Supplementary materials
Sensitivity analysis
Logistic regressions
Table S1. Adjusted logistic regression models of women’s and men’s fertility intentions, gender attitudes, by parity (odds ratios)
	
	Women
	Men

	 
	Parity 0
	Parity 1
	Parity 2+
	Parity 0
	Parity 1
	Parity 2+

	Gender attitudes
	1.434
	1.323
	0.819*
	0.873
	0.702
	0.897

	
	(1.02)
	(1.76)
	(-2.33)
	(-0.46)
	(-1.92)
	(-1.05)   

	N
	159
	511
	1623
	159
	395
	1036

	McFadden's R2
	0.248
	0.154
	0.098
	0.101
	0.174
	0.102


* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001
Models adjusted for women’s/female partner’s age (in parity 0 models) or age at previous birth (in parity 1 and 2+ models), age of the youngest child (in parity 1 and 2+ models), respondent’s education, affordability index, partner’s education and partner’s employment. Post-stratification weights were applied.

Table S2. Adjusted logistic regression models of women’s and men’s fertility intentions, housework division, by parity (odds ratios)
	
	Women
	Men

	 
	Parity 0
	Parity 1
	Parity 2+
	Parity 0
	Parity 1
	Parity 2+

	Housework division
	0.606
	0.695*
	0.776**
	0.703
	0.91
	0.774** 

	
	(-1.78)
	(-2.29)
	(-2.86)
	(-1.55)
	(-0.64)
	(-2.84)   

	N
	159
	511
	1632
	159
	398
	1038

	McFadden's R2
	0.259
	0.158
	0.097
	0.112
	0.169
	0.107


* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001
Models adjusted for women’s/female partner’s age (in parity 0 models) or age at previous birth (in parity 1 and 2+ models), age of the youngest child (in parity 1 and 2+ models), respondent’s education, affordability index, partner’s education, and partner’s employment. Post-stratification weights were applied.

Table S3. Adjusted logistic regression models of women’s and men’s fertility intentions, childcare division, by parity (odds ratios)
	
	Women
	Men

	 
	Parity 1
	Parity 2+
	Parity 1
	Parity 2+

	Childcare division 
	1.253
	0.855
	0.613*
	0.707** 

	
	(1.19)
	(-1.77)
	(-2.13)
	(-3.20)   

	N
	373
	1356
	322
	892

	McFadden's R2
	0.098
	0.066
	0.148
	0.097



* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001 
Models adjusted for women’s/female partner’s age at previous birth, age of the youngest child, women’s employment, partner’s employment, affordability index, respondent’s education, and partner’s education. Post-stratification weights were applied.  





Table S4. Adjusted logistic regression models of women’s and men’s fertility intentions, gender attitudes and housework, by parity (odds ratios)
	
	Women
	Men

	 
	Parity 0
	Parity 1
	Parity 2+
	Parity 0
	Parity 1
	Parity 2+

	Traditional match
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1

	
	(.)
	(.)
	(.)
	(.)
	(.)
	(.)

	Mismatch
	0.626
	1.476
	0.763*
	1.059
	0.437**
	0.84

	
	(-0.86)
	(1.69)
	(-2.35)
	(0.13)
	(-3.11)
	(-1.22)

	Egalitarian match 
	0.807
	0.952
	0.469**
	0.302
	0.675
	0.492*

	
	(-0.28)
	(-0.14)
	(-3.16)
	(-1.96)
	(-0.88)
	(-2.54)

	N
	158
	511
	1623
	159
	395
	1036

	McFadden's R2
	0.244
	0.155
	0.102
	0.124
	0.186
	0.106


Models adjusted for women’s/female partner’s age (in parity 0 models) or age at previous birth (in parity 1 and 2+ models), age of the youngest child (in parity 1 and 2+ models), women’s employment, partner’s employment, affordability index, respondent’s education, and partner’s education. Post-stratification weights were applied.

Table S5. Adjusted logistic regression models of women’s and men’s fertility intentions, gender attitudes and childcare, by parity
	
	Women
	Men

	 
	Parity 1
	Parity 2+
	Parity 1
	Parity 2+

	Traditional match
	1
	1
	1
	1

	
	(.)
	(.)
	(.)
	(.)   

	Mismatch
	0.991
	0.704*
	0.265***
	0.785

	
	(-0.03)
	(-2.32)
	(-3.33)
	(-1.34)   

	Egalitarian match 
	1.978
	0.713*
	0.253**
	0.516** 

	
	(1.83)
	(-2.09)
	(-3.13)
	(-3.20)

	N
	373
	1349
	319
	891

	McFadden's R2
	0.11
	0.068
	0.169
	0.097


* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001
Models adjusted for women’s/female partner’s age at previous birth, age of the youngest child, women’s employment, partner’s employment, affordability index, respondent’s education, and partner’s education. Post-stratification weights were applied.



















Linear probability models
Table S6. Adjusted linear probability models of women’s and men’s fertility intentions, gender attitudes, by parity 
	
	Women
	Men

	 
	Parity 0
	Parity 1
	Parity 2+
	Parity 0
	Parity 1
	Parity 2+

	Gender attitudes
	0.04
	0.0514
	-0.0427*
	-0.0292
	-0.0608
	-0.024

	
	(0.78)
	(1.67)
	(-2.42)
	(-0.50)
	(-1.80)
	(-1.06)

	N
	161
	511
	1623
	159
	402
	1037

	R2
	0.24
	0.194
	0.122
	0.123
	0.221
	0.133


* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001
Models adjusted for women’s/female partner’s age (in parity 0 models) or age at previous birth (in parity 1 and 2+ models), age of the youngest child (in parity 1 and 2+ models), respondent’s education, affordability index, partner’s education, and partner’s employment. Post-stratification weights were applied.

Table S7. Adjusted linear probability models of women’s and men’s fertility intentions, housework division, by parity
	
	Women
	Men

	 
	Parity 0
	Parity 1
	Parity 2+
	Parity 0
	Parity 1
	Parity 2+

	Housework division
	-0.0529
	-0.0683*
	-0.0503**
	-0.0671
	-0.0176
	-0.0539** 

	
	(-1.29)
	(-2.22)
	(-2.87)
	(-1.48)
	(-0.64)
	(-2.83)   

	N
	161
	511
	1632
	159
	405
	1039

	R2
	0.245
	0.198
	0.121
	0.134
	0.217
	0.14


* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001
Models adjusted for women’s/female partner’s age (in parity 0 models) or age at previous birth (in parity 1 and 2+ models), age of the youngest child (in parity 1 and 2+ models), respondent’s education, affordability index, partner’s education, and partner’s employment. Post-stratification weights were applied.

Table S8. Adjusted linear probability models of women’s and men’s fertility intentions, childcare division, by parity
	
	Women
	Men

	 
	Parity 1
	Parity 2+
	Parity 1
	Parity 2+

	Childcare division
	0.119
	-0.0618
	-0.350***
	-0.169** 

	
	(1.37)
	(-1.16)
	(-3.62)
	(-2.76)   

	N
	374
	1356
	329
	893

	R2
	0.137
	0.107
	0.169
	0.143



* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001 
Models adjusted for women’s/female partner’s age at previous birth, age of the youngest child, women’s employment, partner’s employment, affordability index, respondent’s education, and partner’s education. Post-stratification weights were applied.  







Table S9. Adjusted linear probability models of women’s and men’s fertility intentions, gender attitudes and housework, by parity
	
	Women
	Men

	 
	Parity 0
	Parity 1
	Parity 2+
	Parity 0
	Parity 1
	Parity 2+

	Traditional match
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0

	
	(.)
	(.)
	(.)
	(.)
	(.)
	(.)

	Mismatch
	-0.0708
	0.0717
	-0.0573*
	0.00531
	-0.140**
	-0.0379

	
	(-0.91)
	(1.59)
	(-2.39)
	(0.07)
	(-2.97)
	(-1.21)

	Egalitarian match
	-0.0341
	-0.0125
	-0.149***
	-0.242
	-0.0627
	-0.149*

	
	(-0.31)
	(-0.18)
	(-3.30)
	(-1.96)
	(-0.79)
	(-2.53)

	N
	160
	511
	1623
	159
	402
	1037

	R2
	0.24
	0.195
	0.126
	0.149
	0.232
	0.138


* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001
Models adjusted for women’s/female partner’s age (in parity 0 models) or age at previous birth (in parity 1 and 2+ models), age of the youngest child (in parity 1 and 2+ models), women’s employment, partner’s employment, affordability index, respondent’s education, and partner’s education. Post-stratification weights were applied.

Table S10. Adjusted linear probability models of women’s and men’s fertility intentions, gender attitudes and childcare, by parity
	
	Women
	Men

	 
	Parity 1
	Parity 2+
	Parity 1
	Parity 2+

	Traditional match
	0
	0
	0
	0

	
	(.)
	(.)
	(.)
	(.)   

	Mismatch
	-0.00677
	-0.0794*
	-0.194**
	-0.0523

	
	(-0.10)
	(-2.33)
	(-3.26)
	(-1.32)   

	Egalitarian match
	0.121
	-0.0776*
	-0.196**
	-0.145** 

	
	(1.78)
	(-2.13)
	(-2.94)
	(-3.21)   

	N
	374
	1349
	326
	892

	R2
	0.128
	0.089
	0.199
	0.127



* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001
Models adjusted for women’s/female partner’s age at previous birth, age of the youngest child, women’s employment, partner’s employment, affordability index, respondent’s education, and partner’s education. Post-stratification weights were applied.











Multinomial Logistic Regressions
Table S11. Adjusted multinomial logistic regressions models of women’s and men’s fertility intentions, gender attitudes, by parity
	
	Women
	Men

	 
	Parity 0
	Parity 1
	Parity 2+
	Parity 0
	Parity 1
	Parity 2+

	Definitely not
	Base
	Base
	Base
	Base
	Base
	Base

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Probably not 
	-0.614
	0.516
	-0.123
	-139.2
	-0.112
	0.0402

	
	(-0.42)
	(1.47)
	(-0.94)
	(-0.02)
	(-0.26)
	(0.23)

	Unsure 
	1.619
	-0.133
	-0.354**
	-0.371
	0.265
	0.153

	
	(1.36)
	(-0.50)
	(-3.02)
	(-0.60)
	(0.79)
	(0.96)

	Probably yes 
	1.715
	0.342
	-0.366**
	-0.192
	-0.166
	-0.019

	
	(1.49)
	(1.46)
	(-3.18)
	(-0.33)
	(-0.54)
	(-0.13)

	Definitely yes 
	1.342
	0.265
	-0.368*
	-0.876
	-0.351
	-0.112

	
	(1.17)
	(1.02)
	(-2.47)
	(-1.55)
	(-1.09)
	(-0.61)

	N
	161
	511
	1623
	159
	402
	1037

	Pseudo R2
	0.293
	0.142
	0.075
	0.253
	0.184
	0.083


* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001
Models adjusted for women’s/female partner’s age (in parity 0 models) or age at previous birth (in parity 1 and 2+ models), age of the youngest child (in parity 1 and 2+ models), respondent’s education, affordability index, partner’s education, and partner’s employment. Post-stratification weights were applied.

Table S12. Adjusted multinomial logistic regressions models of women’s and men’s fertility intentions, housework division, by parity
	
	Women
	Men

	 
	Parity 0
	Parity 1
	Parity 2+
	Parity 0
	Parity 1
	Parity 2+

	Definitely not
	Base
	Base
	Base
	Base
	Base
	Base

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Probably not 
	-0.629
	0.522
	0.219
	1.567
	0.403
	0.17

	
	(-0.72)
	(1.74)
	(1.81)
	(1.23)
	(1.40)
	(1.25)

	Unsure 
	-0.417
	-0.097
	0.002
	-0.349
	-0.378
	-0.070

	
	(-0.59)
	(-0.36)
	(0.02)
	(-0.69)
	(-1.37)
	(-0.52)   

	Probably yes 
	-0.964
	-0.059
	-0.153
	-0.239
	-0.0442
	-0.104

	
	(-1.36)
	(-0.26)
	(-1.33)
	(-0.51)
	(-0.19)
	(-0.85)   

	Definitely yes 
	-1.269
	-0.096*
	-0.344*
	-0.78
	-0.492
	-0.780***

	
	(-1.77)
	(-3.35)
	(-2.13)
	(-1.65)
	(-1.84)
	(-4.01)   

	N
	161
	511
	1632
	159
	405
	1039

	Pseudo R2
	0.29
	0.155
	0.074
	0.22
	0.194
	0.091


* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001
Models adjusted for women’s/female partner’s age (in parity 0 models) or age at previous birth (in parity 1 and 2+ models), age of the youngest child (in parity 1 and 2+ models), respondent’s education, affordability index, partner’s education, and partner’s employment. Post-stratification weights were applied.





Table S13. Adjusted multinomial logistic regressions models of women’s and men’s fertility intentions, childcare division, by parity
	
	Women
	Men

	 
	Parity 1
	Parity 2+
	Parity 1
	Parity 2+

	Definitely not
	Base
	Base
	Base
	Base

	
	
	
	
	

	Probably not 
	0.206
	0.184
	-0.668
	0.451*

	
	(0.44)
	(1.25)
	(-1.11)
	(2.33)

	Unsure 
	0.749
	0.193
	-0.815
	0.211

	
	(1.95)
	(1.49)
	(-1.58)
	(1.24)

	Probably yes 
	0.768
	0.0441
	-0.788
	-0.0381

	
	(2.29)
	(0.36)
	(-1.75)
	(-0.25)

	Definitely yes 
	0.482
	-0.233
	-1.659***
	-0.480*

	
	(1.36)
	(-1.51)
	(-3.43)
	(-2.47)

	N
	374
	1356
	329
	893

	Pseudo R2
	0.125
	0.054
	0.218
	0.084


* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001 
Models adjusted for women’s/female partner’s age at previous birth, age of the youngest child, women’s employment, partner’s employment, affordability index, respondent’s education, and partner’s education. Post-stratification weights were applied.  
Table S14. Adjusted multinomial logistic regressions models of women’s and men’s fertility intentions, gender attitudes and housework, by parity
	
	Women
	Men

	 
	Parity 0
	Parity 1
	Parity 2+
	Parity 0
	Parity 1
	Parity 2+

	Probably not 
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Mismatch
	1.647
	0.567
	-0.267
	-3.243
	-0.107
	-0.023

	
	(0.80)
	(1.10)
	(-1.47)
	(-1.39)
	(-0.17)
	(-0.09)

	Egalitarian match
	-20.53
	0.698
	-0.268
	-33.1
	0.404
	-0.373

	
	(-0.00)
	(1.05)
	(-0.91)
	(-0.00)
	(0.45)
	(-0.94)

	Unsure 
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Mismatch
	2.564
	-0.216
	-0.346*
	-1.325
	-0.355
	-0.049

	
	(1.35)
	(-0.56)
	(-2.18)
	(-1.34)
	(-0.73)
	(-0.22)

	Egalitarian match
	-1.757
	-0.733
	-0.854**
	-2.207
	-0.809
	-1.085*

	
	(-0.76)
	(-1.27)
	(-2.92)
	(-1.86)
	(-0.96)
	(-2.54)  

	Probably yes 
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Mismatch
	1.656
	0.358
	-0.422**
	-0.445
	-1.098*
	-0.197

	
	(0.92)
	(1.05)
	(-2.70)
	(-0.46)
	(-2.43)
	(-0.96)

	Egalitarian match
	-1.957
	0.052
	-1.143***
	-2.351*
	-0.444
	-0.872*

	
	(-0.92)
	(0.11)
	(-3.74)
	(-2.00)
	(-0.65)
	(-2.51)  

	Definitely yes 
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Mismatch
	1.343
	0.426
	-0.581**
	-1.62
	-1.064*
	-0.262

	
	(0.74)
	(1.13)
	(-2.90)
	(-1.73)
	(-2.25)
	(-1.05)   

	Egalitarian match
	-2.876
	-1.298
	-1.085**
	-3.317**
	-1.133
	-2.753***

	
	(-1.32)
	(-1.87)
	(-2.64)
	(-2.91)
	(-1.46)
	(-3.53)   

	N
	160
	511
	1623
	159
	402
	1037

	Pseudo R2
	0.301
	0.148
	0.077
	0.24
	0.192
	0.09


* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001 
Models adjusted for women’s/female partner’s age (in parity 0 models) or age at previous birth (in parity 1 and 2+ models), age of the youngest child (in parity 1 and 2+ models), women’s employment, partner’s employment, affordability index, respondent’s education, and partner’s education. Post-stratification weights were applied.

Table S15. Adjusted multinomial logistic regressions models of women’s and men’s fertility intentions, gender attitudes and childcare, by parity
	
	Women
	Men

	 
	Parity 1
	Parity 2+
	Parity 1
	Parity 2+

	Probably not 
	
	
	
	

	Mismatch
	0.765
	-0.021
	-0.308
	0.376

	
	(0.92)
	(-0.08)
	(-0.19)
	(1.05)

	Egalitarian match
	-0.029
	-0.35
	-0.172
	0.265

	
	(-0.03)
	(-1.24)
	(-0.10)
	(0.68)

	Unsure 
	
	
	
	

	Mismatch
	0.181
	-0.283
	-2.119
	-0.159

	
	(0.26)
	(-1.23)
	(-1.71)
	(-0.53)

	Egalitarian match
	0.472
	-0.480*
	-1.595
	0.0303

	
	(0.63)
	(-1.98)
	(-1.22)
	(0.09)

	Probably yes 
	
	
	
	

	Mismatch
	0.397
	-0.361
	-2.794*
	-0.171

	
	(0.64)
	(-1.64)
	(-2.36)
	(-0.64)

	Egalitarian match
	1.152
	-0.501*
	-2.21
	-0.498

	
	(1.74)
	(-2.16)
	(-1.78)
	(-1.65)

	Definitely yes 
	
	
	
	

	Mismatch
	0.112
	-0.755**
	-2.903*
	-0.359

	
	(0.17)
	(-2.86)
	(-2.43)
	(-1.14)

	Egalitarian match
	0.733
	-0.909**
	-3.105*
	-0.841*

	
	(1.06)
	(-3.22)
	(-2.46)
	(-2.29)

	N
	374
	1349
	326
	892

	Pseudo R2
	0.129
	0.056
	0.22
	0.081


* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001
Models adjusted for women’s/female partner’s age at previous birth, age of the youngest child, women’s employment, partner’s employment, affordability index, respondent’s education, and partner’s education. Post-stratification weights were applied.

Table S16. Linear regression models of fertility intentions, housework division, sample with coresidential children under 10
	
	Women
	Men

	
	Parity 1
	Parity 2+
	Parity 1
	Parity 2+

	
	Full sample
	Restricted sample
	Full sample
	Restricted sample
	Full sample
	Restricted sample
	Full sample
	Restricted sample

	Housework division
	-0.269***
	-0.290**
	-0.123*
	-0.144**
	-0.153*
	-0.176*
	-0.176***
	-0.173**

	_cons
	3.846***
	4.056***
	3.111***
	3.242***
	3.645***
	3.739***
	3.771***
	3.770***

	N
	511
	380
	1,632
	1,389
	405
	330
	1,039
	906

	Adj. R-squared
	0.21
	0.09
	0.15
	0.1
	0.18
	0.08
	0.15
	0.13


* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001
Models adjusted for women’s/female partner’s age at previous birth, age of the youngest child, respondent’s education, affordability index, partner’s education, and partner’s employment. Post-stratification weights were applied.
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