(0.083) (0.086) (0.087) (0.084) (0.084) (0.083) 

Average weekly hours of housework in waves V-VIII 0.012* 0.008 0.005 0.008 0.008 0.008 

(0.006) (0.007) (0.007) (0.007) (0.007) (0.006) 

Per adult hours of housework in the family of origin 0.000 0.000 0.000 -0.001 -0.001 -0.001 

(0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) 

Control variables 

      

Parents’ characteristics  Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Adult characteristics   Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Adult family characteristics    Yes Yes Yes 

Cohort     Yes Yes 

Geographic and ethnic characteristics      Yes 

 
      

R-squared 0.027 0.047 0.061 0.147 0.147 0.194 

Observations 645 645 645 588 588 588 

Number of individuals 265 265 265 236 236 236 

For all specifications, the dependent variable is female’s share of housework. The coefficients of the explanatory variables of 

interest are reported in the top panel of the table. Model 1 does not include other control variables. Model 2 adds selected 

parents’ characteristics recorded in waves V-VIII: average work status, primary education and tertiary education. Model 3 adds 

individual characteristics: gender, age and its square, chronic illness, and currently working. Model 4 adds some family and 

marriage market characteristics: number of children, number of elders, number of working age adults, wife/husband education 

ratio and PSU-level fertile female ratio. Model 5 adds a control for possible cohort effects: age at wave V. Model 6 adds 

geographic and ethnic information: macro-regional dummies, the evolution of female and male labour force participation at the 

PSU level and being non-Russian. Full estimation results are presented in Table A.2. 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1. Cluster robust standard error in parentheses. 

Table 2 reports a first set of results obtained using linear RE regressions with increasing sets 

of control variables to test the stability of the coefficients of the three variables of interest: Model 

1 has no control variables besides the individual specific effect; Model 2 introduces the parental 

characteristics observed in waves V-VIII; Model 3 adds contemporaneous adult characteristics; 

Model 4 introduces contemporaneous family characteristics; Model 5 controls for cohort effects; 

and Model 6 adds geographical and ethnic characteristics.6 

 

                                                 
6 The full list of control variables introduced in each model is reported in a note to Table 2. 
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Table 3 Intergenerational transmission of female’s share of housework: Other estimators 

  Model 7 Model 8 Model 91 Model 101 

Coefficients of interest 
    

Mother’s share of housework in waves V-VIII 0.176** 0.164** 0.229*** 0.216*** 

 (0.077) (0.077) (0.078) (0.078) 

Average weekly hours of housework in waves V-VIII 0.008 0.005 0.009 0.007 

 (0.006) (0.006) (0.007) (0.007) 

Per adult hours of housework in the family of origin -0.000 -0.000 -0.001 -0.000 

 (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) 

By gender     

Female x Mother’s share of housework in waves V-VIII 0.179** 0.170** 0.239*** 0.231*** 

 (0.081) (0.081) (0.060) (0.060) 

Male x Mother’s share of housework in waves V-VIII 0.191** 0.169** 0.239*** 0.209** 

 (0.083) (0.083) (0.061) (0.061) 

Test of the difference between gender coefficients2      

Test value (chi2) 0.18 0.00 0.00 0.18 

p-value 0.672 0.989 0.987 0.672 

Model features 
    

Selection into marriage 
Yes Yes Yes Yes 

Mundlak 
 Yes  Yes 

Tobit 
  Yes Yes 

Pseudo R-squared2 0.258 0.281 0.209 0.227 

Observations 588 588 588 588 

Number of individuals 236 236 236 236 

For all specifications, the dependent variable is female’s share of housework. Each specification includes all the control 

variables listed for Model 6 in Table 2, except gender when presenting the coefficient separately for males and females. Full 

estimation results are presented in Tables A.3 and A.4  

Notes: 1. Coefficients and standard errors of the Tobit specifications are multiplied by the share of uncensored observations 

(which accounting for both lower and upper limit is 0.740) to be comparable with the linear coefficients; 2. The test contrasts 

that the difference in the coefficients for males and females is equal to zero. The statistic is distributed as a chi2 with 1 degree 

of freedom. 2. The pseudo R-squared refers to the joint estimation of the marriage and outcome equation, without gender-

specific coefficients and computed according to McFadden's formula (one minus the ratio of the log likelihood for the full 

specification over the intercepts only one). The pseudo R-squared of the linear and Tobit specifications are not comparable, as 

the definition of the likelihood functions differs. In addition, they are not comparable with the R-squared of the linear RE 

regressions reported in Table 2. 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1. Cluster robust standard errors in parentheses. 

The results reported in Table 2 show that the estimated coefficients are quite stable. Including 

additional sets of covariates reduces only slightly the magnitude of the coefficient of mother’s 

share of housework, with the largest reduction being observed once family characteristics are 

introduced. This is also the set of covariates that increases goodness of fit the most, as shown in 

the lower part of the table. Some missing observations for the education level of both partners 

also slightly reduce the number of observations in Models 4 to 6. Child’s average weekly hours 

of housework in waves V-VIII and per adult hours of housework in the family of origin have 

negligible and non-significant coefficients, which scarcely vary across specifications. 
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Table 3 reports the estimated coefficients of the three main variables of interest  of the more 

sophisticated estimation techniques used to deal with the identification issues exposed in Section 

4: the possible correlation between the individual effect and some time-varying covariates 

(Models 8 and 10), the censored nature of the dependent variable (Models 9 and 10) and a 

possible bias due to the selection of young married couples (Models 7 to 10). All these 

estimations are performed using the same set of control variables as in Model 6. The results show 

that the coefficient of mother’s share of housework slightly decreases compared to Model 6 when 

correcting for both selection into marriage and the correlation between the individual effect and 

the covariates (Models 7 and 8). 

Our preferred specification is Model 10 in Table 3, chosen based on a series of specification 

tests reported by Table A.5 in the Appendix, which confirms that panel estimators are preferred 

to pooled OLS, that the Mundlak extension to the linear RE should be applied, and that sample 

selection is at work. Additionally, OLS estimates are known to be inconsistent when the 

dependent variable is censored, and in the present sample, the proportion of censoring is 

approximately 26%, which is quite relevant and suggests that misspecification bias could be non-

trivial. The results reported in Table 3 suggest that correcting for the censored nature of the 

dependent variable reveals that the linear RE specifications suffer from underestimation bias. 

Indeed, the marginal effects of Models 9 and 10 are approximately 30% larger than the 

coefficients of the linear RE specifications (Models 7 and 8, respectively), and this is because 

censoring mostly happens at 1, the upper limit, when the female partner performs all the 

housework. This is the case for 25% of the sample, while the lower limit, i.e., when the male 

partner performs all the housework, occurs in only approximately 1% of the sample. 

As presented in Section 4, the issue of selection into marriage, addressed with a joint 

estimation of selection into marriage and the outcome equations (see Section 4) with the presence 

of three exclusion restrictions in the marriage equation, BMI z-score, average age at first 

marriage at the PSU level, and standard deviation of age at first marriage at the PSU level, all 

significant at least at 5% and with the expected sign (see the last column of Table A.3). 

The marginal effect of mother’s share of traditional domestic work reported in Model 10 of 

Table 3 indicates that an increase in mother’s share by 1 percentage point implies an increase in 

female’s share in the children’s household by 0.216 percentage points, with a significance level 

of 1%, so there is an intergenerational transmission of at least one-fifth of the effect. On the other 

hand, the marginal effects of child’s average hours of domestic work in waves V-VIII and of the 

per adult hours of domestic work in the family of origin are not significantly different from zero. 
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This result implies that habit acquisition in performing housework during childhood and parental 

preferences for household production have minor roles with respect to the parental role model in 

determining the gender norms in children’s own families. These findings imply that focusing on 

the contemporaneous correlation between parents’ and children’s housework time and assuming 

that acquired habits are persistent over the lifetime is a sensitive assumption made by the previous 

literature (Álvarez and Miles, 2012; 2016; Solaz and Wolff, 2015; Gimenez-Nadal et al. 2018). 

The analysis of the impact of mother’s share of housework by gender of the child reveals that the 

transmission of gender norms is not specific, for instance, from mothers to daughters. While the 

coefficient for daughters is slightly larger than that for sons (see Table 3), the difference is not 

significantly different from zero. There can still be gender differences in the transmission 

process, as sharing involves both partners engaging in domestic work, and it is possible to 

observe only one partner’s parents’ behaviour. Thus, to further test possible differences in the 

transmission of gender roles in housework, we also investigate whether mother’s share of 

domestic work has an impact on their son’s and daughter’s individual hours of housework, 

including by type of activity. 

Table 4 shows the results of these additional estimations using the same sample selection used 

in the previous estimations (thus considering only married or cohabiting children) and applying 

the Mundlak-Tobit RE specification with correction for possible selection into marriage bias.7 

Again, Table 4 reports only the coefficients of the three main variables of interest: mother’s share 

of traditional housework, average weekly hours of housework performed during childhood, and 

per adult hours of housework in the family of origin (see Table A.6 for full estimation results). 

The dependent variables are the total amount of housework and, for the specific activities, hours 

spent purchasing food, cooking, cleaning, and doing laundry. Estimations are performed by 

gender of the child, and for the specific activities, a joint estimation of the marriage equation plus 

all four activities equations, allowing for arbitrary correlations between individual effects and 

idiosyncratic components of all equations. 

 

Table 4: Weekly hours spent on domestic work and specific activities. 

 Hours of housework 

  
Total 

Purch. 

food 
Cooking Cleaning Laundry 

Daughter’s hours      

Mother’s share of housework in waves V-VIII  2.011 1.053** 1.609 1.062* 1.347 

                                                 
7 We have also analysed the relationship between the parents' division of domestic work and labour market outcomes 

of their children when adults. This analysis includes labour force participation, hourly wages and hours of work, but 

we do not find clear evidence of any robust relationship. Results are available upon request. 
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 (3.598) (0.426) (0.994) (0.644) (0.983) 

Average weekly hours of housework during childhood 0.405 0.149* 0.264* 0.240** 0.334*** 

 (0.358) (0.079) (0.143) (0.104) (0.105) 

Per adult hours of housework in the family of origin 0.062 0.015* 0.024 0.004 0.000 

 (0.041) (0.008) (0.015) (0.011) (0.011) 

Son’s hours      

Mother’s share of housework in waves V-VIII  -12.165*** 0.573 -7.069*** -4.288*** -6.935*** 

 (3.729) (0.491) (1.220) (0.781) (1.337) 

Average weekly hours of housework during childhood -0.541 -0.111 0.248 -0.124 -0.017 

 (0.358) (0.079) (0.143) (0.104) (0.105) 

Per adult hours of housework in the family of origin -0.017 -0.002 -0.066*** -0.050*** 0.017 

 (0.052) (0.012) (0.025) (0.019) (0.024) 

Pseudo R-squared2 0.098 0.369 

Observations 588 579 

Number of individuals 236 235 
In the various specifications, the dependent variable is the number of hours spent on housework in total (first column) and by 

specific activities. In the specific activity equations, mother’s share of housework also refers to the share of the specific activity. 

Each specification includes all the control variables listed for Model 6 in Table 2, except gender. Full estimation results are 

presented in Table A.6. 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1. Cluster robust standard errors in parentheses. 

 

This further analysis reveals interesting insights. For total hours of housework, the results 

show that an increase in mother’s share of housework has smaller implications for sons in terms 

of household production when they are married or cohabiting, while the positive effect on 

daughters is not significantly different from zero. This result is in line with the findings of 

Álvarez and Miles (2012) and suggests that, in Russia, the parental role model is more relevant 

for sons, likely through father’s example, as already shown in other domains (Loureiro et al., 

2010; Pieroni and Lanari, 2018). It also suggests that while parental gender roles do not seem to 

directly affect the amount of housework performed by daughters, they still contribute to the new 

family’s gender roles through the choice of husband, which will likely replicate the paternal role 

in the daughter’s family of origin. 

The analysis of specific activities provides further insights into the transmission mechanisms. 

Time spent cooking, cleaning, and doing laundry appear to drive the results for sons, while unlike 

Solaz and Wolff (2015), we find no statistically significant effects for purchasing food. For 

daughters, although the overall effect is non-significant, a positive impact is recorded for 

purchasing food and cleaning, so there is at least a partial direct effect. 

A different pattern is observed for housework habit acquisition for specific activities as 

measured by the amount of housework performed during childhood. Habit acquisition seems to 
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be important only for daughters for all activities, albeit mostly for cleaning and doing laundry. 

For sons, the results show no statistically significant effects of habit acquisition on the hours of 

any kind of domestic work. Regarding the transmission of preferences, for daughters, there is a 

weakly significant effect only for time spent purchasing food by other adults in the family of 

origin, while for sons, significant negative effects are observed for cooking and cleaning. Thus, 

there seems to be little evidence of intergenerational transmission of preferences for household 

production. 

 

6. Conclusions 

The intergenerational transmission of income, human capital, and preferences is a well-

established research field in economics. However, only recently has attention been devoted to 

the intergenerational transmission of cultural beliefs on gender norms (Alesina et al., 2013; Farré 

and Vella, 2013; Haaland et al., 2018; Rodríguez-Planas and Sanz‐de‐Galdeano, 2019) and, in 

particular, to the relation between parents’ and children’s time devoted to housework (Cardoso 

et al., 2010; Álvarez and Miles, 2012; Gimenez-Nadal et al. 2018). Using the Russia Longitudinal 

Monitoring Survey, we analyse the relationship between parental division of housework during 

late childhood/adolescence and housework gender division approximately ten years later during 

marriage or cohabitation. 

The results suggest that gender norms regarding the division of household tasks are persistent 

across generations, as a larger proportion of housework performed by the mother is related to a 

larger female proportion of housework in her child’s family. Analysing the three main 

mechanisms proposed by the literature, the results indicate a prominent role of the parental role 

model (Akerlof and Kranton, 2000), according to which children tend to reproduce the situation 

they experienced during childhood or adolescence. Limited evidence is observed for the other 

two mechanisms: habit acquisition during childhood (Loureiro et al., 2010) and the transmission 

of preferences for household production (Bisin and Verdier, 2001). Indeed, the amount of 

domestic work children are required to do during late childhood is uncorrelated with the gender 

distribution of housework when they are adults, although for daughters, some positive correlation 

is observed for time spent on specific activities. Finally, a very minor role is observed for the 

transmission of preferences for household production, as the average amount of time spent by 

adults performing housework in the family of origin is uncorrelated with the gender division of 

housework. In substance, gender role models in the household division of labour are inherited by 

children through emulation of parental behaviour, independent of the amount of domestic work 
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performed during adolescence and the average hours spent by adults performing housework in 

the family of origin. 

The perpetuation mechanism of traditional gender roles is also analysed under the lens of the 

hours of housework supplied by young male adults. This additional analysis reveals that the 

transmission follows different patterns according to the gender of the child. There is a strongly 

negative relationship for sons and a non-significant relationship for daughters (although a small 

significant effect is found for specific activities, such as purchasing food and cleaning). This 

finding suggests that while the transmission of gender roles in the family is direct for sons, i.e., 

greater involvement by fathers increases the hours of domestic work among their sons. On the 

other hand, the effect on daughters is indirect and probably passes through the choice of a 

husband who replicates the role model of their father, who spent little time performing housework 

when they were children. 

Greater involvement of mothers when their children are adolescents is thus related to lower 

involvement of sons and greater involvement of daughters in their own families ten years later, 

perpetuating gender inequality in housework division. This finding suggests that gender norms 

related to household tasks persist across generations, with likely consequences for policies 

aiming to increase female labour force participation. It is possible, in fact, that a weak response 

to such policies could be driven by the social cost of deviating from gender norms in the family. 

We show that the progressive shift towards less traditional gender roles among younger 

generations would be likely to progress more rapidly over time through a positive paternal 

example. Our results underline the importance of fathers as role models for their children, 

suggesting that policies aimed at increasing women’s labour market participation should also 

consider men’s traditional views of the household division of labour, favouring men’s 

involvement in domestic tasks and reducing the individual cost of deviating from the gender 

social norm. 
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Appendix A – Full Tables 

 
Table A1: Descriptive statistics 

  Mean Std. Dev. Min. Max. 

Dependent variables 
    

Female’ share of housework 0.790 0.202 0 1 

Housework hours per week 13.09 10.88 0 60.17 

Purchasing food hours per week  2.714 2.426 0 16.50 

Cooking hours per week 5.480 5.370 0 28.17 

Cleaning hours per week 2.655 2.896 0 16.00 

Doing laundry hours per week 2.330 2.900 0 21.50 

Working hours per week 33.480 20.913 0 105 

Currently unemployed 0.226 0.419 0 1 

Log of wage rate 3.790 0.853 0.712 6.44 

 
    

Time use variables in 1994-98 
    

Mother’s share of housework 0.869 0.133 0.301 1 

Mother’s share of purchasing food time 0.791 0.266 0 1 

Mother’s share of cooking time 0.884 0.147 0.182 1 

Mother’s share of cleaning time 0.830 0.197 0.160 1 

Mother’s share of doing laundry time 0.958 0.102 0.294 1 

Average weekly hours of housework in waves V-VIII 2.280 1.598 0 10.5 

Per adult hours of housework in the family of origin 27.330 13.914 3 85.435 

 
    

Adult children variables in 2006-09 
    

Gender (1=male) 0.398 0.490 0 1 

Age 24.36 2.54 18 32 

Age squared 599.7 123.0 324 1024 

Chronic illness 0.301 0.459 0 1 

Age in 1994 12.781 2.457 5 19 

Number of children 0.748 0.613 0 3 

Number of elders 0.090 0.304 0 2 

Number of working age members 2.529 1.383 0 7 

Education ratio of the couple: female / (male + female) 0.456 0.136 0 1 

Fertile women ratio 0.650 0.115 0.418 0.920 

Housework of family members (minus self) per working age adult 5.814 4.931 0 27.938 

region 1- Metropolitan areas: Moscow and St. Petersburg 0.039 0.194 0 1 

region 2 - Northern and North Western 0.066 0.249 0 1 

region 3 - Central and Central Black-Earth 0.228 0.420 0 1 

region 4 - Volga-Vaytski and Volga Basin 0.156 0.364 0 1 

region 5 - North Caucasian 0.131 0.338 0 1 

region 6 - Ural 0.194 0.396 0 1 

region 7 - Western Siberian 0.100 0.301 0 1 

region 8 - Eastern Siberian and Far Eastern 0.085 0.279 0 1 

Non-Russian nationality 0.077 0.266 0 1 

Female employment ratio changes from rounds V-VIII 1.050 0.172 0.441 1.517 

Male employment ratio changes from rounds V-VIII 0.994 0.144 0.342 1.301 

     

Parents variables in 1994-98     

Average father’s work status (in each wave 1=work) 0.850 0.255 0 1 

Average mother’s work status (in each wave 1=work) 0.785 0.311 0 1 

Mother's highest completed grade is in primary education 0.05 0.22 0 1 

Father's highest completed grade is in primary education 0.211 0.408 0 1 

Mother's highest completed grade is in tertiary education 0.218 0.413 0 1 
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Father's highest completed grade is in tertiary education 0.180 0.385 0 1 

     

Exclusion restrictions for selection into marriage     

Body mass index (BMI) z-score 0.286 1.062 -1.867 4.653 

Average age at first marriage (by PSU for years 2000-12) 25.625 1.449 23.273 30.198 

Standard deviation of age at first marriage (by PSU for years 2000-12) 7.68 2.420 4.128 13.551 

     

Number of individuals 226    

Number of observations 588    
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Table A.2: Intergenerational transmission of female’s share of housework: Linear RE – Full estimations 

  Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 

VARIABLES coef se coef se coef se coef se coef se coef se 

Mother’s share of housework in waves V-VIII 0.239*** (0.083) 0.236*** (0.086) 0.242*** (0.087) 0.193** (0.084) 0.192** (0.084) 0.182** (0.083) 

Average weekly hours of housework in waves V-VIII 0.012* (0.006) 0.008 (0.007) 0.005 (0.007) 0.008 (0.007) 0.008 (0.007) 0.008 (0.006) 

Per adult hours of housework in the family of origin 0.000 (0.001) 0.000 (0.001) 0.000 (0.001) -0.001 (0.001) -0.001 (0.001) -0.001 (0.001) 

Average father’s work status in waves V-VIII (in each wave 1=work) 
  

-0.077* (0.042) -0.082* (0.044) -0.049 (0.045) -0.049 (0.045) -0.039 (0.043) 

Average mother’s work status in waves V-VIII (in each wave 1=work) 
  

-0.048 (0.032) -0.053* (0.031) -0.031 (0.033) -0.031 (0.033) -0.018 (0.031) 

Mother's highest completed grade is in primary education 
  

0.071* (0.039) 0.080* (0.041) 0.030 (0.042) 0.030 (0.042) -0.008 (0.035) 

Father's highest completed grade is in primary education 
  

0.011 (0.026) 0.006 (0.027) 0.011 (0.023) 0.011 (0.023) 0.016 (0.023) 

Mother's highest completed grade is in tertiary education 
  

-0.015 (0.029) -0.015 (0.029) -0.039 (0.027) -0.039 (0.027) -0.021 (0.028) 

Father's highest completed grade is in tertiary education 
  

0.007 (0.032) 0.004 (0.033) 0.009 (0.031) 0.008 (0.031) 0.004 (0.030) 

Gender (1=male) 
    

-0.052** (0.024) -0.037 (0.023) -0.038 (0.023) -0.049** (0.024) 

Age 
    

-0.018 (0.053) -0.025 (0.049) -0.028 (0.053) -0.017 (0.052) 

Age squared 
    

0.000 (0.001) 0.001 (0.001) 0.001 (0.001) 0.001 (0.001) 

Chronic illness 
    

-0.020 (0.022) -0.022 (0.018) -0.022 (0.018) -0.023 (0.019) 

Currently working 
    

0.039* (0.023) 0.042** (0.020) 0.042** (0.020) 0.044** (0.021) 

Number of children 
      

-0.037** (0.015) -0.037** (0.015) -0.040*** (0.015) 

Number of elders 
      

-0.043 (0.034) -0.043 (0.034) -0.037 (0.034) 

Number of working age members 
      

0.026*** (0.008) 0.026*** (0.008) 0.023*** (0.009) 

Education ratio of the couple: female / (male + female) 
      

-0.462*** (0.085) -0.463*** (0.085) -0.459*** (0.086) 

Fertile female ratio (women aged 18/45 respect to males aged 18/65) 
      

-0.081 (0.097) -0.082 (0.097) -0.203** (0.100) 

Age in wave V 
        

0.001 (0.008) -0.000 (0.009) 

region: Northern and North Western 
          

0.048 (0.064) 

region: Central and Central Black-Earth 
          

-0.057 (0.057) 

region: Volga-Vaytski and Volga Basin 
          

0.028 (0.057) 

region: North Caucasian 
          

0.050 (0.061) 

region: Ural 
          

0.012 (0.056) 

region: Western Siberian 
          

0.074 (0.061) 

region: Eastern Siberian and Far Eastern 
          

0.022 (0.059) 

Non-Russian nationality 
          

-0.018 (0.035) 

Change in female participation to the labour market 
          

-0.023 (0.068) 

Change in male participation to the labour market 
          

-0.057 (0.066) 

Constant 0.542*** (0.078) 0.650*** (0.090) 0.850 (0.650) 1.124* (0.589) 1.156* (0.632) 1.174* (0.620) 
             

R-squared 0.027  0.047  0.061  0.147  0.147  0.194  

Observations 645 
 

645 
 

645 
 

588 
 

588 
 

588  
Number of individuals 265 

 
265 

 
265 

 
236 

 
236 

 
236   

Cluster robust standard errors in parentheses             

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1             
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Table A.3: Intergenerational transmission of female’s share of housework: Other estimators – Full estimations 

  Mod. 7: RE + sel Mod. 8: Mundlak + sel. Mod. 9: Tobit + sel. Mod. 10: Mund. Tobit + sel. Selection eq.1 

  coef se coef se coef se coef se coef se 

Mother’s share of housework in waves V-VIII 0.176** (0.077) 0.164** (0.077) 0.309*** (0.105) 0.292*** (0.106)   

Average weekly hours of housework in waves V-VIII 0.007 (0.006) 0.005 (0.006) 0.012 (0.009) 0.009 (0.009)   

Per adult hours of housework in the family of origin -0.000 (0.001) -0.000 (0.001) -0.001 (0.001) -0.000 (0.001)   

Average father’s work status in waves V-VIII (in each wave 1=work) 0.622 (0.036) -0.049 (0.035) -0.096* (0.053) 0.474 (0.052) 0.629 (0.441) 

Average mother’s work status in waves V-VIII (in each wave 1=work) 0.097 (0.031) -0.020 (0.031) 0.039 (0.374) 0.082 (0.045) -0.040 (0.045) 

Mother's highest completed grade is in primary education -0.003 (0.045) -0.030 (0.600) -0.014 (0.067) 1.238** (0.069) 1.181** (0.600) 

Father's highest completed grade is in primary education 0.614** (0.300) 0.007 (0.293) 0.001 (0.035) 0.545* (0.035) 0.573* (0.300) 

Mother's highest completed grade is in tertiary education -0.093 (0.311) -0.018 (0.025) -0.012 (0.312) -0.003 (0.305) -0.107 (0.034) 

Father's highest completed grade is in tertiary education -0.365 (0.026) 0.014 (0.026) 0.032 (0.037) -0.196 (0.338) -0.315 (0.342) 

Gender (1=male) -0.879*** (0.021) -0.039* (0.022) -0.876*** (0.033) -0.834*** (0.248) -0.042 (0.249) 

Age 1.898*** (0.052) 0.027 (0.068) 1.965*** (0.079) -0.036 (0.100) -0.093 (0.430) 

Age squared -0.036*** (0.001) -0.000 (0.010) -0.037*** (0.009) -0.047*** (0.002) 0.002 (0.002) 

Chronic illness 0.099 (0.161) 0.018 (0.027) 0.052 (0.162) 0.027 (0.036) -0.044* (0.025) 

Currently working -0.295** (0.145) 0.059*** (0.022) -0.325** (0.145) -0.413** (0.030) 0.050** (0.025) 

Number of children -0.028* (0.015) -0.083*** (0.025) -0.062*** (0.020) -0.116*** (0.032)   

Number of elders -0.027 (0.026) -0.016 (0.031) -0.040 (0.035) -0.018 (0.042)   

Number of working age members 0.024*** (0.007) 0.030*** (0.010) 0.025*** (0.009) 0.027** (0.013)   

Education ratio of the couple: female / (male + female) -0.497*** (0.060) -0.579*** (0.092) -0.845*** (0.100) -1.145*** (0.161)   

Fertile female ratio (women aged 18/45 respect to males aged 18/65) -0.189** (0.090) 0.105 (0.151) -0.339*** (0.122) 0.053 (0.202)   

Age in wave V 0.004 (0.074) 0.015 (0.025) -0.012 (0.075) 0.017 (0.035) 0.422*** (0.012) 

region: Northern and North Western 0.028 (0.060) 0.045 (0.060) 0.040 (0.085) 0.065 (0.085) 0.060 (0.763) 

region: Central and Central Black-Earth -0.048 (0.049) -0.056 (0.049) -0.127* (0.639) -0.121* (0.071) 0.362 (0.072) 

region: Volga-Vaytski and Volga Basin 0.184 (0.661) 0.026 (0.049) 0.254 (0.072) 0.155 (0.071) 0.004 (0.661) 

region: North Caucasian -0.633 (0.681) 0.048 (0.669) 0.067 (0.075) -0.426 (0.076) -0.507 (0.682) 

region: Ural -0.278 (0.665) 0.025 (0.049) -0.214 (0.071) -0.220 (0.070) -0.015 (0.665) 

region: Western Siberian 0.064 (0.054) 0.075 (0.053) 0.450 (0.077) 0.087 (0.711) 0.056 (0.713) 

region: Eastern Siberian and Far Eastern 0.023 (0.056) 0.009 (0.718) 0.006 (0.079) -0.675 (0.078) -0.517 (0.728) 

Non-Russian nationality -0.030 (0.030) -0.028 (0.267) -0.054 (0.270) -0.046 (0.272) 0.105 (0.042) 

Change in female participation to the labour market  -1.195** (0.561) 0.001 (0.062) 0.017 (0.089) 0.044 (0.089) -1.014* (0.560) 

Change in male participation to the labour market  1.192* (0.656) -0.052 (0.071) 1.115* (0.104) -0.164 (0.103) -0.174* (0.644) 

Longitudinal average of: Age   -0.077 (0.091)   -0.075 (0.128)   

Longitudinal average of: Age squared   0.001 (0.002)   0.001 (0.003)   
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Longitudinal average of: Chronic illness   -0.060* (0.036)   -0.078 (0.051)   

Longitudinal average of: Currently working   -0.045 (0.036)   -0.094* (0.051)   

Longitudinal average of: Number of children   0.088*** (0.032)   0.094** (0.043)   

Longitudinal average of: Number of elders   -0.040 (0.044)   -0.047 (0.060)   

Longitudinal average of: Number of working age members   -0.016 (0.014)   -0.004 (0.019)   

Longitudinal average of: Education ratio of the couple   0.125 (0.120)   0.469** (0.194)   

Longitudinal average of: Fertile female ratio    -0.437** (0.190)   -0.567** (0.256)   

BMI z-score         0.183** (0.086) 

Average age at marriage (by PSU in 2000-2012)         -0.353*** (0.124) 

Standard deviation of age at marriage (by PSU in 2000-2012)         0.196** (0.086) 

Father economic status         0.061 (0.150) 

Mother economic status         0.111 (0.148) 

Constant 1.373 (0.881) 1.792** (0.845) 2.354** (1.200) 1.544 (1.035) 2.702*** (1.037) 

           

σα 0.099 (0.012) 0.094 (0.011) 0.140 (0.021)     

σε 0.159 (0.006) 0.157 (0.006) 0.201 (0.013)     

συ         2.521 (0.226) 

σϵ         1 - 

ραυ 0.365 (0.160) 0.282 (0.172) -0.359 (0.287)     

ρεϵ -0.147 (0.096) -0.119 (0.097) -0.758 (0.236)     

           

Pseudo R-squared 0.258  0.281  0.209  0.227    

Observations 588  588  588  588  2807  

Number of individuals 236   236   236   236   984   

Cluster robust standard errors in parentheses         
  

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1         
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Table A.4: Intergenerational transmission of female’s share of housework: Other estimators by gender - Full estimations 

  Heckman Mundlak Tobit Mundlak-Tobit 

  coef se coef se coef se coef se 

Female x Mother’s share of housework in waves V-VIII 0.179** (0.081) 0.170** (0.081) 0.323*** (0.111) 0.312*** (0.111) 

Male x Mother’s share of housework in waves V-VIII 0.191** (0.083) 0.169** (0.083) 0.324*** (0.115) 0.283** (0.115) 

Female x Average weekly hours of housework in waves V-VIII 0.009 (0.008) 0.006 (0.008) 0.009 (0.012) 0.006 (0.012) 

Male x Average weekly hours of housework in waves V-VIII 0.005 (0.009) 0.003 (0.009) 0.018 (0.013) 0.013 (0.013) 

Female x Per adult hours of housework in the family of origin 0.000 (0.001) 0.000 (0.001) 0.001 (0.001) 0.001 (0.001) 

Male x Per adult hours of housework in the family of origin -0.001 (0.001) -0.001 (0.001) -0.002 (0.002) -0.001 (0.002) 

Average father’s work status in waves V-VIII (in each wave 1=work) -0.038 (0.036) -0.049 (0.035) -0.075 (0.053) -0.081 (0.051) 

Average mother’s work status in waves V-VIII (in each wave 1=work) -0.028 (0.032) -0.020 (0.032) -0.044 (0.046) -0.029 (0.045) 

Mother's highest completed grade is in primary education -0.002 (0.045) -0.029 (0.045) 0.006 (0.067) -0.020 (0.068) 

Father's highest completed grade is in primary education 0.011 (0.024) 0.007 (0.023) 0.013 (0.034) -0.000 (0.034) 

Mother's highest completed grade is in tertiary education -0.027 (0.025) -0.017 (0.025) -0.021 (0.034) -0.008 (0.034) 

Father's highest completed grade is in tertiary education 0.010 (0.026) 0.013 (0.026) 0.029 (0.037) 0.030 (0.036) 

Age -0.015 (0.051) 0.022 (0.067) -0.039 (0.074) -0.005 (0.094) 

Age squared 0.000 (0.001) -0.000 (0.001) 0.001 (0.001) 0.000 (0.002) 

Chronic illness -0.017 (0.018) 0.018 (0.027) -0.038 (0.024) 0.006 (0.036) 

Currently working 0.049*** (0.018) 0.059*** (0.022) 0.050** (0.025) 0.071** (0.030) 

Number of children -0.029* (0.015) -0.082*** (0.025) -0.061*** (0.021) -0.119*** (0.032) 

Number of elderlies -0.027 (0.026) -0.016 (0.031) -0.048 (0.035) -0.025 (0.042) 

Number of working age members 0.025*** (0.007) 0.030*** (0.010) 0.028*** (0.009) 0.027** (0.013) 

Education ratio of the couple: female / (male + female) -0.502*** (0.061) -0.580*** (0.092) -0.861*** (0.102) -1.137*** (0.160) 

Fertile female ratio (women aged 18/45 respect to males aged 18/65) -0.168* (0.091) 0.100 (0.151) -0.302** (0.125) 0.069 (0.200) 

Age in wave V 0.004 (0.007) 0.015 (0.025) -0.003 (0.011) 0.019 (0.035) 

region: Northern and North Western 0.018 (0.061) 0.036 (0.061) 0.023 (0.086) 0.054 (0.087) 

region: Central and Central Black-Earth -0.056 (0.050) -0.061 (0.049) -0.125* (0.073) -0.127* (0.072) 

region: Volga-Vaytski and Volga Basin 0.015 (0.051) 0.021 (0.050) -0.002 (0.072) 0.005 (0.071) 

region: North Caucasian 0.019 (0.053) 0.046 (0.053) 0.050 (0.075) 0.083 (0.076) 

region: Ural 0.006 (0.050) 0.020 (0.049) -0.021 (0.071) -0.003 (0.070) 

region: Western Siberian 0.059 (0.054) 0.071 (0.053) 0.065 (0.077) 0.088 (0.075) 

region: Eastern Siberian and Far Eastern 0.019 (0.056) 0.008 (0.055) -0.014 (0.079) -0.007 (0.078) 

Non-Russian nationality -0.027 (0.030) -0.025 (0.030) -0.043 (0.041) -0.040 (0.041) 

Change in female participation to the labour market -0.001 (0.062) 0.009 (0.062) -0.012 (0.086) 0.019 (0.085) 

Change in male participation to the labour market -0.045 (0.072) -0.050 (0.071) -0.142 (0.105) -0.152 (0.102) 
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Longitudinal average of: Age   -0.071 (0.092)   -0.078 (0.127) 

Longitudinal average of: Age squared   0.001 (0.002)   0.001 (0.003) 

Longitudinal average of: Chronic illness   -0.057 (0.036)   -0.075 (0.050) 

Longitudinal average of: Currently working   -0.045 (0.036)   -0.083 (0.050) 

Longitudinal average of: Number of children   0.087*** (0.032)   0.098** (0.043) 

Longitudinal average of: Number of elderlies   -0.039 (0.044)   -0.052 (0.061) 

Longitudinal average of: Number of working age members   -0.015 (0.014)   -0.005 (0.019) 

Longitudinal average of: Education ratio of the couple   0.117 (0.120)   0.449** (0.196) 

Longitudinal average of: Fertile female ratio    -0.413** (0.192)   -0.573** (0.256) 

Constant 1.027 (0.102) 1.582* (0.875) 1.748* (0.996) 2.411* (1.268) 

         

Pseudo R-squared1 0.297  0.267  0.237  0.228  

Observations 588  588  588  588  

Number of individuals 236   236   236   236   

Notes: 1. The pseudo R-squared of linear and Tobit specifications cannot be compared as the likelihood function is different.   

Cluster robust standard errors in parentheses  

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1         
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Table A.5: Specification tests 

Specification test Х2 Df P-val 

1) Linear RE vs OLS: Var(α)=0 27.18 1 0.000 

2) Mundlak vs Linear RE: all π = 0 17.82 9 0.037 

3) RE Tobit vs Tobit: Var(α)=0 37.59 1 0.000 

4) Mundlak RE Tobit vs RE Tobit: all π = 0 26.94 9 0.001 

5) RE + selection vs RE: ραυ = 0 and ρεϵ = 0 8.40 2 0.015 

6) By gender: likelihood ratio test 77.36 29 0.000 

Notes. The table resumes several specification tests conducted to identify the more robust 

econometric specification. 1) Tests whether a linear RE model should be preferred to a pooled 

OLS estimation. This is performed by testing whether the variance of the individual effect (α) is 

significantly different from zero. The test strongly rejects the null of a variance equal to zero. 2) 

Tests whether the Mundlak extension to the RE should be preferred to a linear RE. This test is 

based on the null that the coefficients of the longitudinal mean variables, included in the 

Mundlak estimation by construction, are jointly equal from zero, which is rejected at a 5% 

significance level. 3) Verifies whether a RE Tobit specification should be preferred to a pooled 

Tobit, similar to 1), and again the null is strongly rejected. 4) is similar to 2) and tests whether 

the Mundlak extension applied to the RE Tobit specification should be preferred. The test 

strongly rejects the null that the coefficients of the longitudinal mean variables are jointly equal 

to zero. 5) Tests the selection into marriage, which is assumed to be at work if the correlation of 

the individual effects and idiosyncratic components of the two equations are jointly different 

from zero. Given that the coefficients of the three exclusion of the selection equations reported 

by Table A.3 are all significantly different from zero at least at a 5% significance level, the test 

suggests that selection into marriage is at work. 6) Tests, using a likelihood ratio test, whether a 

specification with the coefficients of the variables of interest differentiated by gender is 

statistically superior, which is indeed confirmed.     
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Table A6: Weekly hours spent on domestic work and specific activities – Full estimations. 

  Domestic work Purch. food Cooking Cleaning Laundry 

  coef se coef se coef se coef se coef se 

Female x Mother share of traditional domestic work in waves V-VIII 2.011 (3.598) 1.069** (0.426) 1.197 (0.994) 0.825 (0.644) 1.296 (0.983) 

Male x Mother share of traditional domestic work in waves V-VIII -12.17*** (3.729) 0.676 (0.491) -6.213*** (1.220) -2.389*** (0.781) -6.891*** (1.337) 

Female x Average weekly hours of domestic work in waves V-VIII 0.405 (0.358) 0.138* (0.079) 0.235 (0.143) 0.223** (0.104) 0.320*** (0.105) 

Male x Average weekly hours of domestic work in waves V-VIII -0.541 (0.434) -0.119 (0.117) 0.259 (0.218) -0.087 (0.171) -0.016 (0.231) 

Female x Per-adult hours of domestic work in the family of origin 0.062 (0.041) 0.014 (0.008) 0.019 (0.015) -0.001 (0.011) -0.001 (0.011) 

Male x Per-adult hours of domestic work in the family of origin -0.017 (0.052) -0.006 (0.012) -0.062** (0.025) -0.057*** (0.019) 0.021 (0.024) 

Average father’s work status in waves V-VIII (in each wave 1=work) 1.176 (1.689) 0.469* (0.284) 0.635 (0.521) 0.241 (0.385) -0.082 (0.433) 

Average mother’s work status in waves V-VIII (in each wave 1=work) -2.736* (1.472) -0.678** (0.335) -2.056*** (0.609) -1.578*** (0.443) -1.531*** (0.472) 

Mother's highest completed grade is in primary education 1.781 (2.221) 0.674 (0.567) -0.148 (1.046) -1.151 (0.770) 0.008 (0.801) 

Father's highest completed grade is in primary education 0.384 (1.090) 0.075 (0.283) 0.031 (0.519) 0.235 (0.380) -0.038 (0.397) 

Mother's highest completed grade is in tertiary education 1.082 (1.118) 0.193 (0.273) 0.168 (0.499) 0.461 (0.369) 0.070 (0.396) 

Father's highest completed grade is in tertiary education -1.270 (1.161) -0.255 (0.307) -0.926* (0.562) -0.395 (0.406) -0.302 (0.436) 

Age -1.325 (3.456) -0.637 (1.005) -1.311 (1.852) -0.609 (1.351) -0.689 (1.440) 

Age squared 0.028 (0.069) 0.014 (0.020) 0.028 (0.038) 0.014 (0.027) 0.015 (0.029) 

Chronic illness 0.533 (1.323) 0.172 (0.405) 0.429 (0.740) 0.086 (0.546) 1.213** (0.581) 

Currently working 9.678*** (1.132) 1.770*** (0.340) 4.382*** (0.623) 1.368*** (0.455) 1.865*** (0.478) 

Number of children -0.571 (1.214) -0.365 (0.383) -0.282 (0.720) -0.169 (0.531) 0.522 (0.586) 

Number of elders -0.201 (1.546) -0.191 (0.467) -1.106 (0.896) 0.190 (0.636) 0.393 (0.728) 

Number of working age members -0.253 (0.481) -0.211 (0.142) -0.099 (0.272) -0.089 (0.200) -0.096 (0.228) 

Education ratio of the couple: female / (male + female) -1.194 (4.449) 0.643 (1.250) 1.262 (2.298) -0.128 (1.706) 2.582 (1.738) 

Fertile female ratio (women aged 18/45 respect to males aged 18/65) 14.436* (7.441) -0.569 (2.215) 4.535 (4.062) 1.210 (2.972) 0.052 (3.156) 

Age in wave V -1.461 (1.182) -0.413 (0.298) -1.077* (0.562) -0.487 (0.412) -0.915** (0.443) 

Region: Northern and North Western -3.449 (2.856) -2.616*** (0.693) 0.210 (1.290) -0.861 (0.947) 1.796* (1.078) 

Region: Central and Central Black-Earth -1.315 (2.366) -1.554*** (0.588) 1.079 (1.105) -1.003 (0.809) 0.317 (0.958) 

Region: Volga-Vaytski and Volga Basin -1.007 (2.349) -1.636*** (0.586) 0.137 (1.107) -1.304 (0.813) 0.208 (0.968) 

Region: North Caucasian -3.147 (2.476) -2.254*** (0.618) -1.121 (1.171) -1.723** (0.862) -0.688 (1.027) 

Region: Ural -2.786 (2.309) -2.265*** (0.583) 0.393 (1.098) -0.909 (0.800) 0.870 (0.951) 

Region: Western Siberian -3.340 (2.491) -1.885*** (0.623) -1.495 (1.176) -0.783 (0.852) 1.012 (0.998) 

Region: Eastern Siberian and Far Eastern -5.018** (2.535) -2.630*** (0.644) -0.615 (1.209) -1.895** (0.884) 0.235 (1.028) 

Non-Russian nationality -1.511 (1.437) 0.110 (0.440) -1.281 (0.824) -1.227** (0.603) -0.411 (0.647) 

Change in female participation to the labour market  1.010 (2.878) -0.347 (0.728) -0.830 (1.356) 0.067 (1.004) -1.707 (1.098) 

Change in male participation to the labour market  -5.946* (3.475) 1.150 (0.936) -3.276* (1.735) -1.525 (1.262) -0.876 (1.381) 
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Longitudinal average of: Age 3.321 (4.432) 1.899 (1.232) 2.145 (2.262) 2.046 (1.662) 1.833 (1.771) 

Longitudinal average of: Age squared -0.037 (0.087) -0.034 (0.024) -0.021 (0.045) -0.035 (0.033) -0.021 (0.035) 

Longitudinal average of: Chronic illness 0.063 (1.757) -0.278 (0.494) 0.372 (0.904) 0.252 (0.665) -1.235* (0.709) 

Longitudinal average of: Currently working -1.153 (1.722) -0.162 (0.467) -0.760 (0.858) -0.103 (0.624) -0.332 (0.650) 

Longitudinal average of: Number of children -0.194 (1.509) -0.152 (0.440) -0.073 (0.823) -0.558 (0.607) -0.763 (0.666) 

Longitudinal average of: Number of elders -1.530 (2.154) 0.507 (0.547) 0.034 (1.035) -0.122 (0.745) -0.161 (0.831) 

Longitudinal average of: Number of working age members -0.864 (0.674) 0.007 (0.184) -0.642* (0.350) -0.162 (0.257) -0.319 (0.295) 

Longitudinal average of: Education ratio of the couple 1.332 (5.766) -0.887 (1.541) 0.599 (2.833) -0.205 (2.092) -0.457 (2.161) 

Longitudinal average of: Fertile female ratio  -6.810 (9.111) 5.293** (2.522) 0.983 (4.660) 1.946 (3.394) -1.366 (3.594) 

Constant -10.618 (42.234) -13.876 (9.609) -3.641 (17.637) -11.662 (12.960) -7.172 (13.551) 

Pseudo R-squared1 0.098 0.368 

Observations 588 579 

Number of individuals 236 235 

Cluster robust standard errors in parentheses           

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1           

 

 

 


