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Abstract	

In	2011	Alberto	Alesina,	Andrea	Ichino,	and	Loukas	Karabarbounis	published	a	

paper	with	the	argument	that	gender-based	taxation,	where	women	were	taxed	

less	 than	 men,	 because	 their	 labour	 supply	 were	 more	 elastic,	 would	 have	

positive	effects	on	society.	Along	with	creating	a	smaller	gender	pay	gap,	 intra-

family	bargaining	would	begin	from	a	more	economically	equal	footing,	meaning	

an	 increase	 of	 both	 spouses	 partaking	 in	 the	 labour	 market	 as	 well	 as	

contributing	more	equally	at	home.	Gender-based	taxation	has	been	discussed	in	

academia,	though	not	extensively,	and	has	been	discussed	mainly	in	the	form	of	

household	taxation	or	as	secondary	earner	taxation.	However,	the	research	that	

exists	concurs	with	Alesina	et	al.	(2011).		

This	 paper,	 taking	 the	 findings	 of	 Alesina	 et	 al	 (2011)	 as	 given,	 seeks	 to	

understand	 the	 reactions	 of	 politicians	 in	 regards	 to	 gender-based	 taxation	

across	five	countries:	Denmark,	Norway,	Sweden,	Italy	and	Spain.	To	this	aim,	we	

conducted	a	survey	experiment	asking	whether	politicians	in	parliaments	of	the	

five	 countries	would	 vote	 favourably	 for	 gender-based	 taxation	 or	 not	 if	 their	

government	or	parliament	were	to	propose	it.	We	analysed	the	answers	received	

in	 regards	 to	 nationality,	 gender,	 age,	 whether	 the	 contacted	 subjects	 have	

children	 or	 not	 as	 well	 as	 political	 orientation.	 Finally,	 we	 tested	 whether	

gender-neutral	or	gendered	language	had	an	effect	on	whether	politicians	would	

vote	for	gender-based	taxation	or	not,	by	posing	the	question	in	two	differently	

worded	sentences	for	each	half	of	the	sample	pool.	In	addition	to	this	we	reached	

out	 to	 a	 list	of	 Interest	Organisations	 as	well	 as	 to	 Political	 Parties	 in	 order	 to	

collect	qualitative	data	to	support	the	findings	in	our	survey	experiment.	

Our	 research	 contributes	 to	 the	 existing	 academic	 and	 public	 discussion	 on	

gender-based	 taxation.	 While	 the	 proposal	 of	 this	 type	 of	 taxation	 so	 far	 has	

remained	confined	to	the	realm	of	theoretical	economics,	this	is	the	first	survey	

experiment	 to	our	knowledge	on	gender-based	 taxation	with	politicians	as	 the	

main	target.	This	brings	a	novel,	practical	dimension	to	the	discussion	of	whether	

gender-based	 taxation	 is	 well	 received	 in	 politics	 and	 can	 be	 practically	

implemented.	 In	 addition,	 our	 study	 provides	 suggestions	 for	 useful	 future	
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research	 on	 this	 topic.	 Scholars	 can	 use	 and	 expand	 our	 survey	 experiment	 to	

test	whether	theoretically	optimal	tax	proposals	are	well	received	by	politicians	

and	how	they	can	be	efficiently	 implemented.	Our	research	 is	conducted	based	

on	 the	position	 that	 it	 is	 important	 to	 test	 theoretical	 results	with	empirical	or	

experimental	data	and	combine	the	two.	This	is	especially	significant	if	the	aim	is	

to	derive	efficient	policy	implications	and	move	towards	policy	change.		
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1.	Introduction	

Female	 labour	 supply	 has	 been	 proven	 to	 be	 more	 sensitive	 to	 taxation	 than	

male	(Alesina	et	al.,	2011,	p.	1).	Women,	who	often	have	to	do	more	household	

work	 than	men,	need	a	greater	 incentive	 to	 swap	 their	 scarce	 time	 to	 the	paid	

and	 taxed	economy.1	The	work	 they	do	 in	 the	household	will	have	 to	be	either	

neglected	 or	 outsourced,	 in	 the	 latter	 case	 costing	 money.	 This	 means	 their	

financial	gain	from	participation	in	the	paid	economy	is	smaller	than	that	of	men,	

who	often	only	have	to	consider	any	financial	reward	in	participating	in	the	paid	

economy	with	how	much	leisure	time	they	have	to	concede	(Himmelweit,	2001,	

p.	6).	

	

Academics	have	discussed	this	fact	for	many	years,	whether	in	regards	to	intra-

household	bargaining	or	to	women’s	participation	in	the	labour	market	and	the	

general	agreement	is	that	national	taxation	policies	would	benefit	from	including	

this	knowledge.2	Among	others,	in	their	article	“Gender-Based	Taxation	and	the	

Division	of	Family	Chores,”	which	has	been	published	in	the	American	Economic	

Journal:	 Economic	 Policy	 in	 2011,	 Alberto	 Alesina,	 Andrea	 Ichino,	 and	 Loukas	

Karabarbounis	concluded	that	a	taxation	policy	tailored	to	gender	would	have	a	

substantial	and	beneficial	impact	on	society	as	a	whole	(Alesina	et	al.,	2011,	p.	1).		

	

Despite	 the	 growing	 interest	 in	 gender	 issues,	 the	 proposal	 of	 a	 gender-based	

taxation	 policy	 has	 remained	 confined	 to	 the	 academic	 realm,	 with	 neither	

practical	 implications,	 nor	 even	 discussions	 among	 politicians	 or	 other	 policy	

makers.	There	is	only	one	exception:	in	2008	the	Spanish	conservative	political	

party	 Partido	 Popular	 (the	 People’s	 Party)	 included	 the	 suggestion	 of	 Gender-

Based	 Taxation	 in	 the	 election	 campaign	 platform	 (Saint-Paul,	 2008).	

Furthermore,	it	also	came	up	at	a	senate	hearing	in	Australia	when	government	

																																																								
1 For an overview of the difference in time spent doing unpaid work across countries (including 
shopping, household chores, but also volunteer work) see the OECD table (section 3.2.2, table 1, page 
28 of this paper) for ”Unpaid Work for Men & Women”.  
2 Alesina, Ichino and Karabarbounis have sampled articles from Boskin and Sheshinksi in 1983, to 
Apps and Rees who have worked on this matter from the late 1980s onwards. 
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and	 opposition	 parties	 were	 discussing	 the	 consequences	 of	 the	 newest	 tax	

reforms	with	tax	experts	(Hutchens,	2018).3	

	

With	only	 these	 two	examples,	 it	 is	 clear	 that	 the	 reaction	of	politicians	 to	 the	

suggestion	to	tax	women	less	 than	men	 is	not	fully	known.	This	paper	seeks	to	

address	this	gap	by	investigating	whether	a	hypothetical	gender-based	taxation	

would	be	either	promoted	or	discouraged	by	politicians,	and	which	factors	affect	

such	 a	 decision.	 To	 do	 so,	we	 designed	 an	 original	 survey	 experiment	 and	we	

sent	 it	 via	 email	 to	 the	 elected	 politicians	 in	 parliament	 in	 Denmark,	 Norway,	

Sweden,	 Italy	and	Spain.	The	countries	were	chosen	to	represent	Northern	and	

Southern	Europe,	so	as	to	possibly	highlight	if	cultural	norms	in	regards	to	family	

and	household	management	would	make	a	difference	in	answers.	In	addition	to	

our	survey	experiment	we	reached	out	to	a	list	of	interest	organisations	as	well	

as	 to	 the	 political	 parties	 in	 each	 country	 to	 possibly	 add	 qualitative	 data	 to	

support	our	survey	experiment	findings.	

	

The	main	result	of	our	paper	is	that	the	proposal	was	divisive	and	not	many	were	

in	 favour	of	 it.	Furthermore,	politicians	were	even	more	 likely	 to	vote	no	when	

the	proposal	was	worded	in	a	gendered	manner.	There	can	be	many	reasons	for	

this,	which	would	call	 for	an	 investigation	of	 the	wider	societal	debate	to	 tease	

out	the	reasons	behind	this	fact.	Searching	for	that	understanding	would	be	very	

interesting	 and	 a	 probable	 second	 step	 building	 on	 the	 research	 we	 have	

conducted	here.	If	some	politicians	at	present	would	want	to	implement	policies	

targeting	gender	inequality,	our	research	shows	they	would	be	more	likely	to	be	

accepted	if	articulated	in	gender-neutral	terms.		

1.1	Our	contribution	

Our	 research	 contributes	 to	 the	 existing	 academic	 and	 public	 discussion	 on	

gender-based	 taxation.	 The	 proposal	 of	 gender-based	 taxation	 so	 far	 has	

remained	 restricted	 to	 the	 realm	 of	 theoretical	 economics,	 and	 no	 previous	

contributions	 have	 ever	 questioned	 whether	 that	 kind	 of	 taxation	 would	 be	

practically	implementable.	This	is	the	first	survey	experiment	with	politicians	as	
																																																								
3 It might be pertinent to note here, that the research was mentioned mostly in jest and it was not 
treated as a proposal for serious consideration by the committee it was mentioned to. 
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main	 targets	 to	 bring	 novel,	 practical	 dimensions	 to	 the	 discussion	 of	whether	

gender-based	 taxation	 is	 well	 received	 in	 politics	 and	 can	 be	 efficiently	

implemented.		

It	is	not	our	aim	in	this	paper	to	give	a	review	of	the	social	utility	of	gender-based	

taxation,	rather	to	test	whether	gender-based	taxation	is	a	policy	that	would	be	

able	to	make	way	within	the	parliamentary	systems	of	European	states.	We	take	

the	 research	done	by	Alesina	et	 al.	 (2011)	as	given	and	are	not	questioning	 its	

validity	or	conclusions.	Instead	we	are	taking	their	ideas	to	the	people	who	are	

able	to	do	something	with	them	and	actually	implement	them.	

Our	 research	 outputs	 target	 both	 academic	 and	 non-academic	 audiences.	

Politicians	will	know	the	stance	of	the	political	arena	on	the	issues	and	hopefully	

understand	the	dynamics	of	the	factors	that	influence	the	willingness	to	work	on	

a	 gender-based	 policy:	 whether	 it	 is	 nationality,	 gender	 or	 age,	 etc.	 as	well	 as	

how	to	articulate	and	present	such	policy	initiatives.	Academics	will	get	feedback	

from	politicians	to	an	area	that	has	been	the	object	of	academic	work	for	several	

decades,	ever	since	women	entered	the	work	force	in	larger	numbers.	They	can	

use	 this	 study	 as	 inspiration	 for	 further	 research,	 whether	 to	 ask	 for	 more	

detailed	feedback	–	on	the	background	of	this	paper,	to	gain	knowledge	on	how	

to	discuss	 their	 research	with	politicians	–	or	 to	explore	 their	research	 in	new	

dimensions,	such	as	what	is	the	political	concern	of	explicitly	tailoring	economic	

policies	to	genders.	

1.2	Overview	of	paper	

The	general	outline	of	the	paper	is	as	follows.	Section	1	is	the	introduction	of	the	

paper.	 Section	 2	 introduces	 the	 literature	 on	 gender-based	 taxation	 with	

particular	 focus	 on	 the	 article	 by	 Alesina	 et	 al.	 (2011).	 Section	 3	 briefly	

introduces	 the	 methodology	 of	 survey	 experiments,	 including	 strengths	 and	

limitations,	and	proceeds	to	describe	the	specific	design	we	used	in	our	research.	

Section	 4	 presents	 the	 results	 of	 our	 survey	 experiment.	 Section	 5	 further	

discusses	 the	 findings,	 with	 an	 extensive	 discussion	 of	 the	 design	 of	 survey	

experiments	 in	general	with	 focus	on	motivation	behind	our	specific	choices	 in	

the	design	and	the	strengths	and	 limitation	thereof.	Finally	Section	6	concludes	
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with	 a	 discussion	 on	 policy	 implications,	 the	 strengths	 and	 limitations	 of	 this	

research,	as	well	as	suggestions	for	future	research.	
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2.	Literature	and	motivation	

This	section	seeks	to	give	an	introduction	to	gender-based	taxation,	but	also	try	

to	 relate	 gender-based	 taxation	 to	 the	 issues	 it	 seeks	 to	 rectify,	 namely,	 that	

female	labour	supply	is	more	elastic	than	that	of	men	and	that	women’s	labour	

market	participation	is	lower	than	that	of	men.	Therefore,	this	section	is	not	only	

a	review	of	 the	 literature,	but	also	introduces	 important	concepts	and	 issues	to	

the	reader	in	order	to	fully	understand	the	framework	in	which	the	question	of	

gender-based	 taxation	 is	 handled	 here.	 This	 literature	 review	 intertwines	

strands	from	taxation	policies	and	gender	issues.	More	specifically	it	introduces	

concepts	 regarding	 child-penalty,	 intra-household	 job	 allocation,	 intra-

household	bargaining	and	household	work	as	an	unpaid	production	in	society.	

2.1	Male	and	Female	Labour	Supplies	

Firstly,	there	is	a	need	to	establish	the	issue	of	the	discrepancy	between	female	

and	male	 labour	 supply.	Female	 labour	 supply	 is	much	more	elastic	 than	male	

labour	 supply	 and	 female	 labour	 participation	 is	 lower	 than	 that	 of	 male	

(Jaumotte	 2003,	 p.	 7).	 Women	 behave	 differently	 from	 men	 in	 regards	 to	

taxation,	because	of	 the	 female	work	 in	the	unpaid	sector;	 in	other	words	their	

time	 spent	 in	 the	 household,	 and	 thus	 their	 price	 to	 enter	 the	 paid	 sector,	 is	

different	 (Jaumotte	 2003,	 p.	 7;	 Himmelweit	 2001,	 p.	 6).	 Work	 in	 the	 unpaid	

economy	consists	of	everything	concerning	household	management	and	chores,	

which	 is	culturally	and	traditionally	a	 female	responsibility	(Himmelweit	2001,	

p.	6;	 Jaumotte	2003,	p.	6).	This	means	 that	 in	order	 for	women	 to	work	 in	 the	

paid	economy,	their	time	away	from	the	unpaid	economy	has	to	be	compensated	

in	order	to	pay	for	household	management	services.	Their	“cost”	for	entering	the	

paid	economy	is	higher	than	men	(Himmelweit	2001,	p.	6).	

2.2	Paid	and	Unpaid	Economies	

When	gender	equality	policies	are	introduced	they	most	often	are	used	to	strive	

for	equality,	by	doing	exactly	the	same	towards	either	gender4	–	but	according	to	

Himmelweit	 (2001),	 taxing	 each	 gender	 the	 same	 will	 have	 different	 effects,	
																																																								
4 In this paper the words “gender” and “sex” is used in the binary and as interchangeable terms – as 
categorised in the eyes of the states of the countries analysed in this paper. Some European countries 
are moving beyond the gender binary, but that is irrelevant for the research surveyed here and has also 
not had influence on the structuring of the survey experiment. 
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because	 of	 the	 difference	 in	 society	 for	 each	 gender.	 She	 suggests	 that	 any	

economic	 policy	 requires	 a	 gender	 analysis	 on	 the	 effect	 on	 paid	 and	 unpaid	

economies,	but	also	 that	 it	should	be	assessed	within	households	 (Himmelweit	

2001,	 pp.	 16-17).	 She	 also	 touches	 upon	 the	 bargaining	 power	 within	 a	

heterosexual5	married	couple’s	household	and	the	effect	this	status	will	have	on	

women	over	a	lifetime,	if	the	structures	of	economic	policies	are	not	thought	out	

in	 the	 framework	 of	 gender.	 Women	 do	 more	 work	 in	 the	 unpaid	 economy,	

which	leaves	them	less	time	to	do	work	in	the	paid	economy	(Himmelweit	2001,	

p.	14).	Their	substitutable	time	from	unpaid	to	paid	is	lower,	because	they	have	

less	leisure	time	to	take	from.		

	

While	 Staudt	 (2010)	 has	 explored	 ways	 of	 taxing	 household	 work,	 there	 are	

other	ways	to	tailor	tax	policies	of	paid	work,	in	such	a	way	that	women	have	a	

greater	 incentive	 to	 join	 (or	 stay	 long-term)	 in	 the	 labour	 force	 –	 which	

furthermore	 will	 increase	 tax	 revenue.	 Therefore,	 it	 is	 the	 argument	 that	

combining	 tax	 policies	 with	 social	 policies	 will	 ensure	 optimal	 taxation	 and	

further,	 that	gender	analysis	 is	 an	 important	 framework	 in	 this	regard.	 It	 is	by	

this	 way	 of	 thinking	 that	 gender-based	 taxation	 is	 introduced.	 Despite	 the	

suggested	societal	benefits	of	implementing	gendered	policies,	it	has	for	the	most	

part	not	been	discussed	politically.	

The	argument	of	Himmelweit	(2001)	from	the	Women’s	Budget	Group	(WBG)	is	

that	an	analysis	in	regards	to	gender	would	complement	tax	policies	–	not	only	

when	governments	wish	to	encourage	or	discourage	a	certain	type	of	behaviour	

–	 but	 also	 to	 see	 what	 kind	 of	 behaviour	 it	 perhaps	 inadvertently	 endorses	

(Himmelweit	 2001,	 3).	 A	 given	 impact	 of	 a	 certain	 policy	 may	 not	 take	 into	

account	without	gender	analysis	–	in	other	words,	what	actual	effect	a	given	tax	

																																																								
5 While the authors of the present paper recognize relationships beyond the cis-heteronormative 
framework, they are the given norm in society and the framework that is most relevant for the given 
research. Bargaining power in a non-heteronormative relationship can differ a lot from the norm 
represented in the data gauged for this survey, and as such the results will not be applicable. When 
relationships are structured similarly to the heterosexual one, the results would be relevant.  
Interestingly, one response from a Swedish politician elaborated on this, and questioned: “What about 
same-sex marriages, how should it be applied to them?” Aside from this individual, it does not seem to 
have been an issue for other respondents.  
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policy	 has	 on	 society	 as	 a	 whole,	 by	 surveying	 how	 it	 influences	 its	 parts	

(Himmelweit	2001,	4).	

2.2.1	Summary	

In	 summary,	 research	 has	 shown	 there	 are	 a	 paid	 and	 an	 unpaid	 economy.	

Women	do	more	work	in	the	unpaid	economy	and	therefore	their	time	is	an	even	

scarcer	 resource	 than	 that	 of	 men	 –	 this	 contributes	 to	 their	 sensitivity	 to	

taxation.	However,	women	working	 in	 the	unpaid	 economy	will,	 in	 turn,	make	

them	more	dependent	financially	on	men.	Intra-household	bargaining	imbalance	

only	adds	 to	 the	discrepancy	 (Alesina	et	 al.,	1:2008).	Policies	 seeking	 to	 rectify	

this	 structure	 would	 benefit	 from	 both	 a	 gender	 dimension	 and	 an	 economic	

dimension.	

2.3	Labour	Market	Issues	

The	 many	 challenges	 facing	 female	 labour	 participation	 have	 been	 widely	

discussed.	A	lot	of	debate	still	surrounds	this	issue,	but	factors	include	the	aptly	

named	child-penalty,	the	basics	of	household	work	allocation,	and	participation	

in	unpaid	work.	The	latter	was	discussed	above,	while	the	first	two	and	more	will	

be	discussed	below.	

	

Abendroth	 et	 al.	 (2014)	 compares	 data	 from	 13	 countries	 and	 concludes	 that	

there	 is	 a	 “child	 penalty”:	 “First,	 complementing	 research	 on	 the	 motherhood	

wage	 penalty,	 we	 find	 that	 motherhood	 exacts	 a	 cost	 in	 terms	 of	 women’s	

occupational	 status.	 At	 least	 for	 the	 first	 and	 second	 child,	 a	 birth	 depresses	

mothers’	occu-	pational	status	trajectories	compared	to	that	of	childless	women”	

(Abendroth	et	al.	2014,	p.	1008).	Baker	(2010)	explains	“child	penalty”	as	a	way	

to	conceptualize	the	wage	difference	between	women	with	children	and	women	

without	 children	 (Baker,	2010,	216).	Abendroth	et	 al.	 (2014)	 further	 look	at	 it	

from	 a	 supply	 and	 demand	 perspective:	 The	 supply	 side	 sees	 women	 having	

fewer	 hours	 to	work	when	 having	 children	 and	whilst	 the	 children	 are	 young,	

meaning	there	is	a	direct	effect	of	having	children	on	women’s	career	at	the	time	

of	the	birth	and	the	years	that	follow.	They	will	eventually	be	able	to	re-focus	on	

their	 time	at	work,	as	 the	children	grow	older;	however,	 the	 long-term	effect	 is	

that	 they	 do	 not	 “catch	 up”	 to	 the	 occupational	 status	 of	 childless	 women	
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(Abendroth	et	al.	2014,	p.	996).	On	the	demand-side	they	discuss	how	companies	

may	be	less	inclined	to	hire,	promote	or	have	women	in	high-status	positions	–	

allegedly	because	they	see	them	as	less	productive	and	committed	than	men	or	

childless	women	 (Abendroth	et	 al.,	 2014,	pp.	 996-997).	This	may	be	 alleviated	

somewhat	if	public	childcare	possibilities	are	in	place	(Abendroth	et	al.,	2014,	p.	

999;	 Budig	 et	 al.,	 2016,	 p.	 121).	 Interestingly,	 Budig	 et	 al.	 (2016)	 adds	 that:	

“Policies	 that	 serve	 to	 keep	 women	 attached	 to	 the	 labor	 market,	 through	

moderate-length	 leaves,	publicly	 funded	childcare,	 lower	marginal	 tax	 rates	on	

second	 earner	 income,	 as	well	 as	 support	 for	 father	 involvement	 after	 a	 birth,	

appear	most	 effective	 at	 reducing	 the	motherhood	 penalty”(Budig	 et	 al.	 2016,	

162),	meaning	they	too	have	looked	at	lower	marginal	tax	rate	on	second	earner	

income	in	a	gender	perspective,	but	without	explicitly	using	gendered	terms.	We	

contacted	the	authors	(Alesina,	Ichino	and	Karabarbounis)	and	received	replies	

from	 Karabarbounis	 and	 Ichino.	 Karabarbounis	 noted	 that	 it	 made	 sense	 for	

them	to	use	the	terms	“male”	and	“female”	across	the	two	earners	(primary	and	

secondary)	in	a	household	due	to	looking	at	it	through	the	discrepancy	of	labour	

supply	elasticity	across	the	two	genders.	 Ichino	stressed	that	as	 long	as	gender	

inequality	 is	 an	 objective	 that	 requires	 political	 intervention,	 then	 it	 was	 his	

opinion	 that	 gender-based	 taxation	 was	 a	 good	 idea,	 and	 according	 to	 him	

preferable	to	quotas	among	other	policies.	

	

Henrik	Kleven	 et	 al.	 (2018)	published	 a	working	 paper	 analysing	 children	 and	

gender	 inequality	 with	 a	 specific	 focus	 on	 gender.	 Their	 results	 were	 widely	

reported6,	 seemingly	mainly	 for	 the	 striking	 graph	 producible	 from	 their	 data	

(Economist,	2018,	Kliff,	2018,	Ortiz-Ospina	and	Roser,	2018).	See	example	here:	

																																																								
6 See for example the Economist article “The roots of the gender pay gap lie in childhood” from the 
26th of January 2018 for their ‘Daily chart’ column or Sarah Kliff’s article for vox.com “A stunning 
chart shows the true cause of the gender wage gap” from the 19th of February 2018.  
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Figure	1:	Impacts	of	Children	in	a	Difference-in-Differences	Event	Study	

Design	

 

Source: Ortiz-Ospina and Roser (2018) based on Kleven et al. (2018) 

The	 graph	 clearly	 illustrates	 the	 earnings	 impact	 from	 the	 first	 childbirth	 for	

women	 (significant)	 and	 for	 men	 (negligible)	 (Kleven	 et	 al.,	 2018,	 p.	 32).	 For	

women	in	Denmark	the	child	penalty	in	earnings	were	found	to	be	close	to	20%	

in	the	long	run	(Kleven	et	al.,	2018,	p.	32).	

Apart	 from	 the	 so-called	 child	 penalty	 there	 is	 also	 the	 more	 general	 gender	

wage	gap.	There	are	quite	a	few	factors	that	influence	it,	and	not	all	are	known	or	

agreed	upon.	The	gender	wage	gap	may	be	a	 cause	of	 gender	 segregation	with	

women	 and	men	 applying	 to	 different	 types	 of	 jobs,	 industries	 and	 sectors	 –	

either	per	preference,	culture	or	family-friendly	work	structures	(Blau	and	Kahn,	

2016;	Kunze,	2003).	Another	reason	is	the	fact	that	women	–	due	to	childbirth	–	

take	more	time	off	work	and	thereby	accumulate	less	work	experience,	which	is	

usually	 rewarded	 financially	 long-term	 as	 shown	 by	 Kleven	 et	 al.	 (2018).	 The	

final	 reason,	 which	 is	 maybe	 more	 controversial,	 is	 that	 companies	 anticipate	

women	to	have	an	interrupted	career	and	are	therefore	less	inclined	to	invest	in	

them	 –	 even	 from	 the	 start	 of	 their	 career	 in	 regards	 to	 job	 specific	 training	

(Kunze,	2003,	pp.	1-3;	Blau	and	Kahn,	2016,	p.	49).	Furthermore,	Blau	and	Kahn	

(2016)	also	include	gender	division	of	labour	in	the	home	(Blau	and	Kahn,	2016,	

p.	50).	Indeed,	they	write	that	there	is	a	child-penalty	for	women	and	a	marriage-

premium	for	men	(Blau	and	Kahn,	2016).	It	is	therefore	important	to	emphasise	
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that	household	work	allocation	influences	women’s	labour	participation	and	gain	

–	 and	 thereby	 their	 labour	 supply	 elasticity.	 Himmelweit	 (2001),	 again,	

succinctly	 express	 why	 policies	 (economic	 as	 well	 as	 social)	 should	 include	 a	

holistic	view	and	include	the	effects	(intended	and	unintended)	on	each	gender	

and	that	of	the	typical	household:		

“A	man	and	a	woman	who	share	a	household	have	some	interests	in	

common;	generally	they	will	both	gain	from	increased	resources	going	to	

that	household.	However,	there	will	also	be	some	conflicts	of	interest;	in	

particular,	they	may	want	those	resources	to	be	used	in	different	ways.	The	

relative	bargaining	power	of	members	of	a	household	determines	how	that	

household’s	resources	are	used.	Accordingly,	assessing	the	full	gender	

impact	of	a	policy	requires	examining	how	it	impinges	not	only	on	men	and	

women	as	individuals,	but	also	on	the	households	in	which	they	live	and	

their	individual	bargaining	power	within	their	households”	(Himmelweit	

2001,	p.	11). 

Below	Alesina	et	al.	(2011)	has	done	just	that,	in	order	to	increase	female	labour	

participation,	to	increase	the	female	bargaining	power	in	a	household	and	

increase	tax	accumulation.	

2.4	Gender-Based	Taxation	and	the	Division	of	Family	Chores	

Our	 paper	 derives	 its	 context	 from	 Alesina	 et	 al.	 (2011),	 which	 states	 that	

gender-based	taxation	is	an	optimal	form	of	taxation.	Following	Ramsey’s	Rule	of	

Optimality,	 tax	 on	 goods	 should	 be	 optimally	 set	 as	 lower	 the	 higher	 their	

elasticity	(inverse-elasticity)	–	usually	in	regards	to	goods.	Alesina	et	al.	 (2011)	

apply	 this	 rule	 to	 labour	 supply.7	Their	 reasoning	 is	 that	 because	 the	 labour	

supply	of	women	is	more	elastic	than	that	of	men,	women	should	be	taxed	less	

than	men,	 in	 order	 to	 ensure	 the	women	 see	an	 incentive	 to	work	 in	 the	 paid	

economy.	 This	will	 increase	 tax	 collection	 overall	 in	 society	 as	well	 as	 seek	 to	

equalize	the	intra-family	bargaining	which	would	otherwise	be	heavily	in	men’s	

																																																								
7 On a similar reasoning, see also Apps & Rees 1999, p. 394. 
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favour	 (Alesina	 et	 al.,	 2011,	 p.	 29).8	Gender-based	 taxation	 relies	 upon	 the	

assumption	of	 the	difference	 in	elasticity	between	men	and	women	and	 that	 if	

gender-based	 taxation	 was	 introduced	 it	 would	 over	 time	 be	 superfluous,	

because	it	would	eradicate	the	difference	in	elasticity	between	the	two	genders	

(Alesina	et	al.,	2011,	pp.	29).	They	suggest	this	because	of	their	assumption	that	

the	 difference	 in	 labour	 supply	 elasticity	 on	 gender	 is	 because	 of	 the	 intra-

household	 bargaining	 regarding	 housework	 (Alesina	 et	 al.,	 2011,	 p.	 2).	 Their	

article	does	 consider	 two	scenarios	–	one	 in	which	women	have	a	 competitive	

advantage	in	regards	to	housework	and	one	in	which	they	do	not,	but	because	of	

cultural	norms	the	still	have	a	predisposition	to	be	the	ones	to	complete	them.	In	

the	 latter,	 in	particular,	 gender-based	 tax	 can	 serve	as	an	economic	policy	 tool	

that	doubles	as	a	social	policy:	 to	get	more	women	to	participate	 in	 the	 labour	

market.	However,	the	authors	find	that	regardless	of	the	reason	women	do	more	

work	in	the	household,	gender-based	taxation	would	be	a	better	taxation	system	

(Alesina	et	al.,	2011,	p.	29-30).	

2.4.1	Critique	of	Gender-Based	Taxation	

There	has	been	critique	of	gender-based	taxation	–	one	of	which	is	by	Saint-Paul	

(2008),	 who	 states:	 “because	of	 the	 tax	 [gender-based	 tax	 as	 per	 Alesina	 et	 al.	

2011],	women	would	in	fact	be	paid	more	than	men	for	equal	work”.	It	is	assumed	

here	that	he	is	referring	to	the	wage	paid	for	work	in	the	paid	economy,	and	not	

the	amount	of	work	in	the	unpaid	economy	as	referenced	by	Himmelweit	(2001).	

Saint-Paul	(2008)	is	objecting	to	the	perceived	inequality	of	the	measure	–	which	

in	 turn	has	been	answered	by	Alesina	et	al.	 (2:2008),	who	write	 that	“What	we	

claim,	 specifically,	 is	 that	 the	 way	 in	 which	 family	 chores	 are	 currently	 divided	

across	 genders	 within	 families	 may	 generate	 obstacles	 to	 free	 and	 egalitarian	

participation	of	women	in	the	labour	market”	(Alesina	et	al.,	2:2008).	

Petersen	 (2007)	 mentions	 that	 Italian	 businesswomen	 wanted	 to	 promote	

gender-based	taxation,	but	chose	to	do	so	anonymously	for	fear	of	reprisals.9	She	

further	 quotes	 a	 German	 economist	 as	 stating:	 “from	 an	 economic	 perspective	

																																																								
8 Family, couple & household are terms that will be used interchangeably during the course of the 
paper but refer to the same entity. 
9 It might also be noted, that this proposal does not seem to have gone very far or at least not reached 
media outside Italy, as we have not been able to find any writings on it in online searches. 
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they	(Alesina	et	al.,	ed.)	are	correct.	But	the	question	is,	if	it	can	be	done	politically”	

(Petersen,	2007).10	Lastly	she	turns	to	the	Nordic	countries,	were	her	summary	

of	the	debate	on	Alesina	et	al.	(2011)	shows	it	to	be	demonstrably	unfavourable	

(Petersen,	2007),	quoting	Karen	Sjørup	from	Roskilde	University	Center’s	Center	

for	Ligestillingsforskning	(Center	of	Gender	Research)	as	saying:	“That	is	one	of	

the	most	 foolish	 things	 I’ve	 ever	heard.	Do	 those	men	 (Alesina	 et	 al.)	 even	know	

what	 equality	 is?	 The	 problem	 is	 not	 that	 women	 earn	 less	 than	men	 for	 equal	

work.	The	wage	gap	between	men	and	women	occurs	because	women	more	often	

than	men	have	low-paid	jobs,	and	to	a	lesser	extent	achieve	the	high	positions	with	

the	really	big	payslips.	The	proposal	does	not	take	that	into	account.”11	Petersen’s	

(2007)	article	and	quotes	like	these	show	the	inherent	dislike	for	the	proposal	in	

feminist	outlets,	 such	as	KVINFO12,	where	 the	article	was	published,	 at	 least	 in	

2007.	 The	 proposal	 of	 gender-based	 taxation	 did	 not	 reach	 the	 Nordic	

parliaments,	 so	 no	 record	of	 political	 positions	 exists	 from	 that	 year.	 Petersen	

(2007)	goes	on	to	quote	Ichino,	who	is	impervious	to	the	criticism	and	stipulates	

that	 the	 biggest	 loser	 if	 the	 proposal	 passed	 would	 be	 single	 men,	 though	 he	

acknowledges	that	the	idea	of	gender-based	taxation	has	been	subjected	to	lots	

of	debate	(Petersen,	2007).	

2.4.2	Other	critiques	of	gendered	taxation	

Ravn13	(2014)	discusses	gendered	language	in	Danish	tax	legislation	throughout	

the	20th	century	and	notes	how	women	have	wanted	economic	citizenship	in	the	

form	of	 equal	 right	 to	 pay	 (equal)	 taxes.	 The	 problem	 in	 that	 period	was	 that	

“While	 the	 marriage	 reforms	 recognised	 married	 women	 as	 economic	 citizens	

contributing	welfare	in	their	capacities	as	wives,	housewives	and	mothers,	the	tax	

law	system	curtailed	them	to	act	within	these	same	capacities.”	 (Ravn,	 2014,	 pp.	

78-79).	 In	 other	words	 reforms	 to	 tax	 laws	 focusing	on	 the	 equal	 right	 to	 pay	

taxes	have	possibly	also	curtailed	the	recognition	of	household	work.	In	this	way,	

																																																								
10 Translated from Danish by Sophie Ellgaard 
11 Translated from Danish by Sophie Ellgaard 
12 While KVINFO (Køn, Viden, INfo, FOrskning, or The Danish Center for Research on Women and 
Gender) is state-funded under the umbrella of the Culture Ministry, they are seen as having a political 
agenda and has also been cut in scope under the current right-of-center government in Denmark in 
2017  
13 Also describes the difference between the Scandinavian countries of considering individual taxation 
instead of family-based taxation, where Denmark was particularly slow (Ravn 2014, 76-77). 
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policy	codified	the	importance	of	paid	work	over	unpaid	work	from	an	economic	

perspective.	

2.5	Previous	research	on	the	topic	of	Gender-based	Taxation	

Though	the	 literature	on	gender-based	taxation	 is	relatively	scarce,	 it	has	been	

produced	over	a	number	of	decades,	so	the	 idea	 is	not	new.	 It	 is	a	reflection	of	

women’s	participation	 in	the	 labour	market	 in	regards	to	roles	and	 jobs,	whilst	

still	 considering	 their	 majority	 in	 taking	 care	 of	 household	 work	 (Boskin	 &	

Sheshinski,	 1983,	p.	 282).	 Two	of	 the	most	 prolific	 researchers	 on	 the	 topic	of	

household	taxation	are	Apps	and	Rees	(2007).	Their	focus	has	particularly	been	

on	 the	 intra-household	 bargaining	 and	 household	 work.	 These	 are	 important	

factors,	 easily	 overlooked	 in	 economic	 policy	 analyses,	 especially	 because	

measurable	 empirical	 data	 of	 household	 work	 does	 not	 exists	 (Apps	 &	 Rees	

2007,	3).	It	is	difficult	to	measure	who	has	done	what	in	a	given	household	and	

the	 importance	 to	 society	 overall	 of	 this	 continued	 work.	 In	 “The	 Taxation	 of	

Couples”	(2007)	they	argue	that	 taxation	 is	often	seen	relating	to	a	one-person	

household,	and	to	include	the	fact	that	most	people	live	in	couples	in	households	

is	also	to	recognize	the	importance	of	household	production	(Apps	&	Rees,	2007,	

p.	 19).	 Their	 main	 takeaway	 is	 that	 female	 labour	 supply	 and	 household	

production	 is	 a	 “central	 relationship”,	 but	 also	 that	 very	 little	 is	 empirically	

known	about	it.	

	

One	of	the	earliest	contributors	to	the	literature	on	taxing	households	are	Boskin	

and	Sheshinski	 (1983)	who	seek	 to	 find	 the	 appropriate	 taxation	of	 the	 family	

(for	 example	whether	 to	 file	 joint	 taxation	 for	 the	 couple	 in	 the	 household	 or	

individually).	 They	 sought	 to	 fill	 a	 void	 that	 in	 their	 view	 no	 one	 paid	 any	

attention	 to:	 What	 the	 most	 efficient	 time	 allocation	 between	 work	 and	

household	work	 could	 be	 (Boskin	 &	 Sheshinski,	 1983,	 p.	 282).14	In	 the	 article	

they	 explain	 that	 when	 the	 system	 is	 set	 up	 to	 tax	 a	 couple	 and	 not	 the	

individuals	within	a	couple,	the	secondary	earner	(usually	the	female	earners)	do	

not	 have	 the	 same	 incentive	 to	work	 as	much	 and	 therefore	 pays	 even	 less	 in	

taxes.	They	say:		
																																																								
14 Work and household work in this sense is equal to what is elsewhere by other academics termed paid 
and unpaid work.  
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“…taxing	the	earnings	of	husbands	and	wives	at	the	same	rate	is	inefficient,	

in	 the	sense	that	 it	produces	a	dead	weight	 loss	 to	 society	substantially	 in	

excess	of	 that	obtainable	under	a	differentiated	rate	structure.	The	reason	

for	 this	 is	 straightforward:	a	 tax	on	earnings	distorts	 the	work-leisure	 (or	

market	 vs.	 nonmarket	 work)	 choice;	 equal	 marginal	 tax	 rates	 [since	 the	

(income-compensated)	 supply	 of	 wives	 is	 much	 more	 elastic	 than	 that	 of	

husbands]	 induce	a	 larger	decline	 in	 the	market	work	of	wives	 relative	 to	

husbands	than	is	socially	optimal”	(Boskin	&	Sheshinski	1983,	p.	284).	

	

Even	so,	taxing	individually	is	also	problematic	on	account	of	wage	difference	in	

the	family	unit	of	the	primary	and	the	secondary	worker.	They	write:	“Studies	of	

the	 correlation	 in	wage	 rates	between	husbands	and	wives,	 like	 the	 labor	 supply	

studies,	must	account	for	the	fact	that	a	large	percentage	of	wives	do	not	work	in	

the	market	at	any	point	in	time”	(Boskin	&	Sheshinski	1983,	p.	293).	Boskin	and	

Sheshinski	neither	supports	pooled	income	tax	in	a	 family	nor	separate	income	

taxation	in	a	family,	but	rather	they	explain	that	the	optimal	taxation	of	families	–	

when	their	labour	supply	elasticities	(or	their	wage)	vary	within	the	family	–	is	

to	tax	individually	but	at	different	rates	(Boskin	&	Sheshinski	1983,	p.	295).	This	

is	very	similar	to	what	is	proposed	in	gender-based	taxation,	though	in	the	latter	

case	assumptions	are	made	about	who	would	normally	be	the	lower	earner.		

2.6	Political	efforts	

As	noted,	the	idea	of	taxing	each	gender	differently	is	not	a	new	idea,	though	it	

has	 yet	 to	 be	 implemented	 in	 any	 country.	 As	 recently	 as	 June	 2018	 attention	

was	 paid	 to	 how	 the	 effect	 of	 tax	 policy	 would	 work	 in	 Australia	 when	 the	

Australian	government	was	preparing	tax	cuts.	It	turned	out	the	proposed	tax	cut	

was	not	very	evenly	distributed	through	the	different	earning	groups	in	society	

(Hutchens	&	Murphy,	2018).15	An	article	 from	Guardian	describes	the	situation	

in	 the	 Australian	 Senate	 as	 follows	 (With	 the	 discrepancy	 a	 result	 of	 men	 on	

average	earning	more	than	women):	

																																																								

15 It found the top 20% of income earners will get 62% of the benefit of the government’s proposed 
income tax cuts, while the top 10% (very high-income earners) will get about 40%. It found the bottom 
30% will get 7% of the cut, while the bottom 10% (very low-income earners) will get just 1.5% of the 
tax cut (Hutchens & Murphy, 2018) 
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“Should	men	and	women	pay	different	 tax	rates?	The	chair	of	 the	Senate’s	

economics	 legislation	 committee,	 Liberal	 senator	 Jane	 Hume,	 posed	 the	

question	this	week	during	a	public	hearing	on	the	government’s	income	tax	

plan.	The	question	was	asked	in	jest	to	some	tax	experts,	to	have	a	little	dig	

at	Labor,	because	Labor	had	started	drawing	attention	to	the	fact	that	the	

government’s	 proposed	 $143bn	 tax	 cuts	 would	 benefit	 men	 more	 than	

women	at	a	ratio	of	almost	two	to	one.”	(Hutchens,	2018)		

	

It	 is	 significant	 that	gender-based	 taxation	 in	 this	 instance	 is	only	discussed	 in	

jest.	 While	 tax	 experts	 recognize	 the	 merits	 of	 Alesina	 et	 al.’s	 arguments,	 it	

appears	 other	 factors	 influence	 how	 politicians	 perceive	 the	 gender-based	

taxation	framework.	It	would	seem	that	even	though	politicians	are	beginning	to	

talk	 about	 the	 effect	 on	 the	 different	 genders	 of	 their	 policies	 they	 are	 still	

cautious	 when	 consciously	 structuring	 their	 policies	 in	 regards	 to	 gender.	

However,	there	have	not	yet	been	any	efforts	to	gauge	their	collective	reaction	to	

gender-based	taxation.	

2.7	Our	contribution	

Based	 on	 the	 above	 literature,	 this	 paper	 seeks	 to	 investigate	 the	 political	

opinion	 about	 this	 type	 of	 taxation.	 This	 is	 particularly	 important,	 as	 gender-

based	 taxation	 has	 not	 yet	 been	 implemented	 anywhere	 and	 furthermore,	

Alesina	et	al.	(2011)	express	concerns	that	is	has	not	yet	been	seriously	“on	the	

table”	 (Alesina	 et	 al.,	 2011,	 p.	 2),	 meaning	 it	 has	 scarcely	 been	 discussed	 in	

earnest	as	a	policy	proposal	in	any	country.		

	

This	paper	will	also	explore	whether	factors	such	as	age,	nationality,	or	children,	

may	 influence	 a	 person’s	 response.	 Furthermore,	 by	 implementing	 a	 survey	

experiment	 with	 randomized	 treatments,	 it	 will	 be	 conceivable	 to	 determine	

whether	 language	will	make	a	difference	with	regard	to	politicians’	willingness	

to	promote	(and	potentially	adopt)	a	measure	such	as	gender-based	taxation.		

In	 doing	 so,	 this	 paper	 will	 seek	 to	 contribute	 to	 the	 academic	 and	 public	

discussion	 about	 gendered-based	 taxation.	 For	 politicians	 it	 may	 help	 them	

appraise	the	political	landscape	and	scope	of	gender-based	taxation.	In	academia,	
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this	 new	 knowledge	 may	 redirect	 the	 discussion	 to	 other	 ways	 to	 optimize	

taxation	 as	 well	 as	 adding	 a	 layer	 to	 the	 current	 discussion	 regarding	 which	

factors	are	influencing	decision-making.	
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3.	Methodology	

3.1	Survey	Experiments:	A	Brief	Introduction	

A	survey	experiments	is	designed	in	two	parts.	Firstly,	it	is	a	survey,	which	seeks	

answers	 to	 a	 series	 of	 questions,	 providing	 data	 with	 which	 analysis	 and	

statistics	 can	 be	 done.	 A	 survey	 is	 usually	 a	 way	 to	 collect	 and	 gauge	 public	

opinion	or	 the	opinion	of	 a	 specific	 audience.	Depending	on	how	 the	 survey	 is	

designed	it	can	also	relay	statistics	that	indicate	which	factors	may	influence	the	

opinion	of	said	audience,	such	as	age	group	or	political	orientation.	Any	survey	

requires	a	careful	construction	in	order	to	make	sure	it	does	not	bias	the	results	

(Gaines	et	al.,	2006,	p.	2).		

	

Secondly,	it	is	an	experiment.	It	seeks	to	see	if	 two	variables	correlate	(internal	

validity),	 but	 in	 particular	 in	 political	 science,	 this	 type	 of	 scientific	 method	

comes	with	great	caution	for	its	validity	and	measure	of	control.	This	is	based	on	

the	 fact	 that	 it	 is	 difficult	 to	 control	 the	 environment,	 for	 example	 the	

zeitgeist/context	 or	 perhaps	 the	 control	 group	 (which,	 despite	 being	 picked	

because	of	a	common	factor,	is	rarely	a	homogenous	crowd)	(Halperin	&	Heath	

2012,	 pp.	 187-188).	 In	 political	 science,	 in	 order	 to	make	 sure	 the	 variable	 is	

being	 tested,	 it	 is	 often	 done	 on	 two	 groups	 –	 the	 main	 group	 and	 a	 control	

group.	 Importantly,	 the	 people	 are	 randomly	 assigned	 to	 the	 two	 groups.	 For	

example,	 an	 experiment	 could	 test	 whether	 positive	 political	 adverts	 would	

encourage	people	to	vote	by	comparing	it	to	a	control	group	of	people	that	were	

not	shown	a	positive	political	advert	before	answering	a	given	question,	where	

the	 people	 in	 the	 two	 groups	 were	 randomly	 assigned	 a	 given	 treatment16	

(Halperin	&	Heath	2012,	p.	191).	

	

Combing	 these	 two	 types	 of	 methods	 results	 in	 not	 only	 a	 wider	 audience	

through	 survey	 distribution	 to	 measure	 a	 particular	 view	 or	 opinion,	 but	 by	

being	experimental,	it	can	also	consider	and	analyse	various	factors,	for	example	

whether	the	order	of	the	questions	or	the	wording	of	the	questions	has	any	effect	

on	the	answers	of	the	questions	in	the	survey	(Gaines	et	al.,	2006,	p.	3).	This	is	

																																																								
16 By treatment is meant the type of question one is subjected to. 
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particularly	important,	as	it	recognize	that	the	wording	of	a	question	or	the	order	

of	 question	may	 influence	 the	 answers,	 but	 also	 that	 by	 intentionally	working	

with	 this	 assumption	 the	 survey	 experiment	 can	 gauge	 this	 behaviour	 and	

measure	whether	and	how	it	influences	the	answers.		

	

For	each	type	of	method	(survey	and	experiments)	there	are	pros	and	cons	as	to	

whether	 they	 have	 internal	 and	 external	 validity.	With	 a	 survey,	 one	might	 be	

able	 to	 reach	 a	 greater	 audience	 and	 find	 that	 what	 was	 surveyed	 can	 be	

extrapolated	 to	 the	 general	 public	 (to	 some	 extent).	 This	 gives	 it	 a	 greater	

external	 validity	 than	 experimental	 design,	 which	 often	 works	 with	 a	 smaller	

sample	 group.	 However,	 experiments	 may	 be	 designed	 to	 better	 explore	 the	

variables	 and	whether	 they	 correlate	 –	 this	 gives	 it	 internal	 validity.	 A	 survey	

experiment	 tries	 to	 combine	 the	 best	 of	 both	worlds,	however,	 as	 also	 seen	 in	

this	paper,	 the	success	of	 its	 internal	as	well	as	external	validity	are	very	much	

up	to	the	size	of	the	sample	(recipients	of	the	surveys	and	the	answers	received	

on	the	survey)	(Gaines	et	al.,	2006).	This	will	show	whether	there	are	variables	

that	 correlate	 or	 not	 and	 again,	 whether	 this	 is	 large	 enough	 that	 it	 can	 be	

generalized	on.	

	

Survey	 experiments	 have	 become	 an	 increasingly	 popular	 method	 in	 political	

science	(Gaines	et	al.,	2006,p.	1).	As	with	any	survey	it	is	important	to	consider	

the	wording	of	the	questions	and	how	it	may	affect	answers	(Halperin	&	Heath,	

2012,	 p.	 238).	 For	 the	 survey	 experiment	 used	 for	 this	 paper	 by	 consciously	

working	with	 the	wording	of	 the	paramount	question	 in	 the	 framework	of	 the	

survey	experiment,	we	have	sought	to	utilise	this	common	survey	disadvantage	

as	a	strength	to	allow	us	to	investigate	whether	wording	points	to	a	disinterest	to	

promote	 the	 policy	 if	 suggested	 in	 gendered	 terms,	 but	 can	 highlight	 higher	

interest	if	couched	in	gender-neutral	language.	

3.1.1	Designing	questions	

The	way	the	survey	experiment	 is	designed	has	pros	and	cons.	Open	questions	

are	 good	 because	 contributors	 can	 relay	 exactly	 what	 they	 think,	 but	 for	

researchers,	 this	 method	 is	 time-consuming	 and	 the	 answers	 still	 have	 to	 go	
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through	an	explorative	process	in	order	to	be	used	optimally	(Halperin	&	Heath,	

2012,	 p.	 239).	 Pre-articulated	 answers	 are	 easier	 to	 code	 and	 analyse	 from	 a	

research	perspective,	but	may	not	fully	impart	what	contributors	really	think.		

	

In	 regards	 to	 the	 design	 used	 here,	 a	 closed	 question	made	 sense,	 since	 there	

were	 only	 the	 two	 answers.	 A	 follow	 up	 question	 made	 it	 possible	 for	

contributors	to	give	an	in-depth	answer	as	well.	One	way	this	survey	experiment	

could	have	been	improved	would	have	been	to	test	the	question	on	one	or	more	

persons	–	either	people	who	work	in	politics	with	no	specific	knowledge	on	tax	

policies	and	social	policies	besides	what	they	have	experienced	from	their	work	

or	perhaps	experts	within	the	field	of	tax	policies	such	as	people	working	in	the	

tax	 ministry,	 or	 a	 think	 tank	 etc.	 This	would	 have	 mitigated	 ambiguity	 in	 the	

question	and	lessened	misunderstandings	(Halperin	&	Heath,	2012,	p.	234).	This	

was	not	done	for	two	reasons:	1)	our	target	audience	is	notoriously	busy	and	it	

was	important	not	to	waste	their	time	unnecessarily,	2)	time	constraints.		

3.1.2	Audience	

One	 important	 note	 is	 that	 often	 survey	 experiment	 is	 used	 in	 the	 frame	 of	

population-based	 survey	 experiment	 (Mutz,	 2011,	 p.	 2).	 This	 means	 that	 the	

survey	experiment	is	used	on	a	given	sample	size	of	a	chosen	audience	meaning	

to	represent	a	bigger	part	of	the	chosen	population.	The	audience,	therefore	is	an	

important	part	of	the	design	and	its	external	validity	will	be	based	–	not	just	on	

the	success	of	the	survey	experiment	execution	such	as	how	many	participated,	

but	also	on	the	survey	experiment	design,	such	as:	can	the	chosen	audience	be	

extrapolated	and	say	something	about	a	wider	population?		

3.2	Our	Survey	Experiment	Background	

In	this	section	we	explain	the	design	and	execution	of	the	survey	experiment,	as	

well	 as	 the	 motivation	 behind	 various	 choices.	 It	 will	 be	 done	 in	 three	 parts:	

background	of	 the	 survey	experiment,	 the	execution	of	 the	 survey	experiment,	

and,	finally,	the	design	of	the	survey	experiment	itself.		
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3.2.1	Why	survey	experiment	was	chosen	as	method	

This	paper	contributes	to	the	understanding	of	political	reaction	to	gender-based	

taxation	 by	 using	 a	 survey	 experiment	 with	 a	 sample	 of	 elected	 politicians	 in	

Denmark,	 Italy,	Norway,	 Spain	 and	 Sweden.	 The	 arguments	 for	 choosing	 these	

countries	will	be	discussed	in	Section	3.2.2.	

	

A	variety	of	reasons	went	into	deciding	on	a	survey	experiment	for	the	research	

design.	Our	main	aim	is	to	collect	politicians’	reactions	to	gender-based	taxation.	

To	 this	 end	 we	 decided	 to	 contact	 the	 parliaments	 of	 five	 different	 countries.	

Even	when	choosing	to	focus	on	just	five	countries	it	meant	contacting	more	than	

2000	people.	We	chose	to	pursue	our	research	aim	by	using	a	survey,	because	it	

allowed	us	to	contact	 the	targeted	audience	 in	a	short	amount	of	 time,	without	

expenses.	This	would	not	be	possible	neither	with	 laboratory	experiments,	nor	

field	experiments	–	which	generally	requires	more	time	and	involves	substantial	

organisational	 costs,	 –	 nor	 other	 empirical	 data	 –	 which	 are	 not	 available.	 In	

addition,	the	survey	made	it	possible	to	glean	whether	certain	factors	influenced	

the	chosen	politicians	in	their	decision-making.	

	

We	 chose	 to	 design	 a	 survey	 experiment	 because	 it	 allowed	 us	 to	 ascertain	

whether	 the	 reaction	 to	 a	 proposal	 of	 gender-based	 taxation	would	 be	 due	 to	

differentiating	 the	 tax	 burden	 for	 given	 individuals	 or	 if	 reactions	were	 based	

one	 not	 wanting	 to	 differentiate	 for	 gender.	 Other	 methods	 could	 have	 been	

comparative	 analysis	 of	 each	 party’s	 tax	 policy	 goals	 or	 discourse	 analysis	 in	

regards	 to	 gender	 and	 or	 tax.	 However,	 a	 survey	 experiment	 meant	 political	

reaction	 to	 the	proposal	of	 gender-based	 taxation	was	 the	 specific	 focus	of	 the	

analysis.	

3.2.2	The	countries	chosen	for	the	survey	experiment	

As	targets	for	our	survey	experiment,	we	decided	not	to	restrict	our	research	to	

one	 country,	 but	 rather	 to	 include	 three	 Scandinavian	 countries,	 i.e.,	 Denmark,	

Norway,	and	Sweden,	and	two	Southern	European	countries,	i.e.,	Italy	and	Spain.	

We	 made	 that	 decision	 for	 the	 following	 reasons:	 The	 three	 Scandinavian	

countries	 have	 implemented	 a	 number	 of	 policies	 to	 try	 to	 alleviate	 the	
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differences	between	the	number	of	men	and	women	participating	in	the	labour	

market,	 such	 as	 progressive	 taxation	 system	 and	 extensive	 government	

supported	 childcare	 facilities.	 According	 to	 Baxter	 (1997),	 these	 policies	 have	

been	“designed	to	minimize	the	conflicts	between	paid	and	unpaid	work”	(Baxter,	

1997,	p.	222).	She	adds,	that	Scandinavia	is	considered	to	have	made	progress	in	

regards	to	gender	equality	because	of	 these	measures.	 In	Spain	the	situation	 is	

slightly	different.	The	overall	 female	participation	 in	 the	 labour	market	 is	 very	

low	compared	 to	other	 countries	 in	Europe	and	even	more	 so	 for	women	with	

children.	They	have	 tried	 to	 counter	this	 effect	with	a	 tax	 credit	of	1200	euros	

conditional	on	being	a	mother	and	 in	employment	(Azmat	&	Gonzales,	2008,	p.	

3).	 According	 to	 Craig	 and	Mullan	 (2010,	 p.	 1347),	 Italy	 is	 similar	 to	 Spain	 in	

regards	 to	 female	 labour	 participation.	 It	makes	 sense,	 therefore,	 to	 juxtapose	

Northern	Europe	and	Southern	Europe,	by	choosing	these	five	countries,	to	try	to	

examine	the	political	reaction	and	willingness	to	implement	policies	to	deal	with	

the	 issue	of	 female	 labour	participation	as	an	effect	of	 time	consumption	 in	the	

unpaid	economy.	

	

The	female	share	in	both	the	paid	and	unpaid	economy	is	also	illustrated	for	the	

relevant	 countries	 in	 the	 table	 (table	 1)	 on	 the	 next	 page.	 It	 contains	 a	

measurement	of	time	spent	on	work	(paid	and	unpaid)	divided	by	gender	done	

by	 the	OECD.	 It	 clearly	 illustrates	 how	women	 overall	 for	 all	 five	 countries	 do	

less	paid	work	 than	men,	 but	more	 unpaid	work.	 The	differences	 between	 the	

three	 Northern	 and	 two	 Southern	 countries	 are	 however	 also	 clear	 –	 in	

Scandinavia	 men	 participate	 in	 housework	 to	 a	 higher	 degree	 than	 men	 in	

Southern	Europe.	Overall	work	hours	are	quite	close	across	the	categories	except	

for	Spanish	and	Italian	men	who	work	comparatively	less	to	the	other	categories.	
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Table	1:	OECD	2016	statistics	working	hours	(paid,	unpaid	and	total)	for	men	

and	women	aged	15-64	in	Denmark,	Italy,	Norway,	Spain,	and	Sweden	
Age	Group	 15-64	

Time	 2016	

Indicator	 Time	 spent	 in	 unpaid	 work,	

by	sex	

Time	 spent	 in	 paid	 work,	 by	

sex	

Time	 spent	 in	 total	work,	 by	

sex	

Sex	 Men	 Women	 Men	 Women	 Men	 Women	

Unit	 Minutes	per	day	 Minutes	per	day	 Minutes	per	day	

Country	 		 		 		 		 		 		

Denmark	 186,1		 242,8		 260,1		 194,6		 446,2		 437,4		

Italy	 130,7		 306,3		 220,8		 133,1		 351,5		 439,5		

Norway	 168,5		 227,4		 277,4		 200,0		 445,9		 427,4		

Spain	 145,9		 289,1		 236,2		 166,8		 382,1		 455,9		

Sweden	 154,0		 206,5		 321,9		 268,7		 475,9		 475,2		

Source:	OECD.Stat	201817	

Other	 parameters	 illustrate	 the	 differences	 and	 similarities	 between	 the	 five	

nations.	 Gösta	 Esping-Andersen	 described	 the	 ‘Three	 Worlds	 of	 Welfare	

Capitalism’	in	1990,	where	he	divided	European	welfare	states	(and	other	OECD	

countries)	 into	 three	 ideal-type	 categories	 (Ebbinghaus,	 2012,	 p.	 1).	 After	 his	

own	update	of	the	categories	in	1999,	Denmark,	Norway,	and	Sweden	would	in	

this	 classification	 system	 be	 deemed	 social-democratic,	 while	 both	 Italy	 and	

Spain	 (the	 latter	 not	 included	 in	 the	 first	 book	 from	 1990)	 as	 continental	

(Ebbinghaus,	2012,	p.	1).	As	described	by	Ebbinghaus	and	Manow	(2001),	briefly	

stated	social-democratic	welfare	states	have	high	de-commodification,	universal	

social	 rights,	 redistributive	benefits	 and	welfare	provisions	are	public	 services.	

Meanwhile	conservative	welfare	states	have	medium	de-commodification,	social	

rights	 are	 employment	 related,	 benefits	 are	 contribution-related	 and	 welfare	

provisions	are	transfer	payments	(Ebbinghaus	and	Manow,	2001,	p.	9).	As	such,	

no	state	included	is	of	the	liberal	variety	(a	typical	example	would	be	the	United	

Kingdom),	 and	 on	 the	 far	 end	 of	 the	 scale	 compared	 to	 the	 Scandinavian	

countries.	

	

A	lot	has	happened	in	Europe	since	Esping-Andersen	proposed	these	categories,	

but	 they,	 or	 similar	 theories	 like	 Varieties	 of	 Capitalism,	 help	 scientists	 and	

researchers	 to	 make	 comparisons	 with	 a	 broader	 scope,	 than	 always	 pitting	
																																																								
17	OECD.Stat (data from 2016, accessed 2018). OECD.Stat includes data and metadata for OECD 
countries and selected non-member economies.	
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individual	 countries	 against	 each	 other.	 These	 kinds	 of	 theories	 can	 help	 us	

realize,	why	 different	 ideal-types	have	 evolved	 or,	 as	 in	 the	 case	of	 this	 paper,	

look	 into	whether	the	two	types	of	countries	will	give	differing	responses	with	

regards	to	gender-based	taxation.	

	

There	 are	 other	 ways	 in	 which	 the	 five	 countries	 differ	 and	 align.	 The	 three	

Scandinavian	 countries	 are	 all	 small	 with	 populations	 of	 less	 than	 10	 million.	

Spain	on	the	other	hand	has	 just	above	45	million	and	Italy	more	than	60.	Tax	

revenues	 in	 percentage	 of	 GDP	 are	 lower	 for	 Spain,	 but	 for	 Italy	 it	 is	 close	 to	

Sweden	and	Norway.	

Figure	2:	Tax	revenue	(including	compulsory	actual	social	contributions),	

2014-15	(%	of	GDP)		

	
Source:	European	Commission,	2017,	p.	17	

	

European	countries	are	generally	fighting	a	gender	pay	gap.	Depicted	below	is	an	

overview	of	 the	unadjusted	gender	pay	gap	 for	EU-28	and	 the	EEA	 from	2016.	

The	 unadjusted	 pay	 gap	 portrays	 the	 “difference	 between	 average	 gross	 hourly	

earnings	of	male	and	female	employees	as	%	of	male	gross	earnings”	(Eurostat	1,	

“Gender	 pay	 gap	 statistics”).	 That	 means	 it	 is	 a	 measure	 beyond	 looking	 at	

whether	 equal	 pay	 is	 provided	 for	 equal	 work,	 as	 it	 goes	 across	 employment	

sectors.	As	 such	 it	 is	 as	much	a	portrayal	of	 the	differences	 in	employment	 for	

men	and	women,	with	women	more	 likely	 to	 take	on	 lower	paying	 jobs	–	as	 is	

also	one	of	the	points	for	Blau	&	Kahn,	who	writes:	“Although	decreases	in	gender	

differences	 in	 occupational	 distributions	 contributed	 significantly	 to	 convergence	
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in	men’s	and	women’s	wages,	gender	differences	in	occupations	and	industries	are	

quantitatively	the	most	important	measurable	factors	explaining	the	gender	wage	

gap	 (in	an	accounting	 sense).	Thus,	 in	 contrast	 to	human	capital	 factors,	 gender	

differences	in	location	in	the	labor	market,	a	factor	long	highlighted	in	research	on	

the	gender	wage	gap,	remains	exceedingly	relevant” (2016, p. 49). Gender-

based taxation would address this problem; by increasing the value 

women receive for participating in the labor market, regardless of 

sector. 

Figure	3:	The	unadjusted	gender	pay	gap,	2016	

	
Source:	Eurostat	1,	“Gender	pay	gap	statistics”	ec.europa.eu	

	

The	 figure	below	compares	employment	rates	and	the	gender	employment	gap	

in	 the	 EU-28	 in	 2016	 as	 well	 as	 the	 EEA.	 Denmark,	 Norway	 and	 Sweden	 are	

closely	clustered,	with	high	employment	rates	and	low	gender	employment	gaps	

comparatively	 to	 the	 other	 countries	 on	 the	 chart,	 while	 both	 Italy	 and	 Spain	

have	 a	 far	 lower	 employment	 rate	 and	 a	 larger	 gender	 employment	 gap.	 The	

2016	average	gender	employment	gap	for	the	current	28	EU	countries	was	11,6	

p.p.,	which	means	 that	 the	 proportion	 of	men	 in	work	 compared	 to	women	 is	

11,6	 p.p.	 higher	 (Eurostat	 2,	 “Gender	 statistics”,	 sub-section	 “Labour	 market”,	

ec.europa.eu).	
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Figure	4:	Employment	rate	and	gender	employment	gap,	2016,	EU-28	+	EEA	

	
Source:	Eurostat	2,	“Gender	statistics”,	sub-section	“Labour	market”,	ec.europa.eu	

	

The	World	Economic	Forum	publishes	rankings	yearly	on	the	‘Global	Gender	Gap	

Index’.	 In	 their	report	 from	2017	Norway	 is	ranked	2nd,	Sweden	5th,	Denmark	

14th,	Spain	24th,	and	Italy	82nd	respectively	out	of	144	ranked	nations	(World	

Economic	 Forum,	 2017,	 p.	 10-11).	 The	 forum	 rankings	 are	 based	 on	 four	

fundamental	 categories:	 Economic	 Participation	 and	 Opportunity,	 Educational	

Attainment,	Health	and	Survival,	and	Political	Empowerment.	Scores	in	the	four	

sub-indexes	are	calculated	for	the	final	overall	ranking	(World	Economic	Forum	

2017,	 p.	 10-11).	 Italy’s	 low	 ranking	 relatively	 to	 the	 four	 others	 is	 influenced	

largely	 by	 low	 political	 empowerment, 18 	though	 they	 score	 lower	 on	 all	

parameters	including	economic	participation	comparable	to	the	other	four.	With	

regards	to	female	representation	in	national	parliaments,	Denmark	is	at	37,4%,	

Norway	 40,8%,	 Sweden	 46,4%,	 and	 finally	 Spain	 41,4%	 in	 their	 congress	 and	

36,8%	in	their	senate.19	Italy	 is	 the	outlier	with	31,4%	in	chambers	of	deputies	

and	29,2%	in	their	senate.20	

	

The	European	Institute	for	Gender	Equality	(EIGE)	has	a	similar	ranking,	though	

only	 for	 European	 Union	 members	 –	 meaning	 Norway	 is	 excluded.	 However,	
																																																								
18 Political empowerment is based on the number of elected female officials. But it is also influenced 
on whether a country has ever had a female head of state. Just one female prime minister or president 
has long residual influence on the category. 
19 Numbers found from the following sources: 
https://www.womenpoliticalleaders.org/about/parliaments/ and for Sweden (to be sure to use latest 
figures, after the latest election in September, 2018): https://www.riksdagen.se/sv/ledamoter-partier/ 
20 https://www.womenpoliticalleaders.org/about/parliaments/ 
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based	 on	 the	 brief	 facts	 above,	 it	 can	 be	 surmised	 Norway	would	 tally	 closely	

with	 the	 figures	 for	 Denmark	 and	 Sweden.	 The	 Gender	 Equality	 Index	 has	 an	

average	across	the	28	EU	countries	in	2015	of	66.2	(EIGE,	“Comparing	in	Gender	

Equality	Index,	2015”	eige.europa.eu).	Sweden	is	the	high	scorer	with	a	value	of	

82.6,	Denmark	 following	at	76.8,	 Spain	 then	 again	at	68.3	and	 lastly	 Italy	with	

62.1.	 If	 all	 EU	 countries	 are	 considered,	 Sweden	 and	 Denmark	 still	 top	 as	

numbers	 1	 and	 2,	 with	 Finland	 rounding	 out	 the	 top	 three.	 This	 ranking	 is	

broader	in	scope	than	the	WEF’s,	which	might	explain	Denmark’s	higher	ranking	

here.	They	aggregate	seven	parameters:	Work,	Money,	Knowledge,	Time,	Power,	

Health,	and	Violence.	

3.2.2.1	Summary		

Overall,	this	section	can	be	summarized	in	stating	that	the	five	chosen	countries	

share	 similarities	 and	differences	 and	 broadly	 can	 be	 divided	 into	 two	 groups.	

Time	and	resource	constraints	led	us	to	focus	on	these	five	overall,	as	they	within	

a	European	context	gives	a	good	scope	for	consideration	across	cultural	divides.	

The	 analysis	done	 in	 later	 parts	of	 the	 paper	 largely	 considers	 Spain	 and	 Italy	

together	versus	the	three	Scandinavian	countries.	

3.2.2.2	Progressive	tax	and	a	Danish	example	

In	 a	 survey	 of	 the	 general	 tax	 burden	 in	 EU	 countries	 (Rogers	 and	 Philippe,	

2018),	only	six	current	EU	countries	are	stated	to	be	‘flat	tax	countries’:	Bulgaria,	

Estonia,	 Hungary,	 Lithuania,	 Latvia,	 and	 Romania.	 As	 seen	 these	 are	 all	 recent	

additions	 to	 the	 union	 and	 from	what	 was	 previously	 considered	 the	 Eastern	

Block.	 Barrios	 et	 al	 (2018)	 mention	 that	 flat	 tax	 are	 often	 seen	 as	 useful	 for	

transition	 economies. 21 	As	 such,	 all	 the	 countries	 survey	 presently	 use	

progressive	taxation,	though	it	manifests	differently	from	country	to	country.22	

	

The	Danish	tax	authorities	summarized	the	Danish	tax	system	with	the	words:	

“All	citizens	use	the	public	sector	in	some	way,	and,	as	a	general	principle,	

all	citizens	must	thus	help	pay	for	it.	The	tax	funds	are	used	to	pay	for	the	

different	expenses	that	Danish	society	has	such	as	welfare	benefits,	state	

																																																								
21 By which they are mostly considering countries transitioning from planned to market economy 
22 For a run-down of the European taxation trends, the European Commission publishes yearly taxation 
trends. The most recent can be accessed at https://ec.europa.eu/taxation_customs/business/economic-
analysis-taxation/taxation-trends-eu-union_en  
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pension,	child	benefits	and	for	public	institutions	such	as	schools,	hospitals,	

libraries	and	the	police.	

The	Danish	tax	system	is	progressive.	This	means	that	the	higher	your	

income,	the	more	taxes	you	have	to	pay.	In	many	other	countries	citizens	

pay	less	tax	than	in	Denmark,	but	in	return	they	have	to	pay	to	go	to	school,	

to	the	hospital,	the	doctor's,	etc.	Denmark	has	its	own	Minister	of	Taxation,	

Ministry	of	Taxation	and	its	own	taxation	laws.”	(Skat	1,	“Taxation	in	

Denmark”,	skat.dk)	

When	calculating	the	taxable	income,	Danes	have	to	take	into	consideration	the	

various	 deductions	 they	 can	 apply	 to	 their	 income	 (Skat	 2,	 “Deductions	 and	

Allowances”,	 skat.dk).	 Deductions	 are	 some	 of	 the	 ways,	 the	 Danish	 welfare	

systems	tries	to	guide	the	behaviour	of	its	citizens.	Examples	of	deductions	given	

by	 one	 of	 the	 biggest	 Danish	 unions	 are	 the	 ones	 you	 get	 for	 paying	 into	 a	

pension	scheme,	 interest	on	various	 loans,	mileage	allowance	to	work	or	union	

fees	(3f,	“Taxes”,	subsection	“Tax	deduction”,	3f.dk).		

	

Childcare	is	also	supported	by	the	state,	to	allow	both	parents	to	work.	Childcare	

payments	 are	 partially	 financed	 by	 the	 government	 (so	 they	 are	 payable	 and	

makes	sense	as	a	cost-benefit	for	working	parents,	even	on	a	low	salary)	and	all	

children	 are	 guaranteed	 a	 place	 in	 a	 childcare	 institution	 (Borger,	 “Family	 and	

children”,	 subsection	 “Childcare	 facilities	 for	 young	 children”,	

lifeindenmark.borger.dk).	

	

The	 argument	 for	 progressive	 taxation	 can	 be	 traced	 back	 to	 John	 Stuart	Mill,	

who	in	‘Principles	of	Political	Economy’	noted:		

“As	a	government	ought	to	make	no	distinction	of	persons	or	classes	in	the	

strength	 of	 their	 claims	 on	 it,	 whatever	 sacrifices	 it	 requires	 from	 them	

should	be	made	to	bear	as	nearly	as	possible	with	the	same	pressure	upon	

all…	Equality	of	taxation,	therefor,	as	a	maxim	of	politics,	means	equality	of	

sacrifice.”	(Mill,	1848,	p.	804)	

	

Avi-Yonah	(2002)	in	a	review	of	the	historic	reasons	to	tax	the	rich:	
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“In	1952,	when	tax	rates	were,	as	noted	above,	 steeply	progressive,	Walter	

Blum	and	Harry	Kalven	published	a	classic	article	entitled	The	Uneasy	Case	

for	 Progressive	 Taxation.	 Blum	 and	 Kalven	 used	 most	 of	 the	 article	 to	

demolish	 systematically	 all	 previous	 arguments	 for	 progressivity	made	 in	

the	name	of	“ability	to	pay”	and	“equal	sacrifice.”	In	the	end,	they	concluded	

that	 any	 remaining	 case	 for	 progressivity	 must	 be	 made	 in	 the	 name	 of	

redistribution,	 or	 an	 inherent	 objection	 to	 social	 inequality,	 but	 without	

explaining	 what	 makes	 inequality	 objectionable.	 This	 is	 the	 same	 type	 of	

“aesthetic”	 argument	 that	motivated	 Henry	 Simons’	 oft-quoted	 conclusion	

in	Personal	Income	Taxation	(published	in	1938	at	the	height	of	New	Deal	

progressivism)	 that	 sharply	 graduated	 rates	 are	 defensible	 only	 because	

there	 is	 something	 inherently	 “	 unlovely”	 about	 inequality.”	 (Avi-Yonah,	

2002,	p.	1399)	

	

All	of	this	to	show	that	the	chosen	countries	–	due	to	the	fact	that	they	all	make	

use	of	progressive	taxation	to	re-distribute	wealth23	–	are	already	differentiating	

how	 they	 tax	 various	 groups	 within	 the	 nation.	 Willingness	 to	 adapt	 that	

differentiation	 to	 gender	 is	 what	 this	 paper	 is	 about.	 The	 results	 will	 be	

represented	in	Section	4.	

3.2.2.2	Parental	leave	and	gender		

A	contemporary	example	of	 trying	to	negotiate	 the	gender	pay	gap	and	gender	

employment	gap	is	the	recent	discussion	within	the	EU	on	earmarked	paternity	

leave	–	handily	 summarised	 in	a	European	Commission	assessment	 (European	

Commission,	 2018)	 which	 shows	 a	 strong	 variation	 across	 the	 28	 European	

Union	member	 states.	 As	 further	 described	 in	 a	 2017	 article	 in	 the	 Economist	

online	 magazine,	 the	 EU	 is	 considering	 utilising	 the	 current	 Swedish	 model,	

where	 part	of	 the	parental	 leave	 is	 either	 used	 by	 the	 secondary	 care	 giver	or	

forfeited	(the	Economist,	2017).	Oftentimes,	one	parent	–	commonly	the	mother	

–	 take	 most	 of	 the	 parental	 leave,	 and	 in	 a	 system	 as	 the	 Danish	 where	 the	

division	of	 leave	 is	 voluntary,	 the	 female	 is	 commonly	 left	with	the	bigger	part	

(Weinberger	 et	 al,	 2018).	 This	 is	 both	 because	 mothers	 are	 seen	 as	 the	 main	

caregivers,	and	because	men	mostly	earn	more	than	women	–	meaning	paternal	
																																																								
23 See footnote 22 for details 
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leave	is	a	bigger	economic	hardship	on	growing	families.	This	in	turn	contributes	

to	 keeping	 women	 in	 lower	 paying	 jobs	 (Ibid.).	 Graph	 1	 from	 section	 2.3	

represented	Danish	wages	and	the	impact	of	the	first	child	of	women	compared	

to	men.	

	

The	table	(table	2)	below	from	Abendroth	et	al.	(2014)	shows	that	Denmark	use	

more	expenditure	on	childcare	and	family	cash	payments	compared	to	Spain	and	

Italy,	but	 it	 also	has	more	women	with	 children	entering	 the	market	place	and	

higher	overall	female	labour	participation.	

Table	2:	Country-Level	Descriptive	Statistics	(1994	to	2001	Averages)	

	
Source:	Table	from	Abendroth	et	al.	(2014,	p.999)	

	

The	Swedish	and	Norwegian	systems	are	very	similar	 to	 the	Danish.	As	seen	 in	

Figure	 5	 below,	 Scandinavians	 have	 children	 earlier	 and	 have	 overall	 more	

children,	than	their	counterparts	in	Spain	and	Italy.	State	supported	for	children	

and	childcare	may	account	for	this	difference.	
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Figure	5:	Fertility	indicators,	EU-28	and	EEA,	2016

	
Source:	Eurostat	3,	“Fertility	indicators,	2016.png”,	ec.europa.eu		
	

3.2.3	Elected	politicians	as	audience	

As	stated	previously,	 this	paper	wanted	to	expand	on	the	work	of	Alesina	et	al.	

(2011),	 by	 investigating	 reactions	 to	 gender-based	 taxation.	 Various	 audiences	

were	 considered:	 students	 or	 an	 (to	 some	 extent)	 arbitrary	 segment	 of	 the	

population	through	Facebook,	LinkedIn	networks,	or	other	avenues	of	approach.	

Even	 though	 these	 are	 voters,	 who	 can	 imply	what	 is	 important	 to	 get	 on	 the	

political	 agenda	 in	 the	next	 term,	 it	was	 felt	 that	 politicians	who	were	 already	

elected	 and	 who	 already	 work	 with	 tax	 policy	 to	 some	 degree	 would	 give	 a	

clearer	picture	as	to	what	the	political	reaction	to	gender-based	taxation	is	right	

now.	 Thusly	 politicians	 at	 the	 parliamentary	 level	 were	 chosen.	 Local	 or	

municipal	 politicians	 were	 also	 considered,	 but	 since	 tax	 policy	 is	 a	 national	

issue,	this	idea	was	also	discarded.		

	

The	downside	of	choosing	parliamentary	politicians	as	an	audience	 is	 that	 they	

are	often	quite	busy	and	probably	receive	many	 inquiries,	so	the	response	rate	

was	expected	to	be	low.	Furthermore	(as	also	turned	out	to	be	true)	even	though,	
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they,	 as	 elected	 politicians,	 work	 and	 vote	 directly	 in	 regards	 to	 national	 tax	

policies,	many	are	still	not	subject	matter	experts	on	this	and	will	choose	how	to	

vote	 based	 on	 party	 lines.	 This	was	 indicated	 in	 some	 of	 the	 replies	 received,	

where	 the	 person	 chose	 not	 to	 reply	 in	 the	 survey,	 but	 instead	 requested	

contacting	 the	 party’s	 spokesperson	 on	 the	matter.24	Furthermore	 at	 least	 one	

person	 clearly	 misunderstood	 the	 question,	 which	 was	 clear	 in	 their	 in-depth	

answer	where	 they	 talked	 about	 influencing	 behaviour	 by	 taxing	 certain	 items	

specifically	 (tampons,	 etc.).	 This	 underlines	 that	 elected	 politicians	 are	 not	

necessarily	experts	on	everything	they	vote	on,	but	this	would	also	be	the	case	if	

a	gender-based	tax	policy	were	proposed.	

	

As	discussed	by	Kuehnhanss	and	Heyndels	(2018)	in	their	survey	experiment	of	

local	Flemish	politicians,	asking	how	politicians	would	vote	in	a	certain	case,	may	

not	 translate	 to	 reality	 (Kuehnhanss	 &	 Heyndels,	 2018,	 p.	 38).	 In	 reality	 a	

discussion	 in	 the	 political	 and	 possibly	 public	 sphere	 may	 influence	 voting	

preferences	and	behaviour,	so	if	a	gender-based	taxation	proposal	were	“on	the	

table”	(words	used	by	Alesina	et	al.,	2011,	p.	2)	–	reactions	to	this	in	the	broader	

public	 would	 probably	 influence	 voting	 behaviour	 in	 parliament.	 This	 is	 one	

reason	we	decided	to	go	directly	to	the	elected	politicians	and	not	through	party	

spokespersons.	By	using	an	anonymised	 survey,	we	believe	 that	 answers	more	

likely	 reflect	 individuals’	 immediate	 reaction	 to	 the	 proposal	 of	 gender-based	

taxation,	rather	than	how	a	party	might	perceive	the	idea	to	play	in	the	political	

marketplace.	 This	 would	 make	 politicians	 potentially	 both	 representative	 of	

their	countries25	and	their	political	landscape.	

	

Sometimes	in	regards	to	survey	experiment,	the	design	of	the	survey	experiment	

is	meant	to	show	a	result	that	can	be	extrapolated	to	a	larger	population	(Mutz	

2011,	2).	For	example,	asking	a	certain	number	of	parents	about	their	children	in	

a	 certain	 state	 or	 country	may	 be	 (with	more	 or	 less	 success)	 extrapolated	 to	

indicate	something	about	parents	and	children	on	a	national	level.	In	regards	to	

																																																								
24 This was true in particular for Denmark and Sweden where we received six emails as feedback 
stating this. We did end up contacting the political parties, but received very few replies. 
25 Politicians are after all chosen to represent their voters, and ideations and principles of a variety of 
politicians should then represent a variety across a nation. 
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the	choice	of	our	survey	experiment	audience,	we	do	not	seek	to	extrapolate	the	

results	to	a	wider	population.	Rather	we	seek	to	establish	what	the	reaction	is	of	

exactly	the	politicians	we	contacted.	In	the	end,	since	there	were	few	replies,	the	

sample	 is	 considered	 to	 have	 low	 external	 validity	 and	 represent	 merely	 the	

people	that	did	respond	as	a	group.	This	will	be	discussed	in	Section	5.1.	

	

A	cursory	browse	of	the	most	recent	literature	(search	of	academic	works	since	

2010)	 seems	 to	 indicate	 politicians	 are	 rarely	 used	 as	 the	 basis	 for	 survey	

experiments,	seemingly	supporting	the	conclusion	that	politicians	are	perceived	

as	a	difficult	to	reach	target	group	–	especially	when	conducting	an	online	survey	

as	done	here.	One	exception	is	a	study	of	844	Danish	city	councillors	by	Nielsen	

and	Baekgaard	 (2015).26	When	politicians	 are	 linked	 to	 survey	 experiments,	 it	

seems	 more	 often	 to	 be	 surveys	 of	 citizen	 reactions	 (Campbell	 and	 Cowley,	

2014),	perceptions	(Ladd,	2010)	or	support	(Winters	and	Weitz-Shapiro,	2013).	

	

Though	this	research	is	preliminary,	it	supports	the	notion	that	politicians	can	be	

a	hard	group	to	canvass.	However,	it	would	be	nearly	impossible	to	conduct	sit	

down	 or	 even	 phone	 interviews	 with	 the	 number	 of	 people	 reached	 here,	

without	 substantial	 time	 and	 resources.	 Since	 this	 experiment	 is	 specifically	

concerned	with	 political	opinion	of	 gender-based	 taxation,	we	 decided	 to	 stick	

with	this	group	of	interest.	

	

Lastly	most	of	their	email	addresses	were	open	source,	providing	an	opportunity	

to	 access	 this	 group	 through	 experimental	 survey	 via	 emails.	 While	 contact	

information	was	also	available	for	all	parties	represented	in	the	five	parliaments,	

the	response	was	expected	to	be	even	lower	if	this	target	group	were	chosen,	as	

is	evident	in	section	4.9.3	and	discussed	more	in-depth	in	4.9.3.1.	

																																																								
26 There is also the experiment of Race and Responsiveness by McClendon (2016), which is not a true 
survey experiment, but rather an experiment, as well as the framing experiment by Kuhnhaus and 
Heyndels (2018). 
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3.3	Our	Survey	Experiment:	Design	

3.3.1	Measuring	whether	gender	is	a	factor	

The	survey	experiment	is	based	on	one	simple	question	that	has	been	phrased	in	

two	 different	 ways	 for	 each	 half	 of	 the	 sample.	 One	 half	 received	 a	 question	

regarding	whether	they	would	be	willing	to	vote	for	gender-based	taxation	with	

gendered	articulation,	the	other	half	received	it	in	gender-neutral	wording	(see	7	

and	8	on	the	following	pages).	This	established	the	basis	for	analysis	of	whether	

gender	is	a	factor	in	regards	to	the	willingness	to	vote	yes	or	no	on	gender-based	

taxation.		

3.3.2	Designing	the	survey	questions	

The	 email	 (seen	 below	 in	 Figure	 6)	 sent	 out	 was	 worded	 the	 same	 for	 all	

recipients,	but	the	surveys	it	linked	to	were	worded	differently	as	seen	below	in	

Figure	7	and	8.	 	
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Figure	6:	Email	text	
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Figure	7:	Gendered	Text	Survey	
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Figure	8:	Gender-Neutral	Text	Survey	

	
	

3.3.3	The	other	questions	of	the	survey	

The	additional	seven	questions	were	the	same	for	the	entire	sample	of	recipients	

–	both	 in	order	and	 in	wording	and	were	used	 to	 identify	possible	 factors	 that	

could	 influence	 the	 opinion	 of	 the	 politicians.	 These	 questions	 include,	 among	

others,	nationality,	whether	they	had	children,	and	their	gender.	The	questions	

were	 chosen	 under	 the	 presumption	 that	 they	may	 influence	 the	 answers	 the	
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politician	 would	 give,	 though	 there	 may	 be	 other	 factors	 of	 interest	 such	 as	

educational	background,	other	work	experience	and	marital	status.	We	chose	to	

include	only	 those	 seven	questions	because	 they	are	 the	most	 relevant	 for	our	

analysis	 and	 allowed	 us	 to	 keep	 the	 survey	 short,	 so	 that	 people	 would	 be	

inclined	to	answer	it.	

3.4	Our	Survey	Experiment:	Procedure	

3.4.1	Email	address	and	text	

This	section	 is	an	overview	of	 the	process.	After	determining	the	audience	and	

articulating	the	survey	question	(see	Section	3.3),	the	email	text	was	written.	See	

figure	6	below.	

Figure	6.	Email	text	
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This	 text	was	translated	to	Danish,	Norwegian,	Swedish,	 Italian	and	Spanish	by	

professional	translators	as	well	as	our	contacts–	as	was	the	survey	it	linked	to.27	

Furthermore,	 an	 email	 address	 for	 the	 purpose	 of	 this	 paper	

(cbs.researchsurvey@gmail.com)	was	created.	

	

Including	the	word	“tax”	in	the	email	address	or	email	subject	line	would	be	off-

putting	 and	 it	 was	 found	 that	 that	 the	 chosen	 email	 address	 name	 was	more	

inviting	to	open	the	email.	Gmail	was	used	at	it	was	a	known	service	by	us	and	

widely	known	by	others,	so	it	would	seem	more	legitimate	as	a	sender	than	other	

less	known	services.	Moreover,	we	used	Google	Analyse	(Forms)	as	a	service	for	

the	 survey,	 as	we	expected	 that	 this	would	ease	 the	process.	 It	 transpired	 that	

this	 email	 service	 has	 a	 limit	 as	 to	 how	 many	 emails	 can	 be	 sent	 out	 by	 an	

account	 in	 the	 space	 of	 24	 hours.	 Therefore,	 though	we	 initially	 had	 a	 plan	 to	

send	 it	 out	 at	 once,	we	 had	 to	 diverge	 from	our	 initial	 plan	 and	 sent	 it	 out	 as	

follows	in	table	3	below.	Please	note	the	dates	in	the	table.	

Table	3.	Dates	the	emails	were	sent	out	

Timetable	 2/10	 3/10	 4/10	 8/10	 10/10	 17/10	 18/10	 21/10	 22/10	

Denmark	 x	 	 	 	 x	 	 	 	 	

Norway	 x	 	 	 	 	 	 	 x	 	

Sweden	 	 x	 	 	 	 	 	 x	 	

Italy**	 	 	 	 x**	 x**	 x**	 x**	 	 	

Spain*	 	 	 x*	 	 	 	 	 	 x*	

*Many	of	the	Spanish	parliamentarians	were	only	accessible	through	contact	form,	
which	took	longer.	This	was	done	between	4th	of	October	and	10th	of	October	and	
the	reminder	email	was	sent	out	between	22nd	of	October	and	24th	of	October.	
**Since	Italy	had	so	many	politicians,	it	had	to	be	sent	out	over	two	days.	Gmail	can	
only	send	out	a	maximum	of	500	emails	per	24-hour	period.	
	

As	 can	 be	 seen	 below,	 we	 decided	 to	 add	 text	 to	 the	 reminder	 email	 and	

therefore	we	were	delayed	by	translations	 in	sending	out	 the	reminder	emails.	

																																																								
27 We articulated the Danish email text and survey ourselves, for the Norwegian and Swedish 
professional translators were used, for the Italian our supervisor Alice Guerra obliged with a translation 
and finally for the Spanish email text and survey a contact by our supervisor was used, but the 
reminder text was done by a professional translator. 
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We	 also	 had	 to	 consider	 whether	 there	 were	 holidays	 in	 the	 given	 countries,	

which	is	why	they	emails	were	sent	out	as	seen	in	table	3.	

3.4.2	Reminder	email	

A	reminder	email	was	sent	out	at	a	later	stage,	as	seen	in	table	3	above	in	order	

to	 receive	 as	 many	 answers	 as	 possible.	 It	 was	 decided	 to	 only	 send	 out	 one	

reminder	email	in	order	to	not	agitate	busy	politicians	and	it	was	also	assumed	

that	 more	 reminders	 would	 not	 increase	 the	 number	 of	 participants	 in	 the	

survey.	

	

Whilst	 we	 had	 always	 planned	 to	 send	 a	 reminder	 email,	 as	 the	 first	 answers	

came	in	we	found	that	we	had	to	add	text	to	the	reminder	email	sent	out	in	order	

to	 clear	 up	 that	 what	 we	 wanted	 was	 the	 reaction	 of	 every	 single	 elected	

politician	and	not	be	redirected	to	the	party	spokesperson	on	taxation.	However,	

because	 of	 this,	 we	 decided	 to	 also	 do	 this,	 when	 the	 survey	 experiment	 data	

collection	 was	 concluded.	 See	 section	 3.6	 for	 more	 on	 this.	 In	 figure	 9	 the	

reminder	email	text	is	seen.	Like	the	original	email	text	professional	translators	

to	 each	 individual	 language	 also	 translated	 this.	 Since	 the	 answers	 are	

anonymous,	 we	 did	 not	 have	 access	 to	 information	 about	 who	 had	 already	

answered	 the	 survey.	 Therefore,	 it	 was	 deemed	 necessary	 to	 send	 it	 out	 to	

everyone	 again,	 even	 though	 this	meant	 that	we	might	 receive	 duplicates.	We	

surmised	 that	 the	 chances	 of	 this	 happening	 was	 very	 small	 due	 to	 time	

constraint	 on	 the	 part	 of	 busy	 politicians	 as	 well	 as	 the	 clear	 message	 in	 the	

reminder	email	to	not	participate	twice.	
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Figure	9:	Reminder	Email	text	

	
	

3.4.3	How	the	emails	were	sent	out	

We	sent	out	the	survey	experiment	via	email	to	the	elected	politicians	in	the	five	

chosen	countries.	This	was	the	target	audience	and	amounted	to	2264	people	as	

detailed	in	table	4:	

Table	4:	Number	of	Parliamentarians	in	each	country	

Country	 Number	of	parliamentarians	

Denmark	 179	

Norway	 169	

Sweden	 349	

Italy	 951	total*	

Spain	 616	total*	

Total	 2264	

*Italy	and	Spain	have	bicameral	systems.	Italy	has	630	deputies	and	315	senators	
as	 well	 as	 six	 elected	 for	 life,	 totalling	 951.	 Spain	 has	 350	 deputies	 and	 266	
senators,	adding	up	to	616	in	total.	
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The	 emails	 were	 found	 on	 the	 official	 website	 for	 each	 country’s	 parliament,	

however	some	did	not	have	these	available.28	However,	not	all	were	available,	as	

will	 be	 accounted	 for	 below.	 Firstly,	 table	 5	 gives	 an	 overview	 of	 how	 many	

emails	were	sent	in	regards	to	how	many	members	of	parliament	exists.	

Table	5:	Number	of	emails	sent	per	country	

Country	 Emails	sent/members	of	parliament	

Denmark	 177/179	

Norway	 169/169	

Sweden	 353/349	

Italy	 948/951	

Spain	 561/616	

Total	 2208/2264	

	

3.4.3.1	Spain	

Of	 the	 266	 in	 the	 Cortes	 Generales	 80	 had	 contact	 forms,	 with	 which	 they	

received	 our	 email	 and	 one	 did	 not	 have	 an	 email	 or	 a	 contact	 form.	 In	 the	

Spanish	 Congress	 of	 Deputies	 54	 politicians	 did	 not	 have	 contact	 form	 or	 a	

readily	public	email.	After	an	open	source	research	these	were	not	contacted	as	

part	of	our	study.	This	means	the	number	that	was	contacted	was	561.	

3.4.3.2	Italy	

For	Italy,	the	Chamber	of	Deputies	was	fully	available,	but	there	were	only	318	in	

the	Senate	of	the	Republic.	This	means	the	total	here	was	948.	

																																																								
28 The specific website were the following (Last access: January 2019):  
Denmark: https://www.ft.dk/da/medlemmer/1mandatfordelingen 
Norway: https://stortinget.no/no/Representanter-og-komiteer/Partiene/Partioversikt/ 
Sweden: https://www.riksdagen.se/sv/ledamoter-partier/ 
Spain’s senate:  
http://www.senado.es/web/composicionorganizacion/senadores/composicionsenado/senadoresenactivo/
consultaordenalfabetico/index.html 
Spain’s congress:  
http://www.congreso.es/portal/page/portal/Congreso/Congreso/Diputados?_piref73_1333056_73_1333
049_1333049.next_page=/wc/menuAbecedarioInicio&tipoBusqueda=completo&idLegislatura=12 
Italy Chamber of Deputies: http://www.camera.it/leg18/28 
Italy Senate of the Republic: http://www.senato.it/leg/18/BGT/Schede/Attsen/Sena.html  
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3.4.3.3	Denmark	

It	was	possible	to	send	to	all	179	members	of	parliament.	Five	replied	that	they	

would	 refer	 us	 to	 the	 tax	 spokesperson	 of	 their	 party	 and	 thus	 declined	 to	

answer	themselves.	In	order	to	engage	in	this	perspective	a	reminder	email	was	

drafted,	 in	 which	 it	 was	 emphasized	 that	 the	 survey	 wanted	 to	 look	 at	 the	

political	 reaction	 by	 looking	 at	 the	 accumulative	 measurements	 of	 each	

individual	 elected	politician29.	Of	 the	179	 listed	emails,	 two	were	 inactive.	This	

means	the	total	here	was	177.	

3.4.3.4	Sweden	

In	 Sweden	 354	 emails	 were	 contacted,	 however	 one	 was	 inactive.	 Because	 it	

included	 alternates	 there	 are	 more	 than	 the	 349	 members	 of	 parliament,	

however	 it	 was	 decided	 to	 include	 it,	 as	 these	 politicians	 might	 also	 have	

influence	on	the	policy	if	it	was	proposed.	This	means	the	total	was	353.	

3.4.3.5	Norway	

It	 was	 possible	 to	 send	 out	 the	 email	 to	 all	 169	members	 of	 parliament.	 This	

means	the	total	here	was	169.	

3.4.3.6	Total	

Leading	our	sample	pool	to	2208	elected	parliamentarians.		

3.4.4	Randomization	

In	order	to	see	whether	the	wording	of	the	question	had	an	influence	on	voting	

behaviour,	the	sample	group	was	divided	into	two	groups	–	one	half	received	the	

gendered	worded	 survey	 and	 the	 other	 a	 gender-neutral	 worded	 survey.	 This	

division	was	done	randomly,	in	order	to	minimize	bias.	There	is	another	way	to	

randomize:	 by	 doing	 a	 so-called	 true	 randomization,	 in	 which	 in	 which	 it	 is	

uncertain	–	and	random	–	how	many	received	one	or	the	other	text.	This	was	not	

chosen,	 because	 it	 was	 the	 consideration	 that	 we	 needed	 two	 equally	 large	

samples	 of	 gendered	 and	 gender-neutral	 pools	 to	 compare	 –	 even	 though	we	

could	not	be	sure	to	get	an	even	amount	of	replies	from	each.	Randomization,	of	

one	 or	 the	 other	 kind,	 is	 a	 generally	 done	 in	 these	 kinds	 of	 methods	 as	 good	

measure.	As	Blom-Hansen	et	al.	(2015)	write:	
																																																								
29 See the reminder email in section 3.4.2. 
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“If	there	is	no	randomization,	different	results	for	experimental	and	control	

groups	may	be	caused	by	initial	differences	between	these	groups.	In	this	

case,	the	researcher	must	deal	with	these	differences	before	interpreting	the	

results.	In	con-	trast,	randomized	assignment	means	that	the	causal	effect	of	

the	intervention	may	be	directly	measured	as	the	difference	in	the	result	for	

the	experimental	and	control	groups.”	(Blom-Hansen	et	al.,	2015,	p.	158)	

	

In	experiments,	there	are	usually	a	group	that	receives	stimulus	of	some	sort	and	

a	 control	 group	 that	does	not.	 In	 this	 survey	experiment,	 the	 stimulus	was	 the	

wording	of	 the	question.	 It	was	necessary	to	divide	 into	groups	 in	order	to	see	

whether	 articulation	 of	 the	 question	 had	 an	 effect	 or	 not.	 The	 groups	 were	

designed	through	randomization	in	order	to	mitigate	bias.	

Randomization	for	the	treatment	(question	wording)	was	also	important,	as	it	is	

a	basis	for	being	able	to	subject	the	results	to	statistical	tests,	as	done	in	Section	

4.8.	Randomization	is	a	contingent	for	these	tests.	Randomization	was	achieved	

by	 use	 of	 the	 excel	 spreadsheet,	 collecting	 all	 the	 relevant	 email	 addresses.	

Randomization	was	not	truly	random,	as	it	was	set	up	to	ensure	half	of	recipients	

received	the	gendered	version	of	the	survey	and	half	the	gender-neutral	version.	

More	on	this	choice	is	written	in	Section	4.8.	

3.4.5	Anonymous	and	non-incentivized	

The	replies	were	anonymous	and	non-incentivized.	As	Blom-Hansen	et	al.	(2015)	

comment,	survey	experiments	allow	for	big	sample	pools,	which	is	also	the	case	

for	our	survey	experiment	(Blom-Hansen	et	al.,	2015,	p.	161).	A	big	survey	pool	

fits	 well	 with	 anonymity	 and	 keeping	 the	 survey	 non-incentivized	 due	 to	 the	

amount	 of	 information	 management	 it	 would	 require.	 In	 a	 survey	 of	 various	

survey	 methods	 Sinclair	 et	 al.	 (2012)	 concluded	 that	 incentive	 increased	

response	rates.	When	an	incentive	is	offered	it	is	not	unusual	that	it	is	offered	as	

a	 draw	 for	 a	 prize,	 meaning	 that	 it	 is	 not	 certain	 that	 every	 single	 person	 is	

compensated	for	participating	in	the	survey.	An	incentive	to	reply	would	require	

contact	 information	 on	 a	 survey	 reply,	 meaning	 it	 could	 not	 necessarily	 be	

completely	anonymous.	It	would	also	require	for	us	to	have	prize	that	would	be	

interesting	for	politicians	to	receive,	which	is	unlikely	and	probably	too	costly	for	
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us	as	students.	Since	survey	experiments	usually	allow	for	a	big	sample	size	it	is	

usually	intended	not	for	identification	of	the	participants,	but	rather	a	focus	on	a	

sample	that	can	be	extrapolated	to	show	the	reactions	of	a	certain	sample	size	to	

a	wider	 audience	 (Mutz,	 2011,	 p.	 2).	 In	 regards	 to	 our	 choice	 of	 audience,	 the	

anonymity	 allowed	 the	 politicians	 to	 participate	without	 unwillingly	making	 a	

political	 statement,	 but	 simply	 participating	 in	 our	 survey,	which	 is	 easier	 and	

less	committing.	

	

In	 summation,	 anonymity	was	 important	 to	allow	 for	politicians	 to	 feel	 able	 to	

give	 their	 honest	 opinion	 –	 the	 survey	 was	 not	 focused	 on	 party	 political	

responses,	but	rather	wanted	to	survey	whether	politicians	as	individuals	would	

agree	 to	 the	 measure,	 and	 whether	 or	 not	 they	 would	 be	 influenced	 by	 the	

experiment	 treatment:	 would	 wording	 make	 a	 difference?	 Incentivizing	 the	

survey	 might	 counteract	 honest	 responses	 and	 force	 the	 hand	 of	 the	 people	

responding	 or	 influence	 their	 willingness	 to	 participate,	 based	 on	 how	 they	

viewed	the	price.	This	was	also	the	set-up	for	Kuehnhanss	and	Heyndels	framing	

experiment	with	Flemish	politicians	(Kuehnhanss	and	Heyndels,	2018,	p.	31).	

3.5	Interest	Organisations	

Aside	from	sending	out	emails	to	the	politicians	of	these	five	countries,	we	also	

sent	 out	 an	 email	 to	 17	 different	 interest	 organisations	 from	 the	 different	

countries	 to	 hear	 whether	 they	 would	 support	 such	 a	 policy	 or	 not.	 The	

organisations	can	be	seen	in	the	list	below.	

Table	6:	Interest	organisations	approached	

Interest	Organisation	 Country	of	Origin	 Description	

Business	Europe	 International	 Confederation	of	
European	
Business/Lobby	
organisation	

Centre	for	Business	and	

Policy	Studies	

(Studieförbundet	

Näringsliv	och	

Samhälle)	

Sweden	 Advocacy	
Group/Network	

Cevea	 Denmark	 Center-Left	think-tank	
Confederation	of	

Danish	Employers	

Denmark	 Organisation	for	14	
Employers’	Associations	
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(Dansk	

Arbejdsgiverforening)	

that	coordinate	and	
lobby	on	matters	of	
labour	market	politics	

Confederation	of	

Norwegian	Enterprise		

(Næringslivets	

Hovedorganisation)	

Norway	 Employer’s	organisation	

Confederation	of	

Swedish	Enterprise	

(Svensk	Näringsliv)	

Sweden	 Employer’s	organisation	

Danish	Center	for	

Research	on	Women	

and	Gender		

(KVINFO)	

Denmark	 Advocacy	organisation	

Danish	Centre	for	

Political	Studies	

(CEPOS)	

Denmark	 Liberal	think-tank	

European	Institute	for	

Gender	Equality	

International	 EU	Agency	

European	Women’s	

Lobby	

International	 Organisation	for	
women's	associations	in	
the	EU	

General	Union	of	

Workers	

(Unión	General	de	

Trabajadores)	

Spain	 Trade	Union	

Italian	Confederation	

of	Trade	Unions	

(Confederazione	

Italiana	Sindacati	

Lavoratori)	

Italy	 Organisation	for	trade	
unions	

Kraka	 Denmark	 Socio-economic	think-
tank	

Organisation	for	

Economic	Co-operation	

and	Development	

(OECD)	

International	 Intergovernmental	
Economic	Organisation	

Tax	Justice	Network	 International	Network	
(UK	Based)	

Advocacy	Group	

The	Economic	Council	

of	the	Labour	

Movement	

(Arbejderbevægelsens	

Erhvervsråd)	

Denmark	 Lobby	
organisation/think-tank	

Think-tank	Time	

(Tankesmedjan	Tiden)	

Sweden	 Labour	Movement	Think	
Tank	
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The	organisations	were	chosen	because	of	their	affiliation	with	gender,	taxation	

or	general	labour	market	in	the	five	countries.	Though	there	may	be	many	more,	

we	chose	to	focus	on	these	17	due	to	time	constraint.	The	email	text	was	written	

in	 English	 –	 again	 this	was	 a	 choice	 of	 time	 constraint.	 The	 email	 can	 be	 seen	

below	in	figure	10.	

Figure	10	Interest	Organisation	Email	Text	

	
	

The	 email	 was	 sent	 October	 2nd	 and	 again	 on	 14th	 of	 October.	 Only	 four	

answered.	These	answers	will	be	used	as	context	 to	our	analysis	of	 this	survey	

experiment	 in	 a	 later	 section	 of	 this	 paper.	 This	 is	 not	 part	 of	 the	 survey	

experiment	itself,	and	as	far	as	we	are	aware	it	is	not	usual	to	add	this	qualitative	

streak	to	the	analysis	and	understanding	of	the	results	of	the	survey	experiment.	

We	 chose	 to	 contact	 these	 interest	 organisations,	 because	 if	 gender-based	

taxation	were	proposed	some	of	these	interest	organisations	may	have	influence	

on	 the	 debate	 that	 would	 ensue	 on	 both	 a	 political	 and	 public	 level.	 It	 is	 our	
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argumentation	 that	 these	 experts	 on	 matters	 of	 taxation,	 gender	 and	 or	 the	

sphere	 of	 business	 and	 politics	 on	 a	 domestic	 or	 international	 level	 would	

participate	 in	 media	 discussions	 as	 well	 as	 be	 contacted	 directly	 by	 the	

parliament	to	give	advice	and	opinion	on	the	matter	and	thereby	have	an	effect	

on	 voting	 behaviour.	 Therefore,	 their	 view	 of	 gender-based	 taxation	 gives	

valuable	context	to	the	analysis	of	our	survey	experiment.	

3.6	Political	parties	

As	can	be	seen	in	section	4	we	only	received	a	small	fraction	of	answers	from	the	

sample	pool	(121/2208).	Seven	politicians	took	the	time	to	give	feedback	on	the	

email	 and	 referred	 us	 to	 their	party’s	 spokesperson	 on	 the	matter	 of	 taxation.	

This	 led	us	to	emphasize	that	we	wanted	the	 individual	elected	politicians	take	

on	how	they	would	vote	if	gender-based	taxation	were	proposed	in	the	reminder	

email.	Their	 feedback	did	highlight	 the	 fact	 that	politicians’	voting	behaviour	 is	

not	 necessarily	 an	 individual	 matter,	 but	 rather	 may	 follow	 a	 party	 line.	

Therefore,	we	decided	that	we	may	have	better	view	of	what	would	be	voted	if	

we	 knew	 the	 party	 lines	 and	 this	 was	 done	 by	 sending	 out	 an	 email	 to	 the	

respective	parties	in	all	five	countries.	The	list	of	parties	was	found	on	the	official	

webpages	of	the	individual	parliament	webpages,	and	for	some	of	the	parties	the	

email	 addresses	 were	 readily	 available,	 but	 for	 others	 some	 open	 source	

research	was	needed	and	others	again	were	not	found	at	all.	The	email	(seen	in	

figure	11	below)	was	articulated	in	English	due	to	time	constraint,	and	may	for	

that	reason	not	be	as	accessible	as	 the	survey	experiment	 itself.	The	email	was	

sent	out	November	7th,	2018.30	We	received	only	three	replies.	

	

It	 is	 worth	 noting	 that	 the	main	 point	 of	 analysis	 for	 this	 paper	 is	 the	 survey	

experiment	and	that	contacting	political	parties	may	be	worth	much	more	focus	

and	analysis	than	we	are	able	to	give	here.	It	will	be	used	merely	for	the	context	

of	the	analysis	of	our	survey	experiment	in	a	later	section	of	this	paper.	

																																																								
30 13 Danish political parties (all the parties with parliamentary representation, including parties from 
the Faroe Islands and Greenland) and further eight tax spokespersons; the eight political parliamentary 
parties in Sweden as well as Feministisk Initiativ, (which is not represented in the Swedish parliament, 
only locally, regionally and in the European Union Parliament, but we felt they might have a unique 
perspective, though sadly we did not receive a response); nine Norwegian political parties; 18 Italian 
political parties; and finally 19 Spanish political parties were identified and contacted. 
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Figure	11	Email	text	for	political	parties	

	

3.7	Analysing	the	results	

We	 analyse	 the	 results	 in	 the	 next	 section	 (section	 4).	 We	 first	 provide	

descriptive	statistics,	and	then	proceed	with	some	statistical	 tests	 to	determine	

whether	our	findings	are	statistically	significant.		

	

As	explained	by	Agresti	et	al.	(2018)	descriptive	statistics	“refers	to	methods	for	

summarizing	the	collected	data	(where	the	data	constitutes	either	a	sample	or	a	

population).	 The	 summaries	 usually	 consist	 of	 graphs	 and	 numbers	 such	 as	

averages	and	percentages	(Agresti	et	al.	2018,	35).”	

	

For	 the	 qualitative	 results	 a	 variation	 of	 Kvale	 and	 Brinkmann’s	 Narrative	
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Analysis	is	used	(Kvale	and	Brinkmann,	2009,	pp.	222-225).	While	this	method	is	

developed	for	oral	interviews,	it	allows	for	letting	a	narrative	structure	develop	

across	 different	 answers	 and	 pushing	 to	 the	 forefront	 common	 themes,	 while	

allowing	outlier	responses	to	only	carry	the	weight	appropriate,	as	representing	

minority	views.	This	analysis	carries	the	danger	of	letting	researcher	bias	skew	

the	 results,	 but	 in	 our	 view	 represent	 the	 easiest	 way	 to	 structure	 and	

summarize	longer	written	responses	without	having	to	reproduce	everything	in	

full.	More	details	are	written	in	section	4.9.	
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4.	Results	

In	this	section	different	graphs	and	tables	will	be	presented	in	order	to	show	the	

answers	 received	 in	 the	 survey	 experiment.	We	 focus	 on	 descriptive	 statistics	

and	 present	 statistical	 tests	 on	 whether	 the	 wording	 of	 the	 question	 (either	

gendered	or	gender-neutral)	had	an	effect.		

	

It	 should	 be	 noted	 up	 front,	 that	 the	 graphical	 representation	 of	 our	 results	

shown	below	are	depicted	as	100%	stacked	columns,	as	the	goal	is	to	show	the	–	

sometimes	 comparative	 -	 distributions	 of	 yes	 and	 no	 answers	 across	 different	

factors	 rather	 than	 how	 many	 total	 answers	 were	 received.	 The	 proportions	

within	categories	are	the	main	interest	in	creating	these	charts.	This	choice	has	

been	 made,	 as	 we	 feel	 it	 better	 represents	 what	 the	 survey	 experiment	 is	

designed	to	highlight.	

	

Some	 key	 interest	 points	 are	 portrayed	 in	 this	 section:	Whether	more	women	

than	men	were	willing	 to	vote	yes	 to	a	gender-based	 taxation	proposal	or	vice	

versa.	Whether	 those	with	 children	 had	 a	 different	 perception	 than	 those	who	

did	 not	 or	 whether	 Northern	 Europe	 differed	 to	 Southern	 Europe	 in	 their	

answers.	Deeper	discussions	of	these	findings	will	be	discussed	in	section	5	and	

will	also	be	analysed	in	the	context	of	the	in	depth	answers	received	both	in	the	

survey	 experiment,	 where	 participants	were	 able	 to	 expand	 on	 why	 they	 had	

decided	 to	 reply	 with	 a	 Yes	 or	 a	 No	 on	 the	 main	 question;	 but	 also	 answers	

received	from	interest	organisations	and	political	parties.	

4.1	Answers	received	

Of	the	125	answers	received	four	were	deemed	to	be	duplicates,	based	on	time	of	

reply	and	answers	within	said	replies,31	and	thusly	removed.	One	was	an	answer	

from	 the	 gender-neutral	 survey	 from	 Spain,	 another	 was	 from	 the	 gender-

neutral	survey	 from	Norway,	and	finally	 two	were	 from	the	surveys	 from	Italy,	

																																																								
31 In three cases answers were identical and received within a timestamp very close to one another (less 
than 10 seconds), meaning participants probably had clicked twice on the reply button. In one case 
answers were received a day apart, but everything, including the wording in the freeform, were 
identical, and as such deemed to be from the same person. 
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one	gendered	and	gender-neutral,	respectively.	This	makes	the	total	of	received	

answers	121.	As	is	shown	in	table	7.	

Table	7:	Answers	received	versus	emails	sent	per	country	

Country	 Answers	

received/emails	sent	

Percentage	

Denmark	 13/177	 7,3%	

Norway	 20/169	 11,8%	

Sweden	 44/353	 12,5%	

Italy	 20/948	 2,1%	

Spain	 24/561	 4,3%	

Total	 121/2208	 5,5%	

	

4.2	Treatment	Effect	by	Respondents’	Gender	

The	first	graph	(see	 figure	12	on	the	next	page)	 is	an	overall	representation	of	

the	responses	received	in	the	survey	experiment,	displaying	the	differences	the	

wording	 –	 as	 expanded	 upon	 in	 section	 3.3	 –	 of	 the	 question	 asked	 had	 on	

whether	politicians	were	willing	to	answer	“yes”	or	“no”.	There	are	61	answers	

from	 the	 gendered	 part	 of	 the	 survey	 experiment	 and	 60	 answers	 from	 the	

gender-neutral	part;	we	 therefore	have	an	even	distribution	between	answers.	

As	 can	 be	 seen	 more	 politicians	 voted	 no	 when	 the	 question	 was	 posed	 in	

gendered	terms	than	not.	
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Figure	12.	Treatment	Effects,	100%	stacked	columns	

	
Note:	Question	answered:	Would	you	promote	gender-based	 taxation,	 formulated	
in	a	gendered	and	gender-neutral	variation.	
	

Overall	there	is	a	clear	rejection	of	the	gender-based	taxation	proposal,	while	the	

gender-neutral	 question	 is	more	 favourable	 to	 responders.	 This	 indicates	 that	

the	formulation	of	the	question	influences	the	results.	

	

Moreover,	when	 the	question	was	posed	 in	gendered	variation	more	men	 than	

women	were	in	favour	of	gender-based	taxation	(see	Figure	4).	Though	it	should	

be	noted	that	our	sample	size	is	very	small	and	whenever	we	subdivide	it	further	

in	the	following	sections,	the	individual	subgroups	are	even	smaller,	so	all	results	

should	 be	 read	 with	 caution	 and	 the	 experiment	 repeated	 before	 any	 final	

conclusions	can	be	drawn.		
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Figure	13:	Treatments	effect	by	gender,	100%	stacked	columns	

	
Note:	Question	answered:	Would	you	promote	gender-based	 taxation,	 formulated	
in	a	gendered	and	gender-neutral	variation.	
	

However,	 when	 the	 proposal	 was	 articulated	 in	 gender-neutral	 language,	 a	

significant	 increase	 in	 approval	 is	 seen	 by	 both	 genders,	 but	more	 obvious	 in	

regards	 to	 women.	 Again,	 this	 may	 lend	 support	 to	 the	 notion	 that	 gendered	

policies	are	difficult	to	discuss	on	a	political	level	–	whether	consciously	or	not.	It	

may	 in	 part	 be	 because	 of	 a	 certain	 view	 or	 opinion	 in	 regards	 to	 gender	 in	

society	 (this	 can	 be	 conscious	 as	 well	 as	 unconscious),	 but	 it	 can,	 also	 be	

reluctance	 in	 regards	 to	 the	 optics	of	 voting	 in	 favour	of	 an	 outright	 gendered	

proposal.	 See	 section	 5.2	 for	 a	 more	 detailed	 discussion.	

	

Gender	 distribution	 across	 the	 survey	 was	 overall	 proportional	 with	 gender	

distribution	in	the	parliaments:	
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Table	8:	Number	and	percentage	of	female	politicians	in	the	five	parliaments	

	 Denmark	 Italy*	 Norway	 Spain*	 Sweden	

Number	of	

parliamentarians	

179	 951	 169	 616	 349	

Number	of	female	

parliamentarians	

67	 290	 67	 244	 161	

Percentage	of	

female	

parliamentarians	

37,4%	 30,5%	 39,6%	 39,6%	 46,1%	

Source:	WPL,	 “Parliaments”,	 womenpoliticalleaders.org	 and	 Riksdagen,	 “Den	 nya	
riksdagen	efter	valet32”,	riksdagen.se,	both	last	accessed	2nd	of	March	2019	
*	Italy	and	Spain	are	noted	with	aggregate	numbers	from	both	chambers	in	their	
bicameral	systems.	
	

For	 the	 survey	out	of	121	participants	68	 identified	as	men	and	53	as	women,	

meaning	approximately	44%	of	our	respondents	were	women.	So	overall,	we	see	

the	female	representation	in	the	survey	is	not	far	from	the	representation	in	the	

surveyed	 parliaments.	 As	 laid	 out	 in	 table	 9	 below,	 where	 each	 country	 is	

represented	 individually	 female	 politicians	 from	 Denmark,	 Italy	 and	 Norway	

feature	 in	our	 survey	experiment	 to	a	 slightly	higher	percentage	 than	 they	are	

represented	in	parliament,	Spanish,	female	parliamentarians	to	a	slighter	lesser	

degree	and	in	Sweden	quite	close	to	actual	representation.	

	

Table	9:	Number	and	percentage	of	answers	by	female	politicians	in	the	five	

parliaments	

	 Denmark	 Italy	 Norway	 Spain	 Sweden	 Overall	

Number	 of	

answers	

13	 20	 20	 24	 44	 121	

Number	 of	

female	

answers	

6	 8	 10	 9	 20	 53	

Percentage	 46,2%	 40,9%	 50,0%	 37,5%	 45,5%	 43,8%	

	

	

																																																								
32 ”Den nya riksdagen efter valet” in English ”The new parliament after the election”, translation by 
Sophie Ellgaard 
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4.3	Treatment	Effect	by	Political	Orientation	

Figure	14:	Treatment	effect	by	placement	on	political	spectrum,	100%	

stacked	columns	

	
Note:	Question	answered:	Would	you	promote	gender-based	 taxation,	 formulated	
in	a	gendered	and	gender-neutral	variation.	
	

Placement	on	the	political	spectrum	indicates,	that	politicians	on	the	right	wing	

are	far	more	positive	relating	to	the	proposal	compared	to	people	left	of	centre	

on	 the	 political	 scale.	 It	 should	 be	 noted,	 that	 this	 question	 turned	 out	 to	 be	

surprisingly	divisive	for	our	subject	pool,	with	a	few	responding	in	the	text,	that	

they	rather	considered	themselves	centred	on	the	political	scale,	or	responding	

by	 email	 stating,	 they	would	 not	 participate	 because	 this	 option	 (representing	

‘centre’	politics)	was	not	available	in	the	questionnaire.	
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4.4	Treatment	Effect	by	Having	Children	

Figure	15:	Treatment	effects	by	having	children,	100%	stacked	columns

	
Note:	Question	answered:	Would	you	promote	gender-based	 taxation,	 formulated	
in	a	gendered	and	gender-neutral	variation.	
	

Figure	6	 indicates	 that	having	 children	has	an	 influence	on	 the	 type	of	 answer	

given.	First	of	all,	 it	should	be	noted	that	most	of	the	responders	have	children.	

Again,	the	gender-neutral	formulation	of	the	question	makes	a	‘Yes’	response	far	

more	likely.	

	

It	 might	 also	 be	 noted,	 that	 childcare	 is	 specifically	 mentioned	 in	 the	 gender-

neutral	formulation	of	the	survey	question	in	some	languages.	While	the	English	

master	mentions	‘main	caretaker	of	the	family	unit’	as	a	way	to	encompass	child	

care,	 cleaning,	 cooking	 and	 the	myriad	 other	 jobs	 that	 often	 fall	mostly	 to	 the	

women	 (as	 shown	 repeatedly	 in	 section	 2	 using	 various	 data),	 in	 translation	

looking	 after	 children	 has	 been	 used	 to	 translate	 this	 admittedly	 strange	

descriptor.		As	such	this	might	have	had	an	influence	on	answers.	
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4.5	Treatment	Effects	by	Country	

Figure	16:	Treatment	Effects	by	Country33	

	
Note:	Question	answered:	Would	you	promote	gender-based	 taxation,	 formulated	
in	a	gendered	and	gender-neutral	variation.	
	

Figure	16	depicts	an	overview	of	how	the	countries	have	answered	in	regards	to	

yes/no	and	whether	the	question	was	worded	 in	a	gendered	or	gender-neutral	

manner.	The	most	noticeable	aspect	of	 this	graph	 is	 that	Denmark	and	Sweden	

has	completely	rejected	the	gendered	proposal,	whereas	Norway	is	similar	with	

only	 one	 accepting	 it.	 So	 it	 is	 markedly	 the	 Scandinavian	 countries	 that	 are	

refusing	the	gendered	worded	proposal.	In	Spain	and	Italy	this	is	less	clear	–	in	

Italy	 there	 is	 even	 an	 almost	 even	 distribution	 between	 yes	 and	 no	 in	 the	

gendered	worded	proposal.		For	all	five	countries	there	is	a	greater	acceptance	of	

the	 proposal	 when	 it	 is	 posed	 in	 gender-neutral	 terms,	 though	 Sweden	 and	

Denmark	is	still	reluctant	even	when	it	is.	

	

It	 should	also	be	noted	 that	one	politician	 from	Sweden	refused	point	blank	 to	

participate	 in	 the	 survey	 and	 stated	 a	 number	 of	 reason	 for	 this	 choice.	 Her	

																																																								
33 For esthetical reasons and ease of reading, a table is excluded from this graph. Numbers are depicted 
within columns. 
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answer	 can	 be	 seen	 in	 appendix	 D:	 Feedback	 and	 Answers	 via	 Email,	 but	 is	

mainly	 based	 on	 the	 fact	 that	 she	 does	 not	 agree	with	 the	 premise	 that	 there	

should	 be	 anything	 but	 equal	 responsibility	 for	 housework	 and	 tax	 should	 be	

based	on	income	–	so	the	one	who	earns	more,	pays	more.	

4.5.1	Northern	versus	Southern	Europe	

Figure	17,	below,	further	illuminates	this	dichotomy	by	comparing	the	Northern	

and	Southern	countries	jointly.	

Figure	17:	Treatment	effect,	Northern	and	Southern	Europe,	100%	stacked	

columns	

	
Note:	Question	answered:	Would	you	promote	gender-based	 taxation,	 formulated	
in	a	gendered	and	gender-neutral	variation.	
	

This	graph	indicates	Southern	countries	are	far	more	positive	to	this	idea,	which	

makes	 sense,	 as	 it	 has	 even	 been	 discussed	 in	 one	 of	 the	 participating	

parliaments	as	mentioned	earlier.	As	was	also	emphasized	in	section	3.2	on	why	

these	 countries	 were	 chosen,	 it	 is	 clear	 that	 household	 chores	 are	 differently	

distributed	by	genders	 in	Northern	and	Southern	Europe.	Even	 though	women	

generally	do	more	than	men,	as	shown	in	section	3.2.2,	it	was	much	more	uneven	

in	 Southern	 Europe.	 Therefore,	 these	 countries	 would	 have	 more	 to	 gain	 by	

trying	 to	 implement	 gender-based	 taxation.	 This	 will	 be	 discussed	 further	 in	

section	5.6.	
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4.6	Treatment	Effect	by	Age	

When	using	age	in	descriptive	statistics,	participants	are	often	grouped	together,	

to	show	trends	across	different	age	brackets.	Brackets	are	chosen	based	on	the	

target	 group,	 to	 take	 into	 consideration	 the	 target	 group	 included	 in	 a	 given	

survey.	 Typical	 brackets	 are	 <24	 years	 of	 age,	 between	 25-34,	 between	 35-44	

and	so	on	in	increments	until	65+	years	or	75+	years,	depending	on	what	makes	

best	sense	of	the	data.		

	

With	 regards	 to	 our	 survey,	 we	 based	 considerations	 on	 the	 number	 of	

participants	that	responded.	First	data	was	divided	for	ages	44	and	below	and	45	

and	above.	This	was	chosen	as	a	cut	off,	as	it	is	both	a	good	half-way	point	for	the	

ages	of	the	responders	(ages	stretched	from	early	20s	to	early	70s,	with	a	heavy	

concentration	in	the	centre	of	that	range),	as	well	as	an	age	that	divides	by	living	

experience	–	below	that	point,	people	are	mostly	building	 families,	careers	and	

homes	 and	 above	 that	 age	 are	 most	 often	 more	 settled.	 Secondly,	 the	 groups	

were	subdivided	again,	to	see	if	this	gave	other	insights.	In	the	end,	age	did	not	

seem	to	be	a	big	predictor	for	any	type	of	response.	

	

In	 Figure	 18	 interestingly	 more	 politicians	 over	 the	 age	 of	 44	 were	 positive	

towards	a	gender-based	taxation	proposal	than	younger	people	–	no	matter	the	

wording.	 This	 is	 despite	 the	 fact	 that	 assumingly	 their	 childrearing	 years	 are	

over	(with	arguably	more	household	work	needed	with	young	children).	
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Figure	18:	Treatment	effect.	Age,	100	%	stacked	columns34	

	
Note:	Question	answered:	Would	you	promote	gender-based	 taxation,	 formulated	
in	a	gendered	and	gender-neutral	variation.	
	

Dividing	 the	 brackets	 further,	 as	 seen	 in	 figure	 19,	 shows	 a	 bit	more	 nuanced	

picture,	where	gendered	responses	are	largely	negative,	except	for	the	45-54-age	

bracket.		The	34-45s	are	the	most	negative,	irrespective	of	wording.	

	

																																																								
34 For the two graphs in this category (Age), only 120 answers are represented, as one responder gave 
an answer that goes across the chosen categories. 
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Figure	19:	Treatment	effect	by	Age	subdivided	in	four	categories,	100%	

stacked	columns35	

	
Note:	Question	answered:	Would	you	promote	gender-based	 taxation,	 formulated	
in	a	gendered	and	gender-neutral	variation.	
	

4.7	Treatment	Effect	by	Political	Experience	

Figure	20	shows	political	 experience	 is	not	a	 strong	 indicator	as	 to	which	way	

politicians	might	vote	or	may	be	 influenced	by	gendered	versus	gender-neutral	

text.	 The	 results	 of	 yes	 and	 no	 are	 almost	 evenly	 distributed	 over	 the	 four	

categories.	

																																																								
35 For esthetical reasons and ease of reading, a table is excluded from this graph. Numbers are depicted 
within columns. 
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Figure	20:	Treatment	effect	by	political	experience,	100%	stacked	

	
Note:	Question	answered:	Would	you	promote	gender-based	 taxation,	 formulated	
in	a	gendered	and	gender-neutral	variation.	
	

4.8	Statistical	Test	

In	the	 following	sections	we	performed	two	statistical	 tests	 to	see	whether	the	

findings	suggested	by	the	descriptive	statistics	are	statistically	significant,	hence	

whether	we	could	deduce	that	gender	bias	had	occurred.	

	

As	mentioned	 earlier,	 the	 two	 different	 questionnaires	 (gendered	 and	 gender-

neutral)	 was	 sent	 to	 parliament	 members	 based	 on	 a	 randomization	 done	 in	

excel.	 After	 email	 addresses	 were	 found	 and	 listed	 together,	 one	 tab	 for	 each	

country.	 The	 excel	 randomization	 function	was	 used	 to	 scramble	 the	 list,	 that	

beforehand	were	either	listed	alphabetically	or	by	party,	depending	on	how	they	

were	listed	on	the	various	webpages	used.	After	the	five	different	email	lists	had	

been	randomized,	half	were	designated	to	receive	the	gender-neutral	version	of	

the	 questionnaire	 and	half	 the	 gendered	 version.	 As	 stated,	 this	means	we	 are	

not	working	with	a	true	randomization,	as	that	would	have	meant	every	choice	
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of	who	 received	which	questionnaire	would	be	 random	and	would	mean	more	

people	 got	 one	 rather	 than	 the	 other.	 As	 we	 wanted	 to	 be	 able	 to	 test	 the	

treatment	of	wording,	we	decided	to	use	the	method	described	above.	

4.8.1	Fisher’s	Exact	Test	

As	part	of	the	presentation	of	the	present	data,	we	wanted	to	ascertain	what	the	

likelihood	 of	 the	 wording	 having	 an	 influence	 on	 the	 answers	 given.	 To	 this	

regards,	we	use	a	Fisher’s	exact	test	of	independence	for	the	numbers	in	figure	1	

–	comparing	answers	for	yes	and	no	for	the	gendered	and	gender-neutral	version	

of	the	survey.		

	

We	 chose	 a	 Fisher’s	 exact	 test	 because	 the	 survey	 in	 this	 case	 deals	with	 two	

nominal	 variables	 and	 the	 data	 is	 categorical.	 	 It	 was	 chosen	 instead	 of	 a	 chi-

square	 test	 or	 a	 G-test	 of	 independence,	 because	 the	 sample	 size	 was	 n=121.	

Commonly	the	cut-off	for	this	choice	is	n=1000.	For	the	test	the	null	hypothesis	

was	that	 the	relative	proportions	of	one	variable	(Gendered	wording)	were	the	

same	 for	 the	different	values	of	 the	second	variable	 (Gender-Neutral	wording),	

or	that	the	probability	of	answering	yes	or	no	were	independent	of	the	wording	

in	the	questionnaire.	

Table	10:	Yes	and	no	responses	for	gendered	and	gender-neutral	wording	

Answer	 Gendered	 Gender-neutral	

No	 50	 27	

Yes	 11	 33	

	

For	 the	 2-tail,	 p-value	 came	back	 as	 p=0.0003.36	This	 tells	us	 that	 the	wording	

was	 statistically	 important	 for	 the	 answers	 given	 (we	 have	 to	 reject	 the	 null	

hypothesis).		

	

																																																								
36 The calculations themselves were done by using web resources– in this case 
http://www.langsrud.com/fisher.htm. Last accessed January 2019. Results were calculated with a 
variety of online models and in excel, but as results returned were very close, and this was by far the 
easiest online calculator to use, it is the one used for reference purposes. 
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Comparatively,	respondents’	gender	does	not	seem	to	have	had	an	influence	–	for	

the	 values	 presented	 in	 the	 table	 below	 and	 with	 a	 null	 hypothesis	 that	

politicians	answer	yes	or	no	irrespective	of	their	gender:	

	

Table	11:	Yes	and	no	answers,	given	by	male	and	female	respondents	

Country	 Women	 Men	

No	 36	 41	

Yes	 17	 27	

Note:	Answers	are	accumulated	across	wording,	so	this	simply	looks	at	yes	and	no	
answers	to	differentiated	taxation,	irrespective	of	whether	responding	to	the	
gender-neutral	or	gendered	variation	of	the	question	
	

This	 returns	 a	 p=0.45	 –	 so	 it	 can	 be	 concluded	 that	 gender	 of	 the	 politicians	

surveyed	does	not	influence	whether	a	yes	or	no	answer	is	given.37	

4.8.2	t	test	

The	t	test	will	allow	us	to	test	the	experiment	of	the	gendered	versus	the	gender-

neutral	worded	question	–	is	there	a	difference	i.e.	is	there	gender	bias?	

We	assume	that	there	is	not	a	difference	between	the	gendered	worded	part	of	

the	experiment	(G)	and	the	gender-neutral	worded	part	of	the	experiment	(GN).	

I.e.	H(0):	G=GN.	We	do	this	and	test	whether	to	accept	or	reject	this	hypothesis.	

	

We	also	have	the	following	three	assumptions.	

1) We	have	a	random	sampling	and	the	sample	size	is	relatively	large	

(121/2208)	

2) Observations	are	independent	of	each	other.	We	have	no	reason	to	

believe	participants	coordinated	their	replies	or	that	they	were	aware	of	

the	design	of	our	experiment.	

3) Voting	preference	has	not	changed	during	sampling.	After	participation	of	

this	survey,	participant	may	have	had	a	change	of	heart.	It	is	the	argument	

that	this	survey	experiment	is	the	picture	of	political	reaction	to	gender-

based	taxation	as	of	autumn	2018.	This	survey	experiment	may	have	had	

																																																								
37 The same online calculator as above is used again.  
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influence	in	and	of	itself	in	inspiring	politicians,	but	we	cannot	be	sure	of	

it.	Until	a	political	party	proposes	gender-based	taxation,	we	are	going	to	

assume	that	the	survey	experiment	results	are	showing	the	political	

reaction	as	of	autumn	2018.	

	

If	we	set	YES=1	and	NO=0,	we	get	the	table	(table	10)	below.	From	this,	we	can	

derive	the	 factors	needed	(such	as	standard	deviations	(SS)	and	means	(M))	 to	

calculate	the	p-	and	t-value).	This	was	done	using	an	online	calculator38	and	the	

results	it	gave	was	t-value=-4,53988	and	p-value=0,000014.	

	

Table	10:	Yes	and	no	responses	for	gendered	and	gender-neutral	wording	

Answer	 Gendered	 Gender-neutral	

No	 50	 27	

Yes	 11	 33	

	

Since	the	p-value	found	is	much	lower	than	the	significance	value	of	0,05,	we	can	

reject	 our	 null-hypothesis	 and	 say	 that	 there	 is	 a	 difference	 between	 the	 two	

parts	 of	 the	 survey	 experiment	 –	 i.e.	 there	 is	 a	 bias	 against	 gendered	worded	

proposal.	

4.9	Qualitative	results	

We	have	three	different	strands	of	qualitative	data:	Question	Two	of	the	survey	

experiment	which	was	 part	of	 the	 survey	 experiment	 and	 furthermore:	 emails	

sent	to	various	Interest	Organisations	(IOs),	and	emails	sent	to	political	parties.		

	

Interest	 organisations	 were	 contacted	 as	 we	 hoped	 they	 would	 be	 able	 to	

provide	 some	 background	 for	 the	 survey	 experiment	 and	 our	 results.	 Political	

parties	were	 contacted	 for	 the	same	reasons,	as	well	 as	because	we	 received	a	

few	 answers	 from	 individual	 politicians,	 who	 pointed	 to	 their	 party	 office	 or	

																																																								
38	https://www.socscistatistics.com/tests/studentttest/Default2.aspx. Results were calculated with a 
variety of online models and by calculator, but as results returned were very close, and this was by far 
the easiest online calculator to use, it is the one used for reference purposes. 
Last accessed 5th of January, 2019	
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party	tax	spokesperson,	so	we	thought	they	might	give	us	some	well	thought	out	

answers.		

	

In	 the	 following	 though,	we	 focus	mainly	on	 the	 answers	 received	 to	Question	

Two	 of	 the	 survey,	 as	 this	 is	were	 responders	 have	 been	 able	 to	 give	 in-depth	

explanations	to	why	they	voted	yes	or	no.		

4.9.1	In-depth	Answers	from	the	Survey	Experiment	

Question	 Two	was	 articulated	 simply	 as	 “Why?”	 and	 related	 to	 Question	 One,	

which	was	articulated	as:	

Gender-Neutral:	

“Briefly	stated	it	has	been	shown	that	taxing	the	main	caretaker	in	a	family	unit	
less	than	the	other	adult(s)	would	increase	labour	participation	overall	in	society	
and	thus	increase	taxes	paid.	Would	you	be	willing	to	vote	for	such	taxation:	Yes	or	
No.� 
 
Gendered:	
“It	has	been	shown	that	taxing	women	less	than	men,	would	increase	labour	
participation	overall	in	society	and	increase	taxes.	Would	you	be	willing	to	vote	for	
such	taxation:	Yes	or	No” 
	
Question	 Two	 was	 not	mandatory	 and	 only	 89	 out	 of	 121	 participants	 of	 the	

survey	answered	question.	The	full	answers	can	be	seen	in	appendix	B.		

Table	12:	Number	of	in-depth	answers	in	survey	

Country	 Gendered	 Gender-Neutral	

Denmark	 5	 3	

Norway	 7	 6	

Sweden	 22	 14	

Spain	 10	 8	

Italy	 10	 4	

Total	 54	 35	

	

Narrative	analysis	on	the	answers	received,	39	allows	for	a	few	common	strands	

to	 coalesce.	 It	 should	 be	 noted,	 that	 political	 thought	 must	 of	 course	 be	

																																																								
39 Answers have been translated in Google Translate, for money and time constraint purposes. Though 
not ideal, often responses are quite short and the translations as such surprisingly good. When in doubt, 
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considered	to	have	had	an	influence	these	answers,	but	the	list	below	gathers	the	

most	common	types	of	responses	overall:		

• Gender-based	taxation	risk	locking	women	in	low	paying	jobs	or	at	least	

low	paying	salaries.	

• Progressive	tax	is	already	in	use,	and	as	such	this	taxation	policy	is	

unnecessary	as	the	current	taxation	system	already	rewards	taking	even	

low-paying	jobs.	

• Many	politicians	perceive	this	as	an	unequal	proposal,	and	as	one	that	

goes	against	the	equality	agenda.	

• Some	even	stipulate	it	to	be	discriminating	towards	men.	

• Regardless	of	treatment,	Swedish	politicians	would	most	often	relate	

their	answer	to	gender.	Whether	they	received	the	gender-neutral	or	

gendered	questionnaire,	their	writ-in	responses	would	reflect	on	equality	

and	women’s	role	in	society.	

	

Of	the	89	in-depth	responses	given	to	Question	Two,	66	were	to	expand	on	a	‘No’	

answer	and	23	on	a	‘Yes’.	We	have	no	way	of	know	for	sure,	but	might	speculate	

that	 it	 is	 possible	 that	 people	 feel	more	 inclined	 to	 justify	 negative	 responses.	

This	 based	 on	 the	 assumption,	 that	 people	 would	 feel	 more	 like	 they	 should	

justify	negative	response,	as	it	is	a	rejection.	On	the	other	hand,	it	might	also	be,	

that	people	who	answered	in	the	negative	had	stronger	feeling	relating	to	their	

answer	and	wanted	to	explain	why	the	chose	a	certain	response.	

4.9.2	Interest	organisation	Email	Replies	

The	email	sent	to	Interest	Organisations	asked	the	following	question	(as	seen	in	

figure	10	on	page	52):	

“One	of	 the	basic	principles	of	optimal	 taxation	 is	 that	governments	should	apply	

lower	 tax	 rates	 to	 goods	 that	 have	 a	 higher	 sensitivity	 to	 tax.	 If	 a	 given	 type	 of	

labour	 supply	 is	 substantially	more	 sensitive	 to	 income	 tax	 rates	 than	others,	 the	

tax	 rates	 on	 income	 earned	 by	 the	 “more	 sensitive”	 group	 should	 be	 lower.	 We	

																																																																																																																																																															
translation has been compared to original text, and the best understanding of what was perceived to be 
meant chosen. This might mean some answers have been misunderstood. It should be noted the authors 
of this paper are fluent in their understanding of written Danish, Norwegian and Swedish. 
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would	 like	 to	 investigate	 the	 position	 of	 politicians	 in	 this	 regard,	 and	 their	

incentive	to	legislate	on	this	type	of	taxation	policy. 

 

With	this	in	mind	and	as	it	has	been	shown	that	taxing	the	female	member(s)	in	a	

family	unit	less	than	the	male	member(s)	in	the	family	unit	would	overall	increase	

participation	in	the	labour	market	as	well	as	tax	collection	in	society: 

	

Would	your	organisation	promote	such	a	policy?	(Yes/no)	and	why?” 

 

The	 complete	 list	 of	 interest	 organisations	 we	 approached	 can	 be	 found	 in	

section	 3.5,	 table	 6.	 As	 a	 reminder	 they	 were	 (by	 their	 English	 names,	 when	

applicable)	and	with	a	note	of	country):		

• Business	Europe	(International)	

• Centre	for	Business	and	Policy	Studies	(SE)		

• Cevea	(DK)	

• Confederation	of	Danish	Employers	(DK)	

• Confederation	of	Norwegian	Enterprise	(NO)	

• Confederation	of	Swedish	Enterprise	(SE)	

• Danish	Centre	for	Research	on	Women	and	Gender	(DK)	

• Danish	Centre	for	Political	Studies	(DK)	

• European	Institute	for	Gender	Equality	(International)	

• European	Women’s	Lobby	(International)	

• General	Union	of	Workers	(ES)	

• Italian	Confederation	of	Trade	Unions	(IT)	

• Kraka	(DK)	

• Organisation	 for	 Economic	 Co-operation	 and	 Development	

(International)	

• Tax	Justice	Network	(International)	

• The	Economic	Council	of	the	Labour	Movement	(DK)	

• Think-tank	Time	(SE)	
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Of	the	17	emails	sent	out	to	interest	organisations,	we	received	only	four	replied:	

Tax	 Justice	 Network,	 Svensk	 Näringsliv	 (Swedish	 Enterprise),	 SNS	 (Centre	 for	

Business	 and	 Policy	 Studies,	 Swedish),	 European	 Institute	 for	 Gender	 Equality	

(EIGE).	

	

EIGE	wrote	that	they	had	not	done	any	research	in	the	area	and	SNS	wrote	that	

they	 did	 not	 take	 positions	 in	 policy	matter.	 Interestingly,	 Swedish	 Enterprise	

and	 Tax	 Justice	 Network	 gave	 an	 answer	 to	 our	 question.	 	 Notably,	 Swedish	

Enterprise	noted	concerns	about	 the	effects	of	such	a	policy	before	noting,	 that	

“such	 a	 policy	 would	 conflict	 fundamental	 principles	 of	 equal	 treatment”.	 Tax	

Justice	Network	 had	many	 different	 tax	 justice	 perspectives,	 one	of	which	was	

the	 importance	 of	 denoting	 women	 as	 individuals	 and	 not	 just	 as	 part	 of	 a	

household,	but	 the	 comments	 that	 regarded	mostly	 to	a	gender-based	 taxation	

proposal	said	“A	real	assessment	of	the	true	cost	of	being	a	care	provider	is	rarely	

if	ever	available	so	the	tax	system	must	take	this	into	account.”	 It	also	noted	that	

one	of	the	challenges	women	face	in	regards	to	labour	market	participation	is	the	

“expectation	of	care	responsibilities	–	children,	elders,	etc.”.	Again,	we	see	that	the	

structural	issue	of	the	burden	and	time	spent	on	household	work	combined	with	

intra	 household	 bargaining	 is	 not	 fully	 understood	 in	 regards	 to	 taxation.	 This	

will	be	discussed	further	in	section	5.12.4.	

4.9.3	Political	Party	Email	Replies	

The	emails	sent	to	political	parties	asked	the	following	question	(as	seen	in	

figure	11	on	page	54):	

“One	of	 the	basic	principles	of	optimal	 taxation	 is	 that	governments	should	apply	

lower	 tax	 rates	 to	 goods	 that	 have	 a	 higher	 sensitivity	 to	 tax.	 If	 a	 given	 type	 of	

labour	 supply	 is	 substantially	more	 sensitive	 to	 income	 tax	 rates	 than	others,	 the	

tax	rates	on	 income	earned	by	the	“more	sensitive”	group	 should	be	 lower.	 It	has	

been	shown	that	 taxing	the	female	member(s)	 in	a	 family	unit	 less	 than	the	male	

member(s)	 in	 the	 family	 unit	 would	 overall	 increase	 participation	 in	 the	 labour	

market	as	well	as	tax	collection	in	society.	
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For	the	background	section	of	our	paper,	we	would	like	your	party	political	line	on	

the	above	statement.	Would	your	party	consider	promoting	differentiated	taxation	

based	on	gender?”	

	

When	 reaching	 out	 to	 political	 parties	 to	 learn	 their	 stance	 on	 gender-based	

taxation,	 we	 only	 received	 six	 replies.40	Two	 of	 these	 replies	 were	 not	 direct	

answers	to	our	 inquiry.	An	 Italian	politician	wrote	about	another	gendered	 tax	

problem	 regarding	 taxes	 on	 women’s	 products	 such	 as	 feminine	 hygiene	

products.	 Additionally,	 a	 Swedish	 politician	merely	 asked	 whether	 their	 party	

could	be	anonymous,	but	never	replied	with	their	opinion	after	we	assured	them,	

they	could	decide	if	they	wanted	to	be	anonymous	or	not.		

	

Those	who	did	give	an	answer	were	the	left-of-centre	party	Vänsterpartiet	(the	

Left	 Party)	 from	 Sweden,	 left-of-centre	 parties	 Enhedslisten	 (the	 Red-Green	

Alliance)	 and	 Socialdemokratiet	 (the	 Social	 Democrats)	 and	 right-of-centre	

Konservativt	Folkeparti	(the	Conservative	People’s	Party)	all	from	Denmark.	The	

full	answers	can	be	seen	in	appendix	C.	

	

Enhedslisten	 from	Denmark	 stated	 that	 they	would	achieve	gender	equality	by	

raising	women’s	wages	 rather	 than	giving	 them	 tax	 cuts.	They	also	 said	 that	 it	

was	 not	 their	 overall	 goal	 to	maximize	 labour	market	 participation,	 but	 rather	

that	tax	policies	should	mitigate	inequality	and	raise	funds	for	public	welfare.	

	

Socialdemokratiet	 from	Denmark	 stated	 that	 they	would	 not	 consider	 gender-

based	taxation,	since	gender-differentiation	of	income	tax	in	their	view	would	be	

considered	a	discriminative	policy	towards	the	male	population.		

	

																																																								
40  Just to remind of how many were contacted: 13 Danish political parties (all the parties with 
parliamentary representation, including parties from the Faroe Islands and Greenland) and further eight 
tax spokespersons; the eight political parliamentary parties in Sweden as well as Feministisk Initiativ, 
(which is not represented in the Swedish parliament, only locally, regionally and in the European 
Union Parliament, but we felt they might have a unique perspective, though sadly we did not receive a 
response); nine Norwegian political parties; 18 Italian political parties; and finally 19 Spanish political 
parties were identified and contacted. 
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Konservativt	 Folkeparti	 from	 Denmark	 also	 sees	 gender-based	 taxation	 as	

treating	people	differently	and	this	would	be	incongruent	with	their	beliefs.	They	

state:	 “A	 system	 that	 is	 not	 based	 on	 the	 characteristics	 of	 the	 individual	 will	

always	be	the	purest	form	of	equality”.		

	

And	finally	the	left-wing	party	Vänsterpartiet	from	Sweden	wrote	“The	answer	is:	

NO	(We	don´t	support	differentiated	taxation	based	on	gender)“.	

4.9.3.1	Summary	

These	 answers	 expand	 very	 little	 on	 the	 answers	 we	 received	 in	 response	 to	

Question	Two	 in	 the	 survey.	All	 four	parties	answered	 in	 the	negative,	but	 is	 a	

very	small	sample	of	the	number	of	parties	contacted	and	we	would	be	unwilling	

to	take	for	granted,	that	this	indicates	any	kind	of	trend.	

	

It	was	surprising	to	us,	that	so	few	parties	answered	this	request	for	information.	

This	 confirmed	 for	 us	 that	we	made	 the	 correct	 assessment	when	 deciding	 to	

contact	politicians	directly	 instead	of	 through	their	parties.	 If	parties	are	 to	be	

engaged	 directly,	 a	 different	 approach	 –	 rather	 than	 online	 contact	 –	 would	

probably	be	advisable.	

.	 	
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5.	Analysis	&	Discussion	

In	 this	 section	 the	 results	 from	 the	 previous	 section	 will	 be	 discussed	 in	 the	

context	of	knowledge	retrieved	from	the	literature	and	of	the	extra	material	that	

was	 collected	 from	 interest	 organisations	 and	 political	 parties.	 It	 will	 be	

discussed	both	 in	regards	to	 internal	and	external	validity.	For	ease	of	reading,	

we	 have	 duplicated	 the	 pertinent	 graphs	 and	 tables	 from	 the	 results	 section	

when	deemed	relevant.	

5.1	Experiment	Treatment	

Regardless	of	gendered	or	gender-neutral	wording,	the	idea	of	differentiating	tax	

based	on	work	provided	in	the	home	proved	highly	divisive.	Especially	when	the	

response	was	to	the	proposal	in	gendered	language,	it	was	strongly	rejected.		

Figure	12.	Treatment	Effects,	100%	stacked	columns	

	

Note:	Question	answered:	Would	you	promote	gender-based	taxation,	formulated	
in	a	gendered	and	gender-neutral	variation.	
	
This	 is	 also	 seen	 in	 the	 t	 test,	which	 serves	 to	 show	 that	 the	mean	 of	 the	 two	

parts	of	 the	 survey	differs.	 In	 some	ways,	 this	merely	 leads	 to	more	questions,	

which	 it	 is	 not	 possible	 to	 answer	 based	 on	 this	 survey	 experiment	 or	 in	 this	
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paper	 such	 as:	 Why	 does	 gendered	 language	 make	 a	 difference	 in	 regards	 to	

policy	proposals?	This	possibly	warrants	its	own	project	in	discourse	analysis	in	

politics	in	regards	to	gender.41		
	

One	 interesting	 aspect	 of	 the	 literature	 is	 that	 academics	 recognise	 household	

production	and	the	implications	of	intra-household	division	of	labour	and	overall	

argue	 that	policies	would	be	 improved	 if	 this	aspect	were	 considered	 in	policy	

design.	 For	 example,	 some	 countries	 have	 parental	 leave	 and	 subsidised	

childcare,	 which	 seeks	 to	 maximise	 female	 labour	 participation 42 .	 Some	

academics	have	also	included	mitigating	taxation	of	secondary	earners	due	to	the	

workload	in	household	production	done	by	one	of	the	persons	in	the	household.	

Whilst	they	have	included	this	suggestion	in	order	to	maximise	gender	issues	in	

regards	 to	 labour	 market	 participation	 and	 gender	 equality,	 they	 have	 not	

explicitly	 stated	 it	 as	 gender-based	 taxation.	 Only	 Alesina	 et	 al.	 (2011)	 have	

articulated	their	results	with	these	words.		As	is	shown	by	the	survey	experiment	

gendered	 language	 did	 seem	 to	 have	 an	 effect	 on	 our	 sample	 and	 the	 policy	

implications	of	these	results	is	that	if	a	political	party	or	a	politician	would	like	to	

promote	 a	 taxation	 policy	 that	 would	 include	 ways	 to	 create	 gender	 equality	

through	greater	female	labour	market	participation	as	well	as	include	the	reality	

of	household	production	as	a	 impediment	to	 labour	participation,	 then	gender-

neutral	language	would	be	preferable.	

5.2	Gender	of	respondents	

Out	of	the	121	politicians	that	responded	to	the	survey,	53	identified	as	women,	

which	 is	 43,8%	 of	 overall	 respondents.	 This	 aligns	 relatively	 closely	 with	 the	

distribution	 between	 genders	 in	 four	 of	 the	 five	 parliaments:	 Denmark	 has	

37,4%,	Norway	has	39,6%,	Sweden	has	46,1%,	and	finally	Spain	has	40%	in	their	

congress	and	39,2%	in	their	senate,	for	an	aggregate	39,6%	overall.43	Italy	is	the	

																																																								
41 Finding out the reason for this bigger reluctance to vote for the proposal when respondents had 
received gendered language requires a different type of study than the one conducted here. Analysis of 
influence of current media focus, political party interests, notion of voters’ interests, and more would 
all have to be considered. 
42 The Danish example as described elsewhere is just one instance of this type of policy. A different 
example could be the policy debate around parental leave division within a household also described in 
this paper. 
43Numbers found from the following sources: 
https://www.womenpoliticalleaders.org/about/parliaments/ and for Sweden (to be sure to use latest 
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outlier	 with	 31,4%	 in	 chambers	 of	 deputies	 and	 29%	 in	 their	 senate,	 for	 an	

aggregate	30,5	overall.44	This	high	participation	of	women	 in	politics	 is	part	of	

the	reason	these	countries	score	high	in	some	of	the	equality	indexes	mentioned	

in	section	3.2.		

Figure	13:	Treatments	effect	by	gender,	100%	stacked	columns	

	

Note:	Question	answered:	Would	you	promote	gender-based	 taxation,	 formulated	
in	a	gendered	and	gender-neutral	variation.	
	

Gender-based	taxation	as	proposed	by	Alesina	et	al.	(2011)	seeks	to	alleviate	the	

gender	wage	 gap,	 in	 the	 sense	 of	 the	 effective	 outcome,	 so	 that	women	would	

have	more	money	in	their	hands,	than	they	currently	do.	Gender-based	taxation	

addresses	 the	 issue	via	policy	and	political	 initiative.	Thus	 it	 is	makes	sense	 to	

see	 if	politicians	would	be	willing	to	handle	discrepancy	between	the	genders	-	

and	 at	 the	 same	 time	 increase	 tax	 revenues	 by	 increased	 labour	 participation	

along	 the	way.	 Obviously,	 gender	 then	was	 an	 immediate	 interesting	 factor	 to	

include	 and	measure:	 does	 the	 gender	 of	 the	 politicians	 influence	 their	 voting	

preference?	 Given	 that	 women	 currently	 provide	 most	 of	 the	 housework	 and	

childcare	in	all	five	of	the	surveyed	countries,	women	might	have	been	expected	

to	be	more	positively	inclined	to	the	proposal.	
																																																																																																																																																															
figures, after the latest election in September, 2018): http://www.riksdagen.se/sv/valet-2018/den-nya-
riksdagen-efter-valet/  
44 https://www.womenpoliticalleaders.org/about/parliaments/ 

Women,
Gendered

Women,
Gender	neutral Men,	Gendered Men,	Gender

neutral
No 25 11 26 15
Yes 2 15 9 18

2

15

9

18

25

11

26

15

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

90%

100%

P
e
r
c
e
n
ta
g
e
	o
f	
r
e
s
p
o
n
s
e
s

No

Yes



	 81	

	

As	it	turns	out,	there	was	not	a	big	difference	between	men	and	women	in	both	

the	 gendered	 and	 gender-neutral	 version	 of	 the	 questionnaire.	Whilst	 it	 is	 not	

possible,	 from	 this	 survey	 experiment,	 to	 be	 sure	 as	 to	 why	 women	 and	men	

have	voted	in	such	a	way,	it	certainly	would	be	interesting	to	further	investigate	

why	 women	 in	 particular	 –	 who	 is	 arguably	 shouldering	 a	 larger	 part	 of	 the	

household	burden	currently	and	the	victims	of	a	persistent	gender	wage	gap	and	

child	penalty	as	seen	in	the	literary	review	for	this	paper	–	are	not	willing	to	vote	

to	change	it	through	gender-based	taxation.	It	could	be	that	our	target	audience	

is	particularly	resourceful	compared	to	other	groups	in	society	and	therefore	are	

more	likely	to	have	outsource	household	work,	though	this	is	merely	conjecture.	

It	could	also	be	that	neither	gender	relates	 to	 the	academic	argument	made	by	

Alesina	et	al.	(2011).	Or	it	could	be	that	they	feel	that	they	oppose	taxation	based	

on	gender,	because	they	 feel	uneasy	with	policies	differing	explicitly	 in	regards	

to	gender	-	the	latter	explanation	is	somewhat	supported	by	written	answers,	as	

will	be	discussed	in	the	following	section	(section	5.2.1).	It	could	be	a	concern	of	

how	support	 of	 gender-based	 taxation	might	be	 perceived.	 It	may	 also	 be	 that	

they	are	not	aware	of	how	any	and	all	policies	will	affect	genders	differently,	as	

Himmelweit	argues	in	section	2,	and	whether	gender	should	be	considered	when	

making	any	policy,	herein	taxation.	

Time	measurements	have	already	been	carried	out	 to	see	 that	women	conduct	

the	 majority	 of	 housework45 ,	 even	 in	 countries	 in	 Scandinavia,	 which	 are	

regarded	 as	 quite	 equalised.	 Even	 so,	 women	 and	 men,	 in	 our	 small	 sample,	

expressed	 the	 same	 voting	 behaviour.	 This	 warrant	 many	 more	 questions	 -	

perhaps	as	to	whether	politicians	of	both	genders	view	their	society	as	equal	for	

both	 genders	 -	 and	 which	 policies	 they	 think	 should	 be	 included	 to	 achieve	

gender	equality	in	the	labour	market.	

5.3	Written	answers	

A	different	explanation	can	be	gleaned	 in	the	 longer	answers	given	to	question	

two	 of	 the	 questionnaire	 -	 where	 politicians	 had	 the	 possibility	 of	 expanding	

																																																								
45 As shown by the OECD data quoted in section 3.2.2 
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upon	their	choice	of	yes	or	no.46	A	surprising	amount	of	people	-	89	out	of	121	-	

decided	 to	 do	 this,	 and	 some	 gave	 very	 lengthy	 answers.	 Of	 these	 89,	 55	

commented	on	their	response	to	the	gendered	variation.	As	discussed	in	section	

4.9.1,	 this	 is	more	 likely	 to	have	been	 in	the	negative,	and	as	such	people	seem	

more	 inclined	to	have	wanted	to	 justify	 their	answer.	Secondly,	 independent	of	

yes	 or	 no	 response,	 the	 gendered	 wording	 seems	 to	 have	 elicited	 stronger	

reactions,	 most	 probably	 because	 it	 taps	 into	 a	 current	 debate	 about	 gender	

differences,	kept	in	the	limelight	by	stories	in	the	#metoo-movement	and	similar.	

This	would	give	a	stronger	impetus	to	justify	the	answer	given.		
	

Many	expand	upon	their	answer,	by	explaining	that	they	believe	this	type	of	tax	

proposal	 would	 keep	 women	 locked	 in	 low	 paying	 jobs	 and	 in	 that	 sense	 is	

ultimately	adverse	to	equality.	However,	it	is	the	argument	of	academics	and	in	

particular	 of	 Alesina	 et	 al.	 that	 gender-based	 taxation	 (or	 lesser	 taxation	 of	

secondary	earner	in	a	household)	would	improve	the	status	of	women	in	intra-

household	bargaining	and	therefore	they	would	be	more	 inclined	to	stay	 in	 the	

labour	market.	One	concern	could	be	 that	 it	would	keep	women	 in	 the	 role	as	

primary	 household	 worker	 because	 they	 are	 “technically”	 being	 compensated	

through	lesser	taxation.	Another	concern	is	the	equality	of	economic	citizenship.	

That	 women	 would	 not	 be	 seen	 as	 equal	 to	 men	 because	 they	 are	 not	 being	

demanded	to	pay	as	much	as	men.	The	interesting	fact	here,	as	one	politician	also	

mentioned,	 is	 that	 this	 is	 already	 the	 case.	Women	pay	 less	 tax	over	a	 lifetime	

because	of	interrupted	work	in	the	paid	economy	and	often	because	they	work	in	

lesser-paid	 sectors	 –	 and	 are	 being	 paid	 less	 than	 men	 regardless.	 However,	

explicitly	 expressing	 that	 their	 economic	 contribution	 through	 taxes	 should	 be	

lower	may	 have	 the	 adverse	 effect	 that	 their	 status	 as	 lesser	 citizens	 becomes	

fixed	and	their	position	in	the	household	is	cemented	rather	than	improved.	

5.4	Political	orientation	

Currently	in	Denmark,	Italy,	and	Norway	the	sitting	governments	are	considered	

right-of-centre,	 which	 means	 the	 parliamentary	 majorities	 trend	 in	 the	 same	

direction.	 Sweden	 is	 still	 building	a	government,	but	 if	 including	 the	mandates	

																																																								
46 The answers can be viewed in appendix B: In-Depth Answers 
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for	 the	Swedish	Democrats47,	 the	parliament	has	a	 strong	 right-of-centre	 slant.	

Only	Spain	has	a	left-of-centre	government	at	the	current	time.	In	this	regard	it	is	

not	 a	 surprise,	 that	 answers	 from	 self-identified	 right-of-centre	 politicians	

outweigh	the	opposite,	though	the	difference	is	not	too	skewed.	52	left-of-centre	

politicians	provided	answers	compared	to	69	right-of-centre.		

Figure	14:	Treatment	effect	by	placement	on	political	spectrum,	100%	

stacked	columns	

	
Note:	Question	answered:	Would	you	promote	gender-based	 taxation,	 formulated	
in	a	gendered	and	gender-neutral	variation.	
	

Given	this	response	rate,	it	is	still	remarkable	to	see	how	different	the	responses	

are	for	right-of-centre	politicians,	when	it	comes	to	the	gender-neutral	variation	

of	the	question	comparative	to	the	other	three	categories.	They	are	much	more	

positive	to	the	suggestion,	with	more	than	half	finding	the	suggestion	a	good	one.		

If	we	 had	 had	more	 replies,	 and	 therefore	maybe	 be	 able	 to	 cross-reference	 it	

with	 country,	 this	 question	would	 have	made	more	 sense	 as	we	 could	 have	 a	

discussion	of	what	right-of-centre	in	Italy	thought	of	this	proposal	in	the	context	

of	 national	 politics	 there	 and	 likewise	 for	 all	 the	 other	 countries.	 In	 the	 end	 it	

																																																								
47 The reasons for not automatically doing that are too many and too long to go into here, but shortly 
stated many parties in Sweden went into the latest election with the stipulated goal of keeping the 
Swedish Democrats out of power, why their mandates are not necessarily included. 
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turned	 out	 to	 be	 difficult	 to	 include	 this	 question	 for	 data	 with	 such	 a	 small	

sample	collected	over	such	a	wide	palette	of	countries.	
	

It	 deserves	 to	 be	 mentioned	 here,	 that	 two	 responses48	were	 given	 via	 email,	

stating	that	 the	person	felt	conflicted	with	answering	 left	or	right	and	they	did	

not	 feel	 it	 reflected	 their	 political	orientation	–	 and	 it	 also	 leaves	 the	 question	

whether	these	two	who	took	the	time	to	give	this	feedback	are	the	only	ones	who	

felt	this	way.	More	politicians	opened	the	survey	and	declined	to	participate	on	

the	 same	 grounds.	One	 partook,	 but	 clarified	 in	 question	 two	 that	 the	 political	

orientation	answer	did	not	reflect	their	position.49	If	the	survey	experiment	were	

to	 be	 repeated,	 it	 is	 recommended	 to	 include	 a	 third	 option	 of	 ‘centre’,	 to	

accommodate	the	political	landscape.	
	

Even	so	 it	 is	still	questionable	what	can	be	derived	from	the	knowledge	of	 this	

data	-	in	order	to	analyse	it	well,	a	better	understanding	of	the	political	spheres	

in	all	five	countries	is	needed	and	that	would	thoroughly	expand	on	the	scope	of	

the	analysis.	

																																																								
48 See appendix D: Feedback and Answers via Email 
49 See appendix B: In-Depth Answers 
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5.5	Having	children	or	not	

Figure	15:	Treatment	effects	by	having	children,	100%	stacked	columns

	
Note:	Question	answered:	Would	you	promote	gender-based	 taxation,	 formulated	
in	a	gendered	and	gender-neutral	variation.	
	

In	 this	 instance	 we	 see	 that	 of	 the	 respondents	 27	 out	 of	 121	 do	 not	 have	

children.	 So	either	 this	 is	 the	general	distribution	or	more	 respondents	had	an	

interest	in	answering	this	survey	because	of	having	children.	There	is	no	way	to	

know	 the	 motivation	 of	 answering,	 but	 having	 children	 (and	 likely	 more	

housework)	 could	be	a	 contributing	 factor.	 Interestingly,	 there	 is	 a	 remarkable	

positivity	 towards	 such	 a	 proposal	when	 the	 proposal	 is	 worded	 in	 a	 gender-

neutral	manner	–	 this	 is	particularly	 true	when	 the	respondents	have	 children.	

When	they	do	not,	 the	answer	 is	more	evenly	distributed.	People	with	children	

are	more	aware	of	the	additional	time	needed	to	handle	the	complications	of	this	

type	of	family	life,	and	the	challenges	it	poses	to	a	household.	As	such,	they	might	

have	a	better	understanding	of	the	motivation	needed	to	break	the	cycle	that	is	

keeping	women	at	home	and	bring	them	back	on	the	labour	market.	Disruptions	

like	a	gender-based	tax	would	go	so	strongly	against	the	status	quo.	It	could	be	

very	 interesting	 to	 see	 the	 impact,	 if	 any,	 it	would	 have.	 According	 to	Alesina,	

Ichino	 and	 Karabarbounis	 gender-based	 taxation	 would	 improve	 the	 status	 of	

the	 female	 in	 a	 household,	 in	 the	 sense	 that	 it	 would	 be	 equally	 attractive	 for	
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either	adult	 to	return	 to	 the	 labour	market	 in	economic	 terms.	However,	 given	

that	 household	 production	 is	 constant,	 this	 work	 would	 have	 to	 be	 divided	

between	the	adults	in	the	household	or	outsourced.	This	would	have	an	effect	on	

how	many	hours	they	can	spend	in	the	working	economy;	only	now	the	incentive	

to	divide	it	more	evenly	within	the	household	will	have	increased.	However,	it	is	

not	 certain	 that	 the	 job	market	 in	 a	 given	 country	 is	 flexible	 enough	 to	 divide	

working	hours	in	such	a	way,	requiring	its	employees	to	be	full-time.	Finally,	as	

Himmelweit	 also	argues,	more	money	can	mean	household	 is	better	off	buying	

household	services,	but	not	all	household	tasks	can	be	outsourced	(Himmelweit,	

2001,	p.	9).	

	

When	asking	this	question	we	assume	that	the	experience	of	having	a	child	will	

possibly	have	an	effect	on	the	answer,	though	of	course	politicians	need	not	have	

the	 lived	experience	 to	vote	and	have	opinions	on	a	 certain	 issue.	As	shown	 in	

the	literature	review	the	existence	of	a	child	penalty	shows	immediate	effect	on	a	

woman’s	career	and	it	also	manifests	itself	long-term.		

	

It	is	doubtful	that	the	career	of	politicians	(with	or	without	children)	reflects	that	

of	ordinary	citizens	and	therefore,	this	question	could	also	be	seen	as	redundant.	

On	the	other	hand	politicians	might	be	considered	to	answer	not	only	based	on	

their	own	experiences,	but	also	what	they	perceive	to	be	the	life	of	their	voters.	

As	 such,	 even	 if	 politicians	 can	 possibly	 be	 assumed	 to	 have	 resourceful	

household	 better	 able	 to	 pay	 for	household	 production	 services,	 their	 answers	

might	reflect	a	broader	perspective.		

	

Even	 so,	 within	 our	 sample,	 this	 showed	 that	 people	 having	 children	 proved	

more	 positive	 towards	 the	 proposal	 for	 both	 gendered	 and	 gender-neutral	

language,	 emphasizing	 that	 children	does	 indeed	 increase	household	work	and	

having	children	make	people	a	lot	more	aware	of	just	how	much.	
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5.6	Country	

Figure	16:	Treatment	Effects	by	Country50	

	
Note:	Question	answered:	Would	you	promote	gender-based	 taxation,	 formulated	
in	a	gendered	and	gender-neutral	variation.	

5.6.1	Sweden	

The	top	scorer	amongst	the	five	countries	is	without	a	doubt	Sweden.	Given	that	

the	 emails	 went	 out,	 just	 after	 their	 most	 recent	 parliamentary	 election,	 this	

might	at	first	glance	be	seen	as	a	surprise.	However,	it	has	taken	a	long	time	to	

build	a	new	government	in	Sweden	-	it	is	as	of	mid-December	still	not	formed	-	

and	as	the	country	at	the	time	of	the	survey	was	run	by	a	technical	government	

and	focusing	on	a	minimum	of	doing	politics,	Swedish	politicians	might	have	had	

better	time	to	answer	requests	and	surveys	such	as	this	one.		

Furthermore,	Sweden	has	long	had	an	on-going	debate	about	equality	and	might	

be	seen	as	the	most	progressive	in	this	regard	amongst	the	countries	surveyed.	

In	 their	2018	 ranking,	 the	Reputation	 Institute51	placed	Sweden	as	 the	number	

																																																								
50 For esthetical reasons and ease of reading, a table is excluded from this graph. Numbers are depicted 
within columns. 
51 The Reputation Institute is by their own words: “the world’s leading provider of reputation 
monitoring, measurement, and management services” Describing their annual Country RepTrak 
rankings as: “Based on more than 58,000 individual ratings among the General Public across the G8 
economies, the study evaluated 55 of the world’s largest countries by GDP during the first quarter of 
2018. It captured a measure of emotional connection towards these countries, and how perceptions of 
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one	country	by	claiming	“Sweden	is	seen	as	the	#1	most	ethical	country	with	high	

transparency	and	low	corruption,	as	well	as	the	country	with	the	most	progressive	

social	and	economic	policies”	 (Reputation	 Institute,	 “Sweden	Earns	Top	Spot	 as	

Most	Reputable	Country	in	the	World”,	reputationinstitute.com)	

	In	a	survey	from	2016	six	out	of	the	eight	major	party	leaders	self-identified	as	

feminist	 (Häggberg,	 2016)	 and	 the	 country	 even	 have	 a	 party	 called	 Feminist	

Initiative.52	It	 is	even	visible	 from	the	written	responses,	when	Sweden	to	a	 far	

higher	degree	relate	the	gender-neutral	question	to	gender	and	gender	politics,	

something	few	other	politicians	that	have	answered	did.		

With	 all	 this	 in	 mind	 it	 makes	 sense	 that	 a	 relative	 high	 number	 of	 Swedish	

politicians	 found	 the	 time	 to	 answer.	 This	 is	 also	 a	 point	 to	 be	 aware	 of	when	

comparing	the	different	results	in	the	other	categories	-	that	Sweden	has	a	high	

influence	on	the	answers,	by	being	the	country	that	provided	a	high	percentage	

of	overall	responses.	

	

The	other	four	countries	did	not	individually	contribute	as	much	as	Sweden	and	

it	would	therefore	not	be	prudent	to	analyse	too	much	from	their	samples	in	the	

framework	 of	 each	 respective	 country.	 Therefore,	 we	 chose	 to	 analyse	 by	 the	

below	categories;	Northern	and	Southern	Europe.	

5.6.2	Northern	vs.	Southern	Europe	

Focusing	on	the	North/South	divide,	it	becomes	clear	that	the	gendered	question	

for	Norway,	Sweden	and	Denmark	 is	completely	or	almost	completely	rejected.	

The	picture	was	 less	 clear	 for	Southern	Europe,	with	Spain	and	 Italy	generally	

more	 positive	 towards	 the	 proposal	 regardless	 of	 its	wording.	 This	 dichotomy	

was	anticipated	in	the	methodology	section.	

																																																																																																																																																															
reputation drive underlying stakeholder behavior on key measures such as the willingness to visit, live 
in, work in, invest in and study in these countries”. 
52 https://feministisktinitiativ.se - this party has yet to break into the national parliament, but has been 
elected into local and regional councils as well as the European Parliament. They were contacted 
during the course of writing this paper, even though they are not a Swedish Parliamentary party, but 
did not respond. 
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Figure	17:	Treatment	effect,	Northern	and	Southern	Europe,	100%	stacked	

columns	

	
Note:	Question	answered:	Would	you	promote	gender-based	 taxation,	 formulated	
in	a	gendered	and	gender-neutral	variation.	
	

This	may	be	because	of	cultural	norms,	which	is	reflected	 in	how	much	time	 is	

spent	on	housework,	which	is	both	more	for	Spain	and	Italy	than	in	the	Northern	

European	 countries,	 and	 generally	greater	 for	women	 than	men,	 implying	 that	

traditional	 gender	 roles	 are	more	 prevalent	 in	 Spain	 and	 Italy.53	Furthermore,	

Scandinavia	has	extensive	measures,	such	as	paid	maternity	 leave	and	optional	

paternity	leave	as	well	as	subsidised	childcare.	This	may	indicate	that	politicians	

in	 these	 countries	 feel	 they	 already	 have	 measures	 in	 place	 to	 allow	 for	 a	

connection	and	participation	in	the	labour	market	and	still	recognise	the	burden	

of	 household	 work	 –	 at	 least	 at	 certain	 points	 in	 people’s	 lives.	 As	 women	

generally	 are	 paid	 less	 than	 men	 as	 well	 as	 generally	 working	 in	 lesser-paid	

sectors,	they	already	in	effect	pay	less	taxes	than	men.	This	was	also	pointed	out	

in	one	of	the	in-depth	answers	to	question	two	by	a	Danish	politician.54	However,	

it	 should	 be	 noted	 that	 progressive	 taxation	 of	 this	 kind	 does	 not	 help	 intra-

household	 bargaining	 position	 of	 the	 female	 in	 the	 household.	 Despite	

progressive	 taxation	 and	 therefore	paying	 less	 tax,	women	still	do	most	of	 the	

housework,	they	generally	work	in	lesser	paid	sectors,	are	paid	less	for	the	same	

job	(gender	wage	gap).	The	fact	the	women	effectually	already	pays	less	tax	than	

																																																								
53 Revisit table 01: OECD 2016 statistics working hours in section 3.2.2 for an overview 
54 See appendix B: In-Depth Answers 
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men	when	progressive	taxation	is	in	place	is	therefore	void	in	regards	to	wanting	

to	help	women	stay	connected	to	labour	market	throughout	their	lives	(and	thus	

increase	 tax	 revenue)	 as	 well	 as	 wanting	 to	 even	 the	 playing	 field	 in	 intra-

household	bargaining.	Here	gender-based	taxation	still	has	its	merit	and	should,	

at	least,	be	considered	as	such.	

	

Answers	have	not	been	analysed	and	discussed	with	regards	to	the	five	countries	

individually,	 as	 we	 feel	 too	 few	 answers	 were	 received	 for	 this	 to	 be	 of	 any	

validity.	

5.7	Age	

We	 do	 not	 know	whether	 the	 age	 distribution	 fits	 the	 respective	 parliaments,	

here,	 44	 are	 below	 44	 years	 of	 age.	 Arguably,	 there	 will	 be	 children	 in	 the	

household,	when	below	44	years	of	age,	but	for	our	sample,	these	were	not	the	

most	 positive	minded	 demographic.	 In	 gender-neutral	 above	 44	 years	 of	 ages,	

were	 the	 most	 positive	 group,	 but	 in	 gendered	 language	 the	 most	 negative.	

Again,	it	can	be	seen	that	gender-neutral	language	increase	the	number	of	“yes”	

received.		
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Figure	18:	Treatment	effect.	Age,	100	%	stacked	columns55	

	
Note:	Question	answered:	Would	you	promote	gender-based	 taxation,	 formulated	
in	a	gendered	and	gender-neutral	variation.	
	

When	dividing	the	brackets	 further,	35-44	 is	negative	 irrespective	of	 language.	

Those	 who	 are	 in	 their	 child-rearing	 years	 would	 not	 vote	 for	 gender-based	

taxation.	It	should	be	noted	that	parliamentarians	do	not	necessarily	reflect	the	

rest	 of	 the	 population	 and	 as	 such	 we	 do	 not	 know	 their	 specific	 household	

arrangement	that	would	warrant	whether	age	and	childrearing	had	an	impact	on	

their	voting	preference.	Instead,	their	voting	preference	may	come	from	political	

ideals	of	which	age	supposedly	is	not	a	factor.		

	

																																																								
55 For the two graphs in this category (Age), only 120 answers are represented, as one responder gave 
an answer that goes across the chosen categories. 
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Figure	19:	Treatment	effect	by	Age	subdivided	in	four	categories,	100%	

stacked	columns56	

	
Note:	Question	answered:	Would	you	promote	gender-based	 taxation,	 formulated	
in	a	gendered	and	gender-neutral	variation.	
	

5.8	Political	experience	

Another	 factor	 that	 like	 gender	 does	 not	 seem	 to	 have	 had	 a	 big	 influence	 on	

types	of	responses	is	political	experience.	

																																																								
56 For esthetical reasons and ease of reading, a table is excluded from this graph. Numbers are depicted 
within columns. 
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Figure	20:	Treatment	effect	by	political	experience,	100%	stacked	

	
Note:	Question	answered:	Would	you	promote	gender-based	taxation,	formulated	
in	a	gendered	and	gender-neutral	variation.	
	

Since	 there	 is	 such	 an	 even	 distribution,	 and	 since	we	 had	 too	 few	 answers	 to	

cross	examine	the	results	(for	example	whether	more	experienced	politicians	in	

for	example	Southern	Europe	felt	more	strongly	one	way	or	the	other),	there	will	

not	be	any	further	discussion	with	this	factor	in	mind.	

5.9	Statistical	test	

Our	sample	was	quite	small	and	the	descriptive	statistics	and	graphs	can	rather	

easily	convey	the	results.	Even	so,	to	emphasize,	we	chose	to	use	statistical	test.	

Fisher’s	exact	test	gives	the	best	overview,	and	easily	communicate	that	the	tone	

of	the	language	did	have	an	influence	as	well	as	showing	that	the	gender	of	the	

responder	 did	 not	 influence	 the	 voting	 preferences	 –	 just	 as	 was	 seen	 in	 the	

descriptive	graphs.	A	t-test	was	used	to	see	whether	the	mean	for	gendered	and	

the	mean	 for	 gender-neutral	 differed	 significantly	 and	 therefore	 showed	 there	

was	an	impact	when	treatment	(of	gendered	language)	occurred.	Whilst	their	p-

value	is	not	the	same,	this	is	due	to	statistical	nuances	–	each	test	may	emphasize	
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or	 give	 value	 to	 some	 factors	over	 others.	 Statistical	 tests	 really	 come	 to	 their	

fore,	when	the	sample	is	large,	which	is	not	the	case	here.	We	find	that	the	tests	

for	 this	 paper	 and	 small	 sample	 complement	 each	 other	 and	 the	 descriptive	

statistics	 by	 emphasizing	 the	 point	 that	 there	 is	 bias	 (in	 our	 sample)	 when	

gendered	language	is	used.	

5.10	Qualitative	data	collection	

Question	two	of	the	survey	experiment	left	room	for	a	more	expressive	opinion,	

which	has	been	really	enlightening	in	understanding	and	analysing	the	results,	as	

has	 any	 feedback	 via	 email	 been.	Whilst	 we	 did	 contact	 interest	 organisations	

and	political	parties,	this	effort	has	been	less	fruitful,	with	only	a	few	replies.	As	

we	 did	 not	 speak	 many	 of	 the	 languages	 in	 the	 answers	 we	 received	 from	

politicians	 Google	 Translate	 was	 used	 as	 an	 online	 translation	 tool.	 This	

obviously	has	 its	 limitation,	but	we	are	 confident	 it	was	useful	 in	us	getting	 to	

know	the	gist	of	the	information.	

5.11	External	Validity	

What	can	we	learn	from	our	research?	More	importantly,	what	can	we	conclude	

from	121	replies	out	of	2208	possible	answers?	 It	should	be	no	secret	a	higher	

response	 rate	 was	 hoped	 for,	 but	 when	 the	 response	 group	 was	 chosen	 (i.e.,	

politicians),	we	anticipated	a	 low	response.	Politicians	are	not	 common	targets	

for	 surveys.	 Though	 their	 emails	 were	 open	 source	 and	 easily	 available,	 they	

themselves	are	not	necessarily	easily	accessible.	For	example,	they	have	limited	

amount	of	time,	some	have	assistants	who	screens	and	answers	or	decide	not	to	

answers	email	and	finally,	they	receive	so	many	emails	that	the	survey	was	not	a	

priority	–	they	certainly	do	not	have	an	incentive	to	reply.	
	

Judging	external	validity	is	at	times	difficult,	but	it	is	a	given	that	far	more	replies	

would	have	been	more	satisfactory	in	this	regard.	Even	though	it	is	unrealistic	to	

expect	all	2208	to	answer,	anything	less	than	100%	answer	rate	leaves	room	for	

estimations	 and	 guesses.	 There	 is	 no	way	 of	 knowing	 how	 those	who	did	 not	

reply	would	have	voted.	Maybe	their	answers	would	cluster	 in	an	extreme	that	

would	tip	the	balance	of	what	has	been	registered	in	the	survey	or	maybe	those	
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who	did	vote,	voted	in	an	extreme	way	that	would	be	softened	if	we	also	knew	

the	voting	preferences	of	those	that	did	not	vote.		
	

External	validity	for	this	paper	is	therefore	extremely	small.	It	is	not	possible	to	

extrapolate	what	 the	other	2087	would	vote	by	 the	121	 replies	 received.	Even	

general	tendencies	are	too	frail	to	deduce	from	this	sample.	As	mentioned	before,	

choosing	to	contact	elected	politicians,	it	was	clear	that	many	perhaps	would	not	

take	the	time	to	answer	the	survey	due	to	their	busy	schedules.	Furthermore,	a	

few	referred	 to	 their	party’s	spokesperson	on	tax	meaning	 that	 they	either	did	

not	feel	confident	enough	to	answer	the	survey	on	the	matters	of	tax	or	that	they	

did	 not	 understand	 that	 the	 survey	 was	 to	 gauge	 the	 reaction	 of	 all	 elected	

members	 of	 parliaments	 on	 the	matter	 of	 gender-based	 taxation.57	Because	 so	

few	replied	to	the	survey	it	would	be	very	difficult	to	generalize	from	the	results	

what	 the	 political	 reaction	 (if	 a	 gender-based	 taxation	 policy	 was	 proposed),	

would	be	 in	 the	 five	different	countries.	Whether	 it	has	internal	validity	will	be	

considered	in	regards	to	the	results	in	another	section.	

5.12	Internal	Validity	–	strengths	and	limitations	

Whilst	there	are	always	some	things	to	be	learned	with	the	clarity	of	hindsight,	

insofar	as	to	the	execution	of	this	survey	experiment	has	gone	well	for	the	most	

part.	 Some	 parts	 of	 the	 design	 of	 the	 survey	 experiment	 could	 have	 been	

improved.	Another	 time	–	with	 less	 time	 restraint,	 the	 questions	of	 the	 survey	

experiment	could	have	been	tested	on	another	audience	and	the	lessons	learned	

could	 have	 improved	 our	 survey	 experiment	 for	 when	 we	 sent	 it	 out	 to	 our	

designated	targets.	

5.12.1	Target	audience	

We	did	not	 test	our	survey	experiment	on	a	 test	audience,	 as	 is	usually	a	good	

measure.	We	 had	 good	 reasons	 not	 to	 do	 this.	 Testing	 on	 politicians	 does	 not	

seem	feasible,	as	so	few	may	answer	back	and	even	though	their	email	addresses	

are	 open	 source	 the	 time	 to	 retrieve	 and	 send	 the	 emails	 would	 probably	 be	

unrealistic.	 Another	 audience,	 either	 voters	 or	 even	 local	 politicians,	 that	
																																																								
57 It was attempted to rectify this by the wording in the follow up email, by making this point clearer, 
though it is uncertain if this made an impact and induced people that had previously rejected the email 
to answer on the second attempt. 
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perhaps	would	not	represent	our	target	audience	could	perhaps	give	 feedback,	

but	for	the	most	part,	the	questioning	was	meant	for	politicians	who	would	have	

to	discuss	and	vote	about	gender-based	taxation	in	a	public	sphere,	so	hardly	any	

other	audience	would	identify	with	this	reality.		

5.12.2	Feedback	on	survey	questions	3-8	

However,	the	feedback	from	the	politicians	via	email	suggested	that	they	would	

have	preferred	a	 third	option	of	“centre”	 in	regards	to	political	orientation	and	

the	 other	 feedback	 received	 was	 that	 they	 referred	 us	 their	 political	 party	

spokesperson	 on	 tax	 (but	 not	 on	 gender	 equality).	 By	 adding	 the	 option	 of	

“centre”	there	is	the	possibility	that	an	abundance	of	the	responders	would	have	

identified	their	political	orientation	as	such	and	therefore	would	not	have	given	

us	much	to	work	with	in	regards	to	understanding	whether	political	orientation	

is	a	factor.	But	given	that	we	are	comparing	five	different	countries,	the	space	for	

understanding	and	analysing	this	proposal	against	the	backdrop	of	each	political	

sphere	might	have	been	too	big	a	handful,	and	if	this	paper	were	to	be	repeated,	

this	question	might	have	been	left	off.	In	regards	to	addressing	the	politicians,	we	

would	have	explained	 the	need	 for	 their	 individual	 answer,	 as	we	also	 tried	 to	

remedy	in	the	reminder	email.	Even	though	politicians	might	comply	with	their	

political	 party	 spokesperson	 on	 the	 matter	 and	 that	 this	 would	 perhaps	 not	

always	align	with	their	own	preference,	it	would	most	likely	still	give	us	a	pretty	

good	idea	of	the	overall	political	reaction	to	gender-based	taxation.	

	

Another	factor	was	age	–	which	ended	up	not	showing	us	significant	results	as	to	

whether	this	was	a	factor	or	not.	One	could	consider	if	fewer	personal	questions	

would	make	 the	 survey	 seem	more	anonymous,	which	was	 important	 to	a	 few	

email	responders	and	thus	more	politicians	might	have	answered.	On	the	other	

hand	 if	 we	 had	 had	 a	 bigger	 sample	 of	 responders,	 this	 category	 might	 have	

proven	more	 interesting	 and	 perhaps	 showed	 significance	 as	 to	whether	 they	

would	vote	yes	or	no.	

	

Understandably,	we	would	have	 like	 to	have	more	 responders	 to	work	with.	 If	

we	 had	 had	 a	 bigger	 sample	 size,	 we	 could	 have	 done	 cross-references	 in	 our	
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descriptive	statistics	 to	see	whether	there	was	a	difference	 in	how	women	and	

men	would	vote	in	Northern	versus	Southern	Europe.	The	sample	size	is	a	clear	

limitation	for	external	validity	and	for	analysis.	

5.12.3	Review	of	Question	1-2	

Another,	 very	 important	 factor,	 is	 the	 assumption	 that	 labour	 market	

participation	 is	 dependent	 on	 the	 amount	 and	 the	 responsibility	 of	 household	

work	as	well	on	the	intra-household	bargaining.	It	was	evident	from	the	in-depth	

answers	 that	 there	was	a	discrepancy	as	 to	where	 the	 responsibility	of	 solving	

the	 issue	 of	 intra-household	 bargaining	 lays	 and	 as	 to	 whether	 it	 was	 even	 a	

problem.	 Some	 wrote	 that	 both	 adults	 in	 a	 household	 ought	 to	 share	 the	

responsibility	of	household	work,	but	 the	graphs	 in	section	3.2.2	as	well	as	 the	

literature	in	section	2	show	us	otherwise.	It	is	unknown	whether	we	could	have	

clarified	 the	 premise	 of	 gender-based	 taxation	 better	 in	 the	 email	 or	 survey	

without	 giving	 away	 the	 experimental	 part	 of	 the	 design.	 Furthermore,	 some	

might	think	that	compensating	women	through	less	taxation	also	means	that	the	

women	will	be	held	reliable	for	household	work.	It	would	be	interesting	whether,	

when	they	wrote	that	it	is	fair,	this	was	what	they	had	in	mind.	In	its	essence,	it	is	

whether	household	work	is	seen	as	a	production	in	society	or	as	a	private	issue	–	

and	whether	 this	 is	 a	 gendered	 issue.	 	 Their	 answers	 only	 left	more	 follow	up	

questions	that	this	design	did	not	allow	for.	

	

Given	 that	 there	 possibly	 is	 such	 a	 wide	 and	 different	 understanding	 of	 the	

question,	the	internal	validity	of	this	survey	is	also	rather	vague,	even	though	the	

rest	of	the	design	of	the	survey	experiment	as	well	as	the	execution	went	well.	

5.12.4	Interest	Organisations	

Contacting	 17	 IOs	was	 very	much	 outside	 the	 framework	 of	 our	 initial	 survey	

experiment,	 but	we	 hoped	 that	 these	 organisations	 that	more	 specifically	 deal	

with	 either	 gender	 inequality	 or	 taxation	 or	 maybe	 both,	 would	 be	 better	

prepared	 to	 take	 a	 position	 in	 this	 question	 of	 whether	 or	 not	 they	 would	

support	gender-based	taxation.	This	hope	was	based	on	an	idea	that	they	would	

either	already	know	about	 this	 concept	or	because	 they	would	 likely	know	 the	

numbers	and	discussions	that	surrounds	it	(such	as	lower	female	labour	supply,	
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“cultural	 traditional”	 household	 responsibilities,	 etc).	 	 Unfortunately	 only	 very	

few	replied.	 	One	organisation	was	dismissive	of	 the	concept	 in	 their	reply	and	

thought	 it	would	be	discriminatory	and	unequal	–	most	 likely	 they	value	equal	

treatment	 higher	 than	 equal	 outcome,	 which	 is	 continuing	 debate	 in	 gender	

equalty.	 The	 other,	 Tax	 Justice	Network,	 had	many	 perspectives.	 One	was	 that	

women	should	be	 identified	as	 individuals,	 rather	 than	as	part	of	 a	household,	

but	 also	 that	 it	 should	 be	 recognised	 how	 household	 production	 affected	

women’s	opportunities.	It	might	be	argued,	that	this	is	the	very	heart	of	gender-

based	 taxation,	 but	 as	 Tax	 Justice	 Network	 also	 note,	 there	 is	 very	 little	

availability	 on	 household	 production,	 and	 gender-based	 taxation	might	 further	

confirm	and	cement	cultural	expectations	that	women	should	do	the	household	

work.	

5.12.5	Political	Party	Email	

It	is	important	to	stress	that	reaching	out	to	political	parties	was	not	part	of	the	

survey	experiment,	but	 rather	 served	 to	 collect	qualitative	data	 to	 support	 the	

survey	experiment.	We	only	 received	a	 few	replies,	which	may	be	due	 the	 fact	

our	 email	was	written	 in	 English	 –	 and	 thusly	 require	 an	 English	 answer.	 If	 it	

were	 to	 be	 repeated,	 it	would	 be	 better	 to	 have	 it	 translated	 to	 the	 respective	

languages	and	have	 tools	 and	 resources	 to	 translate	 the	answers	received.	The	

answers	we	did	receive	support	the	individual	in-depths	answers	of	the	survey	

experiment.	It	seems	the	political	parties	are	reluctant	to	differentiate	explicitly	

in	 regards	 to	 gender,	 even	 though	 some	 concede	 there	 are	 implicit	 gender	

inequality.	 	 Some	were	open	 to	use	policy	tools	 to	deal	with	gender	 inequality,	

but	they	were	not	ready	to	use	tax	policy	as	a	tool.	

5.12.6	Interest	organisations	and	political	parties:	summary	

Gender-based	 taxation	 has	 not	 been	 discussed	widely	 politically,	 and	 this	may	

also	 be	 one	 of	 the	 reasons	 that	 politicians	 and	 political	 parties	 have	 not	

answered	when	we	reached	out	to	them	–	they	have	not	yet	discussed	and	found	

a	position	on	the	matter.	If	the	research	done	in	this	paper	were	to	be	repeated,	

the	 same	 organisations	 and	 parties	 might	 have	 had	 time	 to	 consider	 and	

therefore	be	better	able	to	give	an	answer.	The	lack	of	insight	may	explain	why	

they	are	so	dismissive	compared	to	other	more	widely	discussed	tools.	
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Even	though	the	question	we	posed	we	 in	 its	essence	 is	about	 taxes,	 it	crossed	

the	 divide	 to	 also	 target	 gender	 and	 equality.	 It	might	 have	 been	 hard	 for	 the	

organisations	we	contacted	as	well	as	the	political	parties	to	decide	who	would	

be	the	right	recipient	of	the	question	and	the	one	that	would	be	able	to	provide	

an	answer.	Tax	expert	might	not	concern	themselves	with	social	dynamics	and	

vice	 versa.	 While	 the	 question	 asked	 was	 short	 and	 simple,	 it	 encompasses	 a	

wide	policy	area.	
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6.	Conclusion	

This	 paper	 was	 based	 on	 the	 duality	 of	 the	 survey	 experiment	 method.	 The	

survey	 was	 to	 gauge	 the	 reaction	 of	 politicians	 to	 a	 gender-based	 taxation	

proposal,	but	the	experiment	was	to	see	whether	gendered	language	would	have	

an	effect	on	their	answers.	

	

This	duality	required	a	certain	amount	of	complexity	and	one	could	argue,	 that	

though	 we	 have	 written	 about	 how	 we	 have	 proved	 that	 gendered	 language	

created	 a	 bias,	we	 have	 not	 been	 able	 to	 find	 the	 time,	 space	 and	 focus	 in	our	

paper	to	account	for	gender	bias	and	political	discourse	on	topics	directly	related	

to	gender.	It	would	be	a	good	idea	for	a	follow-up	paper	using	the	same	part	of	

departure	as	the	one	we	had	-	gauging	the	reaction	of	politicians	to	gender-based	

taxation	as	a	proposal.	

	

Due	to	constraints	on	the	format	of	this	type	of	paper,	as	well	as	time	and	focus,	

we	 chose	 to	 focus	on	 survey	 experiment	 and	present	 it	 in	 the	 context	of	what	

could	be	derived	from	them	and	juxtapose	them	with	academic	papers	on	topics	

such	as	paid	and	unpaid	economies,	child-penalty,	etc.	

Just	 as	 couples	 and	 households	 react	 to	 taxation	 policies,	 this	 paper	 seeks	 to	

gauge	 the	 reaction	 of	 politicians	 to	 a	 proposal	 of	 gender-based	 taxation.	 This	

kind	 of	 taxation	 was	 posed	 as	 an	 optimal	 form	 of	 taxation	 by	 Alesina	 et	 al.	

(2011),	 but	 the	 notion	 of	 taxing	 genders	 differently	 has	 not	 been	 discussed	 in	

earnest	by	politicians.	Academics	who	have	worked	with	household	taxation	and	

other	 research	 areas	 regarding	 gender	 issues	will	 benefit	 from	 receiving	 some	

form	of	feedback	from	this	hard	to	access	audience	that	is	parliamentarians.		

	

This	paper	presents	the	results	of	the	survey	experiment	conducted	in	order	to	

gauge	 the	 political	 reaction	 to	 a	 policy	 proposal	 of	 gender-based	 taxation.	 The	

survey	experiment	included	focuses	on	Northern	vs.	Southern	Europe,	as	well	as	

if	gender	itself	was	a	challenge	in	this	field:	The	survey	experiment	was	designed	

both	 to	 see	whether	politicians	would	be	willing	 to	vote	 in	 support	of	 gender-

based	 taxation	 or	 not,	 but	 also	 whether	 the	 wording	 of	 the	 proposal	 would	

influence	 their	 voting	 preference.	 The	 latter	 was	 done	 by	 a	 treatment	 of	 the	
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wording	 in	 the	 proposal	 of	 gender-based	 taxation	 politicians	 were	 asked	 to	

respond	to	(with	a	gender-neutral	and	a	gendered	variation).		

	

Though	 only	 a	 small	 sample	 of	 answers	 were	 received,	 it	 was	 clear,	 both	 in	

descriptive	 statistics	 and	 through	 statistical	 tests	 there	 existed	 gender	 bias	

within	this	 sample	and	 that	 the	proposal	was	rejected	more	often	when	 it	was	

worded	in	a	gendered	manner.		

	

In	addition	to	the	question	of	whether	they	would	vote	yes	or	no	to	the	proposal	

other	questions	surveying	their	characteristics	were	included.	Upon	completion	

of	analysis	and	discussion	of	our	results	we	are	 left	with	many	more	questions	

than	answers.	We	would	have	liked	more	responses,	in	order	to	improve	validity,	

but	also	to	do	more	complex	statistics	 -	 for	example	cross-referencing	the	data	

for	 country.	From	our	 sample	pool,	we	did	 find	a	bias	 against	 the	policy	when	

presented	in	gendered	terms,	meaning	that	even	though	academic	research	has	

worked	on	gender-based	taxation,	the	implementation	of	this	concept	would	be	

difficult	 to	 do.	 Politicians	 and	 other	 political	 actors	 wishing	 to	 do	 this	 should	

strive	to	use	gender-neutral	terms,	even	if	their	goal	is	part	of	a	social	policy	to	

increase	 equality	 between	 genders.	 Our	 paper	 shows	 the	 importance	 to	 test	

theoretical	academic	discussions	on	empirical	data	in	order	to	better	understand	

the	dynamics	and	implications	when	making	policies.	

6.1	Suggestions	for	further	research	

Given	 the	 fact	 that	 we	 may	 not	 be	 sure	 that	 the	 politicians	 understood	 that	

gender-based	taxation	would	elevate	the	position	of	women	in	 intra-household	

bargaining	in	regards	to	household	work	and	participation	in	the	labour	market	

it	 would	 be	 interesting	 to	 get	 explore	 this	 topic	 further	 in	 a	 qualitative	 study.	

Further	 research	may	 involve	 discourse	 analysis	 on	 the	 issue	 of	 child	 penalty,	

gender	 wage	 gap,	 labour	 market	 participation,	 but	 it	 would	 clearly	 be	 very	

ambitious	if	it	were	to	be	a	comparative	study	between	five	countries.	Interviews	

with	elected	politicians	on	the	matter	would	be	preferable	but	not	very	realistic,	

as	politicians	are	not	very	accessible.	Another	would	be	to	do	a	follow	up	survey	

on	this	or	a	similar	survey	experiment	asking	directly	as	 to	whether	politicians	
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see	household	work	as	a	private	 issue,	whether	they	see	 it	as	a	gendered	 issue	

even	and	whether	 they	 see	 it	 as	an	 impediment	 for	participation	 in	 the	 labour	

market.	 If	 they	do	not,	 they	will	 clearly	vote	no	 to	gender-based	 taxation	even	

without	concerning	themselves	with	the	optics	of	a	gendered	policy	proposal.	

	

Another	discussion	is	whether	gender	equality	is	a	measure	of	equal	opportunity	

or	 equal	 outcomes.	 For	 example,	 equal	 tax	 rates	 on	 each	 gender	 has	 different	

outcomes	 for	each	gender,	but	a	difference	 in	 tax	 rate	will	 –	by	Alesina,	 Ichino	

and	Karabarbounis’s	 argument	 –	 create	 equal	outcomes	 in	 the	 sense	 that	 both	

genders	will	be	equally	inclined	to	participate	in	the	labour	market	and	will	have	

equal	 status	 when	 bargaining	 their	 position	 from	 an	 intra-household	

perspective.	 It	 could	 be	 interesting	 to	 know	 whether	 politicians	 view	 gender	

equality	is	a	state	of	equal	opportunity	or	equal	outcome.	This	could	also	be	done	

via	a	survey.	

	

Thirdly,	 it	 would	 be	 interesting	 to	 pose	 a	 gender-based	 taxation	 but	 with	 the	

additional	demand	that	it	would	go	into	effect	when	having	children.	In	order	to	

make	 a	 difference	 in	 intra-household	 bargaining	 and	 in	 female	 labour	market	

participation	it	would	have	to	equate	the	pay	of	the	male	in	the	household.	This	

would	 perhaps	 increase	 focus	 on	 the	 fact	 that	 women	 have	 a	 higher	 cost	 in	

substituting	 their	 hours	 doing	 household	work	 to	 hours	 in	 the	 paid	 economy,	

whilst	 it	 is	 lower	 for	 men	 who	 has	 more	 leisure	 time	 to	 substitute	 for	

participation	 in	 the	 paid	 economy.	 How	much	 difference	 in	 taxation	would	 be	

needed	 to	 alter	 women’s	 participation	 in	 the	 labour	 market	 after	 having	

children?	 	
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Appendix	A:	Interest	Organisation	Answers	

	

Swedish	Enterprise	

“Tax	reductions	should	be	designed	to	improve	overall	economic	efficiency.	

Therefore	it	is	important	to	e.g.	cut	top	marginal	tax	rates,	make	taxation	on	

capital	more	competitive	and	refrain	from	too	distortive	taxes.	Your	proposal	to	

tax	women	less	does	not	necessarily	fulfill	this.	It	will	indeed	increase	their	

labour	supply,	which	is	desirable.	But	if	carried	out	isolated,	it	may	(depending	

on	design	etc)	also	cause	budget	deficit	and	call	for	counter	measures,	e.g.	

reduced	public	spending.	If	combined	with	tax	hikes	for	men,	it	would	reduce	

their	labour	supply.	Moreover,	such	a	policy	would	conflict	fundamental	

principles	of	equal	treatment.“	

Tax	Justice	Network	

“Thank	you	for	contacting	us.		Your	study	looks	very	interesting.	

		

You	 seem	 to	 be	 covering	 a	 number	 of	 issues	 so	 I	 will	 try	 and	 clarify	my	 own	

understanding	of	what	you	have	decided	the	central	focus	of	your	investigation	

to	be	and	hopefully	offer	at	the	same	time	a	tax	justice	perspective.	

		

I	am	not	clear	whether	you	wish	to	investigate	the	tax	sensitivity	of	‘goods’	or	of	

‘labour’	–	which	of	these	is	your	unit	of	analysis	or	are	you	genuinely	wanting	to	

examine	 both?	 The	 interesting	 point	 is	whether	 tax	 is	 being	 used	 to	 ‘redesign’	

behaviour	or	to	raise	‘revenue’	(or	both)	and	so	it	is	important	to	be	clear	about	

whether	and	when	you	are	discussing	goods	or	labour.		Goods	such	as	electronic	

cars	could	attract	 lower	taxes	 if	a	government	wanted	to	nudge	people	to	shift	

away	from	carbon	fuels;	similarly	 increases	on	tobacco	has	successfully	helped	

to	 reduce	 smoking.		 The	 political	 incentive	 being	 change	 of	 behaviour	 /	 social	

policy	rather	than	fiscal	policy	to	raise	revenue	per	se.		

		

An	 analysis	 of	 ‘labour’	 seems	 to	 me	 to	 raise	 different	 issues.		 Self-employed	

labour,	as	opposed	to	pay-tax-as	you-earn	(	deducted	before	wages)	is	more	tax	

sensitive	and	can	attract	 lower	 tax.	But	 I	 think	 it	 is	 important	 regardless	of	 an	
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individual’s	 employment	 status	 to	make	an	assessment	of	 individuals	ability	 to	

pay	 taxes.	 This	 is	 an	 issues	 which	 is	 increasingly	 ignored	 in	 favour	 of	 taxing	

goods	 and	 services.	 Both	 wealth	 and	 income	 levels	 should	 be	 assessed	 for	

distribution	 analysis	 –	 in	 order	 that	 individuals	 pay	 their	 fair	 share	 –	 and,	 of	

course,	 to	 be	 supported	 by	 a	 strong	 regulatory	 regime.	 Tax	 liability	 should	 be	

based	 on	 ability	 to	 pay	 regardless	 of	 where	 someone	 is	 on	 the	 income	

distribution	 line.		This	 can	be	 tricky	 because	 the	nature	of	 the	 ability	 to	pay	 is	

often	masked	by	a)	lack	of	reliable	data	b)	use	of	financial	secrecy	vehicles.	

		

The	final	piece	of	your	question	asks	about	lowering	taxes	for	women	as	part	of	

the	 household	 to	 incentivise	 their	 greater	 participation	 in	 the	 labour	 market.	

There	 is	 an	 argument	 that	 first	 and	 foremost	 women	 should	 be	 taxed	 as	

individuals	 –	 not	 as	 part	 of	 a	 household	 AND	 not	 as	 part	 of	 a	 system	 of	

dependency	provisions.	Without	this	designation	women	are	disadvantaged	by	a	

socio-economic	 system	 which	 assumes	 their	 role	 as	care	 providers.	A	 real	

assessment	of	the	true	cost	of	being	a	care	provider	is	rarely	if	ever	available	so	

the	tax	system	must	take	this	into	account.	

		

Women’s	 ability	 to	 participate	 in	 the	 labour	 market	 is	 also	 dependent	 on	

following	issues:	

		

• Expectations	of	care	responsibilities	–	children,	elderly	etc	

• Tax	 systems	 which	 tend	 to	 tax	 for	 economic	 growth	 –	 a	 tax	 justice	

perspective	and	more	specifically	a	rights	perspective	would	 look	to	tax	

progressively	 to	 generate	 revenue	 for	 health,	 education,	 transport	

infrastructure,	social	protections	

• Absence	of	social	protections	(as	above).	

		

I	have	including	a	couple	of	links	which	might	be	of	interest	(above)	and	also	a	

link	 here	 to	 a	 jointly	 drafted	Bogota	 Declaration	 on	 Tax	 Justice	 for	 Women’s	

Rights	–	this	offers	both	an	approach	to	progressive	taxation	which	supports	the	

rights	of	women	and	provides	contextual	information.	
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I	 realise	 I	may	 not	 have	 been	 able	 to	 answer	 your	 question	 directly	 but	 hope	

some	of	the	contextual	points	raised	will	help	to	inform	your	thinking.	Please	let	

me	know	if	you	have	any	follow	up	questions.”	
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Appendix	B:	In-depth	Answers	

Please	not	that	the	below	depicted	answered	were	received	in	Danish,	

Norwegian,	Swedish,	Spanish	and	Italian,	respectively.	They	were	all	translated	

using	online	translation	tool	Google	Translate,	even	though	this	means	we	may	

not	have	got	a	full	and	detailed	translation.	

Denmark	Gendered	

• I	am	in	favour	of	a	solidarity	tax	system	

• Women	are	already	lower	taxed	because	they	are	less	paying	less	tax	

• Because	I	oppose	the	fact	that	legislation	discriminates	against	gender.	

• I	support	gender	equality	and	thus	uniform	taxation	regardless	of	gender.	

• It	 is	 a	 very	 sophisticated	 interpretation	 of	 tax	 policy,	 and	 as	 a	 great	

advocate	for	gender	equality,	I	do	not	think	we	should	discriminate	on	the	

basis	of	gender.	

Denmark	Gender-Neutral	

• I	 simply	 do	 not	 think	 it's	 the	 VAT	 /	 tax	 that	 matters	 when	 shopping.	

Carrots	are	healthy,	and	you	get	many	for	the	same	price	as	a	small	bag	of	

unhealthy	sweets.	So	even	if	carrots	would	fall	in	price,	I	do	not	think	they	

win	the	fight	on	Friday	night	:)	

• Provided	that	the	person	in	question	earns	less	than	DKK	350,000	a	year	

before	tax,	as	our	proposed	tax	change	implies	a	tax	reduction	for	people	

who	earn	under	this	amount,	regardless	of	whether	they	are	on	income	or	

at	work.	

• I	thought	there	was	discrimination	

Norway	Gendered	

• Men	and	women	should	be	treated	equally	for	income	regardless	of	sex	-	

as	a	parameter	

• There	 should	 be	 equal	 rules	 for	 men	 and	 women.	 Labor	 market	

participation	for	women	in	line	with	men	must	take	place	through	gender	

equality	 policy	 issues	 such	 as	 kindergartens,	 parental	 leave	 for	 mother	

and	father,	demands	for	equal	pay,	etc.	
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• This	would	help	to	cement	women's	position	as	generally	lower	paid	than	

men.	

• Will	treat	everyone	individually	in	the	tax	system.	

• Tax	should	be	neutral	and	independent	of	both	sex,	sex,	ethnicity,	etc.	

• I	 mean	 that	 individuals	 should	 be	 absolutely	 equal	 in	 such	 cases,	

regardless	of	gender.	

• It	 is	 perceived	 as	 gender-discriminatory;	 other	 means	 are	 better	 for	

achieving	the	goal	of	equal	employment	

Norway	Gender-Neutral	

• The	household	chores	should	be	equally	distributed	among	the	members	

of	the	household.	

• Subject	to	the	totality	being	fair	

• All	 residents	must	pay	 taxes	according	 to	 capacity	and	 income	/	wealth	

must	 control	 this.	 Such	 a	 proposal	 may	 need	 to	 be	 investigated	 very	

carefully.	Therefore	no	now!	

• The	question	assumes	 that	one	person	 is	 referred	 to	 take	 responsibility	

for	the	household	for	the	other	to	be	in	a	job	/	career.	

• Then	 documentation	 and	 factual	 information	 must	 be	 submitted	 that	

indicates	that	one	gets	more	from	such	a	tax	change	than	other	targeted	

priorities,	so	we	will	see.	

• The	 household	 chores	 should	 be	 equally	 distributed	 among	 all	 adult	

workers	in	the	household	

Sweden	Gendered	

• Never	heard	of	such	research.	At	the	same	time,	it	would	be	quite	strange	

to	 introduce	 punishment	 tax	 against	 anyone	 only	 on	 the	 basis	of	which	

gender	the	person	for	the	simple	reason	I	am	a	strong	advocate	of	gender	

equality.	

• Everyone	 should	 be	 treated	 equally	 regardless	 of	 gender.	 Then	we	 also	

have	 married	 marriages,	 how	 should	 the	 proposal	 be	 applied	 to	 them?	

The	tax	on	labour	should	be	reduced	to	all.	
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• Today	we	 have	 a	 relatively	 high	 labour	market	 presence	 for	women	 in	

Sweden.	 My	 focus	 is	 to	 ensure	 that	 unwarranted	 pay	 gap	 between	 the	

sexes	is	phased	out	as	soon	as	possible.	Do	not	think	we	should	abandon	

the	 principles	 that	 apply	 to	 Swedish	 tax	 legislation	 through	 gender-

specific	tax	rates.	

• Taxation	 for	men	and	women	should	be	equal.	However,	 the	tax	burden	

should	be	lowered	and	the	tax	especially	for	those	with	low	incomes.	

• In	an	equal	society,	we	will	have	equal	tax	regardless	of	gender	

• Work	should	be	taxed	regardless	of	gender.	

• No,	I	believe	in	other	solutions	for	more	people	to	get	to	work.	

• The	tax	should	be	the	same	for	women	and	men,	no	special	rules!	

• Decisions	must	be	gender	neutral.	

• Want	legislation	to	be	gender	neutral	

• I	 believe	 that	 women	 and	 men	 should	 be	 taxed	 equally.	 In	 particular,	

women's	wages	must	increase.	

• I	 think	 tax	 policy	 should	 be	 equal	 between	 men	 and	 women	 and	 that	

other	gender	equality	measures	are	needed.	

• It	is	fundamentally	wrong	with	different	tax	rates	based	on	factors	such	as	

gender,	religion,	origin,	etc.	Although	a	measure	is	effective	from	a	strict	

national	economy	perspective,	it	does	not	need	moral	justice.	Individuals	

go	 before	 the	 collective.	 The	 law	 should	 be	 the	 same	 for	 everyone	

regardless	of	socioeconomic	pros	and	cons.	

• It	 is	 a	 very	 interesting	 issue,	 but	 there	 is	 a	 risk	 that	 the	 system	would	

permanently	 lower	 women's	 wage	 levels.	 It	 is	 not	 the	 right	 way	 to	

increase	women's	labour	market	presence.	The	social	insurance	system's	

design	 is	 a	better	way,	 as	well	 as	 the	obvious,	 equal	pay	 for	equal	work	

and	increased	full-time	employment.	

• No.	It	does	not	matter	if	you	are	a	woman	or	a	man	for	how	much	tax	you	

pay.	 We	 also	 already	 have	 high	 labour	 market	 participation	 among	

women	in	Sweden.	It	is	better	to	lower	the	tax	for	the	family	as	a	whole.	

• Equal	Opportunity	Bonus	is	a	good	example	of	how	to	govern	behaviour	

in	parental	 insurance.	But	 to	generally	 implement	different	 tax	 rates	 for	
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women	and	men	is	not	fruitful.	This	could	give	the	effect	that	women	do	

not	work	 full	 time	 to	 the	 same	extent	as	men	 and	 that	 is	negative	 from	

many	 aspects.	Mainly	within	 the	 financial	 protection	 systems,	 including	

pension,	sickness	compensation,	parental	insurance.	

• The	most	 important	 thing	 about	 the	 tax	 system	 is	 that	 it	 is	 fair.	 I	want	

everyone	 to	 be	 taxed	 lower	 than	 today	 because	 everyone	 is	 entitled	 to	

their	own	money.	The	more	tax	rates	are	for	different	income	groups,	the	

more	fair	they	are.	

• Our	tax	policy	baseline	is	in	the	1990/91	tax	reform	ie	a	uniform,	neutral	

and	 uniform	 tax	 system.	 Women's	 high	 labour	 market	 presence	 in	

Sweden	depends	on	gender	equality	policy,	not	least	expanded	childcare.	

We	do	not	believe	in	optimal	taxation.	

• Considers	 that	 lower	 taxes	mean	 that	when,	 for	 example,	 joint	 taxation	

was	removed,	women's	 incentives	 increased	to	work.	However,	 it	seems	

that	 the	tax	should	be	 individual	and	equal	regardless	of	gender.	This	 is	

when	 you	 see	 the	 woman	 as	 an	 addiction	 to	 the	 man	 as	 it	 becomes	 a	

problem.	

• is	of	the	opinion	that	taxation	should	be	taken	by	force,	not	on	the	basis	of	

gender	identity.	

• A	uniform	tax	system	is	more	important.	On	the	other	hand,	politics	has	a	

major	responsibility	for	increasing	women's	labor	force	participation.	

• In	an	equal	society,	women	and	men	obviously	pay	taxes	according	to	the	

same	tax	table.	

Sweden	Gender-Neutral	

• I	believe	in	uniform	rules	

• Whatever,	I	do	not	want	to	see	a	system	that	can	lock	individuals	at	home.	

It	 will	 be	 women	 primarily	 and	 it	 will	 increase	 inequality.	 It's	 more	

important	to	do	nothing	than	to	increase	the	number	of	hours	worked.	In	

Sweden	we	have	come	a	long	way	with	this	and	will	continue.	

• There	are	other	and	better	ways	to	support	women	and	their	situation	

• Problems	with	defining	who	in	the	household	this	tax	credit	would	go	to.	

Even	 boundary	 problems	 at,	 for	 example,	 single-family	 households.	 Is	
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afraid	 that	 the	 proposal	would	 reduce	 the	 legitimacy	 of	 the	 tax	 system.	

Nor	does	it	know	the	evidence	that	it	would	increase	employment	

• Tax	 policy	 must	 be	 uniform	 and	 fair	 -	 regardless	 of	 gender,	 family	

constellation	or	role	in	the	family.	A	better	incentive	for	increased	labour	

market	 presence	 is	 shared	 parental	 insurance	 between	 parents.	 This	

leads	 to	 a	more	 even	 distribution	 of	 household	work	 and	 child	welfare	

and	 thus	 the	 opportunity	 for	 both	 parents	 to	 fully	 work.	 Childcare	 on	

uncomfortable	working	 hours,	 careers	 in	 elderly	 care	 and	 LSS,	 full-time	

right,	improved	working	environment	and	combating	pay	discrimination	

are	 examples	 of	 other	 measures	 that	 may	 increase	 the	 labor	 market	

presence.	

• I	can	not	 figure	the	question,	which	 is	probably	due	to	poor	translation?	

As	 I	 interpret	 the	 question,	 lower	 taxation	 of	 housewife	 /	 husband	 or	

part-time	parent	would	have	this	/	a	want	 to	work	out,	but	 then	the	tax	

would	be	raised	again?	The	question	of	political	orientation	is	wrong,	I	am	

in	the	middle.	

• All	people	who	participate	 in	working	 life	 and	have	 salary	 income	 from	

employment	shall	be	taxed	equal	to	the	same	tax	table	

• I	 do	 not	 think	we	 should	have	 different	 tax	 rates	 on	 earned	 income	 for	

different	groups	or	gender.	On	the	other	hand,	it	is	important	to	increase	

the	 overall	 labour	 market	 presence	 in	 other	 ways,	 especially	 among	

foreign-born	women	who	have	children.	

• Tax-subsidizing	the	one	who	deselects	working	life	seems	unreasonable	-	

it	would	risk	creating	a	female	trap	and,	in	principle,	follows	the	thought	

pattern	of	child	welfare	subsidies.	

• It	must	always	be	worth	working	instead	of	getting	other	supplies,	so	we	

always	need	to	ease	the	taxes,	regardless.	

• Must	be	investigated	more	to	be	able	to	take	a	stand.	

• I	 think	 that	 the	 homework	 should	 be	 shared	equally,	which	means	 that	

the	issue	is	not	relevant!	

• Lower	income	needs	to	be	reduced	tax	

• The	question	 is	 leading.	 It	 is	not	 "proven"	 that	 the	 relationship	 looks	 so	

general.	 Labour	 market	 presence	 and	 tax	 collection	 are	 determined	 by	
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complex	social	 relations.	Countries	with	 lower	 taxation	generally	do	not	

show	 higher	 levels	 of	 employment	 in	 general.	 Having	 low	 taxes	 on	 low	

income	may	be	good,	but	you	can	not	 take	a	 stand	 for	a	 single	measure	

separately.	

Spain	Gendered	

• Pure	common	sense.	The	less	taxation,	the	more	family	economic	capacity	

and	more	economic	activity.	

• Gender	equality	must	be	real	in	all	aspects	

• Tax	 reduction	encourages	 consumption	and	savings,	 two	positive	 issues	

for	the	economy	

• I	do	not	know	that	"has	been	proven"	I	believe	that	the	treatment	of	men	

and	 women	 should	 be	 the	 same,	 and	 I	 doubt	 that	 differential	 tax	

treatment	 will	 contribute	 to	 the	 incorporation	 of	 women	 in	 the	 labor	

market,	 whose	 problem	 I	 do	 not	 believe	 is	 taxes	 but	 the	 absence	 of	

conditions	for	a	real	conciliation.	

• It	 is	obvious,	 if	 the	report	says	that	it	would	 increase	 its	participation	 in	

the	 labor	market	 and	 increase	 the	 collection,	 there	 is	 no	 reason	 not	 to	

support	it.	

• In	 addition	 to	 increasing	 the	 collection,	 it	 would	 increase	 the	 access	 of	

more	women	to	the	labor	market,	and	greater	demographic	growth	63	

• If,	as	the	question	says,	it	is	proven,	there	is	no	doubt	

• If	proven,	the	answer	is	obvious	

• Encouraging	 companies	 and	 self-employment	 is	 always	 positive	 and	

necessary	in	this	case	would	be	a	clear	example	

• Win	win	strategy.	Greater	participation	 in	the	 labor	market	+	higher	tax	

collection	

Spain	Gender-Neutral	

• I	do	not	see	clearly	the	impact	on	the	generation	of	employment	

• Is	taxed	by	income	level,	not	by	type	of	work,	could	lead	to	abuse	or	fraud	

• Caring	for	the	house	is	common	/	Children	can	not	be	a	tax	issue	
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• The	best	facilities	should	be	offered	to	the	families	to	help	the	conciliation	

between	 the	worker	 and	 the	 family	 responsibilities	 and	 to	 promote	 the	

birth	rate	before	the	problem	of	aging	of	the	society.	

• Because	 we	 have	 to	 apply	 policies	 that	 aim	 for	 co-responsibility	 in	

nurturing	and	this	type	of	measure	would	go	in	the	opposite	direction	

• In	relation	to	optimal	taxation,	it	is	based	on	theoretical	assumptions	that,	

when	 translated	 into	 reality,	 can	 generate	 distortions	 and	 undesired	

effects,	not	contemplated	in	the	theory	of	taxation.	However,	you	can	not	

make	political	decisions	based	on	economic	abstract	models,	you	have	to	

confront	reality	with	the	conclusions	of	these	models.	

o Specifically,	 the	 theory	 of	 optimal	 taxation	would	 tell	 us	 that	we	

have	 to	 "record"	 the	second	recipient	 less	because	 their	 job	offer	

depends	more	on	the	salary,	and	therefore	on	the	taxes	associated	

with	 it.	This	 theory	would	tell	us	 therefore	that	 it	 is	necessary	to	

record	 less	 those	 second	 perceivers,	 since	 it	 would	 have	 less	

distortion,	 or	 increase	 social	 welfare	 by	 increasing	 social	

efficiency.	However,	 the	 theory	of	optimal	 taxation	does	not	 take	

into	account	that	 this	sensitivity	has	to	do	with	gender.	The	main	

recipients	 are	 usually	 men,	 while	 the	 secondary	 recipients	 of	

income	in	households	are	usually	women.	This	distortion	is	mainly	

due	 to	 the	 greater	 discrimination	 of	 women	 when	 entering	 the	

labor	market.	This	discrimination	due	to	the	fact	of	being	a	woman	

has	its	origin	in	the	sexual	division	of	work,	where	women	have	to	

bear	 greater	 burdens	 in	 domestic	 tasks	 and	 care,	 often	 choosing	

between	"career"	or	"family",	given	that	motherhood	 is	perceived	

as	 a	 burden	 for	 business	 profitability.	 This	 situation	 can	 and	

should	 be	 stopped	 by	 the	 government	 with	 different	 tools	 and	

objectives.	 In	 the	 labor	 market,	 measures	 must	 be	 proposed	 to	

equalize	the	maternal	and	paternal	costs	(the	equalization	of	non-

transferable	 permits	 is	 a	 measure	 in	 this	 sense).	 Equally,	

conciliation	measures	 for	men	and	women	are	necessary.	On	 the	

other	hand,	the	universalization	and	gratuituity	of	education	from	

0	to	3	years,	would	also	contribute	in	the	same	sense.	Education	in	



	 119	

equality,	 etc.	 they	 would	 be	 necessary	 measures	 to	 tackle	 the	

problem.	We	 think	 that	 the	 reduction	 of	 taxation	 for	 the	 second	

recipient	 (usually	women)	 not	 only	 does	 not	 solve	 this	 problem,	

but	 it	can	even	aggravate	 it	by	enforcing	 it	and	perpetuating	said	

discrimination,	which	would	be	subsidized	by	the	State.	

o Depending	 on	 the	 countries,	 this	 situation	 varies	 greatly.	

Therefore,	 general	measures	 can	 not	 be	 established	 for	 different	

countries.	Perhaps	there	are	countries	whose	situation	in	terms	of	

welfare	state	 is	sufficiently	advanced	and	deep	enough	to	be	able	

to	 introduce	other	 types	of	measures.	 In	 countries	 such	as	Spain,	

where	 the	welfare	 state	 and	 the	 aids	mentioned	 in	 the	 previous	

section	are	practically	non-existent,	it	would	be	desirable	to	move	

forward	first	in	its	reinforcement	and	modernization	and	then	take	

into	account	other	types	of	measures.	

• IN	 ADDITION,	 IT	 IS	 A	 MEASURE	 THAT	 FAVORES	 THE	 EQUALITY	 AND	

THE	INCORPORATION	OF	WOMEN	TO	THE	LABOR	MARKET,	AUQNUE	IT	

WOULD	HAVE	TO	CALIBRATE	WELL	THE	IMPACT	

• Without	knowing	more	than	the	premises	provided	by	this	survey,	giving	

more	 freedom	 to	 each	 member	 of	 the	 family	 is	 always	 good.	 If	 a	 high	

taxation	 restricts	 this	 freedom	 in	 a	 discriminatory	 way	 it	 is	 good	 to	

reduce	it.	

Italy	Gendered	

• Absolute	parity	in	every	field	

• We	make	citizens	of	series	a	and	series	b?	

• It	seems	to	me	an	interesting	proposal	

• The	measure	would	favor	the	employment	of	women.	

• because	 it	 would	 be	 a	massive	win-win	 operation	 for	 fair	 access	 to	 the	

labor	market	of	women	and	the	sustainability	of	home-work	times	

• Taxing	 the	 same	 activity	 differently	 means	 violating	 equality	 among	

citizens.	

• We	need	to	encourage	gender	parity	

• for	fairness	
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• I	believe	that	taxes	must	be	fairly	distributed	

• I	am	not	in	favor	of	differentiating	tax	policies	in	relation	to	gender	

• A	gender-based	tax	regime	is	in	any	case	a	form	of	gender	discrimination	

and	contrary	to	the	constitution	

	

Italy	Gender-Neutral	

• Many	 people,	 especially	 women,	 are	 discouraged	 to	 return	 to	 work	

because	they	do	not	reach	the	financial	break	even	point	with	full	taxation	

• I	do	not	agree	with	the	analysis	

• Because	 the	 ns.	 society	 is	old	 and	 needs	 important	welfare	 policies	 this	

could	be	interesting	

• Because	it	helps	the	family	
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Appendix	C:	Replies	from	Political	Parties	

Enhedslisten,	Denmark	(left-of-centre)	

This	is	the	answer	from	the	Red-Green	Alliance	(Enhedslisten).	

Red-Green	Alliance	does	not	agree	on	this	statement.	Our	view	on	tax-policy	 is,	

that	 the	tax-policy	primarily	has	two	functions	–	1)	a	redistribution	on	 income,	

that	 minimize	 inequality	 and	 2)	 creating	 revenue	 for	 public	 welfare.	 The	 tax-

policy	of	the	Red-Green	Alliance	is	not	focusing	on	creating	the	largest	possible	

labour	supply.	In	our	view	the	model	of	the	ministry	of	finance,	that	estimate	the	

positive	effect	of	lower	taxes	on	labor	supply	regarding	working	hours,	are	very	

uncertain	 since	 the	 empirical	 studiy	 used	 as	 guideline	 are	 more	 than	 twenty	

years	old.	We	would	 rather	 raise	 the	wages	and	salaries	of	women	 than	giving	

them	tax-cuts.	

Conservative	People’s	Party,	Denmark	(right-of-centre)	

We	believe	strongly	that	the	state	should	always	treat	everyone	equally.	

Even	 if	 it	 would	 have	 a	 positive	 effect	 on	 the	 market,	 we	 therefore	 do	 not	

endorse	gender-based	taxation.	

		

We	believe	that	a	flat	tax	of	33	per	cent	for	everyone	is	the	most	fair	model	for	

taxation.	

	

A	system	that	is	not	based	on	the	characteristics	of	the	individual	will	always	the	

purest	form	of	equality.	

	

Social	Democratic	Party,	Denmark	(left-of-centre)	

No,	we	would	not	consider	that.	I	believe	a	gender-differentiation	of	income	tax	

is	a	discriminative	policy	towards	the	male	population.		

	

Vänsterpartiet,	Sweden	(left-of-centre)	

The	answer	is:	NO	(We	don´t	support	differentiated	taxation	based	on	gender)	
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Appendix	D:	Feedback	and	Answers	via	Email	

	

Sweden	

“Hello,	

No,	I'm	not	going	to	answer	such	a	question.	For	so	many	reasons.	Tex	that	I	do	

not	think	there	should	be	a	main	responsibility	for	the	housework	in	a	home,	it's	

all	adults	sharing	the	same.	And	the	one	who	earns	more	will	pay	more	in	taxes.	

It's	so	simple	and	logical.	Optimal	tax	policy,	what	an	incredibly	strange	

description	of	the	subject.	Thank	you	and	goodbye.	

	

Greetings”	

	

	

Norway	

“Hi!	

	

Thank	you	for	your	inquiry.	Interesting	case.	

	

I	would	like	to	respond	to	their	form,	but	it	is	not	possible;	

-	Age	does	not	anonymize?	

-	Political	orientation	left	or	right	is	not	right	if	you	wish	to	have	the	center	in	

Norwegian	policy,	a	third	option	

	

If	you	have	been	put	in	the	test,	I	can	record	this	as	a	source	of	error	-	because	I	

can	not	answer	the	questionnaire	as	it	has	been	posted	now.	

	

With	best	regards”	

	

Italy	

“Good	morning,	from	the	former	President	of	the	Bilateral	Section	of	Italy-

Denmark	Friendship	I	am	very	happy	to	participate	in	the	survey.	The	problem	is	
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that	you	should,	secondod	me,	change	the	political	orientation	not	only	in	the	

left-center-right,	but	also	in	"other"	because	my	Movement	believes	not	to	

coincide	with	the	classic	political	division.	

In	fact	at	this	point,	mandatory,	I	could	not	answer.	

Sincerely.”	

	

	

	

	

	


