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GENDER ROLES AND THE DIVISION OF
UNPAID WORK IN SPANISH HOUSEHOLDS
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ABSTRACT

This paper examines the role of the doing-gender hypothesis versus traditional

“models of the household in explaining how the woman's share of home lahor
varies with relative eamings. The findings, using the 2002-3 Spanish Time Use
Survey (STUS: Spanish Statistical Office 2003), support the doing-gender
hypothesis in the case of housework: i woman's relative share of housework fails
1o decrease with her relative earnings beyond the point where her carnings arc
the same as her hushand's. In contrast, a woman's share of childcare nme
displays a flat pattern over the distribution of her spouse’s relative eamings.
This last result is neither consistent with traditional theories of the houschaold,
not with the doinggender hypothesis, It can, however, still be interpreted in
light of social norms, whereby women specialize in this type of caring activity
regardless of their relative productivity or bargaining power.
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INTRODUCTION

In late twentieth-century industrial societies, a woman working full time in
paid employment spent between twenty and thirty hours per week in
unpaid housework (see, for example, F. Thomas Juster and Frank P.
Stafford [1991] and Anne H. Gauthier, Timothy M. Smeeding, and Frank
F. Furstenberg Jr. [2004]), and between six and wwelve hours in unpaid
childcare (Mark Aguiar and Erik Hurst 2007). Of particular concern is the
fact that, despite the increases in women's relative earnings, women
continne t© do most home labor in heterosexual married-couple
households.! Ample evidence from time-use surveys shows that across
developed countries, the increase in women's labor force participation in
recent decades has not been fully compensated by a similar decrease in
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their home labor time. Furthermore, men’s contribution to home laboy hag
only been modest, so that specialization within the household has remained
u~l;ﬁiwly unchanged (see, for example, Jonathan (“.(-lslmny 2000 and
Suzanne M. Bianchi, John P. Robinson, and Melissa A, Milkie 2006),

The negative socioeconomic consequences of this pattern of specialization
in which women bear most of the burden of unpaid labor, have imporlan;
policy implications. Beyond such specializations well-known negative effect
on women's career prospects, due to its indirect eflect on human capital
accumulation (see, for example, Gary S. Becker 1985 and Jacob Mincer
1974), a large body of research has found that the inherent
incompatibilities between childcare and housework commitments on the
one hand, and job requirements on the other hand, carry a penalty op
women's wages (for a review of the literature, sec Wendy Sigle-Rushton angd
Jane Waldfoge!l 2007 and Joni Hersch and Leslie S. Stratton 2000). Apar
from the pure economic considerations, some authors have also shown tha
the unequal division of home labor can also help explain the patterns of
low fertility and low participation of women in the labor force (James
Feyrer, Bruce Sacerdote, and Ariel D. Stern 2008; Joost de Laat and
Almudena Sevilla-Sanz forthcoming), as well as the low rates of houschold
formation observed in some southern European countries, including Spain
(Almudena Sevilla-Sanz 2010).

The persistence of this unbalanced division of housework and childcare
contrasts remarkably with the predictions from traditional economic
theories of the household, which forecast a more egalitarian allocation of
time within the household as women's human capital increases. To
reconcile the theory with the data, the literature has turned to the concept
of “doing gender.” In particular, it is argued that when men earn less than
their wives, a gender norm violation occurs (see Scott Coltrane 1989, 2000
for an overview). Thus, the wife, the husband, or both move to more
traditional behavior in the realm of home labor in order to neutralize this
deviance. This article makes a contribution to feminist scholarship in the
important topic area of the houschold division of housework and childcare
by examining the role of the doing-gender hypothesis versus traditional
moxels of the houschold for the case of Spain.

The paper adds to the literature on doing gender and the division of
household labor by tackling the issue of social norms more directly, using a
rich dataset, the 2002-3 Spanish Time Use Survey (STUS; Spanish
Statistical Office 2003). Most previous studies on this issue use stylized
questions such as “How much time did you spend doing activity X2" (see;
for example, Julie Brines [1994] and Theodore N. Greenstein [2000]). In
contrast, in the STUS individuals record each activity during the 144 ten
minute intervals of the day, which has been shown to be more reliable
(Juster and Stafford 1991). More importantly, the time-use diary data used
here is particularly advantageous over other diary surveys, such as the
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American Time Use Survey (ATUS), because it contains diary information
not only on the respondent, but ilso on the spouse. This is crucial for the
construction of a measure of specialization within the houschold,

The richness O.f the f“‘m.': data also allows us o extend the only previous
study that uses tfmc-dum/ information (Michael Bittman, Paula England,
Nancy Folbre, Liana Sayer, and George Matheson 2003) by looking not
only at how husbands and wives allocate their time 10 household chores
{or housework), but also at how they allocate their time to childeare.
pistinguishing  between  childeare  that s thought of as leisure
versus domestic labor is a difficult wsk. In this paper, we take the
conceptualization of childcare a step further and construct alternative
definitions of childcare using extra information in the diary that details
with whom the activity took place and the other activities that were being
done simultaneously. These definitions of childcare range from the most
smplistic one often used in the literature — that is, childeare reported as
the main activity — to a more general definition of childcare, capturing
routine activities done in the presence of a child. ‘

A final contribution to the literature is the study of Spain, a country whose
household dynamics are less well known than other countries (in particular
the AngloSaxon countries, where most research has focused). Spanish
women have one of the lowest rates of participation in the labor force across
the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD)
countries, and Spain has deeply enwrenched gender roles. There is some
evidence that gender roles play an important part in the division of home
labor in Spain. Begona Alvarez and Daniel Miles (2003) compare two-
eamer, married couples in Spain and show that the unequal allocation of
housework time persists after observable charactenstics are taken intw
account. The authors interpret this finding as a gender role residual. Unlike
Alvarez and Miles, we not only look at the specialization of housework of
Spanish couples in more detail, but also the specialization of childcare. The
latter is particularly relevant 1o the Spanish case, given that childcare
services in Spain are typically inadequate and characterized by extreme
rigidity in the number of weekly hours available (for example, Cristina
Carrasco and Arantxa Rodriguez [2000]).

BACKGROUND

Despite the increase in women’s labor force participation, specialization
within the household has changed very little over the decades. Women
continue 10 do more than half of the unpaid housework in most
industrialized countries {see, for example, Michacl Bittman and Judy
Wajeman [2000]), and between two and four times more unpaid childcare
than men (Aguiar and Hurst 2007). Arlie Russell Hochschild and Anne
Machung (1989) first used the term second shift to vefer 1o qualitative
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evidence pointing to the fact that, when a wife works more hours than
hushand ontside the home, she still undertakes o larges share 2
housework. Figure | corroborates this evidence using data from, the
Multinational Time Use Survey (MTUS Version W552; Center for Time UQ
Research 2006). Between 1980 and 2000, across the developed world
women doubled their share of paid work with respect to men, going fron;
29 to 44 percent of total paid work. However, the share of women’s time iy
unpaid labor (both housework and childcare) hardly changed dlll’ing the
same period.

Traditional models of the houschold cannot successfully explain these
anomalies. In economics, unitary household models based on the concepy
of comparative advantage predict that the spouse with (he lowese
opportunity cost (that is, the lowest human capital or the highest home
productivity) contributes the most to household production and the least 1o
paid work (Gary 8. Becker, Kevin M. Murphy, and Robert Tamura 1990), 1,
contrast 1o the single utlity Beckerian framework, intrahousehold
bargaining models in economics and exchange madels in sociology take
the view that the family is a place of conflict and cooperation. Bargaining
models are based on the concept of threat points, and they pay special
attention to the interaction between heterogeneous preferences of
household members and power distribution between them, According to
bargaining models, an increase in women's economic opportunities outside
the home improves their bargaining position within the household,
resulting in a decrease of their contribution to houschold production
(see, for example, Marjorie B. McElroy and Mary Jean Horney [1981] and
Marilvn Manser and Murray Brown [1980]). Similarly, sociological
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exchange maodels state that the partner with the highest earnings will trade
ofl labor market (‘ill‘lll}lgﬁ for tme spent doing unpaid housework.” Thus
poth unitary- and traditional-exchange bay gaming theories vield the snmc;
conclusion |c|{.||'t!i||g how the household distribution of unpinicl work varies
with relative earnings.

The disconnect between fact and theory has driven social scientists to
question lr.\dillmml- theories of the household and o look lor more
qatisfactory explanations 1o these empirical regularities. In particular, the
common assumption of a gender-neutral process governing household
decisions has come under scrutiny. One approach has been to extend
pargaining models of the houschold 1o explicitly recognize the importance
of gender roles. For example, unlike previous cooperative Nash bargaining
houschold models, noncooperative bargaining models assume that the
threat point is not divorce but a point internal to the marriage. This
internal threat point is preciscly determined by a n(mc(mpcmtivc
equilibrium defined in terms of socially recognized and sanctioned
gender roles (Shelly Lundberg and Robert A. Pollak 1996). Other
theories argue that widely accepted gender roles, such as the idea that
housework and childcare are usually seen as women'’s responsibilities, may
not only affect the bargaining power as the separatespheres model of
Lundberg and Pollak (1996), but may also limit what is bargained over
(see, for example, Bina Agarwal [1997]). For example, the fact that it may
not be socially legitimate to bargain over the division of home labor can
thus explain that women's relative share of housework fails to decrease
despite their improved economic position within the household,

Another approach has been taken by the sociological literature in favor
of the notion of doing gender (Coltrane 2000). This concept is rooted in
the idea that individuals internalize gender-role expectavons held by
others, and consequently that gender affects the household  decision
process itself. Doinggender theories predict that when men earn less than
their wives a gender norm violation occurs; thus either the wife, the
hushand, or both move to more traditional behavior in the realm of
housework in order 1o neutralize this deviance. The doing-gender analog in
economics can be found in the economic models of identity proposed by
George A Akerlof and Rachel E. Kranton (2000). In these models, the
psychology and sociology of identity — a person’s sense of self - is
incorporated into an economic model of behavior o explain how it may
affect different economic outcomes, In their model, identity is associated
with different social categories and how people in these categories should
behave. The authors argue that a husband loses identity when his wife carns
more than he does because of the prescription held by most men that men
should earn more than their wives. Equality in utility is restored when a wife
undertakes more housework than her husband. given the prescription that
men should not do women's work at home,” Unlike in limit or bargaining
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theories, doing-gender or cconomic models of identity not only predic thayt
the women's relative share of housework [ails 1o decrease when their
cconomic position within the houschold improves, bat also thag their
relative share of housework may actually increase,

Doing-gender and identity theories have rt.'cci\_'cd support from empirica|
studies based on Jargescale national surveys, in the US and elsewher,
Brines (1994) uses the Panel Study of Income Dynamics (PSID) to ghoy
that the relative housework contribution of a woman decreases up 1o the
point where her carnings are the same as her hnfshan(l'.s. and increases
afterward. Similarly, Greenstein (2000) uses the National Survey of Families
and Households (NSFH) to show that both economically dependent men
and breadwinner women tend o newtralize the gender deviance in theiy
cconomic performance by undertaking less and more  housework,
respectively. These findings for the US are chullcngcd. by Sanjiv Gupta
(1999), who replicates Brines' work and finds an inverse linear I'Ck“ionship
in which women’s housework decreases as their earnings increase once the
3 percent of couples in which husbands are at the top of the relative
carnings distribution are dropped from the analysis. In a review of the
quantitative and qualitative literature, Oriel Sullivan (forthcoming a, b) has
also raised concerns about the robusiness of previous results supporting the
doing-gender hypothesis.

Unlike in the US studies, Bitman et al. (2003) use a sample of Australian
couples and find that it is the woman’s housework (not the man’s) that
increases when she contributes more than 50 percent to houschold income.
Their resulis are robust 1o dilferent sample considerations. In comparing
their results with those of the US studies, these authors conclude that men's
decrease in housework when women’s relative earmings are higher than 50
percent is small in both countries, and comes from the extreme tail of the
men's earnings distribution. However, Bittman et al. (2003) argue that the
amount of housework done by a married woman increases in Australia and
not in the US when she eams more than her husband, because institutional
and culwral differences make women’s primary breadwinning more deviant
in Australia than in the US. In this vein, Marie Evertsson and Magnus Nermo
(2004) compare Swedish and US couples in heterosexual marriages for the
period 1970-2000, and find persistent evidence of doing gender only in the
case of US women. They suggest that women in the US are dependent on
their husbands 1o a greater extent than Swedish women, and hence the
gender deviance in their breadwinner role is also greater in the US
Consequently, breadwinner wives in the US end 1o do gender but Swedish
breadwinner wives do not.

This paper examines the role of the doing-gender hypothesis versus
traditional models of the household for the case of Spain. For the purpose
of the empirical analysis, we follow the existing literature and study the
impact of women’s relative carnings on women's share of home labor in
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arder to identify whether these households are doing gender. As in
pmious studics, we i.llS(.) control for an array of household and indivicual
observed heterogeneity in an eflort 1o net out the effect of specialization or
pargaining from the doing-gender effect in regard 1o the honsehold
decision process over unpaid abor. We also explore the presence of limits
to the levels of ousourcing for higherincome households - that is, limits
on the ability to purchase home services in the market {(such as cleaning or
cooking services) — and we look at alternative explanations to doing gender
based on systematic differences in the nature of the jobs held by women
who eam more than their husbands.

We pay particular attention to whether doing gender is in any way
mediated by the nature of social norms — that is, masculinity norms or
femininity norms. Norms can be conceived in this context as behavioral
prescriptions for one’s gender, cither as a “man’ or as a “‘woman."
Psychological evidence shows that following the norms for one's gender
affirms the individual’s selfimage, or identty. In contrast, violating the

scriptions evokes anxiety and discomfort in oneself (for a review see
Akerlof and Kranton [2000]). Interviews in Hochschild and Machung
(1989) suggest that many men, and some women, hold the prescriptions
that “men’ should not do "women's work™ in the home (such as
housework and childcare) and “men” should earn more than their wives in
the US, Evidence from the International Social Survey Program, which
collects information on attitudes toward men's and women's roles in
society, reveals that in Spain masculinity and femininity norms are much
more entrenched than in the US (for example, see Sevilla-Sanz 2010), We
thus look at whether it is precisely traditional husbands and wives, who hold
traditional prescriptions about the gender division of labor, and who
occupy nontraditional provider roles (that is, either breadwinner wives or
dependent husbands), who in particular may feel compelled 1o resort to a
more traditional division of housework and childcare.

EMPIRICAL SPECIFICATION

In order to test whether it is doing gender or bargaining and specialization
that is driving the division of unpaid labor in the houschold, we follow the

existing literature and estimate the degree of specialization, measured by a
wife's share of time A in any given household iand home labor activity &, as
a function of relative wages w; and w,y, and a vector of household and
individual characteristics X, as in the following equation:

g, = wn oo + Wit b + Xixdy + ik (1

In our analysis, we report weighted tobit estimators and perform the
analysis separately for housework and childcare. A tobit specification is
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crable, given that there are many men who report zero fime i

pl('l ; :
thus this mtio is censored at value one,

housework, and : "
The degree of spec jalization, hy, is defined as hil's = n_..-;'ﬁ:' where y
and M, are respectively the wife's and the husband’s time in activity k, Asis
common in the literature, the idea is o distinguish the doing-gender effecy
from the specialization or the bargaining cﬂcrls.. through the impag of
women's relative earnings on women'’s share of home time, The main
parameters of interest are the coefficients on the dummies idcmir],,in8
women who earn the same as their husbands wp and women who e,
more than their husbands uy the base category being women who eam
less than their husbands. These are the coefficients fi, and f, respectively,

According to the comparative advantage or traditional - bargaining
explanations, the main channels through which relative carnings may
affect spouses’ specialization are cither cfficiency or threat points, Thus,
according 1o both of these theories, we would expect that, as women's
carnings increase relative 1o their partners, their relatve howsework/
childcare hours should decrease, and therefore the coeflicients fiy and §,
should be negative and dec reasing.” In other words, the relative share of time
devoted 1o any household activity k decreases as refative earnings increase. In
contrast to traditional theories of the houschold, the doinggender
hypothesis predicts that a woman’s share of time in activity & fails w0
decrease, or even increases. once she reaches a certain level of relative
camnings, so that |fiyl = |f|. Thus, whereas traditional theories of the
household predict that a woman's relative share of housework decreases with
her relative earnings, so that || < |4, doing gender or economic modelks of
identity predict that higher relative earning women perform an equal or
higher share of household chores than lower relative caming women.

It is worth pointing out that the specification in Equation 1 interprets
bargaining models strictly and doing gender liberally. Particularly, it
assumes that women can always bargain 1o reduce their relative share of
housework, which means that there are no limits to bargaining. However, s
Agarwal {1997) points out, norms can have an impact on the bargaining
process by limiting what can be bargained. In such cases fiy would be equal
to (but not lower than) fi;, and thus the predictions of either limits 10
bargaining or domg-gender theories would not be readily different from
each other.

The variables in X, aim to capture other factors relevant for the
houschold optimization process beyond gender roles and include the usual
houschold and individual variables to account for bargaining and
specialization factors within the houschold. In particular, we conurol for
age, education of the spouscs, the presence of children and size of the
houschold (log of the number of household members), household incoie,
and proxies for household technology. In order to clanify what the
cconomic perspective adds 1o this issue, the econometric analysis presents
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different specifications of equation (1), Our mas simplistic specification
includes dummies 1o identify women who earn the same as their husbands
o and wmncn.whn cam more than their husbands 1w This specification
shows the gross impact of women's relative carnings on their share of home
time, in a purely descriptive sense, '

Our second, third, and fourth specifications control for total household
(abor and nonlabor} income, the spouses’ ages, and the spouses’
education level, respectively. These variables aim to account for
households™ heterogeneity in tastes and for variations in productivity with
regard to housework and childcare. There seems 1o be a robust ﬁnd'ing n
the literature that highly educated women devote more time to childeire
(Jonathan Guryan, Erik Hurst, and Melissa Kearney 2008), The explanations
for this empirical regularity vary, On the one hand, parents may simply view
the output of investing in children as being more of a luxury good than either
uaditional home production or leisure goods. If this reason holds true, then
as income increases, the marginal utility from time invested into children is
higher than the marginal utility of an additional unit of time in other activity.
On the other hand, highly educated women may obtain a higher return to
every unit they invest in childcare (Robert Haveman and Barbara Wolfe
1995). To the extent that housework and childcare are complements, we
would see that highly educated women not only devole more time to
childcare, but also 1o housework (see Rachel Connelly and Jean Kimmel
[2009], who show a positive correlation between household production and
childcare activities for mothers during weekdays). Not controlling for
education and income may thus bias the results, since in our data women
who earn more than their husbands are also more likely than others in the
sample o live in richer households and to have a higher level of education.

Similarly, we not only need to take into account the woman’s age and
level of education. but also that of her husband. For instance, 1t could be
that the matching mechanism in the marriage market makes it more likely
that women whose earnings are higher than their husbands marry men who
cither have a higher preference for houschold produced goods and
childeare, or who are less productive at doing housework or childcare. For
example, David Lam (1988) argues that similar preferences regarding
home-produced goods can explain the positive assortative mating on
education found in the data, which seems a priori contrary to specialization
theories. If this were the case, then women who earn more than their
husbands will end up doing more housework and childcare than women
who earn less than their husbands. To account for this, we also consider the
observable characteristics of the hushand, such as age and education.

Our fifth specification adds the log of the number of people in the
houschold, as well as the number of children in various age ranges. Our
data show no statistically significant differences at the 95 percent level in
the number of children across the relative earnings distribution, although
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women who earn more than their husbands are more likely tq have
younger children. To the extent that younger children require greater time
and attention, the coeflicient on relative earnings would be capturing (his
effect, rather than the doing-gender elfect

Our sixth and final specification includes individual and householy
heterogeneity in the production of houschold services. In particular, e
control for different measures of household technology such as whether
the houschold has a dishwasher, a dryer, a microwave, and a se
freezer, We also include three dummies taking value 1 if the household hyg
a paid housekeeper, if the househald receives outside help {either paid or
unpaid) in cooking, and if the houschold receives outside help (either paid
or unpaid) in household maintenance activities. Controlling for these lag
variables is important, Limits to the ability that women have to get outside
help in houschold production could, in principle, account for the lack of
differentiation between women who earn the same as their husbands and
women who earn more than their husbands.

The fact that the time=liary data are recorded daily allows us to control
for the time of the week, and hence in all specifications we include a
dummy variable that takes value 1if the respondent was interviewed during
a weekday, We do this to account for the fact that patterns of time use vary
by day of the week. All specifications also include dummies for region of
residence. to account for differential institutional settings across Spanish
regions and region-specific heterogeneity regarding gender roles that may
affect the division of home fabor. Ideally, the use of panel data would take
care of all the unobserved heterogeneity, as long as this heterogeneity is
constant over time. Time-diary panel data sets are very difficult to find, and
certainly this is not a luxury we have in the Spanish case. We thus aim to
include as much observed heterogeneity as paossible to be able to account
for the confounding effects described above.”

THE 2002-3 STUS

The data used for the empirical analysis is drawn from the 2002-3 STUS,
part of the Harmonized European Time Use Surveys (HETUS) launched
by Eurostat, the statistical office of the European Union. It consists of a
representative sample of 20,603 houscholds and contains information on
daily activities gathered by means of the completion of a personal diary and
household and individual questionnaires. The sample is evenly disuibuted
over the year and the week in order to accurately represent time-use
patterns during all days of the week.

The inscrument of the survey is an activities diary, which all members of
the household aged 10 years and over complete on a selected day (the same
day for all members of the houschold). An extensive literature confirms the
reliability and validity of diary data and their superiority over other ime-use

146




UNPAID WORK IN SPANISH HOUSEHOLDS

surveys based on stylized questions, asking respondents to estimate time in
activities on a "gpical day" (for example, see John P, Robinson and
Geoffrey Godbey 1985 and Juster and Stafford l“.)!)l). The diaries’ l.imc
frame is twenty-four consecutive hours (from 6:00 a.m, until (i:(;l) al‘m the
following day) and s divided into ten-minute intervals. In cach -01: the
intervals, the respondent records a main activity and a secondary activity
(carried out simultaneously with the primary aciivitv). whether the activity
was performed in the company of a child nndcr‘lo vears old, another
member of the household, or another adult, and where the activity ook
place. Unlike the ATUS (which is a recall diary constructed for each
respondent by a telephone interviewer who asks what the respondent was
doing yesterday at 4:00 a.m., how long the activity lasted, who was there,
and where the activity took place, continuing through the day for twenty-
four hours), HETUS surveys are leave-behind written diaries, which may
be of higher quality but are more costly to collect (F, Thomas Juster 1985).

Activities are coded according to a harmonized list established by
Eurosiat and are grouped into ten major categories: personal care, paicl
work, studies, houschold and family, volunteer work and meetings, social
life and recreation, sports and open-air activities, hobbies and games,
means of communication, and nonspecified travel and use of time.” The
STUS proves particularly useful for our study since, unlike other recent
diary-based, time-use surveys (like the ATUS, where only one member of
the family diary fills out the diary), the STUS contains information on time
devoted to houschold production by both spouses. This information is
crucial when the vanable of interest is specialization within these
households. As we explain below, the richness of the data also allows us
to conceptualize childcare in a more precise way than has previously been
done in the literature, A comparison between the STUS and the Spanish
Labor Force Survey (EPA), a welkknown representative panel data set of
the Spanish labor market, shows that main demographic and economic
variables in both data sets resemble each other (results are available upon
request).

Sample and descriptive statistics

The survey contains information on 20,603 houscholds, containing 60,493
respondents, of whom 22.68 percent are children under 10 years old. For
the empirical analysis, we restrict the sample to those individuals aged
between 20 and 65 who are married (8876 couples) and where both
Spouses report positive earnings (3,504 houscholds). These houscholds
represent 39 percent of the sample, consistent with the EPA. o

Combining one- and two-earner houscholds in the same regressions is
Problematic, since the processes governing houschold decisions are
understandably different in the two samples. More importantly, we can
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oller no useful exclusion restricuons o illll)lll(f. missing camings for these
women out of the labor force, since everything that might be nsed
impute wages already appears in our Hme-use rt.‘gr(‘SSiuns. We thug take
CHARAEER ;||)|)r0.1cll in the literature and restrict l"l(' sample to those
couples with both spouses working in the market. Itis not clear, 3 prior,
how this sample selection might bias the resulis. Under 1he Plausible
assumption that women  out of the lal‘mr market have the highest
preference for home labor, then any doing-gender effect we may find
would be a lower bound, For instance, by excluding those households
where only a husband does paid work, we are excluding those Women
who are likely 1o eamn less than their husbands (in the event thay g
were doing paid work) and also more likely to have a higher preference
for housework and childcare. If this is the case, we should expect our
estimate of fi; to be upwardly biased, which would imply that the doing-
gender effect is smaller than estimated here. Regardless of the direction
of the bias, it is fair to say that the interpretation of our results cannot he
generalized to all couples.

We further limit the analysis to those houscholds where bath spouses
work in the market full-time (3,314 houscholds). This cut in the sample is
not statistically significant, given the relatively small proportion of
individuals working in the market parttime in Spain, and the resules
would be the same when all two-camer couples (working full and part
time) are included. In order 10 get a clear picture of time use, we restrict
the sample to those houscholds where both spouses report a usual day as
in Jens Bonke, Nabanita Datta Gupta, and Nina Smith (2005). Individuals
report the day as being not usual if they are cither on holiday, on sick
leave, or not at their place of paid employment for some other reason,
These observations represent 24 percent of the sample and results ave
robust to their exclusion. These restrictions leave us with a sample of
2,532 households,

In those regressions in which a form of childcare is the dependent
variable, we further restrict the sample to those households with a child
under the age of 10, because of the way our main childcare variable is
constructed. Specifically, for our preferred measure of childcare, we need
to know at what times a child is present during the respondent’s diary
day. This information is only provided for children under 10 years old,
and thus reduces the sample of parents to a totl of 976 houscholds.
Finally, for the sake of consistency, we present resulis only for those
househaolds for which we have information on all the variables for both
spouses. This leaves us with 2,008 houscholds for the broader sample, and
736 houscholds for the sample of parents. Summary statistics of the
ntcluaul sociocconomic variables used as controls in the empirical analysis
for the main sample and the sample of parents with children under 10
are available upon request.
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Descriptive statistics: Housework

Table | shows the time devoted 10 unpaid housework, Houwsework time is
reported in daily minutes and is defined as the sum of the |ii;§c devoted u;
cooking, cleaning, mending of clothes, gardening and pets, household
maintenance and repairs, shopping, and household llli\llilgcmcr;l We
also include any travel time needed to undertake any of these :;rli.\ili(-;
(for example, we record as shopping any time spé-m driving to ll\;?
,upcnn;u‘km). This variable does not include childeare and other caring
activities. which we analyze separately.
The first pattern that emerges from Table 1 is a clear pattern of
ialization within the houschold. The majority of women (99,15
pcrrem) in our sample undertake some housework activity, versus only
77.68 percent of the men. These women spend almost three times more
time in houschold chores than the men, spending 214.95 minutes per day
versus only 11172 minutes per day for men. Specialization within these
households is not only apparent with respect to total time, but also with
respect 1o the type of activity. Consistent with other studies, women
concentrate on routine and more time-ntensive housework, such as
cooking and cleaning, whereas men are more active in sporadic and less
ime-intensive tasks such as gardening, maintenance, and repairs (for
example, see Hersch and Straton 2000).

Table 1 Daily minutes devoted to housework (all samples)

Husbanedy Whas
Mean
{fraction Menni Mean (fraction  Mean

Howsewenk time ko vefaort (nuhede twho oot (niofe
(minutes pev day) % time == () sapie) % time > 0} srmple)
Towal howsework  77.63 111,72 BoL7T2 9915 214,05 214.93
Cooking 61.57 46.50 2863 94387 9443 §9.11
Cleaning 37.16 49.68 1846 8299 7219 59.91
Laundry 1.79 33.67 1.61 1647 52.79 24,53
Gardening 11.97 #1.33 0.58 784 48.52 380

and pets
Maintenance 7.9 67.2% 4.90 230 58.53 1.54

and repains
S'wr»pis:’sp‘il 2958 7648 2285  49.89 71.93 95,84
Howuschold 1.90 96.81 0.69 0.95 4096 0349

hanagement
Observations 2008 2008

rs of e who are marriced. where bath

Note: The sumple cansists of individuals between 20 and 65 yea S ot 4 al cay

Wpotises work in the market full thme, reporn positive carnings, and
Seurce: STUS 910028 (Spanish Statistical Office 2005).
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Table 2 shows how the tme both spouses devote to npaid hoys
and paid work changes with respect 10 spouses’ relative carnings - tha §
when a wife's relative earnings are higher, equal to, or lower than B
hushand’s. It also shows the variation in houschold specialization, defi
as the time a woman spends in housework over the total amoun, of fimg
that both spouses spend in that activity. First, similar to PSID evidenee, even
women contributing to more than 50 percent of the houschol income
engage in more than 50 percent ol household production, On average, he
share of total housework time for a woman is 76 percent when she cams
less than her husband, 71 percent when she earns the same, and 68 pereen;
when she eamns more. This is very similar to Akerlof and Kranton's {2000,
figure from the PSID, where wives carning the same as their hushands still
perform about 70 percent of the housework. Scecond, the sampled womeq
devote less time to housework activities as their relative income inCreases:
299 minutes when they carn less, 204 when they eamn the same, and 189
when they earn more. However, the sampled men's housework (ime
increases from eighn-two 1o ninety-two minutes as women's earnj
increase, but decreases again to cighty-seven minutes when women's
earnings increase bevond men’s. Thus, men’s housework time fails 1o
increase at the same rate as women's housework time decreases, which
causes the specialization ratio to remain fairly constant.

Many of the tasks constituting childcare can be purchased in the markey,
and so economists often include childcare as another form of housework
(for example, see Michael Burda, Daniel Hamermesh, and Philippe
Weil [2008]). The conceptualization of childcare is, however, far from

Table 2 Housework and paid work by relative earnings

Husband Wife Ratic O

Net womthiy earmings Daily minutes of Housesork

Wife earns less than hushand B2Y6 (98.96) 22853 (126.39) 0,76 (0.22) 1017

Wife cams same 4s hushand 92,50 (101.85) 204.33 {124.40) 0.71 (0.25) R

Wile eams more than husband 8690 (84.11) 18857 (11267) 0,68 (0.24) 19
iy winwles of Paid Work

Wife earns less than husband 406,97 (245.90) $10.42 (208.95) 0.84 (204) 1017

Wife carns same as husband 390.49 (246,55) 93138 (214.66) 083 (0.57) 2

Wife cams more than hushand 406,47 (221.55) 384,38 (19655) 098 (1.07) 19

A Standard deviations in brackets. Ratios are defined as the amount of tlme devoted by » wife o
hausewoed/paid work, divided by the sum of the tme devosed to housework/paid work tock
spotises. The sample consists of individuals between 20 and 65 years of agge whao are married, where
both spouses wark in the market full time, report positive earnings, and report a usual day.
Sovonrs STUS 2002 (Spanish Sexistical Ofice 2009).

150




UNPAID WORK IN SPANISH HOUSEHOLDS

seraightforward. Parents report that spending time with their children is
among their more enjoyable activities, cspéd:lllv when compared mll.i
other standard home-production activities (]m(& 1985: Robinson and
Godbey 1985; Guryan, Hurst, and Kearney 2008; and Alan B, krucgcr
paniel Kahneman, David Schkade, Norbert Schwarz, and Arthur A. Smm:
2009). In sharp contrast to the negative education and income gradient
researchers have observed for the amount of time allocated to home
production (Robinson and Godbey 1985 and Aguiar and Hurst 2007),
childcare rises as education and income rise (C. Russell Hill and Frank P.
Saafford 1974; Liana C. Sayer, Anne H. Gauthier, and Frank F. Furstenberg
2004; Jean Kimmel and Rachel Connelly 2007; and Guryan, Hurst, and
Kearney 2008). :

In order to construct a measure of childcare that is more closely related
10 home labor rather than 1o leisure, we take a pragmatic rather than a
theoretical approach and construct  different measures of childcare
according 1o what is usual in the literature, As in most time-use diary
surveys, childcare in the STUS is categorized in terms of activities. We
construct the variable childeare] as a measure of time devoted to childcare
activities during the designated day (dressing, feeding, playing, 1aking them
1o school, etc.) o the extent that it is reported as a primary activity. A
primary activity is defined in the STUS in response to a question such as
“What were you doing?”’' describing one activity per ten-minute slot,
including trips and travel. The respondent is free to answer in his or her
own words, and then the survey staff codifies the answer into the different
categories.

The conceptualization of childcare as childearel is thus similar © the
concept of total childeare in Guryan, Hurst, and Kearney (2008), which the
authors define as the sum of four primary childcare activities: Basic,
Educational, Recreational, and Travel childcare. Basie childcare refers 1o
the time spent meeting the basic needs of children, such as breastfeeding,
changing diapers, and grooming, among others. Educational childcare
refers 1o all the time spent in education-related activities, such as reading to
children, teaching them, or helping them with homework. Recreational
childcare involves all the time spent in games and sports with children,
participating both actively and passively, such as playing games with
children, playing outdoors with children, or auending a child's sporting
event or dance recital. Finally, Travel childcare is any travel related o any of
the three other categories of childcare. This four-category classification is
based on differences in human capital and behavioral implications for the
children involved, and it divides the labor neady into several opposing

Categories (for example, required/ nonrequired work or dirty and relentless

versus clean and enjoyable).
Primary childcare activities, however, cannot be equalized with time that

parents spend with children. As pointed out in Nancy Folbre, Jayoung
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Yoon, Kade Finnof, and Allison Sidle Fuligni (2005) and Nancy Follye and
Javoung Yoon (2007), human beings are multitasking heings, whoge
activities often elude cear categorization. Indeed, there scems 1o by
evidence, from some time-use surveys, that childcare reported as prima
activity substantially underreports total childeare time (see, for example,
Michael . Budig and Nancy Folbre [2004); Nancy Folbre and Michqe
Bittman [2004]: and Suzanne Bianchi, Vanesa Wight, and Sara Ritlen
[2006]). Although primary childcare tme is the measure that i most
consistently available, both across time in the US and in time-diary studies
from other countries, the heavy reliance on assessments of primary activipy
time at best provides only a partal picture, For example, hismriq']
estimates of childeare collected in time diaries may miss changes i
mothers’ overall availability wo children, as more mothers spend moye
hours away from home in employment.

In light of the resenvations regarding a measure of childcare based op
primary childcare activities only, our second definition of childcare dyaws
from the information on secondary activities in the diary file, Secondary
activities derive from any form of childcare mentioned in response o the
query “Were you doing anything else?”” An example would be a responden:
who repors preparing dinner as the main (or primary activity) at the
same time he or she is helping a child with homework (as a secondary
activity). We thus define childcare2 as the time devoted to any childcare
activity either as primary or secondary activity. Thus, childeare2 includes the
time devoted to dhildeare] plus the time devoted to childcare as a secondary
activity.

Although our measure of dhildeare2 improves on childearel, it is not
entrely satisfactory. According 10 Paavo Viisinen (2006), the STUS has the
lowest time reported as secondary activities among the HETUS surveys,
which makes childcare2 not very different from childeare], The amount of
time use reported for secondary activities is eighty-two minutes, the lowest
among the UK, Finland, France, Germany, lItaly, Norway, and Sweden, with
a mean value of 193 minutes reported for secondary activities. More
importantly, measures of childcare as a secondary activity fail to capture
passive or supervisory care that does not take the form of an activity,
Indeed, adults are often constrained by the need to supervise or assume
responsibility for young children, whether or not they are engaged in a
specific activity with them (Budig and Folbre 2004 and Nancy Folbre,

Jayoung Yoon, Kade Finnof, and Allison Sidle Fuligni 2005).

Following Suzanne M. Bianchi (2000}, we thus construct a third
definiton of childeare that wses information on whether a child of 10
vears of age or younger was present while the parent was doing the main
diary activity. Our measure of childcare, childeare3, adds o childeare2 any
other time that the respondent spends with children that has not been
recorded as childcare in either the primary or the secondary activity. The
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ATUS does not ask respondents ; . e
it acknowlcdgcslmc diﬂ’"s‘::h‘:::u:;.az‘[da?" acfmlms. :ﬂlc survey,
3 oy . childcare by including ;
ial childeare module designed 10 ascertain if hildren ng-»
care. The wording was explicitly designed ; ".( Sl l,hc'r
responsibility that did not necessarily take lh: [F.\Pmr(- "“l"'mf‘).ry
(Michael Horrigan and Diane Herz 2004), IO, ety
f_\l‘ho"g" the ume spent on secondary childcare or in the presence of ;
child, as captured in childeare3, almost always involves fess acti presence of a
R . 5 SS actve interactons
than primary childcare, and thus is Jess likely to be cate orized as leisure
(Folbrc' 3“d Bittman 2004), childeared  could «)\:sta::-( :;ul‘(;:'::;
[cS!)Ol'ISlhlllllCS by extending their definition 1o include social aclivilics‘ in
which m:\‘n_y_:\duhs are present, sharing responsibility for a small child.
Many actiities reporied as leisure fall into this category (Marybeth |
Mattingly and Suzanne M. Bianchi 2003 and Bittman and Wajcmaﬁ 2000.):
For example, .-\ppendi.x Table 1 shows which primary activities are
m.tdcnnkcn.whcn a child under 10 years of age is present. Consistent
with other ime-use surveys, the type of activities women do when a child is
present are usually .home labor, personal care, and travel. Men, however,
tend 1o do more leisurely activitics in the presence of children under 10,
such as watching television, playing sports while children are present, and

socializing.

The broader definition of childcare embedded in childeare3 allows us o
make some further distinction Dbetween childcare that might be
conceptualized as housework (for example, picking children up from
school) and childcare that may be closer to leisure (for example, playing
with a child) on the basis of the activity being done. In particular, we use
the criteria of whether the wype of childcare reported under chidlcare3 can
be easily outsourced, or whether no direct utility is likely to be derived from
it, to construct two more definitions of childcare. We construct rouline
childeare as the sum of any time devoted to childcare reported as either
primary or secondary activity (except playing with a child}, and any other
primary nonleisure activities (cleaning, shopping, cating, etc.) performed
in the company of a young child. Routine childcare aims at capturing the
sort of childcare that is less enjoyable and that may in principle be more
casily outsourced in the market. The residual variable can be thought of as
the more enjoyable childcare, which we call leisure childeare, and is the sum
of any time devoted to leisure activities (including playing with children)
reported as a primary activity and performed in lhf: company of a child.
Although leisure activities performed with a child might not be as pleasant
as leisure activities performed with adults, this type of childcare is closer 10
leisure than to housework, and we usc it below as a benchmark,

For presentation purposes, in the main analysis IIm. follows, we only
present results for childeare2 and routine childcare. The focus on rm{dm:r.?
rather than childeare!l is motivated by the fact that in the BIUS.In particnles,
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ondary activities are very low and the exuq infom,;“i
,~,_-p0ru'd as secondary activity is very |imi|:n

awn from childeare2 very similar 1o thoge fr
our preferred  measure, Nnn?nm
of childcare that 1 t“)"CPpluau;

"‘Si)ﬂll.\(' rates L () 5('.(
from including childcare
which makes the results di
childcarel. We also concentrate on
childcare, because it captures the t
doser to housework than to leisure.

Descriptive statistics: Childcare

Table 3 suggests that the time devoted to childcare is inherently differey,
from the time devoted o housework. In fact, gender specializatioy
patterns, maintained for housework for this subsample of parents, ape
not so clear-cut for childcare. According to our definitions of childcare,
childearel and childcare2, women tend 1o spend more time in childcare
activities than men, although the difference between genders is smaller
than in the case of housework. On average, women spend around 123
minutes and 143 minutes on childeare] and childeare2 respectively, whereas
men devote seventy-two and eighty-iwo minutes per day to these activities,
respectively. The absolute difference between wives and husbands increases
to 113 minutes once childcare3 is mroduced. Women spend 365 minutes
per day with children under 10, whereas men spend, on average, 252

Table 3 Daily minutes devoted to childeare (sample of parents)

Husberreeds Wiaes
Mean Mean

(fraction Mean (fraction who M
Chaldeare time who report (nohale part (avkole
(winules per day) % time >0)  sample) % time > 0) i)
Childeare] 71.70 100,71 7221 49000 14299 12811
Childcare2 73.10 112.05 8196 9110 156.76 14282
Childeare3 92,00 274.00 25109 9740 374.27 454
Routine childcare  90.80 175.65 15953 979 20808 285.10
Leisure childcare 69,60 132,16 a2.04 7010 11111 7791
Observations 746 736

Noter: The sample consists of mdividisals between 20 and 65 vears of age who are marfed and where
both wark in the market full time, report positive earnings, report a usual day, and hive childres
under 10 in the household. Chaldzare) measures the time devated to childcare activities reposed asa
primary activity; dhildcon2 measures the tme devoted 10 any childeare activity either as primary of
secondary activity; diildeared wes informsation on whether a child aged 10 years or younger W
present while ,dolng the main diary activity plus childrare2 routine childcare (s the sum of any e
devated 10 childeare reported as enther primary or secondary activity {excepe playing with child),
and any other primary nonlebsure activites (cleaning, shopping, eating, etc.) performed (0 the
i ;n‘ of & young chikk and Jeisure childeare is the sum of any time devoted o letsure acsmie
éhllnil.u ing phaying with children) reported as a primary activity and performed in the company ofx
Sewoce: STUS 2002-3 (Spanish Suatktical Office 2003),
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minutes per day. Furthermore, within childeare3, there is a marked gender

ecialization. Women specialize in the part of childeare? that is routine
childeare, whereas men specialize in the residual childeare category of leisure
childearr.

Table 4 shows how childcare changes with relative carmings. In the case of
the first two definitions of childcare, (childearel and childcare2), the ratio
secms 10 follow a Usshape, diminishing when the woman earns the same as
her husband, but increasing again to the original levels when the wife earns
more than her husband. Despite the specialization ratio following a similar
pattern 1o that of housework, the variations of each partner's absolute
childcare time make it clear that the conceptualization of childcare as
housework is not evident, The time devoted 10 each measure of childcare
increases with relative carings for both partners. If childcare time is closer
to leisure than to housework it would not be surprising that, as a woman’s
relative earnings increase, she is able to negotiate more of this good (in line
with bargaining theories). This is not quite as clear for men, whose
childcare also increases over the entire relative earnings distribution.

Table 4 Childcare by relative camings

Husband Wife Ratio  Obs.
Daily minutes of dldearel
Wife earns less than husband  66.65 (77.51) 12480 (100.77) 068 (0.28) 456
Wife cams same as husband 7515 (81.92) 18042 (109.41) 065 (0.27) M08
Wife eams more than husband  B5.67 (95.36) 135,03 (99.37) 067 (0.26) 72
Daily minutes of chaldeare2
Wife earns Jess than hushand 75.10 (B807) 138,62 (109.83) 0068 (0.28) 356
Wife carns same as hushand 8691 (0885) 14559 (12252) 064 (0.28) 308
Wife carns more than husband 95,91 (100,60) 161,66 (126.21) 065 (0.25) 72
Daily minutes of childeare3
Wife carns less than husband 25452 (219.18) 870,34 (22497) 0.62 (0.20) 356
Wife eams same as husband 247.21 (208,03) 358,35 (204.71) 062 (0.20) A8
Wife eamns more than hushand 260,71 (240.47) 362359 (218.72) 064 (0.20) 72
Daily minutes of routine childeare
Wife earns less than hushand 156.55 (159.27) 292,75 (185.35) 067 (0.20) 356
Wile cams same as hushand 162,11 (137.50)  278.14 (165.40) 0.65 (0.19) 308
Wife cams more than husband 16356 (15249)  276.71 (164.97) 067 (0.21) 72
Daily minutes of bisure childeare
Wide earns less than husband 4745 (11528) 7586 (93.86) 044 (0.31) 356
Wife earns same as husband 476 (109.97) 7962 (99.41) 054 (0.34) 308
Wife carns more than hushand 9697 (116.12) 8083 (91.76) 047 (047) 72

Nowex: Seanclard deviations are in beackets. Ratios are defined as the amount of time devoted by a wife
The sample consists

o childcare divided by the sum of the time devoted to childeare by both spouses.
ol lodividials between 20 and 65 years of age who are married, where both spouse i
positive eamings, report a uswal day, and have chiklren ander 10 i the

A notes for definitions of different types of childare,

market full time, re
houschald, See Ta

Sowrce. STUS 212-3 (Spanish Statistical Office 2008).
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The previous picture changes slightly when a broader definitipn, of
childeare is considered. The variation in the time devoted to childegrs3, ie
the time spent in the presence of a child, increases with relative camin :
for the hushand, and decreases lor the wife (although it displays a U-ﬂhape d
patten, €.g., it decreases as i Woman goes from carming less to earming the
came as her husband, but increases again as she carns more than him), As
mentioned carlier, however, this measure of childcare is likely to congaiy
activities that are better categorized as leisure, and the pattern observed iy,
the raw data might be explained by the fact that the nature of childcare thyy
women perform changes with their relative earnings. This hypothesis i
confirmed in the variation of routine childeare and leisure childcare. Whereas
the time devoted 1o routine childcare decreases for women and increases for
men. as female relative carnings rise, the time devoted o lisure childeqre
increases for hoth men and women as relative earnings go up. These
patterns  suggest that our definition of routine childeare is likely 1o he
capturing childcare activities that are conceptually closer to housework
than to leisure.

EMPIRICAL RESULTS

The specialization ratios presented in Tables 2 and 4 refer 10 unconditional
variations of housework and childcare as women's relative ecarnings
increase, However, as pointed out in the empirical specifications, there
could be other explanations apart from social norms 1o account for the fact
that home labor specialization does not change with a wife's relative
earnings. Not including observed household and individual heterogencity,
like education or houschold income, may confound the specialization and
bargaining effects with the doing-gender cffect. We address this issue by
estimating the six specifications of Equation 1. We do this separately for
housework and childcare.

The household division of housework

Table 5 shows the results from estimating Equation 1 when the dependent
variable is housework specialization. The main result is that when we
control for individual and household characteristics, 2 woman's share of
housework decreases with her relative carnings, but only up to the point
where she earns the same as her husband. Beyond that point, her share of
housework remains constant. This finding holds across the different
specifications,

The estimates of fly show that a wife who eams the same as her husband
reduces her housework share by 5-6 percentage points. Although a few
percentage points in the specialization ratio might be seen as a small
variation, Table 1 shows that it represents an important portion of 2
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woman's time (up o three hours a week). However, the additional
decrease for . wile caming more than her husband is only about 2.5

reentage points when we control for age and education of SpOuses.
Moreover, although both fiy and #; are negative, we cannot reject the null
hypothesis that fiy is equal to f1) in most specifications. In particular, the last
row of Table 5. shows that a Wald test for the null hypathesis that fi, =
cannot be rejected at the 95 percent level. Tims, the housework
specialization ratio fails to decrease further when a wife reaches the same
earnings level as her husband.

The rest of the coefficients exhibit the expecied signs. The coefficients on
most family-income dummies are negative and statistically significant at the
03 percent level, reflecting the fact that higher-income households might be
able 1o outsource more, and thus reduce a wife's housework burden. The
role of education is also as expected, The higher the spouses’ education
levels, the lower a wife's share of total housework. However, the cocflicients,
although statistically significant at the 95 percent level, trn out to be quite
small. Age for both spouses seems to be unimportant for the proportion of
housework carried out by a wife. Specification five introduces the number of
members of the houschold and the number and ages of children. In our
sample, the greater the number of members of the houschold, the greater a
wife's share of housework, although somewhat surprisingly the number of
children in the household does not scem to affect the houschold

jalization ratio. The last specification in Column 6 inwroduces a
variety of dummies to control for household technology in the production
of household goods, as well as the ability to purchase some household goods
and services from the market. Regarding household technology, having only
a dishwasher is statistically significant at the 95 percent level, and it decreases
the share of housework done by a wife, In contrast, the outsourcing of
household maintenance services has a positive and statistically significant
coefficient, increasing a wife’s share of housework by B.7 percentage points.
This coefficient should be interpreted with caution however, as causality
may run the other way. Indeed, one may arguc that those houscholds where
2 wife is able to outsource this type of service are also those households
where housework burdens are the greatest, and thus where a wife is more
likely to have a higher share of home labor.

The household division of childcare

Tables 6 and 7 show the results from estimating Equation 1 for our
preferred childcare specialization  measures, childeare2 and  routine
childcare. In contrast with the results obtained for the housework
specialization ratio, none of the relative earnings coelficients are
different from zero at a statistically significant level of 95 percent when
childcare is the dependent variable. This finding suggests that we cannot

159




ARTICLES

(froens despeeins )

Amcc.wv AMMMM ; - = - Z-0 So¥ u2Ap|ID JO NN
.Aﬁ“ w A-“““.M‘u Amhﬂww.w = — — :-3..53-90 .—O w.-ﬂn.rh ‘.—vsi—a:
(G00°0) (a00'0) (900°0)
000 OO0 $00°0 2 Ix - HONEINPD JO SIEAL 5 2
{C00) (eoa) (€o00) (co00) L
0000 1000 00 0000 e - s & puegsng|
(900°0) (900'0) (9000) (900°0) 28w
oir a00'r T 100 = - S, 20N
(ZoF0) (092°0) Loz} (09z"0) 0oz 0) -
6150 1§0 3950 5950 POE'0 - pOSEI< A0 PIOYRNOH
(<rao) (gya'0) (£F3°0) (E£+2°0) (&Fa'0)
«409C°0 19¥°0 =505 21050 oo b 050 o~ p00SE-D0OES FUWOIUY PIOUYISNOL]
(2¥50) (cka0) (gya0) (G¥E'0) (FF2°0)
v nbS0 LEF0 W0 9¥F'0 0EF0 - pDDOE-(0STA AUODU PloYasnoH
(C¥20) (GFE'0) (a0 wha'n) (@Fz0)
w91E0 Palo BEF0 60 S0 - YOOST-000T3 Amodur Pla=snoL
Wra o) (CF2°0) era'n) (£F3°0) (G#a0)
=B wel6E0 «:815°0 =L1E0 «e%85°0 T HO00T-008 [3 AWOOUT PIOYISTIOLH]
(OFg'0) OFZ'0) (1A (6¥&'0) (a0
w580 00K 0 £5F0 &ev'o LeV0 - 008 [-0DOF JWOOLUL PIOYISTIOL]
(ros'n) (F970) 0ga) {19am BLa o)
e lC°0 o webTC0 w290 KRS0 000083 M0 PROgATIOLH
(000) (©a00) (0a0'0) Loo0) (0900) 88 (1]
sa0or 000 10 <000 Do con'o- PPUEGSII] LR 200U STUED J)1 W
(#500) g 1GE070) [{EXIN) (+E0'0) (rgo'm
Ler Le0ar Gelr'n- EANTL Lo R PPUEGSTIL] S IS SLLED I
(g} () (#) F3) ¢ ()

Ry 30 oney

CHOIPRYD JO QOISIMP Y| 9 AU ]

160



.

UNPFAID WORK IN SPANISH HOUSENOLDS

(007 A0 Fase ysusd) §-1008 SIS 2umes
o] wauad

[ 3400 A0 SNepus Lo Sy ieaasad © ag) 1E S0y SOITPAL L, SMIIIO0 () PUE PIYSTI0S 5 WISSIESTINN A4 31 | INGEs SN 1RGN IGEREL AEmp
Tanliag uodn apquEInmT uMmongs 10U a1 saxedde ANoL] 10 SNARUMST ONAYE Arpuosas 20 Ui st 1S Ao ARG AUE OF PIXp 3
perem ¢ podar ‘sSuies aswod wodas an jpog

U SApeIpL
aqge samseatn JALTIAC) RAOTIORSY o gy 100adar aaq PROSATOA S U) O] PN BT ARG P
(S SR PR B TIE somodds TG 212G 8 POLLIOWE SU8 oUW Al » saead O PUT (F, U130 SPERIPIVEIGT O aeistind JATies SIL] sagarig U SBOLED PURPLINS 1STHION JSavy’
RE O no 250 w50 BFO 650 lq="q4 <d
200 900 GO0 <00 o0 iy paurnbsy
9¢L 06l LU WA 9EL 9%L agL suoneuqO)
(el (egg ) (B050) (e87°0) (GEa0) (g0l
oo 500 ort'o 1+i0 oG weaBHED RLLL LU |
sad s sad sah sad sak puotioy
Oyl (Lx00) (gg0r0) (eg00) (G800} (gg070)
w610 w0 sasbR10 w810 sea¥B10 wexSR10 pUONEAINQO Anp w2
(peoo
<Enn - - - - - HPIUTUIIELL PLOYATIONY JO Fuanosing
(Leo'm
100 - - - - - ..:caﬁsg Pooy jo Juanosing
(§0°0)
Le0'tr = = - v ¥ Asdarjasnoy preg
(&8I0 A RD) .
Lo 2400 - - - - SIMUIL AfIEYg 0 aagung Tory
(190 (on'o)
G100 CEO0 - - - - L= ol aupuya Jo Joquuny
(ge0o) (FE00)
aL00 cCO0 - <: - s G1=9 Salie UAPIIP JO JaquinN
RS LL50r0)
1500 1600 = - = - Cgr SOl SLAIPJILD JO LXUINN
v () () €) z) iy ZAPN O Oy
(pwenarptea) o e

161



ARTICLES

(pennspuct )

0 ‘0l
o.AMM%% ; hwcd%u - - - 20 safte UdUP|IYD JO AdGTINN
ennnl (50070
M.MMM. %M. A“oh w.- - - - UONEINP? JO SIS PpurRgsnH
(£00°0) (500°0) (§0070)
Q000 <o0'r SO0 - - HOEINPA JO SIWAL £ LN
(g00°0) (£00°0) (00°0) 88 0)
000 200'Ur 000 200°r - - alfe s pueqsny
(£00°0) (£00°0) (£onn) (£00°0)
100°0" 1000 000°0 000°0 - e 5,20
(s¥10) (Lerol (arL°0) o) :I ‘0) =
S<En 1800 1010 FO1°0 qoro = SOOSEI< IHOIUE ployssnoH
(6810) (gs1'0) (sst'0) (BE1°0) (8g1°0) ;
060 18170 9o Gero ag1'o - ANSE-000E3 AN0OUl PIOYIsNOR]
(or1n) {RE1°0) (651°0) (6&1°0) (6510
FLLO o o170 $al0 510 - PIO0E-OOSTS MO PIOYISNOH
{8E1°0) (Lero (8e1'0) (851'0) (Ler'o)
cern SN e %10 910 - pU0ST-00073 WO PlOLRTOLH
esr'o (gsrol (BE1°0) (851700 wsra)
ur o 1S0°0 0600 K10 &rla = OOOZ-008 13 WO PROYINOH
(a0 (E10) (GeLrn) (SE1°0) ®e1'0)
k10 Lo 1600 1¥'o LV - A0S 100013 Wodu] PIOYIsSHOH
eyl (gF1°0) (6r1ro) ri'o) ©F1e
1o PR0'0 £01°0 19170 AR < S000 10083 HWOCOUL PIOYISTOH
(£50°0) (L800) (££0°0) (£e00) (££00) (TH00)
Lo ago'or Le0'or LE0'0r QR RO pPUBGSNY RN 2101 SILED JJA
(61o0a) (61o°0) (G10°0) Grow) (GIoo B1Oo)
oo pa0'tr a0 G0 SE0r 6e0dr pPURQSOT] S8 JWU0S SILIED A
9) fg) (¢ (€) ) ft) MIOPIYR AU JO ORIy

HOIPGT HEGNGA JO UOSINP AL £ 4GVL

162



UNPAID WORK IN SPANISH HOUSEHOLDS

suacaaud ¢ e I SURIETIE TP, Ao  pu
ot ae sasrendde Susoy 204 savnisg pies Bunod € po
ey v e Suddegd wdaoxa sapga se vu.RL.u

“umam VELMELIIES U] JU | Snpea a1 ORULIEA ASUTUND B SIITRPA L C18an

“(SO0% YR (NS ESEedS) §-F08 SILLS Hunoy
Janag waaiad | i e s SAPI Ly s
uotn apepee unors

wos gt 1w pavnopad (3 Fupes Huddoys Snuvap) sanupse amsapeou dewud Jagea doe pue
WD AL O] PALAASP U1 T SRR UL

1 ANOPIT 01 PROASD ST AR Aepuosos 36 A s 2a0us Gun e 1
o nser g b E.n.-"_.wm& sshsnd auqisod wodal um g

AFEPIRE SUnney OEIns Jigor pagBan Lodas 3 POGImMoy 3 Uy (] SpUn BUPR> awy pur e
B SEL 1 10w sasnods (oY 2EaEM parl e ogm a5 0 S18aL 00 PRI OF UARMIN SENPIIDUL O SIESU00 NLL TP UY SI0LD PUTIRIES 1NQOY I

00 1£0 £80 180 080 L0 ‘=91 <d
N 80 30 810 81D L10 pasenbgy
gL %L oL ogL 5L 9L SUOTIRAIISG0)
el (Z81o) (6aro) (o) (o) (6200)
wee00L0 =xL0L70 asBUY0 we=BRE0 wasbGFD w000 ST
sad S sak sad wak 4 S0y
G10'a) (610°0) (6L00) G100} (B10°0) B1o0)
o | .cv wesdel’d L1170 w110 saeSIL0 e4eb110 pUONEASGO Kep Yoo
os0a
L00°Cr = - - - - pRavEtUrEn SUDInosINo proyasnoly
(1500
Lo . = = = - puonesedaxd pooj jo Jupamosing
(6200
rantr = - - = - pradaagosnoy piey
(6G0'0) (REO'0)
Lo RO - - - - SIaCuA Ay Jo g oy
{6600 (58000
7900 9¢0°0 e = Ey g LI-§1 Sae wasppu jo saquiny
(630°0) (820°0)
w9070 9500 = = o - 2179 s vaspid Jo Jaquiny
(260°0) (1go0)
uE D P00 = - 3 < g salle uaapy Jo saquiny
%) (gl (#) £l ) () RN Sl JO ONvY

(ponugue) £ ol

163




alli—— -

ARTICLES

reject a flat pattiern of childcare sl""ial.iwli"" o ‘,ﬁr"'“ relative
caiming\ distribution. Although this rcstllll IS nut. consistent m?h the doing.
gl'lld(‘l'- hypothesis, it is also not consistent with th.c harg.uning o the
specialization  theories. These thcm:ics would .pr(‘(ll(‘l. a d.ccrcasing, as
opposed to flat, pattern ol spt'cinlil:mop as rcl.;mvr carnings increase, Oy
finding, however, remains consistent with .«Tcml norms 1o the extent thay
women specialize in this type of caring activity, regardless of their relative
productivity or bargaining power. '

The variation in the specialization ratio for cither childcare2 or routine
childcare does not seem to be fully explained by the other standarg
controls. Only total household income may explain, 10 some extent, the
pattern in the specialization ratio found for childeare2 We find statistically
significant positive coefficients on total household income dummies. For
example, in households with monthly incomes between €3,000 and
€83.500, a wife's share of childcare increases by 5.7 percentage points,
compared with houscholds with monthly incomes below €500. Additionally,
we find that the weekday dummy is positive and statistically significant at
the 99 percent level, perhaps reflecting that during weekdays mothers bear
most of the childcare load. The size of this coefficient indicates that, on
weekdays, the share of a wife's childcare time is 19 percentage points
higher than at weekends. For the case of routine childcare, only the
weekday dummy continues to be positive and statistically significant at the
99 percent level, but income ceases 1o be a relevant variable. The number
of children aged 0-2 and 6-12 have statistically significant positive
correlations with the ratio of childcare specialization at the 95 percem
level, in the case of routine childcare, increasing the ratio of childcare
specialization by 7.7 and 6.7 percentage points for each additional 0- 1o 2-
and 6- 1o 12vear-old child, respectively.

We have also explored the robustness of the previous results o the use of
different specifications, variable definitions, and samples. We find that the
results seem to be dnven mainly by *'routine housework'' such as cleaning,
cooking, ironing. shopping, and traveling, as opposed to sporadic howsework
such as gardening and car maintenance., The U-shaped relationship
between housework and childcare and relative earnings is also robust to a
continuous rather than discrete alternative definition of relative earnings.
Controlling for hours of market paid work and restricting the sample 10
parents of children under 5 yields the same conclusions. (Results are
available upon request)

INTERPRETING THE RESULTS

The empirical results obtained by this study show no support for either

compara.live advantage or bargaining theorics. We find evidence for doing
gender in the case of housework, but not in the case of childcare
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q)eci:lli‘liﬂit)"-.(:('ll-‘ii"lt'lll.\\'i"! other studies, our lindings suggest that
woman's relative s?mrc of housework decreases with her relative 0"ll‘llil\:‘
only up to the point where her eamings are the same as jwu Iunlb'u dt:-
her relative share then stops increasing, However, a wr'mm.n‘s- ;h':l’(" of
childcare time displays a Ik pattern with respect 1o her spouse's r‘clau'vc
earmnings throughout the entire relative carnings distribution. This last
result is neither consistent with traditional theories of the l;fyuqolln}(l
nor with the doing-gender hypothesis. It could, however s.liil hc
interpreted i.n light .n.f gender roles, wherehy women spcciali’zc in this
ppe of caring activity regardless of their relative productivity  or
bargaining power. '

We now explore some further issues regarding the nature of gender
roles, 1o shed some further light on the patterns of housework and
childcare specialization found in the empirical resulis, We pay particular
attention to the nature of social norms in Spain, whether regarding
masculinity or femininity, We also look at systematic differences in the
type of jobs held by women who earn more than their husbands and
women who carmn less than their husbands, and the role played by

outsourcing.

Femininity vs. masculinity social norms

Behavior with regard to home labor (housework or childcare) can be
stongly influenced not just by gender norms (a generic term) but also by
particular norms of masculinity (men may feel that housework undermines
their status) or norms of femininity (women may insist on primary
responsibility for children, due to their own internalized sense of self-worth
related to childeare).

Panel A in Table 8 shows the estimated coefficients for the total amount
of time devoted to Housewok by men and women in our sample,
respectively. The amount of time devoted to housework by a wife
decreases as her relative carnings increase, but only up to the point
where she earns the same as her husband. As in the empirical results found
in Tables 5, 6, and 7, the last row of each panel in Table 8 shows that a Wald
test for the null hypothesis that i 1 equal to i cannot be rejected at the 90
percent level. In contrast to the results for wives, when we mtroduce some
observed heterogeneity into the analysis, we fail to find any statstcally
significant effect of relative carnings on the time devoted by men to
housework activities. Panel B in Table 8 shows a symmetric picture of
housework for the case of routine childcare. The time devoted to childcare
by wives is not affected by relative earnings, whereas the time men devote to
childcare is nonlinear in relative earnings. In particular, a husband devotes
285 more minutes per day to routine childcare if his wife earns d.lc same
amount he does, in relation to husbands who eam more than their wives;
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but this positive effect only exisis up lu‘lhc point where a wife earng the
came amount as her hushand and remains constant beyond that,

A< in Brines (1994) and Greenstein (2000), the results in Table § for
housework are in line with those found in US flmlics for the case of men,
These authors also find a weak positive relatonship between ECONOmie
dependence and the number of hours of Imu..m\.mrk performed per week
for hushands, is interpreted as evidence that it is masculinity norms, and
not femininity norms, that are driving gender display. In contrast 1o (he
evidence for men, the results in Table 8 for women are in line with resujs
for Australia in Bittman et al. (2003), where itis a wife’s housework time,
not a hushand's, that increases when a wife cams more. The authors argue
that the need o neutralize in the realm of home labor for women whq
deviate in the realm of paid work is greater in Australia than itis in the US,
since women's employment s more secondary in Australia, Therefore,
whereas femininity norms seem to be present in Australia, masculinity
norms dominate in the US. It scems that both femininity and masculinity
norms might be mediating doing gender in Spain, as both men and women
move to a more traditional division of labor once a wife earns more than
her hushand, However, whercas masculinity norms seem to dominate
housework time decisions in Spain, for childcare it seems that femininity
norms dominate masculinity norms in Spain. The fact that women may
insist on primary responsibility for children, either due to their own
internalized sense of self-worth related to childcare or to some generalized
view that a mother should care for the child, may be responsible for the flat
pattern of mothers’ childcare time with respect to mothers' relative
earnings. The same pattern is not observed for a father's childcare time,
which increases with the mother’s relative earnings - at least up to the point
when she carns the same as the father.”

A complementary approach to assess the relevance of norms of
masculinity and femininity is proposed by Greenstein (2000), who
postulates that the effect of social norms might be dependent on the
gender ideology of each partner - that is, each partner's individual
attitudes with respect to the division of household labor. In particular, it
may be that traditional husbands and wives who occupy nontraditional
provider roles feel compelled to resort to more traditional divisions of
housework and childcare, but that nontraditional husbands and wives do
not. In the UK, Man Yee Kan (2008) uses data from several waves of the
British Household Pancl Survey (1993-2008) to examine the association of
housework hours with relative income and gender role attitudes and finds
that the effect of relative income on housework time is diminished due t0
gendered expectations,

To explore this hypothesis further, we construct a dummy that proxies ff“
atitudes regarding gender roles, and include this variable and 1=
nteraction with our relative carnings dummies in Equation 1. Sinc¢ the
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STUS contains no information on

Ijouw!tol(l -lﬂ'bm’v we operationalize our traditionality dummies in the
following way. We consider that a woman is traditional if she does more
hous‘cwork ll.mn the average amount of housework done by women in her
relative €arnings group, For men, we construct this variable symmetrically;
that is, a man is C"“-‘“dc‘ﬂ'd 10 be traditional if he does less housework than
the average 33“0“01 of housework done by men in his relative carnings
group. For childcare, the definitions are symiumetric.

Panel A of 'I:able 9 shpws the main resuls regarding housework. We find
that the noplmcar effect of relative carnings on refative housework is
indeed mediated by attitudes regarding the household division of labor,
and thatitis a husband’s attitudes that matter more than a wife's. It is in the
wraditional couples of our sample, especially those in which a husband is
more traditional regarding the division of housework, that the share of
housework fails o decrease as a wife's income surpasses her husband’s.
However, we find that the share of housework decreases as a wife's income
surpasses her husband’s income in the nonwaditional marriages in our
sample. Panel B of Table 9 shows the results for childcare. As with
housework. there are also differential effects of relative earnings on
childeare specialization, differing by how traditional the couple is. Unlike in
the case of housework, however, the effect is dominated by a wife's
attitudes. Whereas the relative amount of childcare falls for nontraditional
women who earn more than their husbands, it remains constant if a wife is
traditional.

The evidence presented in Tables 8 and 9 suggest that femininity and
masculinity norms, in the way we have characterized them here, matter for
housework and childcare, However, although norms of masculinity seem 1o
be more important for housework, norms of femininity seem to dominate
childcare. Consistent with particular norms of masculinity that make men
feel that housework undermines their stams, husbands devote litde time (o
housework, and this time is independent of their wives’ relative carnings
and their wives' attitudes toward gender. Only in the case of a
nontraditional hushband do we observe decreases in his relative amount
of housework time. Childcare, on the other hand, seems to be mostly driven
by femininity roles. Women continue 1o devote a great deal of time to
childcare activities, regardless of their relative earnings and independently

of their spouses’ gender attitndes,

attitudes regarding the division of

Nature of paid work

The raw data show that women earning more than their huslbamls‘ hlavc
higher education and higher absolute earnings than women w “atm 1:11(?:
than their hushands. Thus it is likely that women earning more l.m lhe

e - o ¥ ..' B
hushands may have more demanding jobs than women carming Iess an
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Talle 9 Masculinity and femininity attitudes vs. gender roles

(1 (2) (3 (1) %) (6)

Panel A: Howsavork

Wife cams D455 D047 00460 D042 00429%% 00T
same a8 0011y (o1 (0011 (0011)  (0011) (0011
husband”

Wite cams 089604 L0B18M* 08T 0.292%%F 0D.292%% 904
more than  (L028) (0,098) (0.028) (0.028) (0.028) (0.028)
w:;:’ cams DIOGEE*  OLI93%*  OUB6*** 0174 0174%%% 0 160%
more than  (0.032) (0.082) (0.032) (0.032) (0.032) (0.032)

husband*
Trad. Wite!

Wife ramns 02729 (L264%%%  0.264%*%  0,264%%%  0.264%** (950w
more than  (0.033) (0.032) (0.032) (0.032) (0.082) (0.052)
hushand*

Trad,

Husband®
Ohseryvations 2008 2008 2008 2008 2008 2008
R-Squared 087 1.08 1.06 1.34 1.4 1.46

Panel B: Chuldeare

Wife eamns 0.028 £0.027 D028 0025 D025 0.026
same as (0.017) (0.017) (0.017) (0.017) (0.017) (0.017)
husband®

Wife earns 0.162%  0163%% 01617 0171%3F 171845 () |05
more than  (0,064) (0.064) (0.064) (0.064) (0.064) (0.065)
husband"

Wife earns 0.136%*  0.044%F  0.142*%  0.154°%  0.154%% (163

more than  (0.062) (0.062) (0.062) (0.062) (0,062) (0.0632)
husband*

Trad. Wife®
Wife carns 0.049 0.045 0.042 0.038 0.058 0.047

more than  (0.055)  (0.055)  (0.055)  (0055)  (0.055)  (0.055)
husband®

Trad.

Husband®
Observations 7% 736 736 736 756 736
R-Squared 0.77 0.81 .83 0.99 0.99 112

Netes: Robust standard exrons in brackews. The sample consists of individuals between 20 and 65

dagcnhommmled.udmbom?tmmttphdxemndu:trunthnc.uptmm o
and report a usual day, “Trad, Wife™ indicates that the woman does more housework than the
average amount of housework done by women in her relative earmin group. “Trad, Hustand™
Indicates that the man does bess housework than the average amount oﬁtowﬂmk done by men =
:‘;;:':ﬂmu: m"@ group. We report webghted tobit estimators. * indicates a dummy "'i“b“'x

e statement is satsfied and 0 o Dot d 5
level; *** indicates significance at the | percent mr& N, A

Sowrce STUS 2002-3 {Spanish Staissical Office 2003).
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Table 10 Nature of paid work: weckend i, weekdsy

Gorint e

ANISH HOUSEHOLDS

(1) (2) (3)
(1) (5) (6)
panel Az houseaverk
Werekda
Wilccarns  0045%% 004704 g, Y
g (0.018) (0.018) «im';;" -:MHI" D429 o4O
waband' (0018) 01 m)
Wife earns AO5*% 0108 00044
more than  (0.027)  (0.027) 0 Q0BIee 00T 0,0808%
S 002N (0m7) (0027 (0027
Observations 1420 1420 11
b 0.04 .08 0_0820 3 ll;?o 1420 1420
p>Fby=by 002 0.03 0.00 0. s e
MR oz A4 0.26 0.5
Wife .0_079“# ,0.07 ok :('mld
EO MO ) OO n e e
o and L24) (0.024)  (0024)  (0.024)
Wife carns 0080 0,050 -0
more than  (0.048)  (0.043) (o'g) i O W
husband* o (D043)  O043)  (0.043)
i 588 588
R 0.10 0.14 0.25:8 0 " 0254”8 0 ggs
p>Fhymb, 097 0.59 0.57 0.46 0.40 0.31
Pancl B: Ghildcare
Week
Wife carns g.ose 0.025 0025 L?ltm 0.020 0.021
nmeh as  (0.02%)  (0.023) (0023 (0023  (0.02%)  (0.029)
Wife carns 0034 0.025 0.026 0.02
: 021 0022 0,032
e t);n (0.038)  (0.089)  (0039)  (0.059)  (0.040)  (0.040)
Observasions 516 516 516 516 516 516
RSquared 0.07 0.11 0.11 0.14 0.16 0.19
p>Foy=b, 097 1.00 0.97 1.00 0.96 0.78
Weekend
Wife cams 0,009 2,027 0,028 0,051 H019 £.012
m‘f (0.032) (0.051) (0.032) (0.082)  (0.032)  {0.032)
Wi: ncr:nl;‘sm 0.045 0046 0,040 0.7 D062 0,055
o an  (0.058)  (0056)  (0.050) (0.059)  (0058)  (0.057)
amm 290 920 7N 220 220 220
» :qmud 0.28 0,59 0.62 .62 0.70 0m
Fho=h;, 054 0.73 0.84 0.78 0.57 045

.\"':;R:hb"“ standard crrors in brackess. The sample
and 0 are married, where bath spouses work in the i

. ""i‘” La usual day, We report weigh
by the siement is satisficd and 0 o

ted Tobit estimalons. |
therwise, ** indicaics significance at |

¥ agnificance at the 1 .t Jevel
Soure =0 at the 1 pereent
STUS 9002-3 {Spanish Statistical Office 2005).
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(n (2) ) () 0
=20

Pancl Az Supervisory

Housework T

Wife eams D044 D043%% 00429 00394 0038 gagesy
ame s o1y (001 (001 (0011 (001 (0opyy
mshand”

Wife cams D045 Do 00 0054 <0.0%0 D034
more than  (0.020) (0.020)  (0.020) (0.020)  (0.020) (002
hushand®

Wife eamns D.147%4* 088 01510 002000 -0019% ) 19peee
more than  (D038)  (0.05%)  (0.038)  (0.038)  (0.037)  (0.097)
hushand*

S:qx-tviuny"
Supervisory 0118*%* 0 110%**  (LOAB***  0,093%**  D095%%* ()05
(0.013%) (0.01%)  (0.015) (0.013)  0013) (0013
Obscivations 2008 2008 2008 2008 2008 200
R-Squared 0.49 0.59 0.69 0,74 059 (.88
Childcare

Wife earns 0025 0024 0.025 0,023 0021 0029
sune i (0017)  (0017) (07 (0017)  (0017) (D017
husband"

Wife carns 0.052 -0.032 £.031 0,028 0.035 A0.045
more than ~ (0.034) (0,039  (0.084)  (0.035)  (0.035)  (0.035
hushand®

Wife carns 0,036 A£0,028 L.055 0,051 D027 0028
more than (0.065) (0.064) (0.064) (0.064) (0.064) (0.065)
husband*

Supervisory”
Supervisory 0.062***  0.065%** 0.069%**  0.067%**  067%** ()58
(0.022) (0,023) (0.023) (0.023) (0.023) (0.023)

Observations 796 7% 736 756 736 736

R-Squared 0.8 0.84 0.8 0.92 0.02 0.92

Panel B: Private Sector

Housework

Wife eamns D045%FF  0047%%F  HM65FF 0430 ) (qReEF (42000
same as 0.011) (0011) {0011y  (0.011) (0.011)  (0011)
hushand®

Wife carns 4066 0072 0071 D065 £.063 0.065
more than  (0.088)  (0.038)  (0.087)  (0037)  (0087) (0037
hushand®

Wife carns 4019 0,010 £.002 0.001 0.003 0.000
more than ~ (0.042)  (0.042)  (0.041)  (D.041)  (D.041)  {0.041)
hushund*

Private
Sector!

Private 0.060%**  0061%=*  Q060%**  0.040%%*  0052%%*  0.052°%"
Sector" (0.014)  (0.014)  (0014)  (DO14) (0014 (0019

Observations 0,014 0014 0014 0,014 0,014 2008
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Table 11 (continued)

(1 (2 (3) 4) (5 73]
RSquarcd 0.54 44 0.5% 0,63 0.72 0.77
. e T Childcare '
Wife carmns AN - D027 BRI 0.02%
XAMC A (0017)  (0M7y (M7 M (0ol i
i 007 (0017) (0017
Wile eams 0.008 0,004 0,006 4004 H015 005

more than  (0.063) (0.064) (0.064) 005 )
hwashand” : (0.064)  (0.064)  (0.064)

Wife carns 40.058 4.045 0,044 S 0034 0,050
l':(:b:u'::tn (0070)  (0070)  (0.070)  (0.071)  (0070)  (0.071)
Private
Scclor"

Private 0.044%* 0.047%%  04M5%* 0039 0420 0.045%
smm' (0.020) (0.020) (0.020) (0.021) (0.021) (o:(:':n

Ohbservations 736 736 756 7% 7346 756

RSquared 077 0.8 0.83 0.86 0.95 0.96

Noer Robust standard erroes in brackers. The sample cansists of individisls between 20 and 65 yean
of age who are m.mtd.‘ where both spouses work in the market full tme, repars positive canm ings,
and repoct a usutal day. “Supervisory” indicates that the woman has a supenisory pasitlon. ' Privace
Sector’” indicates that the woran works in the private sector. We report weighted tohic estimators,
imbicates a dum:m variabie that sakes valoe 1 if the statement is satisfied and 0 oterafse. **
indicates sgnificance a1 the 5 percent level; *** indictes significance at the 1 percent level,

Sovrees STUS 2002-3 (Spanish Statistical Office 2003,

their hushands. Pooling the sample of women with different types of jobs
together might then produce the artificial result of constant patterns of
relative housework for all women, independent of their relative earnings.
We tackle this issue by looking first at weekdays and weckends separately,
and then by looking directly at the demands of paid employment. We pay
particular attention to whether women have a supervisory role in their jobs
and whether they work in the private or the public sector.

Weekdays versus weekend days

One of the cocfficients in Tables 5, 6, and 7 that is statistically significant at
the 99 percent level across all specifications is the indicator variable of
whether itis a weekday or a weekend day. This resultindicates that the tme
of the week when home labor is performed is important, and not taking
into account the timing of activities could be misleading. During the
weekend, spare time is greater, and as a result the time budget constraint
that households face is less likely to bind. From an optimal point of view, we
would expect that spouses make intertemporal substitutions of housework
and childcare and postpone some of these activities to the w‘u:kcn(l
whenever possible. To the extent that this substitution is more likely to
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holds where a woman earns more than her hiishang

woling the cample of the weekdavs ;m(l' \s'c('.kcm:s' l;»g}'lhcr might lhc,;
produce the artificial result of ‘cm‘l"lil'.“ P-‘"f":""’ o ']! ;‘f‘dl.“lc. housework for
a1l women, independent of their u.'l:m\:t' carnings. This is likely o oceyr i
e women who earn more than their husbands are more constraineq
during weekdays, because for example they have more demanding jobs,
and thus postpone some home labor to wc:c-kcnds.

In order to tackle this question, we divide the sample and estimag,
Equation 1 in two separate samples, the subsample of couples who filled gy
the diary on a weekday and the subsample of couples who filled out the
diary on a weekend day. Panel A in Table 10 shows the resulty for
housework over weekdays and weekend days respectively, and Panel B i
Table 10 shows the resulis for routine childcare, Although the qualitative
results have not changed, there are some interesting  patterns worth
mentioning. First, the specialization ratio in childeare continues o be
unaffected by a wife's relative eamings independently of the day of the
week. thus confirming the main results in Table 7 aboul the invariance
of childcare time on partners’ share of houschold income. Second,
housework during weekdays resembles the pattern observed in the
empirical results.

As in the pooled sample, in most specifications we cannot reject the null
hypothesis that fiy is equal o fi; at the 95 percent level. Thus, during
weekdays, a woman's share of housework time decreases with relative
carnings up to the point where she earns the same as her husband. Third,
during weekend days, higher relative carning women actually increase their
housework share compared with women who earn the same as their
husbands. This last result is in line with the doing-gender hypothesis."” All
of these findings are consistent with the notion that women who earn more
than their husbands postpone home labor activities to the weekend, to the
extent that it is possible. The fact that we find that this is particularly so for
housework, and not for childcare, is not surprising, given that childcare is
more likely to be done routinely on a daily basis, whereas certain
housework activities are more flexible in terms of their tming.

occur among house

Type of job

To make our predictions more accurate, we differentiate between women
with more demanding jobs and women with less demanding jobs 10 se€
whether the impact of the other variables on the hours of housework in the
model remains the same across these two groups or whether the maodel
describing these two groups is very different. We identify holding 2
supervisory post and working in the private sector as two differcnt
clpraclcrimtions of demanding jobs and interact each of these variables
with the dummy variable indicating that a woman earns more than hef
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pushand. 5‘"“"“’"“! surprisingly, in our sample only 1376 percent of
women with supervisory jobs belong to the category in which a woman
earns more um"_h" husband, Similarly, just 7.67 percent of wnm;:n
working in the private sector belong 1o the category in which a woman
carns more than her husband, '

panel A in Table 11 shows the results when the supervisory dummy is
added in the regression for housework and childeare rr:spohiwlv. The
supervisory dummy is positive and statistically significant at the 99 p'crrcm
level, both for housework and childeare, indicating that women with
supervisory jobs tend to have a higher share of home labor in general -
higher than both that of their hushands and of women not holding such
iobs. The interaction with the dummy indicating that a wife carns more than
her husband and the supervisory dummy is also statistically significant at the
99 percent level. In fact, eaming more than a hushand stops being
satistically significant at the 95 percent level in the lauer specifications,
which suggests that for those women who earn more than their husbands
and work in a supervisory role, the number of hours in housework decreases,
Thus, having a more demanding job as captured by a supervisory post
decreases the amount of housework when a woman in our sample earns
more than her husband, which suggests that it is those women who carn
more than their husbands and do not hold a supervisory role in their jobs
who are subject to the doing-gender effect. Panel B in Table 11 shows the
results when the private sector dummy is added in the regression for
housework and childcare, respectively. Being in the private sector increases
a wife's share of housework and childcare. The interaction with the
dummy indicating that a wife earns more than her husband is, however, not
statistically significant at the 95 percent level in any case. These results suggest
that the doing-gender effect occurs independently of whether women who
earn more than their husbands are working in the private sector.

The role of outsourcing

Outsourcing is an important intenmediating variable between gender and
housework or childcare. Indeed, one way that households with higher
incomes, in which women provide a large share of the income, resolve the
gender conflict over unpaid work is through outsourcing certain houschold
services. Thus, an alternative explanation to our findings could be that
there are limits 10 outsourcing for the higher-income households in our
sample where women earn more than their hushands, accounting for the
lack of differentiation in the amount of relative home labor done between
the women who earn the same as their husbands and the women who carn
More than their husbands. o
Limis to outsourcing may arise for high-income households \?'hr:re a w.ltc
€arms more than a husband, because they have reached a maximum point
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where outsourcing household services is no Iongo.r possible {or becomes
mereasingly expensive), Despite the  daa showing that, on average,
households where a wife cams more than her husband outsource moye
thitn households where a wife carns less than her husband, it could siill be
that the former households are below their optimal level of outsourcing,
Thus, women in these households still need to devote relatively more time
16 housework than women who earn less than their hushands.

Distinguishing between the doing-gender an(.l Ih(f lil:nils-tomusourcing
hypotheses is important, because the policy lmph(‘.'mon's may be very
different depending on what gives rise to limits on outsourcing, The idea of
doing gender appears 1o argue that women voluntarily choose to maintain
domestic hours in order 10 preserve their gender identity, whereas the
limitsto-outsourcing concept suggests that women do not decrease their
domestic hours because they are unable o outsource anymore, and men
are still unwilling to help out more. The former calls for policies aimed at
changing social norms, whercas the latter calls for policies that make the
outsourcing of household services possible, for example by making the
market for household services more transparent.

One possible way 10 explore the limits-to-outsourcing hypothesis is to
look at whether the effect of relative camings is different for houscholds
with higher incomes. If the level of outsourcing is somehow intermediating
the relationship between relative earnings and the specialization ratio, we
should only expect to see the doing-gender effect for high-income
households (that is, those households that have the means o outsource).
To check this possibility, we interact the earnings dummy indicating that a
woman earns more than her husband with a dummy indicating that the
houschold has an income that is above the mean. In both cases, we find no
differential effect between rich and poor households, meaning that the
nonlinearities in relative carnings are independent of whether the
household is rich or poor (results available from the authors),

Another possible way to explore the limits-to-outsourcing hypothesis is to
include outsourcing as a left-handside variable, and see how women's
relative carnings affect the degree of outsourcing, controlling for other
factors, If there are limits 10 outsourcing affecting women earning more
than their husbands, we should expect to see nonlinearities in the effect of
relative earnings on the level of outsourcing. Outsourcing of housework
activities is defined in three different ways. First, we construct oulsourcing
as the number of hours a person outside the household spends in cooking.
cleaning, shopping, and repairing clothes for the household. This outside
help might be either paid or unpaid and refers to the last four weeks
before the diary is completed. In our sample, 7 percent of houscholds
receive  outside help in cooking, 19 percent receive outside help fll
houschold maintenance, and % and 4 percent receive outside help it
shopping and mending clothes, respectively, Our second definition of
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ousourcing is the number of hours that a housekeeper works (for pay) in
the household. Finally, we also define outsourcing of childeare as any
outside help received by the houschold for the caring of children, and we use
that definition for our sample of parents. Within our sample, about 56
percent of households with children under 10 report using outside help for
childcare. We find no statistically significant correlations of women's relative
carmings in cither the levels of outside help in household production activities
and childcare or the level of paid housckeeping. Interestingly, the relative
eamnings cocfficients cease (0 be statistically significant when the education of
the spouses is included in the analysis. This result suggests that education,
rather than relative carnings, is more important for deciding on the level of
outsourcing. which could indicate that preferences rather than relative
carnings determine the chosen level of outsourcing.

CONCLUSION

This paper examines the role of the doinggender hypothesis versus
traditional models of the household in explaining women's relative share of
home labor. Our findings yield no support for the hypothesis that the
division of home labor is driven by either comparative advantage or
bargaining. Systematic differences in household production and tastes do
not seem 10 explain the empirical facs. Consistent with other studies, our
findings suggest that a woman's relative share of housework fails 1o decrease
with her relative carnings beyond the point where her earnings are the
same as her husband’s, Our main finding for housework specialization
yields support for the doing-gender hypothesis, which predicts that when
men earn less than their wives a gender-norm violation occurs, and thus
cither the wife, the husband, or both move to more traditional behavior in
the realm of housework in order to neutralize this deviance.

In contrast to what is found for housework a woman’s share of childcare
time displays a flat pattern with respect to the spouses” relative earnings.
This result is neither consistent with traditional theories of the houschold
nor with the doinggender hypothesis. Our findings regarding childcire
can, however, still be interpreted in light of social norms, whereby women
specialize in this type of caring activity, regardless of their relative
productivity or bargaining power. In fact, we find that norms of
masculinity seem to be more important for the household allocation of
ime to housework, whercas norms of femininity dominate childcare
allocations. This finding is consistent with the notion that men may feel that
housework undermines their status, whereas women may insist on primary
responsibility for children due to their own internalized sense of self-worth
related 1o childeare,

We find evidence suggesting that women who earn more than their
hushands also have more demanding and time-constraining jobs. Thus,
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they posipone some housework 10 ;hc.wc'ekcnd. when the doing-gendey
dis;;h\' occurs. The specialization ratio in childcare continues 1 b
unaffected by a wife’s relative earnings independently of the day of the
week, which suggests that childcare is more diﬂ?cull to shift from weekdayy
10 weekends. We find evidence suggesting that it is women who earn more
than their husbands and do not hold a supervisory role in their jobs whq
are subject to the doing-gender effect, although we do not find working in
the private or the public sector 1o make a difference. We also rule out the
possibility that the lack of differentiation in the amount of relative home
labor done between women who earn the same as their husbands ang
women who earn more than their husbands is due to the presence of limigs
to the levels of outsourcing for higher-income houscholds where women
earn more than their husbands.

Although the results found in this paper are consistent with the doing-
gender hypothesis, we cannot rule out that limits on bargaining are also
part of the explanation. Teasing out these two hypotheses seems 3
formidable task that is beyond the scope of this paper. However, to the
extent that gender roles limit what can be bargained over (Agarwal 1997),
the policy implications of doing gender and limits to bargaining may be
very similar. Both explanations will justify social policies aimed at changing
the associated prescriptions for what it means to be a man and what it
means 1o be a woman (in the language of identity models) or at changing
gender norms (in doing-gender parfance). Gender norms and stereotypes
are indeed amenable to change (Stephanie Seguino 2007). Family policies
that challenge the existing gender structure, such as paternity leave
policies, may constitute a good starting-point for successfully shifting the
houschold division of labor in a more egalitarian direction.
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NOTES

! Unless otherwise specified, all subsequent references w howuscholds and couples are
to heterosexual, marvied couples and their houselolds,

¥ For an overview of exchange theary, see Karen S. Cook (1987) and Linda D. Molm
and Karen S, Cook (1995). For applications o marital power, see David M. Heer
(1963}, John Scanzoni {1979), and Molm and Cook (1995).

¥ Nancy Folbre (1994) has already highlighted the importance of gendes identity for
collective action that preserves male privilege,

* Weighted Ordinary Least Squares (OLS) did not change the results in a statistically
significant way. (Weighted OLS results are available from the authors upon request.)

" Despite the lack of theoretical motivation, the threat point ks usually characterized in
the literature as the couple’s relative eamings.

* To our knowledge there are only two time-use diary surveys with a panel component;
the 2000-2 Home On-line Survey for the UK, and the 1975-6 America’s Use of Time:
Time Use in Economic and Social Accounts, a panel study dessgned and administered
by the Survey Research Center at the University of Michigan with funding from the
National Science Foundation and the US Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare.

7 A full description of activities can be found in the Spanish Satistical Office, hup://
www.ine.cs/ prodyser/ micro_emptiem.hun.

" Results using cither cutdeare2 or childene3 are qualitatively the same and are available
upon request.

" Ronald R. Rindfuss, Karin L. Brewster, and Andrew L. Kavee (1996) atribute the
lower decrease in fertility in the US, as compared to other industrialized countries, to
the decreased in the percentage of Americans who think that preschool children will
sutfer if their mothers work in the market.

" This result must be interpreted cautiously, given that there ure very few women with
earnings higher than their hushands in our weekend sample,
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