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CHAPTERR 4 

Synchronizingg rhythms of work and leisure; an 
analysiss of the timing of market work, household 
work,, and leisure of dual-earner  couples in the 
Netherlands s 

4.11 Introductio n 

Thee timing of work and leisure is a neglected field of study in economic research on the 
divisionn of labor within the family. Although there are some exceptions, most research 
focusess on what Daniel Hamermesh (1996) labels 'integrated' aspects of this division. These 
studiess are based on time-use data integrated over a relatively long time interval of a day, 
week,, or year and focus on questions such as 'how do couples divide market and household 
work?',, 'what are the determinants of the amount of time allocated to market work, 
householdd work, and leisure?', etc.. 'Instantaneous' aspects related to couples' time-use 
duringg particular, narrow time intervals within the broader interval chosen are not usually 
analyzed,, and questions such as 'to what particular times of day do couples allocate their 
workk and leisure hours?' or 'do couples spend their leisure time together, and if so, when?' 
aree not asked. The purpose of the present chapter is to fil l part of this vacuum, and to analyze 
timingg aspects of the division of labor of dual-earner couples in the Netherlands. It 
specificallyy focuses on the daily rhythms of dual-earner couples and the degree of 
synchronizationn in both partners' work and leisure time. The contribution of this chapter is 
twofold.. By providing empirical evidence for the Netherlands using relatively littl e analyzed 
time-budgett data produced by Statistics Netherlands, it complements the scarce quantitative 
literaturee on timing aspects of work and leisure of dual-earner couples. In addition, it extends 
thee literature and makes a distinction between 'leisure' broadly defined to include household 
work,, and leisure as a complement of work broadly defined to include household work as 
welll  as market work. 



988 Supplements to the Economics of Household Behavior 

4.22 Background to the study 

Inn the Netherlands, as well as in most other industrialized countries, women's labor force 
participationn rates have increased substantially in the last few decades1. This trend is mainly 
duee to the growth of labor force participation rates among married women, and has given rise 
too an increasing number of couples in which both partners engage in market activities, i.e. to 
ann increasing number of 'dual-earner couples'2. Whereas working married women in most 
countriess were a rare species in the 1960s, their number has been increasing steadily since, 
leadingg to a change in the balance between traditional (male) one-earner couples on the one 
handd and dual-earner couples on the other. Thus, to give some statistics for the Netherlands: 
whereass dual-earner couples were an exception to the rule of one-earner couples in the 1960s, 
thee percentage has gradually increased. In the early 1980s, their number was still significantly 
smallerr than that of one-earner couples, but they did already constitute about one third of all 
coupless with at least one partner working. In 1990, this percentage had increased to 43 
percent,, only to increase even more and led to a definitive change in the balance between 
one-earnerr and dual-earner couples. Today, those in traditional male breadwinner families 
mustt be counted among the minority of couples, a minority which is increasingly being 
outnumberedd by dual-earners3. 

Researcherss have been closely watching this increase in female labor force 
participationn and the concomitant increase in the number of dual-earner couples, and have 
beenn exploring its many determinants and effects. Most of these studies focus on integrated 
aspectss of (the change in) the number of hours worked, and study a host of different questions 
relatedd to the determinants and effects of participation in paid work and household work, as 
welll  as of the division of both paid and unpaid labor between partners (see, for examples of 
studiess of the Dutch situation, Van der Lippe 1993, Maassen van den Brink 1994, Mertens 
1998,, Vlasblom 1998). However, instantaneous aspects related to the question of how the 
increasingg body of dual-earner couples time their activities are seldom addressed (see also the 
reviewss of Kooreman & Wunderink 1996, Gershuny & Sullivan 1998, Klevmarken 1999). 
Thee few exceptions to this rule are mainly studies in a non-Dutch context. Harriet Presser 
(1987)) and Geraldine Pratt & Susan Hanson (1991) study US dual-earners and their work 
shifts,, Sara Horrell et al (1994) analyze, among other things, UK dual-earners and their 

11 Dutch female labor force participation rates are still, however, relatively low. At the end of the nineties, the 
remarkk made by Hartog & Theeuwes (1985: S236) is still valid: 'Compared with participation rates in similar 

industrializedd countries, this rate is still low; compared with their position right after the war, Dutch wives 

havee come a long way'. See Niphuis-Nell & De Beer (1997: 48), who conclude that although by 1995 Dutch 
women'ss participation rates may have reached the level of the EU average, they are still relatively low when 

comparedd to a broader range of Western industrialized countries. 
22 The term 'dual-earner couples' is known to be somewhat of a misnomer, as technically speaking it also 
includess those earning income from other sources than employment, such as those on welfare or pensions. 

Here,, the term refers to couples in which both partners are engaged in market activities. 
33 See for figures on the Netherlands e.g. Niphuis-Nell & De Beer (1997) and Hooghiemstra (1997). For 

internationall  comparisons on the increasing number of working women, see e.g. Pott-Buter (1993). 
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workingg time patterns, Hamermesh (1996) compares US and German dual-earner couples' 
timingg of work and leisure and Hamermesh (2000) analyzes the impact of child birth on US 
couples'' synchronous consumption of leisure. In the Dutch context, the only study I know of 
iss a more qualitative, social geographic study by Joos Droogleever Fortuijn (1993), which 
emphasizess the diversity in household arrangements of work and care and time-space 
synchronizationn problems in particular4. 

Thee virtual absence of empirical literature on instantaneous aspects of dual-earners' 
time-usee is accompanied by a lack of attention given to timing aspects in more formal 
theoreticall  work on the intra-household allocation of time so far5. The theoretical frameworks 
developed,, whether they are based on standard labor-leisure models or more elaborate 
householdd production models in the tradition of Gary Becker (1965, 1991 [1981]) and 
Reubenn Gronau (1977,, 1986), all model the household as maximizing a utility function which 
incorporatess integrations of couples' time-use, and do not allow for a distinction between 
differentt times at which specific activities are undertaken6. Time allocated is included in units 
integratedd over some period of time, and timing aspects such as the sequence of activities or 
thee synchronization of activities with those of others within that period are not considered. 

Thus,, up to now most existing empirical and theoretical research on dual-earner 
coupless is either explicitly or implicitly based on the assumption that differences in time-use 
scheduless can be ignored, presumably because virtually all dual-earners have similar 
scheduless (i.e. there are no differences in time-use schedules) or because these differences, 
evenn if they exist, are irrelevant because they do not affect utility levels (i.e. couples are 
indifferentt with respect to differences in work and leisure schedules). Whatever the reason, 
thee motivation behind this chapter is that where this may have been a rather unproblematic 
assumptionn in earlier days, this is no longer the case. 

Withh the increase in female labor force participation rates and the growing dominance 
off  dual-earner families, assumptions of homogeneous work and leisure schedules or 

44 Increasingly, however, there are some more descriptive studies appearing which do focus on the time-
jugglingg aspects of dual-earner couples' time-use. Examples are Van den Broek et al (1999), SZW/CBS 

(1998)) and reports commissioned by the Dutch Commission for the Schedule of the Day (Commissie 

Dagindeling),, a commission set up by the Dutch Ministry of Social Affairs and Employment to find solutions 
forr time-space synchronization problems (e.g. Droogleever Fortuijn & Langemeijer s.a.; Spaans & Van der 

Werff  1996). In addition, ongoing research by Huysmans (forthcoming) on media use and the temporal 
structuringg of households' daily lives focuses in a more general way on couples' timing of activities. 
ss Also more generally speaking the more formal theoretical analyses of time-use at particular instances of 

timee have been sparse. Exceptions are Winston (1982), Weiss (1996) and Hamermesh (1996, 1998, 1999), 
whoo builds on Winston. 
66 In its simplest form, the utility function looks something like U(X,L f,Lm), where X denotes consumption of 
markett goods or household products and Lf and Lm denote the amount of leisure time available to the wife 

andd husband respectively. Such a formulation cannot distinguish between two couples with identical 

preferencee orderings, endowments etc., but different work schedules. More complicated forms do distinguish 
moree time budget categories (child care, household work, et cetera), but still lack a timing indicator. For 

overviews,, see e.g. Gronau (1986; 1997), Cigno (1991), Kooreman & Wunderink (1996), and Klevmarken 
(1999). . 
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irrelevancee of heterogeneity in these schedules are no longer tenable. First, although stories 

aboutt the advent of the 24-hour economy are closer to fairy tale than fact, and a large 

proportionn of all work is still carried out from 9 to 5, the number of people involved in work 

att unusual hours for at least part of their work time is clearly increasing (see Breedveld 1999, 

chapterr 4). This fact, combined with the increase in female labor force participation rates and 

thee resulting growth of dual-earner families, is quite likely to have led to an increasing 

heterogeneityy in the timing of work and leisure in dual-earner families. Even without 

establishedd facts about the heterogeneity of work schedules, it makes more sense to take this 

heterogeneityy rather than its absence as an useful working assumption. 

Second,, differences in work and leisure schedules are also unlikely to be irrelevant, and 

itt seems quite implausible to assume that couples' timing of work and leisure activities does 

nott affect utility levels. The discussion on the pros and cons of a 'collective rhythm', i.e. a 

rhythmm which is followed by a large majority of people, suggests why this is the case (cf. 

Breedveldd 1999; see for an early discussion on collective rhythms in a family context Moore 

(1963,, p.76 ff.)). On the one hand, this discussion has provided arguments that 

synchronizationn of work and leisure schedules facilitates not only planning and orientation in 

time,, but also social interaction and social integration. In Hamermesh's words, 'dinner or sex 

togetherr with one's spouse is in most cases more appealing than the same activity undertaken 

alone'' (Hamermesh 1998: 321). Thus, couples may want to synchronize their work schedules 

suchh that they can enjoy leisure together7. On the other hand, it also has suggested arguments 

againstt a collective rhythm - and in favor of 'desynchronization'. More flexible time 

scheduless allow individuals time sovereignty, and thus increase the scope for an efficient use 

off  time and space. If no flexibilit y in time schedules is allowed, the collective timing of work 

andd leisure is likely to be one of the extra restrictions households are confronted with (cf. 

Kooremann & Wunderink 1996: 123). Certainly dual-earner couples, particularly dual-earner 

coupless with young children and a great need to reconcile the demands of their work and 

familyy life, may value desynchronized work and leisure rhythms positively given the 

restrictionss imposed for example by shop opening hours and school hours. Unlike a collective 

workk rhythm which may frustrate attempts to somehow combine both market work, 

householdd work and leisure, desynchronization can create greater opportunities, because it 

allowss partners' rhythms to dovetail with the rhythms of their children and those of their 

employers8. . 

77 See for some empirical work on the evaluation of activities undertaken alone or with one's spouse and with 
otherss in general e.g. Sullivan (1996) and Csikszentmihalyi (1997). 
88 The debate on the pros and cons of a collective rhythm is an ongoing one. To give one example: in June 
1998,, a Dutch archbishop and the Minister of Economic Affairs argued about how to evaluate the perceived 
developmentt towards more heterogeneous working-time patterns. The archbishop, together with three-quarters 
off  a million people who signed a petition against 'the 24-hour economy' argued that it is a curse which leads to 
ann increase in stress, a loss of social cohesion, and ultimately to growing economic problems. The Minister, in 
linee with the official government view at that time, argued that it is a blessing. If supported by a suitable package 
off  government policies on e.g. child care, leave regulations and opening hours of shops and services, the current 
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Thiss chapter aims to contribute to the literature on the time allocation of dual-earner couples 
byy concentrating on timing issues, which up to now have been largely ignored in the 
literature.. In order to add on to the few strands of literature that are available, the approach 
chosenn resembles the one taken by Hamermesh (1996), who focuses on the degree of 
synchronizationn of couples' activities - specifically the degree to which both work at unusual 
hourss - and the determinants of their (asynchronized consumption of leisure. Hamermesh 
presentss analyses for the US and former West Germany and finds that although couples tend 
too work at the same time of day, 'young children break down this jointness', and increase the 
likelihoodd of one partner working in the evening (idem: 22). His analyses show that in both 
countriess 'the burden of this disproportionally falls on working mothers' who more often 
workk at unusual hours (idem). In this chapter, similar analyses for Dutch dual-earner couples 
aree presented. 

Inn addition, the chapter extends Hamermesh's work and incorporates the distinction 
betweenn household work and leisure into the analysis. Hamermesh, and more generally the 
literaturee available on timing mentioned above, have so far focused mostly on the timing of 
markett work and its complement, 'leisure', i.e. all time not allocated to market work. 
However,, the literature on double burden and second shifts (see e.g. Hochschild 1989, 
Canaryy & Emmers-Sommer 1997) suggests that this equating of non-market work time with 
leisuree is inappropriate, and that results on the timing of market work do not tell the whole 
storyy where the timing of leisure is concerned. This literature suggests that Jacob Mincer, 
writingg as early as 1962, was right when he remarked that the frequently applied dichotomy 
betweenn work and leisure is a false one, and that '(t)he logical complement to leisure is work 
broadlyy constructed, whether it includes remunerative production in the market or work that 
iss currently not paid for' (Mincerl962, reprint 1980: 43; also see Gronau 1977,1986). Often, 
onee is unable to analyze what logic dictates due to a lack of appropriate data. The data used in 
thiss chapter, however, are time-budget data which do allow for a disaggregation of 'leisure' 
timee into unpaid household work and leisure. Thus, in this study, household work is included 
ass a third category, and both the dichotomy of the standard labor-'leisure' type and the 
dichotomyy hinted at by Mincer, i.e., the market and household work-leisure type are 
analyzed. . 

Thiss said, the two research questions of this study can be formulated as follows: 1. how 
doo Dutch dual-earner couples time their work and leisure, and to what extent do their 
activitiess overlap such that both work and enjoy leisure at the same time of day? and 2. how 
doo differences in Dutch dual-earners' synchronization of work and leisure relate to 
differencess in family situations when a. 'leisure' is broadly defined as household work and 
leisuree combined, and 'work' is the complement of this and when b. 'work' is defined as 
markett work and household work, and 'leisure' is its complement? 

trendd enhances the individual' s freedom to choose his or  her  most preferred combination of paid and unpaid 
woikk and leisure (Cardinal A.J. Simonis, archbishop of Utrecht, and H. Wijers, Minister  of Economic Affair s 
betweenn 1994 and 1998, in NRC Handelsblad, June 24 1998). 
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Thee rest of this chapter is structured as follows. Section 4.3 describes the data set and the 

constructionn of the timing variables analyzed, and presents some descriptive statistics on the 

timingg of work and leisure by Dutch dual-earner couples. Section 4.4 contains some remarks 

onn the estimation procedure applied and gives more details on the variables included in the 

analysis.. The results are presented in section 4.5. The chapter concludes with section 4.6. 

4.33 Data and sample characteristics 

4.3.11 Description of data set 

Thee data used in the analysis are time-budget data, collected by Statistics Netherlands in their 

Timee Budget Survey 1988. Although these data are not very current nor specifically collected 

forr the study presented in this chapter, they are used because they contain time-diary data for 

couples.. Furthermore, at the time this research was carried out, they were, as far as I knew, 

thee only time-budget data available for the Netherlands that allow for the study of the degree 

off  synchronization of family time-use9. In this Time Budget Survey, the population consisted 

off  the resident, non-institutionalized population aged 12 years and over. Al l members of the 

householdss included in the sample aged 12 or over were asked to keep a diary for two 

consecutivee days. The data collected cover the entire year, from January to December 1988. 

Respondentss were asked to register per fifteen-minute period what activity they engaged in. 

Forr this purpose, they were given a pre-coded list of 106 activities which they were asked to 

consultt when fillin g out their diaries. When they performed two activities at the same time, 

theyy were asked to write down the productive activity (i.e. if they happened to eat while 

working,, eating is not recorded). Every day started at 6 a.m. and lasted til l 6 a.m. the next 

morningg (see for further details CBS, 1991). 

Thee sub-sample used in this chapter comprises only heterosexual married or 

cohabitingg respondents aged 20-61 and their partners where both completed a diary and the 

personall  interview. Diaries with missing values and less than four different activities per day 

listedd are excluded. In line with the practice of Statistics Netherlands, these diaries were 

99 Statistics Netherlands also collected time-use data for 1987 which are similar to the ones used in this study. 

Thee more frequently used time-diary data collected every fifth year since 1975 by the Social and Cultural 
Planningg Bureau (SCP) are not particularly suitable for the study of intra-household time allocation issues 

becausee only individual time-use is charted, not that of couples or complete households. An exception is the 

19855 sample, which included household time-use data for a sub-sample of individuals. The number of usable 
couple-diaryy data was 335, including both breadwinner and dual-earner couples. Grift et al (1989) use these 

dataa for analyses of determinants of (weekly) time allocation of men and women. However, they do not 
specificallyy focus on intra-household time allocation and do not address timing issues. As for more recent 

data,, Statistics Netherlands has recently published the first results of the time-use data collection of 1997, as 

partt of its Integrated System of Social Surveys (CBS 1999). These data, however, were not available at the 
timee of this study and - more importantly -no longer contain information at household level. Finally, there is 

ongoingg research by Huysmans (forthcoming) which makes use of self-collected time-diary information of 
1366 households from Nijmegen, die Netherlands (including one-person households). 
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consideredd to be unusable (see CBS 1991: 12). Weekend days and holidays are excluded10, 

andd only one diary day per couple is selected. If couples provided diary information for two 

regularr workdays (Mondays to Fridays), only the diary for the first of the two days is selected 

inn the sample". To select dual-earner couples, only those with diaries with positive time 

allocatedd to the category 'market activities' (as defined below) are selected.12 This results in a 

sub-samplee of 402 dual-earner couples. 

4.3.22 Sample characteristics of couples' daily time-use rhythm s 

Thee men of the dual-earner couples in the sample allocate on average some 13 hours to 

leisure,, 9.5 to market work, and 1.5 hours to household work. Their partners allocate on 

averagee about one hour more to leisure time (14 hours), work considerably fewer hours on 

thee market (6 hours), and allocate considerably more time to household work (4 hours). 

Figuree 4.1 and Figure 4.2 summarize how these men and women time these work and leisure 

hourss (see Appendix 4.1 for more details). 

First,, consider Figure 4.1, which gives a quarter-by-quarter profile of the time allocated 

too market work, household work, and leisure for men and women separately13 and may be 

interpretedd as giving information on the 'collective rhythm' of dual-earner couples, especially 

wheree it concerns the collective rhythm of dual-earner men. Not surprisingly, the figure 

showss that most of the market work is performed during the day, less in the evening, and 

almostt none at night. Between midnight and 6 a.m., no more than 2 percent of the women 

andd no more than 3.5 percent of the men perform market work. The largest percentage of 

peoplee at work is found at the end of the morning. For women, the highest percentage is 

100 Because the information available is on work hours per diary day, and the focus of this chapter is on the 
timingg of work at usual and unusual times of the day, including work on days such as Saturdays and Sundays 

onlyy complicates matters. Thus, only data which refer to usual work days, i.e. Mondays to Fridays, are 
analyzed.. For the same reason, holidays are excluded from the sample. 

""  A comparison with the not-representative couple sample statistics as published by Statistics Netherlands 

(1990a,, Table 2), based on 1987 figures, suggests that also the sample used in this chapter is not fully 

representative.. Couples with a youngest child between 6 and 12 are under-represented. For the selection of 
dual-earnerr couples used in this study, this implies that the figures presented in section 4.3.2 are likely to 

overestimatee the amount of women's time allocated to market work and somewhat underestimate the amount 
off  women's time allocated to household work. 
122 Note that this definition implies that some of those who in the more established sense of the phrase are 

labeledd dual-earners are not selected. The selection is based on time allocated to market work on a particular 

dayy as opposed to time allocated to market work in, for example, a week. Because of part-time work, illness, 
leavee or whatever other reason, not everyone who performs market work on a regular basis actually allocated 

timee to market work on the particular day during which he or she participated in the time-diary research. 
BThee category household work covers food preparation, housework, odd jobs about the house (including do-

it-yourselff  activities), gardening, shopping, child care, plus domestic travel associated with these activities. 

Thee category market work activities includes paid work, educational and job-search activities, as well as 
travell  associated with these activities. The category leisure, finally, includes both personal care activities 

suchh as sleep and eating at home, as well as voluntary and community work, and socializing. Again travel 
timee associated with any of these activities is included. 



1044 Supplements to the Economics of Household Behavior 

foundd around quarter to eleven, when almost 64 percent of the women perform market work. 
Thee highest percentage of men at work is 89, a high reached just before noon. Notice, 
however,, that despite the fact that women on average perform relatively little market work 
comparedd to their partners, their share of evening and night market work is relatively large. In 
thesee dual-earner families, most household work - especially if performed by men - is on 
averagee performed at the end of the afternoon and the early evening, thus clearly suggesting 
thee reality of 'the second shift' (Hochschild 1989) which awaits dual-earners once they return 
homee from their first one, their market work. After midnight, virtually no household work is 
performedd and most of the couples in the sample jointly allocate time to leisure, i.e. mostly 
sleep.. Additional calculations show that 32 percent of the women and 36 percent of the men 
inn the sample do at least some of their market work at 'unusual times', i.e. between 7 p.m. 
andd 6 a.m. Similarly, 73 percent of die women and 55 percent of the men do at least some 
householdd work at these 'unusual' hours. 

Thee figure also shows that at all times, except perhaps in thee small hours of the night, 
moree men than women allocate time to market work; conversely, at all times except perhaps 
att night, more women than men allocate time to household work. The largest differences 
betweenn the patterns for women and men are found during the day, when a considerably 
largerr percentage of men allocate time to market work and a considerably larger percentage 
off  women allocate time to household work. In the evenings, the differences between the 
patternss of men and women are considerably less. The result of the patterns of household 
workk and market work combined is that during most of the day, the percentage of men and 
womenn who allocate time to leisure does not differ much. In the early mornings and from 
aboutt nine at night onwards, the difference is negligible. From the end of the morning til l the 
endd of the afternoon, the percentage of women allocating their time to leisure exceeds the 
percentagee of men, whereas in the early evening, the percentage of men allocating their time 
too leisure exceeds that of women. 

Thee graph provides information about the timing of men and women in dual-earner 
couples,, but is not particularly suitable for an analysis of the synchronization of time-use. 
Thiss dimension is highlighted in Figures 4.2A and 4.2B, which give some descriptive 
statisticss relating to couples' time-use for the whole day as well as for different segments of 
thee day: daytime (between 6 a.m. and 7 p.m.), evening (between 7 p.m. and midnight) and 
nightt (between midnight and 6 a.m.)14. In order to generate these figures, I coded men's and 
women'ss work and leisure interactively, and subdivided an activity by one partner by what 

144 In order to group the days in different time slots, I followed the practice of Statistics Netherlands and 

Breedveldd (1999) and defined 'usual work hours' as work between 6 a.m. and 7 p.m. Evening work is 
definedd as work between 7 p.m. and midnight, whereas night work is defined as work between midnight and 

66 a.m. Of course this definition of time slots is rather arbitrary. Hamermesh (1996) defines evening work as 
workk between 7 p.m. and 10 p.m., and night work as work between 10 p.m. and 6 a.m. I decided to follow 

thee 'local' practice of the definitions of unusual work hours, but have also performed the analyses presented 

beloww using different definitions. See section 4.5 of this chapter for further details. 
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thee other partner is doing at the same time". Focusing on the labor/leisure distinction, this 
expandedd the activity classification for each quarter of the day from two to four states, Üiat is, 
1.. Both work (black segment); 2. Man work, Woman leisure (vertically striped segment); 3. 
Womann work, Man leisure (horizontally striped segment); 4. Both leisure (white segment). 
Too analyze the difference between various definitions of leisure, this classification was used 
withh leisure broadly defined as household work and leisure (Figure 4.2A), and with leisure 
definedd as a complement of market and household work (Figure 4.2B) (see Appendix 4.1 for 
details). . 

Thee figures show that die majority of time allocated by dual-earner couples is time 
allocatedd jointly with one's partner (i.e. both work or both enjoy leisure at the same time). 
Focusingg first on couples' time allocation averaged over the whole day (die upper lines in 
bothh figures, the figures show that when 'leisure' is broadly defined to include household 
workk as well as leisure, about three quarters of couples' time is jointly allocated to leisure (54 
percent)) or work (19 percent). The remaining quarter of available time is asynchronized time, 
mostt often time allocated to his market work and her leisure time (20 percent). When the 
narroww definition of leisure is applied and work is taken to include household work, tiiis work 
andd leisure asymmetry between me sexes not surprisingly more or less disappears. Then it 
appearss that almost 80 percent of time is jointly allocated to either leisure (34 percent) or 
workk (46 percent). The remaining 20 percent is asynchronized time, more or less divided 
betweenn time allocated to his work and her leisure, and time allocated to her work and his 
leisure. . 

Movingg along and focusing on the different segments of the day depicted, the figures 
showw that no matter whether one uses the broad or narrow definition of leisure, the proportion 
off  time in a particular segment jointly allocated to work decreases as the day grows older, 
whilee the proportion of joint leisure time increases. The larger part of daytime is time jointly 
allocatedd to work, whereas most to virtually all evening and night time is time jointly 
allocatedd to leisure. Noteworthy is the relatively large amount of asynchronized work hours 
inn these latter 'unusual work hours' segments. If part of couples' evening or night time is 
allocatedd to work, this more often than not is work engaged in asynchronously by only one of 
thee two partners. Especially at night, hardly any couple jointiy allocates time to work 
(broadlyy or narrowly defined). In the evenings, time jointly allocated to work is somewhat 
moree frequently observed but the majority of work time allocated in the evening is 
asynchronizedd work time. Thus, for example, whereas couples on average allocate some 4 
percentt of their evening time jointly to market work, an additional 11 and 8 percent is time 
allocatedd to his market work and her leisure and her market work and his leisure respectively. 

155 Note that this implies that the data presented only allow one to analyze simultaneity of time-use or  its 
absence,, i.e. whether  or  not partners are engaged in a similar  type of activity at the same time. Whether  or 
nott  they actually interact with one another  cannot be analyzed on the basis of the data. Thus, it is possible 
andd in the case of market work even likely that partners 'allocate their  time jointly '  to the same activity, but, 
forr  example, at different places and in the company of different people (cf. also Sullivan 1996). 
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Figuree 4.1: Men and women in dual-earner  families engaged in market work, 
householdd work, and leisure, by time of day 
InIn percentages, figures based on Mondays to Fridays only, N=402 
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Source:: own calculations based on Statistics Netherlands' Time Budget Survey 1988. 
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Figuree 4.2: Couples' daily allocation of time to work and leisure, by segment of day 
InIn percentages, figures based on Mondays to Fridays only, N=402 
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Source:: own calculations based on Statistics Netherlands' Time Budget Survey 1988. 
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Thee percentage of synchronized work hours including household work is larger (12 percent), 
butt again a considerable additional amount of evening time is allocated to asynchronized 
workk hours (12 percent for men and 14 percent for women). 

4.44 Variable definitions and estimation procedure 

Thee figures presented in section 4.3 concern sample averages only and do not distinguish 
betweenn different types of dual-earner couples. Common sense combined with the standard 
deviationss mentioned in Appendix 4.1, however, give some indication that couples do not all 
followw the average, 'collective' rhythm, and that there are differences between different dual-
earnerr couples in their timing of work and leisure as well as in their time-uses. In order to 
analyzee how these differences in the synchronization of work and leisure between dual-earner 
coupless can be explained, the remainder of this chapter focuses in ways similar to 
Hamermeshh (1996) on couples' timing of work and leisure at unusual work hours - i.e. the 
eveningg - and analyzes how the amount of time allocated to leisure and work activities at 
thesee unusual work hours is affected by family characteristics16. In the analyses, the two 
differentt classifications of work and leisure mentioned in the above are applied: one in which 
'work'' is narrowed down to market work, and 'leisure' is its well-known complement 'free 
time'' (which includes household work), and one in which 'work' is defined as market work 
andd household work combined, and 'leisure' is its complement. 

4.4.11 Dependent variables 

Inn ways similar to the interactive coding mentioned above, two sets of time-budget variables 
weree created, one with leisure broadly defined as household work and leisure (set A), and one 
withh leisure as a complement of market and household work (set B). Table 4.1 gives some 
descriptivee statistics. Because the time-use data allow me to take into account not only 
whetherr someone works in the evening or not, but also the duration of this work period, the 
variabless constructed give information on the amount of evening time a couple allocates to 
onee of the four possible combinations of a couple's work and leisure state17. Thus, for 
example,, variable Al measures the amount of evening time a couple simultaneously allocates 
too leisure time, whereas variable A2 measures the amount of evening time during which the 
womann is engaged in market work, while her partner allocates his time to either household 
workk or leisure. Variable B3 measures the amount of evening time during which the woman 
iss engaged in either market or household work, while her partner allocates his time to leisure. 

166 Because nightwork is very seldom observed, I did not run additional analyses to explain differences in 

nightworkk between couples (but see section 4.5.2 on robustness checks). 
177 Hamermesh (1996), who did not use time-diary data, restricted his analyses to whether or not people were 

workingg in the evening or at night, and classified the couples analyzed into four categories: neither partner 

workss in the evening; the woman does, but her partner does not; the man does but his partner does not; both 

workk in the evening. Using multinomial logits, he then estimated how the four possible choices were affected 

byy the presence of children and by family income. 
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Thee table shows that, for example, on average couples allocate slightly more than three of the 

fivefive evening hours jointly to leisure time (row Bl) . The rest of the time is, again looking at 

thee averages, more or less evenly divided between time during which one or both of the 

partnerss perform market or household work. Some forty minutes per evening is on average 

allocatedd to asynchronized leisure time during which one of the two partners enjoys leisure 

timee while the other works (0.68 and 0.62 on rows B2 and B3). The table also shows that 

theree are relatively large differences between dual-earner couples. The standard deviations of 

alll  the variables listed are large, and whereas some couples allocate none of their evening 

timee to a specific time-budget, other couples sometimes allocate their whole evening time to 

it.. As a result, if only couples with a positive observation in a specific time budget category 

aree considered, the figures of asynchronized time-use given in the above increase to about 

onee hour of time during which the woman works while her partner enjoys leisure (1.05 on 

roww B2) and to about seventy minutes during which the man works while his partner enjoys 

leisuree time (1.22 on row B3). 

Tablee 4.1: Descriptive statistics of dependent variables; amount of evening time 
betweenn 7 p.m. and midnight couples allocated to specific time-budget 
Variablee name I II HI 

'Leisure'Leisure broadly defined' (including household work) against market work 
All  Both'leisure' 3.87 3.95 394(198) 

(1.46)) (1.36) 
A22 Woman market work, man'leisure' 0.40 1.69 96(2) 

(0.92)) (1.18) 
A33 Man market work, woman'leisure' 0.53 1.92 111 (4) 

(1.11)) (1-34) 
A44 Both market work 0.20 1.55 51(2) 

(0.67)) (1.20) 

LeisureLeisure against 'work broadly defined' (household work and market work) 
Bll  Both leisure 3.12 3.18 394(31) 

(1.36)) (1.30) 
B22 Woman work, man leisure 0.68 1.05 261(1) 

(0.86)) (0.87) 
B33 Man work, woman leisure 0.62 1.22 203 (0) 

(0.95)) (1.03) 
B44 Both work 0.59 1.00 236(2) 

(0.81)) (0.84) 

I:: Average amount of time allocated to category, all 402 couples (in hours, standard deviations in brackets) 
II:: Average amount of time allocated to category by those with at least one fifteen minute period in category 
(inn hours, standard deviations in brackets) 
III :: Number of couples with at least one fifteen minute period in category (number of couples that allocate 
wholee evening to category in brackets) 
Source:: own calculations based on Statistics Netherlands' Time Budget Survey 1988. 
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4.4.22 Estimation procedure 

Thee dependent variables are time-budget variables, i.e. they indicate how much of the total 
timee available on an evening is allocated to a specific combination of couples' work and 
leisure.. These time-budget variables are similar to budget variables analyzed in consumer 
expendituree studies, and share the censored features and the under-reporting that are 
associatedd with these types of variables. In this study, the dependent variables are censored at 
zeroo hours at the lower end and at five hours at the higher end. They are censored because 
althoughh they all report some market and household work during the whole day, for the five-
hourr period between 7 p.m. and midnight considered, many couples do not report any market 
workk and some do not report any household work. 

Thiss censoring can come about for two reasons. First, it can be the result of the 
combinedd decisions of both partners to participate or not to participate in any evening work. 
Onee or both partners may never perform any evening work and be (a) 'genuine' non-evening 
orr daytime workers). Another reason for the censoring, however, it that one or both of the 
partnerss usually do perform evening work, but happened not to do so on the day the diary 
dataa were collected. Whatever the reason, this particular feature of censoring must be taken 
intoo account, and a tobit-like estimation technique seems appropriate. 

Inn this study, I opt for a quite simple specification, and estimate the model using a two-
limitt tobit specification. This specification is quite restrictive, because it only models the 
censoring,, and does not allow for a distinction between the participation decision to engage in 
aa particular kind of activity (e.g., work at unusual hours) and the structural equation which 
explainss the amount of time allocated to the activity, if it is engaged in at all. Although more 
elaboratee specifications such as the generalized tobit and the double-hurdle model have been 
developed,, I have not attempted to estimate these specifications. Both the specific nature of 
time-usee data and the fact that there hardly is any research on timing of work and leisure in an 
intra-householdd context make it less feasible to model the individual and joint decisions of 
husbandss and wives such as to successfully distinguish between the participation decision 
andd the structural relationship18. 

188 Given the outcome of recent research by Flood &  Grasjö (1998), it seems quite reasonable to opt for  the 
simplee tobit. Flood &  Grasjö compare a tobit, generalized tobit, and double-hurdle specification in the 
contextt  of a labor  supply study. They use time-use data similar  to the ones used here. They find that it is very 
difficul tt  to discriminate between the different statistical models, and suggest that 'the randomness that 
characterizee time-use data' are a major  cause. On the basis of a Monte-Carlo simulation, they conclude that 
'aa simple tobit method can produce results that are similar  and in some cases even better  than the much more 
sophisticatedd methods' and add that this is especially true if the participation decision is incorrectly specified. 
Off  course, the reasonableness of the simple tobit in the study reported on in this chapter  should ideally be 
demonstratedd by comparing, in ways similar  to Flood &  Grasjö, the results of different specifications. This is 
leftt  for  further  research. 
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Thee model estimated is a two-limit tobit, which can be written in the following way: 

y*y* = a+pXj-Hydi+SZj+Uj 

L,, if y{*  < L, (1) 

yff = y' »f L i<y i* < L 2 
L22 if  y ; >L 2 

wheree y*  is the latent, non-observed endogenous variable (say, the desired or potential 
eveningg time allocated to joint leisure) and y the corresponding observed variable, for 
examplee the actual amount of evening time allocated to joint leisure. L, and L2 are, 
respectively,, the lower limit of zero and upper limit of five and the u/s are the residuals 
whichh are independently and normally distributed with a mean zero and a common variance 
a22 (see for the likelihood, Maddala 1983: 161). The primary parameter of interest is the p\ 
whichh represents the marginal effect of family characteristics on the amount of 'potential' 
eveningg time allocated to a specific category of couples' possible time-uses . Vector d is to 
controll  for total work effort, and z to control for the specific day of the diary. 

Thee equation system given above is a model for one particular combination of partners' 
time-usee in the evening. In total, a system of four equations has to be estimated. By 
definition,, for each couple the total time allocated to these four combinations must add up to 
fivefive hours. This puts a constraint on all combinations, in that if more time is allocated to one 
combination,, less time is allocated to another combination. The consequence of this 
interdependencee is that the disturbance terms are not independent across the four states, but 
followw a four-variate normal distribution with mean 0 and covariance matrix Q. Only if the 
equationss are estimated jointly will efficient estimates of the parameters be obtained. 
Unfortunately,, it is rather tedious to try to estimate a four-variate density while taking into 
accountt the tobit specification for each equation. Following e.g. Flood & Klevmarken (1992) 
andd Grift (1998), rather than restricting the sample to observations within the lower and upper 
limitt and then estimating the system as a seemingly unrelated regression model, I estimate 
eachh equation separately as a tobit model and ignore the possible interactions between the 
categoriess distinguished via unobserved variables. 

4.4.33 Variable definitions 

Thee dependent variables have already been discussed in section 4.1, which leave variables x, 
d,, and z of equation (1) to discuss. There are five family types distinguished in x. The types 
aree constructed such as to take account of the age of the youngest child, if any children are 
presentt in the household, as well as of the age of the female partner. The categories are: 
youngestt child under 6, youngest child between 6 and 12, youngest child over 12, no child in 
householdd and woman under 35 (from here on 'young couples without children'), and no 
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childd in household and woman 35 or over (from here on 'older couples without children'). 

Thee category young couples without children is the reference category in the analysis. The 

controll  variables in d are, in ways similar to the analysis in Hamermesh (1996), included to 

bee able to focus on factors that affect patterns of instantaneous time use after accounting for 

decisionss about total work effort19. Thus, I control for each partner's household work time, 

leisuree time, and household income as a proxy for household consumption, all of which are 

assumedd to be determined simultaneously by the interaction of the partners' market and non-

markett productivities and unearned income with the couple's utility function20. The dummy 

variabless for the day of the time-use interview, included in z, have been included in the model 

too control for possible differences in the timing of activities of couples between workdays. 

Tablee 4.2 gives the sample statistics. 

Tablee 4.2: Sample statistics 
Standard d 

Variables s 

Noo child at home, woman 34-
Youngestt child 0-5 
Youngestt child 6-12 
Youngestt child 13+ 
Noo child at home, woman 35+ 

Householdd income 

Woman'ss market hours 
Woman'ss household hours 
Woman'ss leisure 
Man'ss market hours* 
Man'ss household hours 
Man'ss leisure 

Monday y 
Tuesday y 
Wednesday y 
Thursday y 
Friday y 

Description n 

Yes=l,No=0 0 
Yes=l,No=0 0 
Yes=l,No=0 0 
Yes=l,No=0 0 
Yes=l,No=0 0 

NLGG per year, 
net t 

Hourss per day 
Hourss per day 
Hourss per day 
Hourss per day 
Hourss per day 
Hourss per day 

Yes=l,No=0 0 
Yes=l,No=0 0 
Yes=l,No=0 0 
Yes=l,No=0 0 
Yes=l,No=0 0 

Mean n 

0.428 8 
0.164 4 
0.159 9 
0.142 2 
0.107 7 

59,905 5 

6.034 4 
4.048 8 

13.918 8 
9.374 4 
1.511 1 

13.115 5 

0.221 1 
0.159 9 
0.172 2 
0.187 7 
0.261 1 

deviation n 

n.a. . 
n.a. . 
n.a. . 
n.a. . 
n.a. . 

134,318 8 

3.554 4 
2.767 7 
2.241 1 
2.909 9 
1.530 0 
2.407 7 

n.a. . 
n.a. . 
n.a. . 
n.a. . 
n.a. . 

Validd N 

402 2 
402 2 
402 2 
402 2 
402 2 

342 2 

402 2 
402 2 
402 2 
402 2 
402 2 
402 2 

402 2 
402 2 
402 2 
402 2 
402 2 

**  Excluded category in the analysis 
***  Missing values are replaced by the median of those observed. 

Source:: own calculations based on Statistics Netherlands' Time Budget Survey 1988. 

199 Note that this implies that decisions about total work effort are assumed to be taken prior to decisions 
aboutt the timing of activities. A more general model would allow for a simultaneous modeling of effects 
affectingg aggregates of work and leisure as well as the timing of work and leisure. 
200 Hamermesh uses a standard labor-leisure framework and includes leisure (actually, market hours) and 
consumptionn as controls. Here, the underlying framework is a household production one, and household 
workk time is included as a control as well (see, e.g., Jenkins & O'Leary 1995). 
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4.55 Empirical results 

4.5.11 Evening time-budgets and family types 

First,, I estimated the time-budget equations timing of market work hours as specified in 
sectionn 4.2 with as dependent variables A1,A2,A3,A4, with the focus on the timing of market 
hours.. I then estimated similar time-budget equations, but now with as dependent variables 
B1,B2,, B3, and B4, with a focus on the timing of leisure hours. Tables 4.3 and 4.4 report the 
estimationn results21. 

Considerr the effects of different family types on the degree of synchronization of work 
andd leisure schedules of dual-earner couples. Table 4.3 presents the results for the timing of 
markett work hours and their complement 'leisure', broadly defined to include household 
work.. It shows, for example, that compared to a young couple with similar work and leisure 
hourss but without children, couples with a child of five years or younger have approximately 
244 minutes less synchronized 'leisure' time in the evening (coefficient of-0.419 in column 
Al) .. These figures suggest that, conditional on the total number of hours allocated to market 
work,, household work, and leisure, the degree of synchronization of market work and 
'leisure'' schedules is related to whether or not couples have dependent children. The table 
showss statistically significant negative effects of the presence of dependent children on the 
amountt of joint 'leisure' scheduled in die evening as well as statistically significant effects on 
thee amount of asynchronized evening time. The latter effects are negative with respect to the 
amountt of evening time men allocate to market work, while their partners allocate their time 
toto 'leisure' (coefficient of-0.350 for couples with a child under six). They are positive with 
respectt to the alternative, i.e. the amount of evening time women devote to market work, 
whilee tiieir partners enjoy 'leisure' time (coefficient of 0.541). The presence of young 
childrenn in particular is shown to have strong effects on the degree of synchronization: the 
youngerr the age of the youngest child, the stronger the estimated effects22. The amount of 
eveningg time both partners allocate to market work is not significantly affected by the 
presencee of children in the household. Thus, compared to couples with similar work and 
leisuree hours but without dependent children, couples with children appear to have relatively 

211 The tobit analyses are performed using Stata, version 5.0, and the procedure dtobit2, statalist distributio n 
244 March 1998. Note that the coefficients given are not the tobit-coefficients mentioned in section 4.4.2 (the 
P,Y,5's)) the marginal effects of a change in an independent variable - say, x - on the mean of the 'potential' 
y's,, öE(y*ydx,  Rather  the tables show the marginal effects of a change in an independent variable on the 
meann of all observed y's - limi t and nonlimit observations - 5E(y)/öXj  These marginal effects are defined as 
dfyy\\ydx.dfyy\\ydx.kk = 3(Prob(L1 < y^  £ l^  ) (see for  further  details Greene 1993: 695). They are evaluated at the 
observedd censoring rate of the dependent variable, i.e. at die proportion of couples which allocate positive 
(butt  not all) evening time to, for  example, joint leisure. 
222 The estimated effect in column A2 for  couples with a child under  6 is found to be significantly larger  than 
thee estimated effect for  couples with a child over  12 (p=0.069), as well as for  older  couples without children 
(p=0.024).. The estimates for  couples with a child under  6 and a youngest child between 6 and 12 do not 
differr  significantly (p=0.268). The differences between the estimated effects of the family types on the other 
time-budgetss are not found to be statistically significant. 
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Tablee 4.3: Results of tobit analysis explaining time between 19-24 (in hours) 
allocatedd to specific time-budget, leisure broadly defined as a complement of 
Marke tt  work 

Variables s 

Youngestt child 0-5 

Youngestt child 6-12 

Youngestt child 13+ 

Noo child at home, woman 
35+ + 
Noo child at home, woman 34-

Householdd income (*10-4) 

Marginall  effects on mean observed y (absolute 
withinn brackets) with y equal 

Bothh leisure 
(Al ) ) 

-0.4199 * 
(1.963) ) 
-0.3288 # 

(1.649) ) 
-0.199 9 
(0.948) ) 
-0.208 8 
(0.941) ) 

(basee category) 

0.002 2 
(0.383) ) 

WW market 
work,, M 
leisuree (A2) 

0.5411 ** 
(3.935) ) 
0.3977 ** 
(3.092) ) 
0.2800 * 
(2.074) ) 
0.159 9 
(1.096) ) 

-0.0355 * 
(2.067) ) 

to: : 

WW leisure, M 
markett work 
(A3) ) 

-0.3500 * 
(2.244) ) 
-0.2355 # 

(1.634) ) 
-0.130 0 
(0.935) ) 
-0.116 6 
(0.719) ) 

0.003 3 
(1.040) ) 

t-values s 

Bothh market 
workk (A4) 

0.106 6 
(1.101) ) 
0.132 2 
(1.532) ) 
0.100 0 
(1.121) ) 
0.119 9 
(1.249) ) 

-0.005 5 
(0.646) ) 

Woman'ss household hours 

Woman'ss leisure hours 

Man'ss household hours 

Man'ss leisure hours 

Monday y 

Tuesday y 

Wednesday y 

Friday y 

Thursdayy (base category) 

N N 
Logg likelihood 
Meann of dependent variable 

0.027 7 
(0.978) ) 
0.0833 * 
(2.938) ) 
0.103* * 
(2.446) ) 
0.189* * 
(6.610) ) 

-0.156 6 
(0.813) ) 
-0.262 2 
(1.277) ) 
-0.050 0 
(0.243) ) 
0.277 7 
(1.441) ) 

402 2 
-576.643 3 
3.869 9 

-0.0500 * 
(2.781) ) 
-0.0899 * 
(4.755) ) 
-0.024 4 
(0.877) ) 
0.027 7 
(1.573) ) 

-0.153 3 
(1.283) ) 
0.037 7 
(0.304) ) 
-0.183 3 
(1.412) ) 
-0.2544 * 
(2.116) ) 

402 2 
-335.967 7 
0.404 4 

0.0544 " 
(2.707) ) 
0.0677 ** 
(3.314) ) 
-0.041 1 
(1.375) ) 
-0.186*' ' 
(7.262) ) 

0.3433 * 
(2.399) ) 
0.2877 # 

(1.874) ) 
0.2855 # 

(1.847) ) 
0.094 4 

(0.644) ) 

402 2 
-362.666 6 
0.531 1 

-0.015 5 
(1.246) ) 
-0.0477 * 
(3.580) ) 
-0.0588 * 
(2.600) ) 
-0.0344 * 
(2.922) ) 

0.021 1 
(0.252) ) 
-0.002 2 
(0.021) ) 
0.042 2 
(0.477) ) 
-0.062 2 
(0.710) ) 

402 2 
-205.240 0 
0.197 7 

***  significant at 1% level; * significant at 5 % level; # significant at 10% level. 

Source:: own calculations based on Statistics Netherlands' Time Budget Survey 1988. 
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feww synchronized work and leisure hours and relatively littl e evening time available for joint 
'leisure'.. Women allocate relatively many of their market work hours to the evening and, as a 
corollary,, relatively many of their 'leisure' hours to the daytime, i.e.. to that time of day which 
iss associated with 'regular' office hours. Men do precisely the opposite and show a larger 
overlapp with the collective rhythm. Relatively many of their 'leisure' hours are allocated to 
thee evening, whereas relatively many of their work hours are hours allocated before 6 p.m.. 

Tablee 4.4 shows the marginal effects on the timing of leisure and its complement work, 
noww broadly defined to include household work. Again, the results suggest that the presence 
orr absence of dependent (and particularly young) children in the household is related to the 
degreee of (a)synchronization of work and leisure. However, a comparison of the figures in 
Tablee 4.3 and Table 4.4 shows the statistical significance of the estimates is reduced23. This 
lackk of significance may in part be explained by the particularly idiosyncratic nature of 
householdd work activities, which cannot be scheduled as easily as market work activities and 
aree liable to interruption (cf. also Chapter 5, section 5.6 of this thesis). In addition, a 
comparisonn between the tables shows that the estimated effects of family type in the latter 
tablee in general are somewhat smaller than the comparable effects in the former. For 
example,, compared to a young couple with similar work and leisure hours but without 
children,, Table 4.4 shows that the presence of a child under six is estimated to increase by 
aboutt one third of an hour (effect of 0.327) the average amount of evening time which 
womenn allocate to work - whether market or household work - while their partners are 
engagedd in leisure. Table 4.3, on the other hand, shows an increase of somewhat more than 
halff  an hour (effect of 0.541) in the average amount of evening time which women allocate to 
markett work while their partners are engaged in either household work or leisure. This 
suggestss that estimates on the timing of work and leisure based on information on market 
workk hours and its complement of a rather broadly defined 'leisure' overestimate the effect of 
differencess in family type on the amount of (asynchronized work and leisure schedules. 

Tablee 4.5 suggests the mechanism behind this. The table presents the marginal effects 
off  the differences in family type on the disaggregated level of all nine possible combinations 
off  a couple's market work, household work, and leisure hours24. Again conditional on the 
totall  number of hours allocated to market work, household work, and leisure, family type is 
shownn to be significantly related to the degree of synchronization of work and leisure 
schedules.. Couples with young children in particular schedule their work and leisure hours 
suchh that during a relatively large part of the evening, women allocate their time to market 
work,, while their partners enjoy leisure time (coefficient of 0.413 for couples with a child 

233 This is also true for the differences between the estimated effects of the family types. Although the 

estimatedd effect in column B2 for couples with a child under 6 is still found to be significantly larger than the 
estimatedd effect for couples without children (p=0.051), this is no longer the case for the estimated effects for 

coupless whose youngest child is overr 12 (p=0.255). 
244 Note mat the figures for joint leisure given in Table 4.5 correspond to those found under Bl in Table 4.4. 

Similarly,, the figures for joint market work correspond to those found under A4 in Table 4.3. 
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Tablee 4.4: Results of tobit analysis explaining time between 19-24 (in hours) 
allocatedd to specific time-budget, leisure as a complement of work broadly 
defined d 

Variables s 

Youngestt child 0-5 

Youngestt child 6-12 

Youngestt child 13+ 

Noo child at home, woman 
35+ + 
Noo child at home, woman 34-

Householdd income (*10~4) 

Woman'ss household hours 

Woman'ss leisure hours 

Man'ss household hours 

Man'ss leisure hours 

Monday y 

Tuesday y 

Wednesday y 

Friday y 

Thursdayy (base category) 

N N 
Logg likelihood 
Meann of dependent variable 

Marginall  effects on mean observed y (absolute 
withinn brackets) with y equal 

Bothh leisure 
(Bl) ) 

-0.220 0 
(1.127) ) 
-0.237 7 
(1.318) ) 
-0.035 5 
(0.195) ) 
-0.079 9 
(0.405) ) 

(basee category) 

0.001 1 
(0.124) ) 

-0.0544 * 
(2.143) ) 
0.1333 ** 
(5.148) ) 
-0.0844 * 
(2.271) ) 
0.2355 ** 
(9.473) ) 

-0.099 9 
(0.561) ) 
-0.246 6 
(1.295) ) 
-0.013 3 
(0.070) ) 
0.208 8 
(1.216) ) 

402 2 
-626.921 1 
3.116 6 

WW work, M 
leisuree (B2) 

0.3277 ** 
(2.628) ) 
0.257 7 
(2.209) ) 
0.175 5 
(1.500) ) 
0.028 8 
(0.215) ) 

-0.001 1 
(0.462) ) 

0.0422 ** 
(2.615) ) 
-0.140** * 
(8.219) ) 
-0.033 3 
(1.349) ) 
0.0688 ** 
(4.196) ) 

-0.073 3 
(0.641) ) 
0.177 7 
(1.454) ) 
-0.063 3 
(0.518) ) 
-0.180 0 
(1.623) ) 

402 2 
-482.485 5 
0.682 2 

to: : 

WW leisure, M 
work(B3) ) 

-0.171 1 
(1.332) ) 
-0.136 6 
(1.134) ) 
-0.2122 # 

(1.754) ) 
-0.135 5 
(1.019) ) 

0.004 4 
(1.547) ) 

-0.000 0 
(0.017) ) 
0.0933 ** 
(5.355) ) 
0.102** * 
(4.211) ) 
-0.172** * 
(9.865) ) 

0.172 2 
(1.487) ) 
0.044 4 
(0.348) ) 
0.068 8 
(0.553) ) 
-0.002 2 
(0.024) ) 

402 2 
-457.431 1 
0.616 6 

!!  t-values 

Bothh work 
(B4) ) 

0.115 5 
(1.009) ) 
0.131 1 
(1.216) ) 
-0.039 9 
(0.343) ) 
0.080 0 

(0.672) ) 

-0.015 5 
(1.407) ) 

0.016 6 
(1.077) ) 
-0.0866 ** 
(5.461) ) 
0.0622 ** 

(2.836) ) 
-0.118** * 
(7.761) ) 

0.019 9 
(0.184) ) 
0.102 2 
(0.897) ) 
-0.008 8 
(0.070) ) 
0.015 5 
(0.141) ) 

402 2 
.446.443 3 
0.586 6 

***  significant at 1% level; * significant at 5 % level; # significant at 10% level. 

Source:: own calculations based on Statistics Netherlands' Time Budget Survey 1988. 
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beloww six years of age)25. To be sure, these couples also allocate a relatively large share of 
theirr evening to joint work, with men allocating time to household work and women 
allocatingg time to market work (coefficient of 0.183). However, this effect is smaller than the 
effectt on asynchronized work and leisure time. Thus, the overall conclusion must be that the 
presencee of young children is negatively related to the degree of synchronization of work and 
leisuree schedules, although this effect is not as large as predicted when the difference between 
householdd work and leisure is ignored. Couples with dependent children are found on 
averagee to synchronize their work and leisure schedules less than young couples without 
children,, but more than is implied by estimates based on the dichotomy of market work and 
leisuree including household work. Not all the evening time women allocate to market work is 
timee during which men 'asynchronously' enjoy leisure: part of it is allocated to household 
work. . 

Tablee 4.5 also shows that for couples with children over 12, a somewhat different 
explanationn is required of the positive effect on couples' evening time asynchronously 
allocatedd to her market work and his leisure time. In this case, the figures suggest that this 
effectt comes about not so much because of differences in the scheduling of leisure time 
betweenn couples, but because of differences in the scheduling of household work hours. 
Especiallyy the amount of evening time jointly allocated to household work diminishes26. One 
explanationn behind these effects may be that compared to couples without children and 
coupless with relatively young children, couples with older children presumably are able to or 
needd to schedule relatively much household work during the day. 

Withh respect to the other variables included in the analysis, two findings are 
noteworthy.. First, note the small but statistically significant negative effect of household 
incomee on the amount of time she allocates to market work while he is engaged in 'leisure' 
timee in Table 4.3, but not in Table 4.4 (see also Table 4.5). This suggests that women's 
eveningg market work is inferior, but household evening work less so. Men's evening work 
doess not seem to be affected. Second, note the statistically significant and positive effects of 
thee first three weekday variables for the time men allocate to evening market work while their 
partnerss allocate time either to household work or leisure (Table 4.3). Compared to those 
whosee diaries relate to Thursdays and Fridays, those reporting on Mondays to Wednesday 
allocatee on average about a third more time to this specific time budget. Combined with the 
otherr effects in this group of variables which suggest that a relatively large amount of 
Thursdayy evenings is time allocated to women's market work while their partners are 
engagedd in leisure activities, this suggests that the amount of evening time jointly allocated to 

2525 The estimated effect for the time-budget 'she M, he L' for couples with a child under 6 is found to be 
significantlyy larger than the estimated effects for couples with a youngest child between 6 and 12 (p=0.065), 
forr couples with a child over 12 (p=0.007), as well as for older couples without children (p=0.044). 
266 The estimated effect for the time-budget 'both H' for couples with a youngest child over 12 is found to be 
significantlyy larger than the estimated effects for couples with a youngest child between 6 and 12 (p=0.031). 
However,, it is not found to differ significantly from the estimated effects for couples with a child under 5 
(p=0.277)) or older couples without children (p=0.337). 
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thee evening is larger on Fridays than on any other weekday27. A finding that accords with 
casuall  observation. 

Tablee 4.5: Results of tobit analysis explaining dual-earners' time between 19-24 
(inn hours) allocated to specific time-budget, disaggregated for  household work, 
markett  work, and leisure separately 
WithWith H=household work, M=market work, L=leisure 

Marginall  effects (absolute t-values in brackets) 
No o 

Dependentt Child Child Child child, 
Variablee 0-5 6-12 13+ 35+ Income -Log lik Mean 

257.4966 0.180 

187.2022 0.127 

333.1255 0.360 

137.7377 0.082 

205.2400 0.197 

304.8777 0.322 

283.8933 0.212 

319.5999 0.404 

626.9211 3.116 
(1.127)) (1.318) (0.195) (0.405) (0.124) 

_NN 402 

***  significant at 1% level; * significant at 5 % % level; # significant at 10% level. 
NB:: Each partner's household work hours and leisure time on the day included in the analysis are 
includedd in the estimation. In addition, controls are included for the type of weekday (cf. Tables 4.3 and 4.4). 

Source:: own calculations based on Statistics Netherlands' Time Budget Survey 1988. 

4.5.22 Robustness of findings 

Inn order to test for the robustness of the findings presented in Table 4.3 to Table 4.5,1 ran, 
firstfirst of all, the simple tobits for several slightly different specifications of the dependent 
variables.. That is, I changed the definition of evening hours to time between 7 and 10 p.m. 
(analogouss to Hamermesh (1996)) and to time between 6 p.m. and midnight. The substantive 
conclusionss with respect to the marginal effects do not differ, and the precise estimates 

BothH H 

Shee H, he M 

Shee H, he L 

Shee M, he H 

BothM M 

Shee M, he L 

Shee L, he H 

Shee L, he M 

BothL L 

-0.079 9 
(1.615) ) 
-0.081 1 
(1.542) ) 
-0.065 5 
(0.986) ) 
0.183** * 
(3.569) ) 
0.106 6 
(1.101) ) 
0.413** * 
(3.659) ) 
0.004 4 
(0.070) ) 
-0.226# # 

(1.798) ) 
-0.220 0 

-0.019 9 
(0.415) ) 
-0.047 7 
(0.912) ) 
-0.037 7 
(0.601) ) 
0.104* * 
(2.222) ) 
0.132 2 
(1.532) ) 
0.300** * 
(2.876) ) 
0.017 7 
(0.308) ) 
-0.166 6 
(1.433) ) 
-0.237 7 

-0.142** * 
(2.770) ) 
-0.022 2 
(0.435) ) 
0.007 7 
(0.119) ) 
0.023 3 
(0.410) ) 
0.100 0 

(1.121) ) 
0.216* * 

(1.959) ) 
-0.089 9 
(1.460) ) 
-0.122 2 
(1.088) ) 
-0.035 5 

-0.076 6 
(1.504) ) 
-0.016 6 
(0.269) ) 
-0.085 5 
(1.200) ) 
0.071 1 

(1.422) ) 
0.119 9 
(1.249) ) 
0.105 5 
(0.894) ) 
-0.048 8 
(0.768) ) 
-0.105 5 
(0.803) ) 
-0.079 9 

-0.002 2 
(0.918) ) 
-0.003 3 
(0.641) ) 
0.001 1 
(0.857) ) 
-0.013# # 

(1.629) ) 
-0.005 5 
(0.646) ) 
-0.026# # 

(1.885) ) 
0.000 0 

(0.263) ) 
0.003 3 

(1.268) ) 
0.001 1 

277 See also Harvey et al (2000: 14) who, using SCP data for 1990 and 1995, find that on Fridays compared to 

otherr workdays, a relatively large proportion of the Dutch workforce works only regular hours and finishes 

beforee 6. Cf. Breedveld (1999: 140) who finds a similar result. 
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changee only slightly. I also changed the definition to include night work, analyzing the time 
budgetss between 7 p.m. and 6 the next morning. This does not notably change the effects for 
womenn (i.e. the A2 and B2-columns), but does increase the negative effects for men (i.e. the 
A33 and B3-columns), especially for households with children under six. Thus, I find that the 
marginall  effect of the presence of a child under six years of age decreases by somewhat more 
thann half an hour (effect of-0.557, t=-2.901) the mean of the amount of evening time during 
whichh men allocate time to market work while women allocate time to leisure or household 
work.. The comparable coefficient estimate when only those hours between 7 p.m. and 
midnightt are concerned, is smaller by some ten minutes (effect of --0.350, t=-2.244, see Table 
4.3)28. . 

Ass a second test for me robustness of the findings reported, I ran a bootstrap of the 
analysis.. Time-use data, as was already stressed in section 4.3, are quite sensitive to the 
occurrencee of an a-typical event and it was possible that the coefficients in Table 4.3 to Table 
4.55 are also sensitive to the specific composition of the sample. This happens not to be the 
case.. The bootstrapped estimates of the confidence intervals of the coefficients lead to the 
samee substantive conclusions as the ones reported in the above, and confirm the statistical 
significancee or otherwise of the coefficients given. 

AA final, admittedly somewhat crude test for the robustness of the findings involved the 
estimationn of a model more similar to the one estimated by Hamermesh (1996), i.e. a 
multinomiall  logit model. Thus, I discarded of some of the information on the duration of the 
activitiess undertaken at unusual work hours and dichotomized time allocated to a specific 
activityy depending on whether someone did or did not allocate a certain amount of time to 
workk or leisure at unusual work hours. Couples were divided into four categories: neither 
partnerr working more than one hour in the evening (again defined as time between 7 p.m. and 
midnight),, the woman working for more than one hour but the man not, the man working for 
moree than one hour but the woman not, and neither one working for more than one hour in 
thee evening. I then estimated two multinomial logits - one for leisure broadly defined and one 
forr leisure more narrowly defined - with neither one at work in the evening as the reference 
category.. The regressor variables included in these analyses were the same as the ones used 
inn the tobit analyses. The results of these analyses are given in Appendix 4.2, and are in line 
withh the conclusions based on the tobit analyses. The conclusion is that conditional on the 
totall  number of hours allocated to household work, market work, and leisure, the presence of 
youngg children in particular increases the probability that women work in the evening while 
theirr husbands enjoy leisure time relative to the probability that both enjoy leisure time. This 
probabilityy is higher if work is defined as market work only and 'leisure' includes household 
workk in addition to leisure activities, than if work is defined as household or market work, 
withh leisure as the rest category. The statistically significant effect of household income on 

244 The marginal effects for the other family categories are -0.394 (t=-1.694) for families with a youngest 

childd between 6 and 12, -0.129 (t=-0.764) for families with a youngest child over 12, and -0.154 (t=-0.778) 

forr older couples without children. 
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women'ss evening time allocated to market work found in the tobit analyses is not found 
usingg multinomial logits. However, the signs in both analyses point in a similar direction and 
doo not contradict the negative effect found in Table 4.3. 

4.5.33 Comparison with traditiona l one-earner  couples 

Thee focus in this chapter is on the timing of work and leisure of dual-earner couples. The aim 
wass to ensure comparability with other literature on timing aspects of work and leisure in a 
familyy context. However, the data used also allow for a comparison between the timing of 
workk and leisure of dual-earner couples with that of traditional - i.e. male - one-earner 
couples29.. Admittedly, given that families with young children are more often to be found 
amongg one-earner couples than among dual-earner couples30, it is not surprising to find - as I 
doo - that women in one-earner couples on average allocate more time to household work than 
womenn in dual-earner families (see Appendix 4.3 for details). Thus, whereas dual-earner 
womenn allocate about 6 hours to market work, 4 hours to household work, and 14 hours to 
leisure,, women in (male) one-earner households allocate an average of 7.5 hours to 
householdd work and 16.5 hours to leisure. Perhaps more surprising is the fact that men's time 
allocationn hardly differs between one-earner and dual-earner families; the time-use of men in 
one-earnerr couples is, on average over the whole day, very similar to that of men in dual-
earnerr couples. On average, men in one-earner couples allocate 9.4 hours to market work, 1.4 
too household work, and 13.2 to leisure. The comparable figures for men in dual-earner 
coupless are 9.4, 1.5 and 13.1 hours. 

Thee question to be answered is whether family type influences the timing of work and 
leisuree in one-earner families any differently than it does in dual-earner families. Table 4.6 
givess the results for analyses similar to those presented in Table 4.5, but focuses on one-
earnerr couples instead of dual-earners. A comparison between the figures in the two tables 
showss that the estimated marginal effects of family type on work and leisure schedules are 
smallerr in one-earner families than in dual-earner families. In addition, hardly any of the 
coefficientss estimated is statistically significant. The effect of family type on the timing of 
workk and leisure thus appears to have a considerably larger effect on the schedules of dual-
earnerss than it does on the schedules of one-earner couples. There is only one exception to 
thiss general rule. Table 4.6 suggests that, compared to young couples with similar work hours 
butt without children, couples with a youngest child under six allocate relatively much of their 
eveningg time such that men engage in household work, while their partners engage in leisure. 

299 One-earner couples are defined as those couples in which, on the time-diary day included in the sample, 
thee man allocates a positive amount of time to market work, whereas his partner allocates zero hours to 

markett work. The data used are taken from the same Time Budget Survey data as described in section 4.3. 
300 In the data set analyzed, 38 percent of one-earner couples are couples with a youngest child under 6. 15 

percentt are young couples without children, 18 percent couples with a youngest child between 6 and 12, 19 
percentt couples with a youngest child of 13 or older, and 10 percent older couples without dependent 

children. . 



Synchronizingg rhythms of work and leisure 121 1 

Dependent t 
Variable e 

BothH H 

Shee H, he M 

Shee H, he L 

Shee L, he H 

Shee L, he M 

BothL L 

Child d 
0-5 5 

0.064 4 
(1.191) ) 
-0.049 9 
(1.199) ) 
0.035 5 
(0.508) ) 
0.117* * 
(2.002) ) 
-0.046 6 
(0.432) ) 
-0.084 4 
(0.624) ) 

Child d 
6-12 2 

0.005 5 
(0.091) ) 
-0.088# # 
(1.901) ) 
-0.017 7 
(0.238) ) 
0.094 4 
(1.530) ) 
-0.042 2 
(0.373) ) 
0.007 7 
(0.048) ) 

Child d 
13+ + 

0.004 4 
(0.076) ) 
-0.085# # 
(1.834) ) 
-0.022 2 
(0.312) ) 
0.010 0 
(0.167) ) 
0.017 7 
(0.156) ) 
-0.028 8 
(0.199) ) 

No o 
child, , 
35+ + 

0.084 4 
(1.264) ) 
-0.024 4 
(0.453) ) 
-0.069 9 
(0.810) ) 
-0.003 3 
(0.045) ) 
-0.130 0 
(0.942) ) 
0.074 4 
(0.444) ) 

Income e 

-0.001 1 
(0.908) ) 
-0.001 1 
(0.797) ) 
0.003** * 
(4.288) ) 
0.001 1 
(0.984) ) 
-0.001 1 
(0.520) ) 
-0.004* * 
(2.529) ) 

Tablee 4.6: Results of tobit analysis explaining traditiona l one-earner  couples' 
timee between 19-24 (in hours) allocated to specific time-budget, disaggregated 
forr  household work, market work, and leisure separately 
WithWith H=household work, M=market work, L=leisure 

Marginall  effects (absolute t-values in brackets) 

-Logg lik Mean 

-440.0622 0.264 

-253.4144 0.125 

-556.6599 0.447 

-462.8999 0.296 

-464.0511 0.367 

-838.7499 3.501 

_NN 591 

***  significant at 1% level; * significant at 5 % level; # significant at 10% level. 
NB:: Each partner's household work hours and leisure time on the day included in the analysis are 
includedd in the estimation. In addition, controls are included for the type of weekday (cf. Tables 4.3 and 4.4). 
Source:: own calculations based on Statistics Netherlands' Time Budget Survey 1988. 

Itt is not very clear which time-budget they allocate relatively little time to, as no other 
estimatedd coefficients turn out to be statistically significant. Overall however, the signs and 
sizess of the other coefficients suggest that it is especially the timing of men's time-use that is 
affectedd by the presence of young children, reducing the evening time he allocates to market 
workk and increasing the timing he allocates to household work. The difference between dual-
earnerr men and breadwinner men is that whereas the partners of the former allocate their time 
too market work, the partners of breadwinner men mostly enjoy leisure while they are engaged 
inn household work. 

Ass for the effect of income on the timing of work and leisure, Table 4.6 confirms the 
earlierr finding that market evening work is not inferior where it concerns men's work hours. 
Thee figures do indicate another small but significant effect, i.e. the larger the household's 
income,, the smaller the amount of joint leisure and the larger the amount of eveningg time she 
allocatess to household work while he engages in leisure activities. This effect did not show up 
forr dual-earner couples. One explanation may be that women in one-earner couples have far 
moree opportunity (i.e. far more leisure time) than women in dual-earner couples to spend 
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money31.. Some of them, especially those in couples with a relatively high household income, 
mayy use their day time to engage in perhaps costly, conspicuous consumption and may shift 
partt of their household work to the evening to be able to do so. 

4.66 Conclusions 

Thee analyses presented in this chapter dealt with timing aspects of the division of labor of 
dual-earnerr couples in the Netherlands. Specifically, the analyses focused on the following 
questions:: 1. how do Dutch dual-earner couples time their work and leisure, and to what 
extentt do their activities overlap such that both work and enjoy leisure at the same time of 
day?? and 2. to what extent do differences in Dutch dual-earners' synchronization of work and 
leisuree relate to differences in family type? 

Ass to the first question, the results confirm for Dutch dual-earner couples in 1988 what 
Koenn Breedveld (1999) concludes more generally, i.e. that 1. despite reports of a trend 
towardss more flexible work hours, the majority of dual-earners work at 'usual', daytime 
hourss instead of in the evening or at night and that 2. although not a lot of work is performed 
inn the evenings and at night, quite a number of dual-earners perform some work at unusual 
times.. In addition, they show that 3. on average men and women mostly tend to work and 
enjoyy leisure at the same time of day (work in the daytime, leisure in the evening and at 
night),, the more so if household work is included in the definition of work, and leisure is 
analyzedd as a category separate from household work and that 4. evening and night work is 
relativelyy asynchronized. Of the small amount of work that is performed at unusual work 
hours,, partners perform a high percentage of it at times when the other partner is engaged in 
leisure,, whether broadly or more narrowly defined. 

Ass to the second question, one of the main conclusions to be derived from the above is 
thatt there is indeed a relationship between synchronization of work and leisure and family 
type.. Conditional on the total number of hours allocated to market work, household work, 
andd leisure, whether or not couples have dependent children is found to be related to the 
degreee of synchronization of work and leisure schedules. The presence of young children in 
particularr is shown to have strong effects on the degree of synchronization. To a certain 
extent,, these findings are in line with the findings of earlier studies focusing on other 
countries.. Hamermesh (1996), as mentioned earlier, analyzes US and German dual-earner 
dataa for 1991 and 1990 respectively. He finds that couples tend to work at the same time of 
day,, but that young children break down this jointness, and increase the likelihood of one 
partnerr working in the evening. Horrell et al (1994: 109ff) reach a similar conclusion 
analyzingg UK couples. They find that female working times are often significantly related to 
thee presence and age of dependent children. Presser (1987: 109), who analyzes US 1980 data 
dual-earnerr couples in full-time work, also reaches this conclusion and finds thatt the number 

311 Certainly in 1988, when opening hours were not as long as they are today, and most shopping needed to be 

donee between 9 a.m. and 6 p.m.. 
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off  children under 14 years of age has a positive effect on women's 'non-day' shift. The 
differencee between these studies and the one presented here, however, is that whereas 
Hamermeshh finds positive effects for both men and women32 and Presser and Horrell et al 
findd positive effects for women but none for men, the analyses presented here suggest 
oppositeopposite effects for men and women. Compared to young couples without children, dual-
earnerr men with young children appear to work schedules that tend to overlap more with the 
collectivee rhythm than other men's schedules do. Dual-earner women with young children, 
onn the other hand, appear to work relatively 'unusual' work hours and are found to allocate 
relativelyy many of their market work hours to the evening. 

AA second conclusion to be derived from the analyses is that the usual estimates on the 
timingg of work and leisure based on information on market work hours and their complement 
'leisure'' overestimate the effect of differences in family type on the amount of 
(a)synchronizedd work and leisure schedules. The presence of fairly young children is 
negativelyy related to the degree of synchronization of work and leisure schedules, but this 
relationshipp is not as strong as predicted when the difference between household work and 
leisuree is ignored. For, generally speaking, it ignores die time allocated to household work by 
onee partner while the other is engaged in market work and vice versa. More specifically, not 
alll  the evening time women allocate to market work is time during which men 
'asynchronously'' enjoy leisure. Part of it is found to be allocated to household work. 

Thee overall picture to be derived from the estimates presented, is as follows. As far as 
women'ss timing is concerned, compared to young couples with similar work hours but 
withoutt children, dual-earner women with young children allocate relatively many of their 
markett work hours to the evening. Many of their leisure hours are allocated to the daytime, at 
thee expense of joint leisure time in the evening. The timing of women's household work is 
nott found to be related to family type, a conclusion also valid for women in one-earner 
couples.. As for men, their timing is also found to be related to family type. Both the estimates 
forr dual-earners as well as the estimates for one-earner couples show that compared to men in 
coupless with similar work hours but without children, men in families with relatively young 
childrenn allocate their market work more often to the daytime. Contrary to the findings for 
women,, the results show that for men the timing of household work is affected. Both their 
leisuree time and their household work is scheduled more often in the evening. These results 
aree found for both men in dual-earner families as well as - albeit to a lesser extent - for men 
inn one-earner families. They suggest that the relationship between family type and men's 
timingg of market work, household work and leisure is not specifically related to whether or 
nott his partner is engaged in market work but rather something that is found independent of 
theirr partner's employment status. And they are in line with Droogleever Fortuijn's (1993) 
resultss for dual-earner families with young children who in the - low-income - majority want 

122 To be sure, Hamermesh does find larger  positive effects for  women than for  men. In the US in particular , 
hee finds that women take on a disproportionate share of evening work. The difference also exists in 
Germany,, but is not statistically significant. 
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too ensure a fixed basis for family income via stable, regular jobs for men and characterize 
women'ss market work as supplementary, the schedules of which are chosen such as to 
dovetaill  with the rhythms of their children, their employers and the size of household income. 

Inn conclusion, it seems only fair to point out that it is unlikely that the results presented 
forr dual-earners in 1988 can simply be extrapolated to today. For one thing, this is because 
today,, even more so than in the 1980s, market work has assumed a more important place in 
thee lives of women, and the number of dual-earner couples has risen to over fifty percent. 
Similarly,, though to a lesser extent, household work has assumed an increasingly important 
placee in the lives of men, and the amount of household work men engage in is gradually 
increasing.. And although men still earn more, allocate more time to market work, and less to 
householdd work than women, the overriding importance of men's market work is no longer 
takenn for granted. The balance of all these changes, notes Pascale Peters (2000) in her recent 
TheThe Vulnerable Hours of Leisure, is that leisure time appears to be the closing entry of men's 
andd women's time accounts. In addition, however, compared to the 1980s, the 1990s were 
characterizedd by an increasing amount of parental leave and child care facilities. These 
facilities,, if available in sufficiently large amounts, in principle now allow those who can 
affordd it to combine the rhythms of their children with that of their employers without having 
too take the route of evening work. That is, if they choose to, they can now do so without 
jeopardizingg the shared meal and other activities presumably enjoyed by other couples in the 
evening.. In combination, these developments are likely to have affected the relation between 
familyy type and degree of synchronization of work and leisure schedules. The ways in which 
theyy have done so, however, are still relatively obscure. In view of the conclusions of the 
Dutchh Commission for the Schedule of the Day that the collective rhythm of Dutch society is 
farr from being optimally geared to the desired daily rhythms of the growing body of dual-
earners,, this is a worrying conclusion. 
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Appendixx 4.1: Dual-earner  couples' allocation of time by segment of day 

Tablee A4.1: Dual-earners' allocation of time to household work, market work, and leisure, by 
segmentt  of day 
InIn  percentages (standard deviations in brackets) (N-402) 

Wholee day, from 6 a.m. to 6 a.m. the following morning 
Men'ss time-use 

Women'ss time-use HmiwhnlH work Market work— II pi sur e Ro ww tota l 

Householdd work 
Markett work 

Leisure Leisure 

Columnn total 

Daytime:: from 6 a.m. 

Women'ss time-use 

Householdd work 

Markett work 

Leisure e 
Columnn total 

2.5 5 
2.0 0 
1.8 8 

6.3 3 

too 7 p.m. 

(3.3) ) 
(4.5) ) 

(2.7) ) 

(6.4) ) 

Householdd work 

3.2 2 
3.0 0 

1.6 6 
7.8 8 

(5.0) ) 

(7.3) ) 

(3.4) ) 
(10.3) ) 

10.3 3 
18.7 7 

10.1 1 

39.1 1 

(9.7) ) 
(14.0) ) 

(9.5) ) 

(12.1) ) 

Men'ss time-use 

Markett work 

18.0 0 

32.8 8 

14.7 7 
65.5 5 

(17.3) ) 

(25.1) ) 
(13.4) ) 

(20.1) ) 

4.1 1 
4.5 5 

46.0 0 

54.6 6 

(3.9) ) 
(7.4) ) 

(9.0) ) 

(10.0) ) 

Leisure e 

4.6 6 
5.2 2 

16.8 8 
26.7 7 

(5.4) ) 

(10.3) ) 

(8.5) ) 
(15.1) ) 

16.99 (11.5) 
25.11 (14.8) 

58.00 (9.3) 

100 0 

Roww total 

25.88 (19.4) 

41.00 (26.5) 

33.11 (15.1) 
100 0 

Evenings::  from 7 p.m. to midnight 

Women'ss time-use 

Men'ss time-us e 

Hnma»holHH wori f Marke tt  wnrl f ''  g 'sure Ro ww tota l 

Householdd work 
Markett work 

Leisure Leisure 

Columnn total 

3.6 6 

1.6 6 
4.2 2 
9.5 5 

(7.0) ) 

(6.5) ) 

(8.7) ) 
(13.5) ) 

2.5 5 

3.9 9 

8.1 1 
14.6 6 

(7.5) ) 

(13.3) ) 

(18.2) ) 
(25.8) ) 

7.2 2 
6.4 4 

62.3 3 
76.0 0 

(9.3) ) 

(15.4) ) 

(27.2) ) 
(25.4) ) 

13.3 3 

12.0 0 

74.7 7 
100 0 

(13.9) ) 

(22.3) ) 
(23.0) ) 

Nighttime::  from midnight to 6 a.m. 

Women'ss time-use Household work Market work 

Men'ss time-use 

Leisure e Roww total 

Householdd work 

Markett work 

Leisure Leisure 

Columnn total 

0.0 0 

0.0 0 

0.2 2 

0.3 3 

(0.4) ) 

(0.0) ) 

(1.5) ) 

(L7) ) 

0.0 0 

0.3 3 

2.0 0 

2.3 3 

(0.0)) 0.4 (2.0) 0.4 (2.0) 

(5.1)) 1.3 (11.0) 1.6 (12.1) 

(12.6)) 95.7 (17.4) 98.0 (12.2) 

(13.6)) 97.4 (13.6) 100 

Source:: own calculations based on Statistics Netherlands' Time Budget Survey 1988 

Note:: figures are based on data for Mondays to Fridays only. 
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Appendixx 4.2: Multinomia l logit results 

Tablee A4.2-a: Results of multinomia l logit analysis explaining time between 19-
244 (in hours) allocated to specific time-budget, leisure broadly defined as a 
complementt  of market work 

Variables s 

Youngestt child 0-5 
Youngestt child 6-12 
Youngestt child 13+ 
Noo child at home, woman 
35+ + 
Noo child at home, woman 34-

Householdd income (*10"4) 
N N 
Logg likelihood 

Multinomiall  logit 

Womann market 
work,, Man 
'leisure' ' 

2.024(3.521)** * 
1.504(2.798)** * 
0.828(1.328) ) 
1.126(2.026)* * 

(basee category) 

-0.120(1.536) ) 
402 2 
-334.111 1 

estimates,, absolute t-values in brackets: 

Womann 'leisure', 
Mann market work 

-0.584(1.048) ) 
-0.2766 (0.528) 
-0.139(0.268) ) 
-0.163(0.267) ) 

0.010(0.969) ) 

Bothh market work 

0.6011 (0.780) 
0.863(1.250) ) 
1.132(1.641) ) 
0.967(1.242) ) 

-0.0622 (0.775) 

Tablee A4.2-b Results of multinomia l logit analysis explaining time between 19-
244 (in hours) allocated to specific time-budget, leisure as a complement of work 
broadlyy defined _ _ ^_ 

Multinomiall  logit estimates, absolute t-values in brackets: 

Variables s 
Womann work, 
Mann leisure 

Womann leisure, 
Mann work Bothh work 

Youngestt child 0-5 1.736 (3.008)* 
Youngestt child 6-12 1.608 (3.053)' 
Youngestt child 13+ 0.516 (0.985) 
Noo child at home, woman 0.261 (0.475) 
35+ + 
Noo child at home, woman 34- (base category) 

Householdd income (*10"4) 
N N 
Logg likelihood 

-0.0544 (0.936) 
402 2 
-380.854 4 

-0.7311 (1.041) 
0.296(0.531) ) 
-0.319(0.572) ) 
-0.553(0.816) ) 

0.002(0.174) ) 

0.2266 (0.393) 
0.124(0.225) ) 
-0.2500 (0.469) 
0.069(0.121) ) 

-0.0300 (0.833) 

***  significant at 1% level; * significant at 5 % level; # significant at 10% level. 
NB:: Each partner's household work hours and leisure time on the day included in the analysis are included in 
thee estimation. In addition, controls are included for the type of weekday (cf. Tables 4.3 and 4.4) 

Source:: own calculations based on Statistics Netherlands' Time Budget Survey 1988. 
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Appendixx 4.3: One-earner  couples' allocation of time by segment of day 

Tablee A4.3: One-earner  couples1 allocation of time to household work, market work, 
andd leisure, by segment of day 
InIn  percentages (standard deviations in brackets) (N=591). 

Wholee day, from 6 a.m. to 6 a.m. the following morning 
Men'ss timf.iisc 

Women'ss time-use Household wr>Hc Mark fit wnrk leisure Rnwtntal 

Householdd work 3.6 (4.5) 21.6 (9.6) 6.1 (5.3) 31.2 (10.5) 
Markett  work - - - - - - - -
Leisuree 2.4 (3.5) 17.5 (9.3) 48.9 (8.2) 68.8 (10.5) 
Columnn total 6.0 (6.4) 39.1 (10.3) 54.9 (9.2) 100 

Daytime::  from 6 a.m. to 7 p.m. 
MPTI ' QQ time-iK P 

Women'ss time-use Hr.ti<»»hnlH wnA Marknt  wnr k Leisure Rnwtntal 

Householdd work 4.6 (7.0) 38.9 (17.2) 7.4 (8.2) 50.9 (16.2) 
Markett  work - - - - - - - -
Leisuree 2.1 (4.2) 28.4 (15.4) 18.5 (10.6) 49.1 (16.2) 
Columnn total 6.7 (9.4) 67.3 (19.0) 26.0 (14.6) 100 

Evenings::  from 7 p.m. to midnight 

Women'ss time-use H™lgi»hrJH wmfr  Markfi t wnrk Leisure Rnw total 

Householdd work 5.3 (9.8) 2.5 (8.0) 8.9 (11.9) 16.7 (16.3) 
Markett  work - - - - - - - -
Leisuree 5.9 (11.4) 7.3 (18.8) 70.0 (24.7) 83.3 (26.3) 

Columnn total 11.2 (16.2) 9.8 (22.7) 79.0 (24.8) 100 

Nighttime::  from midnight to 6 a.m. 
Mpn'» ::  t imp-iK e . 

Women'ss time-use Hraî hnl H wnA Mark fit wnrk Leisure Rnwtntal 

Householdd work 0.0 (0.3) 0.0 (0.3) 0.6 (2.6) 0.6 (2.6) 
Markett  work - - - - - - - -
Leisuree 0.2 (1.4) 2.1 (12.6) 97.1 (12.9) 99.4 (2.6) 

Columnn total 0.2 (1.5)  2.1 . (12.6). 97.7 (12.7) 100 

Source::  own calculations based on Statistics Netherlands' Time Budget Survey 1988 
Note::  figures are based on data for  Mondays to Fridays only. 




