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Table S1. Technical Details of MTUS Surveys 

  Survey Code Collector Format1 Minutes2 Level3 Day2,4 Months5 Response6 Version 
Austria          

1992 AA Austrian Bureau of Statistics 
 

Left-behind 15 House 1 March & Sept 
 

47 5.5.2 
Australia        

         
       

        
      

         

          
          

         
       

         

         
          

         
        
        

       

       

       
       

         
       

   

1974 AS Australian Bureau of Statistics  Left-behind open Ind 1 Autumn 63 5.0.1 
1992 AS Australian Bureau of Statistics  

 
Left-behind 5 House 2 4 seasons 83 5.5.1 

Belgium
1966 BE Free University of Brussels7 Left-behind open Ind 1 Feb to March

 
60 5.0.1

Bulgaria  
1988 BU Central Statistical Office

 
Recall open House 1 12 . 5.0.1

Canada
1971 CN Dalhouise University Left-behind open House 1 Oct to May 72 5.5.2 
1981 CN Statistics Canada Recall open Ind 1 Sept to Nov 46 5.5.2 
1986 CN Statistics Canada Recall open Ind 1 Oct to Dec 80 5.5.2 
1992 CN Statistics Canada Recall open Ind 1 12 77 5.5.2
1998 CN Statistics Canada

 
Recall open Ind 1 12 78 5.5.2

Czechoslov.
1965 CZ Polytechnical Institute, Prague7 Left-behind open Ind 1 Nov to Dec 100 5.0.1

Denmark  
1987 DN Statistics Denmark 

 
Left-behind 15 Ind 1 Jan to March 73 5.0.1 

Finland
1987 FI Statistics Finland

 
Left-behind 10 Ind 2 12 74 5.5.1

France
1966 FR Nat’l Inst. for Stat. and Econ. Studies Left-behind open Ind 1 90 5.0.1
1974 FR Nat’l Inst. for Stat. and Econ. Studies Left-behind 5 Ind 1 12 66 5.0.1
1998 FR Nat’l Inst. for Stat. and Econ. Studies8 Left-behind 10 House 1 12 88 5.5.2

Germany (E)          
1966 EG Institute of Economics, Berlin7 Left-behind open Ind 1 Sept to Oct 90 5.0.1

Germany (W)          

1965 GE Institute for Social Research7 Left-behind open Ind 1
May/June & 

Sept/Oct 80 5.0.1
1992 GE Federal Statistical Office  

 
Left-behind 5 House 2 4 seasons Quota 5.5.2

Hungary
1965 HU Hungarian Academy of Sciences7 Left-behind open Ind 1 Oct 95 5.0.1
1977 HU Central Statistical Office Recall open Ind 19 Autumn 96 5.0.1
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Table S1. Continued 

 Survey Code Collector Format1 Minutes2 Level3 Day2,4 Months5 Response6 Version 
Italy          

1989 IT National Institute of Statistics 
 

Left-behind 
 

open House 110 12   
        

       
         

       
         

       
         

      
        

       
      

         
       

70 5.5.2
Netherlands

1975 NL Social & Cultural Planning Bureau Left-behind 15 Ind 7 Oct 76 5.5.2 
1980 NL Social & Cultural Planning Bureau Left-behind 15 Ind 7 Oct 54 5.5.2 
1985 NL Social & Cultural Planning Bureau Left-behind 15 Ind 7 Oct 54 5.5.2 
1990 NL Social & Cultural Planning Bureau Left-behind 15 Ind 7 Oct 49 5.5.2 
1995 NL Social & Cultural Planning Bureau Left-behind 15 Ind 7 Oct 20 5.5.2 
2000 NL Social & Cultural Planning Bureau8 Left-behind 15 Ind 7 Oct 25 5.5.2

Norway  
1980 NO Central Bureau of Statistics Left-behind 15 Ind 2 12 58 5.0.1 
1990 NO Central Bureau of Statistics Left-behind 15 Ind 2 12 64 5.5.2 
2000 NO Central Bureau of Statistics8 Left-behind 10 House 2 12 50 5.5.2

Poland  
1965 PL Polish Academy of Sciences7 Left-behind open Ind 1 Nov 95 5.0.1

Sweden  
1990 SW Central Bureau of Statistics Left-behind 10 Ind 2 Sept to May 

 
75 5.5.1 

2001 SW Central Bureau of Statistics8 Left-behind 10 Ind 2
 

12 50 5.5.2
UK  

1974 UK Bristish Broadcasting Corporation Left-behind 30 House 7 Aug, Sept, & Feb 60 5.5.2 
1987 UK Economic and Social Research Council Left-behind 15 House 7 July 70 5.5.2 
1995 UK Inst. for Social and Economic Research Recall 15 Ind 1 May 62 5.5.2 
2000 UK Ipsos-RSL Ltd./Office for Nat’l Statistics8 Left-behind 10 House

 
2

 
12 45 5.5.2

US   
1965 US Survey Research Center, U Michigan7 Left-behind open House 1 Nov to May 74 5.5.2 
1975 US Survey Research Center, U Michigan Left-behind open Ind 19 Oct to Dec 72 5.5.2 
1985 US Survey Research Center, U Michigan Both open House 1 12 56 5.5.2 
1998 US Survey Research Center, U Maryland Recall open Ind 1 12 56 5.5.2 
2003 US Bureau of Labor Statistics 

 
Recall open Ind 1 12 57 5.5.2 

Yugoslavia
1965 YU Institute of Sociology, Belgrade7 Left-behind open Ind 1 Oct to Dec 97 5.0.1

Notes: Gauthier, Smeeding, and Furstenberg (2004); Fisher (2004); Gauthier et al. (2003). 
1 In “Left-behind” diaries respondents are given a blank diary to fill-in during the course of a day. In “Recall” diaries respondents are asked to recall their activities on the previous day. 
Studies show great similarity between the two methods, with recall diaries typically showing 5 to 10% fewer diary entries, which may affect reports of short-duration activities (Harvey 
1993). 
 

2 Discussions of non-comparability resulting from these differences appear under the “Data” section. 
 

3 “Ind” indicates an individual-level survey and “House” indicates a household-level survey. Possible dependence is not addressed in household-level surveys because so few households 
include two or more men aged 20 to 59. 
 

4 I include only the first day of two-day surveys (with the exception of Norway 1980 because there is no variable to distinguish repeated days). A control variable is included to capture 
distinctive aspects of the seven-day diaries included as a week average, and the day-of-the-week variable is coded to Wednesday. 
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5 The period of data collection varied from one to twelve months. This affects comparability if men’s unpaid work varies seasonally. Studies show that estimates from autumn are most 
similar to 12-month averages (Harvey 1993). The studies conducted in only one season are typically conducted in autumn, contributing to comparability. There are two exceptions – the UK 
1987 (July) and the UK 1995 (May) – that require caution.  
 

6 Response rates varied across the studies. Nonrandom nonresponse can lead to biased coefficients and variance estimates. I use appropriate weighting procedures as provided by MTUS. 
Recent studies of survey nonresponse in opinion research have found a limited effect of variation in nonresponse on substantive conclusions drawn from various surveys (Langer 2003). 
 

7 These studies were part of the Multinational Comparative Time-Budget Research Project, which followed standardized guidelines for data-collection.  
 

8 These studies were part of the Harmonised European Time-use Studies (HETUS) project, which followed standardized guidelines for data-collection. 
 

9 Each respondent was interviewed four times, once each season, but only the diaries from Wave 1 are included in the MTUS data. 
 

10 All weekdays are coded the same in this survey, thus all weekdays are coded as Wednesdays in the analyses (differences between other weekdays and Wednesdays are not statistically 
significant).  
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TABLE S2. SENSITIVITY ANALYSES 
 
Table S2a. Multi-level Models Predicting Men’s Unpaid Work Time (minutes), Investigating Model Specifications  

 Model 1  Model 2  Model 3 
 β SE  β SE  β SE 

Intercept 128.66 352.52  –60.73 357.96  –119.99 414.57 
Individual-level Variables         

Married (1=yes) 23.72*** 1.68  24.54*** 2.09  20.95*** 1.84 
Child (1=yes) 5.89 10.02  10.41 11.63  3.87 10.02 
Hrs of paid work (on diary day) –15.07 .34  –15.01*** .38  –15.81*** .36 
Not employed (1=yes) –18.92*** 3.23  –18.41*** 3.70  –19.53*** 2.94 
Low education (1=yes) 3.56 2.28  4.67+ 2.57  6.54** 2.36 
Age .69*** .07  .67*** .08  .71*** .07 

National-level Variables         
Year –.02 .17  .07 .18  .11 .21 
% of married women employed .45*** .12  .49*** .13  .53*** .15 
Employed women's weekly paid hrs .42 .41  .28 .44  –.14 .48 
Employed men's weekly paid hrs .28 .61  .51 .63  1.25 .69+ 
% of children age 0-2 in child care –.12 .16  –.13 .17  –.43* .18 
Weeks of parental leave –.02 .03  –.03 .03  .00 .03 
Parental leave avail. to men (1=yes) 4.98 3.90  1.32 3.96  2.02 4.54 

Cross-level Interactions         
Child * Employed women's paid hrs .64* .31  .60 .34+  .70* .31 
Child * Weeks of parental leave –.08* .04  –.10*** .04  –.11** .04 
Child * Parental leave avail. to men 19.26*** 4.46  12.52*** 3.15  19.76*** 4.46 

Variance Components      
In intercept-only model      

Between-country var.  —  7.43  — 
Between-survey var. 514.28  511.84  449.14 
Within-group var. 17125.57  17125.52  17684.56 

Between-country var. —  6.38  — 
Between-survey var. 208.81  216.64  173.45 
Within-group var. 12832.88  12832.54  13217.11 
      

R2 .26  .26  .26 
Individual-level N 93,033  93,033  74,462 
-2 log likelihood –571552.10  –571,538.6  –459,014.3 
AIC 1143212.00  1,143,239.0  918,080.5 

(continued) 
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Table S2a. Continued 
 Model 4  Model 5 
 β SE  β SE 

Intercept –7.90 5.28  472.29 489.86 
Individual-level Variables      

Married (1=yes) .19*** .02  — — 
Child (1=yes) –.08 .08  — — 
Hours of paid work (on diary day) –.12*** .00  –9.66*** .43 
Not employed (1=yes) –.19*** .02  –19.24*** 3.61 
Low education (1=yes) .04* .02  4.47+ 2.66 
Age .01*** .00  2.26*** .12 

National-level Variables      
Year .01* .00  –.21 .24 
% of married women employed .01** .00  .40* .18 
Employed women's weekly paid hrs –.01 .01  .08 .56 
Employed men's weekly paid hrs .02* .01  –.73 .82 
% of children age 0-2 in child care –.01** .00  –.20 .21 
Weeks of parental leave .00 .00  .01 .04 
Parental leave avail. to men (1=yes) –.05 .06  4.46 5.25 

Cross-level Interactions      
Child * Employed women's paid hrs .01*** .00  — — 
Child * Weeks of parental leave –.0005 .00  — — 
Child * Parental leave avail. to men .15*** .04  — — 

Variance Components    
In intercept-only model    

Between-country var.  —  — 
Between-survey var. .03  331.17 
Within-group var. 1.19  12608.68 

Between-country var. —  — 
Between-survey var. .02  102.08 
Within-group var. .93  10447.72 
    

R2 .23  .18 
Individual-level N 74,462  20,850 
-2 log likelihood –102,883.3  –125,994.3 
AIC 205,818.7  252,058.5 
Notes: Model 1 is the model discussed in the paper. Model 2 uses a 3-level specification with surveys (N = 44) nested with nations (N = 
20). Model 3 restricts the analyses to men reporting greater than zero minutes of unpaid work. Model 4 logs the dependent variable using 
this same subset. Model 5 restricts the analyses to single, childless men. 
+ p < .10; * p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001 (two-tailed tests). 
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Table S2b. Multi-level Models Predicting Men’s Unpaid Work Time (log minutes), Investigating Spouse’s Employment Status. 
 Routine (1)  Routine (2)  Other (1) 
 β SE  β SE  β SE 

Intercept .764 7.438  2.644 6.223  9.637 8.041 
Individual-level Variables         

Child (1=yes) –.218* .096  –.153 .097  –.006 .101 
Hours of paid work (on diary day) –.104*** .008  –.105*** .008  –.105*** .005 
Not employed (1=yes) .065* .033  .093** .036  –.075* .032 
Low education (1=yes) –.032 .023  –.013 .024  .076** .029 
Age –.001 .002  .000 .002  .008*** .001 
Spouse employed (1=yes)    .182*** .025    

National-level Variables         
Year .001 .004  .000 .003  –.003 .004 
% of married women employed .019*** .004  .016*** .003  .003 .004 
Employed women's weekly paid hrs .019+ .010  .011 .009  .000 .011 
Employed men's weekly paid hrs –.012 .013  –.011 .011  .013 .015 
% of children age 0-2 in child care –.019** .006  –.014* .005  –.035*** .007 
Weeks of parental leave .003** .001  .002** .001  .003** .001 
Parental leave avail. to men (1=yes) –.187+ .098  –.175+ .082  .219 .112+ 

Cross-level Interactions         
Child * Employed women's paid hrs .006+ .003  .005 .003  –.002 .004 
Child * Weeks of parental leave .000 .000  .000 .000  .001 .000 
Child * Parental leave avail. to men .096* .042  .088* .042  .054 .043 

Variance Components      
In intercept-only model      

Between-group var. .097  .097  .073 
Within-group var.  1.027  1.027  1.268 

Between-group var. .008  .006  .011 
Within-group var. .900  .892  1.091 

R2 .19  .20  .18 
Individual-level N 16,582  16,582  19,294 
-2 log likelihood –22614.92  –22542.58  –28,186.9 
AIC 45319.85  45191.16  56,463.7 

(continued) 
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Table S2b. Continued 
 Other (2)  Child care (1)  Child care (2) 
 β SE  Β SE  β SE 

Intercept 9.678 7.938  –3.032 8.716  –4.120 8.866 
Individual-level variables         

Child (1=yes) .015 .103  — —  — — 
Hours of paid work (on diary day) –.105*** .005  –.062*** .006  –.062*** .006 
Not employed (1=yes) –.073* .032  .018 .048  .013 .048 
Low education (1=yes) .078** .029  –.172** .045  –.173*** .046 
Age .008*** .001  –.028*** .004  –.028*** .004 
Spouse employed (1=yes) .015 .022     –.012 .029 

National-level variables         
Year –.003 .004  .004 .004  .004 .005 
% of married women employed .002 .004  .001 .004  .003 .004 
Employed women's weekly paid hrs .000 .011  .001 .012  .000 .012 
Employed men's weekly paid hrs .013 .014  .013 .014  .009 .014 
% of children age 0-2 in child care –.035*** .007  .011 .007  .009 .008 
Weeks of parental leave .003** .001  –.003** .001  –.003** .001 
Parental leave avail. to men (1=yes) .228+ .110  .292* .108  .262* .109 

Cross-level interactions         
Child * Employed women's paid hrs –.003 .004  — —  — — 
Child * Weeks of parental leave .001+ .000  — —  — — 
Child * Parental leave avail. to men .048 .042  — —  — — 

Variance components      
In intercept-only model      

Between-group var. .073  .110  .110 
Within-group var.  1.268  .997  .997 

Between-group var. .011  .006  .006 
Within-group var. 1.091  .921  .921 

R2 .18  .16  .16 
Individual-level N 19,294  8,514  8,514 
–2 log likelihood –28,184.2  –11,716.1  –11,710.6 
AIC 56,474.4  23,502.3  23,505.2 
Note: The sample is restricted to married respondents in the 20 surveys containing a spousal employment variable. This is not a random 
assortment of the surveys; only eight countries are represented and the surveys disproportionately come from after 1990 (Canada in 
1981, 1992, and 1998, France in 1998, Germany in 1992, Italy in 1989, the Netherlands in 1975, 1980, 1985, 1990, 1995, and 2000, 
Norway in 1980, 1990, and 2000, the UK in 1975, and 2000, the US in 1975, 1998, and 2003). 
 Men’s unpaid work time is broken into its three components because spouse’s employment matters for some types of men’s 
unpaid work, but not others (washing out the effect of spouse’s employment in a combined analysis). Because the number of zero reports 
increases when sub-types are analyzed, I restrict the analysis to respondents reporting more than one minute of that type of unpaid work 
on their diary day (“participators”) and log the dependent variable. Models for routine and other housework are restricted to married 
respondents reporting participation on their diary day. Models for child care are further restricted to respondents living with children.  
 In each pair, model 1 includes the variables from the model presented in the main text and model 2 adds spouse’s employment 
status coded to 1 if the respondent’s spouse is employed either full- or part-time. Full-time employment could not be distinguished from 
part-time employment in many of the surveys.  

The results show that male participators with employed spouses perform more routine housework per day than do men with 
non-employed spouses. The effect of spouse’s employment is not statistically significantly for other housework or child care. Overall, 
the results show that the national-level effects of women’s employment are robust to the inclusion of individual-level data on the 
employment practices of wives.  
+ p < .10; * p < .05; ** p < .01; *** p < .001 (two-tailed tests). 
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