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In the United States, women spend considerably more time than men over their lifetime doing
unpaid household and care work. The unequal distribution of this work—work that is essential
for families and societies to thrive—not only limits women’s career choices and economic
empowerment, but also affects their overall health and well-being. In recent years, the gender
gap in unpaid household and care work in the United States has narrowed as more women
have entered the labor market and men have taken on more of this work, yet it is unlikely
that a significant further shift can occur without public policies that better support families
with unpaid care responsibilities (Samman, Presler-Marshall, and Jones 2016). Increasing
societal investments in care, and strengthening supports for working adults that allow them
adequate time for providing unpaid care for their loved ones, would affirm the value of
unpaid household and care work and contribute to the well-being of households,
communities, and societies. These shifts are critical now, especially as the need for care for
older adults in the United States is growing rapidly (Mather, Jacobsen, and Pollard 2015).
Many studies have examined the gender gap in unpaid household and care work and its causes,
yet few consider how women’s experiences with this work might differ across demographic
groups and how the size of the gender gap in household and unpaid care work might change
when the full range of household and care work activities, including elder care and “secondary”
as well as “primary” child care, is considered.1 This briefing paper draws on relevant literature
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In primary child care, the caregiver engages in an activity with the child. In secondary child care, the caregiver has
at least one child in their care while doing other activities, such as cooking or laundry; data on secondary elder care
are not available. In this paper, secondary child care work is considered as a separate activity, counted independently
even though it may be performed while doing housework or primary care work, such as when someone arranges a
medical appointment for an elderly relative or empties the dishwasher while ensuring that a five-year-old stays out
of trouble. Such multitasking requires a more intense effort than doing one task at a time; taking into account
multitasking or work intensity provides a better measure of actual time spent in unpaid work activities since it gives
insight into a person’s quality of life and well-being, including the extent to which they may experience “time
pressure” or “time squeeze” (Floro N.d.). In addition, if these tasks were replaced by paid-for services, they would
each count separately in terms of their economic contributions; the inclusion of overlapped activities, therefore, also
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and analysis of data from the 2018 American Time Use Survey to examine the relationship
between unpaid work and gender economic inequalities in the United States. It begins by
analyzing gender differences in the amount of time spent on unpaid household and care work by
age, marital status, race/ethnicity, migration status, employment status, and education and
income levels to assess how demographic factors may shape women’s experiences of this gap.
The briefing paper then considers the relationship between women’s earnings and unpaid
household and care work activities to assess how increased time spent on unpaid work might
affect women’s earnings and economic security. It concludes with recommended changes to
public policies in the United States that would recognize the value of unpaid household and care
work and facilitate more equitable distribution of this work between women and men.

The Gender Gap in Unpaid Household and Care Work: Across All
Demographic Groups, Women Do More than Men
As is true around the world, women in the United States have disproportionate workloads for
unpaid household and care work. Institute for Women’s Policy Research (IWPR) analysis of data
from the 2018 American Time Use Survey shows that among adults aged 15 and older, women
perform unpaid household and care work amounting, on average, to 5.7 hours per day compared
with 3.6 hours for men.2 This means that on an average day, women in the United States spend
37 percent more time on unpaid household and care work than men.
This pattern, in which women perform a much greater share of unpaid household and carerelated tasks, holds true at all ages (Figure 1; Table 1). When comparing men and women of
different age ranges, the largest differences are among younger women and men. For those aged
15–24, men perform tasks amounting, on an average day, to 1.7 hours of unpaid household and
care work, a full two hours less than the amount of time women spend, resulting in a gender gap
of 54 percent (meaning that women spend 54 percent more time on this work than men). Among
those aged 25–34, a time when many families are raising young children and some are also
caring for aging parents, the average hours spent on unpaid household and care work increases
for both women and men. Yet the difference is still substantial: men in this age range spend 3.9
hours per day on this work compared with 8.0 hours for women, a gender gap of 51 percent. Men
and women aged 35–44, who also may be caring for both children and older adults, spend the
most time on unpaid household and care work (5.2 hours on an average day for men compared
with 8.8 hours for women; Table 1).

provides a better estimate of the significance of unpaid work to economic growth (Floro and Miles 2003; Floro
N.d.).
2

Care work includes secondary child care as well as primary child and elder care.
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The gender gap in unpaid household and care work is larger for married women and men than
for those who are unmarried (separated, divorced, widowed, or never married; Table 1). This
may be partly because those who are married and have the support of a spouse are able to devote
more time to this work. In this paper, the analysis examines the time spent on unpaid care by all
married women and all married men and does not look at the distribution of this work within
couples; other research, however, has found that same-sex couples tend to divide unpaid
housework and care work more equally than heterosexual couples (see, for example, Tornello,
Sonnenberg, and Patterson 2015; Patterson, Sutfin, and Fulcher 2004).

On an average day, women in the United States spend 37 percent more time on
unpaid household and care work than men.
Figure 1. Average Hours per Day Spent on Unpaid Household and Care Work by Gender
and Age, 2018
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Notes: Aged 15 and older. Care work includes secondary child care as well as primary child and elder care.
Secondary child care is considered as a separate activity and is counted independently even though it may be
performed while doing housework or primary care work.
Source: IWPR analysis of American Time Use Survey microdata.

Substantial differences exist in the amount of time spent on unpaid household and care work
among women and men of each of the racial/ethnic groups shown in Figure 2, as well as among
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women of different races and ethnicities. Women in each group spend more time on this work
than their male counterparts, with the largest difference between Hispanic women and men (the
unpaid housework and care-related tasks that Hispanic women perform take 3.5 hours more per
day than those performed by Hispanic men). Hispanic women also report spending considerably
more time on unpaid work than women of all other racial and ethnic groups, and spend over an
hour a day more than Asian American women, the group with the second-largest amount of time
spent on unpaid household and care work (7.2 hours compared with 6.0 hours).
Figure 2. Average Hours per Day Spent on Unpaid Household and Care Work by Gender
and Race/Ethnicity, 2018
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Notes: Aged 15 and older. White, Black, and Asian are non-Hispanic. Sample size is too small to report for Native
Americans. Care work includes secondary child care as well as primary child and elder care. Secondary child care is
considered as a separate activity and is counted independently even though it may be performed while doing
housework or primary care work.
Source: IWPR analysis of American Time Use Survey microdata.

The gender gap in unpaid household and care work decreases, but does not disappear, when
women are in full-time, paid employment. Women who are in the paid labor force full-time
(defined as 35 hours or more per week) spend an average of 4.9 hours per day on unpaid
household and care work, compared with 3.8 hours for their male counterparts, resulting in a
gender gap in unpaid work of 22 percent. This time spent on unpaid work is considerably less
than the time spent by women who work part-time (6.6 hours) or are unemployed (8.2 hours) or
not in the paid labor force (6.0 hours; Figure 3 and Table 1). The gender gap in unpaid time is
larger among women and men who work part-time than those who work full-time. Reasons for
part-time work, and the likelihood of working part-time over the life cycle, vary strongly
between women and men, and women are much more likely than men to work part-time because
of child care and other family care obligations (Hegewisch and Lacarte 2019).
4

The gender gap in unpaid household and care work also persists across income and education
levels. As Table 1 shows, women and men in the lowest income bracket spend the least time on
unpaid household and care work, and women and men with less than a high school diploma
spend less time on this work than those with higher levels of education. This smaller amount of
time spent on unpaid work may be due, in part, to the fact that many people with low wages
work more than one job to make ends meet, allowing less time for household tasks and family
care. In addition, low-wage jobs are less likely to offer paid time off (U.S. Department of Labor
2019a), leaving workers without the ability to take time to attend to family members’ needs.
While factors such as employment status and age may affect the extent of the unpaid household
and care work that women and men do, the gender gap in unpaid work persists when these
factors are taken into account. Women do nearly two hours of unpaid household and care work
more per day than men when controlling for age, race/ethnicity, education, marital status,
employment status, place of birth (whether born in the United States or elsewhere), and family
income (Appendix Table I) using a multivariate regression model.

While factors such as employment status and age may affect the extent of the
unpaid household and care work that women and men do, the gender gap in
unpaid work persists when these factors are taken into account.
Figure 3. Average Hours per Day Spent on Unpaid Household and Care Work by Gender
and Employment Status, 2018
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Notes: Aged 15 and older. Care work includes secondary child care as well as primary child and elder care.
Secondary child care is considered as a separate activity and is counted independently even though it may be
performed while doing housework or primary care work.
Source: IWPR analysis of American Time Use Survey microdata.
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Table 1. Average Hours per Day Spent on Unpaid Household and Care Work,
United States, 2018
Women

Men

All

Gender
Gap

Age

Women Men

All

Gender
Gap

Employment Status

15–24

3.7

1.7

2.7

54%

Full-time

4.9

3.8

4.3

22%

25–34

8.0

3.9

5.9

51%

6.6

2.8

5.2

58%

35–44

8.8

5.2

7.0

41%

Part-time
Unemployed and looking for
work

8.2

2.9

6.4

65%

45–54

5.6

4.1

4.9

27%

Not in the labor force

6.0

3.5

5.0

42%

55–61

4.2

3.3

3.7

21%

62 and older

4.4

3.5

5.9

20%

$0–$29,999

5.5

3.4

4.5

38%

$30,000–$59,999

6.1

3.6

4.8

41%

Race/Ethnicity

Family Income

Asian American
Black or African
American

6.0

3.5

4.7

42%

$60,000–$99,000

5.6

3.6

4.6

36%

5.1

2.7

4.0

47%

$100,000 and more

5.7

3.8

4.8

33%

Hispanic or Latina/o

7.2

3.7

5.4

49%

White

5.5

3.8

4.7

31%

Birthplace

Multiracial

4.8

3.7

4.3

23%

United States, including U.S.
territories or military bases

5.4

3.6

4.5

33%

Outside of the United States

7.6

3.8

5.7

50%

Highest Level of
Education
Less than high school
diploma

5.1

3.1

4.1

39%

Marital Status

High school diploma
or equivalent

6.0

3.5

4.7

42%

Married

7.1

4.7

5.9

34%

Some college
education or
associate's degree

5.6

3.4

4.6

39%

Widowed/divorced/separated

4.8

3.2

4.2

33%

Bachelor's degree or
higher

5.8

4.1

5.0

29%

Never married

4.1

2.1

3.0

49%

Notes: Aged 15 and older. White, Black, and Asian are non-Hispanic. Sample size is too small to report for Native
Americans. Care work includes secondary child care as well as primary child and elder care. Secondary child care is
considered as a separate activity and is counted independently even though it may be performed while doing
housework or primary care work.
Source: IWPR analysis of American Time Use Survey microdata.
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Unpaid Household and Care Work Reduces Women’s Employment
Options, Earnings, and Economic Stability
The disproportionate share of unpaid household and care work that women perform has a range
of costs for them, including employment and economic costs. Caregiving takes time, and when
caregiving duties become extensive, many caregivers cut back time in paid work (Lilly, Laporte,
and Coyte 2007), in part because the high cost of paid care makes it unaffordable for many
families (Hess et al. 2015). Most caregivers who reduce their hours at work or step out of the
paid labor force altogether are women (U.S. Department of Labor 2018b), since for many
families it makes economic sense for the woman to be the one to reduce her time in the paid
workforce, given women’s lower average earnings. While some women may want to reduce their
hours at paid work to spend more time with children or other family members who need care, for
others the “choice” to not participate in paid work is constrained by the impossibility of meeting
the demands of both their paid employment and their family’s needs (Hegewisch and Lacarte
2019). A lack of family-friendly work policies in many workplaces, such as paid family and
medical leave and paid sick days that would allow one time off from work to care for a sick child
without penalty, exacerbates the challenges many workers face in meeting both family care and
work demands, and results in lower rates of labor force participation for women in the United
States compared with other high-income countries (Blau and Kahn 2013).
The decision to reduce time at paid work owing to the demands of unpaid work (or to continue
full-time employment without putting in long hours at paid work) has both short- and long-term
economic consequences for women. As Cha notes (2010), reducing time in the paid workforce
can lead to fewer opportunities for advancement, since “making it to the top” in managerial and
professional occupations often requires working long hours, and management may interpret a
worker’s “unwillingness” to work these hours as a sign of lack of dedication to their job. These
more limited opportunities for advancement can contribute to the gender gap in earnings women
face; although the gap exists at younger ages, it increases when women and men reach their early
thirties (Hegewisch et al. 2015), a time when many are raising young children. While men may
also face consequences at work if they request time to provide care, the data show that more
women reduce time in the paid workforce. As a result, many men continue to receive promotions
in the earlier years of their career, while women’s upward mobility stalls (Benard, Correll, and
Paik 2007; Benard and Correll 2010; King 2008).

While men may also face consequences at work if they request time to provide
care, more women reduce time in the paid workforce. As a result, many men
continue to receive promotions, while women’s upward mobility stalls.
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The decline in the gender earnings ratio during child-bearing years suggests that the gender wage
gap over a lifetime is much larger than in any one year. When the earnings for all women and
men who worked in at least one year in the previous 15 years are taken into account, Rose and
Hartmann (2018) found a gender earnings ratio of only 49 percent, a much larger wage gap (51
percent) than the 20 percent gap usually reported. Forty-three percent of women workers during
this time had at least one year with no earnings, more than twice the rate of men. Both women
and men suffered earnings losses for time out of the paid labor force; for women and men who
took just one year off from work between 2001 and 2015, their earnings in the years with work
were 39 percent lower than the earnings for those who worked continuously for all 15 years
(Rose and Hartmann 2018). Losses for those who take four or more years out of the paid
workforce in this 15-year period are particularly steep for women (whose earnings are 65 percent
lower than those of women who worked continuously; men’s earnings are 57 percent lower than
for those who did not take time out of the paid workforce). As noted, women are more likely to
take time out of the paid workforce for reasons related to care. Lower lifetime earnings due to
time out of the workforce leads to a lower Social Security benefit in retirement (Social Security
Administration 2019), making it more difficult at older ages for women (and men) to make ends
meet.
While women’s lower earnings compared with men’s are not due solely to the unequal
distribution of unpaid household and care work, this work plays an important role. IWPR
analysis of ATUS data finds that a 1 percent increase in time spent on unpaid work is associated
with a 0.062 percent decrease in women’s weekly earnings when controlling for age, education,
race/ethnicity, marital status, place of birth, and family income. Unpaid work has no effect on
men’s earnings when controlling for the same characteristics (Appendix Table 2).
The negative association of unpaid work on women’s earnings is largest for women in higherincome families (those with annual incomes above $60,000; Appendix Table 2). This does not
mean, however, that the impact in less well-off households is less significant. As noted, the
gender wage gaps in lower-income households are smaller than in higher-income ones partly
because lower-income households cannot afford to cut back hours of paid work. Any negative
impact on women’s earnings makes it more difficult for these households to build savings and
prepare for eventual retirement. Time conflicts between the need to provide care and the need to
make ends meet may also reduce the quality of care that many low-income families are able to
provide.

The Gender Gap in Unpaid Household and Care Work Affects
Women’s Health and Overall Well-Being
Spending time on care for elders or children can be satisfying and a source of considerable
happiness. Connelly and Kimmel (2014) find, however, that while parents often enjoy spending
time caring for their children, fathers are much more likely to enjoy such time than mothers. This
8

is possibly because for fathers the time spent on unpaid care is more likely to represent a positive
choice and less likely to have come at the cost of dialing back career advancement. At the same
time, fathers report growing work-family conflict, which may be partly a result of lower social
acceptance in the sphere of employment for their role as care providers (Connolly and Kimmel
2014). While both women and men may want to provide more care for their children or for other
family members, without adequate resources and external supports their provision of this care
can lead to significant stress.
Work-family conflict can reduce mental and physical well-being; these effects are particularly
strong in relation to elder care. Elder care needs are increasing rapidly (Mather, Jacobsen, and
Pollard 2015) and may arise more suddenly and intensively than child care needs, making them
harder to prepare for (Reinhard et al. 2011) and more stressful than other caregiving demands
(Perrig-Chiello and Hutchinson 2010). Combining employment with these caregiving
responsibilities—particularly for women—leads to significantly higher levels of stress than those
experienced by non-caregiving peers (MetLife 2011). A survey of more than 1,200 unpaid
caregivers in the United States who care for an adult found that 22 percent feel their own health
has declined as a result of their caregiving, physically or emotionally (or both). Nineteen percent
reported experiencing a high level of physical strain as a result of their caregiving, and 38
percent said they find the work stressful. Those in more difficult care situations—such as those
caring for someone with a mental health issue or residing with the care recipient—experienced
higher levels of emotional strain (National Alliance for Caregiving and AARP 2015). This strain
may especially affect women of color, who have higher rates of both paid (Hess and Hegewisch
2019) and unpaid caregiving (National Alliance for Caregiving and AARP 2015).

Those in more difficult care situations experienced higher levels of emotional
strain. This strain may especially affect women of color, who have higher rates
of both paid and unpaid caregiving.

Jobs that provide little flexibility in work hours and limited control over one’s work schedule and
location add to the stress for workers with caregiving responsibilities. As a result, some
researchers suggest that many employees could benefit from organizational interventions to train
supervisors to be more supportive and to give workers more schedule control and ability to work
from home (Kossek et al. 2019; Moen et al. 2016). One study that tested the effects of such an
intervention for elder care workers found that paid care workers, especially those with care
responsibilities at home, may experience reduced stress and psychological distress as a result of
interventions to increase social support for work and non-work roles, and job control (Kossek et
al. 2019).
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Reducing time in the paid workforce may also help alleviate this stress, particularly for dualcareer couples whose financial situation can weather the decrease in income. As noted, however,
it can also have implications for women’s career trajectories and advancement. One study found
that once caregivers reduce their time in the paid labor force, they are unlikely to return to their
previous levels even after their caregiving responsibilities end (Wakabayashi and Donato 2005).
The high levels of time demands that come with caring for an adult or for children can result in
caregivers’ limiting their participation not only in the paid workforce but in other activities as
well. One study that analyzed when and why women decide to run for elected office, for
example, found that many women delay running because of their child care responsibilities (Baer
and Hartmann 2014). Another study that examined time spent in work and leisure found that
among all women and men aged 15 and older, a “leisure gap” exists: while women and men
spend about equal amounts of time on work (with men spending more on paid work and women
more on household and child care), men spend, on average, approximately six hours more per
week (49 minutes per day) doing leisure activities, such as playing sports, watching TV,
socializing, and playing games (U.S. Department of Labor 2019b).

U.S. Public Policies Contribute to the Devaluation of Unpaid
Household and Care Work and the Gender Gap in This Work
The social norms that contribute to women’s providing the lions’ share of unpaid household and
care work and men’s more limited participation in this work also contribute to a devaluation of
unpaid household and care work. As Appelbaum et al. (2002) observe, in the United States this
devaluation is reflected in the absence of public policies to meet the needs of working families,
such as affordable, high-quality child care and paid sick leave. It is also evident in policies such
as welfare “reform,” or Temporary Assistance for Needy Families, which emphasizes “work
first” over “care first,” placing greater value on having a woman work a minimum-wage job than
care for her children, though her earnings in this job will fall short of providing her family with
basic economic security. This devaluation of care work extends to the paid care workforce,
where workers—predominantly women, especially women of color—provide services for low
wages (Hess and Hegewisch 2019). In part because they are doing work traditionally done by
women in the home for free, these workers are often not seen as making a real contribution to the
economy and deserving of decent compensation (Andolan et al. 2010).
Some researchers argue that the devaluation of unpaid household and care work is exacerbated
by the historical exclusion of unpaid care services performed in households from measures of the
nation’s gross domestic product (GDP), the estimated market value of all goods and services
produced in the country in a given year. They suggest that, as a measure of the nation’s wealth
and economic well-being, GDP falls short in some ways, including its failure to account for the
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economic value of household and care work performed in families (e.g., de Leon 2012; U.S.
Government Accountability Office 2011). This failure to include unpaid care services when
estimating the nation’s economic productivity and well-being contributes to the relatively low
societal value placed on unpaid (as well as paid) care work, prompting researchers to explore
ways to assign a monetary value to unpaid care (Folbre 2012a) and incorporate “household
production” into GDP (Eisner 1989). One National Academy of Sciences report recommends
that statistical agencies develop satellite accounts for household production and health (Abraham
and Mackie 2005). A study by Bridgman et al. (2012) constructed a satellite account estimate of
GDP for the United States that includes the value of household production and estimates that
incorporating unpaid domestic work would have raised the level of GDP by 26 percent in 2010.
Folbre (2012b) argues that even this figure likely significantly underestimates the actual
contribution of unpaid care work to GDP, in part because it is based on survey data that measure
only time spent performing specific activities and does not include, for example, being on call to
supervise young children or adults in need of care.3

Public Policies Can Increase the Social Value of Unpaid Household
and Care Work and Promote Its Equitable Distribution
Although in some ways the United States has made great progress toward gender equality—as
seen in women’s increasing advances in education and greater participation in the paid labor
market, for example—the unequal gender distribution of unpaid household and care work
remains a factor that continues to hinder women’s economic and overall well-being and affect
the well-being of families and communities. Public policies that support the social value of
unpaid household and care work can facilitate the more equal distribution of this work between
women and men and improve women’s economic and health status. While these policies would
benefit all women and men who must balance paid and unpaid work, they are especially critical
for low-income working adults, who more acutely feel the impact of any loss of resources due to
work-family conflict. The United States, however, lags behind many other high-income countries
in providing policies that support the value of unpaid household and care work and its equitable
distribution (Hegewisch and Gornick 2011; Stanfors, Jacobs, and Neilson 2019). Now is the time
to enact such policies, especially given the rapid increase in the need for elder care.
Recommended changes include the following:
Invest in child care infrastructure that allows women (and men) to have a real choice about
whether to take time out of the paid workforce to provide child care. The availability of quality,
affordable child care is essential to the well-being of working families and to enabling the equal
3

The same limitation applies to the analysis in this briefing paper, which, like the study by Bridgman et al., draws
on the American Time Use Survey. This survey includes time spent on primary and secondary care but not the
constraints of being on call to provide care.
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distribution of unpaid work. Without access to affordable child care, many working parents,
particularly mothers, do not have a real choice about whether to participate in the paid labor
force. Universal pre-kindergarten and more affordable quality care for younger children would
help many women who want to remain in the paid workforce; better alignment of the school and
work day would also make it easier to balance the demands of work with those of the family.
In addition, state and federal governments should increase the amount of money dedicated to
child care so that child care services reach all eligible children. States should also reconsider
their “work first” policies under Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) programs,
which require parents with low incomes to take any job, even if it does not lift them out of
poverty and forces them to choose between their work and caregiving. States should explore
ways to structure their safety net programs so they value caregiving, allow parents to refuse jobs
that do not fit with their parenting responsibilities, and ensure that when parents work, they have
access to affordable, quality child care.
Improve public investment in the care of older adults and people with disabilities. An
increasing number of people have caregiving responsibilities for older or other adult relatives.
Raising investment in care facilities and in caregiving for adults within homes and increasing
Medicaid reimbursement rates will make it easier for those with family care responsibilities to
stay in the paid workforce. These steps will also improve working conditions of those providing
paid adult care, many of whom are older women, and increase job retention and the quality of
care in this industry. Examples of state programs being tested include Hawai’i’s Kupuna
Caregivers Program, which helps employed individuals who are also caring for a loved one by
providing financial assistance for support services that allow their loved one to remain at home
while helping the caregiver remain in the workforce (ADRC Hawai’i N.d.). They also include
Washington State’s recently passed Long-Term Care Trust Act, which establishes a social
insurance program to help state residents who have paid into the trust fund for enough time to be
eligible to pay for long-term care, including assistance with activities of daily living (Aufill,
Burgdorf, and Wolff 2019).
Support flexibility in working hours and locations. Many mothers and other family caregivers
in the workforce may benefit from greater control over their work schedules, including the
ability to work nonstandard hours and to telework. Alternative schedules can help caregivers
organize their employment schedules around their care responsibilities and alleviate work-family
stress. Scheduling flexibility, however, must be paired with schedule control; workers who face
unpredictable schedules and do not have input on their working hours can find it especially hard
to balance caregiving and work. Flexibility in work arrangements combined with scheduling
control is a benefit more often available in professional and higher-paid jobs; many workers in
low-wage jobs have little control over the timing of their work (Howell and Kalleberg 2019).
Nonetheless, there are successful examples of provision of schedule flexibility in a broad range
of work situations, including frontline and shift workers (Williams and Boushey 2010). A recent
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intervention by Gap stores in California, for example, showed significant returns to employers
who gave employees more say in scheduling their work (Williams et al. 2018).
Improve access to quality part-time work. For some working adults, part-time work is a
desirable solution to balancing unpaid household and care work with the demands of a paid job.
Parents, in particular, need to be able to reduce their hours at their jobs or access high-quality,
part-time jobs to effectively balance caregiving responsibilities and paid work. Yet limiting
hours at paid work can result in disproportionately lower earnings and a lack of career
advancement. In addition, part-time workers in the United States are much less likely than fulltime workers to have access to paid vacation, paid sick days, and other employment benefits
(Hegewisch and Lacarte 2019). Equal treatment for part-time workers with full-time workers—
as is common in Europe and other high-income countries (Fagan et al. 2012)—will provide pro
rata benefits to part-time workers and make it illegal to pay them lower rates just because they
work part-time.
Guarantee paid family and medical leave, and structure leave policies to encourage men’s
participation. Lack of access to paid family and medical leave, including paid parental leave,
makes it difficult for many workers to balance the demands of their jobs with the needs of their
families. As of January 2020, nine states in the nation had passed paid family and medical leave
legislation (Family Values at Work 2019), but many workers in these areas are not covered under
these laws, and the lack of national legislation leaves many more without access.
The United States is the only Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development
(OECD) country without a national guarantee of paid parental leave (Raub et al. 2018). Making
parental leave available to both mothers and fathers, and structuring leave policies in a way that
encourages both women and men to use them, would facilitate men’s increased participation in
household and care work and promote the equal sharing of this work (van der Gaag et al. 2019).
One study of the Quebec Parental Insurance Program (QPIP), which sets aside five weeks of
nontransferable leave for fathers, found that when this nontransferable leave became available,
the percentage of men who took paternity leave increased by 250 percent. Moreover, men who
became parents after the introduction of the QPIP spent 23 percent more time on nonmarket
household work after the leave program ended than did those who had become parents under
Canada’s Employment Insurance (EI) system, which does not provide fathers with an individual
and nontransferable right to parental leave. Mothers who experienced a birth under QPIP spent
more time in paid work than did those who became parents under the EI system (Patnaik 2019).
Provide paid sick days. Access to paid sick days is also essential for workers seeking to balance
the demands of their jobs with the needs of their families. As of November 2019, 50 localities in
the nation had passed paid sick leave legislation, yet such legislation does not cover all workers
in these areas, and many live in jurisdictions that have not passed a paid sick leave law. The
consequences of not having access to paid sick days can be significant: in a survey of more than
1,400 adults conducted by the National Opinion Research Center, 16 percent of workers reported
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that they had lost a job for taking time off from work to care for a sick child or family member or
to cope with an illness themselves (Smith and Kim 2010). Enacting paid sick days legislation at
the federal and state levels would make it easier for those with care responsibilities who want to
work full-time to do so. It would also provide them with job protection that allows them to return
to their job without loss of seniority or health insurance.
Close the gender wage gap. An equal sharing of responsibilities between women and men of
unpaid and paid work cannot happen without closing the gender wage gap. As long as women
earn less than men, it will make more economic sense for women, rather than men, to take time
out of the workforce when their families need to reduce hours of paid work to meet their
caregiving needs. Steps to close the gender wage gap and increase women’s earnings include
addressing occupational segregation, or the concentration of women in certain sectors of the
labor market (such as care work, which pays less) and men in other sectors (such as technical or
construction work, which pays more). They also include pushing companies to end pay secrecy
and the practice of basing salaries on past salary history; finding ways to raise pay in jobs
traditionally held by women; and improving the quality of those jobs through such policies as
increasing the minimum wage, providing paid sick leave, supporting collective bargaining, and
enforcing equal-pay laws.
Provide care credits for Social Security. Social Security provides a vital source of income for
older Americans, particularly women and people of color (Hartmann, Hayes, and Drago 2011).
As more women have entered the workforce, the number of women receiving Social Security
benefits on their own employment record has grown, yet women’s average monthly benefit
remains much smaller than men’s ($1,297 compared with $1,627 in 2018; Social Security
Administration 2019). This smaller benefit for women is due in part to their lower earnings and
greater likelihood of having taken time out of the workforce to provide unpaid family care. These
disparities are magnified for women of color and leave many older women without the resources
they need in retirement (Estes, O’Neill, and Hartmann 2012).
One way to improve Social Security for women and strengthen older women’s economic
security is to implement caregiving credits for those who take time out of the workforce to
provide unpaid care for family members. Because of the nature of the formula used to calculate
Social Security benefits (which calculates workers’ average indexed monthly earnings during the
35 years in which they earned the most, factoring in zeroes if the workers worked fewer than 35
years), time taken out of the workforce for unpaid care can have a large impact on the benefit
amount. A caregiving credit would allow adults not in the labor market because they are caring
for children or elders to have earnings added to their records so that those years are not
considered zero-earnings years in benefit calculations. This type of provision, which is already
implemented in most member countries of the OECD (Fultz 2011; Jankowski 2011), would
especially benefit low-income single mothers.
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Improve estimates of the value of unpaid care work, and make the public more aware of this
work’s critical importance to the nation’s economy. The federal government has produced
satellite account estimates of GDP that include the value of household production. These
estimates can continue to be improved and publicized. Providing more accurate estimates of
unpaid care work and publicizing them widely is essential to increasing the value attributed to
that work and better supporting unpaid caregivers through public policy. Recognizing the value
of unpaid care work is, in turn, also essential for improving wages and job quality for those who
provide care in the home. By explicitly acknowledging that household production is a vital part
of the U.S. economy—and by including satellite accounts of household production wherever
GDP is reported—researchers and policymakers can begin to undermine the common
assumption that both unpaid and paid care workers in private homes are not contributing
valuable work to the economy and that those who work for pay should perform these services at
very low cost.
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Appendix Tables
I.

Unpaid Work Gap (in average hours per day) Controlling for Selected Individual
Characteristics
Summary of regressions measuring the unpaid work gap (average hours per day)
HH work
Care work
Care work
Total unpaid
(primary)
(primary + work (HH work
secondary)
+ primary and
secondary care
work)
Female = 1a
0.9***
0.4***
1.0***
1.8***
By Raceb,c (female = 1)
White
Black
Asian
Hispanic

0.8***
0.9***
1.0***
1.3***

By Family Income Quantiled (female = 1)
$0 to $29,999
0.8***
$30,000 to $59,999
0.9***
$60,000 to $99,999
0.9***
$100,000 and over
0.9***

Observations

9,593

0.3***
0.4***
0.4**
0.4***

0.6***
1.4***
0.7
1.7***

1.4***
2.3***
1.7***
3.0***

6,401
1,277
446
1,321

0.5***
0.3***
0.4***
0.2***

1.6***
1.1***
0.9***
0.2

2.4***
2.0***
1.7***
1.1***

2,413
2,563
2,147
2,470

Estimates are survey-weight adjusted.
*** 1% level of significance; ** 5% level of significance; * 10% level of significance.
a. Includes control for age, age-squared, race, marital status, education, birthplace, employment status, and family income.
b. Includes control for age, age-squared, marital status, education, birthplace, employment status, and family income.
c. Estimates for mixed category of race are not computed due to small sample size.
d. Includes control for age, age-squared, race, marital status, education, birthplace, and employment status.
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II.

Regression Estimates of Relationship between Weekly Earnings and Total Unpaid Work
with Secondary Activities of the Individuals Aged 15 Years and Older Working Full-Time or
Pat-Time
Method:
ln(𝑤𝑒𝑒𝑘𝑙𝑦 𝑒𝑎𝑟𝑛𝑖𝑛𝑔𝑠)𝑖 = α + βln(𝑡𝑜𝑡𝑎𝑙 𝑢𝑛𝑝𝑎𝑖𝑑 𝑤𝑜𝑟𝑘 𝑤𝑖𝑡ℎ 𝑠𝑒𝑐𝑜𝑛𝑑𝑎𝑟𝑦 𝑎𝑐𝑡𝑖𝑣𝑖𝑒𝑠)𝑖 +
𝛾𝑋𝑖 + 𝜀𝑖
Women
-0.062***
2,657

Men
0.0004
2,470

All
-0.057***
5,127

By Family Incomeb (Log of unpaid work with secondary activities)
$0 to $29,999
-0.03
Observations
444

-0.1
344

-0.07**
788

Log of unpaid work with secondary activitiesa
Observations

$30,000 to $59,999
Observations

-0.04
687

0.02
628

-0.03
1,315

$60,000 to $99,999
Observations

-0.06**
675

-0.02
664

-0.04
1,339

$100,000 and over
Observations

-0.1***
851

-0.05*
834

-0.1***
1,685

Omitted individuals with missing information.
*** 1% level of significance; ** 5% level of significance; * 10% level of significance.
a
For computing log of weekly earnings and unpaid work with 0s, 0 in weekly earnings as well as unpaid work of individuals are
considered to be 1.
b Includes control for age, age-squared, race, marital status, education, birthplace, and family income.
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Methodology
For this study, IWPR analyzed data from the 2018 American Time Use Survey (ATUS), a
nationally representative survey that measures the amount of time people spend doing various
activities, such as paid work, child care, volunteering, and socializing. Respondents are sampled
from the Current Population Survey and interviewed by phone about their time allocation for the
diary day. The sample consists of women and men aged 15 years and older. IWPR analyzed the
average hours per day women and men spend on unpaid household and care work. IWPR also
conducted regression analyses controlling for a range of worker characteristics to determine
whether the gender gap in unpaid household and care work disappeared when these
characteristics were taken into account. In addition, IWPR estimated a simple model to examine
the association between unpaid household and care work and weekly wages, controlling for the
same worker characteristics of those who are employed.
Unpaid work was defined to include:
1) Household work, using the following ATUS activity codes: (2) Household activities +
(7) Consumer purchases + (8) Professional and personal care services + (9) Household
services + (1802) Travel related to household activities + (1807) Travel related to
Consumer purchases + (1808) Travel related to professional and personal care services +
(1809) Travel related to household services + (160104) Telephone calls to/from
salespeople + (160105) Telephone calls to/from professional or personal care service
providers + (160106) Telephone calls to/from household services providers.
2) Care work, including both of the categories below.
Care work as primary activity: The individual is mainly performing a given activity with
or for the person for whom they are caring. This may include both children and older
adults. Since 2011, the ATUS has collected data on the time spent providing unpaid elder
care, but a younger adult or someone recovering from surgery or an injury, for example,
may not be counted in the data.
IWPR used the following ATUS activity codes: (3) Caring For & Helping Household
Members + (4) Caring for and helping nonhousehold members + (1803) Travel related to
caring for and helping household members + (1804) Travel related to caring for and
helping nonhousehold members + (160107) Telephone calls to/from paid child or adult
care providers.
Care work with secondary child care: ATUS also collects information on the secondary
child care of both household and non-household children aged 12 years and younger.
Secondary child care is defined as time one has a child under 13 years old “in his or her
care” while doing something else as a primary activity. For instance, an individual may
supervise a child while cooking or doing laundry. Information on secondary child care is
18

not collected for children over 12 years old. Secondary child care is counted as a separate
activity even though it may be performed while doing housework or primary care work.
In this briefing paper, total care work = Primary care work + Secondary child care.
Total unpaid work = Household work + Primary care work + Secondary child care.
Limitation: An individual may also provide secondary care to children aged 13 years and older
as well as to individuals with disabilities or chronic illness or elderly people. Due to current data
collection limits in the ATUS, however, IWPR can include secondary child care only for
children aged 12 years and younger. This approach may underestimate the total unpaid care time.
All the analyses are survey weight adjusted.

19

References
Abraham, Katharine G., and Christopher Mackie, eds. 2005. Beyond the Market: Designing
Nonmarket Accounts for the United States: Panel to Study the Design of Nonmarket Accounts,
National Research Council. Washington, DC: The National Academies Press.
<https://epdf.pub/beyond-the-market-designing-nonmarket-accounts-for-the-united-states.html>
(accessed November 25, 2019).
ADRC Hawai’i. N.d. “Kupuna Caregivers Program.”
<https://hawaiiadrc.org/Portals/_AgencySite/KCG%20Info%20sheet%20071117_FINAL.pdf>
(accessed January 10, 2020).
Andolan Organizing South Asian Workers, CASA of Maryland, Domestic Workers United,
Global Rights, University of North Carolina School of Law Human Rights Policy Clinic, Stefani
Bonato, McKenna Coll, and Eric Tars. 2010. Domestic Workers’ Rights in the United States: A
Report Prepared for the United Nations Human Rights Committee in Response to the Second and
Third Periodic Report of the United States. Washington, DC: Global Rights.
<https://law.unc.edu/wp-content/uploads/2019/10/domesticworkersreport.pdf> (accessed
November 25, 2019).
Appelbaum, Eileen, Thomas Bailey, Peter Berg, and Arne Kalleberg. 2002. “Shared Work,
Valued Care: New Norms for Organizing Market Work and Unpaid Care Work.” Washington,
DC: Economic Policy Institute. <https://www.epi.org/publication/books_sharedcare/> (accessed
January 6, 2020).
Aufill, Jennifer, Julia Burgdorf, and Jennifer Wolff. 2019. In Support of Family Caregivers: A
Snapshot of Five States. Baltimore, MD: Johns Hopkins Bloomberg School of Public Health.
<https://www.milbank.org/wp-content/uploads/2019/06/MMF_Caregiver_Report_6.19.pdf>
(accessed January 9, 2020).
Baer, Denise L., and Heidi I. Hartmann. 2014. Building Women’s Political Careers:
Strengthening the Pipeline to Higher Office. IWPR Report #I926. Washington, DC: Institute for
Women’s Policy Research. <https://iwpr.org/wp-content/uploads/wpallimport/files/iwprexport/publications/I926.pdf> (accessed November 22, 2019).
Benard, Stephen, and Shelley J. Correll. 2010. “Normative Discrimination and the Motherhood
Penalty.” Gender & Society 24(5): 616–46. doi:10.1177/0891243210383142.
Benard, Stephen, Shelley J. Correll, and In Paik. 2007. “Getting a Job: Is There a Motherhood
Penalty?” American Journal of Sociology 112(5): 1297–1339.
Blau, Francine D., and Lawrence M. Kahn. 2013. “Female Labor Supply: Why Is the US Falling
Behind?" American Economic Review 103(3): 251–256.
20

Bridgman, Benjamin, Andrew Dugan, Mikhael Lal, Matthew Osborne, and Shaunda Villones.
2012. “Accounting for Household Production in the National Accounts, 1965–2010.” Survey of
Current Business 92(5): 23–36.
Cha, Youngjoo. 2010. “Reinforcing Separate Spheres: The Effect of Spousal Overwork on
Men’s and Women’s Employment in Dual-Earner Households.” American Sociological Review
75(2): 303–329.
Connelly, Rachel, and Jean Kimmel. 2015. “If You're Happy and You Know It: How Do
Mothers and Fathers in the US Really Feel about Caring for Their Children?” Feminist
Economics 21(1): 1–34. doi: 10.1080/13545701.2014.970210.
de Leon, Erwin. 2012. National Indicators and Social Wealth. Washington, DC: Urban Institute.
<https://www.urban.org/research/publication/national-indicators-and-social-wealth> (accessed
December 30, 2019).
Eisner, Robert. 1989. The Total Incomes System of Accounts. Chicago: University of Chicago
Press.
Estes, Carroll L., Terry O’Neill, and Heidi Hartmann. 2012. Breaking the Social Security Glass
Ceiling: A Proposal to Modernize Women’s Benefits. Washington, DC: Institute for Women’s
Policy Research and National Committee to Preserve Social Security & Medicare Foundation.
<https://iwpr.org/wp-content/uploads/wpallimport/files/iwpr-export/publications/D502-Breaking%20the%20Social%20Security%20Glass%20Ceiling.pdf> (accessed October 14, 2019).
Fagan, Colette, Helen Norman, Mark Smith, and Maria C. Gonzales Menendez. 2012. In Search
of Good Quality Part-Time Employment. In Conditions of Work and Employment Series 43.
Geneva: International Labour Office. <https://www.ilo.org/wcmsp5/groups/public/--ed_protect/---protrav/---travail/documents/publication/wcms_237781.pdf > (accessed December
30, 2019).
Family Values at Work. 2019. “Timeline of Wins.” <http://familyvaluesatwork.org/mediacenter/timeline-of-wins> (accessed January 8, 2020).
Floro, Maria S. N.d. “Gender and Multi-tasking.”
<https://www.unescap.org/sites/default/files/Session16_Gender_and_Multi-Tasking.pdf>
(accessed January 10, 2020).
Floro, Maria Sagrario, and Marjorie Miles. 2003. “Time Use, Work, and Overlapping Activities:
Evidence from Australia.” Cambridge Journal of Economics 27(6): 881–904.
Folbre, Nancy. 2012a. “Valuing Care.” In For Love and Money: Care Provision in the United
States, ed. Nancy Folbre. New York: Russell Sage Foundation, 92–111.

21

Folbre, Nancy. 2012b. “Valuing Domestic Product.”
<https://economix.blogs.nytimes.com/2012/05/28/valuing-domestic-product/> (accessed March
15, 2013).
Fultz, Elaine. 2011. Pension Crediting for Caregivers: Policies in Finland, France, Germany,
Sweden, the United Kingdom, Canada, and Japan. IWPR Report #D497. Washington, DC:
Institute for Women’s Policy Research.
Hartmann, Heidi, Jeff Hayes, and Robert Drago. 2011. Social Security: Especially Vital to
Women and People of Color. IWPR Report #D494. Washington, DC: Institute for Women’s
Policy Research. <https://iwpr.org/wp-content/uploads/wpallimport/files/iwprexport/publications/D494SS_Vital.pdf> (accessed December 2, 2019).
Hegewisch, Ariane, and Janet C. Gornick. 2011. “The Impact of Work-Family Policies on
Women’s Employment: A Review of Research from OECD Countries.” Community, Work &
Family, 14 (2): 119–138.
Hegewisch, Ariane, and Valerie Lacarte. 2019. Gender Inequality, Work Hours, and the Future
of Work. Washington, DC: Institute for Women’s Policy Research.
<https://iwpr.org/publications/gender-inequality-work-hours-future-of-work/> (accessed
December 2, 2019).
Hegewisch, Ariane, Jeff Hayes, Jessica Milli, Elyse Shaw, and Heidi Hartmann. 2015. Looking
Back, Looking Ahead: Chartbook on Women’s Progress. Washington, DC: AARP.
<https://www.aarp.org/content/dam/aarp/ppi/2015/Chartbook-On-Women's-Progress.pdf>
(accessed November 22, 2019).
Hess, Cynthia, and Ariane Hegewisch. 2019. The Future of Care Work: Improving the Quality of
America’s Fastest-Growing Jobs. IWPR Report #C486. Washington, DC: Institute for Women’s
Policy Research. <https://iwpr.org/wp-content/uploads/2019/09/C486_Future-of-CareWork_final.pdf> (accessed December 2, 2019).
Hess, Cynthia, Jessica Milli, Jeff Hayes, and Ariane Hegewisch. 2015. The Status of Women in
the States: 2015. IWPR Report#C400. Washington, DC: Institute for Women’s Policy Research.
<http://statusofwomendata.org/wp-content/uploads/2015/09/PDF-of-final-Work-Family-chapter9-4-2015.pdf> (accessed December 2, 2019).
Howell, David R., and Arne L. Kalleberg. 2019. “Declining Job Quality in the United States:
Explanations and Evidence.” WCEG Working Paper. Washington, DC: Washington Center for
Equitable Growth. <https://www.rsfjournal.org/content/rsfjss/5/4/1.full.pdf> (accessed December
30, 2019).
Jankowski, John. 2011. “Caregiver Credits in France, Germany, and Sweden: Lessons for the
United States.” Social Security Bulletin 71 (4): 61-76.
22

King, Eden B. 2008. “The Effect of Bias on the Advancement of Working Mothers:
Disentangling Legitimate Concerns from Inaccurate Stereotypes as Predictors of Advancement
in Academe.” Human Relations 61(12): 1677–1711.
<https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/pdf/10.1177/0018726708098082> (accessed January 5, 2020).
Kossek, Ellen Ernst, Rebecca. J. Thompson, Katie M. Lawson, Todd Bodner, Matthew B.
Perrigino, Leslie B. Hammer, Orfeu M. Buxton, David M. Almeida, Phyllis Moen, David A.
Hurtado, Brad Wipfli, Lisa F. Berkman, and Jeremy W Bray. 2019. “Caring for the Elderly at
Work and Home: Can a Randomized Organizational Intervention Improve Psychological
Health?” Journal of Occupational Health Psychology 24(1): 36–54.
Lilly, Meredith B., Audrey Laporte, and Peter C. Coyte. 2007. “Labor Market Work and Home
Care’s Unpaid Caregivers: A Systematic Review of Labor Force Participation Rates, Predictors
of Labor Market Withdrawal, and Hours of Work.” Milbank Quarterly 85(4): 641–690.
Mather, Mark, Linda A. Jacobsen, and Kelvin M. Pollard. 2015. “Aging in the United States.”
Population Bulletin 70 (2): 1–23.
MetLife. 2011. “The MetLife Study of Caregiving Costs to Working Caregivers: Double
Jeopardy for Baby Boomers Caring for Their Parents.” June MetLife Mature Market Institute.
<https://www.aarp.org/livable-communities/learn/health-wellness/info-12-2012/metlife-studycaregiving-costs-working.html> (accessed November 25, 2019).
Moen, Phyllis, Erin L. Kelly, Wen Fan, Shi-Rong Lee, David Almeida, Ellen Ernst Kossek, and
Orfeu M. Buxton. 2016. “Does a Flexibility/Support Organizational Initiative Improve HighTech Employees’ Well-Being? Evidence from the Work, Family, and Health
Network.” American Sociological Review 81(1): 134–164.
National Alliance for Caregiving and AARP. 2015. Caregiving in the U.S. Washington, DC:
National Alliance for Caregiving and AARP.
<https://www.aarp.org/content/dam/aarp/ppi/2015/caregiving-in-the-united-states-2015-reportrevised.pdf> (accessed January 1, 2020).
Patnaik, Ankita. 2019. “Reserving Time for Daddy: The Consequences of Fathers’ Quotas.”
Journal of Labor Economics 37(4): 1009–1059.
Patterson, Charlotte J., Erin L. Sutfin, and Megan Fulcher. 2004. “Division of Labor Among
Lesbian and Heterosexual Couples: Correlates of Specialized Versus Shared Patterns.” Journal
of Adult Development 11(3): 179–189.
Perrig-Chiello, Pasqualina, and Sara Hutchinson. 2010. “Family Caregivers of Elderly Persons.”
Journal of Gerontopsychology and Geriatric Psychology 23(4): 195–206.

23

Raub, Amy, Arijit Nandi, Alison Earle, Nicolas de Guzman Chorny, Elizabeth Wong, Paul
Chung, Priya Batra, Adam Schickedanz, Bijetri Bose, Judy Jou, Daniel Franken, and Jody
Heymann. 2018. Paid Parental Leave: A Detailed Look at Approaches across OECD Countries.
Los Angeles, CA: World Policy Analysis Center.
<https://www.worldpolicycenter.org/sites/default/files/WORLD%20Report%20%20Parental%20Leave%20OECD%20Country%20Approaches_0.pdf> (accessed December 2,
2019).
Reinhard, Susan, Enid Kassner, Ari Houser, and Robert Mollica. 2011. Raising Expectations: A
State Scorecard on Long-Term Services and Supports for Older Adults, People with Physical
Disabilities, and Family Caregivers. Washington, DC: AARP Public Policy Institute.
Rose, Stephen J., and Heidi I. Hartmann. 2018. Still a Man’s Labor Market. Washington, DC:
Institute for Women’s Policy Research. IWPR Report #C474. <https://iwpr.org/wpcontent/uploads/2018/11/C474_IWPR-Still-a-Mans-Labor-Market-update-2018-2.pdf>
(November 22, 2019).
Samman, Emma, Elizabeth Presler-Marshall, and Nicola Jones. 2016. Women’s Work:
Mothers, Children and the Global Child Care Crisis. London, UK: Overseas Development
Institute. <http://www.odi.org/sites/odi.org.uk/files/ odi-assets/publications-opinion files/10333.pdf> (accessed July 2019).
Smith, Tom W., and Jibum Kim. 2010. Paid Sick Days: Attitudes and Experiences. Chicago, IL:
National Opinion Research Center. <https://www.issuelab.org/resources/10518/10518.pdf>
(accessed December 2, 2019).
Social Security Administration. 2019. “Fast Facts and Figures about Social Security, 2019.”
Washington, DC: Social Security Administration, Office of Retirement and Disability Policy,
Office of Research, Evaluation, and Statistics.
<https://www.ssa.gov/policy/docs/chartbooks/fast_facts/2019/fast_facts19.pdf> (accessed
October 14, 2019).
Stanfors, Maria, Josephine C. Jacobs, and Jeffrey Neilson. 2019. “Caregiving Time Costs and
Trade-Offs: Gender Differences in Sweden, the UK, and Canada.” Population Health 9.
<https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC6839008/pdf/main.pdf> (accessed January 6,
2020).
Tornello, Samantha L., Bettina N. Sonnenberg, and Charlotte J. Patterson. 2015. “Division of
Labor among Gay Fathers: Associations with Parent, Couple, and Child Adjustment.” American
Psychological Association 2(4): 365–375.

24

U.S. Department of Labor. 2018a. “Reference/Data: ‘American Time Use Survey 2017.’”
<https://www.infodocket.com/2018/06/28/referencedata-american-time-use-survey-2017released-by-bureau-of-labor-statistics/> (accessed November 27, 2019).
U.S. Department of Labor. 2018b. “Who Chooses Part-Time Work and Why?” Washington, DC.
<https://www.bls.gov/opub/mlr/2018/article/who-chooses-part-time-work-and-why.htm>
(accessed November 25, 2019).
U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics. 2019a. “Employee Benefits Survey.”
<https://www.bls.gov/ncs/ebs/benefits/2019/ownership_civilian.htm> (accessed November 27,
2019).
U.S. Department of Labor. 2019b. “American Time Use Survey – 2018 Results.” Press release,
June 19, 2019. <https://www.bls.gov/news.release/pdf/atus.pdf?mod=article_inline> (accessed
November 25, 2019).
U.S. Government Accountability Office. 2011. “Key Indicator Systems: Experiences of Other
National and Subnational Systems Offer Insights for the United States.” Washington, DC: U.S.
Government Accountability Office. <https://www.gao.gov/Products/GAO-11-396> (accessed
November 25, 2019).
van der Gaag, Nikki, Brian Heilman, Taveeshi Gupta, Ché Nembhard, and Gary Barker. 2019.
State of the World’s Fathers: Unlocking the Power of Men’s Care. Washington, DC: PromundoUS. <https://men-care.org/2019/06/05/state-of-the-worlds-fathers-2019-report-launch/>
(accessed January 1, 2020).
Wakabayashi, C., and K. M. Donato. 2005. “The Consequences of Caregiving: Effects on
Women’s Employment and Earnings.” Population Research and Policy Review 24: 467–88.
Williams, Joan C., Susan J. Lambert, Saravanan Kesavan, Peter J. Fugiel, Lori Ann Ospina, Erin
Devorah Rapoport, Meghan Jarpe, Dylan Bellisle, Pradeep Pendem, Lisa McCorkell, and Sarah
Adler-Milstein. 2018. Stable Scheduling Increases Productivity and Sales: The Stable
Scheduling Study. San Francisco, CA: UC Hastings School of Law, with University of Chicago
and University of North Carolina. <https://worklifelaw.org/publications/Stable-SchedulingStudy-Report.pdf> (accessed December 30, 2019).
Williams, Joan C., and Heather Boushey. 2010. The Three Faces of Work-Family Conflict: The
Poor, the Professionals, and the Missing Middle. Washington, DC: Center for American
Progress. <https://cdn.americanprogress.org/wpcontent/uploads/issues/2010/01/pdf/threefaces.pdf> (accessed December 30, 2019).

25

Acknowledgments
IWPR developed this Briefing Paper in collaboration with Oxfam America, and with financial
support from Oxfam America. The authors would like the thank the following colleagues for
their assistance in developing ideas, providing research assistance, and/or reviewing and
commenting on drafts: Charlotte Becker, Marc Cohen, Nick Galasso, Ben Grossman-Cohen,
Ariane Hegewisch, Kaitlyn Henderson, Thalia Kidder, Gawain Kripke, Mieke Meurs, Kimberly
Pfeifer, Laura Rusu, Kezia Scales, Stephanie Smith, Rocio Stevens Villalvazo, Adiam
Tesfaselassie, and Sarah Tuckey.

About the Institute for Women’s Policy Research
The Institute for Women’s Policy Research (IWPR) conducts
and communicates research to inspire public dialogue, shape
policy, and improve the lives and opportunities of women of
diverse backgrounds, circumstances, and experiences. The
Institute’s research strives to give voice to the needs of women
from diverse ethnic and racial backgrounds across the income
spectrum and to ensure that their perspectives enter the public
debate on ending discrimination and inequality, improving
opportunity, and increasing economic security for women and
families. The Institute works with policymakers, scholars, and
public interest groups to design, execute, and disseminate
research and to build a diverse network of individuals and
organizations that conduct and use women-oriented policy
research. IWPR’s work is supported by foundation grants,
government grants and contracts, donations from individuals,
and contributions from organizations and corporations. IWPR
is a 501(c)(3) tax-exempt organization that also works in
affiliation with the Program on Gender Analysis in Economics at
American University. www.iwpr.org

About Oxfam America
Oxfam is a global organization working to end the injustice of
poverty. We help people build better futures for themselves,
hold the powerful accountable, and save lives in disasters.
Our mission is to tackle the root causes of poverty and create
lasting solutions. Join us. oxfamamerica.org.

26

