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Abstract We are among the first to use American time-use data to investigate
non-market behavior in gay and lesbian households. We contribute to a literature
that has documented a gay disadvantage and lesbian advantage in the labor
market. Many have proposed that this pattern reflects, relative to their heterosexual
counterparts, higher levels of household labor among gay men and lower levels
of household labor among lesbian women. Results show that gay men, parents
in particular, spend more time in household production than heterosexual men.
We find evidence of different time-use patterns for lesbians, but they are driven
by characteristics not sexual orientation. These results also contribute to the
economics of the household showing that time use in same-sex households with
weaker gender constructs does not conform to the predictions of models that
highlight comparative advantage as a source of specialization.
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1. INTRODUCTION

Gary Becker’s model of the household motivated an expansive economic literature
seeking to understand the internal workings of households as well as an extensive
literature critiquing his work and proposing alternative models of the household
[Becker (1981); McElroy and Horney (1981); Chiappori (1992); Sen (1990);
Lundberg and Pollak (1994, 1996); Agarwal (1997); Carter and Katz (1997)].
Becker’s approach, as well as the majority of household models which followed,
implicitly assumes that households are comprised of a husband and a wife. These
models, and the empirical work they have motivated, have greatly increased our
understanding of heterosexual households; however, our understanding of same-
sex households and the applicability of traditional models therein remains limited.
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We investigate whether non-market time-use patterns vary with sexual orientation
to make important contributions to the literature on the economic outcomes of gay
men and lesbians and to the literature on the economics of the household.

First, we build on the literature that has produced an empirical puzzle: gay men
earn less than heterosexual men, but lesbians generally earn more than heterosexual
women. This puzzle has motivated a quickly growing literature aimed to explain
the divergent labor market outcomes for lesbians and gay men. A popular expla-
nation for these divergent patterns is varying household specialization patterns
predicted by Becker’s (1981) theory of the household [Jepsen (2007); Daneshvary
et al. (2008, 2009); Antecol and Steinberger (2013)]. The specialization hypothesis
argues that because there is still specialization according to gender in heterosex-
ual households, lesbians will have comparatively lower unpaid household work
burdens and thus greater market attachment than heterosexual women. Whereas,
gay men will have comparatively higher unpaid household work burdens and
thus lower labor market attachment than heterosexual men. The growing literature
on this topic has focused on labor market outcomes of gays and lesbians and
has documented their consistency with the specialization hypothesis. However,
as we discuss below, outcomes consistent with specialization do not necessarily
arise because of specialization or varying non-market time-use patterns. No work,
to our knowledge, has directly investigated non-market household behavior to
determine if time-use patterns systematically vary by sexual orientation. We are
the first to directly empirically assess the validity of the household specialization
explanation by investigating time spent on non-market activities in same-sex and
different-sex households using American Time Use Survey (ATUS) data.

We use ATUS data from 2003 to 2013 [Ruggles et al. (2015)] and compare
non-market time use in household labor, care labor, and leisure1 of cohabiting gay
men and lesbians to their heterosexual counterparts. On average, gay men living
with a partner spend more time in household labor than married heterosexual
men, and lesbians living with a partner spend less time in household labor than
heterosexual women. This difference in time use for gay men exists even after
controlling for relevant characteristics. The greater amount of time spent in house-
hold labor is consistent with the specialization hypothesis. However, time use in
lesbian households is not. After controlling for relevant characteristics, we find
no statistically significant differences in time spent on household labor between
lesbians and either married or unmarried cohabiting heterosexual women with one
exception. Counter to the specialization hypothesis, we find unmarried cohabiting
heterosexual women spend on average more time on household labor than lesbians.
We do find differences in care labor between lesbians and heterosexual women
in our baseline specification, but these results do not hold when partitioning the
sample by parenthood or when considering only care labor done as a primary
activity. The lack of a consistent difference between lesbians and heterosexual
women is inconsistent with the specialization hypothesis as an explanation of
labor market outcomes as well as the predictions in Becker’s (1981) model of the
household.
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Our second important contribution, which is to the literature on the economics
of households, is our investigation into the behavior of members of same-sex
households. We find little evidence of a “homosexual lifestyle”. Differences in
time use between gay and heterosexual men are driven by characteristics, in par-
ticular, the incidence of parenthood, not sexual orientation. We find little evidence
of differences between lesbians and heterosexual women. While for all lesbians,
we see differences in care labor, lesbians and married heterosexual women with
children exhibit the same household time-use patterns. The primary differences
we find between lesbians and cohabiting heterosexual women also appear driven
by the experience of parenthood. While we find differences in care labor when
comparing all lesbians to all married hetersexual women, we find no difference
in care labor when we compare lesbians with children to heterosexual married
women with children. The primary differences we find between lesbians and co-
habiting heterosexual women also appear driven by the experience of parenthood.

These inter-household time-use findings contribute to the quickly growing lit-
erature on the economic experience of gay men and lesbians as well as provide a
foundation for future work investigating the determinants of the intra-household
division of labor within same-sex and different-sex households. In particular, these
time-use patterns reveal the way in which gender continues to function as a key
determinant of unpaid work in heterosexual and same-sex households. However,
existing economic models of the household cannot readily explain the diverging
mechanisms through which gender determines time use in gay, lesbian, and het-
erosexual households. As such, our findings provide a foundation on which future
theoretical work can be developed to better understand the impact of gender on
household decision-making in both heterosexual and same-sex households. Such
research will be crucial to understanding households and the impact of public poli-
cies as same-sex households become more common and the social construction of
gender evolves.

2. LITERATURE REVIEW

Time-use data provides valuable insights into household economics. A common
and not surprising finding from studies of various countries is that women spend
more time doing unpaid work and men spend more time doing paid work [Sayer
(2005); Budlender (2000); Stratton (2015); Ruppanner and Maume (2016)].2 This
pattern helps explain the well-documented gender wage gap. However, little work
has been done investigating time-use allocations within the households of same-
sex couples. As such, this paper makes important contributions to the literature on
the economics of the household. Further, investigating the experiences of members
of same-sex households builds on the quickly growing literature on the economic
outcomes of gay men and lesbians.

The literature on the economic outcomes of gay men and lesbians has largely
been in response to the perplexing findings of Badgett (1995). Badgett (1995)
found a significant wage penalty for gay men and an insignificant wage differential
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for lesbians. The asymmetry in the earnings effect of sexual orientation by sex is
difficult to reconcile with most, but not all, economic theories of discrimination.
While inconsistent with most theories of discrimination based on a prejudice
toward sexual orientation, the asymmetric earnings effects are consistent with
varying levels of labor market engagement for gay men and lesbians. Lesbians are
more likely than heterosexual women to have a partner who will share non-market
work thus giving lesbians more time to spend on market work, perceptions of
which could motivate employers to favor lesbians [Peplau and Fingerhut (2004)].
The same logic would predict higher levels of non-market work among cohabiting
gay men.

The need to investigate patterns of household labor by sexual orientation is
highlighted by the growing literature that has repeatedly documented a significant
penalty for gay men and a significant premium for lesbians in the US [Berg and
Lien (2002); Baumle and Poston (2011); Klawitter and Flatt (1998); Cushing-
Daniels and Yeung (2009)], Sweden [Ahmed and Hammarstedt (2010); Ahmed
et al. (2011, 2013)], the UK [Arabsheibani et al. (2004)], and the Netherlands [Plug
and Berkhout (2008)].3 Even though recent work suggests that these differentials
are getting smaller for gay men [Cushing-Daniels and Yeung (2009); Clarke
and Sevak (2013); Carpenter (2007)], this may be the result of the expansion of
protection from discrimination for gay men and lesbians [Klawitter (2011); Martell
(2013b, 2014)]. Explanations of varying patterns in household labor explaining the
earnings effects of sexual orientation have risen in prominence [see, for example
Black et al. (2007) and Daneshvary et al. (2009)], because evidence in favor of
alternatives explanations has been inconclusive.4

There are several potential sources for differences in labor market attachment
by sexual orientation. Varying labor market patterns may be the result of different
amounts of time spent in the household due to (1) different budget constraints or
labor/leisure trade-offs (2) different patterns in household specialization, or (3)
different levels of aggregate household production [Black et al. (2007); Jepsen
(2007); Clain and Leppel (2001); Berg and Lien (2002)]. Our paper investigates
the broad hypothesis that differences in time spent in the household can explain
differing labor market outcomes for gays and lesbians compared to their hetero-
sexual counterparts. While differences in household time use between same-sex
and different-sex households are generally explained as a product of household
specialization [see, for example, Jepsen (2007) and Black et al. (2007)], it is im-
portant to note that such differences can occur without household specialization in
same-sex households. Even if members of same-sex households do not specialize,
time-use patterns will vary by sexual orientation due to the well-documented
specialization by gender that occurs in different-sex households.

Existing empirical investigations into the household behavior of gay and lesbian
couples have largely relied on indicators from the paid labor market to draw
conclusions regarding the behavior of gays and lesbians within the household. To
draw conclusions regarding specialization in gay and lesbian households, these
investigations have tested if there are inequalities in labor market outcomes within
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gay and lesbian households. For example, the labor supply of members of same-
sex households are responsive to proxies typically associated with bargaining
power such as differences in age and education (Orrefice, 2011). Cohabiting
lesbians and gay men also exhibit intra-household inequalities in earnings, hours
worked in paid labor, and the likelihood of working full-time suggesting that
there is a primary worker and secondary worker even in same-sex households
[Giddings et al. (2014); Jepsen and Jepsen (2015); Antecol et al. (2008)]. That
these differences are less pronounced in same-sex households than in different sex
households suggest that specialization is less pronounced in same-sex households,
which authors argue could explain observed wage differentials [Jepsen and Jepsen
(2015)]. Inequalities in labor market outcomes among household members may
in part be explained by specialization if specialization allows some members of a
household to be more attached to the labor market than others.5

Studies investigating labor market outcomes as proxies for household behavior
are informative but incomplete in that they assume non-labor market behavior
mirrors labor market behavior. Due to the possibility of differences in budget
constraints, preferences and levels of household production, labor market patterns
consistent with the household specialization hypothesis do not ensure that non-
market time-use patterns will likewise be consistent. While an additional hour
of paid labor can be offset by a decrease in an hour of unpaid labor indicating
specialization, this is only one possible explanation. For example, lesbian women
may spend more time on average working in the market than heterosexual women
but may forgo leisure in order to spend an equal amount of time doing unpaid
household and care labor due to preferences reflecting an internalization of gender
norms. Furthermore, we may observe gay men on average spending less time
on market work than heterosexual men, but this does not mean that gay men
are necessarily spending more time on unpaid household work. There could be
lower levels of household production in gay households. By looking directly at
unpaid work and including an analysis of leisure, our approach offers a more
precise investigation into the non-market behavior of gay men and lesbians and
its relevance for market behavior and outcomes. We use time-use data to directly
investigate the non-market behavior of cohabiting gay men and lesbians.

To our knowledge, Schneebaum (2013) is the only research that utilizes time-use
data in the US to study the economics of gay and lesbian households.6 Schnee-
baum utilizes ATUS data to examine the responsiveness of time use to household
characteristics of different-sex and same-sex couples. However, she does not test
if patterns of non-market time use vary by sexual orientation after conditioning
on observable characteristics.7 Schneebaum’s descriptive statistics suggest that
men in same-sex couples spend more time doing care work than men in different
sex-couples and that women in same-sex couples also spend more time doing care
work than women in different sex-couples (Schneebaum, 2013).8 It is important
to note that gay men and lesbians must exhibit different patterns in time use,
after controlling for relevant characteristics, for the specialization hypothesis to
explain labor market outcomes. We build on Schneebaum by asking: are patterns
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of household labor, care labor, and leisure systematically different for gay men
and lesbians than heterosexual men and women? Our results give limited support
to the specialization hypothesis as an explanation of labor market outcomes for
gay men. Evidence in support of the specialization hypothesis for gay men is
driven by households with children. For lesbians evidence regarding care labor
that supports the specialization hypothesis does not hold when partitioning the
sample by parenthood or when narrowing the definition of care labor, because
children are key determinants to the division of labor in all household types
(Giddings et al., 2014). Furthermore, evidence contradicting the specialization
hypothesis exist when considering women’s time spent on household labor in all
specifications.

By comparing time use of gays and lesbians to heterosexual men and women, we
are able to build on the literature by testing the specialization hypothesis. However,
differences in time use between individuals in same-sex and heterosexual house-
holds, do not necessarily reflect differences in patterns of household specialization
within these households. Below, we discuss possible intra-household behavior
which could explain the time-use patterns we find, but leave a full investigation
into the processes that occur within same-sex households to future work.

3. CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK

Economic models of the household such as Becker’s unitary household model, Chi-
aporri’s collective model, as well as the group of cooperative, non-cooperative, and
cooperative conflict bargaining models are most widely used to understand dynam-
ics and outcomes of heterosexual households [Manser and Brown (1980); Becker
(1981); McElroy and Horney (1981); Chiappori (1992); Sen (1990); Lundberg
and Pollak (1994); Doss (1996); Lundberg and Pollak (1996); Agarwal (1997);
Carter and Katz (1997)].9 One stylized fact that these models attempt to explain
is heterosexual women’s greater contribution to unpaid household and care labor
relative to their heterosexual male partners. Becker’s conclusions are based on the
assumption of women’s comparative advantage in care and household labor and
men’s comparative advantage in paid market labor. Chiapporri’s collective model
considers asymmetries in earnings potential and preferences as determinants of la-
bor supply outcomes. Bargaining models focus on differences in fall back positions
and threat points for men and women that arise due to labor market inequalities
and institutions. While typically these models are used to understand dynam-
ics within households, they can also be used to predict systematic differences
between households, namely those with same-sex partners versus different-sex
partners.

Given the current gender differences in labor market outcomes in the US,
it seems reasonable to expect the earnings potential of two same-sex partners,
controlling for other demographic characteristics, to be more similar than those of
different-sex partners. While the channels through which earnings potential affects
time use varies by household model, all else held constant, more equal earnings
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potential translates into either more equal time spent in household labor or a
more equal likelihood of being the partner who specializes in unpaid household
labor.10 Therefore, holding constant preferences, levels of household production,
and budget constraints, existing economic models of the household predict that gay
men will spend more time in the household and lesbians less time in the household
relative to their heterosexual counterparts. The unequal division of labor stemming
from the gender wage gap is particularly pronounced in different-sex households
with children as the motherhood earnings penalty decreases earnings potential for
women more than men. As such, the impact of parenthood, through its impact on
earnings, should cause a more unequal distribution of household and care labor
in different-sex households than same-sex households. It is important to note that
the theoretical explanation for expected differences for individuals in same-sex
versus heterosexual households is driven by inequality and social norms according
to gender rather than sexual orientation. In the absence of such gender inequality
in the labor market (and its effect on bargaining power), we would see equality
in time use in different-sex and same-sex households.11 Systematic differences in
time use by sexual orientation, then, result from widespread socio-economic gen-
der inequalities.

Allowing for systematically different preferences in same-sex and heterosexual
households can still yield a prediction consistent with the specialization hypothe-
sis. Considering variation in preferences, it is possible that same-sex households (or
individuals within same-sex households, depending on how utility maximization is
modeled12) have stronger preferences for equality than different-sex households.13

If this is the case, holding the level of production constant, we would still expect
on average lesbians to spend less time and gay men to spend more time on unpaid
work than their heterosexual counterparts.

The predictions of existing household models become less clear when we al-
low for systematically different levels of household production in same-sex and
different-sex households. Household activities and market activities are jointly de-
termined, because income from market activities is a necessary input for household
production. However, income from market activities can also be used to purchase
market substitutes for household goods. Members of lesbian households, despite
an observed earnings advantage relative to heterosexual women, still experience
the large gender wage gap. This gender gap in earnings causes lesbian households
to face stricter budget constraints than heterosexual households. With a stricter
budget constraint, the possibility of purchasing market substitutes for household
and care labor is limited. Therefore, it is possible that the impact of a stricter
budget constraint on household time use could dominate the effect of a more
equitable distribution of household duties causing lesbians to spend more time in
household production. Even in the absence of different budget constraints, lesbian
households may choose a different level of household production from heterosex-
ual households if social institutions, such as intolerance and gender norms, make
the purchasing of markets substitutes less enjoyable or less feasible. On the other
hand, gay men may be more likely to purchase market substitutes for household

https://doi.org/10.1017/dem.2016.14 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/dem.2016.14


372 MICHAEL E. MARTELL AND LEANNE RONCOLATO

labor or may choose to produce fewer household goods. A full understanding of
differences in non-market time use must consider the possibility of such systematic
differences in household production.

Finally, the differential impact of norms and institutions may lead to outcomes
inconsistent with the specialization hypothesis. The role of institutions and specific
gender norms have been theorized to impact the division of labor between two
partners in a heterosexual household.14 Social norms, specifically those related
to gender and family structure, can also explain systematic differences in time
use and levels of household production in same-sex households compared to
heterosexual households. Given the lack of sex-asymmetry within the household
and unique challenges gay and lesbians face when constructing gender within a
heteronormative society, the performance of gender is more difficult to predict in
same-sex households. For example, both partners in a lesbian household may spend
significant amounts of time on care labor attempting to meet societal expectations
of motherhood. As such, the manifestation of gender in same-sex households may
cause time use in same-sex households to be inconsistent with the specializa-
tion hypothesis. Another possibility is that pressures to emulate heteronormative
conventions of the household may trump pressures to emulate traditional gender
norms. For example, a gay man and a heterosexual man may have both been
socialized as men, but pressures to create a heteronormative household may coun-
teract pressure to conform to gender norms leading one gay partner to specialize
in household and care labor. If this is the case, we would expect to find outcomes
consistent with the specialization hypothesis for gay men.

4. DATA

We use data from the ATUS from 2003 to 2013. The ATUS is the only nation-wide
time-use data source available for the US. The ATUS selects one member of a
household from the Current Population Survey for inclusion in the survey. Survey
respondents report the allocation of their time in minutes for one 24-hour period.15

Only selecting one member from each household limits the ability to investigate
different patterns in time use within households. However, selecting one member
of each household does allow us to investigate if time-use patterns vary by sexual
orientation. Further, we leverage the range of economic and demographic charac-
teristics to investigate patterns of time use within households by investigating the
impact of characteristics such as earnings that theoretically determine the intra-
household distribution of time use. As we are interested in investigating patterns
of time use as they relate to household specialization and labor market attachment,
we are primarily interested in studying individuals who are of prime working age.
Therefore, like Blau and Kahn (2005) and Martell (2014), we limit our sample to
respondents who are between the age of 25 years and 54 years to focus on workers
who are likely to exhibit a higher degree of labor market attachment and a higher
incidence of family obligations such as childcare. This restriction also allows us
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to focus on workers who are less likely to be choosing full-time education or
retirement.16

Gay men and lesbians may be identified in the survey if they cohabit with a
member of the same sex.17 As such, our analysis excludes single individuals. Our
sample includes 102 cohabiting gay men, 16,539 married heterosexual men, 1,008
cohabiting unmarried heterosexual men, 136 cohabiting lesbians, 18,844 married
heterosexual women, and 1,105 cohabiting unmarried heterosexual women. While
small, the sample size of gay men and lesbians is larger than or comparable to
the sample sizes used in many analyses of gay and lesbian labor market outcomes
utilizing GSS data [see Badgett (1995); Martell (2013a); Berg and Lien (2002)].

Descriptive statistics are shown in Tables 1 and 2. For the most part, the char-
acteristics of cohabiting gay men and lesbians are consistent with existing demo-
graphic research [see Black et al. (2007)]. Cohabiting gay men are more likely to
live in an urban area, more likely to be white, are on average older,18 more educated
and have less children than married heterosexual men and cohabiting heterosexual
men. Because gay men have higher levels of observable human capital such as
education, descriptive statistics show a small but insignificant difference in earn-
ings between cohabiting gay and married heterosexual men. The small difference
here is consistent with research showing that the gay earnings penalty has been
shrinking [Cushing-Daniels and Yeung (2009)] as well as research showing that
the observed gay earnings penalty is mitigated by higher levels of human capital
[Martell (2013a)]. The earnings of the partners of gay men are higher than earnings
of the partners of heterosexual men, which is not surprising given the gender wage
gap. Total household earnings are similar for each type of household. In our
sample, gay men are on average older, earn more and are more likely to own a
home than cohabiting heterosexual men.

The lesbians in our sample are more likely to live in urban areas, are on aver-
age younger, more educated, have higher earnings, and have fewer children than
married heterosexual women. The earnings of partners of lesbians are found to be
lower than those of the partners of married heterosexual women and household
earnings are more equitable. While lesbians are less likely to own a home than
married heterosexual women, lesbians are more likely to own their home than
cohabiting heterosexual women. Consistent with existing analyses of the geogra-
phy of same-sex households [Gates and Cooke (2011)], lesbians are more likely
than gay men as well as cohabiting and married heterosexual women to live in
a state in which same sex marriage is legal. This residential pattern highlights
the importance of controlling for not only regional variations in the residences of
same-sex households but also variations in the legal institutions in which same-sex
and different-sex households reside as we discuss below.19 We do not find a similar
significant difference when comparing cohabiting gay men to heterosexual men.

With the ATUS data, we investigate daily minutes spent in household labor,
leisure, and care labor on the day of data collection. These time categories are
as defined in the ATUS classifications.20 Consistent with standard practices in
time-use research,21 we define total care labor as including all care labor reported

https://doi.org/10.1017/dem.2016.14 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/dem.2016.14


374 MICHAEL E. MARTELL AND LEANNE RONCOLATO

TABLE 1. Descriptive statistics for demographic variables

Gay/lesbian Married heterosexual Cohabiting heterosexual

Men
White 0.9313725 0.8657298 0.8005952
Non-hispanic 0.8627451 0.8571515 0.8412698
Urban residence 0.9607843 0.8393259∗∗∗ 0.8105159∗∗∗

Summer 0.245098 0.2432317 0.2331349
Third adult present 0.0588235 0.1571455∗∗ 0.1061508
Week-end 0.5294118 0.5092778 0.4980159
Child under 6 years 0.0588235 0.383525∗∗∗ 0.2519841∗∗∗

Child 6 years to 18 years 0.0980392 0.5595912∗∗∗ 0.2519841∗∗∗

Home owner 0.7941176 0.8194926 0.5039683∗∗∗

Same-sex marriage legal 0.0784314 0.0674697 0.0684524
Age 41.56863 40.634 36.42361∗∗∗

Years education 15.35294 14.28576∗∗∗ 13.14583∗∗∗

Weekly earnings 1022.116 1087.123 701.3696∗∗∗

Spouse’s earnings 1050.98 532.7611∗∗∗ 466.5703∗∗∗

Earnings share 0.5092486 0.6753539∗∗∗ 0.5995174∗∗

Number of children 0.254902 1.524427∗∗∗ 0.9365079∗∗∗

Observations 102 16437 1008
Women
White 0.875 0.8600616 0.8262443
Non-hispanic 0.8897059 0.854118 0.8461538
Urban residence 0.9117647 0.8361813∗ 0.8352941∗

Summer 0.2720588 0.2449055 0.2533937
Third adult present 0.0441176 0.1672681∗∗∗ 0.1085973∗

Week-end 0.5661765 0.5061027 0.5022624
Child under 6 years 0.1323529 0.3610698∗∗∗ 0.2687783∗∗∗

Child 6 years to 18 years 0.2352941 0.56044∗∗∗ 0.325792∗

Home owner 0.7058824 0.8297601∗∗∗ 0.5402715∗∗∗

Same-sex marriage legal 0.1544118 0.0668117∗∗∗ 0.0941176∗

Age 39.75735 39.70611 35.68688∗∗∗

Years education 15.66912 14.36919∗∗∗ 13.56652∗∗∗

Weekly earnings 893.6821 551.1404∗∗∗ 522.321∗∗∗

Spouse’s earnings 844.8976 1040.736∗∗ 692.6815∗∗

Earnings share 0.5045756 0.3319973∗∗∗ 0.4278388∗∗

Number of children 0.625 1.493738∗∗∗ 1.033484∗∗∗

Observations 136 18844 1105

Note: Authors’ calculations from American Time Use Survey data, 2003–2013. ∗ Difference from gay/lesbian average
significant at 10% ∗∗ Difference significant at 5% ∗∗∗ Difference significant at 1%.

as a primary activity and childcare reported as a secondary activity. Secondary
childcare is defined as time when at least one child under the age of 13 years is in
the respondent’s care and at least one child is awake. It is particularly important
to include secondary childcare as a component of care labor given our interest
in time use and its relationship to labor market attachment. Even though it is
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TABLE 2. Descriptive statistics for daily time use in minutes

All men All women

Gay Married heterosexual Cohabiting heterosexual Lesbian Married heterosexual Cohabiting heterosexual

Household labor 126 96∗ 92∗ 118 159∗∗ 136
Care labor 57 276∗∗∗ 180∗∗∗ 183 372∗∗∗ 248∗

Secondary childcare 36 221∗∗∗ 143∗∗∗ 139 283∗∗ 192∗

Leisure 259 242 274 215 219 244
Observations 102 16437 1,008 136 18,844 1,105

Men with children Women with children

Gay Married heterosexual Cohabiting heterosexual Lesbian Married heterosexual Cohabiting heterosexual
Household labor 194 96∗∗ 97∗∗ 132 164 146
Care labor 375 351 344 443 483 430
Secondary childcare 264 284 280 344 372 340
Leisure 190 232 271 208 206 235
Observations 14 12,771 515 55 14,342 624

Men without children Women without children

Gay Married heterosexual Cohabiting heterosexual Lesbian Married heterosexual Cohabiting heterosexual
Household labor 115 98 88 109 144∗ 122
Care labor 7 13 10 6 19 12
Secondary childcare 0 0 0 0 0 0
Leisure 270 278 278 220 258 256
Observations 88 3,666 493 81 4,502 481

Note: Authors’ calculations from American Time Use Survey data, 2003–2013. ∗ Difference from gay/lesbian average significant at 10% ∗∗ Difference significant at 5%
∗∗∗ Difference significant at 1%.
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possible to complete household labor or leisure activity while a child is present, it
is much more difficult to do paid market work while a child is in one’s care. This
difficulty is most pronounced when paid market work is outside the household as
is generally the case in the US.22

Table 2 highlights the importance of considering the varying incidence of par-
enthood across household types in understanding time use in same-sex households.
Gay men do considerably more household labor but less care labor than both mar-
ried and cohabiting heterosexual men. While the difference in household labor is
as expected given the traditional gender division of labor for heterosexual men,
the difference in care labor is not. For married and cohabiting heterosexual men,
about 80% of total care labor is secondary childcare and for gay men 63% of
care labor is secondary childcare. When we partition the sample into men with
children and men without children, the difference in time spent on care labor
disappears. The difference in the amount of time gay and heterosexual men spend
on household labor persists in the subsample of men with children. For the sub-
sample without children, we see no statistically significant difference in average
time spent on household and care labor. The differences in time spent in leisure
are not statistically significant in the full sample or either subsample.

Without any controls, it appears that cohabiting lesbians exhibit different
patterns of time spent in household labor and care labor than their heterosex-
ual counterparts, as shown in Table 2. Cohabiting lesbians spend approximately
40 minutes less time in household labor and 90 fewer minutes in care labor than
married heterosexual women. Relative to cohabiting heterosexual women, lesbians
spend nearly 60 minutes less time in care labor but time spent in household labor
and leisure are similar. Once again the differences in time spent in household labor
are as expected for lesbians. The difference in care labor is as well. Similar to
men, a large portion of total care labor is secondary childcare. Further, a higher
share of lesbian women have small children than gay men, but they are still less
likely than heterosexual women to have children. When the sample is partitioned
into women with and without children, the differences in average daily time
use between lesbians and heterosexual women become statistically insignificant.
The one exception is that heterosexual married women without children spend a
statistically significant greater amount of time on household labor than lesbians
without children. The varying patterns of parenthood highlight the importance of
controlling for children when investigating time-use data. We explore the impact
of parenthood below and are among the first to incorporate the presence of children
in comparing the time use of cohabiting gay men and lesbians to their heterosexual
counterparts.23

5. EMPIRICAL SPECIFICATION

To estimate daily time use in household labor, leisure, and care labor, we follow
the approaches of Kimmel and Connelly (2007), while incorporating controls also
included in Giddings et al. (2014) and Jepsen and Jepsen (2015). We are interested
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in estimating average time-use patterns across household types. Since reports of
no time spent in any of these categories represent classical measurement error
and not censoring, we model time use via seemingly unrelated OLS regressions
(Stewart, 2013).24 Because the use of survey weights have the potential to lead to
imprecise estimates in the context of predicting time use for same-sex households,
we do not use the ATUS survey weights (Solon et al., 2015).25 Specifically, we
estimate

ŷi = α + β1Hi + β2Ti + βXi + εi, (1)

where yi=household labor, care labor, and leisure for individual i. Hi is an in-
dicator for cohabiting with a partner of the same-sex and is the key explanatory
variable, Ti is a vector of year indicators, and Xi includes relevant demographic
characteristics: age and its square, weekly earnings, spouse’s weekly earnings, the
percent of household income that is comprised of the respondents earnings, years
of education, and indicators for: being white, an urban residence, home ownership,
the presence of a child under 6 years, the presence of children between 6 years
and 18 years, the presence of non-own child, the presence of third adult, a summer
time diary, a weekend time diary, a holiday time diary. We also include an indicator
for respondents living in a state where same-sex marriage is legal to control for
varying levels of tolerance of homosexuality as well as geographic variation in
time use. The same-sex marriage indicator is used in place of regional controls
as same-sex marriage legalization is regionally clustered.26 In some specifications
discussed below, we interact the same-sex indicator with the presence of children
to investigate any differences in the impact of parenthood on time use by sexual
orientation.

We control for the weekly earnings of the respondent as well as those of the
respondent’s partner as earnings potential affects time use in and outside of the
household. However, as labor market outcomes such as earnings are in part
the product of the intra-household distribution of labor, there are theoretical
reasons for suspecting that weekly earnings may be endogenous. This potential
endogeneity poses an empirical difficulty for researchers interested in estimat-
ing the impact of wages on household time use. To correct for this potential
endogeneity, researchers can use predicted wages or instrumental variables to
predict the exogenous effect of earnings on time use. Unfortunately, our data lack
valid instruments for earnings as well as the ideal covariates necessary to make
accurate earnings predictions. As such, we follow Bredtmann (2014) and use
actual earnings in estimation. A priori, the extent to which the household process
that determines weekly earnings varies by sexual orientation, and would bias our
estimates, is unclear. Therefore, we do not believe its endogeneity will bias the
estimate of our variable of interest: the member of a same-sex household indicator.
Even though Hersch and Stratton (1997) find the results of instrumental variables
estimates to be nearly identical to the standard OLS estimates of wages on time
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work suggesting that earnings endogeneity does not bias time-use estimates, we
still caution readers in interpreting the coefficient estimate of earnings in isolation.

In addition to earnings, we also control for the percent of household income
that is comprised of the individual’s earnings. The share of household income
comprised of the respondents earnings or some measure of relative wages is a
commonly used proxy for household bargaining power [see, for examples, Kimmel
and Connoly (2007), Masterson (2012), and Hener (2015)]. Even though it is an
imperfect proxy for bargaining power, controlling for the respondent’s earnings
share allows us to test for differences in time use correcting for the distribution of
relative earnings potential (the opportunity costs of time) of household members
as well as the ability of household members to exert influence over the intra-
household distribution of household time use. Both of these factors may vary by
sexual orientation.

In testing, if time use varies by sexual orientation, it is unclear whether married
or unmarried cohabiting heterosexuals is the most appropriate reference group for
cohabiting gay men and lesbians a priori. Unfortunately, marital status of same-sex
couples is not observable throughout the entire span of our data. At the beginning
of our data, no states allowed gay men and lesbians to legally marry [Movement
Advancement Project (2014)]. Throughout the time span of the data, in many
states, gay men and lesbians were in marriage-like relationships but not allowed
to marry. On the other hand, some of the cohabiting gay men and lesbians may
be more akin to cohabiting heterosexuals. After conducting log likelihood ratio
test comparing specifications that combine cohabiting and married respondents to
specifications that partition the sample, we conclude that it is most appropriate
to estimate time use separately allowing coefficient estimates to vary reflecting
different time use and bargaining processes across household types.27

Investigating the impact of parenthood on time use among same-sex households
is difficult, and children are an important determinant of time use and household
specialization. Our descriptive statistics show that same-sex household are less
likely to have children. If selection into parenthood varies by sexual orientation,
which we discuss in detail below, conditioning on the presence of children may
bias our estimates. To mediate this potential bias and examine the impact of
parenthood on time use, we investigate differences in time use separately by the
presence of children instead of simply conditioning on children as primarily done
in the existing literature.

6. RESULTS

6.1. Men

As expected, cohabiting gay men spend more time in household labor than married
heterosexual men. Table 3 shows that gay men spend on average 24 more minutes
per day doing household labor than married heterosexual men. This finding is
not surprising. The household bargaining literature has produced the stylized
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TABLE 3. Time-use estimates for gay and heterosexual men

Cohabiting gay vs. married men Cohabiting gay vs. unmarried men

Household labor Care labor Leisure Household labor Care labor Leisure

Gay 24.285∗ − 79.624∗∗∗ 1.474 19.384 − 3.613 13.810
(12.727) (24.672) (16.767) (14.305) (23.594) (21.655)

Age 1.369 27.340∗∗∗ − 0.011 2.900 2.141 − 10.038
(1.443) (2.797) (1.901) (4.669) (7.701) (7.068)

Age squared − 0.002 − 0.377∗∗∗ 0.006 − 0.024 − 0.043 0.143
(0.018) (0.034) (0.023) (0.060) (0.100) (0.091)

White 19.470∗∗∗ 10.681∗ − 10.968∗∗∗ 14.172 − 0.624 − 54.570∗∗∗

(2.961) (5.740) (3.901) (9.855) (16.255) (14.919)
Urban residence − 5.836∗∗ − 3.007 1.327 − 19.586∗ 1.493 4.656

(2.755) (5.340) (3.629) (10.174) (16.781) (15.402)
Years education 0.408 7.261∗∗∗ − 3.411∗∗∗ − 0.327 1.342 − 4.320∗

(0.375) (0.727) (0.494) (1.568) (2.586) (2.373)
Earnings share − 57.964∗∗∗ − 94.863∗∗∗ − 112.116∗∗∗ − 33.952 − 108.916∗∗∗ − 100.361∗∗∗

(5.988) (11.608) (7.889) (20.659) (34.074) (31.274)
Child under 6 years 1.989 227.575∗∗∗ − 27.854∗∗∗ 4.398 323.441∗∗∗ − 26.277∗

(2.425) (4.701) (3.195) (9.727) (16.043) (14.724)
Child between 6 years and 18 years 6.730∗∗∗ 149.500∗∗∗ − 18.973∗∗∗ 8.952 188.363∗∗∗ 14.778

(2.246) (4.354) (2.959) (9.582) (15.805) (14.506)
Non-own child present 5.248 140.898∗∗∗ − 8.505 − 0.911 203.814∗∗∗ − 14.591

(8.276) (16.043) (10.902) (13.299) (21.936) (20.133)
Year effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Observations 16,539 1,110
R2 0.0850 0.382 0.168 0.104 0.470 0.156
Chi2 1535.6 10223.2 3349.2 128.5 983.1 205.0
p 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Note: Authors’ calculations from Seemingly Unrelated Regressions on American Time Use Survey data, 2003–2013. Specifications also include controls for weekly earnings,
weekly earnings of spouse/partner, as well as indicators for time use on a holiday, time use during the summer, the presence of a non-own child, home ownership, residence
in a state with same-sex marriage legal. ∗ Significant at 10% ∗∗ Significant at 5% ∗∗∗ Significant at 1%.
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fact that women tend to specialize in household production while heterosexual
men specialize in the labor market and spend less time on household and care
work. However, this result is not found when comparing gay men to cohabiting
heterosexual men. Counter to expectations of the specialization hypothesis, we
see that gay men spend on average about 80 minutes less per day on care labor
than married heterosexual men.28 We see no statistically significant difference in
care labor between unmarried cohabiting heterosexual men and gay men. The
signs and significance of control variables are as expected: the presence of other
adults reduces time spent in care labor; increases in education are associated with
a decrease in leisure, weekends, and holidays are associated with more non-market
time use; the presence of children under 6 years increases care labor by more than
3 hours.29

We investigate the impact of parenthood to assess the source of time-use differ-
ences estimated in Table 3. Table 3 controls for the presence of children but does
not correct for any selection into parenthood or any differential impact of par-
enthood across sexual orientations. However, there are several reasons to believe
that selection into parenthood may differ by sexual orientation. First, unplanned
pregnancies should be much less frequent for gay men and lesbians.30 Second,
the marginal cost of planned parenthood is higher for cohabiting gay men and
lesbians than it is for heterosexuals regardless of the path to parenthood chosen
given the increased financial and institutional costs same-sex couples experience.
Even though these differences in the marginal cost of parenthood comprise a small
portion of the total cost of parenthood, and may not lead to meaningful differences
in the desire for children by sexual orientation, these differences may affect the ex-
perience of and path into parenthood for same-sex households. Lacking a valid and
equally consistent instrument for parenthood, we estimate time use separately for
households with children under 18 years and households without children. Inves-
tigating the impact of parenthood, regardless of selection, allows us to investigate
the source of the time-use differences estimated in Table 3. Since the differences
estimated above include households with and without children, we should find
larger time-use differences for gay men when we compare time use in households
with children given the role children play in determining household specialization
in heterosexual households. For robustness, we also interact the presence of small
children with the same-sex household indicator to capture any difference in the
experience of or the path into parenthood, and resulting differences in needs and
characteristics of children, in same-sex households.

Consistent with theories predicting specialization by gender to increase with
children, Table 4 shows that the difference in household labor for gay men is larger
in households with children. Cohabiting gay men perform approximately 95 min-
utes more household labor per day than both cohabiting and married heterosexual
men in households with children. The greater amount of household labor of gay
parents relative to heterosexual men highlights the importance of controlling for
children in comparing time-use patterns. The significant difference in household
labor among gay parents as estimated in Table 4 suggests that the unconditional
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TABLE 4. Time-use estimates for gay and heterosexual men with children

Cohabiting gay vs. married men Cohabiting gay vs. unmarried men

Household labor Care labor Leisure Household labor Care labor Leisure

Gay 95.814∗∗∗ 72.338 − 12.094 95.457∗∗ 112.819 − 4.545
(33.734) (70.558) (43.683) (37.860) (84.440) (56.467)

Age 1.550 35.047∗∗∗ − 1.406 − 5.433 12.763 − 1.029
(1.673) (3.499) (2.166) (7.579) (16.903) (11.303)

Age squared − 0.005 − 0.488∗∗∗ 0.019 0.081 − 0.202 0.032
(0.021) (0.044) (0.027) (0.100) (0.222) (0.149)

White 17.638∗∗∗ 7.735 − 8.730∗∗ − 12.219 3.696 − 74.936∗∗∗

(3.395) (7.101) (4.396) (13.933) (31.075) (20.780)
Urban residence − 5.133∗ 3.429 − 1.665 − 28.826∗∗ 21.487 5.750

(3.117) (6.520) (4.037) (13.030) (29.061) (19.434)
Years education 0.581 8.653∗∗∗ − 3.343∗∗∗ 1.587 5.378 − 6.092∗

(0.422) (0.883) (0.546) (2.332) (5.202) (3.479)
Earnings share − 59.753∗∗∗ − 126.128∗∗∗ − 96.152∗∗∗ − 56.570∗ − 167.289∗∗ − 81.021∗

(6.814) (14.253) (8.824) (30.692) (68.453) (45.776)
Child under 6 years − 2.306 104.195∗∗∗ − 17.615∗∗∗ − 0.823 169.675∗∗∗ − 17.024

(2.703) (5.653) (3.500) (11.801) (26.319) (17.600)
Year effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Observations 12,785 529
R2 0.0871 0.261 0.162 0.125 0.215 0.172
Chi2 1219.4 4524.8 28371.5 420.0 982.4 109.8
p 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Note: Authors’ calculations from Seemingly Unrelated Regressions on American Time Use Survey data, 2003–2013. Specifications also include controls for weekly earnings,
weekly earnings of spouse/partner, as well as indicators for time use on a holiday, time use during the summer, the presence of a non-own child, home ownership, residence
in a state with same-sex marriage legal. ∗ Significant at 10% ∗∗ Significant at 5% ∗∗∗ Significant at 1%.
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averages discussed in Table 1 of the descriptive statistics are driven by differences
in characteristics: the likelihood of parenthood. Once we control for demographic
characteristics, we find that, as expected, gay men with children spend more time
on household labor than heterosexual men with children. It may seem curious
that the differences are in household labor rather than care labor. The presence
of children however does not only increase the amount of care labor but also the
amount of household labor, i.e. cleaning, cooking, and laundry. While gay and
heterosexual men seem to do similar levels of care labor, gay men in our sample
take on a greater amount of the increased household labor generated from the
presence of children than heterosexual men.

To investigate the source of the greater difference in household labor among
households with children, we investigate the impact of the presence of children
under 6 years. We allow the impact of the presence of a child under 6 years to
vary by sexual orientation, results of which are available in appendix Table A.1.31

Including the interaction term, although producing a statistically insignificant co-
efficient estimate, eliminates the overall difference in household labor between gay
men and both married and unmarried cohabiting heterosexual men. The interaction
term is statistically insignificant in all regressions with the exception of care labor.
Cohabiting gay men with children under six appear to do 141 minutes more care
labor per day than heterosexual married men with a child under 6 years. Thus,
differences in unpaid time-use patterns between gay men and heterosexual men
appear to be driven by the greater amount of time gay men spend with their young
children.

Finally, we investigate the source of the overall difference in time use for gay
men by comparing time use in households without children. If differences in time
use between gay and heterosexual men are explained by the persistence of special-
ization according to gender in heterosexual households, we expect differences in
time use between gay and heterosexual men to be smaller, but still significant and
meaningful, among households without children. We confirm that overall differ-
ences in unpaid time use are driven by the impact of young children on cohabiting
gay men by showing that time-use differences are smaller for cohabiting gay men
without children in Table 5. Consistent with specialization according to gender
as a source of time-use patterns, the differences in household labor are much
less pronounced. However, the lack of a statistically significant and meaningfully
large time-use difference in households without children is inconsistent with the
specialization hypothesis, which predicts that all gay men, not just gay parents,
will exhibit time-use differences.

6.2. Women

As shown in Table 6, the only statistically significant differences between the
time-use patterns of lesbians and cohabiting heterosexual women or married het-
erosexual women are in care labor. Consistent with the specialization hypothesis,
we see that lesbians spend on average 45 less minutes per day on care labor than
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TABLE 5. Time-use estimates for men without children

Cohabiting gay vs. married men Cohabiting gay vs. unmarried men

Household labor Care labor Leisure Household labor Care labor Leisure

Gay 10.518 − 4.597 − 1.310 3.648 − 1.816 18.847
(14.271) (6.017) (19.726) (15.543) (5.208) (23.963)

Age 2.838 − 3.026∗∗ 3.852 8.082 1.752 − 13.409
(2.791) (1.177) (3.857) (5.909) (1.980) (9.111)

Age squared − 0.018 0.038∗∗∗ − 0.037 − 0.089 − 0.024 0.190
(0.034) (0.014) (0.047) (0.076) (0.025) (0.117)

White 25.453∗∗∗ 4.905∗ − 17.202∗∗ 34.301∗∗ − 9.765∗∗ − 34.715
(6.098) (2.571) (8.429) (13.860) (4.644) (21.368)

Urban residence − 7.982 − 4.240∗ 11.704 − 3.394 − 14.007∗∗ 2.667
(5.919) (2.496) (8.181) (16.264) (5.450) (25.075)

Years education − 0.324 0.012 − 2.902∗∗ − 2.409 − 0.632 − 3.559
(0.840) (0.354) (1.161) (2.128) (0.713) (3.280)

Earnings share − 53.556∗∗∗ − 1.777 − 157.755∗∗∗ − 21.859 5.928 − 109.072∗∗

(12.857) (5.421) (17.771) (29.870) (10.009) (46.051)
Year effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Observations 3,754 581
R2 0.0839 0.0239 0.157 0.127 0.0655 0.174
Chi2 343.9 91.93 697.6 84.82 40.71 122.7
p 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.00

Note: Authors’ calculations from Seemingly Unrelated Regressions on American Time Use Survey data, 2003–2013. Specifications also include controls for weekly earnings,
weekly earnings of spouse/partner, as well as indicators for time use on a holiday, time use during the summer, home ownership, residence in a state with same-sex marriage
legal. ∗ Significant at 10% ∗∗ Significant at 5% ∗∗∗ Significant at 1%.
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TABLE 6. Time-use estimates for lesbian and heterosexual women

Cohabiting lesbian vs. married women Cohabiting lesbian vs. unmarried women

Household labor Care labor Leisure Household labor Care labor Leisure

Lesbian − 14.628 − 45.982∗∗ − 13.368 − 20.257 35.105∗ − 24.782
(11.982) (21.314) (13.054) (12.814) (20.502) (15.375)

Age 5.044∗∗∗ 28.558∗∗∗ − 5.657∗∗∗ 7.235 0.702 10.697∗

(1.438) (2.559) (1.567) (4.680) (7.487) (5.615)
Age squared − 0.037∗∗ − 0.428∗∗∗ 0.075∗∗∗ − 0.064 − 0.019 − 0.129∗

(0.018) (0.032) (0.020) (0.061) (0.097) (0.073)
White 16.336∗∗∗ 13.230∗∗ − 0.752 33.114∗∗∗ 32.829∗∗ 6.413

(2.937) (5.225) (3.200) (10.287) (16.458) (12.342)
Urban residence − 0.509 11.599∗∗ − 1.068 − 7.010 5.390 20.286

(2.773) (4.933) (3.021) (10.735) (17.175) (12.880)
Years education − 2.599∗∗∗ 6.397∗∗∗ − 1.732∗∗∗ − 0.313 − 2.623 0.445

(0.395) (0.703) (0.430) (1.660) (2.655) (1.991)
Earnings share − 82.991∗∗∗ − 190.116∗∗∗ − 89.656∗∗∗ − 74.026∗∗∗ − 172.107∗∗∗ − 63.965∗∗∗

(6.091) (10.834) (6.636) (20.038) (32.059) (24.042)
Child under 6 years 14.883∗∗∗ 318.274∗∗∗ − 47.705∗∗∗ 7.214 398.182∗∗∗ − 48.965∗∗∗

(2.594) (4.613) (2.826) (9.835) (15.736) (11.801)
Child between 6 years and 18 years 22.743∗∗∗ 179.799∗∗∗ − 22.643∗∗∗ 22.145∗∗ 215.928∗∗∗ − 24.803∗∗

(2.321) (4.128) (2.528) (9.148) (14.636) (10.976)
Non-own child present 9.182 231.571∗∗∗ − 7.137 9.332 226.613∗∗∗ − 13.332

(8.146) (14.490) (8.875) (15.143) (24.227) (18.169)
Year effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Observations 18,980 1241
R2 0.0746 0.516 0.133 0.0970 0.575 0.148
Chi2 1530.6 20272.0 2899.6 133.3 1681.5 215.6
p 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Note: Authors’ calculations from Seemingly Unrelated Regressions on American Time Use Survey data, 200—2013. Specifications also include controls for weekly earnings,
weekly earnings of spouse/partner, as well as indicators for time use on a holiday, time use during the summer, the presence of a non-own child, home ownership, residence
in a state with same-sex marriage legal. ∗ Significant at 10% ∗∗ Significant at 5% ∗∗∗ Significant at 1%.
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heterosexual married women. However, counter to the specialization hypothesis,
we see that lesbians do on average 35 more minutes of care labor compared
to unmarried heterosexual women. When considering care labor done only as a
primary activity, the differences in time use between lesbians and heterosexual
women, both married and unmarried cohabiting, disappear.32 Also, inconsistent
with the specialization hypothesis, we see no statistically significant differences
in household labor between cohabiting lesbians and heterosexual women, either
married or unmarried.33 The lack of a difference in time spent on household labor
between lesbian and heterosexual women once we control for relevant character-
istics suggests that the differences in aggregate time-use patterns shown in Table 2
arise from differences in characteristics between lesbian and heterosexual women.
We do note that the signs and significance of the control variables are consistent
with expectations.34 As in the previous section, we continue by investigating
differential impacts of parenthood for lesbians.

As discussed above, persistent household specialization according to gender
in heterosexual households should lead to more pronounced time-use differ-
ences among households with children. To investigate the impact of parenthood
and patterns of specialization, we estimate time use separately for households
with children under 18 years and households without children. Contrary to the
predictions of the specialization hypothesis, we find that, in households with
children, cohabiting lesbians spend more time in childcare than unmarried het-
erosexual but not married heterosexual women. Table 7 shows that cohabiting
lesbians with children spend 86 more minutes per day doing care labor than
cohabiting unmarried heterosexual women. As such, the overall difference in
time spent in care labor arises from the lower incidence of parenthood in lesbian
households, not systematic differences in the relative distribution of care labor in
same-sex and heterosexual households. This is inconsistent with the specialization
hypothesis.

As in the previous section, we interact the presence of children under 6 years
with the lesbian indicator variable to allow the impact of small children to vary
between cohabiting lesbians and heterosexual women. These results are available
in appendix Table A.2. We find further evidence against the hypothesis that the
overall results reflect patterns of household specialization. Unlike our findings
for men, the time use of cohabiting lesbians does not respond differently to the
presence of small children than the time use of heterosexual women. There is no
significantly different time-use pattern between cohabiting lesbians and married
heterosexual women. The difference between cohabiting lesbians and cohabit-
ing heterosexual women in time spent in childcare is estimated to be larger at
114 minutes per day. The lack of a difference in time-use patterns for lesbian
and married heterosexual women is inconsistent with our expectations from the
wage differential literature. However, the smaller amount of time that lesbians
spend in household labor relative to unmarried cohabiting heterosexual women
is consistent with the lesbian wage advantage being larger relative to unmarried
heterosexual women than married heterosexual women [Jepsen (2007)].
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TABLE 7. Time-use estimates for lesbian and heterosexual women with children

Cohabiting lesbian vs. married women Cohabiting lesbian vs. unmarried women

Household labor Care labor Leisure Household labor Care labor Leisure

Lesbian − 18.004 11.253 4.217 − 12.771 86.359∗∗ − 21.970
(18.577) (35.359) (19.640) (20.933) (39.723) (22.880)

Age 6.185∗∗∗ 39.356∗∗∗ − 7.534∗∗∗ 13.119∗ − 3.591 4.586
(1.711) (3.257) (1.809) (7.412) (14.065) (8.101)

Age squared − 0.043∗∗ − 0.596∗∗∗ 0.093∗∗∗ − 0.140 0.033 − 0.044
(0.022) (0.041) (0.023) (0.099) (0.188) (0.108)

White 10.286∗∗∗ 8.294 2.844 42.461∗∗∗ 41.793 − 11.704
(3.426) (6.521) (3.622) (15.358) (29.143) (16.786)

Urban residence − 2.682 19.784∗∗∗ − 2.399 − 7.164 20.021 34.220∗∗

(3.217) (6.124) (3.401) (14.299) (27.134) (15.628)
Years education − 3.212∗∗∗ 6.994∗∗∗ − 1.470∗∗∗ − 1.148 − 3.083 0.304

(0.447) (0.852) (0.473) (2.406) (4.566) (2.630)
Earnings share − 94.406∗∗∗ − 251.850∗∗∗ − 73.329∗∗∗ − 82.301∗∗∗ − 228.512∗∗∗ − 48.154

(7.114) (13.540) (7.521) (27.781) (52.717) (30.364)
Child under 6 years 7.399∗∗ 160.192∗∗∗ − 34.109∗∗∗ − 3.466 211.529∗∗∗ − 33.717∗∗

(2.900) (5.519) (3.066) (12.552) (23.818) (13.719)
Year effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Observations 14,397 679
R2 0.0725 0.315 0.114 0.0946 0.301 0.152
Chi2 21593.6 6634.7 30945.3 802.6 2084.8 1693.6
p 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Note: Authors’ calculations from Seemingly Unrelated Regressions on American Time Use Survey data, 2003–2013. Specifications also include controls for weekly earnings,
weekly earnings of spouse/partner, as well as indicators for time use on a holiday, time use during the summer, the presence of a non-own child, home ownership, residence
in a state with same-sex marriage legal. ∗ Significant at 10% ∗∗ Significant at 5% ∗∗∗ Significant at 1%.
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Finally, we investigate the source of the overall differences in time use by
estimating differences in time use for households without children. Compared
to households with children, time-use differences for lesbians should be smaller
in households without children, since parenthood is a key determinant in theo-
ries of household specialization. In households without children, cohabiting les-
bians spend approximately one half hour less on household labor than cohabiting
heterosexual women as shown in Table 8. That the difference in time use is larger
in households without children is again inconsistent with theories that predict
children increase specialization according to gender, even though this difference
is consistent with the literature documenting a wage advantage for lesbians.

Taken altogether, there is very little support of the specialization hypothesis
for lesbians. The specialization hypothesis predicts that all lesbians (not just les-
bians without children) should spend less time in the household than heterosexual
women. To the contrary, lesbian parents spend more time in household labor than
cohabiting heterosexual women as is shown in Table 7. The lack of a difference
between time use between lesbians and married heterosexual women is striking,
since the differences between gay men are most pronounced relative to married
heterosexual men. While both lesbians and married heterosexual women appear
to be performing the gender roles prescribed to women, cohabiting heterosex-
ual women with children do not. Perhaps cohabiting heterosexual women with
children who have violated social norms regarding having children outside of
marriage are also more likely to violate social norms regarding the performance
of gender as it pertains to household time use. Cohabiting heterosexual women
with children may furthermore be less willing to fulfill their gender role due to a
potentially lower level of commitment existing in unmarried households. A lower
level of commitment, and higher level of independence of women in unmarried
households, may motivate women to be less willing to invest in unpaid household
labor due to its impact on labor market attachment. On the other hand, unmarried
cohabiting heterosexual women without children, who have not yet challenged the
social norm of having children before marriage, may still be trying to convince
their partner to commit to marriage. One way in which they may be trying to do
this is by taking on a higher share of unpaid household labor.

7. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

This paper provides insight into two key investigations. The first is whether time
spent on non-market activities may explain the observed labor market advantage
of lesbians relative to heterosexual women and disadvantage of gay men relative to
heterosexual men. Our results provide conflicting evidence of varying household
time-use patterns between lesbians and heterosexual women as an explanation
of labor market outcomes. Unconditional averages suggest that lesbians may
have more favorable labor market outcomes than heterosexual women, because
they are spending less time on non-market work. However, the finding of a wage
premium for lesbians in the labor market is shown to hold even after controlling for
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TABLE 8. Time-use estimates for lesbian and heterosexual women without children

Cohabiting lesbian vs. married women Cohabiting lesbian vs. unmarried women

Household labor Care labor Leisure Household labor Care labor Leisure

Lesbian − 17.885 − 4.987 − 30.062 − 31.419∗∗ − 5.684 − 33.672
(15.989) (7.620) (18.704) (15.537) (5.202) (20.884)

Age 5.412∗∗ − 2.706∗∗ 1.620 3.243 − 1.600 15.726∗∗

(2.736) (1.304) (3.200) (5.884) (1.970) (7.909)
Age squared − 0.048 0.040∗∗ − 0.014 − 0.011 0.026 − 0.198∗

(0.033) (0.016) (0.039) (0.076) (0.025) (0.102)
White 30.022∗∗∗ 2.600 − 6.015 26.140∗ − 1.836 29.597

(5.731) (2.731) (6.704) (13.580) (4.547) (18.253)
Urban residence 1.062 − 3.903 6.124 − 5.493 1.724 − 15.224

(5.525) (2.633) (6.463) (16.283) (5.452) (21.886)
Years education − 2.272∗∗∗ 0.175 − 1.431 1.193 0.364 − 0.624

(0.866) (0.413) (1.013) (2.277) (0.762) (3.060)
Earnings share − 50.645∗∗∗ − 19.909∗∗∗ − 142.926∗∗∗ − 53.304∗ − 8.307 − 87.146∗∗

(12.250) (5.838) (14.330) (28.720) (9.616) (38.603)
Year effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Observations 4,583 562
R2 0.0817 0.0233 0.133 0.124 0.0652 0.182
Chi2 407.6 109.4 704.2 79.24 39.22 124.8
p 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.04 0.00

Note: Authors’ calculations from Seemingly Unrelated Regressions on American Time Use Survey data, 2003–2013. Specifications also include controls for weekly earnings,
weekly earnings of spouse/partner, as well as indicators for time use on a holiday, time use during the summer, home ownership, residence in a state with same-sex marriage
legal. ∗ Significant at 10% ∗∗ Significant at 5% ∗∗∗ Significant at 1%.
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demographic characteristics. Contrary to the findings on labor market outcomes,
we do not find robust differences in non-market time use between lesbians and
married women after controlling for demographic characteristics. We find very
few differences between lesbians and cohabiting heterosexual women. Where
we do find differences, the differences are counter to the theory of specialization:
lesbians with children spend more time in household and care labor than cohabiting
heterosexual women. We find support of the specialization hypothesis only in that
lesbians without children spend less on time on household labor than cohabiting
heterosexual women without children. Overall, our analysis indicates that observed
unconditional differences in time spent on household labor, leisure, and care labor
are due to the fact that lesbians are less likely to have children which affects their
aggregate time-use patterns. Differences in lesbians’ observed time use compared
to married or cohabiting heterosexual women appear to be driven by characteristics
not sexual orientation.

Our results regarding time-use patterns for men is likewise complicated but does
provide some support for the specialization hypothesis. For the full sample, our
results for household labor are consistent but results for care labor are inconsistent
with the specialization hypothesis. Given the differential selection into parenthood,
our preferred specifications are those which partition the sample into parents and
non-parents. Gay men with children spend approximately an hour and half more
time per day in household labor than married heterosexual men. Differences in
care labor and leisure are not found when the sample is partitioned by parenthood.
These results suggest that differences in time spent on household labor between
cohabiting gay and heterosexual men may be part of the explanation behind the
less favorable labor market outcomes of gay men relative to heterosexual men. The
larger amount of time gay men are spending doing unpaid work provides them
with less time available for paid market work compared to heterosexual men.
However, the lack of a difference in the time-use patterns of gay or heterosexual
households without children is inconsistent with the labor market disadvantage
gay men experience.

The finding that gay parents spend more time on household labor than hetero-
sexual male parents suggests gay men are more willing to adopt roles outside
their gender prescription. The fact that no difference in household labor is found
between heterosexual and gay men without children leads to the question: Who
is doing the housework in gay households? One possibility is that gay men are
more likely to purchase household services or market substitutes for household
services, such as prepared meals.35 It is also possible that there are positive returns
to a more egalitarian distribution of household labor in gay households or different
preferences or requirements for the amount of household production required in
gay households compared to heterosexual households.

Through investigating the source of asymmetric labor market outcomes for
gay men and lesbians, we also make a key contribution to the literature on the
economics of households. Finding minimal differences (only relative to cohabiting
women) in non-market time between lesbians and heterosexual women suggests
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that on average, more time is being spent on unpaid household and care labor in
lesbian households than heterosexual households. One hypothesis is that lesbians
may be “preforming their gender” and fulfilling expectations of what it is to
be a woman, despite the fact that they also have partners who are taking on
“women’s responsibilities”. Our results suggest that the socialization of women
to be caregivers continues to influence behavior even when they are members of
households whose composition does not conform to a conventional heterosexual
structure. This issue is investigated in more depth within sociological work, i.e.
Oerton (1998), Dalton and Bielby (2000), and Padavic and Butterfield (2011),
which examine the complications of gender, sexuality, and identity in lesbian
households with qualitative research.

Given that we only have data for one partner in any specific household, our
investigation into the division of labor within particular households is limited.
Nevertheless, our results show that time-use differences by sexual orientation are
driven by characteristics, namely parenthood, rather than a “homosexual lifestyle”.
Future work should further test specialization within gay and lesbian households,
investigating the differences in the ways in which gay men and lesbians emulate
or reject traditional heterosexual household structures and the extent to which
individuals continue to “perform” their gender regardless of sexual orientation.
This line of research gives us information not only about same-sex households, but
furthermore provides insights into the power that gender still has in heterosexual
households as a determinant of the division of labor.

While it is clear that selection into parenthood is different for same-sex couples
than it is for heterosexual couples, our results also indicate that the experience
of gay and lesbian parenthood is unique. Future work should investigate the im-
pact of public policy on selection into parenthood and how changing household
demographics affects the incidence and experiences of same-sex parenthood. Un-
derstanding the formation and impact of public policy on same-sex households
will further our understanding of how same-sex households function. It will also
inform future efforts to develop more complete economic models of the household,
which are critical for designing effective public policies to promote the well-being
of all types of workers and families. The need for these models and policies will
only continue to grow as unconventional households become more conventional.
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TABLE A.1. Time-use estimates for men with children interacting presence of young children with sexual orientation

Cohabiting gay vs. married men Cohabiting gay vs. unmarried men

Household labor Care labor Leisure Household labor Care labor Leisure

Gay 59.853 − 32.784 − 34.348 63.119 29.126 − 40.638
(44.593) (93.266) (57.748) (47.422) (105.721) (70.765)

Age 1.528 34.985∗∗∗ − 1.420 − 6.012 11.265 − 1.675
(1.673) (3.498) (2.166) (7.587) (16.914) (11.322)

Age squared − 0.005 − 0.487∗∗∗ 0.019 0.089 − 0.182 0.041
(0.021) (0.044) (0.027) (0.100) (0.223) (0.149)

White 17.621∗∗∗ 7.685 − 8.740∗∗ − 12.492 2.988 − 75.241∗∗∗

(3.395) (7.100) (4.396) (13.918) (31.029) (20.769)
Urban residence − 5.067 3.621 − 1.624 − 27.837∗∗ 24.048 6.854

(3.118) (6.520) (4.037) (13.044) (29.079) (19.464)
Years education 0.589 8.674∗∗∗ − 3.339∗∗∗ 1.730 5.747 − 5.933∗

(0.422) (0.883) (0.546) (2.333) (5.201) (3.482)
Earnings share − 59.798∗∗∗ − 126.260∗∗∗ − 96.180∗∗∗ − 57.760∗ − 170.368∗∗ − 82.349∗

(6.814) (14.251) (8.824) (30.673) (68.382) (45.772)
Child under 6 years − 2.415 103.874∗∗∗ − 17.682∗∗∗ − 2.911 164.272∗∗∗ − 19.354

(2.704) (5.655) (3.502) (11.930) (26.598) (17.803)
Gay∗ children under 6 years 83.925 245.336∗ 51.937 77.672 201.018 86.690

(68.070) (142.367) (88.150) (68.731) (153.227) (102.564)
Year effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Observations 12,785 529
R2 0.0872 0.262 0.162 0.127 0.218 0.173
Chi2 8651.5 4528.8 2473.0 77.28 987.3 1252.9
p 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Note: Authors’ calculations from Seemingly Unrelated Regressions on American Time Use Survey data, 2003–2013. Specifications also include controls for weekly earnings,
weekly earnings of spouse/partner, as well as indicators for time use on a holiday, time use during the summer, the presence of a non-own child, home ownership, residence
in a state with same-sex marriage legal. ∗ Significant at 10% ∗∗ Significant at 5% ∗∗∗ Significant at 1%.
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TABLE A.2. Time-use estimates for women with children interacting presence of young children with sexual orientation

Cohabiting lesbian vs. married women Cohabiting lesbian vs. unmarried women

Household labor Care labor Leisure Household labor Care labor Leisure

Lesbian − 17.054 45.411 4.557 − 10.949 114.158∗∗ − 31.775
(22.649) (43.107) (23.946) (25.237) (47.853) (27.576)

Age 6.187∗∗∗ 39.411∗∗∗ − 7.534∗∗∗ 13.229∗ − 1.907 3.992
(1.711) (3.257) (1.809) (7.461) (14.147) (8.152)

Age squared − 0.043∗∗ − 0.597∗∗∗ 0.093∗∗∗ − 0.141 0.010 − 0.036
(0.022) (0.041) (0.023) (0.100) (0.189) (0.109)

White 10.288∗∗∗ 8.371 2.845 42.547∗∗∗ 43.106 − 12.167
(3.426) (6.521) (3.622) (15.372) (29.147) (16.797)

Urban residence − 2.687 19.626∗∗∗ − 2.401 − 7.313 17.757 35.019∗∗

(3.218) (6.124) (3.402) (14.345) (27.199) (15.674)
Years education − 3.212∗∗∗ 6.991∗∗∗ − 1.470∗∗∗ − 1.140 − 2.964 0.262

(0.447) (0.852) (0.473) (2.407) (4.563) (2.630)
Earnings share − 94.403∗∗∗ − 251.751∗∗∗ − 73.328∗∗∗ − 82.196∗∗∗ − 226.910∗∗∗ − 48.719

(7.114) (13.539) (7.521) (27.792) (52.698) (30.368)
Child under 6 years 7.411∗∗ 160.615∗∗∗ − 34.105∗∗∗ − 3.008 218.510∗∗∗ − 36.179∗∗

(2.904) (5.527) (3.070) (13.041) (24.728) (14.250)
Lesbian∗ children under 6 years − 2.896 − 104.173 − 1.037 − 5.566 − 84.922 29.954

(39.513) (75.205) (41.776) (43.064) (81.655) (47.055)
Year effects Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Observations 14,397 679
R2 0.0725 0.316 0.114 0.0946 0.302 0.152
Chi2 21593.6 6637.5 30945.3 70.93 293.6 122.1
p 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Note: Authors’ calculations from Seemingly Unrelated Regressions on American Time Use Survey data, 2003-2013. Specifications also include controls for weekly earnings,
weekly earnings of spouse/partner, as well as indicators for time use on a holiday, time use during the summer, the presence of a non-own child, home ownership, residence
in a state with same-sex marriage legal. ∗ Significant at 10% ∗∗ Significant at 5% ∗∗∗ Significant at 1%.
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NOTES

1 Household labor refers to unpaid household maintenance activities such as cooking, cleaning and
yard work; care labor refers to unpaid work related to the care of children and adults in the household,
and leisure refers to time spent resting and relaxing (sleep is not included in leisure). For a larger
discussion of the distinction between unpaid household work and leisure, see Folbre (2008).

2 Countries included in this non-exhaustive list of literature include US, India, Argentina, South
Africa, Tanzania, Republic of Korea, Nicaragua, and OECD countries considered together.

3 Due to the paucity of data regarding gay men and lesbians, we use the terms ‘gay’ and ‘lesbian’ to
refer to individuals who researchers identify as behaviorally gay using sexual behavior and cohabitation
status. For a comprehensive review of the literature, see Klawitter (2015).

4 For brevity, we do not include a full accounting of the literature investigating alternative sources
of the earnings effects of sexual orientation. For summaries, see Berg and Lien (2002), Sabia (2015),
Klawitter (2015), and Martell (2013).

5 While other social scientists have investigated the dynamics of same-sex households [see Dalton
and Bielby (2000) and Ryan and Berkowitz (2009) as examples], the representativeness of this work
may be limited as it utilizes qualitative research and non-random samples. We focus here on conclusions
from more representative research.

6 Allen (2015) works with Canadian time-use data from 2006 and attempts to estimate the value
of household production in same-sex versus different-sex households. While the primary focus of his
paper is not specialization, he does find differences in the household division of labor in same-sex and
different-sex households. However, he does not find a statistical difference in the value of household
commodities produced in these two different types of households. Gay and lesbian households are
more likely to purchase household services, which decreases the burden of their household duties
relative to heterosexual couples.

7 The focus of Schneebaum’s work is on the dynamics within same-sex households rather than
comparison between same-sex and heterosexual households. Her analysis does not directly compare
time use of gay men to heterosexual men and lesbians to heterosexual women after controlling for
other characteristics.

8 Schneebaum also finds that the amount of unpaid labor performed by gay men and lesbians
is responsive to proxies related to bargaining power, which she claims is evidence of specialization
occurring in same-sex households.

9 Oreffice (2011) applies the collective model from Chiapporri et al. (2002) to gay and lesbian
households.

10 According to Becker’s model, if a lesbian couple chooses to have one partner carry and give
birth to a child the differences in market versus household specialization would arise due to differences
in initial investment in human capital specific to household and care work.

11 For example, high earning women are predicted to spend less time in unpaid work than her male
partner in non-cooperative household bargaining models. However, given the persistence of the gender
wage gap and social institutions that reinforce lower bargaining power among women in heterosexual
relationships, existing economic models do not predict this outcome on average or at the margin.

12 The assumptions in economic models of the household differ with regard to whether household
members maximize a single household utility function, i.e. in Becker’s model, or maximize individual
utility functions, i.e. a collective model or bargaining model.

13 Interdisciplinary research suggests that members of lesbian households endeavor to organize
household duties such that household members complete an equal distribution of housework [Peplau
and Fingerhut (2004)].

14 For example, Carter and Katz (1997) incorporate a parameter for “degree of patriarchy” in their
model of household behavior.

15 See Frazis and Stewart (2007) and Frazis and Stewart (2012) for more detail on the ATUS and
appropriate use of time-use data in general.

16 In specifications not reported here, we note that our main pattern of results is qualitatively similar,
though somewhat less precise, to the results we discuss below when we relax this age restriction. An
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additional concern is that our time-use patterns may be imprecise due to varying likelihoods that both
members of a household will be employed by sexual orientation. However, our time-use estimates for
both men and women are robust to alternative specifications in which we limit our sample to those
households in which only both partners are employed.

17 The ATUS survey lists roommate as a separate category. We do not include roommates in our
sample.

18 The age difference in our data is inconsistent with some of the existing demographic research.
For instance, Gates (2013) finds that gay men in the ACS are younger than heterosexual men. The age
difference in our sample is driven by our focus on individuals aged 25 years to 54 years. When we
exclude older individuals, who are predominately heterosexual, we find that gay men are younger than
heterosexual men in part because they form partnerships later in life.

19 The meaningful difference in the propensity of lesbians to live in states with legalized same-sex
marriage suggests (the collection of the ATUS data used here preceded the nation-wide legalization of
same-sex marriage in the US), to the extent that the size of the lesbian population does not lead to legal
changes, that lesbians may choose to migrate to states with more favorable legal institutions. These legal
institutions may be particularly important for lesbian households who are disproportionately affected by
the gender wage gap in addition to any disadvantage associated with their sexual orientation. As such,
researchers investigating the impact of same-sex marriage laws may be concerned that such migration
may pose a bias in the evaluation of the impact of same-sex marriage on economic outcomes. However,
since we are interested in average time use patterns in same-sex households and not the impact of
marriage on time use, such a pattern will not bias our results. The pattern does not bias our results,
because we adequately control for the distribution of lesbian households across states with same-sex
marriage as we discuss in the next section.

20 We use the time use categories from the BLS. Household labor (called “Household activities”
in the ATUS lexicon) includes housework, food preparation and clean up, lawn and garden care,
household management, interior maintenance, repair and decoration, exterior maintenance repair and
decoration, animals and pets, vehicles, appliance tools, and toys, travel related to household activities
and household activities not elsewhere classified. Leisure includes socializing and communicating,
attending or hosting social events, relaxing and leisure, arts and entertainment (other than sports), and
waiting associating with socializing. Note that sports, exercise and recreation are in a separate category
and not counted in leisure. Care labor (called “Caring for helping household members” in the ATUS
lexicon) includes caring for and helping household children (both as a primary and secondary activity),
activities related to household children’s education, activities related to household children’s health,
caring for household adults, helping household adults and caring for or helping household members
not elsewhere classified.

21 For examples and discussion, see Kimmel and Connelly (2007) and Raley et al. (2012) who
also include secondary childcare in measures of total care labor.

22 As is standard practice, Kimmel and Connelly (2007) and Raley et al. (2012) also include
secondary childcare in their measures of total care time.

23 Schneebaum (2013) considers the impact of children on time use in gay and lesbian households;
however, her specification differs from ours in that she analyzes individuals with same-sex partners
and individuals with different-sex partners separately making a comparison of overall time use, and
the impact of children, difficult.

24 Whether reports of zero time use in the ATUS represent classical measurement error or censoring
generally depends on the time frame of reference in estimation [Stewart (2013)]. As we are interested
in representative longer term averages, zero minutes reported in household labor reflects measurement
error as all household members perform some household labor. Reporting zero minutes on a particular
day represents a time-use report that does not correctly reflect an average. The difference between
average household labor performed and the time-use report is a classical measurement error, which
is why we estimate time use via Seemingly Unrelated Regressions (SUR). Since we use the same
covariates in all time-use specifications, our empirical specification simplifies to a standard Ordinary
Least Squares (OLS) (Greene, 2002).

25 Similar to other federal and national surveys in the US, the probability weights for the ATUS
weight racial minorities more heavily, and white respondents less heavily, to make population estimates
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nationally representative. As members of same-sex households are more likely to be white, such an
adjustment will inflate estimated standard errors for gay men and lesbians thereby exacerbating the
difficulty that small samples pose for empirical research of same-sex households. Such an inflation of
standard errors will only compound the inflation of standard errors that may occur if researchers use
survey weights in the absence of endogenous sampling. Endogenous sampling is a concern in time-use
research if survey non-response remains correlated with time use after controlling for relevant factors
[Solon et al. (2015)]. Existing research finds that survey non-response is not correlated with time use.
Respondents who appear to be busy and have more time pressures are no less likely to respond to
the ATUS than those who are not [Abraham et al. (2006)]. Since there is no evidence of endogenous
sampling and we utilize a comprehensive set of controls, we do not use probability weights in our
estimation.

26 Indicators for laws making same-sex marriage legal are an imperfect control for tolerance of
homosexuality. Tolerance of homosexuality may not have been a leading cause of legalization of
marriage in states where legalization of same-sex marriage was a judicial decision. However, these
states tend to have higher levels of tolerance of homosexuality in part due to the public debate that
surrounds the implementation of policies affecting Lesbian Gay or Bisexual (LGB) people regardless
of the channel through which implementation occurs [Haider-Markel and Meier (1996)]. These states
are also more likely to have laws making sexual orientation based discrimination illegal, which have
also been accompanied with rising levels of tolerance [Martell (2013b)]. Given the collinearity with
regional controls and that lesbians exhibit a much higher propensity to live in states where same-
sex marriage is legal, we believe the legalization of same-sex marriage is a more accurate control for
regional and attitudinal variations that will affect time use. Nevertheless, in specifications not presented
here, we find that our results are very similar when we replace the same-sex marriage law control with
regional controls.

27 This is consistent with the approaches of the many of researchers comparing same-sex to
different-sex households [Antecol et al. (2008); Giddings et al. (2014); Jepsen and Jepsen (2015)].

28 When only considering care labor done as a primary activity, i.e. excluding secondary childcare,
gay men still do on average less than heterosexual married men, but the difference is much smaller,
18 minutes daily, and the level of significance drops to the 10% level. These results are not shown here
but available upon request.

29 The positive significant coefficient found for the impact of education on care labor is consistent
with findings from Raley et al. (2012) who investigate time fathers and mothers spend on childcare
with ATUS data. The sign and statistical significance of the education variable for married men holds
in all specifications other than regression for men without children.

30 An exception would be gay men and lesbians who have children from previous heterosexual
relationships.

31 While the number of gay men and lesbians with children under 6 years in the data is small,
we nevertheless include the interaction term for exploratory purposes. The small sample renders it
unlikely that the coefficient estimate of the interaction term will be significant.

32 Results available upon request.
33 The estimated differences for the most part are also not economically meaningful.
34 The significant positive coefficient on the dummy for being white in the specifications predicting

time spent on household labor (in both the married and unmarried samples) is consistent with findings
from Kimmel and Connelly (2007). The positive coefficient on education for care time for married
women with children is consistent with Raley et al. (2012).

35 This is consistent with findings by Allen (2015).
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