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Abstract

Most household models assume that decisions tai®dei the family are Pareto optimal.
However, empirical studies cast doubts upon thieieffcy assumption. The sharing of time
among men and women between market work and holaselook is highly differentiated by
gender. In this paper we examine whether couplesaie from efficiency in household
production decisions, using an experimental desigwhich subjects are real couples. The
aim of the experiment is to mimic the sharing ofjhily-gendered household tasks. We
compare the sharing of gendered tasks to that o¢ meutral tasks. By measuring individual
productivity in each task, we can see if coupleslt®d deviate from efficiency, and by how
much in each case. As we show that they deviate mvben sharing gendered tasks, we also
explore why, looking at different possible explaoas, and we find evidence of the impact of

stereotypes on inefficiencies.
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Efficiency versus Stereotypes: an Experiment in Dogstic Production

Hélene Couprie,
Elisabeth Cudeville
Catherine Sofér

Introduction

In many places in the world, gender inequalitiekisure time appear persistently despite the
decline in the gender pay gap (Aguiar and Hurs@720The reasons for this are far from
being satisfactorily explained by economists. Téwmicle presents experimental results that
show a major negative impact of stereotyped gerales on household productive efficiency

which could explain part of this persistence.

In most countries, the allocation of time-uses nesahighly differentiated by gender
(Goldschmidt-Clermont and Pagnossin-Aligisakis, 3,99liranda, 2011). Women in Europe
spend 60% to 70% of their working time on dometdgks and 30% to 40% in paid-work.
European men spend 55% to 65% of their working timenarket work, and 35% to 45% in
household work. Total working time appears gengraigher for women than for men
(Winqvist, 2004). In France in 2009, women contrdal to approximately 80% of the
domestic household tasks (Dumontetral, 2002). This biased specialization of women in
household duties and of men in market activitievasy likely to interact strongly with

women’s situation in the labor market. Persistiegdgr differences in wage rates (Blau and
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Kahn, 2006) and earned income, through shorter wiaation, as well as through flatter

careers, could be consequences of the unequahgharhousehold work.

Heterogeneity in productivity at home and in thieolamarket could explain why women’s
and men’s choices could differ. However, it hasrbebserved that variables reflecting
productivity or human capital, such as wage ratesexlucation, are far from being the only
factors driving gendered labor division phenome(tdersch and Stratton, 1994; Aneb al,
2002; Aronssoret al, 2001; Rapoport and Sofer, 2005; Kalenkaetkal, 2009). According
to Rizavi and Sofer (2010), when a woman earngldniwage than her partner, which is the
case for around 20% of French households, them® ile reversal. In this case, the male
partner's household work does increase as the wandacreases. Women still do the major
part of household work. Sevilla-Saatzal (2010) find some similar results using the Sganis
Time Use Survey. In the US, the gender gap in narket work is even higher when the
woman earns more than her partner (Bertreindl, 2013). Bittmaret al. (2003) have found
similar evidence in Australia. These observations hardly reconcilable with standard
household models assuming Pareto-optimality of éoolsl decision making. In addition,
some studies question and reject the validity @& dfficiency assumption in household
models, especially on the production side of hoakklklecisions (Udry, 1996; Duflo and
Udry, 2004).

Of course, a simple way to reconcile the empireatience described above and the Pareto-
optimality in household production is to assumedgerdifferences in the marginal product of
labor in domestic production. Women could be moredpctive than men at home, with
women’s higher productivity more than compensaftmgwage differences when women’s
wages are higher. This is the assumption made lokedBg1981), based (possibly besides
biological abilities) on the different training eeed by girls and boys through “gendered”
toys and games. But today, in developed counttidsast, though toys and games are still
highly gendered, the skills necessary to perforrmelgtic tasks are not really high any more.
This follows the widespread use of market subst#uor domestic goods (buying clothes
replaced sewing or knitting them), on the one ham household equipment in durable
goods, on the other hand (it is not likely that vesnare better than men at pushing the “on”
button of the vacuum cleaner!). Moreover, most deghare now involved in the caring of

children at all ages, including babies. Therefex;luding the very limited time period of



pregnancy, and possibly breastfeeding, systematidugtivity differences between genders

again do not seem likely to occur in the raisinglufdren either.

Recent household models move away from the produetficiency mechanism. Persistent
gender differences in preferences might also explee aforementioned puzzle. Differences
in preferences would occur if women, on averag&edl’ performing domestic tasks more
than men, due to habit, education or socializatidhis incorporates a consumption
component on the production side of household deeimaking. Non-monetary costs (or
advantages) are then added (or subtracted) to amyraists in the household profit function.
To be consistent with the observed division of fallee difference between men and women
in these non-monetary costs should be high enoagbompensate for any difference in
wages, when women’s wages are higher. Social noaulsl also be an explanation. Rules of
behavior dictated by the society could impose @ulthi costs or gains to direct preferences
when the individual deviates (or not) from theskesuAkerlof and Kranton, 2000). In this
case, “gender roles” could impose a constraintilgatiouseholds to deviate from the first
best efficiency. Duflo and Udry (2004) show that @dte d’lvoire, the intra-household
distribution of income and its uses are stronglgst@ined by social norms. Their empirical
results lead to the rejection of the restrictiomplied by Pareto-efficient household models.
Non-cooperative household models including soamhts have been developed by Lunberg
and Pollak (1993), Carter and Katz (1997) and bge®ille and Recoules (2013).

Inefficiencies in domestic production could alse@nst from the existence of gendered
stereotypes within the society. Gendered sterestgpe the sets of beliefs grounded in the
society that link personal attributes to the socetlegories women and men. For example,
people could believe that women are more talertad imen in domestic work and child care.
A model of discrimination in the labor market invimlg stereotypes has been developed by
Coate and Loury (1993), who assume stereotypeseoaing differences in the productivity
of black and white workers. A model of stereotypesiomestic production is developed in
Sofer and Thibout (2011) and shows that stereotgpedd explain the actual behavior of

couples concerning the sharing of time spent irskbald production.

Until now, gender stereotypes have mainly beenaeggl by psychologists. A significant
experimental literature, published in psychologyrjals, analyzes the deleterious effect of

the “stereotype threat” on individual performante.a seminal study, Steele and Aronson
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(1995) found that reminding people about a negastezeotype of their social group in a
specific domain (e.g., African Americans and irgefual ability) impaired their subsequent
performance on related tasks and thus confirmedtéreotyping they face. A large body of
research has subsequently emerged to explore tleetsefof stereotype threats on
performance: Schmader and Johns (2003), Caelinal. (2005) or Inzlicht and Ben-Zeev
(2003), among others. What we explore here is mehel first approachgender stereotyping

as a biased beliefather than the “stereotype threat” which impleesegative impact on

performances.

The objective of this paper is to test the efficyerof household time-allocation and to
disentangle these different explanations by runrangexperiment with real couples. The
practical inability to observe domestic productigmevents the implementation of a
convincing micro-econometric test. Although timeuts from both partners can be recovered
through time use data, neither non-market inputsontputs can be observed. Thus, domestic
production functions can never be estimated in #isfaatory way, and the different
explanations of the paradox stressed above camnaédied in general. The experimental
approach overcomes these difficulties by allowindir@ct measure of individual domestic
productivities and the perfect control of productiechnology. We can thus construct a real
test of household productive efficiency.

A vast literature has now analyzed gender diffeesnasing an experimental framework
(Croson and Gneezy, 2009). Yet, experiments withjestis that are real couples remain
relatively rare. Ashraf (2009) tests efficiencytiloé public good contributions in couples from
the Philippines. Cocharet al. (2009) test various social dilemmas with Frenchptes, and

compare couples’ behavior to those of foreign cesipln our case, having true couples is
necessary since we are specifically interestedbsexving the impact of stereotypes in the
family context which should be characterized by ighhlevel of communication and

cooperation. Hence, when collecting evidence irs thirong context, we would expect

stereotypes to affect any kind of relationshipg/inch the circulation of information is weak.

With the experiment described below, we want tolaepif preferences, gender stereotypes
and/or social norms affect couples in their houkkharoduction decisions, and more
precisely in the division of labor, so that theghlavior may deviate from efficient behavior.

Once productivity is measured, it becomes posgiblexamine if the sharing of household
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time verifies the efficiency assumption, and, ift,ndo inefficiencies follow mainly from
differences in preferences, or merely involve doe@ms or/and stereotype effects. This is
the aim of the experimental design described belowyhich we try to mimic the sharing of
highly-gendered household tasks and compare it thighsharing of neutral tasks. Particular

attention is paid to the information setting of tweiples.

The experiment consists in asking couples to perfioro day-to-day tasks in a fixed time, the
free time saved by each partner over the allotieg: tbeing paid jointly to the couple,
possibly at a different rate for the two partndise accomplishment of the tasks thus comes
as a fixed-cost, reducing the paid-time and consettyithe couple’s gain. We assigned three
different treatments to this experimental desighe Tirst treatment variable refers to the
nature of the tasks involved: we consider one gebeetting G), and one neutral setting
(N). In the gender setting, the subjects have toparfhighly-gendered tasks”. In the neutral
setting, they have to perform tasks which areriori neutral from gender. For “gendered
tasks”, we chose an activity involving clothes ba bne hand (sorting out socks), and a repair
activity on the other hand (attaching metal bragkdhdeed, European time use surveys show
that domestic tasks implying clothes as well asstroction and repair activities are highly
gendered, the former being performed mostly (amdesiones exclusively) by women, and the
latter by men. In Europe for example, Winquist @P08ompared 10 countries, and showed
that the share of women’s labor in the total hookktime devoted to laundry ranged from
80% in Sweden to 100% in Slovenidt is still worse for ironing, which is performeat
100% by women in Estonia, Slovenia, Hungary, Fidland Norway (in France the ratio was
94% by women against 6% by men). Conversely, “cangbn and repairs” is a masculine
activity, as, on average, the sharing of time muad 85% for men to 15% for women in
Europe (89% to 11% in France, the highest sharavéonen being in the UK with a split of
80% for men and 20% for women). For the neutrdtsdase chose the tasks of filling and

sealing envelopes, on the one hand, and writinghde¥ephone numbers, on the other hand.

What we expected was that the sharing of time batvwartners would be less efficient in the
gendered setting than in the neutral setting. dieoto identify the potential role of alternative
explanations in the deviations from efficiency, weok into account differences in

preferences, social norm effects and stereotypedief® about the partner's relative




productivities and preferences for the differeraktaaccomplished during the experiment
were controlled for in questionnaires filled outridg the experiment. One additional
treatment was considered for that purpose: thernmdtion of the subjects about the

performances of their partners in the tasks inwhlve

The remainder of the paper is organized as follo8sction 2 provides the theoretical
benchmark for our experimental design. Section &ildethe experimental design and
treatments. Section 4 presents the empirical giyatend the definition of the efficiency

measure. In section 5, we discuss the experimeggalts. Section 6 concludes.

1. Theoretical Model and Inefficiency Measures

1.1 The theoretical model

We test the following theoretical model. Couples expected to behave so as to maximize a
pay-off function defined at the household levelisTinction is chosen to be linear in order to
consider the simplest cognitive case for the vaard. In the model, the level of domestic
good production is fixed, so time inputs in domesiasks are modelled as implying
opportunity costs that need to be paid and sharddnvthe couple. When choosing to share
domestic tasks according to Ricardian comparatokeamtages, couples can minimize the

opportunity cost of domestic production and maxartizeir gains in the labor market.

Formally, each couple, includes a mam) (and a womanf{), and is asked to perform two
tasks, indexed biy{1,2}, in a limited time, denotefl. For example, task 1 consists of sorting
out 11 pairs of socks and task 2 consists of tighte5 metal brackets in 7 minutes for the
gendered setting. In the neutral setting, taskrisists in filling and sealing 5 envelopes, and
tasks 2 consists in writing down 5 telephone numbghe total production of each domestic
good is fixed experimentally and denot®d with D; > 0. The production function of each
good is linear with respect to the time inputs afthb spouses, which are considered
substitutable. The production processes of tasksd12 are independent. The time devoted by
couple’s members on tasks denotedt}, for female time and,,for male time. The
performance of each partner is assumed not to deperiime spent and quantity produced.

Hence, men’'s and women’s productivity in tasks fixed and denotedx} and al,.



Completing the two tasks entirely within the aviiéatime is the condition for the couple to

obtain a positive monetary reward.

The pay-off function is defined at the couple lewetdepends on the free time saved by each
couple’s member over the total available time Teeg-time choices can vary at different

stages of the experiment, depending on individweaewates which also vary.

The optimization problem of the couple can be entas:

max7 = w(T — t} —t}) + wn (T — th — t3) (1)

e.g astf + apty, =D, 1=0) (2)
aftf + amth =D, (u=0) 3)
tr tf tmte =0

(P)

where is the pay-off function for the couple. The womamisd man’s wage rates are
respectivelyw, andw,,, A andu are respectively the Lagrange multipliers assodiati¢h the

constraints (2) and (3) of the couple’s program.

We restrict our attention to the cases where the asawell as the woman has enough time to
perform alone both domestic tasks entirely, in tinee available. So we focus only on

. . .. D D D D . -
solutions that satisfy the conditionst + = < T and— + — < T (4).This specific case
aj  af at,  aZ,

will be properly calibrated in the experimental ides

The first-order conditions for interior solutionseajiven by:
tf 20, afl—w; <0 and t}(a}/l—wf) =0
t7 >0, afu—w; <0 and t}(afp—w;) =0
th >0, aldl—w,, <0 and t},(a},2 —wy) =0
kt,zn >0, a;1—w,, <0 and t3 (a2l —w,) =0

These conditions define 8 different possible efjtidi, depending on the values of the relative
productivities of partners in the two tasks andrthelative wage rate. These conditions are

described in Figure 1. We can distinguish fouradé#ht specialization regimes:



Figure 1. The Different Specialization Regimes of Spouses

(e)]
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The woman performs alone the 2 tasks (WDA).
The man performs alone the 2 tasks (MDA).

Each spouse performs 1 task according to comparative advantage (MWS).

* The first regime is the “Woman Does All” regimé&/DA); point 1 in Figure 1 below. It
occurs if the woman'’s relative wage rate is lowaant her relative productivity in each
task. In this case, the woman alone performs tletasks, regardless of her comparative
advantage, and the man saves all his available time

» The second regime is the “Man Does All” regilM@DA ); point 8 in Figure 1 below. It
occurs if the woman’s relative wage rate is higtan her relative productivity in each
task. In this case, the man alone performs thetagi&s and the woman saves all her
available time.

* The third regime, the “man and woman share the domtask” regime JIWS); points 6
and 7 in Figure 1 below. This occurs if the womaekative wage rate lies between her
relative productivity in each task. In this casacle partner alone performs the task for
which he/she has a comparative advantage.

* The fourth, last regime (points 2, 3, 4 and 5 igufé 1 below) corresponds to equilibrium
solutions where the woman'’s relative wage ratejisakto her relative productivity in one
of the two tasks. In this case, both partners stieeorresponding task and the one who

has the comparative advantage in the other tagérpes it alone.

The experiment consists in placing couples suceelysin regimesVIDA , WDA andMWS

in a random order, by setting appropriately the evegfes of the two partners, given their
measured productivities in the two tasks. The fovegime is excluded, as the corresponding
equilibria 2 to 5 are too difficult to set experimally, taking into account that, as can be

expected, the measure of individual productivitneplies some measurement errors.



1.2 Inefficiency measures

Inefficiency of task allocation within the coupkmeasured using the sole measure of output
produced by one household member. This is becdueseotal output is fixed for each task.
For each task, the output produced by the man ynvaorking session in couple can be
derived from the output produced by the womant &s simply total output minus woman’s
output. The couple is considered efficient if ithhees according to the predictions of the

model described in section 1

Formally, let us define the vectgr= (q4,q,) wheregq; denotes the quantity of godad=
(1,2) produced by the woman (the individual subscriptomitted for simplicity). This
quantity is normalized by the total output requifedthis task (so it is divided b¥;.). Let us
denote the optimumg*. We recall that for the wage pattaWDA, q* = (1,1); for the wage
patternMDA, q* = (0,0); and for the wage patteMWS, q* = (1,0) if the woman has the

comparative advantage in task 1 gid= (0,1) otherwise.

Our first measure of inefficiency, denotéd is simply binary:
_ {0 ifq=q

1" ifq#q*
Our second measure of inefficiency, denotidis the squared Euclidian distance between
the optimum and the choice made, it is:

dy = llg —qII?
We then disentangle both distance measures toznlgteviations from efficiency occur in
the direction of the stereotype (the woman doesersocks, task=1, and/or less metal

brackets, task=2, than what the optimum would predict). This dis&is denoted; "

4P = {dz ifqg1 =2 qiandq; < q;
2 otherwise

The complementary case corresponds to the unexpease where the deviation from the
unexp

optimum goes in the opposite direction. In thisecage definel,

Junexr _ {dz ifq, < qiand q, = q;
2 otherwise

2. Experiment Design

2.1 General organization
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We ran 24 experimental sessions in two locatio@satlthe University of Paris 1, Panthéon-
Sorbonne, and 12 at the University of Cergy-Poet{gsnew town outside central Paris), with
a maximum of 4 couples per session, from March 2012anuary 2013. 81 couples, aged
approximately 25 to 65 years dldwere recruited, essentially through a communioatio
campaign using newspaper articles, radio and T&mwgws. Couples must have lived in the
same home together for a continuous period of adtlene year (a condition checked in
guestionnaire Il). Volunteers had been told thairtbouple could earn between €50 and €100
for sessions of approximately 2 hours, but theyraitireceive information about the purpose
or the content of the experiment. To participatajptes had to register on a website created
for the occasiod. They could obtain help from us thanks to a phonenber that was
available. Of course, we are aware of the exist@fiae participation bias in the recruitment
treatment, since participation is voluntary and die not observe the characteristics of the
people who did not participate. Sessions were leldSaturdays, weekday afternoons or
lunchtimes, to reduce the cost of participationll,Sive observed that in the sample of
volunteers, couples belonged to a wide range absoonomic backgrounds, and different

labor market situations (see Table 1V).

Sessions lasted between 2 and 2% hours. They weardy 5 to 6 experimentalists, and
managed by one or two of the authors, with 4 cauplarticipating in each sessibnThe
experiment was a “pen and paper” exercise. Paatitgohad to work on tasks that are not
computerized. Time was measured by experimentalists were also in charge of reporting
production and ensuring that the payment rulesachegame were perfectly understood by
the participants. This kind of experiment takesetint is more concrete and it is taken
seriously by the participants. It guarantees a drigdata quality than computerized
experiments, except maybe for the data reportinglwbould generate mistakes but which
was also strictly controlled by us. Another probédim issue related to the experiment design
stems from the fact that participants could feleick of anonymity, due to the presence of one

supervisory experimentalist per participant, whoswiherefore in close contact with

2 The average age of husband and wife.

3 www.expeco.fr

4 We wish to thank all the experimentalists (colleag) doctoral students and graduate students) weiped us
in running this experiment as well as pilot sessidinil Alpman, Magalie Ayache, Marie Baguet, Sy8iatool,
Francois Belot, Christophe Bournez, Roxane Bribetiphine Drouet, Thomas Erard, Gaelle Ferrant, Se#&o
Fofana, Héléne Gace, Léontine Goldzahl, Fabian &plranielle Hadjiou, Lewis Hounpekevi, Ignacio &no
Stéphane Lavie, Nacim Laimeche, Christophe Midakexdie Poncet, Juliette Rey, Thomas Richard, OrnéaéS
Hervé Martial Takteu, Claire Thiboult, Stefania Meloska, Yun Wu, Léa Yammine, and Carlos Torresgain
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participants. Participants had to take their deosifreely without feeling any pressure from

observation. This is why the team of experimentahgas trained by us to act professionally

and to be as neutral as possible towards partitspdacisions and performance, in order that

they could feel free to take any decision they wdnas well as to act in a natural way.

2.2 Detailed implementation of the experiment

The timeline of the experiment is given in Tabl&tithe beginning of each stage, instructions

and payment rules were read aloud and projectedsaneen.

Table I: Timeline of an Experimental Session

0) ALL PARTICIPANTS - reception and general instructions
1) INDIVIDUAL PART
Training time for tasks 1 and 2 Nature of the task varies across sessions
(Gender/Neutral treatment)
Measurement of individual productivity tasks 1, 2 Order randomized across participants.
Questionnaire |
Socio-demographic questionnaire Order randomized across sessions (stage
1, 3)
2) COUPLE PART
Hand out a paper with the 3 wage patterns (WDA,
MDA, MWS) specific to the couple
Show individual productivities For sessions with informed treatment (1) only
Free discussion time for couple discussion and Order of the 3 wage patterns (WDA, MDA,
couple work 3 wage patterns MWS) randomized across couples
3) INDIVIDUAL PART
Measurement of individual productivity, tasks 1,2  Order randomized across participants
Questionnaire IlI
Socio-demographic questionnaire Order randomized across sessions (stage 1. 3)
4) PAYOUT - Couple payout and good bye

12



In stage Q all the participants were informed together sirggle room about the timeline and
general payment rules. Participants were informédut the exchange rate of the
experimental currency unit used in the experimefich wasECU35 = €1 They were told
that their decision was anonymous with anonymitgargateed by personal identifiers that
should be worn at all times. We also explainechenmt that the payment was given jointly, at
the end, to the couple, with both members predeatticipants were granted with a fixed
payment of ECU700 = €20 for their participatidhey were informed that additional money
could be earned in the course of the experimengentting on a current payment rule and
their performance. In all stages, participants weté that the faster they accomplished the
tasks, the more money their couple would earn. &eriment proceeded in three phases
with a short break in between.

Stages 1 and 3consisted in measuring individual productivitié®. time spent by each
subject in performing each of the two tasks. Iis thdividual work session, men and women
were separated in different rooms. Each subject agagyned at a work station, spread out
across the rooms and separated by screens. A aoekplas made of U-shaped tables with 2
individuals working back to back. This configuratiallowed one experimentalist to measure
the performance of both participants at the same.tirhe subjects were asked to accomplish
a fixed quantity of each of the two tasks in a miam amount of time and were instructed
that the faster they accomplished the tasks, tijieeiitheir income would be. They had first a
training period to get familiar with the two tasksbe performed. Time measures were made
on an individual basis by a timekeeper, discregtisted at a distance. Individual productivity
in each task was theoretically supposed to be faedss games and time for one individual
(a} parameters of program (P)). The second measuramdrg third stage aimed precisely at

checking this point.

The maximum time allocated for individual productim these parts was set&mn 30for
each task. This time was calibrated using pilssss to ensure that any participant could
do the tasks in the time imparted. For taskvhen the productiolD; was reached, the
experimentalist measured the time. The stopwatchpuh on display on the work station so
that the subjects could see their performance. 8isthete reporting was done to ensure there
was no competition among the subjects. The diffszdmetween the maximum time and the
time spent doing the task by the participant wad paa rate oECU10 per secondA short
guestionnaire aiming at eliciting beliefs and prefiees was filled out during these phases
13



(see Questionnaires | and Ill in Appendices 1 ahdThe individual socio-demographic

guestionnaire (Questionnaire 1)) was filled outidg stages 1 or 3.

In stage 2 couples were asked to work jointly on the two satomestic tasks, in the same
limited total time as in stageik. with a maximum time which was the sum of the maxim
times of each of the tasks. This treatment wasatepe3 times for each couple, with different
wage patternsW{DA, MDA, andMWS). These wage patterns corresponded to the ditferen
regimes set out in the theoretical section. Ushegindividual measures of productivity for
the first stage, the wage rates of each parther aluation of individual free time) was
individually fixed to ensure that the optimum felithin one specific regime. For example, to
reach aWDA optimum, we could adequately fix the relative wagte ratiow, /w,, to be

lower than the minimum relative productivities odmven and men in each.

Couples were spread out across the rooms (sepwdteiween couples) and assigned a place
within a specific U-shaped workplace. We first pé material on the tables and let the
spouses place themselves naturally, wherever #@ielie, inside this space. We trained the
experimentalists to behave neutrally and very célgein this stage, in order to avoid any bias
coming from the observer. So, for example, the wogwuld choose initially with her partner
to position herself closer to the material of oagktor another: this would occur without any
suggestion from the experimentalist. Before stgrthre work, we distributed a sheet of paper
containing the three wage patterns that would applhe three episodes of joint workin
some cases (informed treatment), the paper alstaioed information about individual
productivities. This information was also given woand explained precisely with video
instructions. Before starting, the couple also fiad discussion time to plan their work. This
discussion time occurred at three intervals, beffloeeapplication of each payment rule.

The couple was placed in a situation correspontinthe model set out in section 1. The
partners had to complete the entire productionmaf tasks D1 andD2) and choose the free
time of each partner in order to maximize the pHyehich is given in PrograniP), section
1). The time endowmeritwas calibrated so that the two tasks could bg adtomplished by

one partner alone. This corresponded to the asgumpe make in the theoretical model (see

5 The computation of wage patterns requires somanizgtion in a pen and paper experiment since \ed te
produce the sheet of paper containing the paynubed of each couple during the course of the erpant (a
treatment that would take less than 1second im@aterized lab experiment but requires 10-15 chrefnutes
in ours).
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inequalities (4) above). No couple of the sampledain accomplishing the two tasks on
time. Each individual could choose to take his/iiee time at any moment. Free time was
valued at the individual wage rates (denoted andw,,). Decisions were jointly planned
beforehand by the couple during the discussion.tiMe did not tell the participants that free
time represented what could be labor market wohe fules of joint couple production of
domestic goods were clearly explained to the gpeids. In short, we needed to ensure that
the specific shape assumed in the theoretical Jpadrresponded to what we applied in the
design (see more details in section 2.4). Congregalch couple was given a limited time of 7
minutes to accomplish the same fixed quantity @f tlvo same tasks as in the first stage.
Couples were informed that they could choose toestiee work as they wished. They could
perform one task each, each of them being paidsétdr wage rate for the time remaining in
the time allotted. They could instead choose tmiet person complete the two tasks alone,
the partner performing both tasks being paid @hbrswage rate for the time remaining, and
the other at his/her wage rate for the whole akklaime. Or they could choose any
intermediary solution, one of them performing btdisks, but with the participation of the
other in at least one task or both. We reporte@ spent by each person in each task, as well

as the amount of their production.

2.3 Treatments and predictions

In order to disentangle the potential effect of f@rences, social norms and gendered
stereotypes, we assigned two treatments to thierempntal design according to different

criteria.

Table II: Experimental Design 2x2

Treatments Not informed Informed
Gendered Tasks / Any
: (NI) U
Information
Neutral
21 20 41
(N)
Gendered
27 19 40
(G)
Any 2 39 81
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These treatments took place between sessions:ahdby vs genderedG) tasks and
informed(l) vs not informedNI). The number of observations in each case is suinaakin
Table Il. The first criterion of the design is thature of the tasks. The experimental sessions
were divided in two types: gendered)(and neutralN). Gendered tasks are viewed as being
‘naturally’ attributed to a specific gender, wheserutral tasks do not have this property. The
treatment was chosen to be applied between subjictsas not possible to implement a
within treatment, as it would have involved the gles in the performing of four different
tasks, which did not permit a reasonable duratioriife sessions.

As we expected that stereotypes about gender oblasge task allocation decision of a
couple, our predictions were the following. Whemmgaring the treatment group (couples
performing gendered tasks) and the control groopgles performing gender neutral tasks),
we expected to find more deviation from efficiehbies in the treatment group in stage 2,
with a higher number of men performing the “masuiliask” (tightening metal brackets) and
a higher number of women performing the “feminiaskf’ (sorting out socks) than would
result from an efficient division of labor. Of cea; we expect that some deviations from
efficiency would also occur in the neutral casd,the distance to efficiency would be higher

in the stereotyped case.

In order to better understand what drives the previresult (if obtained), a second treatment
(I,NI) controls the information flow within the couple. all the sessions, in stage 1, it should
be recalled that individual productivities are givarally and secretly by the timekeeper and
visually (using the stopwatch), just after the nueesient of performance by the
experimentalist, in two different rooms for men awdmen. Then half of the couples
(denoted groupl}) are informed about both partners’ individual guotivities measured in
stage 1. Individual productivities (the time reguitby each member of the couple to perform
each task) were given on the same paper sheet wbitained the individual valuation of
free time for the three wage patterns. In tNg) (group, the productivity information remains
private, even within the couple. Of course, coupkembers have free discussion time when

they can possibly share this private informafion.

This treatment I(Nl) aims at disentangling the effects of a “sociatnmibfrom those of
stereotypes: as set out above, stereotypes asethef beliefs grounded in society and which

8 In practice, we never heard any of them ask thaimer about his/her performance in tasks.
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link a personal attribute to social categoriesouin case, the beliefs would be that women are
better at sorting socks than men, while men areeNed to perform better than women at
attaching metal brackets. If deviations from e#i@y mainly come from the prevalence of
stereotypes, information about the true performariaach partner should then modify these
beliefs, at least partially, so as to decreasdiaefcies linked to stereotypes. Conversely, if
the gendered division of labor reflects social n@nather than stereotypes, there will be a
cost in deviating from the social norm, whateves thue performance in completing task.
What is important then for subjects is “doing gaiidSevilla-Sanzet al, 2010). If people
consider, to some extent, that it is the “role’nad@men to deal with clothes, while it is that of
men to deal with metal brackets, they will chooseshare work in that way, even if this
choice has a cost in terms of efficiency. Informatplays no role in this case. Hence, better
information about true performance should not $igantly modify the decision treatment if

social norms play a prominent role in the gendeliesion of labor.

Finally, to complete this design, we make the pgréints fill out an individual socio-
demographic questionnaire, as well as two quesdioes about their beliefs and preferences
(Questionnaires 1 and 2; the timeline is given &bl€ | above). Anonymity of the answers

was guaranteed, even within couples.

2.4 Tasks and production rules

The tasks were chosen according to the followinguirements. They should be simple
enough not to leave room for variation in qualiBerformance of participants should be
different but rather stable in time, so we coulie rmut learning or tiredness effects. Of course,
the tasked had to be doable manually in a clas®,raod not too costly. The production had

to be easy to count and divisible.

Gendered Tasks

The female-oriented gendered task consisted imgoout and forming balls of folded socks
with a matched pairs, from a basket containing dteqtial pairs and 10 unmatched socks.
These socks were of different colors, sizes ant diiferent patterns. They were mixed up in
the basket. The basket was changed between rogedarding the production rules, we only

allowed the participants to take the socks outhefliasket once the ball of folded pairs was
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formed, not before. The production level to be hesicwas 11 pairs of socks, within a

maximum time of 3% minutes.

The male-oriented gendered task consisted in atigich metal brackets with 2 nuts and 2
screw bolts, five times. Each shape should forr’ atd be tightened without any play. The

nuts and bolts could be introduced in differenedilons. The material was presented in a
basket with more nuts and screw bolts than necgdsatr the exact amount of metal brackets.

The production level to be reached was 5 ‘T’ shapith a maximum time of 3% minutes.

Neutral Tasks

To perform the first neutral task, participantsaezbto stuff one envelope with two sheets of
paper of different colors, appropriately foldedthree, and then close the envelope. The
material put on the table contained exactly théatrigmount of envelopes and 2 piles of
colored sheets of paper. The required productiveal iwas 5 envelopes, in a maximum time

of 3% minutes.

The second neutral task was to search and findephtene numbers in a list of 50 names
matched with phone numbers, and write them dowriivanpieces of paper, each with a
name of the list

on it. Material for this task included a list ofdwwages containing names matched with phone
numbers, pens, and five nominative forms. The nhshavas different in each round. The

required production level was 5 phone numbers,nmagimum time of 3% minutes.

Joint production rules for couples

In the gendered setting, the required level oftjproduction within a couple was 5 ‘T’ shapes
and 11 pairs of socks in 7 minutes maximum (fohjpdn the neutral setting, the couple had
to produce 5 envelopes and 5 phone numbers in dtesrmaximum (for both). The rules of

joint production for a couple were precisely ddsed to the participants with lots of

illustrative examples. In order to avoid complenagity between spouses’ time, we forbid the
participants to help their partner in the produttfrocess of one good. For example, one
partner was not allowed to indicate to his/hermparif he/she saw the matched sock. In the

production of metal bracket ‘Ts’, one partner was allowed to give the bolts to the other
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and so on. We also insisted on the fact that tleydcswitch tasks if they wanted at any time,
they could also work together in the same bask#teasame time without helping each other.
In each round, free time should be taken once andlf by any of the partners by declaring

“free time” to the experimentalist.

To give an example, assume that the different tiedees for each partner (F and M), i.e. their
productivity in performing tasks are the followirgfjown in lines 1 and 2 of Table Il below:

Table 11l: Example

Time spent at

performing
. Socks Brackets
(minutes.sec)
3.30 2.15
F
M 2.30 3.30
Wages in each w
regime (ecus/s) f Wm
MWS 300 300
MDA 404 196
WDA 106 494

Stereotype in Efficiency in

each regime each regime
Total gains (euros) 60 72.5
[ecus] [2100] [2537,5]

Then, the wages computed in each regime would @setlppearing in lines 3, 4 and 5 of
Table Ill. Total gains of the couple would dependtbe way they share tasks in the three
regimes. Here, the woman has a comparative adwar(@&agen an absolute advantage) in
brackets as compared to socks relative to her grargfficiency would require that she

tightens the brackets and he sorts out socks ilMWS regime. This is the way of saving

most free time for both, paid at the same wage r&tgthermore, according to the design of
the experiment, taking into account the wage raifabeir free time, he should do both tasks
in the MDA regime while she does nothing, and cosely she should do all while he does

nothing in the WDA regime. If the couple choosefliceicy in the three regimes, its total
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gaing would reach a maximum of 72.50 euros. If, condgrdbey systematically share tasks
according to gender roles, i.e. he tightens thelkats while she sorts the socks in the three
regimes, the couple’s gains would be 60 euros. &legfticiency raises the couple’s gains by

more than 20% in this example.

3. Results

Tables IVa and Vb below give the main charactessof the sample. The couples were on
average 40 years old. The age difference betweenamgé women was on average two years,

which is usual for French population data.

Table IV: Descriptive Statistics

Table IVa Individuals Characteristics

Women Men
Age 39.58 41.54
(12.06) (12.18)
Education Level (years of 16.56 18.74
education) (13.57) (12.53)
Employed 0.8025 0.9136
(0.3989) (0.2815)
Individual Account 0.8395 0.7531
(0.3678) (0.4321)
Table IVb Household Characteristics

Cergy Paris

Average Age 40.26 40.92
(12.26) (11.49)

No child 0.4773 0.5405
(0.5004) (0.4995)

Married 0.4204 0.3243
(0.4945) (0.4692)

Civil Union (“Pacs”) 0.1363 0.2162
(0.3438) (0.4126)

Not married, nor 0.4432 0.4595
“Pacsed” (0.4977) (0.4995)
Couple duration (years) 11.87 13.16
(11.47) (10.96)

Joint Account 0.6364 0.6622
(0.4820) (0.4740)

" Total gains include gains from individual sessiohthe experiment. We assume in the example hiatime
spent by each partner in each task remains the sanmavn in Table Il above- in all sessions. Moreductive
couples could earn more than 100 euros.
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The couples were stable: they had lived togethemiare than 10 years on average. They had
relatively high employment rates and education leveéelection according to these
observable characteristics was comparable in Cargy in Paris. In the Paris sample of
volunteers, couples were less often married andchddren less often too. They were also
more often employed, which is also what was toxpeeted from the population data relating

to inner Paris, compared to its suburbs.

Result 1: Having to perform gender stereotyped taskreduces the likeliness of choosing

an efficient division of labor.

Table V below shows a comparison of efficiency niees using the discrete and metric
distance variables (see above, section 1.2) forthhee rounds of stage 2, corresponding
respectively to the three wage patteMg/S, WDA and MDA. We observed that in the
MWS case, where efficiency required that each parspecialized entirely in the task
corresponding to her/his comparative advantageplesuachieved efficiency in more than
73% of cases for neutral tasks, while they achiesHitgiency in only 60% of cases for
gendered tasks. This difference between their pedaces in neutral tasks and in gendered
tasks is shown to be systematic, with the diffeeemcperformances varying to some extent,
depending on the type of equilibrium. It shouldrim¢ed that for thé¢IDA andWDA wage
patterns, couples were more often inefficient te#itient, whatever the type of task, while
the opposite occurred for specialization (M&/S treatment). This could potentially be due
to zero aversion (aversion to do nothing whileghener does everythin§However, for the
three types of equilibrium, and according to wha&t @xpected, the percentage of efficient

choices was higher for neutral tasks than for gertitasks.

We test whether the groups submitted to the geddeeatment had a significantly different
efficiency behavior compared to the groups subuhittethe neutral treatment. We model the
probability of being efficient using the data pablever the 3 rounds (243 observations). We
use the Mantel-Haenszel (1959) test to check whettee effect of the gendered treatment
was heterogeneous or could be considered as homagever the MWS, MDA and WDA
decisions. This test checks the equality of thesedtio of the effect of the stereotyped

treatment on efficiency in a logistic model, acrtissse different groups (MWS, MDA and

8 Note, however, that as participants knew the tlrage settings from the beginning, they also krieat they
would have the opportunity to reverse roles in haotound: this design was used precisely to agqidty
problems.
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WDA). The test passes at the 5% level with a pealft10.6616, so we chose to implement
the tests of the impact of the gendered treatmeoliny the 3 rounds. Regarding the discrete
measure of efficiency, a Mann-Whitney-Wilcoxon (Maand Whitney, 1947; Wilcoxon,
1945) non-parametric test is used to check wheteeefficiency rate is significantly different
for groups treated with the gendered as comparethdgoneutral group. This test can be
applied on unmatched data in which individuals leé groups can be supposed to have
behaved independently of each other, which wasethdbe case here. The p-value equals
0.0281 and leads to the rejection of equality oanse at the 5% level. Regarding the distance
to efficiency measure (last column on the rightg Mann-Whitney-Wilcoxon test statistics

leads to a p-vale equals to 0.0810. So we rejectdfuality of means at the 10% level.

Table V: Impact of the Gendered Treatment on Couplefficiency

Percentage of Distance from

Efficient Couples optimum

(measure 1 —d;) (measure d,)
Treatment Neutral Gendered Neutral Gendered
MWS 73.2% 60.0% 0.493 0.532
(n=81) (0.867) (0.809)
MDA 20.0% 15.0% 0.745 0.818
(n=81) (0.451) (0.449)
WDA 48.8% 25.6% 0.458 0.672
(n=81) (0.512) (0.273)
All 0.564 0.674

47.5% 33.6%
(n=243) (0.646) (0.607)
Mann Whitney 0.0281 ** 0.0810 *

test (p-value)

* a significant difference at the 10% level, ** thie 5% level and *** at the 1% level.

Result 2: When a deviation from efficiency occursit is usually in the direction of the

stereotype.

Table VI below illustrates this result. In Table ,the distance to optimum has been
decomposed in the following way for the genderedtinent: a deviation from the optimum is
characterized as “expected” (going in the expediegettion), if the deviation is made toward

the stereotyped value (the woman does more soaksratiie man does more metal brackets

22



than what the optimum would dictate), while it l®acacterized as “unexpected” (going in the

unexpected direction) if the deviation from optimgmes away from the stereotyped value

(see above, section 1.2).

It can be seen in Table VI below that, as coulékgected, couples do deviate more towards
the stereotype than in the opposite direction, edet the distance measure used here
(discrete or metric). The tests show a highly digant difference between the two directions

of deviation: clearly, for couples, the stereotypethavior has power to draw them away from

efficient behavior.

Table VI: Distance from Efficiency, Modified Measure

For Gendered To optimum Expected Unexpected Test expected Test expected
treatment direction direction different from distance >
(n=119) unexpected* unexpected
Distance d, 0.6741 0.4588 0.2153 Pvalue Pvalue
(standard (0.6072) (0.5838) (0.4396) 0.0022 *** 0.9989

error)

* Mann-Whitney-Wilcoxon sign-rank non-parametristen unmatched data.

Result 3: Gender differences in preferences for t&s cannot explain the efficiency

difference between the gendered and the neutral tatment (Result 1)

Preferences for tasks were collected using an ichaik anonymous questionnaire filled in by
the participants during the experiment. Table \dldw shows that, on average, in the neutral
sessions, women prefer envelopes, while men pmiene numbers; and in the gendered

sessions women prefer socks, while men prefer rhedakets.

Table VII: Preferred Task

Neutral Treatment Phone No Envelopes
Women (n=41) 48.8 % 51.2%
Men (n=39) 87.2% 12.8 %
Gendered Socks Squares

Treatment
Women (n=40) 72.6% 27.4%
Men (n=40) 42.5% 57.5%
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Surprisingly, if we look at the differences in pednces, we can see that the highest gender
difference preference for tasks appears for phamebers and envelopes: there is nearly a 75-
percentage point difference in favor of the phonenber preference by men, compared to
envelopes. Women do prefer socks over squarestheutdifference is much lower: 45
percentage points only. The difference for men betwsocks and metal brackets is very
small: 5 percentage points in favor of metal brégkand the difference for women between
phone numbers and envelopes is about 2 percentages nly. It can easily be concluded
from these figures that the deviation from effid@grtowards the stereotyped value is not
driven by preferences; otherwise the deviation froptimum values would have been

observed to be larger for neutral tasks than &mesttyped tasks, which is not the case.

Result 4: Beliefs about gender differences in perfmance are strongly stereotyped,

compared to real gender performance differences

Let us now turn to relative performances and taebelbout them. Table VIII below shows
that, on average, women perform better than memllirtasks (less time, hence better
performance). We recall that these measures weareedaout during the individual work
session. The gender difference in performance appeaest for phone numbers, and highest
for socks. We computed comparative advantage frodividual performance measures,.
Table IX shows the observed comparative advantagevémen. Recall that a woman will
have a comparative advantage in metal bracketsrifrélative productivity (inverse of the
ratio of time spent) in attaching metal bracketsipared to matching socks is better than the
relative performance of her male partner (see Eidyr In this case, her partner will have a

comparative advantage in socks.

TABLE VIII: Gender and Observed Performances for Tasks

Treatment Tasks Male/Female
Time
Neutral Phone 1.11

Envelopes 1.18

Gendered Socks 1.25

Squares 1.10
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We observe from Table IX that women more often hawemparative advantage in stuffing
envelopes (in nearly 60% of the observations) aspased to selecting phone numbers, and
an even greater comparative advantage (60% of bisereations) in matching socks as
compared to attaching metal brackets. Rememberevemthat wages were set in order to

control for these differences.

Table IX: Who has the Comparative Advantage?

Treatment Tasks Woman has the

comparative

advantage

Neutral Phone 41.46 %
(n=41)

Envelops 58.54 %

Gendered Socks 60.00 %
(n=40)

Squares 40.00 %

Beliefs about performance were collected via a tp@saire (Questionnaire 1, see Appendix

Al). The results are shown in Table X.

Table X: Beliefs about Relative Performance of Womn Compared to their Partner

Treatment Task Beliefs Woman faster Equal Performance Woman slower
According to than partner than partner

Neutral Phone Women 43.90% 21.95% 34.15%
(n=41)

Men 30.77% 25.64% 43.59%

Envelopes Women 48.78% 24.39% 26.83%

Men 43.59% 33.33% 23.08%

Gendered Socks Women 56.41% 15.38% 28.21%
(n=40)

Men 47.50% 37.50% 15.00%

Metal Women 17.50% 17.50% 65.00%

brackets
Men 25.00% 22.50% 52.50%
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We observe that, in line with gendered stereotyp6% of women (47.5% of men) believe
that the woman in their couple is faster than reetrer in the “socks” task (65% of women
and 55% of men believe that she is at least asafasim), and that, symmetrically, 65% of
women and 52% of men believe that men will be fastéhe task of attaching metal brackets.
Regarding neutral tasks, it can be observed thhef®eabout performance are gender
differentiated, but much less so than for steremtypasks: women do not make any
significant difference between phone and envelopéser concerning their own performance
or that of their partner. More men, on averaged tienbelieve that themselves will be better
than their partner at phone numbers (44% of thehilevonly 34% of women have the same
belief concerning the relative performance of itheale partner). Women’s and men’s beliefs
about envelopes are more similar and in favor omew (only 27% of women and 23% of
men believe that the woman in their couple willdb®wver than her male partner). Note that,
in general, looking at neutral tasks, each gendems to have a better opinion of its own
performances.

Table XI: Observed Relative Performance of Women Cmpared to their Partner

Treatment Task Woman faster Equal Performance Woman slower
than partner (+/-5%) than partner
Neutral Phone 51.22% 9.76% 39.02%
(n=41)
Envelopes 56.10% 14.63% 29.27%
Gendered Socks 65.00% 12.50% 22.50%
(n=40)
Metal 47.50% 17.50% 35.00%
brackets

Table Xl represents the relative observed perfonaan the couple. It can be compared with
the beliefs of Table X. The threshold for equaliis been set at +/-5%nterestingly enough,

it can be seen that women’s performances are alwagisrestimated, by men still more in
general than by the women themselves. Note howbegthe difference between beliefs and
true values is not so high in the “feminine task&. socks. In more than 75% of the
observations, women are observed to be at leafstsashan men in performing this task. It

can be compared with beliefs, where about the gam&entage of the participants share the

9 The results are robust to another choice of thestiold (+/-1% or +/-10%)
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same opinion. The difference between observed pedioce and beliefs occurs for the

“masculine task”. In the case of metal brackets,difference between true figures and beliefs
is very high: 47.5% of women appear clearly fadfiean their spouses in this task

(respectively 65% at least as fast), whereas o 2(resp. 40%) of the participants share
this opinion. It should be noted that, interestinghen seem to be less influenced by the
stereotype than women. Differences between bediefisperformances for the masculine task
are higher for females than for males: women seeuamtlerestimate their true performance in
the masculine task more. Regarding the neutralsigsérformance and beliefs also differ,

women’s performances being always underestimatadihle difference is less marked than
for the gendered task. Men often believe that thiflyperform as well as their partner though,

in fact, she performs better. This is especialletfor phone numbers, (30% of men only
think that their partner will be faster though thee figure is 51%), but, overall, even in that
case, their feeling is not so bad as “phone” istdsk for which the percentage of women
being slower than their partner is the highesty wdvse to men’s beliefs. It may be concluded
that couples share false beliefs about women’smaed's relative performances in gendered

tasks: the performance of women in the “mascubis&’tis clearly underestimated.

Result 5: Giving information about performance within the couple reduces the

stereotype effect.

Table XIlI: Effect of Informational Treatment

Table Xlla: On Efficiency Rates

Treatment Number of Efficient
couples

Informed 42 40.5 %

(n=126)

Not Informed 39 40.8 %

(n=117)

Table Xllb: On Distance to Optimum, Gendered Tasks

Treatment Distance Measural:
Informed 0.6019 Expected 0.3578
(n=56) (0.5698) (0.5173)
Unexpected 0.2441
(0.4847)
Not Informed 0.7382 Expected 0.5486
(n=63) (0.6362) (0.6275)
Unexpected 0.1896
(0.3973)
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Finally, Table Xl above shows the difference betwethe deviation from the optimum
obtained in the informed and the non-informed tremit. As can be seen in the table, the
informational treatment, which consists in givirge tproductivity information of partners in
the couple before the couple task allocation ganaes, generally a modest effect on the
number of efficient outcomes. Conversely and irgiangly enough, information tends to
reduce the measured distance to the optimum, wisichspecially true for the expected
distance. A formal statistical test does allowasdnfirm this result fully: the deviation from
efficiency towards the stereotype increases in #iisence of information (expected
deviations), whereas it is reduced when the inféionas present. This result is another piece
of evidence supporting our interpretation thatesteypes could be one of the main causes of
inefficiencies in couples’ choices of time alloceti

Conclusion

The design of the experiment aimed at showing tumaiples tend to divide labor in an

inefficient way, especially when they are perforguiigendered tasks”. 81 couples
participated in an experiment which was run pairlyaris and partly in the suburban new
town of Cergy-Pontoise. After having measured irdligl productivity for separate tasks, we
let the couples choose together how to carry aatlyoboth tasks, in a limited time. Theory

predicts that couples should allocate their timeoeding to their comparative advantage.
Analyzing the results, we prove that gendered tastsce couples to deviate from efficiency
most of the time. Couples significantly deviate sjyoand more often when they perform
gendered tasks as compared to neutral tasks. Theydaviate more often in the expected
direction,i.e. towards the stereotyped value, where the womas thaee pairing of socks and

the man does more tightening of metal brackets.

Our results also provide further explanations &f tlesults. Three main causes for such
deviations are supplied by theorge. 1/ preferences directly entering the productiamcfion;

2/ social norms (there is a cost when deviatinghffgender roles”); and 3/ stereotypes (false
beliefs about respective productivities in “gendetasks” of women and men). The results of
our experiment make it possible to exclude thd fieise. Moreover, though our results do
not provide direct evidence against the role ofadaworms (gender roles) as sole explanation
of inefficiency, they do so indirectly, as we shthat information matters. The results indeed

show that false beliefs based on stereotypes ahents and women'’s relative productivities
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in tasks, which can be characterized as “mascualirféeminine”, were significant in leading

to inefficiencies in the allocation of tasks amdhg couples participating in our experiment.
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Appendix Al: Questionnaire |

N°Anonymat :
Date :

Session :

Individual and Anonymous Questionnaire |

1) If you could choose to realize only one of the tasks proposed, which of them would
you choose:
o the task «phone number»/ «socks»
o the task « envelopes »/ « squares»

2) Do you think that you will be:
o faster on the task «phone number»/ «socks»
o faster on the task « envelopes »/ « squares»
o equally fast on both tasks

3) In your opinion, compared to you, your partner \wil
on the task «phone number»/ «socks»: o faster
o less fast
0 equally fast
on the task «envelopes»/ « squares». o faster

o less fast
0 equally fast
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Appendix A2: Questionnaire 3

NO .
Date:
session : _

Final Individual Questionnaire

1) Did you find each realized task: ?

Phone/: 10 Very easy Envelopes/: 10 Very easy

Socks o1 Rather easy Squares 20 Rather easy
@ Rather difficult 30 Rather difficult
a Very difficult 40 Very difficult

2) Did you find each realized task: ?

Phone!: 10 Very pleasant Envelopes/: 10 Very pleasant

Socks 21 Rather pleasant Squares 20 Rather pleasant
@ Rather unpleasant 30 Rather unpleasant
@ Very unpleasant 40 Very unpleasant

3) Have you got further remarks concerning the conterthe progress of the
experience ?

Thank you for your participation!
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