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ABSTRACT 

This study examines the association between individuals’ educational assortative mating and time 

spent on child care and housework. Focus is put on hypogamous couples, or couples in which 

wives have more education than their husbands. Relative resources and gender revolution 

frameworks are considered as contexts to explain why hypogamous couples may share their time 

differently than other couples. Applying a causal inference framework for model construction, a 

series of ordinary least squares regressions with population and sampling weights are employed 

using American Time Use Survey data from 2003 – 2018. Three, separate analyses using relative 

education, gender, and all educational pairings as the independent variables of interest are 

presented with child care and housework as the dependent variables. The current findings show 

that men in hypogamous marriages perform about 10 minutes more of child care per day on 

average than their peers in hypergamous and homogamous marriages, and that this comes 

primarily from basic care activities. This accounts for approximately 43% of the difference 

between men and women in the average amount of time spent on child care per day and brings 

hypogamous men’s share of child care to about 48%. No clear pattern of significance is apparent 

comparing individuals’ time spent on housework by relative education, suggesting that housework 

and child care have evolved differently in the context of gendered domestic responsibilities. Men 

in hypogamous marriages are moving toward more egalitarian sharing of child care. However, this 

is only true for couples in which men have at least a high school diploma and women are highly 

educated. 
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Marriages in which women have more education than their husbands are more common 

than several decades ago (Schwartz & Han, 2014; Van Bavel, Schwartz, & Esteve, 2018). These 

educationally hypogamous couples were previously less common and less stable than other types 

of marriages (Schwartz & Han, 2014). An increase in hypogamous couples has been linked to the 

global rise in women’s educational attainment (Esteve, García‐Román, & Permanyer, 2012; 

Esteve, Schwartz, Van Bavel, Klesment, & Garcia, 2016). They invert the marriage gradient, in 

which it is preferable for women to marry up in social status (Bernard, 1982). As hypogamous 

couples have become more common, their divorce rates have decreased to resemble homogamous 

couples, marriages in which both spouses have the same level of educational attainment (Schwartz 

& Han, 2014), suggesting a normalizing of their status inversion. Hypogamous couples present an 

opportunity to understand how couples adapt gender roles when their social traits challenge 

traditional status pairings. It is particularly important to understand the dynamics of these couples 

as the supply of educated women continues to grow and these marriages become more common.  

Recent studies suggest the role of educated couples as a vanguard that initiates a diffusion 

of egalitarian norms (Esping-Andersen & Billari, 2015). Wives in hypogamous marriages have the 

potential to transfer those norms within their marriage. The study of hypogamous couples offers 

the advantage of examining whether women who bring more education into a marriage also bring 

more egalitarian preferences expressed through behaviors such as time use, and whether those 

behaviors influence the time use of their husbands. I consider the influence of educational 

assortative mating using time use as a proxy for egalitarian behavior by posing two primary 

questions: 1) Is an individual’s time use influenced by their spouse’s relative educational 

attainment? 2) How do educationally hypogamous couples allocate their time on housework and 

child care?  
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I use individuals’ educational assortative pairing to examine different patterns of time use 

in different types of housework and child care. First, I assess the time use of men and women in 

hypogamous and hypergamous marriages relative to those in homogamous marriages. In a second 

analysis, I compare the time use of men and women within the same type of marriage -- 

hypogamous, homogamous, or hypergamous -- to each other. I find that men in hypogamous 

couples spend more time on child care, but not housework, than their peers in other types of 

marriages. This additional time comes from more time spent on physical care of children. A further 

series of analyses suggest that the current findings are driven by moderately-educated men with 

highly educated wives, rather than by low-educated men with moderately-educated wives. I 

conclude by arguing that an inversion of the traditional relative resources arrangement in 

households is necessary for women to obtain more egalitarian domestic participation from their 

husbands. Even when they have more resources, women are only able to obtain more egalitarian 

sharing for child care. 

BACKGROUND 

Hochschild first identified the “second shift” of unpaid domestic and care work performed 

by women after completing their paid work day (Hochschild & Machung, 2012). Evidence is 

mixed on how much fathers have increased their contributions to child care and whether those 

contributions have stalled. Though college educated men’s contribution to child care has plateaued 

since the early 2000s, fathers with less than a bachelor’s degree continued to increase the amount 

of time they spent on child care through the early 2010s (Sayer, 2016) with less educated men and 

women spending more equal time in primary caregiving activities than their more educated peers 

(Negraia, Augustine, & Prickett, 2018). While the difference in men’s and women’s time spent on 

housework decreased in the 1970s and 1980s before stalling in the 1990s, much of the change was 
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due to women decreasing their time spent on housework, particularly as they took on more paid 

work (Bianchi, 2011; Bianchi, Robinson, & Milke, 2006; Bianchi, Sayer, Milkie, & Robinson, 

2012). Men with a college degree do not spend more time on housework than their less educated 

peers (Sayer, 2016). Overall, men have increased their time spent on child care but have been more 

resistant to change their time allocation to housework since the 1990s. This contradiction is often 

cited by scholars who argue that the gender revolution is stalled in the United States (England, 

2010; Gerson, 2010).  

Most scholarship to date on assortative mating and time use for housework and child care 

has defined couples’ sorting by earnings. In this framework, a hypogamous couple is one in which 

the wife earns more than the husband, and a hypergamous couple is one in which the wife earns 

less. Some studies using data from the United States have found that women decrease the amount 

of time spent on housework, relative to their husbands, as their earnings increase. However, when 

they begin to contribute more than 50% of their earnings to the household income, they increase 

time spent on housework (Bertrand, Pan, & Kamenica, 2015; Bittman, England, Sayer, Folbre, & 

Matheson, 2003; Hochschild & Machung, 2012). These findings indicate that men and women use 

housework as a means of gender display to normalize the deviance of the gender dynamics of their 

household earnings (West & Zimmerman, 1987). Other recent studies question the support for 

gender deviance neutralization through housework (Gupta, 2007; Hook, 2017; Sullivan, 2011). 

For economically hypogamous couples, the division of child care is more consistently egalitarian 

than the division of housework. One study found that men increase the amount of time spent on 

child care as their wives’ contributions to household income increases, with the most equal sharing 

being when women are the sole breadwinners (Raley, Bianchi, & Wang, 2012). These findings 

suggest that child care is not a vehicle for gender display for economically hypogamous couples 
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and that while women who earn more than their husbands may still perform more housework, the 

gender gap in their allocation of time is changing.  

Few studies have considered how educational assortative mating may influence 

arrangements of child care and housework. A study using Danish data found that being in an 

educationally homogamous pairing had an interactive effect on couples’ time spent on child care 

with highly educated homogamous couples engaging in more egalitarian parenting arrangements 

and low-educated homogamous couples engaging in more traditional ones (Bonke & Esping-

Andersen, 2009). Another study examining the influence of spouse’s educational attainment on 

time use in the United States found that men’s time spent on child care is primarily determined by 

their wives’ educational attainment, whereas women’s time spent on child care is more strongly 

associated with their own educational attainment. The same study did not replicate the interactive 

finding with homogamy from the Danish data (England & Srivastava, 2013). However, the former 

used a categorical measure of educational attainment while the latter used a continuous one making 

the results more difficult to compare. 

Scholars of the gender revolution framework have suggested that demographic changes, 

including increased divorce rates and decreased marriage and fertility rates, have been the result 

of conflicting roles and responsibilities for women in the public and domestic spheres. They argue 

that the second half of the gender revolution includes a recalibration of behaviors between couples 

toward egalitarian partnerships that reduce this work-family conflict (Esping-Andersen & Billari, 

2015; Goldscheider, Bernhardt, & Lappegard, 2015). The key turning point between these two 

stages is the development of egalitarian views and practices within households that allow women 

to more easily balance their work and educational opportunities with child care and other domestic 

responsibilities. This transition to egalitarian partnership begins among more educated couples and 
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is carried to the rest of the population through a process of diffusion (Esping-Andersen & Billari, 

2015; Goldscheider et al., 2015; Stanfors & Goldscheider, 2017). Some scholars have questioned 

whether the reversals observed in Europe are comparable in the United States, which is more 

racially diverse and economically stratified than many European countries (Cherlin, 2016), and 

some contend that advancement toward egalitarian opportunities has stalled (England, 2010; 

Gerson, 2010).  

 Many metrics of the gender revolution are highly correlated with education including: 

egalitarian attitudes (Thornton, Alwin, & Camburn, 1983), gender role preferences (Cotter, 

Hermsen, & Vanneman, 2011; Evertsson et al., 2009), parenting styles and intensity (Lareau & 

Cox, 2011), and time use, particularly on child care (Dotti Sani & Treas, 2016; Lareau & Cox, 

2011; Sayer, 2016). Higher educational attainment is also strongly associated with higher wages 

(Fischer & Hout, 2006) and is a primary way to obtain cultural capital (Bourdieu, 1984). In the 

United States, the demarcation of a bachelor’s degree has emerged as a strong distinction in family 

norms in recent decades (Lareau & Cox, 2011; McLanahan & Jacobsen, 2015; Putnam, 2015). 

Parents with more education practice more intensive parenting styles (Lareau & Cox, 2011; 

McLanahan & Jacobsen, 2015) spending more time actively engaging their children in leisure and 

reasoning (Lareau, 2002). While education does not entirely determine social class, it is a key 

determinate of the trajectory of an individual’s occupation, lifetime earnings, and social capital, 

and thus marrying across common definitions of educational attainment indicates an important 

differential in resources and experience brought into a marriage that are distinctly different from 

income or occupation. 

 I propose that one’s educational experience and that of their spouse influences attitudes 

and behaviors in a way that is more persistent than income or work status captured at the time of 
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one survey interview. Education is a characteristic that is typically fixed before marriage (Arum, 

Roksa, & Budig, 2008) and influences both who marries whom (Kalmijn, 1991; Schwartz & Mare, 

2005; Schwartz, Zeng, & Xie, 2016) and one’s long-term occupational and earnings trajectories 

(Fischer & Hout, 2006). My analysis builds on previous studies through several contributions to 

the literature: 1) by considering how one’s educational assortative pairing may influence an 

individual’s time allocation; 2) by estimating the heterogeneity in time use for individuals with 

different levels of educational attainment in hypogamous couples; and 3) by considering how 

hypogamous couples may distinctly contribute to the progression of the gender revolution.  

There is no single, clear hypothesis for how hypogamous couples may allocate their time 

differently than homogamous or hypergamous couples. Previous studies on time use have utilized 

a bargaining framework arguing that the spouse with greater resources, or greater earning potential, 

will be able to better negotiate time to pursue their career (Aassve, Fuochi, & Mencarini, 2014; 

Bittman et al., 2003; Craig & Mullan, 2011). Often referred to as a relative resource argument, the 

key feature of this framework is that, regardless of their gender, whoever contributes less in 

educational resources, and therefore potential economic and cultural resources, does more at home.  

 The gender revolution predicts a shift towards equal sharing of paid work and domestic 

responsibilities within the home. This vision clearly suggests that men and women in homogamous 

couples should engage in equal sharing across child care and housework. Less clear is how they 

would prescribe hypogamous couples to share their time. At minimum, gender revolution theorists 

would expect men and women in hypogamous couples to engage in an equal division of domestic 

responsibilities. As in the relative resources framework, they may also argue that men in these 

couples should engage in more housework and child care, to balance more evenly across work 

inside and outside of the home. 
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METHOD 

DATA 

 I use the American Time Use Survey (ATUS), a nationally representative, cross-sectional 

survey, which began collecting time diary data annually in 2003.  Respondents are randomly 

selected from households that have completed interviews for the Current Population Survey (CPS). 

Respondents report on time use for one randomly selected day of the week, with weekends 

oversampled.  To prevent the planning of socially desirable activities, respondents are not notified 

of their scheduled survey date in advance.  Weights are applied to descriptive statistics and 

regression estimates in this paper to account for demographic groups that are oversampled, balance 

estimates across days of the week and quarter, and to adjust for differential response rates.  

Respondent time use data is matched with household and individual characteristics from the CPS. 

While the ATUS does not include couple-level time use data, the survey is nationally 

representative and married men in the sample should be representative of female respondents’ 

husbands; conversely, married women should be representative of male respondents’ wives.  
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Table 1. Analysis Sample Definitions 

Variables Sample 1 Sample 2 

Marital status 
Married, spouse 
present 

Married, spouse 
present 

Children present in 
household < 18 

1 or more 1 or more 

Work status 
Respondent and 
spouse both working 
at least part-time 

Respondent and 
spouse both working 
at least part-time 

Age 25 - 65 25 - 65 

Educational Attainment 
High school 
diploma/GED or Some 
college 

All levels of educational 
attainment 

   

N (Women) 8,004 17,842 

N (Men) 7,721 15,920    

N (Total) 15,725 33,762 

 

 Table 1 shows the characteristics of the two samples I use. In both samples, I include 

respondents between the ages of 25 and 65, with their spouse present, and at least one child under 

the age of 18 living in the household.  Respondents under the age of 25 and over the age of 65 are 

more likely to be in school or retired, making them less likely to balance child care, domestic work, 

and paid work (Christensen, Schneider, & Bianchi, 2011; Raley et al., 2012; Sayer, 2016).   

Responsibilities around child care differ greatly when children no longer live in the home, which 

is why I only include respondents with children under 18 in the household. I also limit the sample 

to include respondents who have their spouse present because these time demands are different 

without a second adult in the household. I exclude respondents in cohabiting and same-sex couples 

from this study because of different selection processes into cohabitation and marriage (Schwartz, 

2010; Van Bavel, 2012) and because the CPS only began identifying members of the household 

as cohabiting partners in 2008. I further limit the analysis samples to respondents working at least 

part time with their spouse working at least part time. Previous studies on time use have 
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emphasized limitations on time with two working parents in the household (Hochschild & 

Machung, 2012), for whom the negotiation of paid work with housework and child care is more 

fraught when both spouses work.3  

The two samples differ in one regard.  In Sample 1, I include only men and women in the 

middle categories of educational attainment (high school degree and some college) because they 

can marry both up and down.  To make a reasonable comparison of a potential outcome, all 

individuals in an observational study must have the possibility of marrying into the couplings 

under consideration. Said differently, all individuals must have the possibility of a counterfactual 

(Morgan & Winship, 2015). For example, men with a bachelor’s degree cannot be in a 

hypogamous marriage according to the definitions used in this study and men with less than a high 

school degree cannot be in a hypergamous marriage. Similar constraints hold for women.   Because 

this limitation requires deleting nearly half of the target sample, in Sample 2 I relax the educational 

attainment constraint and compare estimates across all possible educational pairings.  

Few missing or incomplete cases are present in the ATUS and CPS data. However, 

occupational details for both respondents and spouses are captured at the time of survey for the 

CPS. Because the ATUS is fielded later than the CPS, it is possible for respondents or spouses to 

begin working between the time of survey of the CPS and the ATUS, resulting in the absence of a 

Census occupation code and a weekly wage. I imputed these using random forest imputation with 

the “missForest” package in R. Random forest imputation has several advantages over more 

common methods of multiple imputation. Primarily, it is better equipped to handle both non-

 
3As an additional test of the sensitivity of my findings, I completed my analysis with more inclusive samples 

including cohabiting couples and couples in which either or both partners were not working. Estimates were similar 

to the primary analysis sample and did not change conclusions from the analysis. 
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parametric relationships and continuous and categorical variables together in its estimations of 

missing values (Stekhoven & Bühlmann, 2011). 

ANALYSIS 

 I employ a series of ordinary least squares regressions using population and sampling 

weights and present three, separate analyses.4 The first two use Sample 1. The third one uses 

Sample 2. The first two analyses are estimated through a series of binary comparisons to improve 

the precision of point estimates. Outcomes are considered using binary comparisons under the 

potential outcome model to isolate an estimate of the relationship between the primary variable of 

interest--the individual’s educational assortative pairing--and the respondent’s time spent on 

housework or child care. For example, to estimate men’s time spent on housework, I include one 

model in which hypogamous men are compared to their homogamous peers. In a complimentary 

model, I compare hypergamous men to their homogamous counterparts. 5 These binary 

comparisons are more precise given the structural differences in educational attainment among 

these different types of marriages and strong selection into marriage by education (Morgan & 

Winship, 2015).  

 
4I restrict the main analyses and discussion of the results presented in this paper to an estimation of the average 

treatment effect (ATE). In a separate analysis, not presented in this paper, I also estimate the average treatment for 

the treated (ATT) and the average treatment for the controls (ATC). There may be some selection into hypogamous 

marriages. Respondents who have more egalitarian views are likely to be more open to both hypogamous marriages 

and men engaging in housework and child care. This suggests that the ATC and ATT may be of more interest than 

the ATE. Conversely, those with more education are more likely to marry than those with less education and women 

out pace men at every level of educational attainment (DiPrete and Buchmann 2013), creating structural conditions 

that induce hypogamy. It is possible that men will find themselves marrying hypogamously because of the structural 

conditions of the marriage market when they otherwise would not have, making the ATE useful to understand how 

the average sample member may spend their time were they in a marriage market that reduced their selection into 

their preferred educational match. I find no meaningful difference between estimates for the ATC, ATT, and ATE, 

therefore I limit my discussion to results from the ATE for simplicity. 
5Including multiple variables of interest, such as indicators for respondents in hypergamous and hypogamous 

marriages in the same model bias coefficient estimates when they are likely to vary according to other adjustment 

variables in the model, such as the educational attainment of either the respondent or the spouse. For a more detailed 

discussion, see Morgan and Winship (2015) pages 185 and 218. 
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1. Relative education. This analysis includes four models for each outcome, two for men and 

two for women. The first model compares men in hypogamous marriages to men in 

homogamous marriages; the second compares men in hypergamous marriages to men in 

homogamous ones. These models are repeated including the same comparisons for women.  

2. Gender. This analysis includes three models for each outcome. One model compares men 

and women in hypogamous marriages; another compares men and women in homogamous 

marriages; and the final one compares men and women in hypergamous marriages. 

3. All educational pairings. This is the saturated model including dummy variables for all 

potential educational pairings with one left as a reference category. The point estimates for 

these models are meant to allow for a comparison across all educational pairings. Because 

all educational pairings are included in this sample, there is no reason to limit the sample 

by education.6  

 Independent variables. The main variables of interest in the first set of models are binary 

indicators of respondents’ educational status relative to their spouses. These variables classify 

respondents in hypogamous or homogamous marriages in one model and hypergamous or 

homogamous marriages in a second model. The measures are calculated by differences in degree 

attainment between respondents and their spouse. Highest grade attended is coded into four 

categories including less than a high school degree (< 12 years), high school degree (12), some 

college (13-15), and a bachelor’s degree or higher (16 or more).  These categories are consistent 

 
6 England and Srivastava (2011) examine the association between respondent’s education, spouse’s education, and 

child care. In an additional analysis not shown, they report insignificant interactions between respondent and 

spouse’s education. They conclude that the association between respondent and spouse’s educational attainment on 

child care is additive and not interactive. The analysis in this paper extends their analysis using different analytic and 

theoretical frameworks. I consider each potential degree pairing as a heterogenous coupling among hypogamous, 

homogamous, and hypergamous couples. My focus is on what is different about these couples and how they 

compare to each other. My sample also includes an additional seven years of data, which may inform the findings as 

hypogamy has become more common among younger cohorts that age into the sample. 
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with the literature on assortative mating (Mare, 1991, 2016; Qian, 2016; Schwartz & Mare, 2005). 

In the third set, thirteen dummy variables are included for more detailed pairings of respondents’ 

degree by spouses’ degree. These pairings are explained in further detail in the discussion of the 

results. 

 Dependent Variables. Primary dependent variables include time spent on housework and 

child care. All recorded time spent on interior cleaning, laundry, sewing and maintaining textiles, 

storing interior items, using household services, food and drink presentation and clean up, interior 

and exterior house maintenance, vehicle maintenance, appliance maintenance, household 

management, using financial services, and household shopping are included in the measure of 

housework.  The measure of child care includes direct care activities, educational activities, those 

related to children’s health, and using paid child care services.  

 Additional analyses consider subcategories of each primary dependent variable. Separate 

measures for child care including physical care, reading, playing, talking and listening, homework, 

education, and health are evaluated separately. Routine housework is considered as a separate, 

composite outcome and includes interior cleaning, laundry, meal preparation, grocery shopping, 

and buying gas. Cleaning, cooking, house maintenance, vehicle maintenance, appliance 

maintenance, household management, and shopping are also considered as separate dependent 

variables. All outcomes are measured in minutes per day, consistent with other studies in the time 

use literature (Sayer, 2005, 2016). 

 Adjustment variables. Adjustment variables are chosen to reduce omitted variable bias by 

selecting characteristics that determine educational assortative pairings (Angrist & Pischke, 2008) 

and are informed by Pearl’s backdoor criterion (Pearl, 2009). Making a match on the marriage 

market has been shown to be a complex decision of status exchange at the time of marriage 
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(Schwartz et al., 2016) within a given marriage market . For example, when a woman marries 

down in education, she is more likely to marry up in income (Qian, 2016). Most surveys do not 

capture education, occupation, income, and work status of respondents and their spouses at the 

time of marriage. Under Pearl’s back-door criterion, characteristics that remain relatively stable 

between the time of marriage for the respondent and the time of the survey have the potential to 

block non-causal associations within the model (Pearl, 2009). Said differently, these characteristics 

could reduce omitted variable bias. However, the CPS provides limited individual and spousal 

characteristics. Where available, all characteristics of respondents’ and their spouses that were 

likely fixed before marriage are used as adjustment variables.  

 Respondent characteristics including race, educational attainment, country of birth, cohort, 

and occupation are included as adjustment variables in both analyses. Binary indicators are 

included for race (black, Asian, Hispanic, and other with white as the reference category), being 

born in the United States, living in a metropolitan area, geographic region (West, Midwest, and 

South with Northwest as the reference category), full time employment, survey year, and having 

completed the survey on a weekday. A continuous measure of respondents’ year of birth is also 

included. Demand for child care and housework tasks can be intensified by the number of children 

and the ages of children within a household. A continuous measure indicating the number of 

children in the household under the age of 18 is used along with binary variables indicating the 

presence of children between the ages of five and nine, three and four, and two or under (with 

children ages 10-17 as the reference category). I include a group of binary variables for occupation 

classes. The CPS uses the standard Census occupation codes, including more than 450 separate 

categories. I employ Morgan’s (2017) class schema for the General Social Survey, which uses the 

same occupation codes as the Census (Morgan, 2017). Respondents’ weekly wage is used as a 
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continuous measure. I also include dummy variables for respondents’ education. In Sample 1, only 

one dummy variable for some college attended is included with high school diploma left as the 

reference category. In Sample 2, thirteen variables are included for each pairing of respondents 

and spouse’s educational attainment. 

 Time is allocated based on an individual’s characteristics, those of their spouse, and gender 

role attitudes developed during an individual’s upbringing. Their upbringing is reliant on their 

parents’ characteristics. Binary variables indicating the United States as the country of birth for 

respondent’s father, mother, and spouse are also included. This is the only information on parents 

available in the CPS. Spouse’s occupation and weekly wage are also included. I do not include 

spouse’s educational attainment in the first and second set of analyses separately from the type of 

marriage because I intend measures of hypogamy and hypergamy to simply measure the direction 

of spouse’s relative education. In the third set of analyses, spouse’s education is used to create 

indicators for the primary variables of interest.  

Models. For the relative education and gender analyses, four sets of models are presented for each 

binary comparison. Model 1 estimates the bivariate relationship of the independent variable of 

interest and the dependent variable. Model 2 presents an estimate with adjustments for race, 

educational attainment, living in a metropolitan area, region, survey year, number of kids in the 

household under 18, respondent cohort, being surveyed on a weekday, and the nativity of 

respondents’ parents and spouse. Some may argue that education in these models is simply an 

obfuscated measure of income or occupation, and that hypogamous men may be affected by a lack 

of time on the part of their wives. To attempt to account for this, in Model 3, estimates are 

generated while adjusting for respondent and spouse’s occupation. Model 4 estimates add 

respondent and spouse’s weekly wage to those measures included in Model 3. 
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RESULTS 

 I present a comparison of sample characteristics for Sample 2 across individuals in 

hypergamous, homogamous, and hypogamous couples for a more thorough understanding of the 

sample. Sample characteristics for male and female respondents are shown in Table 2. With a few 

exceptions, characteristics for men and women in homogamous, hypogamous, and hypergamous 

marriages are relatively well balanced. Employment characteristics and concentrations of men and 

women in different occupation classes are reflective of, both their relative education with their 

spouses, and underlying structural imbalances in educational attainment within the married 

population. For example, hypogamous men are much more likely to be in, Class V (lower-grade 

technicians and supervisors of manual workers), Class VI (skilled manual workers) and Class VIIa 

(semi-skilled and unskilled manual workers) occupations because, by definition, they do not have 

a bachelor’s degree or higher. Similarly, hypergamous women are less concentrated in Class I and 

Class II (high and low grade professionals) occupations because, by definition, they also do not 

have bachelor’s degrees. Large differences in the educational distribution are also evident. This is 

partly due to structural constraints because women with a bachelor’s degree, by the definitions of 

this study, cannot marry up (hypergamously) and men with a bachelor’s degree cannot marry a 

woman with more education than them (hypogamously). Finally, women in hypergamous 

marriages spend less time on child care than women in other types of marriages. The difference in 

these mean values is likely due to underlying differences in education. Women in hypergamous 

marriages do not have bachelor’s degrees and more educated men and women are spend more time 

on child care (Sayer, 2016).  
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Table 2. Sample Characteristics, 2003 - 2017 

      Female Respondents   Male Respondents 
          

Variable  H>W H=W  H<W    H>W H=W  H<W 
          

Respondent Characteristics        

 Race        

  White 86.32 84.23 87.05  84.86 84.85 87.16 

  Black 6.93 6.24 7.58  8.19 7.12 8.20 

  Hispanic 16.12 13.11 14.59  16.12 14.24 14.55 

  Asian 4.60 7.42 3.01  4.32 6.16 2.31 

  Other 5.81 8.71 4.47  5.94 7.43 4.00 

 Education        

  Less than high school 10.71 5.37 n/a  n/a 6.57 13.51 

  High school diploma 45.80 18.98 9.16  9.60 19.43 52.45 

  Attended some college 43.49 19.76 30.69  31.12 19.08 34.04 

  Bachelor's or higher n/a 55.89 60.15  59.29 54.92 n/a 

 Lives in metropolitan areaa 71.99 77.87 72.10  74.33 77.30 85.44 

 Born in U.S.b 79.60 79.64 85.01  80.61 79.45 85.64 

 Region        

  South 36.28 34.23 35.20  32.00 33.97 35.78 

  Midwest 25.96 25.19 26.06  26.66 25.88 28.88 

  West 21.88 21.74 19.83  24.61 21.89 18.10 

  Northeast 15.89 18.84 18.91  16.72 18.25 17.24 

 Children in household        

  Child ages 10-17c 67.05 55.16 55.68  64.59 55.33 56.69 

  Child ages 5-9c 39.31 41.17 41.96  40.43 40.67 41.53 

  Child ages 3-4c 15.03 18.87 18.64  20.17 19.18 18.00 

  Child under age 3c 16.64 23.95 23.68  20.25 25.33 23.38 

 # of children under 18 1.83 1.81 1.80  1.84 1.84 1.81 

   (0.02) (0.01) (0.02)  (0.03) (0.01) (0.02) 

 Year of birth 1969.22 1970.92 1971.69  1967.40 1969.23 1969.78 

   (0.22) (0.10) (3.84)  (0.22) (0.12) (0.18) 

 Employment        

  Full time 58.76 67.97 74.38  96.14 95.83 93.78 

  Weekly wage $563 $848 $788  $1,139 $1,254 $941 

   (9.85) (7.26) (8.85)  (15.98) (8.79) (9.78) 
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Table 2. Continued 

      Female Respondents   Male Respondents 
          

Variable  H>W H=W  H<W    H>W H=W  H<W 

 Occupational Class        

  Class I 2.71 14.24 9.27  15.64 21.00 3.28 

  Class II 11.72 28.27 32.34  22.79 21.45 8.54 

  Class IIIa 30.98 23.86 26.53  10.04 9.51 7.98 

  Class IIIb 32.05 17.53 17.86  9.99 7.67 11.62 

  Class IVc 2.90 0.98 1.09  0.79 1.15 1.73 

  Class V 7.48 5.64 6.06  15.37 12.94 19.68 

  Class VI 1.02 1.23 0.56  9.34 9.66 17.77 

  Class VIIa 10.73 7.90 6.06  15.71 15.88 28.57 

  Class VIIb 0.41 0.34 0.22  0.31 0.73 0.83 
          

Spouse's Characteristics        

 Education        

  Less than high school n/a 5.37 15.41  13.57 6.57 n/a 

  High school diploma 7.03 18.98 47.26  42.25 19.43 7.44 

  Attended some college 32.85 19.76 37.33  44.18 19.08 34.85 

  Bachelor's or higher 60.12 55.89 n/a  n/a 54.92 57.70 

 Employment        

  Weekly wage $1,128 $1,234 $902  $602 $869 $806 

   (15.41) (8.15) (8.26)  (9.75) (7.83) (9.70) 

 Occupational Class        

  Class I 15.74 21.03 3.53  2.89 13.82 10.07 

  Class II 19.50 21.42 8.89  12.12 28.77 32.68 

  Class IIIa 11.56 9.40 7.42  31.69 22.61 25.72 

  Class IIIb 10.18 8.77 10.41  28.98 17.65 18.12 

  Class IVc 1.22 1.30 2.08  2.35 1.15 0.64 

  Class V 16.30 13.53 19.10  7.65 5.19 6.06 

  Class VI 10.37 9.00 18.92  1.16 1.29 0.81 

  Class VIIa 14.78 14.99 28.73  12.81 9.00 5.76 

  Class VIIb 0.27 0.56 0.92  0.35 0.51 0.14 

 Born in U.S.b 81.71 79.43 83.50  79.01 79.19 86.59 
          

Parent's Characteristics        

 Mother born in U.S.b 75.80 75.44 80.12  76.34 75.77 81.92 

 Father born in U.S.b 76.69 75.32 80.30  76.97 75.64 82.26 
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Table 2. Continued 

      Female Respondents   Male Respondents 
          

Variable  H>W H=W  H<W    H>W H=W  H<W 

Time Use (mean min/day)        

 Child care 72.66 91.11 86.60  41.55 54.30 51.25 

   (2.68) (1.29) (1.96)  (1.62) (0.96) (1.79) 

 Housework 170.49 159.03 155.98  100.75 93.81 97.16 

   (3.30) (1.52) (2.55)  (2.98) (1.36) (2.30) 
          

N     
       
2,558        10,779  4,505   2,472 9,657 3,632 

% of sample 15.35 59.82 24.83   14.58 58.97 26.44 

  

 

       

           

          

          

          
 

 The educational distribution of men and women and their spouses is presented in Table 3. 

Pairings in bold on the diagonal are educationally homogamous marriages. For female 

respondents, those above the bolded diagonal are hypergamous and those below the diagonal are 

hypogamous. For male respondents, those above the bolded diagonal are hypogamous and those 

below are hypergamous. Consistent with national estimates, over half of individuals in the sample 

are in educationally homogamous marriages, with homogamous men and women with a bachelor’s 

degree or higher being the most common pairing, by far. The homogamous pairings for men and 

women with some college or a high school diploma are the next two most common.  The couplings 

furthest in educational distance are the least common. This is consistent with the literature on the 

increasing propensity for highly educated couples to marry and to marry homogamously (Schwartz 

& Mare, 2005).   

 Figures 1 and 2 present a summary of regression estimates for child care and housework, 

respectively. These results are presented using Sample 1. The primary independent variable of 

Notes: Estimates include population and survey response weights. Standard errors are included in parentheses below 

continuous measures. 

a
Lives in metropolitan area: 0=lives in rural area, 1=lives in metropolitan area. 

b
Born in U.S.: 0=born outside of U.S., 

1=born in U.S. 
c
Child in age range in household: 0=no child in household in age range, 1=at least one child in 

household within age range. 
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interest is a binary indicator of the relative education of respondents and their spouses. Dots 

represent the point estimate in minutes, relative to respondents in homogamous marriages. The 

vertical lines extending out of the dots indicate the 95% confidence interval for each point estimate. 

Regression estimates across all sets of analyses are relatively stable when comparing Models 1 

through 4, and occupation and wage variables improve the fit of the models. Consequently, the 

remaining discussion will focus primarily on the results from Model 4 for each analysis. Results 

for Figures 1 and 2 with sample sizes and R-squared values are also shown in Appendix Table A1. 

Table 3. Educational Pairings, 2003 - 2017  
       

Female Respondents         

      Husbands' Education 

Wives' Education  < HS HS SC BA+ 

 Less than high school 3.21 2.27 1.07 0.49 

 High school  1.08 11.35 6.56 5.18 

 Some college 0.36 4.68 11.82 9.27 

 Bachelor's or higher 0.20 2.35 6.68 33.43 
       

Sample size   
           
640  

        
3,133  

        
4,871  

        
9,198  

       

Male Respondents         

      Wives' Education 

Husbands' education < HS HS SC BA+ 

 Less than high school 3.88 1.40 0.40 0.18 

 High school  1.97 11.46 4.13 2.03 

 Some college 1.09 8.13 11.25 6.44 

 Bachelor's or higher 0.51 5.74 9.00 32.39 
       

Sample size   

           
826  

        
3,480  

        
4,241  

        
7,373  

  Notes: Estimates include population and survey response weights. 
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FIGURE 1. MINUTES SPENT ON CHILD CARE BY EDUCATIONAL ASSORTATIVE MATING 

 

Note: Reference for all sets of models are homogamous men and women. 

FIGURE 2. MINUTES SPENT ON HOUSEWORK BY EDUCATIONAL ASSORTATIVE MATING 

 

Note: Reference for all sets of models are homogamous men and women. 
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Figure 1 shows that men in hypogamous marriages spend approximately 10 minutes more 

per day on child care than their homogamous counterparts. The average woman in Sample 1 spends 

72 minutes on child care per day and the average man spends 49 minutes (author’s calculations).  

An increase of 10 minutes per day by hypogamous men accounts for approximately 43% of the 

difference between men and women in the average amount of time spent on child care. If the 

average male respondent in the sample increased his time allocation to child care by 10 minutes 

each day, he would perform 48% of the child care in their fictional household on an average day, 

compared to about 40% in the fictional average household of couples in other types of marriages. 

Being in a hypogamous marriage has no statistically significant association with men’s or women’s 

time use on housework. Both estimates have very large standard errors relative to the point 

estimates. No other significant differences are present comparing hypergamous men and women’s 

time spent on housework and child care to that of homogamous men and women. 

The additional child care performed by hypogamous men is likely the result of them 

spending more time on physical care for children. Figure 3 presents the results of a model with 

physical care as the dependent variable. Hypogamous men spend about seven minutes more per 

day on physical care than their homogamous peers. Hypogamous men also spend more time on 

homework with their children, though the magnitude of the coefficient (1.6 minutes per day) is 

very small. No significant differences are observed for time spent on other types of care. In a 

similar analysis considering different types of housework, no significant differences are present 

with one exception. Hypogamous men spend three minutes more per day cooking. However, given 

the number of outcomes tested, it is possible that this result is from chance. Additionally, the 

magnitude of the coefficient is not meaningfully significant. 

FIGURE 3. MINUTES SPENT ON PHYSICAL CARE BY EDUCATIONAL ASSORTATIVE MATING 
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Note: Reference for all sets of models are homogamous men and women. 

FIGURE 4. MINUTES SPENT ON CHILD CARE BY GENDER 

 

Note: Reference for all sets of models is men. 

FIGURE 5. MINUTES SPENT ON HOUSEWORK BY GENDER 
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Note: Reference for all sets of models is men. 

 Figures 4 and 5 present a summary of regression estimates by gender from the second set 

of analyses outlined for this paper. This analysis includes three separate models, one each for 

individuals in hypergamous, homogamous, and hypogamous couples. In these analyses, gender is 

treated as the primary independent variable of interest. These models use the same specifications 

for the sample and adjustment variables as the models in Figures 1, 2 and 3 and Appendix Table 

A1. The purpose of these models is to compare the amount of time men and women in the same 

type of marriage spend relative to each other. Results for Figures 4 and 5 with sample sizes and R-

squared values are also shown in Appendix Table A2. Figure 4 shows that women in hypogamous 

marriages spend about 21 minutes more per day on child care than men in hypogamous marriages, 

net of other factors. Women in homogamous couples spend about 23 minutes more per day on 

child care, on average than men in homogamous couples. Women in hypergamous couples, when 

compared to men in hypergamous couples, spend 34 minutes per day more on child care, on 
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average after other adjustments in the model. The gender gap in the amount of time spent on child 

care is similar for spouses in both hypogamous and homogamous couples.   

 Estimates from Figure 5 make the same comparisons, but for housework. These estimates 

are more consistent across different types of couples. Women in hypogamous couples spend 59 

minutes more per day on housework than men in hypogamous couples; women in homogamous 

couples spend 60 minutes more per day than men in homogamous couples; and women in 

hypergamous couples spend 39 minutes more per day than men in hypergamous couples. In the 

full models adjusting for weekly wages, the gender gap in housework is similar for hypogamous 

and homogamous men and women, but much less for hypergamous women. It is worth noting that 

the estimates comparing hypergamous men and women are more similar in models that adjust for 

occupation, but not weekly wage, and comparable in models that do not adjust for occupation or 

weekly wage. This likely has to do with a structural dissimilarity between men and women in 

hypergamous couples within the sample.  

 Estimates using different kinds of child care and housework (not shown) are similar to the 

general findings presented above. The gender gap in child care among educational assortative 

pairings are most pronounced in physical care for children, constituting between half and two-

thirds of the overall gap for each type of couple. No other types of child care were both statistically 

and meaningfully significant. The gender gap among different types of housework were consistent 

across different types of couples in vehicle maintenance appliance maintenance, household 

management, and shopping. Across all types of couples, men performed more household 

maintenance, but this difference was most pronounced in hypergamous couples. Hypogamous and 

homogamous couples had a larger gender gap in routine housework and cleaning tasks than 

hypergamous couples. Hypogamous couples had the smallest gender gap in cooking.  
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 In the third, and final, set of analyses, I attempt to isolate how much of the association 

between being in a hypogamous marriage and time use on child care is due to having a highly 

educated wife. Results from the third set of analyses comparing men’s time use across all possible 

educational parings are displayed in Figure 6. These estimates are generated using Sample 2. 

Allowing a comparison across all educational pairings, Figure 6 shows that men are more likely 

to devote more time to child care when their spouses are highly educated and they have at least a 

high school diploma. Time spent on child care is stratified by educational attainment for 

hypogamous and homogamous men, but not for hypergamous men. This stratification is more 

pronounced for hypogamous men than homogamous men.  

FIGURE 6. MEN’S TIME ON CHILD CARE – ALL EDUCATIONAL PAIRINGS 

 

Note: Reference is LTHS + LTHS. 

 Figure 6 shows the estimated number of minutes spent on child care for men using Sample 

2. Men in a homogamous marriages who have less than a high school degree and whose spouses 

also have less than a high school degree are used as the reference category. Point estimates for 
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pairings that are hypogamous are in the left panel demarcated by the vertical lines; estimates for 

pairings that are homogamous are in the middle panel; and estimates for pairings that are 

hypergamous are in the right panel. The two least common pairings for hypogamous men are 

combined (men with less than a high school diploma married to women with some college and 

men with less than a high school diploma married to women with a bachelor’s or higher). The two 

least common pairings for hypergamous men are also combined (men with some college married 

to women with less than a high school degree and men with a bachelor’s degree or higher married 

to women with less than a high school degree). Each of the regrouped pairings individually make 

up less than one percent of the sample of men and women, respectively, and are the four least 

common pairings in the sample. The point estimates for homogamous men in Figure 6 increase in 

a linear pattern relative to each other. The pattern for hypogamous men also increases in a linear 

pattern. Men in hypogamous marriages spend more time on child care as both their level of 

educational attainment increases and, for men with at least a high school diploma, as the level of 

educational attainment of their spouse increases. Men in hypergamous marriages have less 

variation in their point estimates. Men paired with wives without a high school diploma have the 

lowest point estimates that are not significantly different from the reference pairing. Point 

estimates for men with some college whose wives have a high school diploma and for 

hypergamous men with a bachelor’s degree or higher are all about the same and not significantly 

different from each other. An absence of variation in the right panel further underscores differences 

with hypogamous and homogamous pairings.  

 Figure 7 presents the same analysis as Figure 5 for women. In this figure, the left-most 

panel includes hypergamous women and the right-most panel includes hypogamous women. While 

stratification is most pronounced among hypergamous women, only one of the estimates is 
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significant, and by a very small margin. Among homogamous and hypogamous women, only those 

in the most educated parings who have a bachelor’s degree or higher perform significantly more 

child care. These results underscore that hypogamous men are more sensitive to their wives’ 

educational attainment.  

 No association is present in Figure 8 between men’s time spent on housework and whether 

they are in a hypergamous, homogamous, or hypogamous marriage. Estimates from Figure 9 show 

no meaningful pattern for women’s time on housework by educational pairing. Those coefficients 

that are significant are not significant from each other.   

FIGURE 7. WOMEN’S TIME ON CHILD CARE – ALL EDUCATIONAL PAIRINGS 

 

Note: Reference is LTHS + LTHS. 
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FIGURE 8. MEN’S TIME ON HOUSEWORK – ALL EDUCATIONAL PAIRINGS 

 

Note: Reference is LTHS + LTHS. 

FIGURE 9. WOMEN’S TIME ON HOUSEWORK – ALL EDUCATIONAL PAIRINGS 

 

Note: Reference is LTHS + LTHS. 

  



30 
 

 

DISCUSSION 

 Findings from this paper indicate that men in hypogamous marriages contribute more to 

child care than men in homogamous or hypergamous marriages. This additional contribution 

comes mostly from additional time spent on physical care for children. Men with less education 

than their wives perform about 10 minutes more of child care per day than men in homogamous 

marriages and perform about 6 minutes more of physical care per day. Within hypogamous 

marriages, men contribute more time to child care as both their level of educational attainment and 

that of their wives increases. When comparing men and women within the same type of marriage 

in this study, I found that the gender gap in the amount of time spent on child care is smallest for 

men and women in hypogamous marriages, though it is not meaningfully smaller than for men and 

women in homogamous marriages. 

The association among being in a hypogamous marriage, a respondent’s own educational 

attainment, and their spouse’s educational attainment is difficult to disentangle. Results from the 

third set of analyses in this paper suggest that men’s time spent on child care is more sensitive a 

spouse’s educational attainment than women’s time. This is consistent with previous findings in 

the literature (England & Srivastava, 2013). Additionally, these results show that this sensitivity 

is stronger when men’s spouses are highly educated and increases as hypogamous men’s own 

educational attainment increases. Because more educated men and women are more likely to select 

into marriage and hypogamous men have less education than their wives, by definition, most men 

in hypogamous couplings have high exposure to education from their spouses.  Over forty percent 

of hypogamous men in Sample 2 have some college experience and over sixty percent of their 

wives have a bachelor’s degree or higher. Exposure to educated spouses may be an important part 

of what encourages hypogamous men to spend more time on child care than men in other types of 
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couplings. As discussed previously, parents with a bachelor’s degree employ a more active 

parenting style and spend more time on child care than their less educated peers (Lareau, 2011; 

McLanahan & Jacobsen, 2015). It is possible that hypogamous men are both more invested in 

child care when they have more education and more influenced by their partners’ parenting style 

when their partners are highly educated. This finding is consistent even while adjusting for 

occupation and income of respondents and their spouses and suggests that there is a relevant 

influence from a spouse’s educational attainment that is distinct from occupation and income. 

These findings are not simply the result of men having wives with a bachelor’s degree. If 

that were the case, only the pairings in which wives had a bachelor’s degree would be significant 

in the third analysis. Rather, they show that men’s time use is more sensitive to their wives’ 

education and that hypogamous men are more affected than men in other types of marriages. For 

example, hypogamous men with at least a high school diploma spend as much time on child care 

as homogamous men with a higher degree; hypogamous men with some college spend as much 

time on child care as men with a bachelor’s degree. These findings are contrary to the Danish study 

that found an interactive effect between homogamy and highly educated parents (Bonke & Esping-

Andersen, 2009). 

Findings from this study and in the previous literature suggest that housework has evolved 

differently in the context of gendered domestic responsibilities than child care. Hypogamous men’s 

sensitivity to their spouses’ educational attainment does not extend to housework. Women 

consistently perform more housework than their husbands. The absence of parallel findings for 

child care and housework suggest that hypogamous men may allocate more time towards child 

care because it is more rewarding than doing housework. Housework seems to remain heavily 

gendered and even “stalled.”  
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Support for both the gender revolution and relative resources frameworks are mixed, but 

findings from this paper suggest that the two are related. Women having more resources, in the 

case of income, (Raley et al., 2012) or more status, in the case of education, seem necessary to 

obtain more time investment from their husbands. Even when wives have more resources in the 

marriage, they are only able to obtain this arrangement for child care, not housework. This 

additional time comes in the form of routine child care instead of play, which is an area where men 

are more likely to contribute to child care (Negraia et al., 2018). This additional time spent on child 

care by hypogamous men does not meaningfully narrow the gender gap in child care between 

hypogamous men and women. However, consistent with the gender revolution framework, both 

hypogamous and homogamous men and women have more egalitarian arrangements for child care 

than hypergamous men and women.  

These results support previous findings on the United States that suggest that those exposed 

to more education are more likely to engage in patterns associated with the gender revolution 

framework (Pessin, 2018). If the second stage of the gender revolution is underway in the United 

States, it has not yet engaged with those in less educated strata. Taken together, findings from this 

paper indicate that the progress of the gender revolution in the United States is limited to men’s 

contribution to child care when they have at least a high school diploma and have a highly educated 

spouse. 

These data have some limitations, including that the men in this study are not the husbands 

of the women in the study, though I assume that they are representative. Additionally, there is no 

way to fully identify the mechanism of relative education. It is possible that it represents status, 

income potential, attitudes, or some combination thereof. Regardless of the exact mechanism, 
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these findings indicate that moderately educated men with highly educated wives contribute more 

routine child care to their households than men in other types of couples.  
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APPENDIX 

 

Appendix Table A1. Estimates for Respondents' Time Use on Child Care and Housework by Relative Education 

  Child Care 

 Women 

 H < W  H > W 

 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4  Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 

  B SE B B SE B B SE B B SE B   B SE B B SE B B SE B B SE B 

Relative education 3.78 (3.71) 0.40 (3.57) 1.01 (3.72) 1.26 (3.76)  5.54 (3.52) 9.07 (3.07) 6.17 (3.37) 6.25 (3.48) 

R-squared  0.00  0.18  0.20  0.20   0.00  0.19  0.21  0.21 

N  5,667  5,667  5,667  5,667   6,308  6,308  6,308  6,308 
                  

 Men 

 H < W  H > W 

 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4  Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 

  B SE B B SE B B SE B B SE B   B SE B B SE B B SE B B SE B 

Relative education 13.59 (2.41) 13.01 (2.37) 10.52 (2.53) 9.61 (2.46)  

-
4.26 (2.90) 

-
7.49 (2.94) 

-
5.76 (2.98) 

-
5.99 (2.99) 

R-squared  0.01  0.11  0.11  0.11   0.00  0.10  0.09  0.10 

N  6,784  6,784  6,784  6,784   4,355  4,355  4,355  4,355 
                  

  Housework 

 Women 

 H < W  H > W 

 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4  Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 

  B SE B B SE B B SE B B SE B   B SE B B SE B B SE B B SE B 

Relative education 6.53 (5.10) 6.53 (4.93) 5.71 (4.98) 5.52 (4.98)  8.72 (4.32) 7.25 (4.25) 1.70 (4.56) 1.03 (4.62) 

R-squared  0.00  0.09  0.11  0.11   0.00  0.08  0.10  0.11 

N  5,667  5,667  5,667  5,667   6,308  6,308  6,308  6,115 
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 Men 

 H < W  H > W 

 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4  Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 

  B SE B B SE B B SE B B SE B   B SE B B SE B B SE B B SE B 

Relative education 2.56 (3.46) 2.25 (3.38) 
-

1.76 (3.73) 
-

2.66 (3.77)  5.28 (5.69) 7.22 (5.67) 7.10 (5.51) 7.33 (5.51) 

R-squared  0.00  0.09  0.10  0.10   0.00  0.10  0.11  0.11 

N  6,784  6,784  6,784  6,784   4,355  4,355  4,355  4,355 
 

                   

                  
 

  

Note: All models use respondents in homogamous marriages as the reference category. 
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Appendix Table A2. Estimates for Respondents' Time Use on Child Care and Housework by Gender 

  H < W 

 Child Care  Housework 

 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4  Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 

  B SE B B SE B B SE B B SE B   B SE B B SE B B SE B B SE B 

Female 21.12 (3.68) 16.58 (4.30) 19.55 (6.58) 21.36 (6.60)  67.77 (5.04) 67.77 (5.15) 59.43 (7.59) 59.25 (7.70) 

R-squared  0.01  0.14  0.14  0.15   0.05  0.13  0.15  0.15 

N  5,062  5,062  5,062  5,062   5,062  5,062  5,062  5,062 
                  

 H = W 

 Child Care  Housework 

 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4  Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 

  B SE B B SE B B SE B B SE B   B SE B B SE B B SE B B SE B 

Female 30.92 (2.45) 29.08 (2.25) 23.78 (3.15) 23.03 (3.44)  63.80 (3.54) 65.83 (3.53) 60.86 (4.83) 60.12 (5.16) 

R-squared  0.03  0.16  0.17  0.17   0.05  0.13  0.14  0.14 

N  7,389  7,389  7,389  7,389   7,389  7,389  7,389  7,389 
                  

 H > W 

 Child Care  Housework 

 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4  Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 

  B SE B B SE B B SE B B SE B   B SE B B SE B B SE B B SE B 

Female 40.73 (3.84) 38.78 (3.74) 32.12 (5.74) 33.58 (6.23)  67.24 (6.21) 70.23 (6.74) 47.46 (8.91) 38.85 (9.61) 

R-squared  0.04  0.21  0.23  0.23   0.05  0.12  0.15  0.15 

N  3,274  3,274  3,274  3,274   3,274  3,274  3,274  3,274 
                  

 

                   

                  
 

 
 

Note: All models use male respondents as the reference category. 


