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Abstract: Relational Inequality Theory (RIT) argues that relational claims-making- the process of
employer-employee exchange relationships explicitly regarding negotiations over resources and
rewards- is the central mechanism that produces social inequalities at work. Yet, the COVID-19
pandemic has significantly affected employees and employers, possibly altering their behavior in
relational claims-making. Hence, this paper aims to explore if long-standing gender inequalities
in employer-employee exchange relationships have reproduced or changed during the COVID-19
pandemic. It is examined (1) whether women and men differ in their response to the pandemic
regarding expected employer support with further training to work from home (WFH) and (2)
whether employers’ decisions on adequate support depend on employees’ gender. The hypotheses
were tested using a linked employer-employee dataset (LEEP-B3) with information on German
employees’ working conditions before and during COVID-19. OLS regression models predicted
no gender differences in training expectations. However, women are more likely to be provided
with less training than they expect from their employers. Thus, employers’ decision-making has
not been altered, but gender remains an important determinant in relational claims-making, thereby
reproducing gender inequalities. Finally, the workforces’ pre-COVID-19 gender ideologies predicted
whether mechanisms are mitigated or enhanced. Hence, these findings underline the crucial role of
the workplace context in which employer-employee exchange relationships are embedded.

Keywords: gender inequality; employer-employee exchange relationships; working from home;
workplaces; gender ideologies; COVID-19; Germany

1. Introduction

The COVID-19 pandemic has abruptly and fundamentally changed people’s lives
across the globe. The pandemic has tremendously impacted working conditions such as
labor market participation, furloughs, working hours, and work from home (WFH) arrange-
ments (Alon et al. 2020; Collins et al. 2020; Gupta et al. 2020). One key aspect in discussions
about the pandemic’s consequences is how it has impacted social inequalities, specifically
gender (in-)equality. In contrast to previous crises, sectors with high shares of female work-
ers have been adversely affected (e.g., Alon et al. 2020; Hammerschmid et al. 2020). As a
result, the employment situation and women’s income—especially mothers—have been dis-
proportionally altered compared to those of men (Collins et al. 2020; Hipp and Bünning 2020;
Kristal and Yaish 2020; Reichelt et al. 2020; Rivera and Castro 2021). Moreover, the closure
of external childcare facilities and schools has substantially increased care demands, where
women, in line with their role as primary caregivers, have taken on the bulk of additional
responsibilities (Collins et al. 2020; Kohlrausch and Zucco 2020; Kreyenfeld and Zinn 2021).
This has led some scholars to speak of a “patriarchal pandemic” (Chemaly 2020), leading
us back to the 1950s (Allemendinger 2020), which is highlighted by research detecting a
tendency of re-traditionalization (even among previously egalitarian couples) in the gen-
dered division of labor (Kohlrausch and Zucco 2020). Others suggest that men’s increased
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tendency to WFH has confronted them with the extent of unpaid household labor (Collins
et al. 2020), and that their increased time spent on childcare responsibilities will help the
gender revolution in the long run (Alon et al. 2020).

Although crucial, most of these studies focus on the partner- or household-level of
exchange relationships and their outcomes, specifically regarding hours spent in paid and
unpaid work. However, gender inequalities are likewise produced in employer-employee
exchange relationships, particularly in negotiations between these actors within the work-
place (Baron and Bielby 1980; Robinson and Rousseau 1994; Tilly 1998; Tomaskovic-Devey
and Avent-Holt 2019). Both partner or household and employer-employee exchange rela-
tionships are important factors for gender inequality. Nevertheless, the former may simply
mirror consensual, temporary coping strategies that have existed only during the pandemic.
In contrast, the latter are more likely to map long-term inequality structures rather than
short-term adjustments. Further, to understand how the COVID-19 pandemic may be
reproducing or altering durable gender inequalities in the labor market, it is necessary
to explore whether employer-employee exchange relationships rely on long-standing or
new determinants in negotiating access to workplace resources. This is important, as labor
market policies aiming to help employees recover from the pandemic need to be designed
to address gender inequalities. Particularly if women are structurally disadvantaged in
these negotiations.

This paper applies a relational inequality perspective, as the focus lies on exchange
relationships between employers and employees at the workplace, which lie at the core of
the production of social inequalities (Baron and Bielby 1980; Tilly 1998; Tomaskovic-Devey
and Avent-Holt 2019). Following this perspective, inequalities arise due to local negoti-
ations between employers and employees (relational claims-making), where categorical
distinctions and workplace characteristics influence which employees receive access to
valuable resources and rewards, such as opportunities for further training (Abendroth
et al. 2017; Abendroth and Diewald 2019; Baron and Bielby 1980; Tilly 1998; Tomaskovic-
Devey and Avent-Holt 2019). Relational claims-making is defined as a two-step process
that focuses on employees’ and employers’ actions: (1) employees make claims on work-
place recourses or rewards, and subsequently, (2) employers evaluate the legitimacy of
these claims and support or dismiss them. Hence, relational claims-making can be con-
sidered as part of employer-employee exchange relationships as these actors negotiate
about what resources and rewards employees should receive in exchange for their skills,
productivity, and categorical group memberships. Most RIT research looks at outcomes of
relational claims-making, e.g., wage differences (Avent-Holt and Tomaskovic-Devey 2010;
Tomaskovic-Devey and Avent-Holt 2019), but this research attempts to capture the two-step
process more closely.

This paper argues that the concept of psychological contracts (e.g., Coyle-Shapiro and
Conway 2004; Robinson and Rousseau 1994; Rousseau 1995) can be utilized to approx-
imate the relational claims-making mechanism. The concept of psychological contracts
likewise focuses on employer-employee exchange relationships and distinguishes between
employees’ expectations to be rewarded with employment gratifications and the adequate
fulfillment of these expectations by employers. This is presumed to resemble employees’
claims-making and employers’ evaluation and ratification of posed claims. Therefore, this
paper examines (a) if women and men respond differently to the pandemic concerning
their expectations of employer support (claims-making) and (b) if employers’ adequate
fulfillment of these expectations (ratification of posed claims) rely on long-standing status-
based distribution patterns where gender predicts lower workplace resources and rewards
for women (e.g., Acker 2006; Avent-Holt and Tomaskovic-Devey 2012; Lükemann and
Abendroth 2021). Thus, the analyses can indicate whether gender inequalities are explained
by employees’ or employers’ actions in employer-employee exchange relationships.

This paper focuses on employees’ expectations and adequate provision with further
training or courses to acquire the skills needed to successfully WFH. Many employers have
enforced social distancing measures in response to the pandemic, leading to high shares



Soc. Sci. 2021, 10, 281 3 of 21

of employees having transitioned to WFH (e.g., Kohlrausch and Zucco 2020). Further
training or courses can provide essential tools to cope with this unique work situation.
Exploring gender differences in terms of further training or course provision to WFH is
important, as unmet training expectations can widen existing gender inequalities. For
instance, if men are more sufficiently provided with the training they expect, they might be
better able to maintain their productivity when working from home. Moreover, findings
based on the COVID-19 follow up survey indicate that being provided with the WFH
training one expects has lowered work-life conflicts during the pandemic. This finding
further underscores the importance of investigating who has access to these valuable
workplace resources.

Moreover, workplaces differ regarding their history, structure, demographic composi-
tion, and culture, each of which influences the extent and type of workplace inequalities
(Abendroth and Diewald 2019; Tomaskovic-Devey and Avent-Holt 2019; Peters et al. 2020;
Lükemann and Abendroth 2018). Therefore, it is likely that not all workplaces respond
equally to the pandemic, but that the pre-COVID-19 workplace culture shapes patterns of
gendered unmet training expectations. This paper focuses on the prevalent pre-COVID-19
gender ideologies in the workforce (egalitarian vs. traditional attitudes towards female em-
ployment) as an important part of the workplace culture. The dominant gender ideologies
are considered to resemble the established salience and status hierarchy employed around
the gender-status distinction and thus the role of gender in local employer-employee ex-
change relationships. Therefore, gender differences in fulfilled training expectations for
WFH during the COVID-19 pandemic should vary across workplace contexts characterized
by more traditional or egalitarian gender ideologies.

Concluding, the aim of this paper is to explore whether gendered outcomes in
employer-employee exchange relationships in negotiations endure or change during the
COVID-19 pandemic and thus reproduce or alter gender inequalities at work. Moreover,
this paper explores the employee and employer perspectives and can thus disentangle
whether (1) women and men respond differently to the pandemic concerning their ex-
pectations to be supported with further training or courses to work from home by their
employer and (2) if employers rely on the well-established gender hierarchy to decide
who will be adequately supported with what they expect. Besides, this paper aims to
give insights into how the pre-COVID-19 workplace culture, displayed by the workforces’
gender ideologies, shape gendered unmet training outcomes. Hence, it is necessary to
have adequate information on the individual- and workplace-level. To test our assertions
the COVID-19 follow-up survey of the LEEP-B3 linked employer-employee dataset of
large German workplaces and their workforce is utilized. This dataset provides extensive
information on employees’ working conditions before and during the pandemic, enabling
us to capture changes in employees’ work situations. Moreover, it includes information on
employees’ expectations regarding their employers’ support when transitioning to WFH.
Finally, the dataset contains information about employees’ attitudes towards dual-earner
couples, making the COVID-19 follow-up survey a well-suited dataset for this study.

2. Gender (In-) Equality and the COVID-19 Pandemic in Germany

Germany, classified as a conservative welfare state regime (Esping-Anderson 1990),
has a long tradition of conservative (family) policies, promoting the traditional male
breadwinner-female homemaker model (e.g., Aisenbrey et al. 2009; Gangl and Ziefle 2015;
Korpi et al. 2013). For instance, Germany had one of the most generous parental leave
systems worldwide, with long break entitlements paired with high financial compensation
(Ray et al. 2010; Korpi et al. 2013). These long parental leave entitlements have weakened
German mothers’ work commitment (Gangl and Ziefle 2015) and led to comparatively long
employment breaks after birth (Grunow et al. 2011; Ziefle and Gangl 2014). Another unique
characteristic is the joint taxation system for spouses, which provides couples with unequal
earnings (single- or one-and-a-half-earner households) with financial benefits (Aisenbrey
et al. 2009). Only recently, Germany underwent a paradigm shift in family policy by
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implementing strategies and measures to foster the reconciliation of work and family (e.g.,
the expansion of public childcare) and to promote maternal employment (e.g., reduced
statutory parental leave entitlements) (Spiess and Wrohlich 2008; Ziefle and Gangl 2014).

These changes have increased female labor market participation, but Germany is still
characterized by relatively high shares of women in part-time employment compared to
other OECD member states (OECD 2021a). However, although gender differences in labor
market participation have declined, they have remained high when considering working
hours (OECD 2021b). This is also true when considering gender differences in unpaid work,
where women spend more time on household-related tasks than men (Altintas and Sullivan
2016). These gender differences in time spent on housework and childcare are specifically
present among parents (Kühhirt 2012; Kreyenfeld and Zinn 2021). In addition, Germany
has a high degree of occupational gender segregation in the labor market (Hausmann and
Kleinert 2014).

This societal and institutional framework presented the situation of gender inequality
in terms of paid and unpaid work when the COVID-19 pandemic hit Germany. Contrasting
the recent changes stated above, the German government has mainly relied on families to
take responsibility for additional childcare demands during lockdowns (Hipp and Bünning
2020). Hence, due to the closure of schools and daycare centers, as well as social distancing
restrictions focused on protecting older people (e.g., grandparents) from the virus, parents
have faced the burden of increased childcare demands (Hipp and Bünning 2020).

Turning to the labor market consequences of the COVID-19 pandemic, research has
shown substantial variation across country contexts and among heterogeneous employee
groups within countries (Adams-Prassl et al. 2020; Hank and Steinbach 2020; Hipp and
Bünning 2020; Reichelt et al. 2020). For instance, the risk of unemployment and the
probability of being furloughed are significantly lower for German workers than in the
UK and the US (Adams-Prassl et al. 2020). Moreover, there are no gender differences
in German workers’ unemployment risks and income losses (Adams-Prassl et al. 2020;
Reichelt et al. 2020). However, Reichelt and colleagues (Reichelt et al. 2020) demonstrated
that women have reduced their working hours more frequently than men and in turn
shifted to WFH (see Hipp and Bünning 2020; Kohlrausch and Zucco 2020).

At the household level, women, especially mothers, are primarily responsible for
the additional domestic demands due to closed childcare facilities and limited domestic
outsourcing; as a response, they have increased their time spent on informal care, home-
schooling, and housework (Adams-Prassl et al. 2020; Hank and Steinbach 2020; Hipp
and Bünning 2020; Kohlrausch and Zucco 2020). Fathers have likewise increased their
contributions to unpaid labor at home, but mothers still take on more of the additional
childcare work than fathers (Hank and Steinbach 2020; Hipp and Bünning 2020; Kohlrausch
and Zucco 2020). The gendered response to the pandemic is in line with “doing gender”
approaches, suggesting that women will engage in housework and childcare to a higher
degree than men, as this behavior aligns with and maintains their gender role identity (e.g.,
West and Zimmerman 1987). Therefore, due to the gendered division of labor, women (and
especially mothers) have been pushed to shoulder the bulk of additional housework and
childcare demands, thereby reinforcing existing gender inequalities (e.g., Zoch et al. 2020).

Research highlights the heterogeneous responses of couples’ division of labor to the
pandemic based on who has had reduced working hours, become unemployed, worked
from home, as well as varying educational levels (e.g., Hank and Steinbach 2020; Hipp and
Bünning 2020; Kreyenfeld and Zinn 2021; Zoch et al. 2020). Thus, previous research has not
detected substantive support for a patriarchal pandemic or a gender convergence in time
spent on housework and care demands, but rather a reproduction of the pre-COVID-19
gender patterns. Nevertheless, as women (and especially mothers) have reacted more
strongly to the pandemic regarding paid and unpaid working hours, their role as primary
caregivers, as well as traditional gender roles, have intensified.
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3. Relational Claims-Making

RIT emphasizes that inequalities arise through the process of relational claims-making
(Tomaskovic-Devey and Avent-Holt 2019). Employees or groups claim workplace resources
such as wages, training, or respect, and powerful actors, such as supervisors or managers,
evaluate these claims and grant or dismiss them (Tomaskovic-Devey and Avent-Holt 2019).1

If claims are successful, resources are distributed to the claims-maker, leading to social
closure and exploitation (Parkin 1979; Tilly 1998; Tomaskovic-Devey and Avent-Holt 2019;
Weber 1978). RIT stresses that both the decision to pose a claim and the legitimacy of claims
can be based on employees’ or groups’ skills and productivity. However, the meaning,
moral worthiness, and status hierarchies employed around categorical distinctions are the
main drivers in the claims-making process (Tomaskovic-Devey and Avent-Holt 2019). Some
categorical groups are perceived as superior to others, and cultural status beliefs about
groups’ competence, trust, and integrity arise. Higher status groups are given a superordi-
nate position over others (Berger et al. 1972; Fiske et al. 2002; Ridgeway 2014), legitimizing
increased social and material distributions to these higher status actors compared to other
workers (Parkin 1979; Ridgeway 2014; Tomaskovic-Devey and Avent-Holt 2019; Weber
1978). Hence, higher status actors will make claims more often, and their claims are
more likely to be ratified irrespective of their actual skills or productivity, as higher status
actors have greater interactional power (Avent-Holt and Tomaskovic-Devey 2010; Ridge-
way 2014; Tilly 1998; Tomaskovic-Devey and Avent-Holt 2019). These cognitive biases
and status beliefs are salient in social interactions such as claims-making, thereby shap-
ing workplace inequalities between categorically different groups (Acker 2006; Ray 2019;
Ridgeway 2014; Tilly 1998; Tomaskovic-Devey and Avent-Holt 2019).

3.1. The Role of Gender in Relational Claims-Making

Gender is one of the most fundamental and salient categorical distinctions that structures
societies, work organizations, and social interactions, hierarchically ranking men as superior
to women (Acker 2006; Reskin 2000; Ridgeway 2014; West and Zimmerman 1987).2 Since
gender can be classified as a status characteristic, cultural status beliefs will be activated
despite women’s actual abilities (Correll and Ridgeway 2003; Ridgeway and Correll 2006;
Ridgeway 2014).

Past research undeniably supports the idea that gender is a crucial categorical distinc-
tion in shaping outcomes of relational claims-making. Women receive lower performance
evaluations than men (Castilla 2011; Correll et al. 2007; Ridgeway and Correll 2004), are
less represented in positions of higher authority (Stojmenovska and England 2020), re-
ceive lower pay (Abendroth et al. 2017; Avent-Holt and Tomaskovic-Devey 2010, 2012),
respect (Roscigno et al. 2009), access to employer-provided training (Peters et al. 2021),
and have greater unfulfilled expectations in employer-employee exchange relationships
(psychological contract violations) (Marx 2019; Reimann 2017). This research outlines the
consequences of men’s privileged position in the claims-making process relative to women.
Previous research on explicit claims-making and its outcomes, applying an RIT perspective,
is scarce. However, two previous studies have examined gender differences in explicit
claims-making for career advancements (Lükemann and Abendroth 2018) and gendered
outcomes of claims-making (Lükemann and Abendroth 2021). The findings reveal that
German mothers make fewer claims for career advancements than fathers, and that women
receive fewer rewards (in terms of compensation and mobility) than men, if they pose a
claim (Lükemann and Abendroth 2021).3

This research demonstrates that pre-COVID-19, the categorical gender-status distinc-
tion was an essential determinant in relational claims-making in both steps: employees’
decisions to pose claims and employers’ evaluation of the posed claims. The question
arises if female and male employees hold different expectations regarding further training
or course provision to WFH during the COVID-19 pandemic and if employers’ decision-
making is still guided by employees’ gender status.
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3.2. Employees Claims-Making Decisions and the COVID-19 Pandemic

Why should the COVID-19 pandemic result in gendered differences in employees’
expectations regarding the provision of further training or courses to WFH? As mentioned
above, the pandemic has affected men and women differently, which is especially evident in
women’s increased time spent on housework and childcare, alongside decreased working
hours (Kohlrausch and Zucco 2020; Reichelt et al. 2020). Women may have fewer time and
productivity resources to spend on further training or courses than men, which limits their
training provision expectations toward their employers. Further, since women’s and men’s
responses to the pandemic align with stereotypical views on gender roles, it is likely that
the COVID-19 pandemic entails an intensification of gendered status value beliefs. These
beliefs pertain to men’s ascribed greater competence, productivity, and suitability for certain
work tasks compared to women (Correll et al. 2007; Heilman and Haynes 2005; Hentschel
et al. 2019; Ridgeway 2014). Disadvantaged groups, such as women, internalize and accept
these cultural status beliefs (Correll and Ridgeway 2003; Ridgeway and Correll 2004, 2006)
and subscribe to gender stereotypes (e.g., Hentschel et al. 2019).4 This would imply that
women feel less deserving than men to be provided with workplace resources; thus, they
anticipate less success if they pose a claim that is portrayed in their lower expectations
toward training. Against the backdrop of increased domestic demands and intensified
gendered status beliefs, it is hypothesized that:

Hypothesis 1 (H1). Women will show lower expectations of being provided with further training
by their employers than men.

3.3. Employers Claims-Making Decisions and the COVID-19 Pandemic

Catastrophic events, such as wars and pandemics, can mitigate economic inequality by
drastically changing society; therefore, the COVID-19 pandemic might function as a great
leveler (Scheidel 2017). Moreover, external shocks are crucial moments within workplaces
that can create new inclusion and exclusion rules (e.g., Smith 2020). Hence, external
changes that interfere with the prevalent logic of workplaces can amplify or mitigate
existing social inequalities. However, shocks that are so consequential that they might alter
inequality mechanisms established in workplaces are rare since, in general, workplaces are
somewhat reluctant to change (e.g., Smith 2020; Stainback et al. 2010; Tomaskovic-Devey
and Avent-Holt 2019). Hence, the COVID-19 pandemic offers a unique situation to test
whether societal and economic consequences have altered gender inequalities at work.
Specifically, does gender remain an important determinant for employers’ decision-making
in the claims-making process?

The COVID-19 pandemic has influenced the institutional workplace environment,
as it has dramatically increased market competition and pressure. Previous RIT-related
research demonstrates that workplace wage inequalities are linked to skill distinctions
rather than ascribed status distinctions, such as gender, if workplaces are embedded in
more competitive product markets (e.g., Avent-Holt and Tomaskovic-Devey 2010). This
is assumed because workplace survival is contingent on worker productivity, thereby
legitimizing claims based on skills and qualifications, presumably signaling productivity,
and delegitimizing claims based on status distinctions.5 In addition, because men have
increased their hours spent on childcare and housework (Hank and Steinbach 2020; Hipp
and Bünning 2020), employers might perceive that men face the same productivity and
time constraints as women. Thus, perhaps an employer’s decision of who will be ade-
quately provided with the employment gratifications they expect is no longer contingent on
employees’ gender status, thereby leveling gender differences in claims-making outcomes.

However, recent research demonstrates that most shocks in history led to an increase
in status-based social inequalities (Goda 2018; van Bavel and Scheffer 2021), contradicting
the idea of catastrophic events as great levelers (e.g., Scheidel 2017). Research on social
stratification and inequality likewise shows that people’s socioeconomic status predicts
the risks of COVID-19 infection and death (Bernardi 2020), and that the gender inequality
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curve in the labor market is not leveled (Kristal and Yaish 2020). Moreover, although fathers
have increased their time spent on childcare, mothers have taken on the lion’s share of
additional care and housework responsibilities, and have reduced their working hours to a
greater extent than men (Adams-Prassl et al. 2020; Hank and Steinbach 2020; Hipp and
Bünning 2020). As such, employers might anticipate that men will be more productive
and less distracted by household demands than women, and take this into account when
deciding who to provide with expected training. Further, as outlined above, the gender-
status distinction and gender status beliefs (e.g., Ridgeway 2014), have likely become more
salient during the pandemic, reinforcing established gender hierarchies within workplaces.
This would suggest that even if women and men do not vary in their expectations to be
rewarded with further training or courses, employers may still evaluate their legitimacy to
receive these gratifications differently. Consequently, women might exhibit a greater extent
of inadequately met training expectations. Hence, it is proposed that:

Hypothesis 2 (H2). Women will experience higher degrees of unmet training expectations by their
employers than men.

3.4. Relational Claims-Making Across Workplace Contexts

How workplaces, and thus employers, respond to the pandemic regarding who
is provided with what they expect will most likely be influenced by the pre-COVID-19
workplace culture, specifically the prevalent gender ideologies. The prior gender ideologies
dominant in organizations’ workforces display the established, legitimate status hierarchies
and gender orders that were present when the pandemic hit. Gender ideologies represent
individuals’ beliefs about gender-separate spheres in paid and unpaid work (Davis and
Greenstein 2009). They vary across country contexts (Grunow et al. 2018) and regions within
countries (Hamjediers 2020; Scarborough and Sin 2020). In line with RIT, previous research
also demonstrates that whether a workforce accepts or opposes the idea of women and
men as dual breadwinners varies substantially across workplaces (Peters et al. 2020). This
underscores the fact that the meaning and value of gender are negotiated locally, creating
unique workplace contexts in which claims-making occurs (Tomaskovic-Devey and Avent-
Holt 2019). These workplace heterogeneities are fundamental in RIT, which argues that
every workplace develops and follows its unique inequality regime (Acker 2006), where
the relational power of categorical distinctions varies substantially across workplaces
(Abendroth et al. 2017; Abendroth and Diewald 2019; Avent-Holt and Tomaskovic-Devey
2012; Lükemann and Abendroth 2021; Peters et al. 2020; Salzinger 2003; Tomaskovic-Devey
and Avent-Holt 2019). In sum, this paper argues that the prevailing gender ideologies
within a workforce display the intensity of gendered status beliefs and thereby the salience
of gender in local workplace (power) relations and decision-making. As such, the pre-
COVID-19 prevalent gender ideologies in each workplace will shape employer-employee
exchange relationships during the pandemic. Hence the following is posited:

Hypothesis 3 (H3). The degree of gendered outcomes of unmet expectations will vary as a function
of dominant gender ideologies in the workplace.

4. Data, Measurements, and Method
4.1. The COVID-19 Pandemic in Germany

The following summary of the COVID-19 pandemic and related measures to contain
the virus taken by the German government focuses on the observation period of the follow-
up survey (October–December 2020). After the first wave of the pandemic in March 2020,
the infection numbers in Germany fell and were relatively low from May to July. Infection
numbers started to climb again in August and September, and even more in October. In
response, the German government began to reinforce its measures in mid-October, mainly
focusing on restricting cultural and leisure activities. Additional measures came into force
on November 2nd, referred to as lockdown “light.” Measures included social contact
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restrictions in private life, restaurant closures, prohibitions on recreational, sport, and
cultural events, and touristic overnight stays. On 16 December, the retail sector, hardware,
drug stores, garden centers, and hairdressers had to close due to the steady rise in infection
numbers. During the observation period, schools and daycare centers could remain open
and only had to close if COVID-19 infections were detected. However, schools also closed
if infection numbers in that region were high, and schools changed to hybrid-teaching
models. Thus, although there were no German-wide school closures, many parents had to
face external childcare shortages during the observation period.

Moreover, employers responded to government appeals to promote social distancing
measures to contain the virus and offered their employees, if possible, the option to WFH,
making WFH more common (e.g., Kohlrausch and Zucco 2020). Hence, while WFH was a
voluntary option only used by a small share of German-dependent employed workers in
2017 (Grunau et al. 2019), WFH became more widespread during the pandemic.6 Research
shows that women transitioned more often than men to WFH (Reichelt et al. 2020).

4.2. Data and Sample

The hypotheses were tested by utilizing the LEEP-B3 COVID-19 follow-up survey.
The LEEP-B3 is a dataset constructed as part of a project funded by the German Research
Foundation and conducted at Bielefeld University. It is a linked employer-employee panel
dataset consisting of 3 waves (Wave 1: 2012/13, Wave 2: 2014/15, and Wave 3: 2018/19)
that is representative of large German workplaces and its workforce. The LEEP-B3 is based
on administrative records of the German Federal Employment Agency provided by the
Institute for Employment Research (IAB) and survey data collected by Bielefeld University
(Diewald et al. 2014). The dataset comprises large German companies that employ more
than 500 workers who are subject to social security payments (monthly earnings of more
than 450 euros). Of all employees in Germany, 19.1% work in large establishments, which
make up 0.2% of all German enterprises (Frodermann et al. 2018).7 Establishments and
employees were randomly selected to participate in the LEEP-B3 survey. A follow-up
survey was carried out in 2020 to capture changes in employees’ working conditions,
specifically working from home arrangements, during COVID-19. Moreover, employees
were asked about what kinds of support they expected their employers to provide to
successfully WFH. The gross sample for the survey incorporated all employees who
participated in the third wave and gave permission to be contacted again. Of all contacted
employees, 15.9% (810 employees) took part in the follow-up survey. The surveys were
conducted via a computer-assisted web interview (CAWI) and took place from October to
December 2020, which overlapped with the second wave of the COVID-19 pandemic in
Germany. The follow-up survey can be linked to the previous waves of the LEEP-B3 panel
to gain more information on respondents’ characteristics, such as gender or educational
attainment, and on workplace specifics as industry sector or workforce gender ideologies.
After excluding employees with missing information for the dependent variable (17.9%)
and employees with missing values for the control variables (16.3%), the final analytical
sample consisted of 557 respondents.

4.3. Measurements and Method
4.3.1. Dependent Variable

Employers are obligated to provide certain rewards and resources in exchange for em-
ployees’ performance and loyalty at work. This employer-employee exchange relationship is
summarized in the psychological contract framework (e.g., Coyle-Shapiro and Conway 2004;
Robinson and Rousseau 1994; Rousseau 1995). The psychological contract framework was
adapted for the COVID-19 follow-up survey to capture the exceptional conditions during
the pandemic. Respondents were asked to rate the extent to which they expected their
employer to provide them with further training or courses to acquire the skills needed to
WFH.8 Respondents indicated their expectations on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from
1 (“absolutely”) to 5 (“not at all”), which was used to test Hypothesis 1. Then, they were
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asked to rate the extent to which their employers adequately provided them with training
opportunities on the same 5-point scale. The dependent variable to test Hypotheses 2 and 3
was created as the difference between employees’ expectations and perceived fulfillment.
This variable ranges from 0–4, where more positive values indicate greater violations.

The reference group consists of employees who feel they received what they expected
and received more than expected (see Reimann 2017 for a similar approach). The variable
has a mean value of 0.7, signaling that, on average, employees perceive that they get
less than they expect from their employer. This corresponds with previous research,
which shows that most employees believe their employers do not adequately meet their
expectations (Marx 2019; Reimann 2017; Robinson and Rousseau 1994).

4.3.2. Workplace Characteristics

The main variable of interest at the workplace level is the dominant pre-COVID-19
gender ideology within the workforce, measured by respondents’ ratings of the following
item: “Men and women should both contribute to household income” in 2018 (the third
wave). Respondents were asked to indicate their opinion on a 5-point Likert scale ranging
from 1(“applies completely”) to 5 (“does not apply at all”). High values imply more
traditional gender ideologies; correspondingly, lower values indicate more egalitarian
norms. This information was aggregated to the workplace level to capture the workforce’s
average gender ideology in each organization. The gender ideology ranges from 1 to 4.5,
with a mean of 2.1, denoting that most workforces hold more egalitarian gender ideologies.

Additional controls included the institutional workplace environment, in which work-
places and thus employer-employee exchange relationships are embedded. The industry
sector was measured based on four categories: (1) Education, Health and Public Adminis-
tration (reference) (2) Manufacturing, (3) Financial and Insurance Services, and (4) Retail,
Hospitality, and Transportation. Most workers are employed at companies that offer finan-
cial and insurance services; the fewest work in the retail, hospitality, and transportation
sectors. Finally, to capture the nature of social relationships at work that shape percep-
tions of unmet expectations (Reimann 2017), the average supervisors’ and colleagues’
appreciation (“How often do you get appreciation from your colleagues/immediate su-
pervisor?”) and unjust criticism (“How often do you receive unjust criticism from your
colleagues/immediate supervisor?”) were aggregated to the workplace level (see Reimann
2017). Respondents could indicate the frequency of appreciation or unjust criticism on
a 5-point Likert scale, where high values denote high appreciation and unjust criticism.
These measures depict the work climate in which employees are embedded. This is likely
to influence the claims-making process by fostering or hindering employees’ decisions to
make a claim, as well as colleagues’ and supervisors’ support if a claim is posed. Since
the sample only included large enterprises (with more than 500 employees), controlling
workplace size was redundant.

4.3.3. Individual Measures

Gender was measured as a binary variable where men are the referent. Of all employ-
ees in the sample, 63.5% are men, and 36.5% are women.9 Additional controls included
parenthood status (1 = parents), partnership status (1 = partner), age measured in years,
higher education (1 = university degree), and supervisory responsibility (1 = yes). More-
over, employees’ degree of job autonomy was captured by an index of the following
three items: (1) “Within my working hours, I have control over the sequence of my work
activities,” (2) “I can decide how to execute my work tasks,” and (3) “I can define my
job objectives.” The job autonomy index ranges from 0 to 12, with higher values signal-
ing higher job autonomy. Further, tenure in one’s current workplace in years, full- and
part-time employment (1 = part-time), and how often employees worked overtime before
the pandemic (“frequently” [reference], “occasionally,” and “never”) are accounted for in
the models.
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Moreover, a binary-variable depicts whether employees have previously participated
in employer-provided training based on survey information from 2018 (1 = yes). An
employee who has been previously invested in by an employer might be more likely to
receive the adequate training they expect from their employer. Further, a binary-variable
controls for whether employees have worked from home during the COVID-19 pandemic
(1 = yes).10 The models also include information on whether employees have worked
at home before (1 = yes; telework or home office). A binary-variable captures whether
employees’ working conditions have changed due to the COVID-19 pandemic (1 = yes).11

Employees whose working conditions have changed might hold negative feelings toward
their employer and therefore rate their support as lower. Finally, if workplaces only
informally offer the option to WFH (1 = informal), there might not be an official budget or
procedures in place to adequately provide employees with further training or courses.

4.3.4. Analytical Strategy

To investigate Hypothesis 1 that focuses on the individual level (the supply side),
OLS regression models were estimated for employees’ expectations to be provided with
training to WFH. This paper argues that employees’ expectations should indicate the
probability that a claim has been made (or not), resembling the first step in the relational
claims-making process. This is assumed because low expectations can signal low need,
incentive, or perceived deservingness of training, all predicting that employees will not ask
their employer for training. In contrast, high expectations should increase the probability
that a claim has been made. Indeed, models estimating the likelihood that employees will
speak to their immediate supervisor about career advancements (explicit claims-making),
based on previous waves of the LEEP-B3, suggest that higher expectations are associated
with higher probabilities of claims-making.

Next, to explore Hypotheses 2 and 3, focusing on the employer level (the demand
side) OLS regression models were calculated for the degree of fulfilled expectations. Since
employees’ expectations likely mirror the first step in the claims-making process, whether
their employer adequately meets their expectations should point to the second step: the
employer’s evaluation of posed claims. Finally, to test Hypothesis 3, stating that gendered
outcomes will vary as a function of the dominant gender ideologies within the pre-COVID-
19 workforce, an interaction term between gender and workforce gender ideologies in
organizations was included. To account for employees’ clustering within workplaces,
clustered robust standard errors were applied to all models.

5. Results
5.1. Descriptive Statistics

Table 1 portrays the descriptive statistics on all individual measures, while Table 2
captures all workplace characteristics included in the study. 60% of the sample consisted
of parents who were, on average, 50 years old at the time of the study and had worked at
their current workplace for 11 years. Overall, 39% of employees stated that their employer
did not meet their expectations. On average, women had a higher degree of unmet training
expectations than men. More men than women had supervisory responsibilities and
worked full-time.

Further, the workplace-level descriptive statistics reveal that criticism among col-
leagues and from one’s immediate supervisors was perceived as being relatively low.

5.2. Multivariate Results

Model 1 in Table 3 displays estimates for testing Hypothesis 1, arguing that women
should have lower expectations to be provided with training.12 Estimates in Model 2
(Table 3) were used to test Hypothesis 2, stating that women will show greater violations
of expected training support from their employers (higher values indicate greater unmet
training expectations).
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Table 1. Individual-level descriptive statistics (N = 557).

Men Women

Mean SD Min. Max. Mean SD Min. Max.

Extent of unmet expectations (0 = adequately met) 0.59 0.98 0 4 0.88 1.13 0 4
Children (0 = no) 0.60 0.49 0 1 0.59 0.49 0 1
Age in years 47.67 8.87 22 58 47.66 8.60 28 58
Partner (0 = no) 0.87 0.34 0 1 0.86 0.34 0 1
Job autonomy index (0 = low autonomy) 8.35 2.17 0 12 8.30 2.83 0 12
Supervisory responsibilities (0 = no) 0.40 0.49 0 1 0.21 0.41 0 1
Higher education (0 = no) 0.54 0.50 0 1 0.54 0.50 0 1
Tenure in years 11.34 8.75 0.5 39.7 10.74 8.35 0.5 34.5
Part-time employment (0 = no) 0.05 0.23 0 1 0.43 0.50 0 1
Frequency of overtime (0 = frequently) 1.50 0.63 0 2 1.32 0.64 0 2
Participation in employer-provided training
before 2020 (0 = no) 0.80 0.40 0 1 0.83 0.38 0 1

Previous use of telework/home office (0 = no) 0.33 0.47 0 1 0.33 0.47 0 1
Change in employment conditions due to
COVID-19 (0 = no) 0.27 0.45 0 1 0.29 0.45 0 1

Informal home office (0 = no) 0.57 0.50 0 1 0.48 0.50 0 1
Worked from home during COVID-19 (0 = no) 0.78 0.42 0 1 0.72 0.45 0 1

Table 2. Workplace-level descriptive statistics.

Workplace Characteristics

Mean SD Min. Max.

Criticism from supervisor 3.24 0.37 1.5 4
Criticism from colleagues 3.35 0.33 1.5 4
Appreciation from colleagues 2.11 0.41 0.5 3.5
Appreciation from supervisor 2.38 0.38 0.7 4
Industry sectors 2.51 1.04 1 4
Workforce gender ideologies 2.12 0.50 1 4.5

5.2.1. Differences in Expectations

Estimates reveal that the women and men who took part in the survey did not differ
in the extent to which they expected their employer to provide them with further training
or courses to WFH (Table 3, Model 1). This finding runs counter to Hypothesis 1. This
suggests that women’s greater share of informal care and housework during the pandemic
has not lowered their incentive and willingness to participate in further training. Neither
do women seem to hold gendered status beliefs, predicting that they feel less deserving
of workplace resources than men, predicting lower expectations for training provision.
Therefore, women’s and men’s responses to the pandemic do not appear to differ, but they
have the same degree of expectations to be provided with further training or courses by
their employer.

5.2.2. Differences in Unmet Expectations

Did employers’ decision-making behavior during the COVID-19 pandemic rely on
long-standing inequality mechanisms, where gender predicts status-based inequalities
in resource and reward distribution? Indeed, the results indicate that although there
were no gender differences in training expectations, women tended to have a significantly
higher extent of unmet expectations than men (b = 0.227, p < 0.05), despite controlling for
sociodemographic, human capital, job, and workplace characteristics (Table 3 Model 2).
This finding clearly supports Hypothesis 2, and suggests that gender differences in fulfilled
expectations likely resemble employers’ decision-making, rather than individual-level
differences in claims-making. Moreover, the COVID-19 pandemic does not seem to have
altered the significance of gender in employers’ evaluations of whom to provide with
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favorable workplace resources. Hence, gender remains an important determinant in
relational claims-making, benefitting men and penalizing women, thereby reproducing
gender inequalities.

Table 3. The results of linear regression models, estimating the association of individual- and
workplace-level characteristics regarding the expectation to be provided with training (Model 1) and
unmet expectations (Model 2).

Model 1 Model 2

Expectation Unmet Expectations

B SE B SE

Women −0.098 0.119 0.227 * 0.104
Individual controls
Children (1 = yes) −0.086 0.123 −0.018 0.096
Partnership status (1 = partner) −0.443 ** 0.147 0.062 0.129
Age in years −0.002 0.007 −0.003 0.005
Job autonomy index (ref. low autonomy) 0.043 0.024 −0.041 * 0.018
Supervisory responsibilities (1 = yes) 0.190 0.107 −0.199 * 0.083
Higher education (1 = yes) 0.196 0.125 −0.021 0.091
Tenure in years −0.007 0.006 −0.005 0.006
Overtime (ref. frequently)

occasionally −0.116 0.182 −0.161 0.155
never −0.072 0.164 0.004 0.152

Part-time work (1 = yes) −0.045 0.139 0.001 0.119
Previous participation in employer-provided
training (1 = yes) −0.134 0.133 −0.096 0.117

Previous use of telework/home office (1 = yes) 0.405 ** 0.147 −0.358 *** 0.091
Worked at home during COVID-19 0.692 *** 0.154 −0.321 ** 0.113
Change of employment conditions due to
COVID-19 (1 = yes) −0.354 ** 0.133 0.405 *** 0.103

Informal home office in workplace (1 = yes) 0.054 0.115 0.090 0.090
Workplace controls
Work climate
Criticism from supervisor −0.220 0.190 0.314 0.175
Criticism from colleagues 0.079 0.217 −0.100 0.205
Appreciation from supervisor
Appreciation from colleagues 0.395 * 0.179 −0.128 0.161
Industry sector (ref. Education, Health &
Public Administration) −0.273 0.186 −0.156 0.148

Manufacturing 0.385 0.199 −0.508 ** 0.170
Retail, Hospitality, and

Transportation 0.586 * 0.238 −0.700 *** 0.203

Financial and Insurance services 0.476 ** 0.181 −0.628 *** 0.161
Constant 3.458 *** 0.700 1.486 ** 0.523

N employees 557 557
Source: LEEP-B3 data. One-sided test * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001.

Further, employees with greater job autonomy indicated lower differences in their
expectations and provision of further training courses for working from home than em-
ployees with lower job autonomy (b = −0.041, p < 0.05). This points to job autonomy as a
powerful labor process resource that employees can utilize to garner greater workplace
resources (Avent-Holt and Tomaskovic-Devey 2010). In addition, as anticipated, employees
with experience in telework or WFH perceived lower violations of employers’ provision
of further training courses (b = −0.358, p < 0.001). Employees whose working conditions
changed due to COVID-19 perceived greater extents of unmet expectations (b = 0.405,
p < 0.001). At the workplace level, the results show that workers employed in Education,
Health & Public Administration face higher unmet training expectations than employees
in other sectors.
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5.2.3. Variation across Workplace Contexts

To test Hypothesis 3, which posits that gender differences in unmet expectations
of further training will vary as a function of the dominant gender ideologies within the
workforce, a two-way interaction term between gender status and workforce gender ideol-
ogy was included in the model (Table 4). The interaction coefficient depicts whether the
differences in women’s and men’s unmet expectations differed significantly between work-
places with more egalitarian or traditional gender ideologies prevailing in the workforce. A
significant, positive interaction effect implies that gender differences in unmet expectations
are greater in traditional workplace contexts than in more egalitarian workplaces. For ease
of interpretation, the interaction effect is graphically displayed in Figure 1.

Table 4. The results of linear regression models, estimating the association of gender with workforce
gender ideologies in relation to employees’ unmet expectations.

Workforce Gender Ideologies

B SE

Women −0.812 * 0.399
Workforce gender ideologies (Ref. egalitarian) −0.277 * 0.135
Two-way interactions
Women × traditional workforce gender ideologies 0.503 ** 0.183
Constant 2.144 *** 0.577

N employees 557
Source: LEEP-B3 data. Models control for: children, partnership status, age in years, job autonomy, higher
education, job authority, tenure in years, overtime, employment status, previous employer-provided training,
worked from home during COVID-19, previous use of telework/home office, employment changes due to
COVID-19, informal home office, work climate, and industry sector. One-sided test * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01,
*** p < 0.001.
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The results suggest that for men, more traditional gender ideologies are associated
with a steep decline in the magnitude of unmet expectations (b = −0.277, p < 0.05).13

Moreover, men in highly traditional workplace contexts have significantly greater fulfilled
training expectations than their counterparts in egalitarian workplace contexts. This implies
that if more traditional beliefs about men’s role as main breadwinner were dominant
employers more strongly rely on employees’ gender status when distributing resources
and rewards. Furthermore, Figure 1 shows that men’s (dashed-line) advantage over women
(solid-line) is most salient in highly traditional workplace contexts.

For women, more traditional gender ideologies in the workforce, pre-COVID-19, were
associated with greater unmet expectations than men (b = 0.503, p < 0.05). However, female
and male employees did not differ in their fulfilled expectations from their employer if
they worked in comparatively egalitarian workplace contexts. These findings underline
that the degree of gender inequalities (and whether they exist at all) depend on the cultural
workplace context, displayed by pre-COVID-19 gender ideologies, in which employer-
employee exchange relationships are embedded. Hence, workplaces responded differently
to the external shock of the pandemic and mechanisms producing gender inequalities are
not omnipresent. Therefore, Hypothesis 3, which states that gender differences in fulfilled
training expectations will vary across workplace contexts dependent on the dominant
gender ideologies, is supported.

These findings suggest that the prevalent gender ideologies about female and male
employment capture the salience and legitimacy of employees’ gender status in local
claims-making processes between employees and employers. Hence, workplaces have
reacted differently to the pandemic in the (un)equal distribution of further training, because
the meaning and value attached to gender—and thus women’s and men’s claims-making
power—vary depending on a workplace’s gender ideology. If female employment is
valued less than men’s, then employer-employee exchange relationships will likely be
more beneficial to men, as they are ascribed a superior position to women. In addition, if
men are seen as responsible for earning the household income, workplace resources and
rewards may be favorably distributed to them to support their role as male breadwinners.
In turn, egalitarian attitudes toward dual-earner couples show that women’s and men’s
competencies and suitability in paid work are perceived as equal. In these workplaces,
women’s and men’s claims are granted more similarly.

6. Discussion and Conclusions

This study aimed to shed light on whether the COVID-19 pandemic has reproduced or
altered durable gender inequality structures in employer-employee exchange relationships.
Specifically, the aim was to explore the role of employees’ gender for employees and
employers’ actions in relational-claims making. The findings provide evidence on the
gendered experiences of employees during the COVID-19 pandemic, regarding their
adequate support of further training or courses to WFH. These findings highlight the
relevance in applying a gender lens when designing post-COVID-19 labor market policies
that aim to counter the negative employment consequences of the pandemic.

This paper argued that the current situation—which has especially led women to
decrease their working hours and to take on the lion’s share of housework and childcare
demands (e.g., Kohlrausch and Zucco 2020; Reichelt et al. 2020; Zoch et al. 2020)—has
confronted women with greater time and productivity constraints than men. Moreover,
gendered status value beliefs are likely reinforced (e.g., Ridgeway 2014), as women and
men have responded to the pandemic in alignment with their gender role identities (West
and Zimmerman 1987). Against this backdrop, it was hypothesized that women exhibit
lower training expectations than men. However, the findings suggest that women and men
do not differ in their training expectations. This result is in line with previous research
indicating that women and men do not differ in their probability of making claims for their
career advancements (Lükemann and Abendroth 2018). Therefore, employees’ behavior in
relational claims-making does not seem to predict gendered employment outcomes.
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Further, the study asked whether gender remains a legitimate basis for employers to
distribute resources during the pandemic. The findings imply that women’s expectations
are more often not adequately met by their employers compared to men’s expectations.
This is in line with past research showing that women receive lower employment rewards
after a claim has been posed (Lükemann and Abendroth 2021; Mazei et al. 2015). Moreover,
this relates to previous research, which shows that the COVID-19 pandemic has not lev-
eled status-based inequalities, but instead reproduced (or even widened) socioeconomic
and gender disparities (Bernardi 2020; Kristal and Yaish 2020). These discrepancies may
contribute to pre-existing gender differences in employment outcomes, especially in times
of rapid change regarding how work is executed. Suppose that women receive less sup-
port than men to adapt to these new work arrangements. In that case, they might lack
the skills to uphold their job performance when working from home in the same way
as men. Consequently, beliefs about women’s lower productivity might be reinforced,
which again legitimizes men’s advantages in employer-employee exchange relationships.
In sum, these findings highlight that during the pandemic, employers have applied pre-
viously established distribution patterns, where gender is an important determinant of
claim ratification. Thus, gender inequalities in employer-employee exchange relationships
have remained durable during the global COVID-19 pandemic, not leveling—but rather
reproducing—gender inequalities.

At the same time, this research points out ways in which gender inequalities may be al-
tered. The results reveal that the workplace culture in which employer-employee exchange
relationships (and thus claims-making) occur is a vital workplace characteristic shaping
gender differences in unmet training expectations. The pre-COVID-19 gender ideologies in
organization’s moderated gendered outcomes of fulfilled expectations of further training
or courses for WFH during the pandemic. Gender differences are non-existent if egalitarian
norms, that support both men’s and women’s contributions to household income, prevailed
before the pandemic. In contrast, there are significant gaps when more traditional values
dominate. Hence, being a woman does not entail disadvantages compared to men per
se, but a workforce’s gender ideologies seem pivotal in shaping gendered outcomes in
fulfilled expectations. Thus, there is substantial variation in gender differences, dependent
on a workforce’s pre-COVID-19 gender ideologies. This finding aligns with previous
research, showing that the gender wage gap is lower in regions where more egalitarian
gender ideologies prevail in Germany (Hamjediers 2020). Further, the variation across
workplace context with different workplace cultures contributes to RIT’s argument that
each workplace establishes and follows its own inequality regime that influence relational
claims-making outcomes (Acker 2006; Tomaskovic-Devey and Avent-Holt 2019). This
finding highlights the importance of examining workplace cultures related to prevalent
norms and values to understand how workplace characteristics determine women’s and
men’s interactional power to claim workplace resources and rewards.

Overall, this study provides evidence that gender inequalities at work are reproduced
during the COVID-19 pandemic, possibly cementing the gender inequalities that have been
present previous to the pandemic in Germany. To achieve gender equality post-COVID-19,
more gender-egalitarian policies (dual-earner/dual-caregiver) are necessary to break down
gendered stereotypes about women’s and men’s roles in paid and unpaid work. This is
important as more egalitarian gender ideologies seem to decrease gender differences in
employees’ and employers’ employment linked decision-making (see Hamjediers 2020;
Lietzmann and Frodermann 2021). Thus, policies need to dismantle the structures that
currently hinder or incentivize women to not participate in the labor market to the same
extent as men and achieve the same employment outcomes. Moreover, it is essential to
support men in their aspiration to take time off work or reduce working hours to care for
children. Previous research on policy feedback theory has already demonstrated the pivotal
role of public policies for gender (in)equality. For instance, the extension of maternity leave
in Germany decreased mothers’ work commitment (Gangl and Ziefle 2015). Moreover, the
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introduction of the so-called daddy months in Germany in 2007 lead to a stark increase in
fathers’ parental leave uptake (Geisler and Kreyenfeld 2012).

This study has a few shortcomings. First, the analyses are based on a cross-sectional
sample, which limits claims on causality. An important limitation of this study is that it
only accounts for one dimension of the multidimensional gender ideology concept (e.g.,
Grunow et al. 2018; Hamjediers 2020). Future research should likewise account for a
workforce’s attitudes toward women’s and men’s roles in the domestic sphere, as well
as mothers’ employment. This enables researchers to gain deeper insight into the pivotal
role of dominant gender ideologies as part of the workplace culture. In addition, it could
be interesting to explore and contrast some more objective measures such as formalized
personnel practices (e.g., formalized career ladders or further training plans) and their
effects on gender inequalities at work. Moreover, although this paper argues that the
concept of psychological contracts can be used to investigate relational claims-making,
it is not a direct measure of whether a claim has been made (or not). However, since
additional analyses revealed that high expectations are associated with higher probabilities
of speaking with immediate supervisors about one’s career advancement, the authors are
relatively certain that these measures indeed capture employees’ claims-making. Moreover,
the limited sample size did not allow for analysis of unmet training expectations at the
intersection of gender and parenthood. Finally, the national context is important, not only
because gender differences vary across country contexts (Abendroth et al. 2014; Aisenbrey
et al. 2009; Cooke 2014), as do gender ideologies (Grunow et al. 2018), but also because the
COVID-19 pandemic has had different impacts around the globe (Adams-Prassl et al. 2020;
Reichelt et al. 2020). Thus, the results are restricted to Germany and workers employed in
large companies.

Despite these limitations, this research contributes to the literature on gender inequal-
ities during the COVID-19 pandemic. The findings illustrate, that women are not only
burdened more than men with additional housework and childcare but are likewise less
likely to be provided with the support they expect from their employers to continue to
WFH. Consequently, gender inequalities are reproduced, as gender seems to remain a
crucial categorical distinction shaping relational claims-making outcomes. Specifically em-
ployers’ decisions on who is granted access to valuable workplace resources and rewards.
More research is needed on how employer-employee exchange relationships were affected
to understand and anticipate the consequences of the pandemic for gender (in)equalities
at work.
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Appendix A

Table A1. Results of logistic regression models on the probability to have participated in the LEEP-B3
follow-up survey (average marginal effects).

Workforce Gender Ideologies

B SE

Women −0.028 * 0.011
Parents −0.011 0.010
Age of the youngest child −0.001 0.007
Age in years 0.003 * 0.011
Tenure in years 0.000 0.000
Experience in Years 0.000 0.000
Education (ref. low educational qualifications)
intermediate 0.057 *** 0.012
high 0.125 *** 0061
Monthly gross earning 0.000 *** 0.000
Industry sector (Ref. manufacturing)
Retail, hospitality, and transportation −0.015 0.020
Financial and Insurance services 0.027 * 0.012
Education, health, and public services −0.010 0.135
Constant −0.001 *** 0.301

N employees 5150
Source: LEEP-B3 data. Two-sided test * p < 0.05, *** p < 0.001.

Table A2. Results of linear regression models estimating the association of gender with individual-level characteristics and
workforce gender ideologies on employees’ unmet expectations.

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4

B SE B SE SE B

Women 0.237 * 0.101 −0.711 + 0.404 −0.723 + 0.369 −0.682 + 0.399
Workforce gender ideologies (Ref. egalitarian) −0.074 0.086 −0.379 ** 0.129 −0.248 * 0.126 −0.284 * 0.138
Standard deviation of Workforce gender ideologies
(Ref. egalitarian) 0.089 0.134 0.113 0.133

Employees gender ideology (Ref. egalitarian) −0.031 0.041 −0.043 0.042
Two-way interactions
Women × traditional workforce gender ideologies 0.460 * 0.190 0.458 ** 0.173 0.422 * 0.189

N employees 557 557 557 557

Source: LEEP-B3 data. Models control for: children, partnership status, age in years, job autonomy, higher education, job authority, tenure
in years, overtime, employment status, previous employer-provided training, worked from home during COVID-19, previous use of
telework/home office, employment changes due to COVID-19, informal home office, work climate, and industry sector. Two-sided test
+ p < 0.10, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01. Note: Model 1 estimates the association of gender ideologies on employees’ unmet expectations. Model 2
includes the variation of the workforces’ gender ideologies. Model 3 adds employees’ gender ideologies, and in Model 4 all aspects are
considered simultaneously.

Table A3. Results of linear regression models estimating the association of gender with individual-
level characteristics and workforce gender ideologies on employees’ unmet expectations controlling
for the share of women within the workplace (Model 1) and the share of employees who used
working from home arrangements pre-COVID-19 (Model 2).

Model 1 Model 2

B SE B SE

Women −0.892 * 0.381 −0.930 * 0.387
Workforce gender ideologies (Ref. egalitarian) −0.272 * 0.126 −0.239 + 0.135
Share women within workplace 0.511 * 0.220 0.568 ** 0.204
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Table A3. Cont.

Model 1 Model 2

B SE B SE

Share employees suage worked from home
pre-COVID-19
Two-way interactions
Women × traditional workforce gender
ideologies 0.510 ** 0.174 0.509 ** 0.176

Constant 1.571 * 0.715 2.040 ** 0.653

N employees 557 557
Source: LEEP-B3 data. Models control for: children, partnership status, age in years, job autonomy, higher
education, job authority, tenure in years, overtime, employment status, previous employer-provided training,
worked from home during COVID-19, previous use of telework/home office, employment changes due to
COVID-19, informal home office, work climate, and industry sector. Two-sided test + p < 0.10, * p < 0.05,
** p < 0.01.

Notes
1 An example of groups’ claims-making is unions negotiating employment terms like wages or vacation days with employer

representatives.
2 Race, class, and age likewise structure interactional group processes in society and at work, thereby determining life outcomes

(e.g., Browne and Misra 2003; Ray 2019; Ridgeway 2014).
3 Research in other fields that focus on negotiations (such as management and psychology) likewise suggest that if women engage

in wage negotiations, they receive lower returns than men (Mazei et al. 2015).
4 For example, women and men do not differ in their perceptions of fair pay; both assign men higher wages than women (Adriaans

et al. 2020; Auspurg et al. 2017.)
5 This corresponds to Becker (1975) argument that competition should reduce wage discrimination as firms reward productivity,

not ascribed categorical distinctions.
6 Of all German employees, 28% stated that they worked at least sometimes from home, with full days working from home being

the exception (Grunau et al. 2019.)
7 Since the dataset is comprised of large companies, gender differences might be underestimated, as these workplaces have more

training resources at their disposal (Bassanini et al. 2005).
8 Such training or courses might include introductions to new software, personal and time management, and the organization of

work tasks.
9 Selectivity analyses revealed that men, higher educated, older employees, non-supervisors, and employees working in the

credit and insurance sectors were more likely to have participated in the follow-up survey. However, effects were relatively low,
except among the highest educated, who were 12.5% more likely than the least educated to have taken part (see Table A1 in the
Appendix A).

10 Models only including employees who have worked from home during the pandemic yielded equivalent results, underlining the
robustness of the main findings.

11 A binary variable was created with employees who stated that nothing has changed (72%) as the referent. All other employees
who have had reduced hours, worked overtime more often, or taken time off as compensation for overtime were coded as 1.

12 Ordered logit models produced equivalent results.
13 Additional analyses show that employees’ expectations are, on average, not met more in workplaces with egalitarian gender

ideologies than in workplaces with more traditional ideologies. Further, models that included controls for employees’ gender
ideologies and the standard deviation of workforces’ gender ideologies, capturing the gender ideology consistency among
the workforce, confirm the robustness of the main results (Table A2, Appendix A). Robustness checks, including the share of
women in the workplace and the share of employees who have used working from home arrangements pre-COVID-19, produced
equivalent results (Table A3, Appendix A).
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