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ABSTRACT

This paper considers the question posed by popular media: Do women _..rc
doing childcare more than men? Using contemporancous w:_u._....,:;, f‘m.:._x._:n
data paired with 24-hour time diaries from the 2010 American Time Use
Survey, the paper explores gender differences in how mothers and fathers
feel when engaged in a set of common daily activities. We find that both
mothers and fathers engaged in child caregiving enjoy their time spentin child
caregiving; fathers as much, or even more so, than mothers as evidenced by
their average values for happiness, meaningfulness, tiredness, and stress and
an aggregated statistic, the unpleasantness index. Simulations provide evidence
that the difference between mothers and fathers comes almost completely from
differences in their subjective well-being rather than from differences in how
they use their time.
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INTRODUCTION

In March 2012, The New York Times website van the headline, “Do Women
Like Child Care More than Men?”! The answer according to author Tara
Parker-Pope is yes, based on i recently published academic paper by Steven
Rhoads and Christopher Rhoads (2012). The NYT's bold headline. despite
Rhoads and Rhoads’ more narrow focus and their concer about _,n.._w._v_:.:«
and relevance,” i

serves Lo reinforee public perceptions about gendered
_..:.._..:.:. es and runs the 1isk of justifying a host of other socie
;.:m.....:..;. including gender disparities in earnings.
Historically, _...:_:._,z have engaged in more paid work, while mothers
have devoted disproportionately more time ‘

wl gender

to unpaid work in the home,
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arly caring for children. These ..,.:rm:::r._ gender &5.2,_:,
time spent with children have narrowed in _.nnﬂ: vn: IS, yet persisy, A_ai,
the dual facts that young women now attend college at 3 highe, :e
{han men and that wages of recent :x._.w and women college g ;.,.
arc now very similar.® Nancy Folbre TE.IV argues that he i,
= observe today are not necessarily the result of free it
choice, nor are they :2.».,#.»_.:”. .lm&nm:.. .m_.m asserts that (he
difficulties in coordinating caregiving ..wnc::nm._,a.:.w:_.ﬁ_ in the ¢
of institutions designed t0 facilitate this coordination that may he

1o change. i . g

The persistence in these m_m_x:,wﬁ. time s.__oau:o: outcomes by gender
is important due 10 the well-established link _wn:...e.n: time devoreq to
home production and lower labor-market carnings. Joni Hersch (2009,
uses data from the American Time Use Survey (ATUS) to examine e link
between market wages and unpaid work in the home. She concludes tha
the negative relationship exists for both men and women, but s stronger fo;
women, and can neither be explained by lesser effort nor as compensating

differentials.’ As Folbre explains,

_z:.:.»,:_ e,

outcomes we :5:__5
Wheyey,
Volutigy

TeSistap,

itis difficult to distinguish cause and effect in family time allocation,
Do women tend to devote more time to housework and childcare thay
men do because their wages are lower, or are their wages lower because
they devote more time to housework and childcare?(2004: 11)

The suggestion, as demonstrated by the New York Times” bold headline,
that women enjoy child caregiving more than men has been offered asa
partial explanation for the slowdown in the gender revolution (Stephanie
Coontz 2013). Testing the validity of this assertion is the motivating
force behind our research. We use newly available data from the ATUS
2010 on self-reports of emotions experienced during various activities of
the previous day to examine whether mothers’ child caregiving time is
associated with higher positive and lower negative emotions than fathers'

We use this time-diary data with its accompanying emotions information
three ways. First, we use descriptive statistics and ad hoc regressions o
describe the gender differences in time use and emotions experienced
during those activities. Then, we extend the definition of child caregiving
time to include time spent with children present. Finally, we construc
an aggregate measure of well-being, an Unpleasantness Index (U-index).
which determines the percentage of time devoted to activities that arc
experienced as unpleasant.” Our findings are fourfold. Consistent with
_:miczm research, we find that mothers devote more time caring 1o
l:..._.;.,: than fathers. Second, comparing means as well as regression
no.(uz._w_n.:s for the different emotions reported during child caregiving
actvites, we fail to find evidence supporting the claim that mothers enjoy
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childcare more than fathers. Including time in other activitics done in the
presence of children also does not support the hypothesis that mothers like
child caregiving more than fathers. Third, the comparison of mothers” and
fathers' caregiving U-indices provides even more substantive evidence that
there simply is no empirical evidence that mothers enjoy childcare more
than fathers. The gap in U-index scores for aggregated child caregiving
time is quite substantial — mothers experience child caregiving time as
unpleasant twice as often as fathers. Finally, we show that mothers’ greater
U-index values can be attributed to their higher negative-cmotions scores
and lower positive-emotions scores, rather than the gender differences in
parents’ time use.

This research is important because both policymakers and the public
need broader-based and more objective information than that provided
by Rhoads and Rhoads (2012). Concerns about persistent gender wage
gaps, which tend to worsen during mothers’ childbearing years, may be
falsely ameliorated by mistaken assumptions about gendered preferences.
After all, if mothers carn lower wages because they enjoy their time with
children more than fathers, then why worry about the resulting gender
wage gap? In addition, to the extent that men also enjoy time spent with
their young children (and we find that they do, as much or even more so
than women), then mothers and fathers would benefit from institutional
and policy changes that allow both parents to take active roles in parenting,
while maintaining their strong continuous labor force commitment.

MEASUREMENT AND ANALYSIS OF SUBJECTIVE
WELL-BEING

Measures of well-being

To date, researchers have relied on three main types of measures of
emotions, the most common being global measures of life satisfaction.
Global measures come from questions like those asked by the General
Social Survey, “Taken all together, how would you say things are these days?
Would you say that you are very happy, pretty happy, or not too happy?”
This type of measure leads to a broad-based multidimensional assessment
of one's total life (including all time use). We refer to these as global
retrospective subjective well-being (GRSWB) measures.

The second type of emotion measure involves assessment of specific
activities, permitting researchers o compare emotions across activities.
F. Thomas Juster and Frank Stallord’s time-use collection effort (1985)
included questions asking about satisfaction with various activities in one's
life. These questions call for retrospective judgment, much like the GRSWB
measures, and are not tied explicitly to a specific episode of the given
activity. We can think of these measures as activi-level RSWB measures.
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ads (2012) survey n_:nzmwc:m E,.,......n_ra.ar_ﬁin_ RSWp
es: however, they only asked s_uc—:« L:_aw n..:...,.‘.m._%:m.;n:e:_ez. One

: ated with activity-level RSWB measures is that responge
; of how they “should” feel u._uc_: the activity
produces responses that no___r.:m nm::_:ozw :.a._wd __u_%:uc%“m Mm _.....M,w_:_i_,:__s.ﬁ
and family responsibility. H_:w prob Q.: :rs- I , M,...__. y .E...:c i
child Q:.»..E:,:m activities given that _Q_vw:: M:.; _..:ﬁ, ce ~.: ,& Roiias
z_z._:zzn ime with children is important ( o... p._p & ﬂ__ A _va. par Sz..ﬁ ougi
to report relatively greater levels of happiness when engaged iy such
un%,_“._,_p_w.:a ype of emotions .__.cu.ac_.n is ,,Ac_wm:ei ,mu m:o..w:c:z designed
gauge contemporaneous subjective well-being (CSW 5.. .::u.m.e questions
are more targeted, asking _.nwcw:._n.:rm about how they feel :._..__c engaged
in a specific activity at a %mn_:n ime. H_:..ww measures are _En_:_g o
approximate “process udility,” the udlity _.nmi::n. m—_zwncv.. :”o_: ame spent
engaged in an activity. Conceptually, process ::..:.v. is distinct from oy
::._:< because the latter includes both process utility and outcome utility

(that is, the 4

The Rhoads and Rho
measur .

1_67_3: assocl
have a sense

nis

hy
may at

utility resulting from consuming the outcome of the activity) 7

Mihaly Cs :.&.:.w_::::v_.i (1990) and Arthur Stone M.::_ Saul Shiffman
(1994) mz-:i.:n.:n& with collecting real time CSWB with :..n “experience
sampling method,” which involved survey :wm_um:zn:; carrying electronic
devices that prompted them several times during the day with questions
about what they are doing and how they are feeling. C:.d::_::a__:
this data collection methodology is prohibitively costly and invasive.
More recently, Daniel Kahneman, Alan Krueger, David Schkade, Norbert
Schwarz, and Arthur Stone (2004) have experimented with the “day
reconstruction method™ (DRM), which links the collection of CSWB data
to time-diary surveys with one-day recall® They find similar patterns of
emotions by time of day and type of activity from the DRM compared with
the “experience sampling method.” However, when the results of the DRM
are compared with the RSWB questions of Juster and Stafford (1985), large
differences are found (Jonathan Gershuny and Brendan Halpin 1996; John
Robinson and Geoffrey Godbey 1997; Daniel Kahneman and Alan Krueger
2006; Alan Krueger, Daniel Kahneman, David Schkade, Norbert Schwartz,
and Arthue Stone 2009).

In a further effort 1o reduce respondent burden and collection cosis,
Kahneman and Krueger's rescarch team conducted the 2006 Princeton
Affectand Time Use Survey (PATS) in which CSWB data are collected using
the DRM for only three of the many activities in which respondents had
engaged the previous day. The three activities are randomly selected from
all of their activities, with the exception of sleep, grooming, and private
activities, in proportion to the duration of the activity (Krueger etal. 2009)
The 2010 ATUS subjective well-being module has a similar design © the
PATS survey, with the exception that questions are asked about five instead
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of six emotions: happiness, sadness, tiredness, stress, and pain.” Both PATS
and ATUS respondents were asked to assign values of zero to six to cach
emotion for the three selected activities, with zero being no emotion and
six being a very strong emotion.

Previous literature on the relationship between parenthood and well-being

Given the enormous impact that children have on parents’ lives, it is
not surprising that parents report statistically significantly different well-
being than nonparents. Jennifer Senior (2014) highlights the contradiction
between what parents say about parenting in general and the emotions they
report while actually engaged in caregiving. According to Angus Deaton
and Arthur Stone, this inconsistency results from “focusing illusion” —
that is, “time spent with children is remembered fondly, but not rated
very highly at the time” (2013: 592). Thomas Hansen (2012) provides a
comprehensive review of the evidence and various theories found in the
literature to explain why parents tend to report lower scores for GRSWB
measures, but when individuals are surveyed on the question of which life is
amore fulfilling one (one that involves parenting versus one that does not),
the former is deemed more meaningful. While Hansen does not examine
CSWB measures, he does carefully consider gender differences, noting that
parenthood seems to affect women’s GRSWB measures more than men’s.

Angus Deaton and Arthur Stone (2014) analyze data from the Gallup-
Healthways Wellbeing Index, a Gallup survey that collects GRSWB
measures. They note that parents tend to report greater well-being than
nonparents, but when the endogeneity of parenthood is controlled this
finding is reversed. They also note that parents report more joy in their
lives, as well as more st

Martha McDonald, Shelley Phipps, and Lynn Lethbridge (2005) use
Canadian data to examine differences in GRSWB stress levels between
prime-aged men and women. They find that the presence of school-age
children statistically significantly increases the global level of stress faced
by women, but not men. Similarly, they find that more hours of child
caregiving per week statistically significantly increase women's stress leve
but not men’s.!’

Marvianne Bertand (2013) relies on both the GRSWB and CSWB
measures o examine the well-being of college-educated women in the
United States. She finds that women enjoy a well-being “premium” from
having children or a career, but not when doing both. When using the
CSWB measures, Bertrand does not control for differental uses of tme
among the groups of college-educated women she compares, as she argues
that she purposefully wants to concentrate on more global well-being
metrics.'!
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¢ et al. (2009) compare h.aqz.v.._ﬁ.n_ RSWB with CSWB measype,
of subjective ,,.z_._:.:_n..2__».2& jointly Maﬂ a w._._:_,,_a Of 252 Texgs
women, (0 examine &:Sw:ﬂ? _uﬁ.:ﬁ.a: ..2,_ _:“., m.,q_wn_w. These Womey,
report relatively high _u:,,m.:.,.o emotions ::. “.NJ __w.:.n zm:.r and chijlq
caregiving, but child caregving rated more :w ly via xv,ﬁw. measyyes
than CSWB mcasures. Gershuny n_:..* Halpin :.wz E:ﬁ%c.::;o: Ao
Godbey (1997) also include nos._uu._._wosm of RSW w1 and CSWB ang Ritg
that RSWB measures tend 10 ._u.n. :_.n_..w_, :E:.a; SW —M _:.nuz:nom _..o_, both
employment and child caregiving. 54:3. S.w:n T.c_,wv describes the
came ATUS data that we analyze in this paper, focusing on parents ang
comparing across gender CSWB for caregiving EL% a.n_.v:z paid work ang
other activities. She notes that mothers tend (o .cv.c: greater levels of
tiredness than fathers, but also report greater ..:nu:.__.unm:_:omm scores for
housework (exclusive of child caregiving) and leisure.’=

Kruege

EVIDENCE FROM THE 2010 ATUS ON TIME USE AND Cswg
) BY GENDER IN THE US

The ATUS is an annual survey that has been conducted by the US Bureay
of Labor Statistics since 2003. The core of the ATUS is a 24-hour time
diary. For each specific activity, the respondent is also asked who was in
the room while the activity was undertaken. Below, we use Hrw information
concerning who was in the room to incorporate zm..ao:&m._% child caregiving
time into our analysis, permitting the consideration of whether activities
done in the presence of children elicit different .,.__.o::__“m_ responses than
the same activities performed without children present.™

In addition to the 24-hour time diary, the ATUS collects basic
demographic information for the diary respondents and the other
members of their households. Men and women are designated fathers and
mothers in this analysis if they co-reside with their own child who is under
age 18 (See Data Appendix for further detail on the specific definition of
mothers and fathers.). Since our focus is on CSWB differences _.z..:,;.e,:
mothers and fathers with respect to child caregiving, we limit our analysis
to mothers and fathers who report positive minutes of own-houschold child
caregiving on their diary day and who answered the CSWB questions. These
selection criteria result in an analysis sample of 3,295 individuals." .

The six measures of CSWB available in the ATUS arc happines,
sadness, pain, tiredness, stress, and meaningfulness, While there is J::_..
correlation between the five emotions and meaningfulness, with _:._v_::.__,,
negatively correlated with the negative emotions, and the negatite
emotions positively correlated with one another, the correlations are not
strong. Meaningfulness is moderately positively correlated with happiness
but it is also slightly positively correlated with pain for mothers and with
tiredness for mothers engaged in child caregiving activities, The full sct of
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correlations is available in Supplemental Table 1, available online on the
publisher’s website.

Meaningfulness is a new inquiry for CSWB research. It was not included
in the PATS data, and it is treated differently from the other five emotions
in the 2010 ATUS survey. The order in which the other five emotions
questions are asked rotates, while meaningfulness is always asked last.
One could argue that meaningfulness is not an emotion, but rather,
is measuring another dimension of utility — that is, another reason for
engaging in the activity, distinct from how it makes one fecl at that moment.
For this reason, later we present the results of the U-indices calculated with
and without meaningfulness included.

Table 1 shows the average minutes parents spent in nineteen of the
largest time-use categories. These nineteen categories are the only ones
(excluding travel categories) that have sufficiently large sample sizes in the
CSWB questions to permit comparisons between mothers and fathers.'? In
addition to average minutes in each included time category, Table 1 shows
the proportion of total CSWB-cligible time (excluding sleep and personal
care) spent in each activity category. The nineteen categorics represent
about 80 percent of CSWB-cligible time. Six specific child caregiving
activities are included: “physical care of children,” “playing with children,”
“talking with children,” “picking up or dropping off children,” “rest of
caring for children,” and “education-related child caregiving.” The sample
sizes for each of the nincteen activities for mothers and fathers are
presented in the last columns of Table 1.

We include child caregiving activities at the most detailed level available
because there is good reason to think that parents enjoy some types of child
caregiving more than others, and that parents view their time in certain
activities as more valuable in terms of its impact on child development.
Catalina Amuedo-Dorantes and Almudena  Sevilla-Sanz (2013) show
that over time, college-educated mothers have increased their time in
“educational/recreational” child caregiving more than “basic” caregiving.
Rachel Connelly and Jean Kimmel (forthcoming) analyze differences in
CSWB averages across gender and parenting status for “developmental”
versus “maintenance” caregiving.'® In both Amuedo-Dorantes and Sevilla-
Sanz (2013) and Connelly and Kimmel (forthcoming), the caregiving
categories were aggregated by the rescarchers ex ante. Here, we use the
most disaggregated categories possible 1o allow for differences in CSWB
scores while engaged in dilferent types of child caregiving activities.

Overall, Table 1 shows that the time use of mothers and fathers remains
quite different. We find that mothers spend more time than fathers in four
ol the six child caregiving categories with equal time in the “playing with
children” and in the “rest of caring for children.” Jose 1. Gimenez-Nadal
and Almudena Sevilla-Sanz (2012) report on trends in time allocation for
seven Western countries, and find that despite trends toward convergence,
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Table 1 Time use of mothers and fathers
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Total s » —
minutes on Percentage of S ,-=$ Table 1 Continued
diany day awake time b ey
— S etiviy Total Csw
w .r.« Fathers Mot R !/ minules on Percenlage of sample size by
Fathers Mothers — dif.: 3. Vol | diff? Fatheyy May drary day awake time activily
May, Y da
; 2 Sig. Sig
Child camgring aclivities Fathers Mothers  diff.?  Fathers Mothers  diff.? Fathers Mothers
; 5 *48 39% 6.4% 4+
s d.caraiof 98 54 3.2% . 9 5 i
P :__zz_ .w_ a_.“:. 614 034 Aggregale time-use categories
Chldre
> Vi 5% . " x v
Playing with 31 27 35%  3.1% LI All 19 included 725 683  ***¢ 80.1% 79.0% 1987 4040
E 7 G
children . activities
Talking with 1 5 04%  0.6% 0 All 6 included 95 127 * 10.7% 149% ¥+ 560 1250
children 1 child caregiving
; y e 04% 0.7%  *+= activities
Picking up or 1 6 y .7% 64 s
T il 4 amber of individual 1,115 2,180 1115 2180
; respondents
children
Rest of caring for 21 23 23% 2.7% 8 o
children & Notes: The sample is limited to mothers and fathers who reported some child caregiving minutes
Education-related 7 12 i 0.8% 14% ¢ 3 . ._.:.d.q._m their diary day. n.i..:.::m 3 and 4 use the wtal time spent in all subjective well-being .,_._n_vr.
2N N 56 activities (essentially, all activities except sleeping and personal care time) as the denominator. These
hild caregiving ptsleeping and pe:
L ging ercentages can be interpreted as the percentage of awake time per day. The criterion used to
p a8 P § 5 I
Other:included aetivities include an activity is that there must be 30 or more CSWB responses from both mothers and fathers
Significance columns are based on simple ftests that control for sample weights, ***, *%, % denote
Interior cleanin 13 39 ez 1.5% 4.5% = 3| statistical significance at the 1,5, and 10 percent levels, respectively,
S 191 8! I PO
Food prep 22 48 e 25% 5.7% *== 41 4y
Kitchen cleanup 4 14 - 05% L% *=» 30 1
Financial 6 7 0.6% 08% 37 7 women in each of the countries studied continue to engage in substantially
management more child caregiving than men. Focusing just on child caregiving hours of
Working main joh 294 169 *¥F 0 314% 18.6% e 948 9 cohabiting mothers and fathers, Inmaculada Garcia-Mainar, José Alberto
Grocery shopping 6 10 **  09% 1.1% ** 30 ) Molina, and Victor Montuenga (2011) find that mothers’ child caregiving
Shopping not 11 19 ¢ 1.3% 22% #+* 60 115 hours are fairly similar across the five European countries they study,
gTnccnes ranging between 30 to 37 hours per week, while fathers” hours in child
_,;:_.:m .._:__r:n 67 6l ®EE 7G6% 7.9% 407 637 caregiving vary from 7.5 hours a week in Spain to 19.5 a week in Denmark.
Soc _ﬂ_E._n with 32 RE] 36% 3.9% 105 182 There are many possible explanations for the persistence in time-
el use differences between mothers and fathers. They may have different
Relaxing/doing 8 12 4 99 o ve : . el g 2 5 : Y
:c:::.n »_c:rn o 0.9%  1.4% 30 opportunity costs of their time due to different marginal wage rates; they
Watching TV 19 108 2 ; . may have differing productivities; they may have different preferences; or
2! % 9 70 e O 45 ' o : . . . R
Rest ..?Qsﬁ:n o ﬁ. 12.7% 195 34 they may be constrained by societal norms and institutional limitations.
& 26 9 7¢ Bt 46 . S - “sray P 5 . 5
and leisure 2 7% 59 1% Liana Sayer, Paula England, Michael Bittman, and Suzanne Bianchi (2009)
Al of varticiaas compare the sociological view ol persisting cultural and social gender
i Ol par ¥ v v . . & . N
in ,W:_p_,:vé:n 18 10 #9219  11g s 45 00 role norms versus the economic view, which they cast as differences in
exercise ,.:_a comparative advantage. They find evidence to support the sociological view.
recreation Michael Bituman, Paula England, Liana Sayer, Nancy Folbre, and George
Matheson (2003) argue that cultural norms and economic factors interact
such that women who earn less than their husbands respond differently
(Contrned) A ’ ; > )
to increases in their own wage compared with women who earn more
than their husbands. Those who earn more than their husbands appear
9
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X onrk time in order to “do gender.” Yey - __.,5c.=m::.3‘>7_=<c_.zzosﬂ
(o Inerease their housework time 10 g 8 Yet ANothey } _ :
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4713

3.587
4.703
4.089

H7
4.542

3818

.ntial economic explanation for the child caregiver me:&? 8P is thy, 4
P in one task may be dependent upon other tasks performeg <
iy _.h. 4 parent is home caring for children, then he or g, .... SR B
For ..z.::._“._m.v.:_z _:wp._,.as.c_.r tasks that must be done at home ang »,_m:.a_ .: m W ,mo
M”__“.n_w.:_w»:__s: {ime increments in ?.c,.n..u.“ ﬁ_—__”a _A,E.cw.m:.:m Emrfm.: Z:n” m Mv. m
most employment time takes v_ma.n outside t n 1ouse, ~._5w:.. with more DW : m
{ime in a_:_y_oﬁs.,_: will have less cEvon.:_._:c S. me.c.c»n :.d .rc:ma_.cE 2 = m
asks. This bundling of tasks based c:._cP:_.aw: c” inherent z_nq.,n:aﬁ in m W >
the interruptability of tasks may _u.n anunpor Jw.:.. put. ot well understoqg, Wu < m
clement of the gender difference in ==<=.. use.’ Finally, Pia Schober (2013 HEE :
shows that habit may play a role. Using German .%:m” she finds thag = 3 *
women who withdraw from the labor market when their children are Young F
continue to do more of the :c:mn_:w_z n_—o_..cm_ even alter they return g ok LN Wiy
to the labor market. The point of this long list is that certainly noy all 3 iy .onm W M m w m = .m....
the differences we observe in Table 1 are the ._‘nm:_p c.ﬁ preferences o = : 3 a8 as A 8 .
“free” choice. Thus, it is interesting 10 Q.u:m:rwq A_wcnnv‘ differences in oy z SR sagyg =4¢
mothers and fathers feel while engaged in an actvity. 3 i Sa%h aa :
Table 2 reports CSWB results for mc.E. of the six ATUS measures:
happiness, meaningfulness, suess, and tiredness. m.c_.. mmnr emotion, we N w.
present the weighted mean score by gender. Additionally, the b 2 m m £
contains results from ad hoc ordinary _cum_.ma:u...nw (OLS) regressions, for £ s W £
the focal regressor, the FEMALE m__%.mm.:c.. variable. The regressions are & gl = =
run separately for each included unn,,_:aum. for ﬁcmu._ aggregate time of all .m W : g
nineteen activities, and for aggregated child caregiving time of all six child m 1 W o
caregiving activities. ['he regression €quation is: gl gl |®
CSWB score for emotion j for person iin activity K g W. S
S
= By + b1 * FEMALE, + B2 * Age, + s * Age-Squared, + B4 Xy + 8y I
The control variables include the FEMALE indicator, the individual's age = B waas W g w -
and age squared, and a set of characteristics of the acuvity, X, including lm 0 g pene Ts
the duration of activity episode, total duration of activity that day, the day 3 S LB R B

of the week, month of the year, start ime category, and order of CSWB
question.' Table 2 reports simply whether the FEMALE dummy variable
is statistically significantly different from zero and, if so, if the coelficientis
positive or negative. This regression result permits us to determine whether
men and women report statistically significantly different emotions having
controlled for timing and duration of the activity, among other factors.”’
The first two columns of Table 2 Panel A present the average happines
scores for mothers and fathers, These results provide preliminary evidence
to answer our research question, Do mothers like childcare more than
fathers? Certainly, happiness is a big part of “liking” something. Both

caregiving
Other included activities

Interior cleaning

egale time-use calegories
Food prep

All 19 included acuvities

All 6 included child
ducation-related child

caregiving activities

children
Rest of caring for children

E

Table 2 Panel A Average happiness and meaningfuln

Physical care of children
Playing with children
Picking up or dropping off

Child caregrving actrvities
Talking with children

A

10

(Contrnued).

3714
4.508
4.435
3.966

776
4.499
427

3

! DT FTRTVC AR e TR TS T T 2,

(-) lower happiness

(+ ) higher happiness
(+) higher happiness

St

*=*
ok
»

£

’
.

4.489
3719
2.60

3.994
4.080

3

780
3.03¢

4.180
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Financial management

Kitchen cleanup
Working main job

Grocery shopping

b Pt
e

% 2

< TWIEZ



Table 2 Conunued

Happiness Menntngfulness
ttest result Regression result tdest vesult Regression result
Fathers Mothers Women significantly different? Fathers Mathers Women aignificantly different?
Shopping not 4.138 1.643 () higher happiness 4.069 4.075
groceries
Eating/drinking 4.825 1.785 4.728 4.767
Socializing with others 1.672 1.696 4977 5.287
Relaxing/doing 4569 3700 4672 4.004 Z
s nothing alone =)
) ’ ol A ] =
Watching TV 14.161 4198 3.916 3.781 =
Rest of relaxing and 1456 4179 (=) lower happiness 1.622 3.459 ¥ 2
leisure
All of participating in 5.382 5.311 5.004 5410
SpOrts, excercise, and
recreation
Notes: All samples are restricted to those mothers and fathers who had some minutes of howsehold child caregiving during their diary day. CSWB questions are only
asked of respondents who partic ipated in that activity, The regression column represents the significance of the FEMALE indicator variable in an OLS regression
The regression also included the time of day of the activity in intervals, the day of the week, month of the year, the duration of the activity questioned, the total
duration of that activity on diary day, order that that emotion appeated in the survey, age and age squared of the respondent. The regression, f-tests, and averages
are weighted by actvity duration weights following the methodology provided by the BLS. Significance columns based on simple t-tests of weighted means are
coded: TT%, 24 % denote statistical significance at the 1, 5, and 10 percentlevels, respectively. Regression results are veported at the 5% signiticance level,
Table 2 Panel B Average stress and tiredness scores by activity
Stress Teredness
t-test resuldt Regression vesult t-test vesult Regression result
Fathers  Mothers Women significantly different? Fathers  Mothers Women significantly different?
Aggregate lime-use categonies ] : 4
All 19 included activities 1.667 1.739 (+ ) higherstress 2,155 ‘.’.G-‘l:f :"‘: (+) I\Tghcr l!rcdnc\s
All 6 included child 1.117 1.193 (+) higher stress 2,198 2.536 (+) higher tiredness =
caregiving activities "c'
Child caregiving actinties ' 5 P b s = ;:
Physical care of children 1.210 1.287 (+) highersuess 2513 3.026 (+) higher tredness &
- o Ok 98 -
Playing with children 0.777 .).()(‘)7 i.:H; g
Talking with children 1377 1231 2564 :-30;, o~ i e o B
= Picking up or dropping off 1.232 1.589 1.418 2812 (+) higher tiredness g
.-
children 59
: ¢ . 9.1¢ 912 =
Rest of caring for children 1.207 0,969 -.l.’i .l) .)l_ g
Education-related child 1.532 2473 sz () higher stress 1,832 2275 .
caregiving S
Other included activities ; . :
!m ,”" A 9.447 9 481 2,130 2.758 b (+) higher tiredness =
Working main job 2.447 2, 4
i i 2641 1.820 2.379 2,623
Interior cleaning b Rals : . :
Food prep 1.201 1.446 1.988 2,763 e (+) higher tiredness |
OO > s =9 PV, h. 990G 9 ivher tredne:
Kitchen cleanup 0.895 1.579 . (+) hlnghu' stress _;!?g ;3’6(1) . ( +) higher uredness |
Financial management 0.767 3.118 b (+) higherstress 177 2.94¢ : .
2 . 2999 2.056 1.677 2.338 (+) higher tiredness |
Grocery shopping s 2036 2.047 |
Shopping not groceries 1.555 1.814 2.036 2.047 .

(Continued).
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IF YOU'RE HAPPY AND YOU KNOW IT

mothers and fathers report high levels of happiness when engaged in
child caregiving, higher than most other activitics. Employment provides a
much lower level of happiness than child caregiving. The average happiness
level during an employment episode is statistically equivalent for men and
women (equally low). Similarly, men and women report statistically similar
levels of happiness (based on a simple t-test) for all of the child caregiving
categories and for the aggregated child caregiving category. Only two of the
nineteen activities are statistically significantly different between mothers’
and fathers' average happiness CSWB responses: financial management
(particularly disliked by mothers) and grocery shopping (particularly
disliked by fathers). Overall, despite the very different uses of time between
mothers and fathers shown above in Table 1, Table 2 shows that mothers
and fathers report similar levels of happiness when engaged in the same
activities.

Lab experiments have shown that average reported emotion may be
different from average experienced emotion, since respondents tend o
remember the end of the episode more vividly than the middle and
also overweight the emotional peaks and troughs (Daniel Kahneman,
Barbara Fredrickson, Charles A. Schreiber, and Donald Redelmeier 1993).
Thus, there may be concerns about the effect that diminishing marginal
utility plays on reported CSWB scores. Since women perform more child
caregiving than men, their marginal happiness at the end of a period of
caregiving may be lower; thus, their reported positive emotions may be
lower (Emily Oster 2013). According to Bryan Caplan, “a major reason for
parents’ lack of enthusiasm for their role is simply diminishing marginal
utility. Average enjoyment ol parenting is so low because parents are
overdoing it (2009: B6)."” The regression equation controls for the duration
of time engaged in the activity in order to address the issue of diminishing
marginal utility.

The results for the FEMALE dummy from OLS regression models
predicting the happiness scores are reported in the third column of Table 2

Panel A. They show that once the factors listed above are controlled, women
report lower happiness scores for the category “talking with children.”
In the other five child caregiving regressions and the aggregated child
caregiving activities, the coefficient for the FEMALE indicator variable is
not statistically significant, implying no gender difference. The regression
results provide evidence that mothers and fathers who engage in child
caregiving some time during the day report being equally happy when all
child caregiving activities are aggregated as well as in each of the specific
categories ol houschold child caregiving except talking with children,
during which Lathers ave happier than mothers.

As discussed above, the ATUS allows us 10 look beyond happiness.
The remaining columns of Table 2 Panel A present the average scores
assigned the meaningtulness of the activity. Parents give high scores for
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aningfulness for all child ..E.».mi:m sﬁ_mi:cm. noticeably highe
::._:.__ .ﬂm score, with the largest gap In ri.p wcation-related chilq ¢
w“"‘;.“_m“_w.*?ﬁ_ child caregiving .u:& .mo,-. r«.ﬁq_cM. .:F. six specific
. . . mothers and fathers report cqua .9..7 of meaniy
f.:.nc.:» " 1is playing with children, for which fathers rep
. crmn_umm___:nwm than mothers, as evidenced by both

Tthy

m:d .=‘§e
Caregp..
xn,:_zn.w }
Ot hig > The

_F._. —5.

of meanin ¢ -t J

.oression result.
" %uﬂ“.wu_m_:._ B presents resul _m.m:. two :&ﬂ:g emotions — ijy,
suress; and it is here that substantial gender A:_.P_.n:nom emer ol
report a higher level of _:”am:n.ﬁ :.:m: fathers in most activigies ;.
the aggregate m..:&.mw%m.:g:m activity, as ,.(.a: as the specifi e
of _5.._&8_ care and Elc:m up and dropping off. The regressi g

provide evidence that mothers’ higher level of reported tire "
NS gy

i ay wl
activity is performed.= Daniel Hamermesh and Jungmin Lee Amc.www_ the
) -

the Pew Research Center (2006) provide similar evidence of differen e,
tiredness between men and women. Wang (2013) looks more m_vaamaw_ﬁws
mothers and fathers and finds that mothers report being more tired :Hu_
fathers in all four aggregated categories: work, housework, chilq caregiy; -
and leisure. ving

There are fewer statistically significant differences between mother 4y,
fathers in average stress scores than for average tiredness scores, butin g
the cases where statistically significant differences are observed, mothen
report higher stress levels than fathers. Child caregiving activities (excey
for education-related caregiving for mothers) have lower levels of :.v::,_ﬂ
stress. Looking at the regression results, for the aggregate chil datighig
Q.__nncJ.‘ mothers report statistically significantly higher stress scores thy,
::_G.v.

simply a function of duration of activity, nor the time of (
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CSWB SCORES FOR NON-CAREGIVING ACTIVITIES WHEY
CHILDREN ARE PRESENT

The work of Nancy Folbre, Jayoung Yoon, Kade Finnoff, and Allison Fulia
(2005), among others, reminds us that child caregiving is a complica
concept. There are times when one's primary activity is caregiving, meaning
.::: one is actively engaged in interacting with children or doing work ihu
is c_‘__.t necessary because of children such as attending a parent-teachu
ncie_.a__?.. But actual child caregiving extends beyond those specili
2:_;.._....::&_ activities. One may be still engaged in child caregiving W
_nc..,—:.:V_.w< .:::.2.. m.m one is z:::_:.:n::v:. supervising play or overs
o i il young e presat oy
the pleasure of cooking is a.:__v.:. .

; S ance
children. The caregiving

sponsibility, but itis also pos
d due 1o the presence ol one's ((
that occurs while primarily engaged in ol
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thers

Fa

Mothers

W/o
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diff. 7 present

W/o
children

With
children

diff.?  present

W/o
children
[resent

With
children

diff.?  fresent

W/o
children
Jrresent

With
children

Sig.

diff.?

Sig.

Sig.

Sig.

IF YOU'RE HAPPY AND YOU KNOW IT

present

frresent

Meaningfulness

Happiness

Aggregate time-use calegory

44

442

4.36

445

4.13

4.47

1.16

52

4.

All 13 non-child caregiving activities

Non-child caregiving activities

~1

*¥:

4.55
4.68

538

5.08

4.59

4.94

4.7

447

4.85

4.86

4.60

4.38
4.72
23

4.68
4.96
4.40
3.92
4.46
4.80

119

Food prep

*
r

2
~

Eating/drinking
Interior cleaning

Kitchen cle

4.29

3.63

39

96

1.00

3606
3.82

anup

6

55

4

Grocery shopping

.99
3.61

W
o™

4.57
1.18

Shopping not groceries

3.05

Rest of relaxing and leisure
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Table 3 Continued
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IF YOU'RE HAPPY AND YOU KNOW IT

activities is commonly known as secondary child caregiving. Because c_.
the importance of both primary and secondary child caregiving in parents’
lives, we extend our analysis to a comparison of CSWB scores of non-child
caregiving activities performed in the presence of children.

Only two of the thirteen specific non-child caregiving activities — food
preparation and eating and drinking — have sample sizes large enough
to compare between mothers and fathers, once we control for activities
engaged in with and without children present. We find that mothers and
fathers, regardless of the presence of children, are quite similar to one
another in their average CSWB scores. The only statistically significant
difference across mothers and fathers controlling for the presence of

children are: (1) Mothers with children present report higher happiness

scores when eating and drinking, higher tiredness scores when doing

food preparation, and higher stress scores in the aggregated thirteen non-
child caregiving categories than fathers with children present; (2) Mothers
without children present are more tired than fathers without children
present when eating and drinking, doing food preparation, and in the
aggregated non-child caregiving categorics.

There are five additional non-child caregiving activities with sufficiently
e sample sizes of mothers to compare mothers’ mean CSWB scores
ce of children. These results, plus eating and drinking
1 and aggregate, are presented in Table 3. The
istically significant differences in average
athers by the presence of children.
presence of children for mothers,
higher meaningfulness scores

larg
by the presen
and food preparatior
results show that there are no stat
happiness scores for either mothers or f
Meaningfulness also is not affected by the
but fathers report statistically significantly
for aggregated non-child caregiving activities when children are present.
Overall, Table 3 provides suggestive evidence that incorporating secondary
child caregiving does not change the basic results reported in the previous
section; most importantly, that mothers and fathers appear to be equally
happy with child caregiving and find it similarly meaningful, while ove all,
mothers are more tired and often more stressed than fathers in a host of

activities.
AGGREGATING THE SUBJECTIVE WELL-BEING MEASURES
lations across CSWB emotions scores suggest

es to an activity instead
essing whether

The relatively weak corre
that we should consider all emotional respons

ge ::ﬁvm:na& for ass
than fathers. In the previous sections,
But the sheer

gender

of relying on a single emotion gau
mothers “like” child caregiving more
we examined cach emotion separately, for each actvity.
volume of data makes it difficult to tell a unifying story about
differences. To consolidate the CSWB findings and to handle the inherent
al nature of the data, Kahneman
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et al. (2009) suggest calculating individual-level .C-m:&nwm that aggregay,
information from multiple measures of emotions. ﬁc:e.%.:m__v.. the
U-index approximates the percentage of ime Z..w,_uo:;n_:m are engaged j,
unpleasant activities. In order to construct the U-index, :..n. research tean,
must determine what methodology to follow to categonze an activity 4
pleasant or unpleasant. The rescarchers also must choose which emotigy),
to include and whether to use averages or individual scores. Kahnemg,
and Krueger's (2006) U-index, using the PATS data, defines an activity 5
unpleasant for a respondent il any of the respondent’s negative emotioy
scores in that activity are higher (indicating a stronger emotion) than apy
of the respondent’s positive emotion scores. We use the same approac),
with the 2010 ATUS data. Since it is not clear whether meaningfulness j
truly an emotion parallel to the others, we calculate two sets of U-indices:
one with happiness and m ;aningfulness as two _uom:.m,d emotions, and the
other with happiness as the single positive emotion.Z* We include all four
negative emotions — sadness, tiredness, stress and pain —in each calculation,
as they each scem to be important negative characteristics of an activity.*!
An example is offered to explain the construction of the unpleasantness
indicator for an individual engaged in a given activity. Consider a father
who is asked how he felt during an hour when he reported playing with
his child. Assume he reported the following CSWB scores: happiness = 4,
sadness = 0, stress = 1, pain = 0, and tiredness = 5, along with a
meaningfulness score of 6. Because his highest negative CSWB score is
a 5 (for tiredness), while his highest positive score is a 4 (happiness),
this activity is characterized as unpleasant in the index that excludes
meaningfulness. However, if meaningfulness is included, the activity is
characterized as pleasant.
The construction of the unpleasaniness indicator addresses concerns
with individual differences in scoring (that is, some individuals are “low
scorers” while others are “high scorers”). Additionally, the U-index would
be preferred if one group (say, mothers) is systematically more emotive
than another group, reporting that they are both happier and sadder,
more tired and more stressed. For example, a mother could report that
during the episode of TV watching she felt 5 on the happiness scale and
6 on the tiredness scale. A father watching television might report that he
was 3 on the happiness scale and 4 on the tiredness scale. With these scores,
the activity is recorded as unpleasant for both respondents, since for cac h
of them the tiredness score was larger than the happiness score. I this way,
the unpleasantness indicator alleviates some ol the problem ol analyzing
ordinal rankings by making a within-person comparison ol scores instead
of across-person comparisons.
Once an activity is defined as unpleasant for the individual, we ¢ aleulaw
the percent of each activity that are characterized as unpleasant, separately
for mothers and fathers, and present those calculations in Table 4. Columns
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Mothers Fathers Mothers

Fathers

Mothers

Fathers

Average activity-level percentage unpleasant

16.4

10.8

:J
%

0.1%

e

o
o

1.6%
4.0%

26.8%

o™

Physical care of children

38

20.2

5.0

6.3%
1.99

Playing with children

0.8

6.6%
18.4%

4.1%

0

13.1%
6.1¢

Talking with children

(5

—

7.3

16.

15.0

.
{4
6.7%

16.0%
10.4%

5.9

5.8%
1.9%

3.4%
13.2%

p?

Picking up or dropping off children

Rest of caring for children

10.9

2.1%
31.7%

13.0%

Education-related child caregiving

6.9

1.1

«

22.9%

1.0%

Interior cleaning

Food prep

1.4%

13.0%

0

9.09
19.29

34

44.3%

65.4%

1

1
6.2

9%

30.9

C

Kitchen cleanup

8.3

).7%

o

o

8

16.14

Financial management

(Continued)
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A
m ..m £ IF YOU'RE HAPPY AND YOU KNOW 1T
87T >
e o & 9 S g Bm. m ..m. 1 m:&. 2 v_.nwn-:. the —:Hc_vs:mo: of the activity that is unpleasant when
S g2 meaningfulness is not included as a positive emotion. Columns 3 and
825 4 present the proportion of the activity that is unpleasant when both
.mmnu. .M# _Ev_w:ummm and meaningfulness are included as positive emotions. As we
£ E z saw in Table 2 Panel A, the scores for meaningfulness tend to be very
Rl fad ol L S T_nr for all activities. The generally higher values of meaningfulness result
— g 5 m in the percentages unpleasant shown in columns 3 and 4 being lower
ma..m 2 than in columns 1 and 2. Columns 5 and 6 show the percentage point
E R decline in the average resulting from the addition of meaningfulness. It
wewseer| % £ is interesting to note that the effect of including meaningfulness differs
eaal agE| e s substantially across time-use activities and between mothers and fathers.
oSS umam 8 Overall, the differences in columns 5 and 6 are larger for mothers than
828 fathers, indicating that mothers are more likely to attribute high levels of
zE
g 3
& v
=2
£

Krueger call activity-level U-indices.
combined with an individual respondent’s
included activities (not just the three CSWB queried activities) to calculate
rson-level U-index, which is interpretable as the percentage ol the
This construction assumes that
f unpleasantness by activities,
analyses presented

actual daily time use in all

a pe
::__7.:_::_.1 total time that is unpleasant.
Al individuals face a common assessment 0
but differ in how they use their time. In most of the
in Alan Krueger (2007), he assumes that men and women share common
activity-level U-indices and ditfer only in their time use allocation. Based on
our analysis presented in Table 4 along with the earlier tables, it is clew

v
= meaningfulness to activities that they otherwise find unpleasant.
LREerER n.m Overall, Table 4 shows that, in most activities, a larger percent of mothers
22328353 2 characterize the activity as unpleasant compared 1o fathers. Focusing
ey m on the child caregiving activities, 22 percent of mothers characterized
< their episode of the physical care of children as unpleasant (without
z meaningfulness included) compared to 16 percent of fathers. Similarly,
REess S .w.l large differences are found among all of the other child caregiving
—feL =S z:z categories except playing with children, for which almost the same
ETed percentage of mothers and fathers (4 versus 6 percent) provided scores that
..m.. ”m Mn. g characterized the episode as unpleasant. These findings, which consolidate
” o the five (or six) emotions by activity, provide further evidence that mothers
ERBE s g2 z do not “like” childcare more than fathers.
HegT g M \m 5 z The activity-level unpleasaniness percentages presented in Table 4 reflect
8y S .m the summary statistics of an intermediate step in the calculation of the
5 .m m m m individual level U-index. To construct the individual-level U-index, first the
2| & m e unpleasantness dummy for cach person who was asked the CSWB questions
£l Z = @ is multiplied by his or her individual duration spent in that activity, so
e £E that unpleasantness is weighted by duration of the activity. These duration-
b M weighted unpleasantness indicators are then averaged over all individuals
g = lm with 2 CSWB score for that activity. The result is the duration-weighted
g .w m average percent unpleasantness scores per activity, which Kahneman and
=3 The activity-level U-indices are then
/

atng/drinking

All of participating in sports, exercise and recr

otes: All samples are restricted to those mothe

Relaxing/doing nothing alone
are only asked of respondents who pe

Watching TV
Rest of relaxing and leisure

actvaty as unpleasant in th,

Socializing with others
weights supplied by Bl

Shopping not groceries

Es
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that men and women do not share common assessment of unpleasantiess, e
thus, we calculate the activity-level U-indices separately by gender ang poR-IR 25 3% ¥ 32 e :
individual-level U-indices that differ both in the gendered assessment of s WWM Fe3fes REER R
unpleasantness and in gendered differences in time use. ¥ §83 Mm 5 .m £31 = 55 )
Table 5 presents two sets of average person-level U-indices calculated ..mo. & Wm 3 F 83 4 &l w m m.lm
separately by gender. Row 1 reports the average person-level U-indices < P EEg
incorporating all nineteen included activities. Row 2 reports average m _s 2% anm. mw.u.
person-level U-indices for the six child caregiving activities; the U-indices 2 EXSdw wae @ F ¥z z
in this row reflect the average percentage of child caregiving time (hag ..m » vnu. Hm m m[w Pt 28 T lm 2 g
mothers and fathers report as unpleasant. Both rows 1 and 2 reveal E S E Imm 5 e, I - .hmm
statistically significant gender differences, with mothers reporting a greater .m RS m wm w
proportions of their time as unpleasant. Fathers report time spent in child £ E . % M 23
caregiving is unpleasant about 10 percent of the time, while mathers report M ,M.cm. m W o 2 AR %lm .m. m
that their child caregiving is unpleasant nineteen percent of the time. Note 2| = Ww m g m i el " §% 2
that these findings are consistent with Krueger et al.’s (2009) calculation 2 IeSE- . b TEEE
from the PATS data of 15.2 percent, which was calculated without stratifying nn..n \m = Mlxm m lu
by gender. Z o ) 4 £ S
Rows 3 and 4 present the same U-index comparison, but with = Ssf5¢ &2 Fo
meaningfulness included as a positive CSWB measure. As we saw in 2 %+ WWme 28 mm 3B
Table 4, including meaningfulness reduces the percentage of time that mnnw g Wlmwlum RS = m -
is characterized as unpleasant. Nonetheless, mothers find 8 percent of m SIS ml s3 lm
their time in child caregiving unpleasant, compared to 2 percent for ¥ b=
men. Overall, survey respondents consider childcare activities to be quite o W z s - T e 2
pleasant, as the average person-level U-index for all nineteen included .u. e LA ™ m mlm m
activities as reported in row 1 is 23 percent for fathers and 25 percent for = i el Lo s | BEWE
women, excluding meaningfulness. .,..lm A /mtm z % i w_ Bl 235
Lastly, we perform a simulation exercise that extends Kahneman and E =3 5= - “l §EF3
Krueger's U-index methodology 1o produce a “gender counterfactual” E 2 - R v X 2%,
that allows us to disentangle the source of the overall U-indices’ gender 2l ~ m.m w w e ol Byl
difference into two components: the portion atributable to dillerences n....h S = o m m m”
in time use and the portion auributable to differences in CSWB E g g E35 5
scores.? Results for these counterfactuals are shown in the later columns z Z z Tz w.u“
of Table 5 and in Supplemental Table 2, available online on the publisher's E : 3 E z M :
website. The results vary slighdy depending on which group is used as the m g € 3 £ x| BEFE
reference group (that is, which gender's actual time use is used as the © & T B w E ww
base). Table 5 shows the counterfactual of fathers if they used their tme m ®z g W w. g 2 % S i nu
the way mothers do but retain their own gender’s average activity level S w m = m g w =| 2 m 3t
U-indices.?® The results of this simulation provide evidence that the gender g A 2 B 2 [T
differences in the average personevel U-indices reported above are the E £ $3 § 2| 2% z
result of mothers' stronger negative emotions in most activities, rather than < S E ‘m iEE W §E5 %%
because mothers devote more time to inherently unpleasant activides. In a ,m 26 ¥ z ° 5| = 223 s
fact, if fathers used their time the way mothers used theirs, fathers we wuld = 233 5472 \w w FsrEt
be slightly bewer off, as their average person-level U-index would be 20.9 S ~ = L
instead of 22.5 and their child caregiving only person-level U-index would o5
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be essentially unchanged, 10.0 instead of 9.9. Thus, more than 100 percen
of the gender gap in the average person-level U-indices is attributable
gender differences in the activity-level U-indices, and close to 100 percen
for the child caregiving U-index gender gap. These counterfactuals alloy
to conclude that, even controlling for differences in how women and mey
use their time, mothers find child caregiving to be unpleasant more oftey
than fathers.

CONCLUDING REMARKS

The 2010 ATUS data, which provides timediary data along with self.
reported measures of CSWB for a large, nationally representative sample
of the US population, offer new insights into variations in CSWB acrogs
activities and individuals. Researchers have suggested a variety of uses for
these data, including a new type of national time accounting (Krueger
et al. 2009). Our use of the data is less global, but we believe, equally
important, as it provides empirical evidence to test the hypothesis that
mothers “like” child caregiving time more than fathers, with the unstated
corollary that differences in preferences help explain why mothers, even
mothers in couples in which both spouses hold full-time paid jobs, still
do the majority of child caregiving. Policymakers have an interest in
understanding this persistent gender difference because of the established
link between unpaid work in the home and average labor market earnings
(Hersch 2009). Additonally, recent research has shown that both fathers
and mothers report concerns with balancing work and family, suggesting
that this topic is no longer purely a “women’'s issue”™ (Kim Parker and Wendy
Wang 2013).

Our research provides evidence that both mothers and fathers “like”
child caregiving in the sense that they report higher happiness scores
while engaged in child caregiving than in other daily activities, Mothers
and fathers are also quite similar in the high level of meaningfulness
they auribute to their time spent in child caregiving. Mothers and father
differ more in the tiredness and stress they report while engaged in child
caregiving overall. Mothers report statistically significantly higher stress
scores and higher tiredness scores while engaged in the physical care
of children and higher tiredness scores when picking up or dropping
off. More generally, mothers have higher average tiredness scores in
almost every activity, including the aggregated child caregiving category.
Similarly, women report statistically significantly higher stress scores in the
aggregated childcare activity category than men, once we control for the
duration in the activity,

When we extend our analysis of caregiving to consider a broadened
definition of caregiving (to include activities engaged in with children
present), we find litde difference in our initial findings. However, out
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analysis of gender differences in the CSWB of activities that include
..z.ces_:_:J, childcare” was limited to the few large time-use categories
with enough observations. Nonetheless, given the similarity of the CSWB
scores for mothers with and without children present (here we were able
to analyze seven of the thirteen non-child caregiving activities), we feel
comfortable that the basic conclusions of this paper will not change as more
data become available.

One of the challenges that rescarchers face with the new ATUS CSWB
data is that there is so much information: five (or six) emotions, many
activities. We calculate two summary measures of overall well-being, the
average percent unpleasant by activity and average person-level U-indices,
to develop a more unified story. By comparing the average person-level
U-indices of mothers and fathers, we find that child caregiving activities
are more often unpleasant for mothers, with a substantial difference of 9
percentage points.??

The analysis in this paper provides strong evidence to counter the
popular notion that mothers perform more unpaid work in the home,
particularly activities related to caring for their own children because they
enjoy these activities more than fathers. Unfortunately, we are no closer
to answering the broader question of why mothers perform substantially
more of the child caregiving (and housework) than fathers. One potential
explanation lies in our incomplete measurement of total well-being;
perhaps mothers experience greater total well-being for those endeavors,
but we are unable to capture this experience completely with CSWB
measures that just capture process utility. Alternatively, mothers may be
(real or perceived) more productive caregivers, or they may be the logical
choice in a heterosexual couple given lower wages and labor market
discrimination, particularly at higher managerial levels, that women (and
mothers, in particular) still face. Certainly, gender-role inertia and habit
other explanations are better tested with other data.
ch is to eliminate from the potential list
" child caregiving

also play a role, The
The contribution of this rese
of explanations the assertion that mothers simply “like”

more than fathers,

Finally, this rescarch, by delving more deeply into the specifics of the
CSWB of individuals in the United States, serves to enlighten discussions
concerning happiness, a popular national-media subject for generatons.
Most recently, the cover of TIME magazine (July 8, 2013) highlighted the
“pursuit of __:_._.::;!: and Senior's (2014) new book examines :..... ,..:c:
that children have on their parents” happiness, Based on ow findings,
researchers looking at happiness or, more broadly, at CSWB, must consider

carelully the complex, interrelated roles played by parenthood and

gender.
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NOTES
T'his article was published three days later in the New York Times
title, "Diaper Changing Index” (March 25, 2012 P 16).
Specifically, the research was based on a survey of 181 academic couples with al
least one child under the age 2, all on the tenure wack at universities. Additionall

the authors discuss concerns with potential respondent bias inherent in the sunt
instrument design.,
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See, for example, Camille Ryan
Robert Thornton (2007).

Also see Joni Hersch and Leslic Stratton (1997) and Mark Brvan
Sevilla-Sanz (2011).

The Udindex is drawn from Daniel Kahneman and .
similar data.

m.c.... Almudena Sevilla, Jose Gimenez-Nadal, and Jonathan Gershuny (2012) for a
similar comparison of RSWB and CSWB measures.

F. Thomas Juster, Paul Courant, and Gr egory Dow define process henefits as the

and Julie Sichens (2012) and Judith McDonald and

and Almuadena

an Krueger's (2006) work with

direct subjectiv
exclusion of othe

consequences from engaging in some activities o the
-« For instance, how much an individual likes or dislikes
the activity ‘painting one's house,' in conjunctuon with the amount ol ume
one spends in painting the house, is as imporntant determinant of well-being
independent of how satisfied one fee

about having a lreshly painted house.

For a presentation of an underlying theoretical model of utility, see Alan Krueger
(1985: 120-1), Daniel Kahneman, David Schkade, Norbert Schwarz, and Arthur Stone
(2009).

Alexander Szalai (1972), the pioneer of tme-diary rescarch, also expenimented with
collecting CSWB information together with yesterday’s time diary.

“Positive”™ was the emotion included in the PATS and excluded from the ATUS. The
ATUS added questions about the meaningtulness of the activity not found in the PATS.
Jose L Gimenez-Nadal and Almudena Sevilla-Sanz (2011) consider the effect of gender
and parenting on “leisure satisfaction.” Leisure satsfaction is somewhat diflerent
from GRSWB measures, as it comes {from a question in the European Community
Household Panel (ECHP) that asks “How satsfied are vou with the amount of leisure
tme you have?” Thus, it is a measure of satisfuction with the amount of time one
has to devote to Jeisure, rther than a measure of the satisfaction one gets out of the
specific leisure activities in which one is engaged. Gimenez-Nadal and Sevilla-Sany find
that mothers of children 0 1o 17 years of age have lower levels of satistaction with the
amount ol leisure time they have compared with fathers of children the same age (as
seen in the statistical significance of the coeflicient of the interaction between number
ol children and the female indicator variable).

Bertrand (2013) does not include tredness as o negative emotion. Since tiredness
is high for mothers, including tredness would be expected 10 change some of her
findings.

Wang (2013) writes that women find more meaning in child caregiving too, but this
difference is very small and unlikely to be statisucally significant

The ATUS also has a series of questions about “whether children were in your care’
during the activity, These questions are asked afier the tme<diary data collection 1s
completely finshed. The imtenviewer returns to each activiy reported and asks if,
during that activity, there was a child under age 13 in your care. These responses o
these questions are often called secondary child caregiving and were designed as a
compromise between survey length and the desire o measure mulutasking. However,
previons research has shown that the secondary child cavegiving questions in the ATUS
produce much igher estimates of secondary child-caregiving time than suveys that
allow all two uses of tme atany moment (Stizanne Bianchi, Vanessa Wigh, and Sara
Raley 2005; Kimberly Fisher 2005) because some parents report that every activiny that
takes place at home when avoung child is presentin the home s an actviy mowhich
achild is under one's care, This is, of conrse, technically tue, and gets at the problem
of measuring <hild-caregiving time articulated so well by Nancy Folbre, Jayoung Yoon
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Allison Fuligni (2005) and Nancy Folbre and Jayoung Yoon (2008,
s of Bianchi, Wight, and Raley {2005) and Fish,
.asure of “was there a child in the room ;::.E

Kade Finnofl, and
But given the comparative esuma

(2005), we believe the alternanve ::,
1ost likely to affect CSWB.
< by men than women and the sample selection eriterig,

Because of lower responsc rate o ! ;
that one must report at least one child-caregiving activity on diary day, our analy;,
n and 66.2 percent women. However, all regy,

n:_..v_nnc_:_v:.wc.muu‘m_.:,._.2._::.n . .
reported in the paper are weighted using BLS supplied weights to return the Sample
to the population proportions. The differential in sample inclusion rates of men very

women may lead to the concern that the fathers included in the analysis sample 4,
selfselected to be those who enjoy child regiving differenty than mothers, Ty
would be the case if fathers are allowed to opt out of child caregiving and motheyy
are not. It is difficult to think of how to “Aix" this problem, since one cannot
about experienced emotion for an activity that has not happened. What we can ¢,
is acknowledge that all reported emotions are conditional on having engaged iy
that activity the previous day, plus that the entire sample of fathers (and mothers)
is selected on the criterion that they engaged in child caregiving minutes the previous

O

the activin?" is n

day.
We include
and fathers.

for inclusion.
In Connelly and Kimmel (forthcoming), developmental caregiving time includes time

,._z.:_......:::x to children, helping with homework, playing with children, talking and
listening 10 children, and school conferences. Maintenance child caregiving includes
physical care of children, organization and planning related to children, atending
iy S s . . P - : i
._:E:: s events, watching children, waiting for children, and providing food and
obtaimng medical care for children.
17 ¢ AP o5 P 3 ~ » . .
See Gigi Foster and Charlene Kalenkoski (2012) for an experiment in multitasking
The chi < : 3y N DETT i !
I'he ._b._._ caregiving task in their experiment involved enough down time that
respondents mc:_a also do the laundry task productively at the same time. However
in __“A ;t_&w_.:_.:_ by Thomas Buser and Noemi Peter (2012), both tasks were
prablem-solving intensive; : pr ivity i
_. . g intensive; thus, the productivity advantage went to solo-tasking as
: compared o multitasking. g
§ :
) ‘rmesh i 2007
._= .M.:e__,:.:_: ":: sh ..:L.::_m::: Lee (2007) note that women report a greater sense
ecling rus ied, and this gender difference may be the result of women changing
i activities more often throughout the diary day ,
Marie Connolly (2013) i elitio
M: 2013) describes the refat i Swe
ol B gl :::: I r::.ﬂ%i between weather and reported
. S . ortance x i » i
o . portance of conuolling the diary month in our
20 1y
1¢ Lull regression results (84
3 4 separale regressi 5 tiviti 1
i i parate regressions; 21 activities x4 emotions) are
2 o ‘ m the authors upon request,
o e parallel results for the re i
z remaining two e i i
from the authors. These scores are :.:n_. "s_: stotions, sxdaess and pain, are available
» dre o lowe » " » :
i eroveralland few gender differences are
a2y
== Mothers' tire i
] edness is also not
als simply i
:_c:_q::::_:z:::r.:._.::____._:__:w:.._::_::_:: of geting less sleep. I fact, the
3 2 " \ esmore slee Aar diary
24 .2 statstically significant difference) e onhidiany day than e
_ﬂz.ﬂ:._i go to pleasant; that is, for an ac tivity 1o be ¢l jzed
nghest negative score n i . actenued A pieppany the
S st be e :
tbe stricty greater than the :

- R i :
Bertrand (2013) excludes tiredness from } highest POSIVe SCore,
. ; 161 meastre
teasure of an unpleasant actvity. In

addition, the U-index s
' -index she ¢ e y
R W w—: cale _.__u:.: svery different from Kahnena | Krueger"
Justthe three activities that each individual L
al was

an activity if there are thirty or more CSWB responses for both mothers
See the Data Appendix for further detail on how the activities were chosen

1

o

asked about and she does
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not control for different probabilities of being asked about a specific achvity ?72_
on differences in time use. Kahneman and Krueger's U-index (and ours) 1s based on
1l people in the relevant sample)

average cmotion scores by activity (averaged over a
and individual time-use proportions for all waking activities of the day (not just the
three for which CSWB questions were asked). )
25 This is analogous to the Oaxaca—Blinder decomposition ol the wage gap, ..e‘_:l_
decomposes differences attributable to composivon effects :.:_: behavioral .,.:,.2,..
The composition cffects in this case as differences in how time is used, while the
behavioral effect is how unpleasant activities are judged. )
' The counterfactual for mothers if they used their time the ways that fathers use their
time is shown in Supplemental Table 2, available online on the publisher’s website.
27 Krueger (2007) compares the size of gender gaps he <alculates  (based  on
non-gendered activity level U indices) to the size of the gap between weekday and
weekend U-indices, The weekend/weekday gap he reports is about 3 percentage

points, making a 9 percentage point gap quite large indeed.
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1. Selection and construction of the nineteen included activities:
e 2010 ATUS included 1476 ditferent possible time-use activities that are
it” categories; and within cach “2digit” category

i
categories and then further subcategories
ortes related o

categonzed into seventeen 2clig
there are subcategories called “digit
categories. I all, there are twenty-one “hecign” cat
ol children living in the household (excluding all ansportaton

called “Odigit”
child caregiving
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many of these categories seldom occur. We only inclyg,
an activity if there are at least twenty CSWB scores in each of the mothery’ ;,,,d
fathers’ s;'unplc. When a “6-digit” activity did not pass this lh:.'(-slml(l, we combig
it with other similar activities (within the same “4-digit” classification) and cregqeq
a “4-digit residual” activity. Again, we subjected that “4-digit residual” to the thjy,
\ion rule for inclusion. Six child caregiving activities pass the “test” and 4y,
included in our analysis. Of these, four are “6-cligit™ activities: the “physical care
of children,” “playing with children,” “talking with children,” and “picking up g
dropping oft children.” The other two are “4-digit residual” categories: “rest of
caring for children,” and all of “education-related child caergiving.” To compare
child-caregiving activities to other time-use activities, we used the same inclusion
rule. In all, we have nineteen activities (excluding transportation categories), which
are either “6-digit” activities or “4-digit residual” activities.

9 TIdentification of mothers and fathers based on co-residence of own household

categories). However,

observe

children:

The ATUS differentiates between own household children, own non-household
children. and non-own household children and non-own non-household children.
If a woman lives with her 10 year old, then she has an own household child, and
we call her a mother. If her 16-year-old son lives with her ex-husband, then the
respondent also has an own non-household child. If she shares the house with
her 20-year-old daughter (not a child) and her 2-year-old grandchild, then the
respondent also has a non-own household child present. And if she spent the
afternoon babysitting for her 5-year-old niece, she was engaged in child caregiving
for a non-own non-household child during that time. Child caregiving activities
are coded separately for care of household children and non-household children
(activities coded 300000s versus 400000s). Our analysis focuses only on the child
caregiving for household children (300000s), and we limit the sample to men and
women who have own children present — that is, mothers and fathers. Thus, the vast
majority of the child caregiving time we are analyzing is care provided by mothers
and fathers of their own co-residing children; the woman in the example above is
a mother by our definition but could be reporting on time spent caring for the
grandchild who lives with her. We have not included the care of non-household
children, as we expect those time-use activities to elicit different CSWB responses
than caregiving of household children, and the incidents are too few to analyze
separately.



