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					Attitudes towards gender equality are often described as either “traditional” or “egalitarian”, depending on support for separate or joint spheres. Recent research suggests that ideologies are more complex and include multiple dimensions. Using data from the 2018 Fertility Survey, we apply a Latent Class Analysis to study the different dimensions of gender egalitarianism in Spain. We contribute to the literature by considering the role of “family centrality” and by including several indicators that allow us give greater nuance to the interpretation of certain dimensions. The analysis shows that there are five profiles of respondents with different understandings of gender egalitarianism. We also study the sociodemographic characteristics of each of these profiles, showing that sex, age, education, and religiosity are the main variables associated with gender ideology.
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					Las actitudes hacia la igualdad de género se suelen describir como tradicionales o igualitarias, dependiendo del acuerdo con la idea de esferas separadas o comunes. Investigaciones recientes sugieren que las ideologías son más complejas e incluyen varias dimensiones. Utilizando los datos de la Encuesta de Fecundidad 2018, se utiliza un análisis de clases latentes para estudiar las diferentes dimensiones del igualitarismo de género en España. De esta forma, se contribuye a la literatura, considerando el papel de la «centralidad de la familia» e incluyendo indicadores adicionales que permiten matizar la interpretación de algunas dimensiones. El análisis muestra que hay cinco perfiles ideológicos, con diferentes concepciones de la igualdad de género. También se estudian las características sociodemográficas de estos perfiles, mostrando que el sexo, la edad, la educación y la religiosidad son las principales variables asociadas a la ideología de género.
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				Introduction1

				Spanish society has undergone significant changes in the last 50 years, including a move towards more gender equality. Often portrayed as a Southern European coun-try with familistic and traditional values, this description needs greater nuance in light of the very rapid changes in women’s posi-tion in society (Jurado-Guerrero, 2007), es-pecially when we observe the behavior of younger cohorts, with rates of economic ac-tivity close to the EU average and with val-ues and family formation behaviors that are now less traditional (Moreno Mínguez, 2021; Seiz et al., 2022). Previous research has also revealed a high level of agreement with gender egalitarianism in Spain (Grunow, Begall and Buchler, 2018). 

				At the individual level, attitudes to-wards gender equality, or gender ideol-ogies, have been defined as “the level of support for a division of paid work and family responsibilities that is based on the belief of gendered separate spheres” (Davis and Greenstein, 2009). These ide-ologies are often characterized along a spectrum in which one extreme would be traditional -if the individual supports a gendered division of work with women specializing in the private sphere and men specializing in paid work- and the other one egalitarian -if the individual supports joint spheres. Recently, some scholars have criticized this approach, arguing that gender ideologies can be more complex (Barth and Trübner, 2018; Grunow, Begall and Buchler, 2018; Knight and Brinton, 2017; Scarborough, Sin and Risman, 2018; Damme and Papadopou-los, 2023; Yu and Lee, 2013). This schol-arship advances the idea that there are multiple dimensions to gender ideology: for instance, someone might agree with 

				women’s participation in paid work on an equal footing with men, but also think that women are better at caring for children. 

				The above-mentioned scholars ap-proach gender ideologies by highlighting their multiple dimensions. In particular, they take into account three (agreement with gender equality in the public sphere, in the private sphere, and emphasis on free choice), use value surveys (that in-clude Spain), and apply Latent Class Anal-ysis (LCA) to describe the different gender ideologies that can be found in the coun-tries they analyze, finding four or five gen-der ideologies. Two ideologies correspond to the traditional and egalitarian types, but the others are multidimensional. 

				This paper contributes to the literature in several ways. We apply LCA to a more recent Spanish dataset, the 2018 Fertility Survey [Encuesta de Fecundidad 2018] (EF), which includes rich data on gender attitudes and allows the use of additional indicators that provide a more fine-grained description of gender ideologies. We also consider an additional dimension that seems relevant in this specific case: fami-ly-centrality (familism). After estimating the classes, we analyze the sociodemographic profiles that can be associated with the gender ideology types. The results validate the existence of five profiles but provide additional nuance to their interpretation and point to the need to include other indi-cators in future surveys and studies. 

				Background

				Different theoretical approaches to gen-der include beliefs and ideas about gen-der as central aspects to understand gen-der inequalities in society. For instance, Ridgeway and Correll (2004) consider that “gender beliefs” contribute to defining the behaviors expected from men and women. Risman (2017) considers gender ideolo-

				
					1 This reesearch has received funding from the Ministery for Science and Innovation, PID2020-119339GB-C21.
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				gies as cultural components at the micro and macro levels of gender understood as a social structure. Gender ideologies have also been identified as moderating fac-tors in family and work transitions (Davis and Greenstein, 2009), and are expected to play a role in the adoption and impact of gender equality policies (Campbell, 2012). 

				Different terminology has been used to refer to attitudes and values toward gender equality, for instance: “gender egalitarian-ism”, “attitudes towards gender roles”, or “gender ideologies”. These attitudes and values focus mostly on men’s and wom-en’s roles in society, and more specifically in the private and public spheres, although some researchers include additional as-pects, for instance, support for state inter-vention in gender equality (Jakobson and Kostadam, 2010). In this study, we follow Davis and Greenstein (2009) and use the expression “gender ideology” to character-ize individuals’ “levels of support for a di-vision of paid work and family responsibili-ties that is based on the belief in gendered separate spheres”. 

				Gender ideologies are often described as a scale, where the two extremes are traditionalism and egalitarianism. Individ-uals with traditional ideologies or beliefs would agree with the idea of gendered spheres, assigning men to the public sphere of paid work, and women to the family sphere and in charge of domes-tic and care work. People with egalitar-ian ideologies would not agree with these separate spheres, seeing men and women as equally able to develop activities in both (joint spheres). In quantitative re-search, to locate individuals on this scale, researchers often use survey items that require respondents to declare their level of agreement with statements about the two spheres. Some examples of state-ments used in surveys are: “A child will suffer if the mother works” and “Both men and women should contribute to domestic 

				work”. Responses to these items can be aggregated to construct an index, which is then used to place individuals on the traditional-egalitarian continuum.

				Multidimensional approaches to gender ideology

				Some recent research has criticized this approach to measure gender ideologies because it relies on a single dimension, joint versus separate spheres. Yu and Lee (2013) pointed out that agreement with women’s employment does not necessar-ily imply agreement with sharing the do-mestic sphere and separated the two di-mensions in their comparative analysis. Following this strategy, Knight and Brinton (2017) introduced an additional element, the idea that different logics could justify women’s assignation to the family sphere and that these justifications were relevant elements to differentiate gender ideologies. Individuals might agree with gender equal-ity in the labor market but also with women taking charge of the domestic sphere if they perceive women as more interested or skilled in this domain. Acknowledgement of these gendered traits has been described as “gender essentialism” (Cotter, Hermsen and Vanneman, 2011). Alternatively, in-dividuals can agree with women’s spe-cialization in the domestic sphere based on personal choice. The importance of women’s “free choice” was highlighted by Charles and Bradley (2009) to explain the persistence of gender segregation in edu-cational tracks. Another dimension added by Grunow, Begall and Buchler (2018) is “intensive parenting”. This dimension fac-tors in the spread of intensive motherhood ideology (Hays, 1996), which conflicts with mothers’ working outside the home, as well as the idea that fathers’ are not ex-pected to only be breadwinners; they also need to have an important presence in the home (Wall, 2010), hence the label of “in-
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				tensive parenthood” and not specifically in-tensive motherhood.

				The multidimensional approach has found evidence of two unidimensional ide-ologies (traditional and egalitarian), as well as two or more multidimensional ideologies (Barth and Trübner, 2018; Grunow, Begall and Buchler, 2018; Knight and Brinton, 2017; Scarborough, Sin and Risman, 2018; Damme and Papadopoulos, 2023). Some comparative studies have included the Spanish case. Knight and Brinton (2017) analyzed data from European and World Values Surveys using LCA and considered the role of choice as well as the idea of gendered traits. They defined four gender ideologies. The two unidimensional types, which they labeled “traditional” and “liberal egalitarian”, as well as two multidimen-sional ideologies. One multidimensional ideology was “egalitarian familist”, with support for equality in the workplace but also a normative imperative for the domes-tic sphere for women, and the second one was “flexible egalitarian”, which rejected normative imperatives and would agree with any domestic division of work if it was the result of personal choice. 

				Building on this, Grunow, Begall and Buchler (2018) carried out an analysis of the 2011 European Values Study integrat-ing another dimension, intensive parent-ing. They found five classes, two of which are unidimensional, a traditional and an egalitarian class. Regarding the three mul-tidimensional ideologies, they describe a “moderate traditional class” (belief in sep-arate spheres but less so than the tradi-tional class), an “egalitarian essentialist” class that is very similar to Knight and Brinton’s “egalitarian familists”, and an “intensive parenting” class, for which par-ents, especially mothers, need to be pres-ent for their children.

				Recently, Damme and Pavlopoulos (2022) have tried to integrate these two 

				contributions and offer an alternative in-terpretation of the resulting classes. In their analysis, the different egalitarian types are interpreted in the light of exist-ing approaches to feminism (difference, sameness, and third-wave feminism). Us-ing the European Values Surveys 2011, they define five gender ideologies. In ad-dition to the traditional and the egalitar-ian unidimensional classes, they identify a “transitional” class, very much equivalent to the intensive parents in Grunow, Begall and Buchler (2018). Another class is labe-led “difference feminism” (the egalitarian familists in Knight and Brinton) because they hold egalitarian attitudes towards the division of work but justify women be-ing more involved in the domestic sphere. Finally, they describe a third egalitarian class named “third-wave feminists” (which is close to the flexible egalitarians in Knight and Brinton and the egalitarian es-sentialists in Grunow, Begall and Buchler, 2018), for which choice is a key element that can justify different divisions of work. The unidimensional egalitarian class is la-beled “sameness feminism” because it rejects both normative imperatives and women’s specialization in domestic work. Table A in the Appendix summarizes the gender ideologies found in these studies.

				Operationalizing the different dimensions

				The literature discussed above applies LCA and uses a range of items to meas-ure respondents’ positions about the di-mensions that are considered important: support for equality in paid work, sup-port for equality in domestic work, inten-sive parenthood, and justifications based on free choice or normative imperatives/essentialist notions. To consider the re-spondents’ positions on these dimensions they use between six and seven survey 
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				items (the specific survey items used by each study are listed in Table B in the Ap-pendix). However, it is important to note that measuring these dimensions is com-plex and that some of them are easier to interpret than others using the available indicators. A common issue is that some items might capture more than one di-mension, and therefore they need to be interpreted carefully and in connection with other items. However, there are addi-tional problems that we need to consider: some dimensions can only be measured indirectly or partially; some items apply only to women; and relevance might vary by context. 

				With existing survey items, some di-mensions can only be measured indirectly and partially, which renders interpretation difficult. This is the case of the justifica-tions for the domestic division of work. One justification for traditional arrange-ments is based on “gendered traits/es-sentialism”, namely the idea that women are better at care work, or that family is more important for them, captured with statements such as: “Having a job is okay, but what most women want are a home and children” or “men make better politi-cal leaders than women”. These gendered characteristics can be perceived as “es-sential” and rooted in biology, determined by socialization, or a combination of the two. The origin of such gendered char-acteristics is not asked in surveys, which makes it difficult to conclude if they are perceived as “essential”. Given the data limitations, we will refer to the idea that women are better suited or more inter-ested in the family and the private sphere using the term “gendered traits”, irrespec-tive of their origin. 

				In turn, opposition to these gendered traits can be associated with the idea of joint spheres, but this is not always the case. Charles and Bradley (2009) pointed out that the idea of freedom of choice 

				could legitimize traditional arrangements and is compatible with the idea of joint spheres. Freedom of choice requires the absence of normative imperatives, other-wise, the choice would not be free. Unfor-tunately, existing survey items do not pro-vide accurate measurements for freedom of choice. The item used to approximate freedom of choice is “taking care of the family can be as satisfactory as having a paid job”. This item measures agreement with equal value of paid and unpaid work, and it is assumed that if the respondent agrees that both are equally valuable, then this implies that a choice between the two would be a matter of personal preference. However, it could be argued that this item only measures that the satisfaction or value derived from both types of work is the same, and thus, this item only pro-vides an indirect measurement of choice. 

				A second important issue that needs to be factored in is that some items are not measured symmetrically for men and women. Some survey items that focus only on women can be difficult to inter-pret, for example, “a woman who works can establish as warm a relationship with her child as a woman who does not work”. Disagreement with this statement can be interpreted as a lack of support for mothers’ employment, but if the re-spondent also disagrees with the same statement stated for fathers, then this disagreement needs to be understood differently, because it is more about par-enting norms and less about gender, given that the respondent has the same opinion about men and women. If we use only the statement about women, we are assuming either that respond-ents agree with the statement about men, or that the question about men is irrele-vant, and both assumptions are problem-atic. It would be important to have some of these questions asked either symmet-rically or with a comparative formulation 
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				that provides information on both men and women.

				Finally, it must be noted that these ap-proaches have mostly been used with a comparative perspective, including coun-tries that differ significantly in the distribu-tion of the classes. When this perspective is applied to a single case, we can see more nuances and take into account the specific context. Barth and Trübner (2018) have applied this type of analysis to the German case, showing important differ-ences between West and East Germany. When we factor in the specific character-istics of one country, additional dimen-sions might be relevant. In the case of Spain, we hypothesize that the great im-portance and centrality accorded to the family (that we will label “family-central-ity”) might also be an important compo-nent of gender ideology.

				The Spanish case

				The Spanish case is of particular inter-est in regarding gender ideologies be-cause of the rapid changes that have oc-curred in terms of family changes and women’s participation in the labor mar-ket. Although Spain has been slower to transition towards post-materialistic val-ues than other countries (Cantijoch and San Martin, 2009), there has been a dra-matic change in terms of women’s par-ticipation in the public sphere since the end of the dictatorship in the late 70s (Jurado-Guerrero, 2007). The country has also integrated gender equality in legislation, for instance, concerning vi-olence against women and the equali-zation of paternity and maternity leaves. As a result, it has been described as less familistic than Italy, to which it is of-ten compared (León and Pavolini, 2014). However, some social domains, like the division of domestic work, have been 

				more resistant to change (García-Román, 2023) and gender issues also spark pub-lic debate, pointing to different gender ideologies coexisting in Spain. Previ-ous research has shown that gender be-liefs are moving in an egalitarian direc-tion in Spain, although this is not yet indicated in a more egalitarian distri-bution of work (Aristegui et al., 2019; Domínguez-Folgueras, 2010). 

				Knight and Brinton (2017) compared European Values Surveys between 1990 and 2009 and showed that the percent-age of respondents that belong to the traditional class had decreased in Spain, from close to 30 % in 1990 to less than 10 % in 2009. In turn, the number of re-spondents that are classified as egalitar-ian increased during the period. Grunow, Begall and Buchler (2018) and Damme and Pavlopoulos (2022) using data from 2011, also find that the traditional class is very small in the Spanish case (constitut-ing between 9.7, and 3.5 % of respond-ents).

				Regarding other ideologies, the three studies discussed above do not identify the same classes, and therefore the fig-ures cannot be meaningfully compared, so we will use Damme and Pavlopoulos (2022) as a reference because they try to integrate the preceding approaches. Their study finds one class they label “tran-sitional”, which is located between tra-ditional and egalitarian beliefs, agreeing with men specializing more in paid work but also being present in the domestic sphere, based on gendered traits rather than on choice, and comprising 23.5 % of respondents. Regarding egalitarian ideol-ogies, the class labeled “sameness femi-nism” (agreeing with joint spheres and not approving of women specializing in home-making) was the most populated one, comprising 39 % of respondents. Accord-ing to their estimation, respondents who agreed with joint spheres but also with 
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				women specializing more in unpaid work because of normative imperatives (differ-ence feminists) were a very important cat-egory: 21 % of respondents. Third-wave feminists, who would agree with any divi-sion of paid and unpaid work, as long as it was a personal choice, were a very small category, constituting only 6.6 % of re-spondents. 

				As noted above, the main aim of this line of research has been to compare countries. However, analyzing one single case in more detail can be illuminating to test the validity of the already identified ideologies, give greater nuance to their meaning, and consider other dimensions that might be of relevance. In particular, family-centrality might be an important dimension to account for in the case of Southern European countries, and thus for Spain. Analyses of gender ideology often include statements about the importance of having children for women or consider-ing the effects that maternal employment might have on children. These survey items are useful to measure agreement with mothers being employed outside the home, but they might also address fami-ly-centrality, for instance, if respondents also agree that having children is central for men, that men’s employment has an impact on children, or that family should be a priority for men as well. Family-cen-trality is thus different from intensive par-enting as defined by Grunow, Begall and Buchler (2018), because it can be used to justify both traditional family arrange-ments and non-traditional ones, depend-ing on the circumstances and the combi-nation of this dimension with other beliefs. It is more about the importance of chil-dren and the family than about the do-mestic division of work or specific parent-ing styles, and to measure this dimension we need symmetrical statements about men and women. In this study, we in-clude family-centrality as an additional di-

				mension to explore gender ideologies in Spain. 

				Correlates of gender ideologies

				The sociodemographic correlates of gender ideologies remain relatively un-explored, but the literature has already identified some relevant factors. In their foundational article on gender ideologies, Bolzendhal and Myers (2004) argue that gender ideologies can be influenced by two mechanisms: interest and exposure. Interest would imply that those who can gain more from gender equality will hold more egalitarian beliefs. Thus, given ex-isting gender inequalities, we can expect that women will have more egalitarian views, that women who are active in the labor market will be more supportive of women’s labor market participation, and that women living in a couple will sup-port more gender equality in the home. In turn, exposure entails that being exposed to egalitarian (or traditional) ideas, through education, personal experiences, or so-cialization, will lead to the development of beliefs in line with those ideas. According to this mechanism, factors like parents’ gender ideologies, education, and religi-osity are likely to impact individuals’ gen-der ideologies.

				Davis and Greenstein (2009), in their review of the literature, point to some of these variables showing consistent asso-ciations with gender ideologies: educa-tional attainment and labor force partici-pation are positively associated with more egalitarian ideologies, whereas age and religiosity are negatively associated with gender egalitarianism. Marital status and parenthood have shown mixed results, although these life transitions have been shown to lead to more traditional behav-iors in terms of the domestic division of labour. 
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				These results are based on a unidi-mensional definition of gender ideologies; their relationship to more complex, multi-dimensional ideologies has been analyzed only by Knight and Brinton (2017). For the 17 European countries in their study, controlling for country, wave, and other characteristics, they found that women, unmarried individuals, full-time work-ers, those who declared no religious af-filiation, and higher-income respondents were more likely to be members of the liberal egalitarian or the flexible egalitar-ian class. In turn, men, respondents with children, and those who did not work full-time were more likely to belong to the tra-ditional class and to the egalitarian fa-milist class. Political values were also associated with gender ideologies, with left-leaning individuals more likely to be in the liberal egalitarian class and those with conservative values more likely to be in the traditional one. Finally, age also played a role, with younger respondents more likely to be in the flexible egalitar-ian class.

				In line with his literature, we expect to find more egalitarian ideologies among women, the highly educated, younger co-horts, the unmarried, and less religious individuals. 

				Materials and Methods

				In this study, we use data from the 2018 Fertility Survey carried out by Spain’s Na-tional Statistics Institute [Instituto Na-cional de Estadística] (INE). The survey takes a similar approach to the Gender and Generations Programme, including rich information on labour market partic-ipation, fertility, and household composi-tion. The survey was carried out in 2018 and gathered information from 14556 women and 2619 men aged 18-55. The sample of women is larger, which is often 

				the case in fertility surveys, but both sam-ples are representative (INE, 2019).

				Items

				The survey includes 12 items about gen-der beliefs, with three possible outcomes (agree, neither agree nor disagree, and disagree). These items have some advan-tages compared to those used in previous surveys, but they are not perfect. Some items that have often been asked only to women in previous studies are also asked to men here; this will allow us to control for the “family-centrality” dimension, as well as to give greater nuance to the in-terpretation of female-centred indicators. However, the items also suffer from some of the problems identified previously, as we will see. The items are the following:

				“A woman/man needs to have children to be fulfilled” (2 items): Agreement with the statement only for women will point to gendered traits, whereas agreement for both men and women will point to family centrality.

				“For a woman/man, the family should be a priority over her/his professional career” (2 items): Agreement with the statement only for women will point to gendered traits and gendered spheres, whereas agreement for both men and women will point to family centrality.

				“A mother/father who works can have as warm a relationship with her/his child as a woman/man who does not work” (2 items): Agreement with the statement for women can be in-terpreted as agreement with joint spheres, and agreement for both men and women as intensive parenting (or family centrality).

				“The father or the mother needs to be the main carer for children between 0 
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				and 3 years of age”: Agreement with this statement points to intensive par-enting.

				“Both men and women should contrib-ute equally to domestic work”: Agree-ment with this statement is interpreted as support for equality in the home. 

				“When jobs are scarce, men should have more rights to a job” and “If the woman earns more than her partner, this is not good for the relationship” are both items that point to inequality in paid work, which is perceived as an area where men should have a better position. It indicates low support for equality in paid work. 

				“If parents divorce, the child should stay with the mother”: Agreement with this statement indicates that women are better suited to take care of chil-dren, and thus entails agreement with a gendered trait, as well as support for some inequality in the domestic sphere.

				“Taking care of the home and the fam-ily is just as fulfilling as working for pay”: We have already discussed this statement, which is taken as an indi-cator of freedom of choice, although it also measures equal value of the do-mestic and public sphere. We will thus interpret it with caution.

				To carry out the analysis and following the previous studies that have used the LCA approach, we recoded the variables as dichotomous (with 1 being the most egalitarian answer, and 0 otherwise). In the case of the item measuring the impor-tance of choice -“taking care of the home and the family is just as fulfilling as work-ing for pay”-, it was coded 1 if the re-spondent agreed, and 0 otherwise. There were no missing values in the responses to these items.

				Method

				The data were recoded using the statis-tical software Stata, and then the LCA analysis was performed using Latent Gold (the Stata syntax, as well as the op-tions used, are available upon request). Following the recommendations for this type of analysis (Nylund and Choi, 2018; Weller, Bowen and Faubert, 2020), to find the best model, we started by fitting a model with one class and added one ad-ditional class in each step until the model fit and classification indicators stopped improving. To choose the best model, there are a variety of indicators that can be used, although the BIC is the most common one. Table 1 shows the BIC and the Vuong-Lo-Mendell-Rubin (VLRM) ad-justed likelihood ratio test for all the mod-els. The VLRM test p-value indicates if a model with n-classes is statistically better than the model with n-1 classes, based on Monte Carlo simulations of 500 sam-ples. The BIC decreases with additional classes, although the decrease becomes less pronounced after the four-class solu-tion. The VLRM test is significant for all models. 

				Table 1 also presents some classifica-tion diagnostics (entropy and classifica-tion error), which are not used for model selection but provide information that needs to be considered. These diagnos-tics point to the 5-class solution as the limit, with a 10 % error and entropy over 0.80. Taking these indicators into account, we then examined the models between 4 and 6 classes, to check which one was more relevant theoretically. All the mod-els identify a traditional and an egalitar-ian class but differ in terms of the multi-dimensional classes. The 5-class solution includes three multidimensional classes. In the 4-class solution, one of these classes is not visible. The 6-class solution is sim-ilar to the 5-class one, but also identifies 
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				a very small, very egalitarian class, with a distinctive response pattern for one item that is difficult to interpret (it is the most egalitarian class, but respondents agree less than the average with the idea that domestic work should be equally shared). Given these class configurations, we de-cided to keep the 5-class solution as the most theoretically relevant, although it is important to note that both the 4 and 6-class solutions would be viable as well. 

				As a second step, using the marginal probabilities predicted by the model, we computed a variable that assigns each re-spondent to the most likely class. Each of the five classes defines one distinct gen-der ideology. Table 2 shows the average posterior probability of belonging to each class. All the probabilities are above 0.80, which is considered an acceptable level (Weller, Bowen and Faubert, 2020), with a lower probability for class 4. It is impor-tant to note that this is the class that was not included in the 4-class solution. 

				To explore the sociodemographic cor-relates of each ideology, we use a three-step approach (Vermunt, 2010). This strat-egy involves finding first the latent class model that fits best and saving the results and predicted probabilities. The final step is estimating a multinomial logistic model to predict class membership with the co-variates of interest, considering the classi-fication errors that class attribution implies. This approach is considered more accurate for describing predictors of class member-ship than just using the predicted classes as dependent variables in statistical models (Vermunt, 2010). 

				For the covariates, we use other ques-tions from the survey. Sex is measured with a binary variable (0 for women, 1 for men) as indicated in the survey, which ran sep-arate questionnaires for women and men. The questionnaire includes information on children, including biological and adopted children. We create a dichotomous varia-ble with the value 1 if the person has ever 

			

		

		
			
				Table 1. Fit indices for the LCA 

				
					BIC

				

				
					VLRM

				

				
					(p-value)

				

				
					Entropy

				

				
					Error in class prediction

				

				
					1- class model

				

				
					324345840

				

				
					_

				

				
					0.000

				

				
					2- class model

				

				
					290521437

				

				
					33824623

				

				
					0.000

				

				
					0.96

				

				
					0.007

				

				
					3- class model

				

				
					279861208

				

				
					10660449

				

				
					0.000

				

				
					0.92

				

				
					0.023

				

				
					4- class model

				

				
					273524195

				

				
					6337233

				

				
					0.000

				

				
					0.93

				

				
					0.024

				

				
					5- class model

				

				
					270293177

				

				
					3231239

				

				
					0.000

				

				
					0.83

				

				
					0.104

				

				
					6- class model

				

				
					267721968

				

				
					2571430

				

				
					0.000

				

				
					0.81

				

				
					0.128

				

				
					7- class model

				

				
					264742181

				

				
					1799817

				

				
					0.000

				

				
					0.81

				

				
					0.127

				

				
					8- class model

				

				
					270293177

				

				
					1180410

				

				
					0.000

				

				
					0.80

				

				
					0.142

				

			

		

		
			
				Table 2. Average posterior probabilities for the 5 class-solution, by class 

				
					Class1

				

				
					Class2

				

				
					Class 3

				

				
					Class 4

				

				
					Class 5

				

				
					Liberal egalitarian

				

				
					0.8321

				

				
					0.0292

				

				
					0.0020

				

				
					0.1368

				

				
					0.0000

				

				
					Egalitarian familist

				

				
					0.0420

				

				
					0.8999

				

				
					0.0070

				

				
					0.0480

				

				
					0.0031

				

				
					Intensive parents

				

				
					0.0029

				

				
					0.0071

				

				
					0.9603

				

				
					0.0115

				

				
					0.0182

				

				
					Flexible egalitarian

				

				
					0.2375

				

				
					0.0578

				

				
					0.0137

				

				
					0.6905

				

				
					0.0005

				

				
					Traditional

				

				
					0.000

				

				
					0.0147

				

				
					0.0847

				

				
					0.0019

				

				
					0.8987

				

			

		

		
			
				Source: Prepared by the author using data from the Encuesta de Fecundidad 2018.

			

		

		
			
				Source: Prepared by the author using data from the Encuesta de Fecundidad 2018.
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				had a child (biological or adopted) and 0 otherwise. Regarding the type of union, re-spondents were asked to indicate if they were living with a partner and the type of union, which allows us to create a variable with four different outcomes (not living with a partner, married, registered cohabitation, and unregistered cohabitation). For paid work, we use one variable that measures if the respondent is working for pay, with the value 1 if the respondent is working, and 0 otherwise. Finally, to measure religiosity, we use responses to the question: “Regard-ing your religious practice, how observant would you consider yourself to be?”, with responses on a scale from 1 (not at all) to 4 (very). We created a binary variable with the value 1 for those who declared being quite observant or very observant, and 0 for those who were not observant or only a bit, as well as those not affiliated with any reli-gion. Missing values are included as a cat-egory in the variables concerned. Table 3 presents the distribution of the sample.

			

		

		
			
				Table 3. Sample distribution (weighted)

				
					Distribution

				

				
					Sex

				

				
					Women

				

				
					84.75

				

				
					Men

				

				
					15.25

				

				
					Partnership status

				

				
					No partner

				

				
					26.87

				

				
					Married

				

				
					48.98

				

				
					Registered cohabitation

				

				
					2.14

				

				
					Unregistered cohabitation

				

				
					22.01

				

				
					Has children

				

				
					51.07

				

				
					Educational attainment

				

				
					Primary

				

				
					24.19

				

				
					Secondary

				

				
					44.61

				

				
					Tertiary

				

				
					31.21

				

				
					Religiosity

				

				
					Not religious or not very religious

				

				
					54.08

				

				
					Quite or very religious

				

				
					45.02

				

				
					Is working for pay

				

				
					64.89

				

				
					Age (average)

				

				
					39.08

				

				
					N

				

				
					17175

				

			

		

		
			
				Results

				We first describe the classes we have iden-tified and then we analyse the sociodemo-graphic profiles of respondents within each class.

				Class description

				The analysis identifies five classes, which we have labelled “traditional”, “egalitar-ian familist”, “flexible egalitarian”, “inten-sive parenting” and “liberal egalitarian”. Figure 1 shows the probability of giving an egalitarian answer to each item for the five classes. It is important to note that respondents provided very egalitarian an-swers overall, but one variable stands out: the idea that parents should be the main carers for children under 3, with only 7 % of respondents disagreeing. This is an item that can be interpreted as an indicator of intensive contemporary norms on parenthood. The figure shows the average for the whole sample as well, for reference.

				1) Traditional 

				We label this group “traditional” because re-spondents report much more traditional an-swers than the average in all dimensions. In this group, we find very low levels of agree-ment with joint spheres, and high levels of family-centrality (having children is im-portant both for women and men, family is more important than paid work for both, and parents should be the main carers). Women are identified as more in charge of care work (in case of separation, children should go with the mother and family is a priority for women more than for men), but there is disagreement with the idea that the home and paid work are equally satisfying, so the two spheres are gendered and do not have the same value. This group is very small, including only 4.75 % of respond-

			

		

		
			
				Source: Prepared by the author using data from the En-cuesta de Fecundidad 2018.
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				ents, and it seems equivalent to the tradi-tional class found in previous studies.

				2) Liberal egalitarians

				This group shows the highest probability of giving egalitarian answers to all items. They cannot be considered as very family-cen-tred because they do not think that hav-ing children is necessary to feel fulfilled, nor that family should be a priority for anyone, and show a low level of agreement with the idea that family and paid work are equally satisfying. This is the largest group, includ-ing 32 % of respondents, and they are very similar to the liberal egalitarians in Knight and Brinton (2017), the egalitarian class in Grunow, Begall and Buchler (2018), and the second-wave feminists in Damme and Pavlopoulos (2022).

				3) Egalitarian familists

				This group’s responses are a bit less likely to be egalitarian than the average in all dimen-sions, but they are much closer to the aver-age than the traditionals. What differentiates 

				the response patterns of this group is the im-portance accorded to children for both men’s and women’s lives. They are also less likely than other egalitarian groups to think that par-ents who work can have as warm a relation-ship with their children as parents who do not work. There are some indications of a belief in gendered traits, because they are more likely than the average respondent to think that fam-ily is a priority for women (and less so for men), and they are also more likely to think that the mother should retain custody of the children in case of divorce than other egalitarian classes, but much less so than traditionals. This class shares many characteristics of the “egalitar-ian familists” described by Grunow, Begall and Buchler (2018), and of the “difference femi-nists” described by Damme and Pavlopoulos (2022), although the belief in gendered traits seems to be less marked here. This group comprises 22 % of the sample.

				4) Flexible egalitarians

				Respondents in this group are close to lib-eral egalitarians in most items. What is spe-
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				Figure 1. Probability of providing an egalitarian answer to each item, by class

			

		

		
			
				Source: Prepared by the author using data from the Encuesta de Fecundidad 2018.
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				cific to this group is that they show the highest level of agreement with the idea that taking care of the home can be as ful-filling as working for pay, and they are more likely to say that family should be a prior-ity for both women and men. It seems that this this group would agree with specializa-tion as a choice, and consider having chil-dren as a choice. This agreement with joint spheres of equal value makes them close to Damme and Pavlopoulos’ third-wave fem-inists (2022) or flexible egalitarians (Knight and Brinton, 2017). 19 % of the sample is included in this group.

				5) Intensive parents

				This group is very close to liberal egalitar-ians in all items, with some important dif-ferences. Despite their egalitarian take on paid work, and much like the traditional group, this group shows a very low likeli-hood of agreeing with the idea that parents who work can have as warm a relationship with their children as parents who do not work, and they provide similar answers for both mothers and fathers. They also agree more with the idea that family should be a priority for men and women. This leads us to interpret these respondents as inten-sive parents, similar to the class identified by Grunow, Begall and Buchler (2018). This group comprises 21.43 % of respondents.

				Thus, together with a traditional and a liberal class, we find three multidimensional classes. The three agree with equality in paid work and unpaid work but with some dif-ferences. For one of the egalitarian classes -egalitarian familists- family is central for both women and men (it is important to have children, family should be a priority, and paid work has consequences on family relations). For another class -intensive parents-, having children is not crucial, but they see a strong incompatibility between paid work and chil-dren, again for both mothers and fathers. Fi-nally, the third egalitarian class -flexible egal-itarians- shows some signs of accepting some inequality in the private sphere, see-ing family as more important for women and agreeing with the idea that paid and unpaid work are equally satisfactory. 

				Table 4 summarizes the different classes and dimensions found in previous research and also the results from this article. 

				Sociodemographic correlates

				To analyse the sociodemographic struc-ture of each class, we present the results from the 3-step approach. Table 5 shows the predicted class profiles for the Latent Class Models including the covariates of interest. Regression coefficients are in-cluded in the Appendix, Table C.

			

		

		
			
				Table 4. Gender ideologies described 

				
					Paid work

				

				
					Unpaid work

				

				
					Justifications

				

				
					Other dimensions

				

				
					Ideologies described:

				

				
					Separate

				

				
					Joint

				

				
					Separate

				

				
					Joint

				

				
					Choice

				

				
					Gendered traits

				

				
					Intensive parenting

				

				
					Family-centrality

				

				
					Traditional

				

				
					X

				

				
					X

				

				
					X

				

				
					X

				

				
					Egalitarian familist

				

				
					X

				

				
					X

				

				
					X

				

				
					X

				

				
					X

				

				
					Flexible egalitarian

				

				
					X

				

				
					X

				

				
					X

				

				
					Intensive parenting

				

				
					X

				

				
					X

				

				
					X

				

				
					Liberal egalitarian

				

				
					X

				

				
					X

				

			

		

		
			
				Source: Prepared by the author using data from the Encuesta de Fecundidad 2018.
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				Results show that respondents in the liberal egalitarian class are more likely to be women, younger, highly educated, and living in a non-registered partnership than members in the other classes. Respond-ents in the traditional class are more likely to be men, from older cohorts, religious, and with lower educational attainment than the liberal egalitarians. Intensive par-ents are similar to liberal egalitarians, but they are more balanced in terms of gen-der, with lower educational attainment, and with fewer respondents in the young-est cohorts. Egalitarian familists and flexi-ble egalitarians are more likely to be mar-ried and to have lower levels of education and religiosity, with an age distribution 

				that is more like the traditional class. Flexible egalitarians are also less likely to have children and to be employed than the other classes and have the highest average age. Religiosity is an interesting variable here because, although we find more religious respondents in the tradi-tional group, the liberal egalitarians are not the least religious. Except for relig-iosity, the relationship between the co-variates and the classes is in line with the findings in Knight and Brinton (2017), with an interesting pattern found for the flex-ible egalitarians, who have lower educa-tional attainment, are a bit older, have fewer children, are less likely to be work-ing but are also less religious. 

			

		

		
			
				Table 5. Class profiles by covariates 

				
					Liberal egalitarian

				

				
					Intensive parents

				

				
					Egalitarian familists 

				

				
					Flexible egalitarian

				

				
					Traditional

				

				
					Overall

				

				
					Sex

				

				
					Men

				

				
					0.5760

				

				
					0.4746

				

				
					0.4273

				

				
					0.5113

				

				
					0.3924

				

				
					0.4978

				

				
					Women

				

				
					0.4924

				

				
					0.5254

				

				
					0.5727

				

				
					0.4887

				

				
					0.6076

				

				
					0.5022

				

				
					Partnership status

				

				
					No partner

				

				
					0.3006

				

				
					0.2822

				

				
					0.2534

				

				
					0.2625

				

				
					0.3349

				

				
					0.2805

				

				
					Married

				

				
					0.3925

				

				
					0.4370

				

				
					0.5328

				

				
					0.5393

				

				
					0.4578

				

				
					0.4655

				

				
					Registered cohabitation

				

				
					0.0162

				

				
					0.0205

				

				
					0.0205

				

				
					0.0188

				

				
					0.0287

				

				
					0.0192

				

				
					Unregistered cohabitation

				

				
					0.2907

				

				
					0.2603

				

				
					0.1897

				

				
					0.1795

				

				
					0.1787

				

				
					0.2348

				

				
					Has children

				

				
					0.5410

				

				
					0.5337

				

				
					0.5801

				

				
					0.4988

				

				
					0.5588

				

				
					0.5409

				

				
					Educational attainment

				

				
					Primary

				

				
					0.1073

				

				
					0.2603

				

				
					0.3445

				

				
					0.4015

				

				
					0.3196

				

				
					0.2596

				

				
					Secondary

				

				
					0.4805

				

				
					0.4631

				

				
					0.4462

				

				
					0.4571

				

				
					0.4087

				

				
					0.4612

				

				
					Tertiary

				

				
					0.4112

				

				
					0.2766

				

				
					0.2094

				

				
					0.1415

				

				
					0.2717

				

				
					0.2792

				

				
					Religiosity

				

				
					Quite or very religious

				

				
					0.5634

				

				
					0.5143

				

				
					0.3948

				

				
					0.3697

				

				
					0.6931

				

				
					0.4847

				

				
					Is working for pay

				

				
					0.7035

				

				
					0.6983

				

				
					0.7024

				

				
					0.6553

				

				
					0.6806

				

				
					0.6919

				

				
					Age

				

				
					18-27

				

				
					0.2802

				

				
					0.1881

				

				
					0.1249

				

				
					0.1372

				

				
					0.1455

				

				
					0.1919

				

				
					28-36

				

				
					0.2265

				

				
					0.2357

				

				
					0.2283

				

				
					0.1662

				

				
					0.2099

				

				
					0.2167

				

				
					37-42

				

				
					0.1795

				

				
					0.2108

				

				
					0.1998

				

				
					0.1799

				

				
					0.1951

				

				
					0.1918

				

				
					43-48

				

				
					0.1595

				

				
					0.1853

				

				
					0.2118

				

				
					0.2269

				

				
					0.1883

				

				
					0.1909

				

				
					49-55

				

				
					0.1542

				

				
					0.1800

				

				
					0.2354

				

				
					0.2898

				

				
					0.2612

				

				
					0.2086

				

			

		

		
			
				Source: Prepared by the author using data from the Encuesta de Fecundidad 2018.
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				Conclusions

				This study has analysed gender egali-tarianism in Spain using data from the 2018 Fertility Survey, representative of the Spanish population aged between 18 and 55. Following previous scholarship, we have applied a multidimensional ap-proach, including several dimensions in the analysis: agreement with separate or joint spheres for paid and unpaid work, justifications for this in terms of gendered traits, the equal value of both spheres, and intensive parenthood. Expanding this literature, we add family-centrality (the im-portance of family and children) as a rel-evant dimension to explore in the Span-ish case. The analyses show that there are multiple gender ideologies in Spain, and we chose the five-class solution as the most relevant theoretically. 

				The five classes correspond to five gender ideologies. The “traditional” class shows agreement with familism and with gendered spheres based on gendered traits. The “liberal egalitarian” class shows low levels of familism and high levels of agreement with equality in both paid and unpaid work. We find three egalitar-ian classes that are multidimensional. An “egalitarian familist” class agrees with joint spheres but also with family cen-trality, although still considering women as having greater responsibility fore do-mestic tasks, with some gendered traits regarding the private sphere. “Flexible egalitarians” agree with joint spheres and gender equality both at home and in paid work, and they show low levels of fa-milism. Family is a choice for them, and the domestic sphere is given the same value -in terms of the satisfaction derived from it- as the public one. We have la-belled the last class “intensive parents” because they agree with joint spheres and show low levels of family-centrality, but they think that parents working for 

				pay cannot have as warm a relationship with children as parents who do not work. Family is a choice, but this class seems to consider that, if that choice is made, parents cannot have it all. Regarding the correlates of the classes, we found that women, younger respondents, and those living in an unregistered cohabiting union were more likely to belong to more egal-itarian classes, whereas men, more reli-gious respondents, and those with lower education were more likely to be in the more traditional classes. Highly educated respondents were more likely to belong to the extremes, the liberal egalitarian and the traditional class. 

				These classes validate previous results from the literature, pointing to the exist-ence of two unidimensional classes, one being a very small traditional one, and to the complexity of egalitarian ideolo-gies that can be observed in the compo-sition of the additional classes. All egali-tarian classes agree with equality in paid work, but there are differences in terms of the domestic sphere and the paid-un-paid work interface. The three multidimen-sional classes we identify are quite simi-lar to the ones described in the literature, but the inclusion of additional items about men and family-centrality has allowed us to provide additional nuances. We found that the presence of gendered traits in the response patterns of the egalitarian familists was not completely consistent: they agreed more with the idea that fam-ily should be a priority for women than for men, but then they do not make this difference for working parents, or for the need to have children, and they are close to the average in agreeing that mothers should retain custody in case of divorce. It would seem then that they are more fa-milist than essentialist. For the “flexible egalitarian” group, their agreement with the idea that having children is not central for women could have been interpreted 
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				as a feminist stance, or as opposition to gender roles, but the fact that men in this group provide similar answers would point more to a rejection of compulsory parent-hood and to the idea of having children as a choice. The class that we have labelled “intensive parents” is also interesting in this sense too, because it illustrates the difference between family-centrality and parenting norms: respondents in this class see having children as a choice for both women and men, while at the same time acknowledging that participating in paid work has costs for the family. 

				This study also has important limita-tions. The survey analysed includes only the population between 18 and 55, so it does not provide a full picture of Spanish society. It includes many items on gender values, but they have limitations, many of them measure more than one dimension, and some measures are only indirect. This is especially the case for the logic of justi-fication, as the indicator of free choice is problematic, and there is no direct ques-tion on essentialism or the origin of sex differences. In terms of survey design, it seems important that future surveys in-clude more precise items on these di-mensions. Finally, although we have se-lected the 5-class configuration as the best solution, four or six classes could also have been explored, which would re-sult in some different groups, although all possible solutions illustrate the multidi-mensionality of contemporary gender ide-ologies. 

				The multidimensionality of gender ide-ologies applied to Spain could provide some insight into current family and paid work changes. For instance, the rejec-tion of the centrality of children, and the idea that having children is a choice and to some degree incompatible with paid work that we find within some types, can be of interest to understand fertility and family formation decisions. Previous re-

				search has shown that Spanish mothers may adjust their fertility intentions by tak-ing into account the structural constraints they face (Campillo and Armijo, 2017), and we can hypothesize that fertility behaviour might also be mediated by gender ideol-ogy. Unpaid domestic and care work are also outcomes that have been associated with gender ideology, and the multidimen-sional approach could be applied to this issue. Including questions on gender ide-ology in general surveys is necessary to analyse its role as mediator in other social phenomena, like domestic work or family transitions. 
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				Appendix

				Table A. Gender ideologies described in the three international comparisons and equivalences*

				
					Ideologies described:

				

				
					Paid work

				

				
					Unpaid work

				

				
					Justifications

				

				
					Other

				

				
					Separate

				

				
					Joint

				

				
					Separate

				

				
					Joint

				

				
					Choice

				

				
					Gendered traits

				

				
					Intensive parenting

				

				
					Traditional¹, ², ³

				

				
					X

				

				
					X

				

				
					Transitional¹/Intensive parents²/---

				

				
					X

				

				
					X

				

				
					X

				

				
					X

				

				
					Sameness feminism¹/Egalitarian²/Liberal egalitarian³

				

				
					X

				

				
					X

				

				
					X

				

				
					Difference feminism¹/--/Egalitarian familist³

				

				
					X

				

				
					X

				

				
					X

				

				
					Third wave feminism¹/Egalitarian essentialist²/Flexible egalitarian³

				

				
					X

				

				
					X

				

				
					X

				

				
					X

				

				
					X

				

				
					X

				

				¹ Damme and Pavlopoulos (2022), ² Grunow, Begall and Buchler (2018), ³ Knight and Brinton (2017).

				*Adapted from Damme and Pavlopoulos (2022).

				Table B. Items used in the three comparative studies

				
					VDP1

				

				
					GBB2

				

				
					KB3

				

				
					This paper

				

				
					Both men and women should contribute to the household income.

				

				
					X

				

				
					X

				

				
					X

				

				
					When jobs are scarce, men have more rights to a job. 

				

				
					X

				

				
					X

				

				
					Fathers are as well suited to look after their children as mothers. 

				

				
					X

				

				
					X

				

				
					Men should take as much responsibility as women for the home and kids. 

				

				
					X

				

				
					X

				

				
					A working mother can establish just as warm a relationship with her child as a mother who does not work.

				

				
					X

				

				
					X

				

				
					X

				

				
					X

				

				
					A preschool child suffers if his/her mother works.

				

				
					X

				

				
					X

				

				
					A job is all right, but most women want a home and children.

				

				
					X

				

				
					X

				

				
					X

				

				
					Being a housewife is just as fulfilling as working for pay.

				

				
					X

				

				
					X

				

				
					X

				

				
					X

				

				
					Having a job is the best way for a woman to be an independent person.

				

				
					X

				

				
					X

				

				
					Do you think that a woman has to have children to be fulfilled?

				

				
					X

				

				
					X

				

			

		

		
			
				Source: Prepared by the author using data from the Encuesta de Fecundidad 2018.

			

		

		
			
				¹ Damme and Pavlopoulos (2022), ² Grunow, Begall and Buchler (2018), ³ Knight and Brinton (2017) .

				Source: Prepared by the author using data from the Encuesta de Fecundidad 2018.
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				Table C. Logit coefficients for the 3-step model with covariates (multinomial regressions, N=17175)

				
					Intensive parents vs. liberal egalitarians

				

				
					Standard errors

				

				
					Egalitarian familists vs. liberal egalitarians

				

				
					Standard errors 

				

				
					Flexible egalitarians vs. liberal egalitarians

				

				
					Standard errors

				

				
					Traditionals vs- liberal egalitarians

				

				
					Standard erros

				

				
					Sex

				

				
					Women

				

				
					ref.

				

				
					ref.

				

				
					ref.

				

				
					ref.

				

				
					Men

				

				
					0.3383

				

				
					0.0013

				

				
					0.5440

				

				
					0.0013

				

				
					0.2032

				

				
					0.0018

				

				
					0.6561

				

				
					0.0023

				

				
					Partnership status

				

				
					No partner

				

				
					0.0117

				

				
					0.0017

				

				
					-0.1943

				

				
					0.0017

				

				
					-0.0476

				

				
					0.0022

				

				
					0.2359

				

				
					0.0029

				

				
					Married

				

				
					ref.

				

				
					ref.

				

				
					ref.

				

				
					ref.

				

				
					Registered cohabitation

				

				
					0.2816

				

				
					0.0047

				

				
					0.1860

				

				
					0.0047

				

				
					0.2142

				

				
					0.0060

				

				
					0.660

				

				
					0.0068

				

				
					Unregistered cohabitation

				

				
					0.0037

				

				
					0.0017

				

				
					-0.3974

				

				
					0.0018

				

				
					-1.2857

				

				
					0.0023

				

				
					-0.2562

				

				
					0.0033

				

				
					Has children

				

				
					-0.0308

				

				
					0.0013

				

				
					0.1656

				

				
					0.0013

				

				
					-0.1634

				

				
					0.0018

				

				
					0.0531

				

				
					0.0022

				

				
					Educational attainment

				

				
					Primary

				

				
					ref.

				

				
					ref.

				

				
					ref.

				

				
					ref.

				

				
					Secondary

				

				
					-0.812

				

				
					0.0020

				

				
					-1.0180

				

				
					0.0020

				

				
					-1.1166

				

				
					0.0024

				

				
					-1.0667

				

				
					0.0029

				

				
					Tertiary

				

				
					-1.1929

				

				
					0.0021

				

				
					-1.6443

				

				
					0.0021

				

				
					-2.1766

				

				
					0.0030

				

				
					-1.3489

				

				
					0.0032

				

				
					Religiosity

				

				
					Not religious

				

				
					ref.

				

				
					ref.

				

				
					ref.

				

				
					ref.

				

				
					Quite or very religious

				

				
					-0.1329

				

				
					0.0013

				

				
					-0.5651

				

				
					0.0013

				

				
					-0.6129

				

				
					0.0018

				

				
					0.6618

				

				
					0.0024

				

				
					In paid work

				

				
					-0.0581

				

				
					0.0015

				

				
					-0.1125

				

				
					0.0015

				

				
					-2.334

				

				
					0.0020

				

				
					-0.2050

				

				
					0.0025

				

				
					Age

				

				
					0.0168

				

				
					0.0001

				

				
					0.0252

				

				
					0.0001

				

				
					0.0384

				

				
					0.0001

				

				
					0.0398

				

				
					0.0001

				

				
					Intercept

				

				
					-0.2129

				

				
					0.0038

				

				
					-0.1936

				

				
					0.0040

				

				
					-0.3472

				

				
					0.0051

				

				
					-3.1436

				

				
					0.0068

				

			

		

		
			
				Source: Prepared by the author using data from the Encuesta de Fecundidad 2018.

			

		

	
		
			
			

		

	OEBPS/image/37.png





OEBPS/image/8.png





OEBPS/image/70.png





OEBPS/image/10.png





OEBPS/image/02_F01_ENG.png
Parantal cara

02

—— Usral egaltarians

Mothers'
custody

Probem

Equalty
domestic
work

Men mora ual
ighttoajob !Mmmmn

urpald work

Women need  Man nead

chidran

Intensive parents — — Egaltarins famiists  —

ehldren

Working
mother and
Ghidran

Working
fathrand
chidren

= Faxibla agatarians +++-++ Tradfional

Famly
prirtyfor

Overal

Famly
proty for





OEBPS/image/Logo_CC_BY-SA_icon.svg_GRIS.jpg
() DO





OEBPS/image/56.png





OEBPS/image/5.png





OEBPS/image/76.png





OEBPS/toc.xhtml

		
		Bookmarks


			
						Gender Ideologies in Spain:  A Latent Class Approach
					
								Introduction


								Background
							
										Multidimensional Approaches to Gender Ideology


										Operationalizing the Different Dimensions


										The Spanish Case


										Correlates of gender ideologies


							


						


								Materials and Methods
							
										Items


										Method


							


						


								Results
							
										Class Description


										Sociodemographic correlates


							


						


								Conclusions


								Appendix


					


				


			


		
		
		PageList


			
						23


						24


						25


						26


						27


						28


						29


						30


						31


						32


						33


						34


						35


						36


						37


						38


						39


						40


						41


						42


			


		
		
		Landmarks


			
						Cover


			


		
	

OEBPS/image/42.png





OEBPS/image/103.png





OEBPS/image/3.png





OEBPS/image/48.png





OEBPS/image/2.png





OEBPS/image/96.png





OEBPS/image/47.png





OEBPS/image/1.png
doi:10.5477/cis/reis.189.23-42
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Ideologias de género en Espafia: Un analisis de clases latentes

Marta Dominguez-Folgueras

Key words Abstract

Gender Ideology Attitudes towards gender equality are often described as either
Values “traditional” or “egalitarian”, depending on support for separate or
Latent Class Analysis joint spheres. Recent research suggests that ideologies are more

complex and include multiple dimensions. Using data from the
2018 Fertility Survey, we apply a Latent Class Analysis to study the
different dimensions of gender egalitarianism in Spain. We contribute
to the literature by considering the role of “family centrality” and

by including several indicators that allow us give greater nuance to
the interpretation of certain dimensions. The analysis shows that
there are five profiles of respondents with different understandings
of gender egalitarianism. We also study the sociodemographic
characteristics of each of these profiles, showing that sex, age,
education, and religiosity are the main variables associated with
gender ideology.

Palabras clave Resumen

Ideologia de género Las actitudes hacia la igualdad de género se suelen describir
Valores como tradicionales o igualitarias, dependiendo del acuerdo con la
Andlisis de clases idea de esferas separadas o comunes. Investigaciones recientes

latentes sugieren que las ideologias son mas complejas e incluyen varias

dimensiones. Utilizando los datos de la Encuesta de Fecundidad
2018, se utiliza un andlisis de clases latentes para estudiar las
diferentes dimensiones del igualitarismo de género en Espafa. De
esta forma, se contribuye a la literatura, considerando el papel de
la «centralidad de la familia» e incluyendo indicadores adicionales
que permiten matizar la interpretacion de algunas dimensiones. El
andlisis muestra que hay cinco perfiles ideolégicos, con diferentes
concepciones de la igualdad de género. También se estudian las
caracteristicas sociodemogréficas de estos perfiles, mostrando que
el sexo, la edad, la educacién y la religiosidad son las principales
variables asociadas a la ideologia de género.
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