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4 Key Figures

Mothers Fathers

Declared division of household and care responsibilities

63% 10%
Perform more tasks than their partner

27% 36%
Divide responsibilities equally with their partner

9% 56%
Partner performs more duties

Expectations regarding the division of household and care responsibilities

12% 38%
Believe their partner should perform more duties than them

69% 56%
Believe responsibilities should be divided equally

18% 6%
Believe their partner should perform fewer duties than them

Key Figures
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Mothers Fathers

Satisfaction with the division of household and care responsibilities

64% 89%
Declare satisfaction with the current division

41% of satisfied mothers 37% of satisfied fathers
divide responsibilities equally with their partner

45% of satisfied mothers 56% of satisfied fathers
perform more tasks than their partner perform fewer tasks than their partner

Dissatisfaction with the division of household and care responsibilities

36% 11%
Declare dissatisfaction with the current division

95% of dissatisfied mothers 55% of dissatisfied fathers
perform more tasks than their partner perform fewer tasks than their partner

Key Findings from the Multivariate Analysis

	▶ Parents who are strongly satisfied with the division of household and care responsibilities are 
16 p.p. more likely to plan to expand their family compared to those who are dissatisfied.

	▶ Men are 10 p.p. more likely than women to express a desire to have another child.

	▶ Living with parents or in-laws is associated with stronger  intention to have another child (9 p.p. 
higher likelihood) 

	▶ Parents of two children are 29 p.p. less likely to want another child than parents of only chil-
dren. For parents of three children, the difference is 30 p.p., and for those with four or more 
children, the decrease is 24 p.p.
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Key Findings

Satisfaction with the division of household and care responsibilities plays 
a significant role in shaping the desire to have another child. Based on data 
collected from parents of young children in Poland, we identified a statis-
tically significant relationship between satisfaction with the distribution of 
work at home and the intention to expand one’s family. Our analyses indicate 
that the desire to have another child is more strongly influenced by satis-
faction with the division of responsibilities than by the actual distribution 
itself. Even in cases where the division of tasks is equal, respondents who 
are dissatisfied do not express a greater willingness to have another child.

In Poland, as in many other countries with varying levels of economic devel-
opment, the dominant model remains one in which women bear the greater 
burden of household and care responsibilities. These include not only phys-
ical tasks such as housework, but also organisational and cognitive labour, 
such as planning and managing the daily operations essential to household 
and family functioning. Despite increased female participation in the labour 
market and evolving social expectations around traditional gender roles, 
women’s domestic workload in Poland remains disproportionately high. These 
gender disparities are evident even among individuals without children, in-
cluding single women and men, and are further amplified with the arrival of 
children, intensifying women’s engagement in so-called ‘invisible work’.

In the majority of Polish households with young children, women undertake 
more housework and care responsibilities than men. This pattern is con-
firmed by the declarations of both women and men. Only in approximately 
one-third of households do parents report an equal division of duties, i.e. 
27% of mothers and 36% of fathers state that they share responsibilities 
equally.

The actual unequal division of responsibilities between parents of young 
children often diverges from their stated ideals. Majority of mothers (69%) 
and just over half of fathers (56%) believe that responsibilities should be 
shared equally. However, fathers are more likely than mothers to consider an 
unequal division that favours themselves as appropriate. Specifically, 38% of 
men, compared to only 12% of women, state that they should perform fewer 
tasks than their partner.
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While dissatisfaction with the current division of responsibilities is relative-
ly uncommon, it is three times more prevalent among mothers (36%) than 
fathers (11%). Dissatisfied women are almost exclusively those who bear 
the brunt of household and caregiving duties. In contrast, the highest levels 
of satisfaction are found among parents who share responsibilities equally. 
However, nearly half of the women in this group still carry out more house-
hold tasks than their partners. Among dissatisfied men, both those who do 
more and those who do less than their partners are represented.

Fertility intentions are also influenced by gender, number of children, age 
of the youngest child, and co-residence with parents or in-laws. Men are 
more likely than women to express a desire for another child. Parents of an 
only child are most inclined to expand their family. The age of the youngest 
child plays a significant role – the older the child, the lower the likelihood of 
parents deciding to have another. Additionally, living with parents or in-laws 
appears to positively influence the decision to have more children. 
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Introduction

Accelerating demographic changes in developed Western countries are com-
pelling governments to seek increasingly innovative responses to the per-
sistent challenges posed by decades of low birth rates. On the one hand, 
a variety of pro-natalist policies are being tested; on the other, growing la-
bour market demands are prompting efforts to mobilise underutilised human 
resources, particularly migrants and women. In Poland, the need for effec-
tive solutions is particularly acute. The total fertility rate (TFR) has been at 
historically low and declining levels for several years. The sharp downturn 
began in the 1980s (Figure 1 in the annex), and the TFR has remained below 
the replacement threshold since the 1990s. Over the past two decades, it has 
stayed at a very low level, with only brief and temporary episodes of recovery. 
According to the Central Statistical Office (GUS), the TFR in 2023 stood at an 
average of 1.16 children per woman of reproductive age. Eurostat estimates 
suggest that Poland had one of the lowest fertility rates in the European 
Union in the same year (www1).

The effectiveness of various pro-natalist programmes remains under eval-
uation, and there is no consensus on their long-term impact. Temporary 
rebounds in fertility observed in countries such as the Czech Republic and 
Hungary (and more recently in Spain and even South Korea) may indicate that 
public policy can influence birth rates. Nonetheless, sceptics point to broad-
er structural trends and argue that the fertility decline may be irreversible. 
Some even identify potential macroeconomic benefits from such a scenario, 
including improved educational attainment, increased human capital accu-
mulation, and higher average incomes. However, they caution that these ad-
vantages are only likely to materialise if the fertility decline is not excessively 
deep (Skirbekk, 2022).

By contrast, there is no doubt that, for reasons which have been the subject 
of extensive analysis and numerous publications in recent decades, decisions 
regarding procreation have, in the 21st century, become significantly more 
difficult and complex. These choices are influenced by a wide array of fac-
tors, not only economic but also cultural, and the state plays a limited role 
in shaping them. The ultimate decision rests with the prospective parents, 
and the very ability to exercise this choice is undoubtedly a core societal 
value. However, it is essential to recognise that such decisions are not made 
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in isolation, but rather within a constellation of contextual factors, many of 
which are shaped, directly or indirectly, by public policy.

According to the core paradigm of behavioural sciences, public policy, across 
all domains, is only effective to the extent that it is grounded in empirically 
validated causes of the problem it seeks to address. In this case, the key 
lies in expanding our understanding of the factors that influence reproduc-
tive choices, while acknowledging that the catalogue of relevant variables is 
highly diverse.

The well-established toolkit of fertility-enhancing measures includes cash 
transfers, tax reliefs, systematically extended parental leave (now increasing-
ly available to fathers), and the expansion of childcare infrastructure. These 
are typically designed in response to clearly identified needs of parents with 
young children. However, recent research has highlighted a less obvious con-
tributor to declining fertility rates: the burden of household chores, such as 
cleaning, cooking, and laundry, carried by women. More specifically, it is the 
‘double burden’ of paid employment and time-intensive household work that 
poses a challenge. For parents, household tasks also encompass childcare.

As female labour force participation continues to rise and traditional gender 
role paradigms weaken, a growing number of couples identify equal sharing 
of household responsibilities as their preferred model. Yet in practice, women 
still perform a disproportionate share of unpaid domestic work (Kaufmann, 
1998; Grunow, Schulz, Blossfeld, 2012; Kielczewska, Kukołowicz, Wincewicz, 
2022). While the day-to-day organisation of domestic life may not fall within 
the direct purview of public administration, recognising the significant influ-
ence of household responsibilities, beyond caregiving, on broader life deci-
sions is crucial for the effectiveness of state interventions.

The ‘invisible work’1 of women has long attracted the attention of economists, 
particularly due to its absence from national accounts, despite being both 
time-consuming and socially indispensable. According to United Nations es-
timates, women worldwide perform at least two and a half times more un-
paid work than men (www2). Within this category, two primary forms can be 
identified: care work (involving the care of dependants) and household work 
(such as cleaning, laundry, and cooking). The impact of this unpaid work-
load on well-being, life satisfaction, labour market participation, and fertility 
decisions constitutes a relatively recent but increasingly prominent area of 
economic research.

1   Several terms are used in academic literature to describe this phenomenon. The expressions 
‘hidden’ or ‘invisible’ labour highlight its unpaid nature and its exclusion from official economic 
accounts. The term ‘reproductive labour’ is also commonly employed, underscoring the fact 
that activities such as cleaning, cooking, and caregiving are essential for sustaining daily life 
and enabling social reproduction. When these activities are carried out within the household 
and outside the formal labour market, they are typically referred to as ‘unpaid work’. 
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This publication offers one of the few analyses based on individual-level 
data that identifies a statistically significant relationship between satis-
faction with the division of household and care work and the preference for 
having another child. The basis for this analysis is a survey conducted by the 
Polish Economic Institute (PEI) among parents of young children (aged up 
to 9 years).2 Identifying such a relationship prompts further questions about 
the underlying drivers of satisfaction or dissatisfaction. These questions are 
addressed through a quantitative analysis of the survey results. The find-
ings presented here may contribute to a clearer understanding of the limits 
and real potential of fertility policy, particularly when viewed against factors 
influencing procreation decisions that lie beyond the reach of institutional 
interventions.

Chapter 1 summarises existing data on the division of responsibilities with-
in households, both in Poland and internationally. The sources include data 
from the Central Statistical Office (GUS), the 2012 International Social Sur-
vey Programme: Family and Changing Gender Roles, its 2022 Polish edition 
made available by the Social Data Repository (Zieliński, Jerzyński, 2022), and 
the PEI survey conducted in the second half of 2022 on a sample of parents 
with young children. Chapter 2 presents the results of a quantitative analysis 
examining the relationship between various configurations of household task 
division, levels of satisfaction with those arrangements, and fertility prefer-
ences. The analysis also identifies the socio-demographic characteristics 
that influence respondents’ attitudes towards the division of responsibilities 
within their families, and discusses other consequences of dissatisfaction, 
such as its impact on non-financial well-being, which are frequently ad-
dressed in the literature. Additionally, it explores how satisfaction, or lack 
thereof, with the domestic division of labour may shape the desire to have 
more children. The publication concludes with an initial discussion on the 
implications of these findings for future research and for assessing the ef-
fectiveness of fertility policy tools.

2   A detailed description of the study methodology is provided in Annex A1.
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Chapter 1. Division of Household 
and Care Responsibilities Between 
Women and Men

1.1. Poland in the International Context 

Across all countries, regardless of their level of economic development, the 
prevailing model continues to be one in which women carry out a greater 
share of unpaid domestic work. Due to methodological limitations in meas-
uring individual contributions to household and care responsibilities, the 
available data should be interpreted as approximate rather than fully rep-
resentative. Nonetheless, irrespective of the calculation method used, the 
conclusion remains consistent: inequalities in the distribution of household 
and care work persist globally, with women bearing a disproportionate bur-
den. This disparity encompasses not only routine housekeeping tasks but 
also organisational, caring, and cognitive responsibilities – such as plan-
ning and managing daily activities essential to the smooth functioning of the 
household and family. 

When compared to other European countries, both Polish women and men 
report relatively high involvement in household and care tasks. The Inter-
national Social Survey Programme: Family and Changing Gender Roles (ISSP, 
www3) asked respondents to estimate the number of hours they dedicate 
weekly to household and care work. The average responses, disaggregated by 
gender and country, are presented in Figure 1. These figures refer to all adult 
women and men in each country. The data reveal substantial cross-national 
differences in the total time declared. In Poland women report spending on 
average as many as 37 hours and men 22 hours per week on household and 
care duties, compared to mere 19 hours for women and 13 hours for men in 
Denmark, with similar figures observed in the Netherlands. These disparities 
are largely shaped by cultural norms and expectations, including differing 
standards for specific tasks, attitudes towards institutional childcare, and 
the prevalence of paid domestic support.

Doepke et al. (2022) analysed inequalities in the division of household and 
care responsibilities within families by examining responses to a series of 
questions about specific tasks, such as cleaning or cooking. Respondents 
were asked to assess both their own level of involvement and that of their 
partner, indicating whether one partner always or usually performed the task, 
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or whether it was shared equally. The analysis revealed that Polish men are 
relatively less involved in household and care tasks within their families, 
undertaking, on average, around 20% of such tasks. In comparison, men in 
Scandinavian countries – the most engaged group – performed approximate-
ly 35% of these activities.

Figure 1.	 Average declared number of hours per week spent on household 
and care responsibilities by gender across European countries 
(in hours)
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García-Román (2025), on the other hand, examined women’s and men’s in-
volvement in routine household tasks within single-person households, using 
population time-use data from 2008 to 2015 (depending on the year available 
for each country). Among individuals living alone, women spent more time on 
household tasks than men, although gender differences were clearly small-
er than in larger household types. Polish men living alone ranked among the 
most engaged in household tasks across the 19 countries analysed, devoting 
approximately 90 minutes per day to these tasks. Higher levels of engagement 
were recorded only in Romania (122 minutes per day) and South Africa (108 
minutes). In Poland, the adjusted gender gap in time spent on housework in 
single-person households was also relatively low, at 32 minutes per day.3

3   The ‘adjusted gender gap’ refers to the difference in time spent on daily household tasks 
between men and women, after controlling for socio-demographic characteristics.



13Chapter 1. Division of Household and Care Responsibilities Between Women and Men

Box 1. How Can Household and Care Work and Care Work Be Measured?

Accurately measuring the extent of household and care work remains a challenge for researchers. 
The difficulty lies not only in the fact that direct observation of how responsibilities are divided 
within households is impossible, but also in the ambiguity and variability of tasks, the irregular 
nature of their distribution, and the diverse organisational patterns and structures of households 
themselves.

Data are typically collected through questionnaires and surveys, which rely on respondents’ 
self-reported estimates of the division of tasks, or through time-use diaries, in which individuals 
record the amount of time spent on each activity throughout the day. Diaries provide a more precise 
and reliable picture of how household responsibilities are divided. Surveys, while easier to admin-
ister, are often subject to bias resulting from subjective perceptions. Both women and men may 
overestimate their contribution, influenced by perceived workload, selective memory, or differing 
perceptions of effort required for particular tasks.

There are two primary approaches to analysing the division of responsibilities between men and 
women: absolute and distributive. The former measures or estimates the actual time each part-
ner spends on housework or care activities, either daily or weekly, while the latter focuses on the 
share of total household and care work performed by each partner, offering insight into proportional 
contributions.

A limitation of comparing partners’ involvement in household tasks using the absolute approach is 
that the number of hours devoted to different tasks may be affected by various contextual factors 
– such as differences in cleaning standards, preferences for meal complexity, or work schedules 
that limit time available for home-based activities (Greenstein, 2000). Conversely, using only the 
distributive approach, which compares proportions, would not allow for precise illustration of time 
differences across individual tasks.

In this publication, we present data using both the absolute approach (drawing on Central Statis-
tical Office and ISSP data) and the distributive approach (based on PEI survey data). The Central 
Statistical Office collects data through the diary method in the national time-use survey. In con-
trast, data from the ISSP and the PEI survey of parents of young children were gathered through 
online questionnaires.

Research on the gendered distribution of household tasks consistently 
shows that, across the world, women predominantly undertake routine and 
time-inflexible household tasks such as cooking and cleaning, whereas men 
are more commonly involved in incidental activities such as shopping, gar-
dening, or home repairs (Blair & Lichter, 1991; Hook, 2010; Kan, Sullivan & 
Gershuny, 2011). Data from the 2022 ISSP survey (Zieliński & Jerzyński, 2022) 
indicate that women in Poland are overwhelmingly responsible for laundry, 
cleaning, and meal preparation (Figure 3 in the Annex). An equal division of 
tasks is most frequently reported in relation to planning shared activities, 
care for ill family members, and shopping. However, it is noteworthy that in 
cases of imbalance in these areas, it is typically women who assume the 
greater share of responsibilities.
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1.2. Division of Responsibilities Among Adult Poles

On average, women in Poland devote significantly more time to household 
and care work, while men dedicate more time to professional work. Ac-
cording to data collected by the Central Statistical Office (GUS) in 2023 from 
a representative sample of adult Polish women and men, women spent an 
average of 4 hours 19 min. per day on household and care responsibilities, 
compared to 2 hours 41 min. for men (Figure 2). This represents a difference 
of 1 hours 38 min. per day in favour of women. Conversely, men spent more 
time on paid work, averaging 3 hours 56 min. per day, while women averaged 
2 hours 25 min. When combining paid and unpaid work, women devoted 
6 hours 44 min. per day, compared to 6 hours 37 min. for men. 

Figure 2.	 Average number of hours spent on paid work and household  
and care responsibilities by gender in Poland, individuals aged 15 
and over, 2023 (in hours)

Professional work
Household and care responsibilities

Female Male

4 hours 19 min.

2 hours 25 min.

2 hours 41 min.

3 hours 56 min.

Source: Prepared by PEI based on the Central Statistical Office study Daily Time Budget 
of the Population in 2023.

A similar pattern of gender differences in time spent on household and care 
work is reflected in data from the International Social Survey Programme 
(ISSP). According to this source, women in Poland devote, on average, 
15 hours more per week to these responsibilities than men (Figure 3). 

The findings indicate that, despite increased male involvement in household 
responsibilities over recent decades, significant gender inequalities persist. 
Altintas and Sullivan (2016) observed a gradual shift towards a more bal-
anced division of household work between men and women across a group 
of developed countries, including Poland, between 1961 and 2011. While the 
pace of change was uneven, with periods of stagnation, slowdown, and even 



15Chapter 1. Division of Household and Care Responsibilities Between Women and Men

reversal, a clear overall trend towards greater gender equality in domestic 
work emerged over that period. Nonetheless, data from three consecutive 
editions of the ISSP survey show that women in Poland have consistently re-
ported spending more time on household and care tasks than men (Figure 3). 
Although male involvement increased during the first decade of the 21st cen-
tury, the amount of time men devoted to household and care work declined 
again in 2022. 

Figure 3.	 Average declared time spent on household and care tasks  
per week in Poland, by gender, in 2002, 2012, and 2022 (in hours)
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Note: Data on care responsibilities were not collected in 2002.
Source: Prepared by PEI based on ISSP data from 2002, 2012, and 2022 (ISSP Research 
Group, 2013; ISSP Research Group, 2016; Zielinski, Jerzyński, 2022). 

1.3. Division of Responsibilities Among Parents

Mothers carry a significantly greater burden of household and care responsi-
bilities than both fathers and childless women. According to the ISSP survey, 
mothers living with their children reported spending an average of 57 hours 
per week on these duties, compared to 26 hours for women without children 
(Figure 4). Fathers reported an average of 30 hours per week, while childless 
men reported 19 hours. This means that, on average, mothers perform near-
ly twice as much work as fathers, and more than twice as much as women 
without children. The data suggest that the presence of children increases 
the amount of care work undertaken primarily by women, while inequalities 
in the division of household tasks persist across all family types.
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Notably, gender inequalities remain even among those without children. Ac-
cording to ISSP (2022), childless women dedicate, on average, eight hours 
more per week to household and care responsibilities than childless men 
(Figure 4). 

Figure 4.	 Declared average number of hours spent on household and care 
tasks per week in Poland, by gender and parental status (in hours)
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Source: Prepared by PEI based on ISSP 2022 data (Zielinski, Jerzyński, 2022). 

The disproportionate burden of household and care responsibilities on wom-
en was further confirmed by a PEI survey conducted among parents of chil-
dren under the age of nine. In this study, a distributive approach was used 
to assess the division of responsibilities: respondents were asked to rate the 
distribution of household tasks on a scale from 0 to 10, where ‘0’ meant that 
the respondent carried out all the responsibilities, and ‘10’ indicated that all 
tasks were performed by their partner.4

According to the results, 63% of women and 10% of men stated that they 
take on the majority of household and care tasks (Figure 5). Only 9% of 
women reported that their partner does most of these tasks (i.e. selected 
a value above ‘5’). In contrast, 56% of men admitted that their partner takes 
on most of the responsibilities. A shared division of labour was declared by 
27% of mothers and 36% of fathers of young children.

4   This scale implies that a one-point increase (e.g. selecting ‘3’ instead of ‘2’) corresponds 
to a  10 percentage point change in the distribution of household and care responsibilities 
between the respondent and their partner. For example, the difference between a response 
of ‘2’ and ‘3’ reflects a shift from an 80/20% division, where the respondent performs 80% of 
the work, to 70/30%.
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Figure 5.	 Declared distribution of household and care responsibilities  
in Polish families, by gender (%)
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Note: A response of ‘0’ indicates that the respondent performs all household tasks; 
‘5’ reflects an equal (50/50) division; and ‘10’ indicates that all tasks are performed 
by their partner. The survey was conducted in 2022 with a sample of 3,000 parents of 
children aged 1-9.
Source: Prepared by PEI based on the results of the survey.

Inequalities in the division of household work are linked to women’s eco-
nomic situation and their position in the labour market. Women tend to take 
on more household responsibilities when their economic standing within the 
relationship is weaker – both in terms of earnings and occupational status. 
Non-working women are significantly more likely to report that they carry out 
the majority of household duties, and women constitute the vast majority 
of non-workers. Interestingly, women’s involvement in household and care 
work increases when their partner earns more. For men, the opposite trend 
is observed: their involvement in household and care tasks decreases when 
their female partner’s income is lower (see Charts 4-7 in Annex A3).

The organisation of household and care work between parents also varies 
by place of residence. In urban areas, the distribution of household and care 
responsibilities tends to be more balanced, whereas greater inequalities are 
observed in rural areas (Figure 8 in Annex A3). 

1.4. Social Norms on Gender Roles

Despite the rise in women’s labour force participation, their disproportionate 
burden of household and care responsibilities persists. Between 2002 and 
2023, the labour force participation rate of women aged 25-49 increased 
from 70% to 87% (Figure 2 in Annex A3). This trend has been accompanied 
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by a gradual shift in societal expectations regarding traditional gender roles. 
At the beginning of the 21st century, 41% of women and 46% of men agreed 
with the view that a man’s role is primarily to earn money, while a woman’s 
role is to care for the home and children. By 2022, the proportion of re-
spondents supporting this view had declined to 25% of women and 35% of 
men (Figure 6). Women are consistently less likely than men to support the 
traditional division of roles.

Figure 6.	 Agreement with the statement: ‘A man’s role is mainly to earn 
money and a woman’s role is to take care of the home  
and children’ in Poland, 2002, 2012, and 2022 (%)
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Source: Prepared by PEI based on ISSP 2002, 2012, and 2022 data (ISSP Research Group, 
2013; ISSP Research Group, 2016; Zielinski, Jerzyński, 2022).

Traditional beliefs about gender-based specialisation in housework and care 
remain prevalent among parents of young children. In the PEI survey, just 
over half of mothers (58%) and majority of fathers (65%) agreed with the 
statement that ‘women are better suited to childcare than men’ (Figure 7). 
A similar belief was expressed regarding the perceived benefits of specialisa-
tion within families. 60% of fathers and 54% of mothers stated that a situa-
tion in which the woman takes primary responsibility for household and care 
work is more beneficial to the functioning of the family than an equivalent 
specialisation by a man (Figure 8).
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Figure 7.	 Agreement with the statement: ‘Women are better suited to 
childcare than men’ among parents of young children in Poland 
(%)

Strongly agree Somewhat agree Somewhat disagree Strongly disagree
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15 43 31 11

Source: Prepared by PEI based on the results of the survey.

Figure 8.	 Agreement with the statement: ‘Family benefits more when 
a woman takes care of the children and the household than 
when a man does’ among parents of young children in Poland 
(%)

0 20 40 60 80 100

Female

Male 15 45 32 8

14 40 35 11

Strongly agree Somewhat agree Somewhat disagree Strongly disagree

Source: Prepared by PEI based on the results of the survey.

Box 2. The Cognitive Burden on Women

Research on cognitive labour highlights that women’s burden of household and care work is of-
ten underestimated, as it frequently overlooks the mental processes that are difficult to measure 
such as anticipating needs, identifying opportunities, making decisions, and monitoring outcomes 
(Daminger, 2019). Yet, these processes are essential to the smooth functioning of the household. 
Cognitive tasks are often embedded in physical activities. For example, doing the grocery shopping 
requires foreseeing the household’s needs and planning meals in advance. The effects of cognitive 
labour are intangible and not directly observable, which makes them harder to recognise and value.

Inequalities in the distribution of cognitive responsibilities may be even more pronounced than 
those related to physical tasks (Aviv et al., 2024). Women tend to perform a greater share of this 
invisible labour, particularly in childcare. They also report more acute negative consequences of 
cognitive workload than men, including elevated stress, reduced life and relationship satisfaction, 
heightened work-family conflict, and adverse career impacts (Haupt, Gelbgiser, 2023; Reich-Stiebert, 
Froehlich, Voltmer, 2023).
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1.5. Satisfaction with the Division of Housework Among 
Parents of Young Children 

Most parents of young children believe that household and care responsi-
bilities should be shared equally, although this view is significantly more 
common among women than men. In the PEI survey, respondents were asked 
how they think responsibilities within the household should be divided. More 
than two-thirds of women (69%) and just over half of men (56%) stated that 
responsibilities should be split 50/50 (Figure 9). However, men were more 
likely to favour an unequal division in their own favour: 38% of fathers, com-
pared to 12% of mothers, felt they should do less than their partner. Moth-
ers, on the other hand, were more likely than fathers to consider an unequal 
division acceptable if they themselves performed a slightly greater share of 
the responsibilities.

Figure 9.	 Preferred division of household and care responsibilities  
in the family, by gender (%)
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Note: A response of ‘0’ indicates that the respondent performs all household tasks; 
‘5’ reflects an equal (50/50) division; and ‘10’ indicates that all tasks are performed by 
their partner. 
Source: Prepared by PEI based on the results of the survey.

Expectations regarding the sharing of household and care responsibili-
ties vary by age, place of residence, education, and occupational status. 
Respondents who are younger, live in urban areas, and have higher lev-
els of education are more likely to consider equal sharing appropriate. 
In contrast, traditional gender roles appear to be more deeply rooted in 
smaller towns.
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Among men in particular, higher education is associated with stronger sup-
port for equal sharing of responsibilities, suggesting that education may pro-
mote more egalitarian attitudes. Income is another important differentiating 
factor. Although most women believe that household and care responsibili-
ties should be shared equally, they are less likely than men to expect that the 
lower-earning partner should take on a greater share of the tasks.

Among women whose partner earns up to PLN 3,000 per month, 19% believe 
that he should carry out more of the responsibilities – the highest propor-
tion among all partner income groups analysed. Similarly, men whose female 
partners earn up to PLN 3,000 are the most likely to believe that the woman 
should do more at home; 44% of them express this view.

A breakdown of views on the division of responsibilities by respondents’ in-
dividual characteristics is presented in Figures 11-17 in Annex A3.

Egalitarian views do not necessarily mean that only a 50/50 division of re-
sponsibilities leads to satisfaction among parents. Although only around 30% 
of surveyed households report achieving an equal division of responsibilities, 
64% of women and as many as 89% of men say they are satisfied with the 
current arrangement (Figure 10). The significantly higher rate of satisfaction 
among men suggests that recognising equality as desirable does not always 
translate into a willingness to take on a greater share of responsibilities in 
practice. 

Figure 10.	 Declared satisfaction with the division of household and care 
responsibilities between partners, by gender, in Poland (%)
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Among parents who are satisfied with the division of household and care re-
sponsibilities, 41% of women and 37% of men report that responsibilities in 
their household are shared equally (Figure 11). Nearly half of satisfied women 
(45%) are content with an arrangement in which they perform most of the 
household and care work. In contrast, 56% of satisfied men are satisfied 
with a situation in which their involvement is lower than that of their partner.

Among mothers who are dissatisfied with the division of responsibilities, 
the vast majority are those who carry out most of the household and care 
work. The opposite is true for fathers (see Figure 12). As many as 95% of 
dissatisfied mothers report doing more than their partner. Among dissatis-
fied fathers, 55% report doing less than their partner, while 18% state that 
responsibilities are divided equally.

The evolving social norms discussed in Section 1.4 may play a role in this 
pattern. Some men may feel dissatisfied precisely because they recognise 
that they contribute less – such as spending less time caring for children 
than they would like – and that this results in an unequal burden placed on 
their female partners.

Figure 11.	 Respondents satisfied with the division of household and care 
responsibilities, by gender and self-reported division of tasks 
(%)
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Note: A response of ‘0’ indicates that the respondent performs all household tasks; 
‘5’ reflects an equal (50/50) division; and ‘10’ indicates that all tasks are performed by 
their partner. Percentages may not sum to 100% due to rounding.
Source: Prepared by PEI based on the results of the survey.
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Figure 12.	 Respondents dissatisfied with the division of household and care 
responsibilities, gender and declared division of tasks (%)
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‘5’ reflects an equal (50/50) division; and ‘10’ indicates that all tasks are performed by 
their partner. Percentages may not sum to 100% due to rounding.
Source: Prepared by PEI based on the results of the survey.

Box 3. Satisfaction with the Division of Responsibilities and Non-Financial Well-being

Satisfaction with the division of responsibilities within a relationship is shaped by a range of factors. 
Given how central household and care work is to daily life, satisfaction – or more often, dissatis-
faction, particularly among women – with its distribution is closely tied to an individual’s subjective 
sense of well-being. This relationship may stem from several underlying dynamics:

	▶ Sense of fairness: Individuals who bear a heavier share of household responsibilities may per-
ceive the division as unjust. The resulting negative impact on well-being often arises from feel-
ings of imbalance and social comparison – for example, contrasting their situation with that 
of peers or friends (Mikula & Freudenthaler, 2002). Importantly, such perceptions of unfairness 
do not always accompany unequal divisions of labour. In some cases, partners may view an 
unequal arrangement as fair, depending on their expectations and beliefs (Blair, Johnson, 1992; 
Braun et al., 2008);

	▶ Couples who share routine tasks in a mutually satisfactory way – typically involving more equal 
participation – report higher levels of relationship satisfaction for both partners (Carlson, Miller 
& Sassler, 2018). Conversely, when the workload is unbalanced – particularly regarding childcare 
– women are more likely to experience declines in mental well-being and relationship quality 
(Ciciolla, Luthar, 2019);

	▶ Exhaustion and workload: Women who work full-time and simultaneously shoulder the majority 
of household responsibilities are particularly vulnerable to exhaustion. Even those who are less 
concerned with the principle of equality may still experience lower well-being due to the sheer 
intensity of their combined workloads (Piña, Bengtson, 1993);

	▶ Unequal divisions of labour contribute to greater conflict between professional and personal life 
(Cerrato, Cifre, 2018). The associated stress and difficulty in balancing these spheres negatively 
affect overall well-being.
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Among those who perform a greater share of household and care respon-
sibilities, men were more likely than women to report satisfaction with this 
arrangement. 45% of women in this group expressed satisfaction, compared 
to 69% of men (Figure 13).

Figure 13.	 Respondent’s and partner’s involvement in household and care 
responsibilities compared with declared satisfaction (%)
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Chapter 2. (Dis)satisfaction with 
the Division of Household and Care 
Responsibilities and Fertility

2.1. Previous Research on the Relationship Between  
the Division of Household and Care Responsibilities  
and Fertility 

Research findings from the past two decades indicate that both the division 
of responsibilities and individuals’ subjective assessments of this division 
are important not only for personal well-being and relationship satisfaction, 
but also for couples’ reproductive decisions. As such, the division of house-
hold and care responsibilities has clear demographic implications. This is 
supported by studies such as Doepke and Kindermann (2019), Doepke et al. 
(2022), and Mills et al. (2008). Doepke et al. (2022) demonstrate that, at the 
country level, there is a correlation between three key areas: fertility rates 
(TFR), gender inequalities in the burden of household and care responsibili-
ties, and differences between women and men in their desire to have anoth-
er child. There is an apparent difference in procreation preferences between 
women and men (men are more likely to want another child). This difference 
is greater in those countries where the TFR is lower. Similarly, gender differ-
ences in procreation preferences are more pronounced in countries where 
women shoulder a disproportionate share of household and care responsi-
bilities. There is also a correlation between fertility rates and the degree of 
inequality in the division of responsibilities. Figure 13, inspired by Doepke 
et al. (2022), presents these dynamics, though gender differences in the 
division of responsibilities are illustrated differently here.5 The findings sug-
gest that women’s negative experiences, particularly feeling overburdened by 
household and care tasks and lacking adequate support from their partners 
or others, may significantly influence the decision to have another child. The 
analysis shows that Poland is one of those few countries where the differ-
ences in the division of household and care work between sexes are largest 
and the TFR is lowest (Figure 14).

5   The studies by Doepke and Kindermann (2019) and Doepke et al. (2022) illustrated ine-
qualities in the division of household and care responsibilities within families by analysing 
responses to a series of questions concerning the allocation of specific tasks, such as clean-
ing or cooking, between respondents and their partners. Responses regarding the division of 
childcare duties were coded on a scale from 0 to 1, where 0 indicated that the task was always 
performed by the woman, 0.15 usually by the woman, 0.5 an equal division, 0.85 usually by the 
man, and 1 always by the man. In contrast, we chose to present the difference in the number 
of hours per week spent on household and care work, as estimated by respondents for them-
selves and for their partners.
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Figure 14.	 Difference in average weekly time spent on household and care 
work between women and men (hours per week) and the average 
total fertility rate (TFR), 2021-2023
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Source: Prepared by PEI based on data from the World Bank and ISSP 2012 (ISSP Re-
search Group, 2016).

Although empirical evidence points to a relationship between the division 
of responsibilities and fertility, the overall picture remains inconclusive (for 
reviews, see Riederer, Buber-Ennser, Brzozowska, 2019; Raybould, Sear, 2021). 
This uncertainty stems from the challenges of measuring both the desire or 
likelihood of having a child (whether a first or subsequent one) and the divi-
sion of household and care responsibilities, either separately or in combina-
tion. Equally complex is the analysis of partners’ subjective assessments of 
this division and the factors influencing their satisfaction or dissatisfaction. 
An unequal burden of responsibilities does not automatically lead to dissat-
isfaction. In Poland, the issue is further complicated by lack of regular lon-
gitudinal studies and detailed regional data collected at clearly defined time 
points. There are few cross-sectional surveys that simultaneously capture 
preferences regarding childbearing and the division of household chores. As 
a result, relatively few academic studies have explored this relationship us-
ing individual-level data from Poland (see, for example, Kurowska, Matysiak, 
Osiewalska, 2023; Riederer, Buber-Ennser, Brzozowska, 2019; Kurowska, 2020, 
on combining responsibilities with remote work; and Wilińska, Grzenda, 
Perek-Białas, 2019, on the role of grandmothers in caregiving).

This study explores the relationship between three key factors: the declared 
division of household and care responsibilities within couples, satisfaction 
with this division, and the desire to have another child. While each of these 
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areas has been examined individually in the literature, this analysis provides 
new insight into their interconnections using fresh data from Poland. The study 
draws on results from a PEI survey of parents with young children. Although 
focusing on parents with at least one child limits the scope of inference for 
society as a whole, this approach is well justified given existing research. Stud-
ies show that egalitarian preferences tend to dominate among childless cou-
ples at the beginning of a relationship, whereas parents often revert to a more 
traditional division of roles after transitioning to parenthood, even when their 
initial preferences were more equal (Sanchez, Thomson, 1997; Riederer, Bu-
ber-Ennser, Brzozowska, 2019; Dunatchik, 2023). Analysing satisfaction with 
the division of responsibilities in the context of these empirically observed 
disparities, and linking it to fertility intentions, enables a more nuanced un-
derstanding of these dynamics among individuals with direct caregiving expe-
rience. The following subsection presents the detailed results of this analysis.

Box 4. Different Measures of Fertility

Depending on the available data, different measures are used to assess fertility or the likelihood 
of having (another) child. Doepke and Kindermann (2019), for instance, compare countries using an 
aggregate indicator such as the Total Fertility Rate (TFR). The TFR represents the average number of 
children a woman of reproductive age would have over her lifetime, assuming she experiences the 
age-specific fertility rates observed in a given year in a particular country. This macro-level indicator 
is useful for analysing broader demographic and economic trends, including regional variation, but 
it is less informative when examining individual-level characteristics and decision-making.

Individual-level data, particularly in longitudinal studies where the same respondents are surveyed 
repeatedly (e.g. annually or over several years), enable researchers to pinpoint the timing of first and 
subsequent births and the factors influencing them. In the case of the PEI survey of parents with 
young children, only one point of measurement is available. As a result, we rely on respondents’ 
declared desire – or lack thereof – to have another child. While such declarations may not always 
translate into actual behaviour, and thus represent an imperfect proxy for future fertility, they are 
nonetheless valuable for identifying factors that may constrain the intention to expand one’s family.

2.2. Satisfaction with the Division of Responsibilities and 
the Desire to Have Another Child – A Multivariate Analysis

Using data from the PEI survey of parents with young children, we estimated 
two logistic regression models to examine the factors associated with re-
spondents’ declared desire to have another child (Model 1 and Model 2). The 
analysis includes only respondents under the age of 45, due to the generally 
lower likelihood and biological feasibility of having children at a later age.6 

6   Although the desire to have another child persists among respondents aged over 45, it is 
less common: 23% in the 45-49 age group compared to 31% in the 40-44 group, with even 
higher percentages observed among younger respondents. However, he actual opportunities 
to realise this preference are significantly lower among those over 45, particularly women.
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Additionally, individuals who did not report their income were excluded from 
the models.7 The dependent variable is a binary indicator reflecting whether 
the respondent expressed a desire to have another child in the future. This 
variable was constructed by collapsing a four-point scale question on fertility 
intentions into a simple yes/no format (Figure 15).

Figure 15.	 Distribution of responses to the question “Would you like to 
have more children?”, by gender (%)
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Note: Percentages may not add up to 100% due to rounding. N = 2,268, including 1,142 
women and 1,126 men.
Source: Prepared by PEI based on the results of the survey.

Among the explanatory variables in the models we included the respond-
ent’s declared division of household and care responsibilities, their satis-
faction with this division, standard demographic and economic variables 
(including the respondent’s income and their partner’s income as estimat-
ed by the respondent), views on gender roles, and whether the respondent 
lives in a shared household with their parents or in-laws (i.e. the children’s 
grandparents). A full list of variables and descriptive statistics is provided 
in Annex A2. 

In Model 1, the declared division of household and care responsibilities and 
satisfaction with this division are treated as two independent explanatory 
variables. The first describes the share of responsibilities the respond-
ent claims to take on compared to their partner: more than their partner, 
half, or less than half. The second captures satisfaction with this division, 
measured on a 4-point scale from ‘completely satisfied’ to ‘completely 
dissatisfied’.

In Model 2, instead of including the two variables separately, we used an in-
teraction term that combines them. Each respondent was classified into one 
of six possible categories based on the combination of the declared division 

7   Due to age-related limitations, we excluded 300 observations. An additional 314 observa-
tions were removed due to missing information on the respondent’s income, and 118 more due 
to missing data on the partner’s income. In total, 732 observations were excluded, resulting in 
a final sample of 2,268 observations used for the analysis.
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of responsibilities and their satisfaction with it (e.g. respondent performs 
most, some, or half of the responsibilities and is either satisfied or dissatis-
fied with this distribution8). This approach allows for a more detailed analy-
sis and comparison of the relative importance of both factors: the declared 
division of responsibilities and satisfaction with that division.

Since gender significantly influences the desire to have another child 
(Table 1), we additionally estimated Model 1 separately for women and men.9 
This approach allows for a more detailed analysis of how individual factors 
relate to the willingness to have another child, taking into account gen-
der-based differences in their significance. Table 1 presents the estimation 
results for Model 1 (both pooled and disaggregated by gender) and for Model 2, 
expressed as marginal effects.10

8   The satisfaction variable was simplified and grouped into two categories: satisfied (combin-
ing responses of ‘definitely satisfied’ and ‘rather satisfied’) and dissatisfied (combining ‘rather 
dissatisfied’ and ‘definitely dissatisfied’).
9   Model 2 was not estimated separately for women and men due to the very small sample 
sizes in some subgroups. For instance, only 12 women reported dissatisfaction with an equal 
division of responsibilities, and just 9 expressed dissatisfaction with a division in which their 
partner performed the majority of tasks. With such small numbers, the results could be highly 
volatile.
10   We calculated the marginal effect for each variable by holding the values of all other var-
iables constant. This means that the interpreted differences in the probability of wanting 
another child can be attributed solely to the variable in question, independent of the influence 
of other factors.
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One of the key factors associated with a greater desire to have another child 
is satisfaction with the sharing of household and care responsibilities be-
tween partners. Figure 16 (based on Model 1) illustrates the relationship 
between satisfaction with this division and the respondent’s willingness to 
have another child. Respondents who are completely satisfied with how re-
sponsibilities are shared are approximately 16 percentage points more likely 
to express a desire to expand their family than those who are complete-
ly dissatisfied. A clear difference is also observed between those who are 
mostly satisfied and those who are mostly dissatisfied: the latter group is 
significantly less likely to want another child. Moreover, those who report 
being completely satisfied are more open to having another child than those 
who are only mostly satisfied. 

Figure 16.	 Likelihood of wanting another child by satisfaction with  
the sharing of household and care responsibilities
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Completely
dissatisfied

Mostly
dissatisfied

Mostly
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Completely
satisified

Satisfaction with the division of responsibilities

Note: Based on Model 1 estimates from Table 1. The graph presents 95% confidence 
intervals. N = 2,268 (1,142 women and 1,126 men).
Source: Prepared by PEI based on the survey results.

A key finding is that perceived satisfaction with how household and care 
responsibilities are shared by couples – rather than the actual distribution 
– plays a decisive role in the willingness to have another child. Figure 17 
(based on Model 2) illustrates the relationship between the character of di-
vision of responsibilities, the level of satisfaction with this division, and the 
declared likelihood of having another child. Within both the satisfied and 
dissatisfied groups, there are no statistically significant differences in the 
desire to have another child based on how tasks are divided.11 Even when 

11   A Wald test for equality of estimates within the dissatisfied group yields Chi2(2) = 4.72; 
p= 0.0973; in contrast, within the satisfied group: Chi2(2) = 1.17; p = 0.5919.
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a respondent reports taking on a greater share of household and care duties 
than their partner, a high level of satisfaction with the division corresponds 
to a relatively high likelihood of wanting another child. This result is statis-
tically indistinguishable from that of respondents who are satisfied with an 
equal division or whose partners assume the greater share of responsibilities.

Figure 17.	 Probability that the respondent wants to have another child, 
by category of household and care responsibility sharing and 
satisfaction level 
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DissatisfiedSatisfied

Note: Based on Model 2 estimates from Table 1. The graph presents 95% confidence 
intervals. N = 2,268 (1,142 women; 1,126 men).
Source: Prepared by PEI based on survey results.

Model 1 and model 2 do not differ significantly in the size of the coefficients 
associated with control variables unrelated to the division of responsibilities 
and satisfaction with it. The direction and strength of these effects are highly 
consistent across both models, as shown in Table 1. Therefore, we present 
a combined interpretation of the results for the remaining variables included 
in both models.
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Box 5. Conclusions from Models 1 and 2

Gender: On average, men are about 10 p.p. more likely than women to express a desire to have an-
other child, in both Model 1 and Model 2.

Age: Respondents aged 25-29 show the highest willingness to have another child. The propensity 
is lower in both younger and older age groups. 

Education: Educational attainment does not significantly differentiate the willingness to have an-
other child in either model. 

Place of residence: No significant differences are observed by place of residence in either model.

Number of children: Respondents with one child are most likely to express a desire for another. 
Compared to this group, those with two, three, four or more children are significantly less likely 
to want to expand their families. The likelihood is approximately 29 p.p. lower for parents of two 
children, 30 p.p. lower for parents of three, and 24 p.p. lower for those with four or more.

Age of youngest child: The older the youngest child in the household, the lower the likelihood of 
wanting another child. In both models, parents whose youngest child is aged 1-3 are about 5 p.p. 
more likely to want another child than those whose youngest child is older.

Living with parents or in-laws: Co-residing with parents or in-laws increases the likelihood of want-
ing another child by approximately 9 p.p. in both models.

Division of responsibilities and satisfaction: There is a strong association between the desire to 
have another child and satisfaction with the division of household and care responsibilities. In 
contrast, dissatisfaction significantly reduces the likelihood of wanting another child, regardless 
of the actual division of duties in the respondent’s household. It is subjective satisfaction with 
the distribution of responsibilities, rather than the objective division itself, that plays a deci-
sive role.

Respondent’s income: Does not significantly differentiate willingness to have another child in either 
model.

Respondent’s partner’s income: Differentiates willingness to have another child. Respondents 
whose partners are in the lowest income quartile are about 5 p.p. less likely to want another 
child than those whose partners earn more. However, there are no significant differences between 
quartiles II, III and IV. 

Occupational status: There are no significant differences in the declared intention to have another 
child between those in and out of work in either model.12

Views on gender roles: Respondents who strongly agree that women are better suited for childcare 
than men are more willing to expand their family – by about 7 p.p. in model 1 and 8 p.p. in model 
2. No significant differences are observed between other response categories. It is likely that this 
subgroup holds more conservative views on gender roles than the societal average.

12   This conclusion primarily reflects the correlation observed among women. Among men, only 
29 respondents (2.5% of male participants) declared themselves to be economically inactive, 
meaning that the vast majority of non-working individuals in the sample were women. 
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Gender has a significant impact on the relationship between satisfaction 
with the division of responsibilities and the desire to further enlarge the 
family. Estimates from Model 1, calculated separately for women and men, 
show that among women, the desire to have another child is relatively less 
influenced by subjective satisfaction with the division of responsibilities than 
it is among men (Figure 18). Men who report being definitely satisfied with 
the division of responsibilities are, on average, 21 p.p. more likely to want 
another child compared to those who describe themselves as rather dissat-
isfied. Among women, the corresponding difference is only 9 p.p.

This suggests that men’s willingness to enlarge their family is more strong-
ly linked to an increase in satisfaction with the household division of tasks 
than women’s. At the same time, as noted in Chapter 1, a significantly higher 
proportion of women report dissatisfaction with this division compared to 
men. As a result, men are more often in a position where they are satisfied 
with the distribution of household responsibilities and simultaneously open 
to having another child.

Figure 18.	 Likelihood of the respondent wanting to have another child 
by satisfaction with the division of household and care 
responsibilities

0.0

0.1

0.2

0.3

0.4

0.5

0.6

0.7

Completely
dissatisfied

Mostly
dissatisfied

Mostly
satisfied

Completely
satisfied

Satisfaction with the division of responsibilities

FemaleMale

Note: Based on estimates from Model 1 for women and Model 1 for men (see Table 1). 
The graph presents 95% confidence intervals. N = 2,268 (1,142 women; 1,126 men).
Source: Prepared by PEI based on survey results.

One of the key differences between women and men revealed in the sep-
arate model estimates is the relationship between age and the desire to 
have another child (Figure 19). Women are most likely to express a desire for 
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another child between the ages of 25 and 29. Among men, this peak occurs 
later, between the ages of 30 and 34, when the willingness to have another 
child among women is already declining. Compared to women aged 25-29, 
those aged 30-34 are 7.9 p.p. less likely to express a desire to have another 
child, 13.2 p.p. less likely at ages 35-39, and 25.7 p.p. less likely at ages 40-44.

Figure 19.	 Probability of wanting to have another child, by age of respondent 
(separate estimates for women and men) 
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Note: Based on estimates from Model 1 for women and Model 1 for men in Table 1. 
The graph presents 95% confidence intervals. N = 2,268, including 1,142 women and 
1,126 men.
Source: Prepared by PEI based on survey results.

2.3. Possible Reasons for the Relationship Between 
Satisfaction with the Division of Responsibilities and 
Willingness to Have Another Child

The strong and statistically significant relationship between perceived satis-
faction with the division of responsibilities and openness to having another 
child is less commonly highlighted in the literature compared to more tradi-
tional factors influencing reproductive decisions, such as economic resourc-
es, time constraints, evolving gender roles and prevailing family models. Yet 
this relationship appears to be closely linked to many of these variables and 
may reflect a concrete mechanism underlying the growing reluctance of par-
ents, especially mothers, to have more children.

This mechanism stems from women’s growing professional aspirations or 
financial needs. Many women want to, or are compelled to, contribute to the 
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family income, and increasingly, they are becoming the primary earners. The 
causal relationship between satisfaction with the division of responsibilities 
and procreative decisions should therefore be seen in the limited ability to 
combine paid work, particularly full-time employment, with the ‘second shift’ 
of unpaid domestic and care responsibilities at home.

Research in this area identifies at least three potential explanations for the 
observed relationship:
1.	 Greater involvement of both partners in domestic responsibilities helps 

reduce the double burden on women (Mills et al., 2008; Raybould, Sear, 
2021). Similarly, the availability of external support, whether formal 
(e.g. childcare centres) or informal (e.g. help from relatives), can ease 
this burden. In the absence of such support, a significant imbalance in 
the division of responsibilities may arise, potentially leading to tension 
and discouraging decisions to expand the family.

2.	 Increased participation of men in household and care responsibilities, or 
access to other forms of assistance, can reduce the so-called ‘mother-
hood penalty’ (Brodmann, Esping-Andersen, Güell, 2007). Alleviating the 
burden of unpaid domestic work facilitates mothers’ return to the labour 
market, mitigating the economic impact of parenthood and making the 
prospect of having another child more feasible.

3.	 Both of the above phenomena are closely tied to the normative dimen-
sion of what constitutes a fair or satisfactory division of responsibilities 
between partners. Goldin (2024) highlights a growing mismatch in expec-
tations: women, particularly in countries undergoing rapid transformation, 
are increasingly inclined towards egalitarian divisions of household and 
care work, while men remain more attached to traditional gender roles. In 
this context, the experience of caring for a first child may make women 
more acutely aware of their partner’s reluctance to share responsibili-
ties equally (Goldscheider, Bernhardt, Brandén, 2013). Disappointment in 
their partner’s lack of engagement may discourage women from having 
another child, due to the prospect of an even greater burden. A related 
factor may be lower relationship satisfaction resulting from mismatched 
expectations between partners. It can therefore be hypothesised that 
lack of alignment in values and unmet expectations regarding shared re-
sponsibilities discourage women from expanding their families. 

The last of the factors mentioned above also suggests that, in order to un-
derstand the impact of the division of responsibilities on reproductive de-
cisions, what matters most is not whether the division is objectively equal, 
but how it is assessed normatively, that is, whether it is perceived as fair or 
satisfactory. This interpretation is supported by empirical studies (Mikula, 
Riederer, Bodi, 2008). It can also be assumed that adherence to traditional 
gender roles acts as a mediating factor in this relationship – women with 
more conservative views may be less concerned by an unequal division of 
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responsibilities (Hakim, 2003). These findings align with our modelling ap-
proach, presented in Section 2.2, which incorporates not only the structure 
of the division of tasks but also the respondent’s level of satisfaction with it. 
A similar approach is proposed by Riederer, Buber-Ennser and Brzozowska 
(2019), among others.

The workload factor as a deterrent to procreative decisions is also high-
lighted in a study by Kurowska, Matysiak, and Osiewalska (2023), based on 
survey data collected during the COVID-19 pandemic. Their findings show 
that remote work was associated with a reduced desire to have another 
child among women, while no statistically significant effect was observed 
among men. An important mitigating factor, however, was an equal division 
of household responsibilities, which lessened the care burden on mothers.

This effect likely stems from the overall increase in domestic and care duties 
during pandemic-related lockdowns, for example due to children’s remote 
schooling, which disproportionately fell on women. As a result, mothers who 
gained the ability to work remotely may have experienced a ‘net’ increase 
in workload, balancing paid employment at home with simultaneous child-
care. This was particularly burdensome compared to those who continued 
working outside the home. Hence, the desire to have another child declined, 
especially among women who had previously shared care duties more equally 
with their partners, compared to those who had already borne most of the 
care responsibilities before the pandemic.

Drawing inferences from the survey results is further complicated by ongo-
ing shifts in social norms, as outlined in Chapter 1. These changes are taking 
place not only in expectations around the division of responsibilities but also 
in attitudes toward parenthood itself. It is therefore possible that individuals 
with more egalitarian views, who place greater importance on implementing 
equality in their relationships, are also more likely to question the desir-
ability of having children altogether. In such cases, the observed negative 
correlation between dissatisfaction with the division of responsibilities and 
the desire to have children may not reflect a direct causal link. Rather, it 
could be an artefact of underlying values influencing both attitudes toward 
partnership roles and childbearing. Nevertheless, it is likely that in at least 
some partnerships, a causal relationship exists between a satisfying division 
of responsibilities and a stronger desire to expand the family.
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Discussion

The above analysis leads to the conclusion that among parents of at least 
one child under the age of nine, decisions about having additional children 
are more strongly influenced by satisfaction with the division of household 
and care responsibilities than by whether this division is objectively equal. 
This is despite the fact that most respondents indicated a preference for 
an equal sharing of responsibilities. Even in households where tasks are 
divided equally, respondents who report dissatisfaction do not show a sta-
tistically significantly higher likelihood of wanting another child compared to 
similarly dissatisfied respondents in households with an unequal division of 
responsibilities.

Furthermore, nearly 50% of women who report doing more than their hus-
bands or partners also express satisfaction with the existing arrangement in 
their households. This suggests that such satisfaction stems from factors 
beyond the objective equality of what is often referred to as ‘invisible work’. 
Individual attitudes toward traditional gender roles, personal fulfilment de-
rived from completing certain tasks, or appreciation for the results of one’s 
efforts, even if the work itself is not always enjoyable, may all contribute to 
this sense of satisfaction.

Conversely, dissatisfaction with the division of responsibilities may arise even 
in situations where the division is equal or nearly equal. This can occur when 
specific tasks feel particularly burdensome, or when excessive workloads re-
sult in fatigue or stress that diminishes any sense of satisfaction, regardless 
of one’s general preference for how work is shared.

This highlights an important limitation of the above analysis: the absence of 
information on the sources of satisfaction or dissatisfaction with the division 
of responsibilities. A key direction for future research would be to determine 
the extent to which dissatisfaction stems from inequality in the division of 
tasks, from excessive workload regardless of how tasks are shared, or from 
barriers to pursuing personal aspirations unrelated to family life. It would 
also be valuable to examine whether women’s domestic workload, as with 
procreative decisions, influences their preferences regarding participation in 
the labour market.
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In addition to the notable proportion of women who express satisfaction with 
an unequal division of responsibilities despite shouldering a greater burden, 
the relatively small share of respondents reporting outright dissatisfaction is 
also significant. This may reflect the experience of parenthood, which could 
moderate previously egalitarian ideals, making expectations around sharing 
more pragmatic than they were before having children. In this context, an 
important area for further investigation would be to assess how the division 
of responsibilities and satisfaction with it influence the procreative decisions 
of childless couples.

One noteworthy finding is the positive relationship between the presence of 
parents or in-laws in the household and the openness of parents of young 
children to having another child. Although this variable was analysed sep-
arately from satisfaction with the division of responsibilities, it can be as-
sumed that co-residence with grandparents often reflects an awareness of 
the additional support needed when raising young children. This support 
may not necessarily involve regular childcare but could include occasional 
assistance in emergencies. In addition, living with parents or in-laws may 
mean access to more space, which can also facilitate decisions to expand 
the family.

The widespread prevalence of inequalities in the division of household and 
care responsibilities across developed countries suggests that such dispar-
ities may stem from deeply embedded social and cultural norms and pref-
erences. Current research does not fully explain the roots of these patterns. 
At the same time, existing norms appear to be shifting more rapidly among 
women than among men, which may help explain why women are more likely 
to express dissatisfaction with unequal divisions of labour.

It is therefore somewhat surprising that our model did not reveal a sig-
nificant relationship between these normative standards and procreative 
preferences. One possible explanation is that the survey questions used to 
assess norms and attitudes were not sufficiently robust to clearly distinguish 
between traditional and progressive views. Notably, the questions did not 
include measures of religious beliefs or other relevant cultural dimensions.

If the overall burden of household and care responsibilities is a key factor in 
fertility decisions, then an equal division does not, in itself, sufficiently offset 
that burden. This is an important conclusion, as it highlights the limitations 
of the partnership model – widely promoted, especially within the European 
Union – that emphasises equality in the division of responsibilities as a strat-
egy to increase fertility. At the same time, this finding does not undermine 
the importance of balancing responsibilities in relationships where one part-
ner’s workload significantly limits her ability to pursue professional goals or 
other activities outside the household and care sphere.
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The diversity of individual preferences in terms of reconciling social roles, 
as shown in the data above, indicates the need to maintain flexibility in the 
proposed solutions aimed at supporting current and future parents, as well 
as caution in promoting any specific model, such as one based on arbitrarily 
defined equality.
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Summary

The complexity of factors influencing reproductive preferences warrants cau-
tion when drawing conclusions about specific causal mechanisms. Despite 
numerous cultural, social, and economic parallels among developed coun-
tries, the widespread decline in birth rates cannot be attributed to a single, 
definitive cause. In the case of the division of household and care responsi-
bilities, isolating the causal effect of this factor on reproductive decisions is 
particularly challenging. This is due to the interplay of the actual workload, 
slowly evolving social and personal norms, and long-term changes in house-
hold dynamics within the broader economic system – such as increasing 
female labour force participation and the decline in children’s economic con-
tributions to households.

At the same time, the analyses presented above support a key observation 
already made in previous research: satisfaction with the division of responsi-
bilities plays a significant role in decisions to have another child. In the Polish 
context, this factor appears to be even more influential than widely cited de-
terminants such as income or education. The role of subjective satisfaction 
highlights an often-overlooked normative dimension in structural analyses 
– the sense of being overburdened with tasks may be central to the reluc-
tance to expand one’s family. However, this factor may also be interpreted 
as reflecting the natural limits of simultaneously fulfilling the roles of parent 
and worker in a socio-economic environment that does not always support 
work-life reconciliation.

While questions of fairness or appropriateness in the division of responsi-
bilities often stem from individual dynamics within relationships, and may 
be difficult to address directly through public policy, the need to support 
working parents in reconciling their professional and family roles remains 
an area where more creative policy solutions are needed. In Poland, moth-
ers of the youngest children tend to prefer personal care or assistance from 
trusted individuals, such as grandparents or nannies, particularly during the 
early months of a child’s life (European Commission, 2025). In this context, 
expanding access to institutional childcare (e.g. nurseries) may not, on its 
own, constitute sufficient support. It is also important to remove barri-
ers that prevent close family members (parents, grandparents, or other 
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relatives) from combining professional activity with caregiving responsibil-
ities, particularly by increasing flexibility in working time and employment 
arrangements.
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Annex

A1. Parents of Young Children – PEI Survey

The survey was conducted using the CAWI method (online questionnaire) in 
June 2022 by the research agency PBS. A total of 1,500 women and 1,500 men 
participated. Eligibility for inclusion in the sample was based on the following 
criteria: (1) cohabiting with a spouse or partner; (2) having the youngest child 
aged 1-9 years; (3) cohabiting with that child.

Quota sampling and the application of post-stratification weights ensured 
the representativeness of the samples and allowed the results to be gen-
eralised to the populations of mothers and fathers. Quotas were designed 
with a minimum fill rate of 60%. They were based on 2020 Labour Force 
Survey (LFS) data to reflect the structure of mothers and fathers by educa-
tion level, size of place of residence, and age of the youngest child (grouped 
into three categories). Post-stratification weighting was applied according 
to the same characteristics. Basic descriptive statistics of the samples are 
presented below.
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Table 1.	 Distribution of the sample in the PEI survey of parents of young children

Variable
Num-
ber in 

Sample

Share of 
Sample 

(%)

Adjusted 
share 
(%)

Num-
bers in 
Sample

Share of 
Sample 

(%)

Adjusted 
share 
(%)

Gender Women Men

Total 1500 100 100 1500 100 100

Educational level

Higher 774 52 52 733 49 36

Medium 524 35 32 505 34 35

Basic vocational or lower 202 13 16 262 17 29

Size of locality of residence

City over 100,000 inhabitants 421 28 29 571 38 29

City 20,000-100,000 inhabitants 280 19 18 322 21 18

City up to 20,000 inhabitants 180 12 12 180 12 12

Village 619 41 41 427 28 41

Age

Under 30 years 351 23 22 167 11 12

30-34 years 454 30 29 331 22 23

35-39 years 381 25 26 454 30 30

40-44 years 215 14 15 347 23 22

45 years or older 99 7 7 201 13 13

Labour market status

Works 1048 70 65 1445 96 95

Doesn't work 452 30 35 55 4 5

Age of youngest child

1 to 3 years 741 49 44 609 41 44

4-6 years 440 29 30 515 34 30

7-9 years 319 21 26 376 25 26

Number of children under 15

One 802 54 53 674 45 45

Two 554 37 37 659 44 43

Three or more 144 10 10 167 11 13

Source: Prepared by PEI based on the results of the survey.
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A2. Descriptive Statistics of the Variables Used  
in the Models

Table 1.	 Descriptive statistics of the dependent variables used in the models in Section 2.2

Independent Variable Number Share (%)
Adjusted 
share (%)

Gender

Woman 1142 50 50

Men 1126 50 50

Age

20-24 years 84 4 4

25-29 years 339 15 15

30-34 years 655 29 28

35-40 years 716 32 32

40-44 years 474 21 21

Education

Primary, lower secondary or primary vocational education 343 6 10

Medium 757 28 29

Higher 1165 65 61

Place of residence

Rural or small town (less than 20,000 inhabitants) 1034 46 52

Medium-sized (20-100,000 inhabitants) or large city  
(100-500,000 inhabitants)

914 40 36

Very large city (over 500,000 inhabitants) 320 14 12

Professional status

Doesn't work 307 14 16

Works 1961 86 84

Respondent's income (income quartile in sample)

1st quartile 734 32 34

2nd quartile 576 25 25

3rd quartile 374 16 17

4th quartile 584 26 24

Partner’s income (income quartile in sample)

1st quartile 676 30 32

2nd quartile 601 26 26

3rd quartile 428 19 18

4th quartile 563 25 24
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Independent Variable Number Share (%)
Adjusted 
share (%)

Number of children

1 989 44 43

2 967 43 42

3 233 10 11

4 or more 79 3 4

Age of youngest child

3 years or less 1087 48 47

4-6 years 729 32 30

7-9 years 452 20 23

Living with parents/parents-in-law

Not 1902 84 83

Yes 366 16 17

Views on gender roles - are women more suited to childcare?

Strongly agree 361 16 17

Somewhat agree 1033 45 45

Somewhat disagree 654 29 28

Strongly disagree 220 10 10

Division of household and care responsibilities (used in Model 1)

Respondent does most of the work 823 36 37

Equal division of labour between respondent and their 
partner

727 32 31

Respondent does lesser part of the work 718 32 32

Respondent's satisfaction with the division of household  
and care responsibilities (used in Model 1)

Completely satisfied 591 26 26

Mostly satisfied 1125 50 50

Mostly dissatisfied 424 19 19

Completely dissatisfied 128 6 6

Satisfaction and division of responsibilities category (used in Model 2)

Satisfied - does most 380 17 17

Satisfied - equal division of labour 693 31 30

Satisfied - does lesser part 643 28 29

Dissatisfied - does the majority 443 20 20

Dissatisfied - equal division of labour 34 1 1

Dissatisfied - does lesser part 75 3 3

Source: Prepared by PEI based on the results of the survey.
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Table 2.	 Descriptive statistics of the independent variables used in the models in Section 2.2.,  
by gender

Independent variable

Women Men

Num-
bers

Share 
(%)

Adjusted 
share (%)

Num-
bers

Share 
(%)

Adjusted 
share (%)

Age

20-24 years 57 5 5 27 2 3

25-29 years 220 19 19 119 11 11

30-34 years 369 32 31 286 25 26

35-40 years 322 28 29 394 35 35

40-44 years 174 15 16 300 27 25

Education

Primary, lower secondary or primary vocational 
education 141 3 3 205 4 7

Medium 385 14 14 372 14 15

Higher 616 35 37 549 31 24

Place of residence

Rural or small town (less than 20,000 inhabitants) 593 52 52 441 39 51

Medium-sized (20-100,000 inhabitants) or large 
city (100-500,000 inhabitants) 411 36 36 503 45 37

Very large city (more than 500,000 inhabitants) 138 12 12 182 16 12

Professional status

Doesn't work 278 24 29 29 3 3

Works 864 76 71 1097 97 97

Respondent's income (income quartile in sample)

1st quartile 583 51 52 151 13 16

2nd quartile 279 24 24 297 26 27

3rd quartile 132 12 11 242 21 22

4th quartile 148 13 13 436 39 36

Partner’s income (income quartile in sample)

1st quartile 215 19 20 461 41 44

2nd quartile 286 25 25 315 28 27

3rd quartile 276 24 24 152 13 12

4th quartile 365 32 32 198 18 16

Number of children

1 531 46 46 458 41 40

2 454 40 40 513 46 44

3 121 11 11 112 10 11

4 or more 36 3 3 43 4 4
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Independent variable

Women Men

Num-
bers

Share 
(%)

Adjusted 
share (%)

Num-
bers

Share 
(%)

Adjusted 
share (%)

Age of youngest child

3 years or less 589 52 46 498 44 48

4-6 years 335 29 30 394 35 31

7-9 years 218 19 23 234 21 22

Living with parents/parents-in-law

Not 943 83 83 959 85 83

Yes 199 17 17 167 15 17

Views on gender roles - are women more suited to childcare?

Strongly agree 174 15 15 187 17 18

Somewhat agree 487 43 43 546 48 48

Somewhat disagree 360 32 31 294 26 25

Strongly disagree 121 11 11 99 9 9

Division of household and care responsibilities (used in Model 1)

Respondent does most of the work 717 63 63 106 9 10

Equal division of labour between the respondent 
and his partner 318 28 27 409 36 35

Respondent does lesser part of the work 107 9 9 611 54 55

Respondent's satisfaction with the division of household  
and care responsibilities (used in Model 1)

Completely satisfied 255 22 22 336 30 30

Mostly satisfied 460 40 40 665 59 59

Mostly dissatisfied 316 28 28 108 10 9

Completely dissatisfied 111 10 10 17 2 2

Satisfaction and division of responsibilities category (used in Model 2)

Satisfied - does most 311 27 27 69 6 7

Satisfied - equal division of labour 306 27 26 387 34 33

Satisfied - does lesser part of the work 98 9 9 545 48 49

Dissatisfied - does the majority 406 36 36 37 3 3

Dissatisfied - equal division of labour 12 1 1 22 2 2

Dissatisfied - does lesser part 9 1 1 66 6 6

Source: Prepared by PEI based on the results of the survey.
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A3. Additional Figures

Figure 1.	 Fertility rate in Poland, 1980-2023 (%)
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Figure 2.	 Labour force participation rate of women aged 25-49 in Poland 
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Figure 3.	 Declared distribution of individual household tasks by gender  
in Poland (%)
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Figure 4.	 Occupational status vs. involvement of the respondent  
and their partner in household and care responsibilities (%)
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Figure 5.	 Occupational status vs. involvement of the respondent  
and their partner in household and care responsibilities among 
women (%)
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Figure 6.	 Respondent’s income vs. respondent’s and partner’s 
involvement in household and care responsibilities,  
by gender (%)
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Figure 7.	 Respondent’s partner’s income vs. respondent’s and partner’s 
involvement in household and care responsibilities,  
by gender (%)
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Figure 8.	 Size of locality of residence vs. respondent’s and partner’s 
involvement in household and care responsibilities,  
by gender (%)
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Figure 9.	 Education vs. respondent’s and partner’s involvement  
in household and care responsibilities, by gender (%)
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Figure 10.	 Age vs. respondent’s and partner’s involvement in household 
and care responsibilities, by gender (%)
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Figure 11.	 Satisfaction with current division of household and care 
responsibilities vs. expectations regarding division with partner, 
by gender
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Source: Prepared by PEI based on the results of the survey.

Figure 12.	 Education vs. declarations regarding the expected division of 
responsibilities between the respondent and their partner,  
by gender
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Figure 13.	 Size of locality of residence vs. declarations regarding  
the expected division of responsibilities between  
the respondent and their partner, by gender

0

20

40

60

80

Very
large
city

Medium-sized
or large

city

Rural
or small

town

20

70

10

68

19
13

19

66

15

Female

0

20

40

60

80

Very
large
city

Medium-sized
or large

city

Rural
or small

town

6

56

38

6

38

56

7

58

35

Male

Wants to do more work than partner
Wants equal distribution
Wants to do less work than partner

Source: Prepared by PEI based on the results of the survey.

Figure 14.	 Age vs. declarations regarding the expected division of 
responsibilities between the respondent and their partner,  
by gender
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Figure 15.	 Occupational status vs. declarations regarding expected division 
of responsibilities between the respondent and their partner
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Figure 16.	 Respondent’s income vs. declarations regarding the expected 
division of responsibilities between the respondent and their 
partner, by gender
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Figure 17.	 Respondent’s partner’s income vs. declarations regarding  
the expected division of responsibilities between  
the respondent and their partner, by gender
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